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This paper describes the development of re-
search evaluation in Spain. It assumes that
research evaluation, and R&D policy and pro-
gramme evaluation are embedded in the devel-
opment of an R&D system and are
characterised by general Spanish policy-mak-
ing. Research evaluation in a context of delega-
tion and as a self-organising system for
research actors guaranteed by the state, has
been strongly developed in the last few years;
R&D policy and programme evaluation is less
institutionalised. The explanation is linked to
the sequence of reforms of the R&D system and
to the set up of the first Spanish science and
technology policy.
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HIS PAPER DESCRIBES some properties

and characteristics of the Spanish system of

research evaluation, with special reference to
the evaluation of science and technology policies and
programmes. The term research evaluation is con-
nected to the idea of research management' or deci-
sion preparation® and it is assumed to be related to the
properties of national systems of research.

While the Spanish R&D system was underdevel-
oped, RTD (research and technological development)
policy in general and research evalugtion in particular
had been almost irrelevant activities. In the context of
research system reforms in the mid-80s, research
evaluation as appraisal, to guarantee the quality of
research and the faimess of R&D funding, gained
particular relevance.

During those years, increasing effort and resources
for the R&D system had been high on the agenda.
RTD policy and programme evaluation were part of
the general discourse but no specific forces pushed in
favour of its implementation. Informal systems for
management control had been used in addressing
research policies and management of R&D organisa-
tions. So Spain still lacks strong R&D programme and
policy evaluation.

A comparison with UK practices and procedures
of R&D policy evaluation?® shows that these activities
are underdeveloped in Spain. Examples of evaluation
are fewer in number and significance, activities
started more recently, and the institutionalisation
is less formalised. Finally there is nothing similar
to the ROAME (Rationale, Objectives, Appraisal,
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Glossary of abbreviations

ANEP National Evaluation and Assessment Agency

CDTI Centre for Technological and Industrial
Development

CICYT Interministerial Commission for S&T

CNEAI National Commission for Evaluation of Research
Activity

csic National Centre for Scientific Research

EPOC evaluation of scientific policy

FIS Health Research Fund

FNDICYT  National Fund for the Deveiopment of Scientific
and Technical Research

IMADE regional development agency of Madrid

MAPA Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food

MEC Ministry of Education and Science

MSC Ministry of Health and Consumer Affairs

PATI Industrial and Technology Action Plan (Ministry
of Industry and Energy)

PEICU Programme of Institutional Evaluation of the

Quality of the Universities
PSOE Spanish Socialist Party

Monitoring and Evaluation) structure which is used
in the UK.

Because practices, procedures and institutional ar-
rangements for research evaluation are still develop-
ing, some of the rgport by the OECD* (Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development) for the
Italian evaluation scene could be extended to Spain.
Butin Spain, as in France,’ the state acts as guarantor
of the self-organising activity of the actors in the
public R&D system.

The evolution of research evaluation activities or
practices could be viewed as embedded in the institu-
tions for governance of the R&D system and in the
general characteristics of the system for making pub-
lic policy. In that general way we may discuss path
dependent properties of the trajectory of development
of R&D evaluation system in Spain.

Stability and change in state action

A necessary condition for development of research
evaluation and RTD policy evaluation, if some insti-
tutionalisation of the practices is expected, is the
existence of public policies in support of S&T and of
development of the R&D system itself.

At the end of the Franco period the S&T system
was underdeveloped: total R&D expenditure ac-
counted for 0.4% of GDP (gross domestic product),
research was significant only in public laboratories,
with very little involvement of firms and almost no
research activities at the universities.

For financial reasons, state research activity was
limited to funding public research centres through
direct budgetary appropriations. There was no ex-
plicit S&T policy, with no support of research and
technological activities through independent bodies
such as Research Councils, or in the form of strategic
R&D programmes. Development of professional re-
search control practices had been limited and sub-
ordinated to political support. Setting up research
evaluation as professional practice had been growing
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with the return of researchers trained in the USA at
the end of the 60s.

The inheritance of the Franco era was the late and
slow development of R&D evaluation. Also, the
political and policy-making system® were not very
sensitive to ideas such as policy evaluation, account-
ability or responsiveness. In summary, before the
reforms of the 80s there was no relevant R&D policy
evaluation, because no R&D policy existed. The prac-
tice of research evaluation as professional control of
the research community was weak because the
research system was underdeveloped and sub-
ordinated to the authoritarian government.

Evaluation as part of the R&D system

In trying to identify and explain the different degree
of development of research evaluation and R&D pol-
icy and programme evaluation practices we have to
take into account some variables exogenous to the
research system. The general characteristics of the
policy-making system are relevant. For example,
Spanish policy-making is characterised by a tradition
much concemed with legality and less committed to
efficiency. Therefore formal evaluation practices
were not very diffused in the Spanish public policy
process.”

The characteristics of the S&T policy domain? as
an institutional configuration embedded in the R&D
system and defined by organisational properties and
for players or actors interacting could have a more
direct impact on research evaluation.

S&T policy refers to government initiatives, delib-
erate actions with substantive RTD-related intentions,
explicitly designed to develop, support and encourage
science, technology and innovation. For many years
the purposeful action by the state in favour of research
was on the basis of delegation. The most primitive
form was related to direct funding of research centres,
while a more developed form took place with the
development of some intermediary bodies (such as
Research Councils) or funding agencies (NSF) work-
ing as the ‘Republic of Science’.? The choices and the
management of the research system were delegated
to the scientific community itself.

In this framework, most of the research evaluation
and control activities could be seen as part of the
professional and scientific mechanism of self-control.
In most countries the competition for funding had
been developed in the 60s and 70s, while in Spain,
until recently, no significant state funds for basic
research were distributed in a competitive way.

In the 80s a new way of managing the research
system, including technological programmes!® and
strategic R&D programmes had been developed in
many countries. With these new management struc-
tures the traditional forms of evaluation research,
such as peer review, were not enough; new manage-
ment tools for control and decision-making were
needed. The problems are not only scientific quality
or relevance of the project, but also evaluation of
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In Spain both delegation and strategic
R&D were developed at the same
time, in the mid-80s, with similar
instruments and in the same
institutional framework: at this time
the main focus of evaluation was on
the development of a peer-review
system

success, achievement of objectives and determination
of impacts and effects.

A new form of research evaluation, R&D pro-
gramme or policy evaluation, distinct from the dele-
gated evaluation of academic science, began.
Evaluation of RTD policy could be seen as a set of
activities to determine to what extent that policy con-
tributes to the success of S&T in the light of certain
given evaluation criteria. Evaluation includes assess-
ment of goals, instruments and impacts of policies; a
central part of the analysis is a comparison of what
happened after implementing the programme with
what would have happened if the programme had not
been implemented, comparing the state of the world
with the counterfactual and determining whether the
policy made a difference, and, if so, in what way.

In Spain both delegation and strategic R&D were
developed at the same time, in the mid-80s, with
similar instruments and in the same institutional
framework. In that situation, due to the absence of a
research evaluation system, the main focus was on the
development of a peer-review system, with the
guarantee of the state, as a mechanism for research
evaluation.

R&D actors and policy entrepreneurs first setup a ’

fair and equal opportunities system for access to
funding and positions through evaluation of research.
The rapid growth of R&D resources and the lack of
consolidation of bureaucratic R&D policy-making
structures helped to underestimate the problem of
R&D policy and programme evaluation.

Today we observe a tension between the concepts
of R&D evaluation as ‘professional research control
of the scientists themselves’ and as ‘professional
evaluator or bureaucratic activity’, but both forms are
part of the same policy domain.

Recasting the rules and institutions

Atthe end of the 70s, with the transition to democracy,
a major change occurred in the relationships between
state and society in Spain. All those elements of
democracy such as freedom of criticism, parliamen-
tary control, accountability, legitimate domination,
and so on started to work for the transformation of the
political and policy-making systems.
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Changing environment for state action

Some other structures had been also transformed,
three of them specially significant in relation to op-
portunity and conditions of development of a S&T
policy and research evaluation:

The first structural change was the transformation
of the size and functions of the state in the overall
Spanish economy. In 1973 total public expenditure
represented only 23% of GDP, in comparison with an
average of 38.6% for European OECD countries. In
1993 the share of public expenditure in GDP had
increased to 48.4%. This growth in the 80s provided
the finance for S&T policy that previous attempts
lacked.!!

A second process, with lagged effects, was the
incorporation of Spain into the European Economic
Community (EEC) in 1986. European and Commu-
nity models and ideas for support of RTD played a
significant role in the selection of national R&D
priorities, especially in the design of R&D pro-
grammes. The Second R&D Framework Programme,
1987-1991, was a source of inspiration for the First
Spanish National R&D Plan, 1988-1991. The contact
between Spanish representatives in this policy area
and the European Commission was important in the
evolution of policy leaming. Spain had been a signifi-
cant recipient of EEC structural funds, but the relative
impact on the Spanish R&D system and the promo-
tion of impact or evaluation studies had been less
important than in Portugal and Greece.!?

However, the most important change for the future
management and governance of the research system
in Spain was the new role of the Regional Govemn-
ments. Democracy brought quasi-federalisation. Re-
gions have competencies for legislative action in
many areas, including “promotion of R&D for re-
gional interest” and “support of innovative activities
in the region”. Regional governments act in the pro-
motion or management of research and the develop-
ment of programmes of support for academic research
activities and innovation in firms. This meant that
regions were acting as financial partners in many
R&D activities, estimated at more than 10% of the
total Spanish R&D expenditure'* — a similar level to
the total state funds for RTD strategic programmes
and non-oriented research.

Time for reforms

The October 1982 victory of the socialist party
(PSOE) opened a policy window and a time for re-
forms. In research policy the ideas behind those re-
forms were modemisation of the institutional
structures and development of the R&D system. More
financial resources and policy innovations were the
means of action.

The process of modemisation of universities was
developed by the University Reform Law (LRU)
passed in 1983, This supported and promoted a pro-
cess of change: the research university as a model;
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quality of research as the main criterion for academic
careers; departments as central units of academic life;
economic incentives to work under contract for the
private sector; and so on.

The Law also regulated the self-government of the
universities by the university community, but sus-
tained the idea of public universities and civil service
conditions for professors. Universities can now act in
the R&D system as differentiated players, because
they are independent of the Government. Because of
this enhanced capability for strategic management,
differentiation and competition between universities
were expected.

Some changes in the economic environment af-
fected the incentive structure of firms for RTD activi-
ties. New laws and regulations were passed by
Parliament to adjust Spanish nomative structures to
European ones, some of them very relevant for the
property rights related to R&D and innovation activi-
ties, such as the Patents Law or the Intellectual Prop-
erty Law passed in 1986 and 1987 respectively.

The public research laboratories had also changed
over this period. First because they had almost lost
their central posttion in the public R&D system in
favour of the universities. Second, because the 1986
Law for the Promotion and General Co-ordination of
Scientific and Technical Research (Law of Science)
made some organisational reforms and attributed to
those research centres a main role as direct instrument
for central Government on S&T policies. The Na-
tional Centre for Scientific Research (CSIC) is the
biggest of these public centres.

Political institutions for research policy

The most important reform and innovation was the
organisation of a S&T policy in the form of a National
R&D Plan. The Law of Science, approved in 1986
began the reorganisation of the public policy-making
system in S&T. This focused on the means of support-
ing S&T from the state, and in the means of solving
the problems of co-ordination between the aims of the
different actors (such as universities and firms) and in
particular between different R&D mission-oriented
policies of the ministries of central Government.

The framework for the new political institutions for
S&T was defined as ‘co-ordinated’. Co-ordination
was pursued in the decision-making process, estab-
lishing a new political body, the Interministerial
Commission for Science and Technology (CICYT),4
with authority to define national R&D priorities and
control intemational relations in scientific and tech-
nological activities. Co-ordination, and precise selec-
tion of R&D priorities, was organised through the
National R&D Plan that allocated funds through
programmes.

The aim of the reformers and policy entrepreneurs
was to concentrate the national R&D planning on the
new CICYT. The institutional design for co-ordina-
tion was criticised'’ because it had no authority over
the ministries and it was very much dependent on the
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existence of a strong incentive structure and policy
entrepreneurs for efficient work.

The CICYT managed and allocated the National
Fund for the Development of Scientific and Technical
Research (FNDICYT), representing between 6 and
8% of the total Spanish R&D expenditure.

The First National R&D Plan, 1988-1991, started
as an aggregation of R&D programmes for financing
research activities of R&D actors from universities,
firms or public laboratories, mostly through instru-
ments such as R&D projects, infrastructure (scientific
equipment) projects, firms and public laboratory
R&D co-operative projects and personal grants.

A relevant part of R&D support by the central
Government was concentrated under control of the
CICYT. However a few ministries, though repre-
sented in the CICYT, developed their own R&D
programmes, some included under the overarching
National R&D Plan. The Ministry of Education and
Science (MEC) had integrated in the framework of
the National R&D Plan two R&D programmes, one
related to “training of researchers™ and the other to
“general promotion of knowledge®, open to any type
or topic of R&D research.

The Ministry of Health and Consumer Affairs
(MSC) had its own R&D programme under the name
FIS (Health Research Fund) which has been incorpo-
rated recently into the framework of the National
R&D Plan. The same applied to the Programme in
Agrarian and Food R&D from the Ministry of Agri-
culture, Fisheries and Food (MAPA).

There are still some difficulties in co-ordinating
policies and the practice of research evaluation. For
example, the Ministry of Industry and Energy has
built up its own framework programme, an over-
arching Industrial and Technology Action Plan
(PATI), that covers many specific programmes (elec-
tronic, pharmaceutical, new materials, biotechnol-
ogy, and so on) addressed to firms. The Ministry of
Defence is allocating resources for R&D, but in asso-
ciation with its procurement programmes for defence
systems. Because of the federalisation process, re-
gional governments started to innovate and to develop
their Regional R&D or Innovation Plans.

The reinforcement of co-ordination of R&D pro-
grammes and the common R&D management helped
to build up a set of common and accepted procedures

A relevant part of R&D support by
the central Government was
concentrated under control of the
Interministrial Commission for S&T,
but a few ministries developed their
own R&D programmes, some
included under the overall National
R&D Plan

Research Evaluation April 1995



of research evaluation. It did not matter that, in this
period of reforms, the idea of evaluation was sec-
ondary, because the main issue was the growth of
resources and co-ordination of policies. Research
evaluation was relevant only as a way of guaranteeing
the faimess of the funding system.

The recently approved Third National R&D Plan,
1996-1999, has improved its formal co-ordination
procedure with some mission-oriented R&D pro-
grammes and the general orientation to strategic
research.

Institutionalisation of research evaluation

The description of the reforms in the R&D system
highlights some relevant issues in the new research
policy, and specially the simultaneous initiation of the
traditional funding of research and the new strategic
R&D programmes.

The reforms in the R&D system and the innova-
tions in R&D policy-making contributed to the intro-
duction and extension of ideas related to research
evaluation. A new generation of researchers and R&D
actors was needed to urge the establishment of re-
search evaluation as professional practice. It was only
in the 80s that research evaluation started to be prac-
tised in a systematic way, as a self-organising mecha-
nism and as a professional control instrument of the
research communities. In that way research evalu-
ation has been embedded in the overall R&D public
policy system.

In that period, characterised by the growth of pub-
lic funds, there was little concer with the efficiency
or the effectiveness of R&D programmes. Now the
situation is different and for the future, in a context of
budgetary restrictions, R&D policy evaluation will be
pushed by policy-makers and officials of the Ministry
of Economy and Finance, and also by interested social
scientists. The new type of strategic R&D pro-
grammes has created the conditions for development
of new management competencies and opened the
opportunity for R&D policy evaluation practices.

The next section examines some of the procedures,
practices and institutions of research evaluation that
have been growing in recent years in Spain, and have
played a critical role in providing information and
mechanisms for control and management of the R&D
system.

Research evaluation guarantee by the state

The original purpose of the state’s systematic intro-
duction of research evaluation through peer review
was to improve quality control of research and fair
funding.

One of the major concerns of the reforms was to
reward the best researchers. Explicit social and eco-
nomic incentives were needed to attract people to
research activities, and to recognise professional
competence through prizes and rewards. Most of the
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policy entrepreneurs were academics or researchers,
who trusted the capability of the scientific community
to select the best proposal, to evaluate the quality of
the research, and to predict and assess the effects of
the policies.

The reforms produced two institutions'é that are
relevant: the National Evaluation and Assessment
Agency (ANEP — Agencia Nacional de Evaluacién
y Prospectiva) and the National Commission for
Evaluation of the Research Activity (CNEAI —
Comisién Nacional Evaluadora de la Actividad In-
vestigadora). In September 1995, the Council of Uni-
versities approved a Programme of Institutional
Evaluation of the Quality of the Universities (PEICU
— Programa de Evaluaci6n Institucional de la Cali-
dad Universitaria).

The ANEP is an institution in the CICYT, the politi-
cal-planning body in charge of R&D policy, but with
an autonomous management. The ANEP is con-
cemed with:!?

“the scientific and technical evaluation of enti-
ties and research groups that participate in the
implementation of programmes and projects of
the National R&D Plan, the proposals of both
R&D actors and operators, and the monitoring
of results (outputs and outcomes) that could be
produced in the development of those pro-
grammes and projects.”

The Agency also has legal responsibilities for fore-
casting and foresight in scientific research and tech-
nological development. Up to the present, the bulk of
ANEP activity has been scientific and technical
evaluation for project selection and funding, general
scientific and technical assessment and technical ad-
vice to political bodies, with some evaluation of re-
search institutions. »

Research-project evaluation is mostly done on the
basis of formal ex ante peer review, with a written
report addressing the quality of the proposal, the
experience and the adequacy of the research team, a
judgement on the budget, and some other items. An-
other kind of evaluation is organised on the basis of
peer-review panels, and is used most of the time in
individual funding assessment, for instance, graduate
student grants. About 20,000 R&D actions were
evaluated for financial support last year, including
7,000 research projects.

The ANEP, as an administrative agency, hasa very
light bureaucratic structure with few permanent offi-
cials. It maintains a large database of more than
10,000 Spanish and foreign researchers who are used
as evaluators. There are 19 co-ordinators, working
part-time, organised to cover different scientific and
technological areas of knowledge: they play a role in
selecting the reviews and membership of panels. Co-
ordinators come from academic research activities.

ANEP has carried out few ex post evaluations,
though an implicit evaluation of this type is done in
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project evaluation when considering the past record
of the researcher and team. Some analyses of the
performance of departments in the demands of fund-
ing for research through competitive methods has also
been done.

A few evaluation exercises have developed at the
request of some universities or centres, supported by
a peer-review system and sometimes panel judge-
ments, with the aim of ex ante evaluation of the
proposed opening of a research centre or institute.
Last year ANEP developed ten institutional R&D
evaluations of this type. ANEP can only work follow-
ing a request, first from the CICYT and then from
some other R&D organisations or funding bodies.

The positive development is that institutional prac-
tice supported by the ANEP (as a reliable system of
determination of quality, significance and feasibility
of the proposals) is being used increasingly by many
different public administrations (different ministries
and regional government or universities) and private
institutions wishing to be sure of the faimess of the
evaluation. Also there is a general acceptance in the
scientific community, but it has been criticised be-
cause there are véfy few researchers in the database
from firms. The agency recognises its lack of compe-
tency to develop technological evaluation for the mo-
ment, but the system that supports the ANEP is now
providing more and more legitimisation for funding
decisions.

There are some structural difficulties in the devel-
opment of R&D policy evaluation based in the ANEP
itself. The small administrative structure of the
ANEDP, with half a dozen permanent staff, is almost
exclusively involved with the management of project
selection through peer evaluation, without monitoring
or ex post evaluation of results. Yet ANEP could
contract extemal R&D policy evaluators, as it does
with peer review and panel procedures, to develop the
research programme evaluation activities commis-
sioned by the different policy-making bodies.

In this hypothetical case ANEP would have diffi-
culty in contracting evaluators, because there is no
professional group of R&D policy evaluators in Spain
yet, and little resource to develop one. There are also
methodological and technical difficulties in the devel-
opment of the R&D policy evaluations, but the most
important is, for the moment, the lack of clear political
will.

The CNEAI was institutionalised as a mechanism for
evaluating academic careers and the research per-
formance of researchers. It was organised in 1989 as
a way of providing salary increases for university
professors and CSIC researchers, who are civil ser-
vants. It defines an incentive for excellence in re-
search activity, providing public recognition of good
performance and resulting in a small increase in
remuneration.

Once a year an individual researcher, from a uni-
versity or public laboratory, with a PhD and tenure,
can ask for an evaluation of his/her personal career

84

The criteria and organisation of the
CNEALI evaluation reinforce the
scientific view of research and the
academic concept of careers,
neglecting a more applied view of
research and more technologically
oriented careers

and curricula. The analysis of performance is made
over periods of six years by a panel of peers, organised
into 11 technical committees. Criteria of accomplish-
ment in any of the research areas is publicly available.
If the panel considers that the professional perform-
ance and quality in the period evaluated is sufficient,
the researcher is granted a pass, a ‘sexenio’ (six years)
recognition (five such rewards are the limit in the
professional life). This represents a very important
element of prestige and legitimisation and a small
increase of salary.

Some criticism has been made to the CNEAIL
because the criteria and organisation of the evaluation
reinforce the scientific view of research and the aca-
demic concept of careers, neglecting a more applied
view of research and more technologically oriented
careers. There is a tendency to add to the importance
to the CNEALI activities, with scientists and policy-
makers trying to reinforce the position of the CNEAI
in the processes of recruitment of researchers at uni-
versities and research centres, introducing positive
evaluation by the CNEAI as a condition for tenure.

The PEICU has recently been approved. The CNEAIL
in its first year of activity, aggregated the results of
the success/failure evaluation by research centres and
universities, adding the individual results. These re-
sults are diffused, not published. The reaction of most
of the universities cut off the development of this
system as a way of rating the different research insti-
tutions and disciplines.

With the autonomy of the universities recognised
in the Constitution, there was no direct state control
of the quality of research activities of universities or
research centres. But in September 1995, as part of
the new funding system for universities, the Council
of Universities, the collective body of regulation,
approved the implementation from 1996/1997 of a
new system of evaluation: the PEICU. Public money
for the managers of the universities had become an
incentive for further development of evaluation prac-
tices, always guaranteed by the state.

Evaluation of R&D organisations
The reforms highlighted evaluation for project selec-

tion and career evaluations, but also allowed the
CICYT or ANEP to develop evaluations of R&D
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organisations. It was not a clear mandate, because
these organisations, in particular universities, are rec-
ognised in the Constitution as autonomous. However,
the practice of research evaluation has been used
experimentally in areas associated with the manage-
ment of R&D organisations.

University professors and researchers in public
laboratories are civil servants. Once the researcher
has a position, no matter what his/her performance
may be, there are only disciplinary procedures open
to remove him/her. Under these conditions, the man-
agement of the R&D organisation has very limited
authority. Because R&D managers or Chancellors are
democratically elected, there is a serious constraint on
the development of strategic management or R&D
evaluation.

Beyond those constraints, a number of centres and
universities have been trying to develop some evalu-
ation of the potential, strengths or competencies of
their R&D organisations. These experiences and
practices of R&D evaluation have been very depend-
ent on the capabilities for independent management
of the organisations, for building progressive coali-
tions, and on the leadership of the Chancellors.

For example the Universidad Autonoma de Bar-
celona commissioned the ANEP to carry outa depart-
mental evaluation to help decision-makers. Peer
review, panel and interviews were used. In that uni-
versity, the attempts of the Chancellor to develop a
strategic policy, independent of his constituencies,
finished with an electoral defeat. The Universidad de
Barcelona has created a Department for Analysis that
has been developing and co-ordinating evaluative
activities and building up a database system, to pro-
vide knowledge for the decision-making processes of
the managers.!3

In the same way, the Studies Department (Gabinete
de Estudios) from CSIC has carried out studies, analy-
sis and evaluations of their institutes. In this case, the
President of CSIC has more power to order R&D
evaluations of institutes and centres, because he is
appointed directly by the Government. Some specific
R&D evaluations of institutes and centres have been
commissioned. Sometimes these evaluations had
been understood as punitive by the researchers them-
selves, because they were made in relation to some
restructuring processes.

The procedures were developed under inter-
national or national panels that interviewed and ana-
lysed researchers and groups. Although the president
of the CSIC can commission R&D organisational
evaluation, the problem is in implementation of the
recommendations, because of the professional nature
of the organisation. Since the mid-80s the CSIC has
been concerned with building up a system of indica-
tors to measure the performance and results of the
different research centres,!® but still there is a serious
shortage of data for R&D evaluation for management.

These experiences have shown that R&D evalu-
ation could be, and is, a powerful instrument for
strategic R&D management in universities and
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laboratories, now independent actors in the R&D
system.

R&D programmes and policies

A strong commitment was made by policy entrepre-
neurs to support the institutionalised system of evalu-
ation of R&D activities, mostly through peer review
with the guarantee of the state, as the self-organising
and selection mechanism in the R&D system.

However, the 1986 Law of Science gave responsi-
bility for elaboration, implementation, evaluation and
monitoring of the National R&D Plan to the CICYT,
the organisation with real competencies for develop-
ing an R&D programme of policy evaluation. CICYT
must also present an “Annual Report of monitoring
of the National R&D Plan to the Government to be
sent to the Parliament. This Annual Report must
include proposals for reorientation”.

Starting from 1988 a detailed and analytical An-
nual Report has been presented. Using the terminol-
ogy of policy analysis it looks more like a monitoring
document than a systematic evaluation. Of course, the
Annual Report provides critical information for the
next year’s management and it is the base for low-
level changes and adjustments.

Analysing the technical difficulties of R&D pro-
gramme or policy evaluation, it is clear that R&D
programmes have been ill defined, in terms of man-
agement and results evaluation, with no clear verifi-
able objectives. More important than the technical
difficulties are the political ones. There is a need to
find policy entrepreneurs who support the develop-
ment of these exercises, internal or external, that are
not the regular course of action of the dominant style
of public management.

No formal or explicit decision of the CICYT taken
to systematically evaluate R&D programmes has yet
been included in the National R&D Plan. But at the
policy-making body some processes similar to policy
evaluation could be identified. First, the organisa-
tional design to define the scientific objectives of the
different programmes: panels and groups of experts,
mostly clients of the programmes and very few users
of knowledge were mobilised. Second, there is an
administrative monitoring, with analysis and ac-
counts of results, with substantial information on
inputs (financial cost, researchers, and so on), but not
much information about output of R&D processes or
their socio-economic effects.

This level of formal evaluation of R&D pro-
grammes and policies is a result of the lack of policy
entrepreneurs supporting R&D policy evaluation, the
methodological difficulties, the poor design in evalu-
ative terms of the programmes and the lack of political
will, more than a lack of informed criteria for deci-
sion-making.

CICYT is not the only R&D programme manage-
ment body. RTD programmes included in the PATI
from the Ministry of Industry and Energy have not
been evaluated. There is much analytical work done
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on the evolution of different R&D programmes, a lot
of information in relation to the industrial innovation
activities and the competitiveness of Spain, but no
R&D programme evaluation. It should be mentioned
that the Centre for Technological and Industrial De-
velopment (CDTI), an agency for the management of
some aspects and instruments of the RTD pro-
grammes of the Ministry, had commissioned external
consultants to perform some broad evaluations of its
activities.

R&D programme evaluation is still a rare activity
in the policy-making departments. There are no
evaluation units or specific bodies. Usually studies
departments carry out some of these activities in an
informal way. There is no evidence of attempts to
build up specific units of policy-programme evalu-
ation in the different ministries.

The General Accounting Office (Intervencién
General del Estado), as budgetary and accounting
office of the Ministry of Economy and Finance, is
only concemed with control and accounting analysis.
The Accounting Court (Tribunal de Cuentas), an in-
dependent organism of control of public expenditure,
is also much concemed with legal issues and account-
ing procedures of state expenditure.

The Ministry of Economy and Finance is starting
to introduce competition between programmes as a
way of reducing public expenditure and it has begun
to produce some management performance indicators
to help in the decision-making process for allocation
of budgetary resources.

Finally, we may note the increasing importance of
the actions taken by the regional governments, as
policy innovators. For example, the Regional Gov-
ernment of Madrid (Comunidad de Madrid), after
starting the R&D Regional Plan, 1989-1993, com-
missioned a White Book? containing an evaluative
study of the impacts and objectives accomplished by
the Plan in comparison with R&D resources. Also the
IMADE (the regional development agency of Ma-
drid) commissioned an evaluative analysis of the
clients of their technological programmes 2!

Evaluative studies of R&D policies
The National R&D Plan has not had its programmes

formally evaluated, but S&T policy evaluation is
included in its priorities. Thus the Plan is financing

R&D programme evaluation is still
rare in policy-making departments;
studies departments do some
informal evaluation but there is no
evidence of specific units of
policy-programme evaluation being
built up in the different ministries
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the development of many studies and research pro-
Jects in this area and is helping to build up academic
competencies in ‘R&D policy and programmes
evaluation’ as a research field.

I call them ‘evaluative studies’ because they are not
formal evaluations as stages of the policy cycle. In
general, they have not been formally commissioned,
and are not integrated or associated with the decision-
making processes; some of them achieve informal
acceptance and collaboration of the policy-making
body, but with no commitment to implement the
results. There is a fear of the so-called ‘political use’
of the results that is consistent with the argument that
organisations usually try not to question their objec-
tives very often, specially when they are very much
linked to a single client, no matter that this type of
R&D programme evaluation could offer some use-
fully instrumental learning.

A second point is that design of the study corre-
sponds to an academic exercise more than a research
evaluation. These projects lack an evaluative design
to provide a clear definition of the purpose of the
evaluation and clear evaluative criteria related to the
aims and objectives of the programmes. They have
the form of studies more than evaluations, in the sense
that design is not participative and no confrontation
of the views of the evaluated, clients and users is
systematically organised.

Methodologies have not developed adequately.
Most of them have had to work and analyse data on
the monetary inputs of the programmes, determine the
results and process the data. Sometimes a question-
naire has been passed between clients of the pro-
grammes, in which case the evaluation expresses the
views of the clients. Many of the studies lack even a
simple causal model of theeffects attributed to policy,
and thus are unable to determine the effects of policies
and actions. Up to the present, identification of addi-
tionality?? effects has not attracted the attention of
researchers.

These activities related to policy analysis have
been growing in number and could be organised with
different objectives. Some of the studies have ad-
dressed the problem of evaluation of R&D policy in
general. For example, evaluation of scientific policy
(EPOC)® was developed as a regular research project
sponsored by the National R&D Plan, with the aim of
evaluating the activities of the Plan. It concentrated
on some aspects, not very much associated with the
methodologies of quasi-experimental research, with
a general diagnosis of the R&D system and some
insights about first outputs of the National R&D Plan.
Most of the analyses have processed published
statistical data about R&D (expenditures and human
resources) and SCI (Science Citation Index) data.

Another research project of the National R&D
Plan, on evaluation of S&T policy in Spain?* adopted
broad approaches to the analysis of public policy, that
could be identified more as political economy of S&T
policy than R&D policy evaluation. Also, promoted
by policy-makers in charge of science policy, some
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balance of the outputs of the National R&D Plan has
been developed.z

Another group of studies is related to the evalu-
ation of the impact of European R&D policy in Spain.
An analysis was carried out, as part of international
evaluation exercises, of Eureka’s (European Re-
search and Co-ordination Agency) economic and in-
dustrial effects, with the participation of a Spanish
team. There was also been a very descriptive analysis
of the effects of the Second EC Framework Pro-
gramme in the Spanish S&T system,? and a general
analysis of the Spanish R&D system in the European
context.?’

A third line of development of these studies has
been the evaluation of specific R&D programmes.
Using focus groups techniques and questionnaires to
clients, some R&D programmes of the National R&D
Plan and the FIS Sectoral R&D Programme have been
studied.?8

A fourth group is concerned with the evaluation of
research fields, most of the studies concentrating in
the use of bibliometric indicators for evaluative
purposes.?

The last thematic group of consultancy work has
included studies of the evaluation of the management
of R&D policy-making bodies, mostly with the aim
of justifying the activities of the CDTI?*® in support of
R&D in private firms.

Overall, a growth of interest in the topic can be
detected over the last few years and a new evaluation
of the CDTI activities is in progress.

Perspectives for the future

The development of research evaluation in Spain has
shown a strong dependence on the degree of develop-
ment of the R&D system and on the level of relevance
of state action in S&T policy. Political processes
opened a policy window for reforms of the R&D
system and the setting up of a RTD policy. As a
consequence of the reforms some elements of re-
search evaluation institutions have been built by the
state. The design of a S&T policy included actions
organised through delegation to the research commu-
nities in a non-oriented research programme and into
strategic R&D programmes.

Due to the historical lack of development of the
practice of research evaluation, the peer-review sys-
tem guaranteed by the state appeared to the actors in
the late 80s as the central element in the introduction
of research evaluation in the R&D system. Research
evaluation has been developed as a mechanism for
self-organisation of the research community, with the
guarantee of the state. Most of the practices and
institutions set up addressed individuals or groups of
researchers or R&D actors.

The introduction of some elements of differentia-
tion and competition between universities and re-
search centres, linked to the funding system, has
helped the institutionalisation of the evaluation of

Research Evaluation 4pril 1995

Research actors and the state

some of the R&D operators. Evaluation of R&D
institutions came onto the agenda later, thanks to the
support of the state, and there have been some devel-
opments and experience in this area.

During the years of expansion of the public budget
for research, the underdevelopment of the public bu-
reaucracies in charge of RTD policy, the lack of
tradition in the Spanish public administration of effi-
cacy and effectiveness evaluations as part of the pol-
icy cycle, and some other elements, helped to position
the R&D policy and programme as a second-order
priority. Even now there is little development of the
systematic practice of R&D policy and programme
evaluation, though it has been introduced onto the
agenda.

Structural elements which favour the development
of evaluation practice are:

o the growing differentiation between researchers,
and managers and policy-makers of the R&D
programmes;

o the strong budgetary constraints in future years
which is creating open competition for public
funds; good technical design and management
contro} of the policies will be a central element of
the consideration of the Ministry of Economy and
Finance;

o the introduction in the Spanish public administra-
tion of the culture of evaluation as part of the policy
cycle;

o the influence of the European practices of R&D

evaluation;
o the development of public interest about the results
and effects of R&D policies.

All these elements and tendencies are necessary but
not sufficient conditions. The pace and the rate of
development of the types of R&D policy or pro-
gramme evaluation will be very much dependent on
elements such as:

o the existence of some policy entrepreneurs in the
R&D system that could push for the development;

o the availability of professional R&D evaluators;

¢ the improvement in the design of R&D pro-
grammes; and

o the establishment of a system of indicators useful
for management control and R&D policy
evaluation.

Finally the Spanish case confirms the centrality of the
state in the setting up and development of practices of
research evaluation, and the decisive role of political
variables as external shocks to the R&D system.
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