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Part II

The Brazilian evaluation system in
perspective





Research evaluation in Brazil
and the Netherlands

4

„A performance-based funding system, because it
encourages competition, may also encourage a shift
towards the ‘homogenization’ of research.

— Aldo Geuna & Ben Martin

Data from the Web of Science reveal that Brazil and the Netherlands are very
close in terms of their indexed scientific output (Clarivate Analytics, 2022).
Between 2017 and 2021, Brazil ranked 13th among the top-producing countries
in the database, publishing a total of 289.562 papers and reviews. With 241.863
publications, the Netherlands followed in 14th place. Despite the proximity in
absolute numbers, there are significant differences between the countries when
the results are observed from a relative perspective. For instance, while the
Netherlands has a population of around 17.6 million (CBS, 2021), Brazil has
already exceeded 213 million people (IBGE, 2021). That means the Latin
American country produced 136 publications per 100.000 people, ten times
less than the European counterpart, at 1374 publications.

Another relevant distinction between the scientific production of the two coun-
tries is evident from the analysis of impact indicators. For example, considering
the percentage of publications of each country in the upper 10% percentile of
the citation distribution in the same fields (PP top 10%), Brazil performs below
the average of the database, at 7,7% of the expected 10% value. The observed
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impact is significantly higher for the Netherlands, since 17,3% of the country’s
publications are in the top 10% (see Bornmann, 2014).

Differences in impact and relative productivity may suggest that there is a higher
level of efficiency in the Dutch science system, which has attracted the attention
of Brazilian researchers (e.g., Marcovitch et al., 2018; Verhine and de Freitas,
2012), policymakers (e.g., Barbosa, 2020), and major funding organisations
(e.g., CAPES, 2018a; CAPES, 2018b). Based on the views on research gov-
ernance and the role of evaluation presented by Molas-Gallart (2012), Brazil
seeks inspiration from the stable and long-standing Dutch evaluation system,
which has been recognised as a critical factor in the quality assurance of the
country (van Drooge et al., 2013, p. 17).

Although countries may benefit from international experiences to improve their
practises, it is also necessary to carefully reflect on potential learnings. Accord-
ing to Faljoni-Alario et al. (2018, p. 5), Brazil already has one of the most
sophisticated performance-based evaluation systems in the world, an argument
explored in depth by Brasil (2023c). Potential changes should, therefore, con-
sider what has already been achieved. Furthermore, science systems can be
as distinct as the social-economic circumstances, established governance, and
cultural realities of each country. Potential disparities should be considered
before replicating any strategy that has been successful elsewhere. For instance,
the design of the Brazilian science system must account for geographical real-
ities in very particular ways, since the South American country, at 8.5 million
km2, faces challenges that would be more comparable to the whole European
Union – which is about half the size of Brazil, with 4.2 million km2 – than to
the Netherlands, 205 times smaller at 41.543 km2 (CBS, 2021; IBGE, 2021).

This work investigates the nuances and mechanisms of research evaluation in
Brazil and the Netherlands, guided by two primary research questions: i) How
have the historical trajectories and policy initiatives of each country shaped
their current research evaluation systems? ii) How do the consequences of
each evaluation system influence the behaviours and objectives of researchers
and institutions within their respective contexts? By critically analysing policy
documents, legislation, and existing literature, we aim to compare the architec-
tural frameworks of each country’s science and evaluation systems, exploring
vital components like the interplay between evaluation and funding, and the
repercussions of evaluation outcomes on researcher behaviour. Finally, we con-
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clude by highlighting the inspiring methods and approaches of each evaluation
system, so that those insights could foster a positive evolution in research eval-
uation practises not only for these two nations, but also for countries sharing
analogous experiences.

4.1 Methodology

According to Galleron et al. (2017), different typologies of research evaluation
systems have been proposed over time, but none of the existing frameworks was
applicable to compare multiple national systems. Existing research evaluation
studies exhibit limitations in the typologies used, as they tend to focus on a
narrow selection of countries, disregard discipline-specific evaluation method
adaptations, and emphasise primarily financial impacts or performance-based
funding systems (Ochsner et al., 2018). Taking into account a national research
evaluation system as “the particular combination and organisation of evaluation
practises in place that affect the researchers in doing research in their country
and sets their context of accountability/evaluation” (Ochsner et al., 2019, p. 3),
a working group within the European Network for Research Evaluation in the
Social Sciences and Humanities (ENRESSH) has designed a new framework
alternative to support analyses of systems in Europe and beyond (Ochsner et al.,
2018). This article is derived from that larger research project.

The design of the ENRESSH framework was grounded on existing typologies
such as those proposed by Coryn et al. (2007), Geuna and Martin (2003), and
Hicks (2012). After extensive review by the network’s steering committee, a
synthesis of typologies was the object of two rounds of surveys with ENRESSH
members from 33 different countries, and also of the application of an interme-
diate questionnaire incorporating suggested dimensions (Ochsner et al., 2018).
The resulting framework included three dimensions: institutional evaluation,
national career promotion, and grant evaluation, from which only the first will
be adopted in this study. Regarding the various analytical categories in the
framework, 17 are part of the institutional evaluation: name, level, responsible
entity, legal framework, unit of assessment, time framework, method, SSH speci-
ficity, bibliometric data, scientometric data, language preference, gender issues,
funding link, changes over time, transparency, controversies, and rapporteur’s
perception of influence on researchers’ way of working.
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An analysis of the Brazilian institutional evaluation according to those cate-
gories was already the object of an ENRESSH report produced by Brasil and
Trevisol (2023). This study takes that effort a bit further for Brazil and also
replicates it with an extensive analysis of the practise and regulatory framework
of the Dutch evaluation system. From the investigation of the Strategy Evalu-
ation Protocol (SEP) that is used in the country (VSNU et al., 2020), as well
as its previous iterations and related legislation, the study continues to apply
the 17 aforementioned ENRESSH analytical categories to compare the national
evaluation models in the two countries. However, it seemed necessary to enrich
the adopted framework with two additional categories to account for the par-
ticulars of the selected countries: site visit and accreditation effects. Also, only
for organisational purposes, in this chapter the categories are grouped into four
themes that will be detailed in the following section: organisational framework;
methods and data; evaluation stakes; and transparency and controversies.

For each category in the expanded framework, Brazilian and Dutch experiences
are contrasted, identifying distinctions and similarities recorded in policy docu-
ments and connected legislation (e.g., OCW, 1992; VSNU et al., 2003; VSNU
et al., 2009; VSNU et al., 2016), or emerging from an extensive review of the
literature conducted on national evaluations and evaluation impact, including
works by Capano (2010), Hammarfelt and de Rijcke (2014), Leeuw and Furubo
(2008), Molas-Gallart (2012; 2014), Ochsner et al. (2020), Verhine and de Fre-
itas (2012), and others. The intended result is to find the inspiration sought by
Brazil, while also identifying suitable lessons for the Netherlands.

4.2 Comparing Brazil and the Netherlands

The Dutch and Brazilian evaluation systems developed from distinct concep-
tions of assessment, university autonomy, and governance of higher education,
science, and technology. Regulatory frameworks and improvements have insti-
tutionalised sui generis and unique systems over time, shaping distinct research
cultures that may contribute to the previously mentioned impact differences.

In Brazil, the university system is relatively young. Higher education became
a reality in the country only in the 19th century, with courses offered by a
few small institutes that focus mainly on professional training (Cunha, 2007).
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In these institutions, research was rare, incipient and limited to a few areas
(Fávero, 2006; C. B. Martins, 2018). The first universities were founded only
in the early 20th century, creating a platform for institutionalisation of research
and training of researchers in the country. However, a robust national science
system only started to be shaped through state policy during the 1950s and
1960s. At that time, Brazil invested in building a graduate education system that
has been the house of science in the country (Balbachevsky and Schwartzman,
2010; Brasil, 2020; Cano, 2015; Rothen, 2018). According to C. B. Martins
(2018), this has been an important instrument for the modernisation of higher
education, the installation of academic competencies in the country, and the
institutionalisation of research in universities. Masters and doctorate courses
have changed the shape and dynamics of Brazilian higher education.

Data for 2021 show that there were 2574 active higher education institutions
(HEI) in Brazil. Almost 88% of those were private – mainly focused on offering
professional training – representing nearly 77% of the nearly nine million stu-
dents enroled at the undergraduate level. The situation is different in graduate
education, where around 430 of the country’s HEI offered master or doctoral
courses. While 52% of these were private, the public sector held 84% of the
more than 325.000 students enroled, comprising 192.000 at the master’s level
and 133.000 at the doctoral level (Brasil, 2020; CAPES, 2009; INEP, 2022).

The Dutch higher education system, with roots dating back to the establishment
of Leiden University in 1575, boasts a rich academic tradition that predates even
the formation of the Dutch State (Cohen and Steege, 1982). Over the centuries,
the system has evolved while maintaining a public good perspective grounded
in strong institutional autonomy and has become a diverse and internationally
orientated landscape with 14 research universities (wetenschappelijk onderwijs –
WO) and 43 polytechnic or applied sciences universities (hoger beroepsonderwijs
- HBO), ensuring a comprehensive approach to education and workforce quali-
fication (Rijksoverheid, 2023; UNL, 2022). Institutions are maintained through
public funding and resources from teaching, research, and service provision
(Goedegebuure and Westerheijden, 1991).

At the end of 2022, the Universities of the Netherlands (UNL)1 reported that
approximately 350 thousand students were enroled in the country’s research

1 Former Vereniging van Samenwerkende Nederlandse Universiteiten (VSNU), which was renamed in
2021 to more accurately reflect the unified position of Dutch universities (Cuppen, 2021).
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universities, of which 225 thousand were at the bachelor’s level and the re-
maining at the master’s level (UNL, 2022). For HBO institutions, according to
Vereniging Hogescholen (2023), the number of bachelor students was around
441 thousand and that of the masters was close to 15 thousand.2 The num-
ber of PhD candidates reported for 2022 in the country was approximately 37
thousand, all in research universities, since HBO institutions started a project
for professional doctorates only in 2023 (UNL, 2022; Vereniging Hogescholen,
2023). Although the absolute figures for Brazil are considerably higher, the
Dutch numbers are quite impressive in a relative perspective, not only con-
sidering geographical and populational differences, but especially regarding
the relatively small number of higher education institutions in the European
country.

However, a significant distinction that impacts the object of the present study –
the comparison of research evaluation systems – relates to master’s students. In
Brazil, they are an integral part of the science system, with master’s programs
operating almost as short-doctorates all over the country. Their value is sig-
nificant, especially because the distribution of doctoral programs is still quite
asymmetric, as these are primarily located in metropolitan areas, often in the
southeast coastal region. Therefore, when evaluating research, master’s are
included in the analysis (Brasil, 2020).

The same is not true for The Netherlands, as the Dutch higher education sys-
tem underwent significant restructuring following the Bologna Process (Euro-
pean Ministers of Education, 1999). The initiative aimed to create a European
Higher Education Area, promoting international collaboration, and ensuring
degree comparability and quality assurance. The Netherlands swiftly adopted
the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS) and the two-
cycle degree structure, with bachelors of three years (180 ECTS) followed by
a master’s degree (60 to 180 ECTS). Before the Bologna Process, the Dutch
system was composed of an undergraduate level equivalent – comparable to a
bachelor – followed by a doctorate. There was no master’s level at all. Thus,
Dutch master’s programs are considered part of an educational trajectory, not
being the object of research evaluation protocols in the country (NUFFIC, 2023;
VSNU et al., 2020; Westerheijden et al., 2008).

2 It is relevant to notice that the proportion of masters students in HBO should not be compared to
the ones in WO. As discussed, the missions of the two types of institutions are quite distinct.
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In light of the internationalisation perspective, one of the core ideas of the
Bologna Process was to facilitate student mobility across Europe. For most sig-
natory countries, this entailed offering programs in English to accommodate
international students. The Netherlands emerged as the nation with the highest
availability of English-taught higher education degrees in continental Europe,
one of the reasons why almost 25% of the students enroled in Dutch research
universities are international, with 72% coming from the European Economic
Area (CBS, 2022; Elven, 2023). In stark contrast, the Brazilian education census
of 2021 reveals that only 17.947 international students were attending under-
graduate degrees in the country, representing only 0,2% of the total number
of enrolments (INEP, 2022). The disparate levels of internationalisation in the
higher education systems of the Netherlands and Brazil undoubtedly influence
the production and evaluation of scientific research in both countries.

Taking into account the complexity and significant differences between the
Dutch and Brazilian research and higher education systems, the following sec-
tions will then present the analytical categories proposed by ENRESSH, themat-
ically grouped and with mentioned additions to account for the particulars of
the selected countries.

4.2.1 Organisational framework

Table 4.1.: Organisational comparison of the Brazilian and Dutch evaluation systems

Categories Brazil The Netherlands

Name Quadrennial Evaluation Strategy Evaluation Protocol

Level National Institutional

Responsible entity National agency Institutions

Legal framework Legal ordinances and field-specific
documents (both periodically is-
sued)

Higher Education Act (WHW) en-
forced through the Strategy Evalu-
ation Protocol (SEP)

Unit of assessment Graduate program Research unit

Time framework 4 years (syncronous) 6 years (assyncronous)

Source: Brasil and Trevisol (2023), Scholten et al. (2018), and VSNU et al. (2020).
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In Brazil, research is assessed through graduate education, as these dimensions
became interdependent and complementary from the approval of the Sucupira
Report (CFE, 1965), a document considered the foundation of the country’s
Brazilian National System of Graduate Education (SNPG) (Cury, 2005). The
report created legal and structural conditions for institutionalising research
in conjunction with master’s and doctoral courses – which integrate graduate
programs (PPG) – while also laying the foundation for a national evaluation.
As a consequence of interdependence, there is no specific regulatory framework
that is specific to evaluate research quality at the national level (Brasil, 2020).

In the Brazilian system, the Federal Government plays the role of primary fun-
der and evaluator (Cury, 2005; C. B. Martins, 2018). The country’s evaluation
system has been in continuous operation since the 1970s, led by the Brazilian
Agency for Support and Evaluation of Graduate Education (CAPES), a govern-
ment organisation linked to the country’s Ministry of Education (Sguissardi,
2006). Through CAPES, the Brazilian state designs, implements and evaluates
graduate education policies and performance at the national level, guaranteeing
the operation, stability and quality assurance of the system from a hierarchical
approach (Barroso, 2005; Cury, 2005; Verhine, 2008).

Until the late 1970s, CAPES distributed funding on an individual level, for in-
stance, by assessing proposals from individuals seeking scholarships to attend
master or doctoral courses. With the growth of the system, the task was par-
tially transferred to higher education institutions (HEI). CAPES would assess
graduate programs (PPG), allocate a quota of scholarships, and the PPG would
be responsible for the internal distribution (Ferreira and Moreira, 2002). The
first PPG evaluation took place in 1976 and was held annually until 1984, when
it became biannual. The periodicity changed twice more, becoming triannual
in 1998, and quadrennial in 2014 (Viana, 2018). These changes and other in-
cremental adjustments are introduced primarily as legal ordinances that shape
the evolving regulatory framework. Over the past decades, this regulation has
led to a model of top-down, centralised, and centripetal organisation (Saviani,
2020). As such, the system is known today as the Quadrennial Evaluation,
which is conducted at the national level as an ex post exercise, simultaneously
for all PPG in the country (CAPES, 2014).

According to Capano (2010), evaluation and accountability have been popular
catchwords employed by higher education reformers over the past 25 years.
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From an institutional accountability perspective, HEIs are asked to report their
own performance to external stakeholders, especially the government and the
public, as a way to justify investments and continued support. From the Brazil-
ian perspective, it is evident that the government steers the science system at
a distance using evaluation as the main audit tool. However, the following
paragraphs show that the main stakeholders of the Dutch evaluation are the
institutions and research units themselves.

The Netherlands was one of the first European countries to establish a quality
assessment system for teaching and research (van Drooge et al., 2013; Weert
and Boezerooy, 2007). According to Goedegebuure and Westerheijden (1991),
the Conditional Funding can be considered the first regulatory framework to
establish a formal quality assessment system in the Netherlands, establishing
general guidelines for its organisation. The system was introduced in 1983 with
the objectives of increasing accountability, promoting quality, and improving
university research policy. One of its main decisions was to implement an ex
post evaluation to reallocate the budgets among the universities.

The legal framework in the Netherlands developed over the following years,
but the Higher Education and Research Act (OCW, 1992) was of particular
relevance, since the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science stopped issuing
guidelines and rules referring to the evaluation process. From then on, the
regulatory competencies began to be exercised by associations representing the
institutions that carry out the evaluated activities (van Drooge et al., 2013;
Weert and Boezerooy, 2007).

As part of this new reality, in the 1990s, the structure of the VSNU (currently
UNL) featured “chambers”, each representing a specific discipline in the Dutch
university system. Specialists from various academic ranks filled these cham-
bers, primarily focused on representing Dutch universities and shaping research
assessments in their domains. The assessment results originating from these
chambers were appraised and ratified by the deans of the corresponding fac-
ulties, such as the proposals related to chemistry being reviewed by the deans
of the faculties of natural sciences. This approach ensured that research eval-
uations were handled primarily at the level at which research was actually
conducted, with limited participation of university boards.

A pivotal shift in research assessment practises was introduced in 2003, when a
new evaluation protocol transitioned decision-making from the college of deans
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to the local university boards (VSNU et al., 2003). Since then, the Rector’s Con-
ference – operating under the former VSNU flag – has been chiefly responsible
for shaping academic evaluation protocols, with the collaboration and endorse-
ment of the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO), and the
Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW). Protocols3 are up-
dated every six years (van Drooge, 2021b).

Over the last four decades, eight important regulatory frameworks have been
published in the Netherlands: Conditional Funding; Higher Education and
Research Act; VSNU Quality Assessment of Research - Protocol 1993; VSNU
Quality Assessment of Research – Protocol 1994; VSNU Assessment of Research
Quality - Protocol 1998; Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 2003–2009; Stan-
dard Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 2009–2015; Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP)
2015–2021 and Strategy Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 2021–2027. The first three
SEP were defined as Standard Evaluation Protocols, and the most recent became
a Strategy Evaluation Protocol, highlighting that the goal is not to evaluate the
research itself, but the unit’s research strategy in light of its own objectives
(van Drooge, 2021b).

The VSNU protocols considered disciplines as units of assessment. From the
SEP 2009–2015, the units became research institutes, research centres, research
groups, multi- and interdisciplinary research centres, etc. These are, in general,
the units of assessment, but institutions have the autonomy to define their
organisation and scope4, considering the following conditions to be evaluated:
(i) be recognised, internally and externally, as a research entity; (ii) have clearly
defined and shared objectives, goals and strategies; (iii) have, at least, the
equivalent of ten full-time researchers in its permanent academic staff, not
counting doctoral and post-doctoral students; (iv) have at least three years of
operation (VSNU et al., 2020, p. 12).

While in Brazil research integrates graduate programs, in the Netherlands the
situation is reversed. Dutch protocols do not establish a separation between
research and graduate education, and there are no specific regulatory frame-
works for the evaluation of the second. Research units usually include PhD

3 This study focusses on academic evaluation protocols, but specific protocols for applied sciences
universities and non-academic research institutes also exist.

4 Evaluation mostly focusses on a single unit, but it is possible to assess a discipline at a national or
institutional level, or research developed by a faculty, research centre, or group of research units
that work in a joint and integrated way, as "umbrella" projects (VSNU et al., 2020, p. 15).
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programs, and these are evaluated within the scope of the units. Furthermore,
as discussed, master courses are not considered in this evaluation process.

Unlike Brazil, the state does not act as an evaluator in the Netherlands. The
coordination and execution of the evaluation process is the responsibility of
the institutions and their research units, in a process linked to the principle of
autonomy and institutional planning. In this way, the Dutch evaluation system
is bottom-up and decentralised (van Drooge et al., 2013; VSNU et al., 2020).

Regarding time frameworks, the evaluation cycle in Brazil consists of four years,
in syncronous evaluation exercises. In the country, the whole system is assessed
at the same time, referring to the performance of all units during a fixed four-
year period. In The Netherlands, evaluation cycles consist of six years, but the
evaluation is held asyncronously. This means that a share of the disciplines is
evaluated during each year of the ongoing evaluation window. This approach
puts less pressure on the system and the institutions, also making the evaluation
a continuous effort (CAPES, 2021d; VSNU et al., 2020).

4.2.2 Methods and data

Table 4.2.: Methodological comparison of the Brazilian and Dutch evaluation systems

Categories Brazil The Netherlands

Method Informed peer review Informed peer review

Language preference National language Push to English

Bibliometric data Web of Science/Scopus/Google
Scholar/CRIS

Each research unit selects data
sources (and indicators) that bet-
ter support their self-assessment

Scientometric data Comprehensive data collection is
conducted yearly from every grad-
uate program (microdata level)

A custom-made selection of
sources is made by each re-
search unit, according to their
self-assessment approach

Benchmarking Evaluation is comparative at a na-
tional scale, but within 49 evalua-
tion areas.

Research units usually decide
whether they want to include a
benchmark and which other units
they would include. In some fields,
national benchmarking is also pos-
sible (e.g., psychology)

Continue. . .
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Table 4.2 Continued

Categories Brazil The Netherlands

SSH specificity Evaluated field-specifically Department-based evaluation,
with a separate addendum for the
Humanities

Site visit It may be recommended by the as-
sessment committees in special cir-
cumstances.

Integral part of the process,
mandatory in the current evalua-
tion protocol.

Source: Brasil and Trevisol (2023), Scholten et al. (2018), and VSNU et al. (2020).

Both the Brazilian and the Dutch evaluation systems can be characterised as
informed peer review. However, there are significant differences to consider.
For instance, in Brazil, the organisation and modus operandi of the system were
established based on the principle that evaluation should be external, indepen-
dent and carried out by peers, based on official evidence collected and audited
by a centralising agency. CAPES is responsible for the metaevaluation and
macro-efficiency of the SNPG. Quality evaluation, on the other hand, is carried
out entirely by experts in peer review committees organised in 49 evaluation
(or knowledge) areas (CAPES, 2017b; CAPES, 2021d; Viana, 2018).

Regulatory frameworks and evaluation procedures are defined through a com-
plex system of cooperation and dialogue between CAPES, as the agency that
enforces evaluation, and the scientific community (Viana, 2018). Advanced
information systems are used to collect data from all graduate programs in the
country, meaning CAPES does not depend on limited data sets for the evalua-
tion process. For instance, instead of relying on Web of Science or Scopus data
– which have significant coverage variations across disciplines and limitations
regarding non-English output (Brasil, 2021b) – committees can rely on a nearly
complete list of scientific output from PPG. Additionally, the collection is not
restricted to products such as conference and journal papers. It includes patents,
reports, translations, teaching materials, and many other types of output. After
collection, the data are processed and enriched with regional and international
bibliographic data sets, and they are provided to peer review committees as
research intelligence necessary for further qualitative analysis (Siqueira, 2019).

After the committee evaluation, the results are discussed within a council com-
posed of evaluation area coordinators and representatives from CAPES and
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other science & technology organisations in the country, and the final decisions
are expressed through grades (1 to 7), with severe funding and accreditation
consequences. These will be discussed in the next section, but it is relevant to
say that the potential impact of poor results in an evaluation motivates gradu-
ate programs and HEI to provide the highest quality data possible during the
collection process (CAPES, 2021d; Monteiro et al., 2019).

However, while institutions and graduate programs provide the data for anal-
ysis, they do not have a role in the evaluation itself. Self-evaluation has been
proposed as a new practise, as described in Brasil (2022), but the results so far
have little weight in evaluation. That has limited the motivation of some PPG
from institutionalising permanent self-evaluation policies and practises, espe-
cially considering that proper guidelines from evaluators are also lacking. This
absence has been reported to be one of the main gaps in the SNPG (FOPROP,
2018; D. Leite et al., 2020). Still, even a slight push for self-evaluation practises
marks progress from the prior context where no encouragement existed.

Furthermore, the evaluation is comparative at the national level within each
evaluation area. Although that can have negative repercussions, as a diversity of
units with distinct missions and realities are measured with the same rulers, the
committee perspective allows for proper consideration of disciplinary realities,
such as those necessary to value research in the social sciences and humanities
(SSH). These are reflected in area-level criteria and indicators, which are made
publicly available before every evaluation (CAPES, 2020d).

In the Dutch case, evaluation is an internal and participatory practise carried
out based on the identity, objectives, and strategies of each evaluated unit.
The main purpose of evaluation is to improve quality and societal relevance
(Brennan and Shah, 2000; VSNU et al., 2020; Weert and Boezerooy, 2007).

The Dutch system combines internal and external evaluation in complementary
steps. The first is carried out through a self-evaluation process, which is the
backbone of the system, contributing to a predominantly internal, formative,
contextual, and qualitative assessment. Therefore, units are evaluated based on
their mission, goals, and strategies, in a practise of self-knowledge that is not
designed for external control, state regulation, or accountability. Institutions
and units are responsible for the organisation and management of all stages
of the process, in a self-management practise (van Drooge et al., 2013; VSNU
et al., 2020).
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Protocols define general evaluation objectives at the national level, but criteria
are not rigid, standardised, or mandatory for all institutions in the country, as
they have the autonomy to reorganise them according to the characteristics of
each evaluated unit. From the bibliometric and scientometric perspectives, the
self-assessment approach allows each unit to present a custom-made selection
of relevant qualitative and quantitative indicators that serve as evidence to
support the self-assessment narrative. As units define their own strategies and
propose indicators to support the narratives presented, the specificity of SSH is
always easy to address, and protocols even have a separate addendum for the
humanities (van Drooge, 2021b; VSNU et al., 2020).

From the above, it becomes obvious that the purpose of the Dutch evaluation is
not to establish rankings or a systemic benchmark. In general, the evaluation
results do not allow comparisons between units, as the criteria are not homoge-
neous and do not generate standardised results for the entire system. However,
some disciplines can be considered partial exceptions. In the case of Psychol-
ogy, for instance, many of the research units throughout The Netherlands have
opted for a joint evaluation exercise, according to the decision of their univer-
sity boards. For those that joined, there is a relevant level of comparability, but
not all universities in the country have done so.

Despite the flexibility in evidence and comparisons, there is a push toward
English in the Dutch evaluation process and the considered outputs. This can be
partially explained by the already discussed high levels of internationalisation
of research in the country and is reflected in the language used in the SEP: it is
only produced in English, with no Dutch version available (VSNU et al., 2020).

Returning to the flow of the Dutch evaluation, the second step consists of the
assessment by an international, impartial, and independent assessment com-
mittee. The committee analyses the self-assessment report and meets with the
unit representatives during a site visit. The self-evaluation report and the site
visit are the basis upon which the committee formulates its assessment. Each
unit has the opportunity to propose members of the assessment committee to
the university board that formally appoints the committee (VSNU et al., 2020).

The site visit is an important and mandatory stage in the evaluation process,
as the external evaluation committee has the opportunity to (i) evaluate the
research infrastructure; (ii) meet the researchers and members of the unit; (iii)
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hold meetings and interviews with management, researchers, staff, PhD candi-
dates, and stakeholders, and (iv) request additional information and documents
(VSNU et al., 2020, pp. 13, 21 and 42). At the end of the visit, the external
committee presents the main conclusions, insights, and recommendations, of-
fering elements for the continuous improvement of the unit. After this phase,
the self-assessment report is made public, together with the committee report
and a position document, in which the unit has the possibility to reflect, agree,
and even disagree with the committee’s views.

In the Brazilian case, site visits were implemented in the early 1980s, but
could not be established as mandatory components of the evaluation. While
in the Dutch system, visits are organised and funded by the evaluated unit, in
Brazil, all costs and logistics are under CAPES purview. Currently, in the scope
of periodic evaluations, site visits are mostly carried out by recommendation
of committees, often for PPG strugling with performance. During the grade
discussions within CAPES’ council, it is also possible to request visits, especially
when more information is required to reach an agreement of the evaluation
results. Visits are also organised in the case of particular CAPES policies, for
instance, when a PPG performance does not improve after being considered
“regular” in three subsequent evaluation cycles (Viana, 2018).

4.2.3 Evaluation stakes

Table 4.3.: Stakes of the Brazilian and Dutch evaluation systems

Categories Brazil The Netherlands

Evaluation type Performance-based Formative

Accreditation effects Results determine if accredita-
tion of graduate program is re-
newed

Results do not impact accredi-
tation

Funding link Strong Weak

Rapporteur’s perception of
influence on researchers’
way of working

Strong Weak

Source: Brasil and Trevisol (2023), Scholten et al. (2018), and VSNU et al. (2020).
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Some of the main objectives of the Brazilian Quadrennial Evaluation, accord-
ing to its current regulation, are: (i) understanding the current panorama of
Brazilian graduate education in a given evaluation cycle; (ii) assessing the
performance of graduate programs; (iii) quality assurance; (iv) evaluating the
training of masters and doctors; (v) analysing the intellectual production of PPG
and its social, economic, and cultural impact; (vi) contributing to the evolution
and improvement of Brazilian graduate education (CAPES, 2021d).

Although not listed, a well-known additional objective is central to the design of
the system, which is the establishment of comparative rankings between PPGs,
which impact status, reputation, funding, and continuity (Sobrinho, 2003; Ver-
hine, 2008; Verhine and de Freitas, 2012). Part of that goal is achieved by
attributing grades to graduate programs, using a seven-level scale. Grades 1
and 2 are considered insufficient, leading to the closure of the program (after a
grace period to allow enroled students the chance to graduate). Grades above
that threshold – from 3 (regular) to 7 (excellence) – guarantee the renewal of
the PPG accreditation for the subsequent four-year cycle. Besides the accred-
itation value, grades allow comparisons between PPG and institutions, being
also used to calculate scholarship quota and funding allocation, and to restrict
access to select funding streams (Brasil, 2020; CAPES, 2021d).

Another relevant issue is that CAPES not only runs the evaluation system, but
also plays a significant role in regulating the SNPG while being the leading
funding agency in the country. The combination of tasks and the strong links
between the evaluation results, funding, and the very continued existence of
a PPG lead to a high-stakes evaluation model, predominantly normative, stan-
dardised, and performance-based. Geuna and Martin (2003, p. 296) state that
“a performance-based funding system, because it encourages competition, may
also encourage a shift towards the ‘homogenisation’ of research, discouraging
experiments with new approaches, and rewarding ‘safe’ research, irrespective
of its benefits to society”. That is the reality in Brazil, where the strong conse-
quences of the evaluation lead to a reliance on quantitative methods, despite
the ever present participation of peer review committees in the process.

As many evaluation metrics consider the number of faculty members as a de-
nominator, individual researchers are also expected to contribute positively to
the numerators. This includes the number of articles published in qualified jour-
nals, supervised students, taught classes, and more. As a consequence, research
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unit metrics become part of the faculty hiring and firing process and the very
concept of a researcher’s worth, undoubtly influencing their way of working.

The Netherlands experiences a different reality. According to the Strategy Eval-
uation Protocol (VSNU et al., 2020, p. 6), “the main goal of the SEP is to
maintain and improve the quality and societal relevance of research, as well as
to facilitate a continuous dialogue on research quality, societal relevance, and
viability in the context of research quality assurance”. From this, the evaluation
is contextual and essentially formative, being carried out by the institutions
themselves with the purpose of analysing the results, identifying strengths and
weaknesses, and defining the changes and improvements for the future (van
Drooge, 2021a; van Drooge, 2021b; VSNU et al., 2020).

In keeping with the principles above, the current evaluation model does not
assign scores to the assessed units. However, this is a recent development. The
evaluation protocols active between 1994 and 2015 adopted a five-tier scale, de-
noted 5–1. The nomenclature ascribed to each score varied per evaluation cycle,
with the highest number signifying excellence and the lowest reflecting poor or
unsatisfactory performance (van Drooge et al., 2013). In the subsequent proto-
col (2015-2021), the scale was revised and reversed, leading to four categories:
world leading/excellent (1); very good (2); good (3); unsatisfactory (4) (VSNU
et al., 2016). The most intriguing aspect compared to Brazil is that the Dutch
model attributed scores independently for each criterion. In the protocols up to
2015, they were quality, productivity, relevance, and viability. In the 2015-2021
SEP, they became research quality, societal relevance, and viability. Although
the average score was also a result of the evaluation, the individual score for
each dimension was an integral part of the observable results.

Furthermore, the Dutch evaluation process aims to preserve and strengthen
the values and purposes of academic activity, especially autonomy, academic
freedom, scientific quality, societal relevance, transparency, and participation of
the academic community (van Drooge, 2021a; van Drooge et al., 2013; VSNU
et al., 2020). Although universities and the research system are mainly financed
with public resources, the country has not implemented a performance-based
university research funding system as described by Hicks (2012) and Ochsner
et al. (2018), so there is a clear separation between evaluation and funding
(van Drooge et al., 2013; VSNU et al., 2020). In this sense, the results of a unit
in the evaluation are not linked to its accreditation.
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In the Netherlands, evaluation is not seen as an instrument of external con-
trol, state regulation, or accountability. Funding institutions may help guide
evaluation, such as with NWO’s involvement in the SEP design, but HEI are
empowered to conduct their evaluations and determine what to do with the
results. This means that the protocols do not define rules and guidelines on
the consequences of evaluation and no national institution is responsible for
defining or applying sanctions, rewards, and incentives. That is a prerogative of
each HEI, following their internal policies. Therefore, the assessment is not reg-
ulatory or aims to establish classifications and create indicators of comparability
among units. Evaluation respects differences and specificities, and instead of
standardising and homogenising the system, it preserves diversity and promotes
differentiation (van Drooge et al., 2013; VSNU et al., 2020).

As for the influence of the national evaluation system on researchers’ behaviour,
our analysis is that very little direct influence can be seen in the Netherlands.
However, the academic system in the country is strongly influenced by the con-
stant search for funding streams, permanent or tenured positions, and external
project resources. In this sense, the pressure imposed by the national evaluation
of Brazil on researchers is seen for other reasons, which are mostly absent in
the Latin American country, as previously explored by Brasil (2020).

4.2.4 Transparency and controversies

Table 4.4.: Stability of the Brazilian and Dutch evaluation systems

Categories Brazil The Netherlands

Changes over time Fluctuates Few

Transparency Strong Weak

Controversies Fluctuates Few

Source: Brasil and Trevisol (2023), Scholten et al. (2018), and VSNU et al. (2020).

Since the 1970s, evaluation has played a strategic role within the Brazilian
System of Research and Graduate Education (SNPG). After nearly five decades
of continuous operation, the evaluation system has earned the recognition
of the academic community for its importance, reliability, and strategic role
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(Balbachevsky, 2005; C. B. Martins, 2018; Saviani, 2020; Verhine and Dantas,
2009). An open letter from the Brazilian Society for the Advancement of Science
(SBPC) and the Brazilian Academy of Sciences (ABC) supports the system in
place, stating that CAPES evaluation was the main protagonist in strengthening
the Brazilian graduate system, decisively contributing to the growth and quality
improvement of the country’s science in all areas of knowledge. Without the
evaluation system, Brazil does not have evidence to guide future decisions for
the further development of the SNPG (Davidovich and Ribeiro, 2021).

As evaluation is periodic in Brazil, every new cycle traditionally includes ad-
vances in processes, methods, and data. However, change leads to new prob-
lems or to the recognition of persisting flaws in need of evolution. Advancement
plans are usually created after every evaluation, being the result of collabora-
tion between CAPES, evaluation area committees, and the scientific community.
These plans often consist of incremental evolution measures, but some major
changes may occur each few cycles. For instance, in 1998 CAPES implemented
the Qualis journal classification system, which significantly shaped the evalua-
tion over the following decades (Brasil, 2023a). However, the need for improve-
ment does not affect the legitimacy of the evaluation process as a whole or its
recognition by both the evaluators and those evaluated regarding the modus
operandi and the consequences of the process.

The situation in the Netherlands is only slightly different, as evaluation proto-
cols are also reviewed at every cycle, which is six years instead of four years
in Brazil. Reviews aim to improve regulatory frameworks and establish new
guidelines for the next cycle. Although dimensions and evaluation criteria have
been adapted over the decades, the system is considerably stable, and changes
introduced over time were incremental. In this sense, there are clear lines of
continuity between regulatory frameworks.

As an example of these changes, the SEP 2009-2015 revised the concept of
"relevance", which became "societal relevance". In addition to scientific impact,
the evaluation should consider contributions from research to the development
of other areas such as economy, innovation, culture, public management, etc.
(van Drooge et al., 2013; VSNU et al., 2009). Similarly, the SEP 2015-2021
reduced the number of analysis dimensions from four to three, excluding "pro-
ductivity" from the list. Since the change, the evaluation has begun to take into
account three dimensions: quality, societal relevance, and viability (VSNU et al.,
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2016). In addition to this, the SEP 2021-2027 has abolished the use of impact
factors and considerably limited the use of the h-index as possible measures
for evaluation (VSNU et al., 2020). All these changes have derived from the
influence of significant international movements towards responsible evalua-
tion, in part represented by DORA, the San Francisco Declaration on Research
Assessment (ASCB, 2012), and the Leiden Manifesto for research metrics (Hicks
et al., 2015).

Regarding transparency, in an open letter to the CAPES leadership, the presi-
dent of SBPC, Renato Janine Ribeiro (2022a), states that “CAPES Quadrennial
Evaluation seeks the greatest possible transparency in the definition and expo-
sure of the criteria used, as well as in the disclosure of the data on which the
criteria are applied. Mechanisms such as area documents, Qualis, the Sucu-
pira Platform, and the Lattes Platform were major steps in the search for this
transparency”. The letter praised transparency in the face of controversy, which
would linger over evaluation and science policy during the 2019-2022 period.

Brazil emerged from decades of mostly uncontroversial evaluation to face a
difficult period after the 2017 Quadrennial Evaluation. Until then, most contro-
versies were localised, focused on methods, and raised by PPG unhappy with the
results, especially those that were closed as a consequence of low grades. After
2018, following a significant effort by CAPES and the scientific community to
improve the evaluation for the 2017-2020 period, a series of developments kept
the system in check, leading even to the legal suspension of the quadrennial
evaluation, originally planned for 2021.

The suspension came from the initiative of the Federal Justice system (2021),
which questioned the evaluation process, adding to many controversial episodes
never before seen in the Brazilian science system, including successive cuts in
the number of grants and scholarships, particularly in the social sciences, hu-
manities, and basic sciences (Saldaña, 2020); budget cuts that led CAPES to
delay payments to thousands of scholarship holders (Saldaña, 2021a); and
definitive suspension of funding for the 101 National Institutes of Science, Tech-
nology and Innovation (INCT) in the country (Holanda, 2021).

Furthermore, dozens of scientific societies throughout the country protested
the appointment of new leadership to CAPES (SBPC, 2021b), and more than
100 members of peer review committees, including the coordination of several
evaluation areas, resigned between 2021 and 2022 (Machado, 2022). In their
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resignation letter, the 29 members of the chemistry committee state that the
success of the country’s graduate system comes from its approach as a state pol-
icy rather than as a government policy. However, they justified their departure,
in part, by the fact that this claim was no longer true (Monteiro et al., 2021).

The Quadrennial Evaluation of 2017 was marked by transparency. A dedicated
website was created to cover the evaluation while it was being conducted and
even included the data sets that the evaluation committees would use to guide
their work (CAPES, 2017a). The underlying data in question had been collected
by advanced current research information systems (CRIS), with transparent
methods and auditable processes to support the evaluation. The results, as well
as the analytical processes behind them, were available beforehand, allowing
those evaluated to verify not only their own data, but the entire system, going
even beyond what is proposed by the related principles of the Leiden Manifesto
(Hicks et al., 2015). The Qualis classification of journals, which is significant in
the evaluation results, was also published before the evaluation started.

The Quadrennial Evaluation of 2021, held after a year of legal delays, lost some
of that transparency. The dedicated website was shut down and the evaluation
section on the CAPES website did not include the data sets for the evaluation
to come (CAPES, 2021b), although some of the information could be found in
the public interface of the Sucupira Platform (CAPES, 2021c). The 2017-2020
Qualis classification with its adopted methodology were not released until after
the evaluation results were published (CAPES, 2023c).

Although controversies dominated the Brazilian evaluation in the past few years,
The Netherlands had few problems in that area. While low-stakes evaluation
may be a mandatory and formative part of the national science system, it has
limited impact on research units. The lack of direct consequences for funding,
accreditation, and other relevant aspects places much less pressure on evalu-
ation. Furthermore, the modifications in the most recent evaluation protocol
align with national movements on reward and recognition in science, which
have been expressed in initiatives such as the one described in the position
paper “Room for everyone’s talent” (VSNU et al., 2019). In that sense, leaving
the use of indicators such as the impact factor and the h-index behind may raise
opposing voices, especially among those who had to build their careers under
the publish or perish threat. However, universities continue to move toward a
more multidimensional approach to institutional and individual evaluations.
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Finally, returning to the transparency front, that is an issue in which The Nether-
lands has not yet achieved a representative level in its processes. As the eval-
uation is decentralised, there is no central information source to support the
research units in their evaluation, and only the self-assessment report (with
select appendices) should be made public on the higher education institutions’
websites. Finding and collecting them is a difficult, if not impossible, task that
makes it unlikely that an overview of the quality of research in the country can
be drawn from the evaluation. Furthermore, it is not possible to know which
institutions have implemented measures to remedy the deficiencies identified
by the external committee (van Drooge et al., 2013).

4.3 Conclusions

In this investigation, we have closely examined and compared research evalua-
tion systems in Brazil and the Netherlands, focussing on their main objectives,
methodologies, and the consequences of the evaluation results. This study was
partially motivated by Brazil’s search for inspiration in international models to
help improve its own. Among these models is the Dutch system, known for its
long-standing stability and the significant role it has played in the development
of the country’s science system.

The Brazilian evaluation, led by CAPES, is primarily performance-based, which
influences the researchers’ way of working and limits the evaluation design that
can be implemented (Hicks, 2012). In Brazil, the high-stakes model affects
more than funding; it also refers to the accreditation of assessed units, which
may be revoked in cases of sub-par performance. Trust remains a relevant
issue, and evaluation is perceived as an audit procedure, leading to a focus on
quantitative methods and performance indicators (Ràfols et al., 2016). This
may encourage research homogenisation and discourage experimentation with
innovative approaches (Geuna and Martin, 2003).

In contrast, the Dutch evaluation system, guided by the Strategy Evaluation
Protocol (SEP), is formative and low stakes, aiming to maintain and improve
research quality and societal relevance while empowering higher education
institutions (HEIs) to carry out their evaluations and determine how to use
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the results. This means that the Dutch formative evaluation, based on self-
assessment practises that allow for a more contextualised and multidimensional
evaluation that promotes diversity and differentiation, would face significant
challenges in Brazil without a reorientation of the assessment objectives.

The main takeaway from examining these distinct evaluation systems is that
their primary characteristics are firmly rooted in the core decisions underlying
each of them, which may have been shaped by historical trajectories, geograph-
ical challenges, and policy initiatives that have influenced the evolution of
science, research, and graduate education in each country. The result is that
no analytical category presented in this comparative study can be interpreted
in isolation, as each of them has dependencies and consequences, creating an
interconnected mesh that cannot simply be unmade. Therefore, while some
inspiration could be drawn from the positive experiences of each country, no
part of these evaluation systems can be seamlessly transposed into the other,
even with adaptations in mind.

However, that does not mean that lessons can not be learnt from each other.
Despite recent controversies and legal issues that have somewhat affected the
transparency of the Brazilian evaluation, the country’s high-stakes system has
led to several positive developments regarding advanced current research infor-
mation systems, open science, valorisation of nonbibliographic research output,
and more. Some of these experiences may be helpful in inspiring the Dutch in
the development of tools and strategies to further incorporate multidimensional
assessment strategies into its evaluation system. Similarly, Brazil can look for
inspiration in the Dutch self-assessment protocols, which matured over the past
decades and that can help the country improve its approach to institutional
governance and autonomy.

In conclusion, this comparative analysis of the Brazilian and Dutch research
evaluation systems reveals the intricacies and challenges of tailoring evaluation
mechanisms to suit the unique contexts of each country. Although the study
emphasises that it is not feasible to simply copy and paste solutions from one
system into another, identifying strengths and potential areas for improvement
in each system can help inform and inspire the ongoing evolution of research
evaluation strategies. Such advances in research evaluation will ultimately
contribute toward developing more robust, flexible, and context-sensitive evalu-
ation systems that support scientific excellence, innovation, and societal impact.
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Research Evaluation Systems. Vilnius, LT. Retrieved April 18, 2023, from https:
//bit.ly/3KL3HpQ

Ochsner, M., Kulczycki, E., Gedutis, A., & Peruginelli, G. (2020). National Research
Evaluation Systems. In R. Ball (Ed.), Handbook bibliometrics (pp. 99–106). https:
//doi.org/10.1515/9783110646610-011

Ràfols, I., Molas-Gallart, J., Chavarro, D., & Robinson-Garcia, N. (2016). On the domi-
nance of quantitative evaluation in peripherall countries: Auditing research with
technologies of distance. SSRN Electronic Journal, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.
2139/ssrn.2818335

Ribeiro, R. J. (2022a). Carta da SBPC à CAPES sobre audiência pública para debater a
Avaliação Quadrienal. Retrieved from https://bit.ly/3Ki9QYx

Rijksoverheid. (2023). Tertiary (higher) education. Retrieved May 2, 2023, from
https://bit.ly/3nmJChP

Rothen, J. C. (2018). A universidade brasileira na Reforma Francisco Campos de 1931.
Revista Brasileira de História da Educação, 8(17), 141–160.

Saldaña, P. (2020). Em meio a pandemia, governo Bolsonaro investe contra pesquisa
em ciências humanas. Retrieved August 10, 2020, from https://bit.ly/2PHEUH8

Saldaña, P. (2021a). Capes tem déficit de R$ 124 mi para pagar bolsas de formação
docente até fim do ano. Folha de São Paulo. Retrieved from https ://bit . ly/
3a0WGm1

Saviani, D. (2020). Meio século de pós-graduação no Brasil: Do período heróico ao
produtivismo pela mediação de um modelo superior às suas matrizes. Movimento
- Revista de Educação, 7(14). https://doi.org/10.22409/mov.v7i14.46475

SBPC. (2021b). Entidades se manifestam em defesa da Capes. Retrieved May 14, 2022,
from https://bit.ly/38xTKN8

140 Chapter 4 Research evaluation in Brazil and the Netherlands

https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022214534381
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022214534381
https://bit.ly/2PmAf0q
https://bit.ly/3sBhVkO
https://bit.ly/3oPGfAf
https://bit.ly/3KL3HpQ
https://bit.ly/3KL3HpQ
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110646610-011
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110646610-011
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2818335
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2818335
https://bit.ly/3Ki9QYx
https://bit.ly/3nmJChP
https://bit.ly/2PHEUH8
https://bit.ly/3a0WGm1
https://bit.ly/3a0WGm1
https://doi.org/10.22409/mov.v7i14.46475
https://bit.ly/38xTKN8


Scholten, W., van Drooge, L., & Diederen, P. (2018). Excellence is extra-ordinary: Thirty
years of focus on excellence in Dutch science policy. The Hague.

Sguissardi, V. (2006). A avaliação defensiva no ‘modelo CAPES de avaliação’: É possível
conciliar avaliação educativa com processos de regulação e controle do Estado?
Perspectiva, 24(1), 49–88. Retrieved from https://bit.ly/2VKO88E

Siqueira, M. B. (2019). Sucupira - A Platform for the Evaluation of Graduate Education
in Brazil. Procedia Computer Science, 146(2019), 247–255. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.procs.2019.01.081

Sobrinho, J. D. (2003). Avaliação da educação superior: Regulação e emancipação.
Avaliação: Revista da Avaliação da Educacão Superior, 8(2), 31–47. Retrieved
from https://bit.ly/3I5MR2m

UNL. (2022). Universiteiten van Nederland. Retrieved January 21, 2022, from https:
//www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/

van Drooge, L. (2021a). Research evaluation in context 1: Introducing research evalua-
tion in the Netherlands. Retrieved January 2022, from https://bit.ly/3IsQZJE

van Drooge, L. (2021b). Research evaluation in context 2: One joint protocol, three
criteria and four aspects. Retrieved January 2022, from https://bit.ly/3Atb67G

van Drooge, L., de Jong, S., Faber, M., & Westerheijden, D. (2013). Twenty years of
research evaluation (tech. rep. No. 8). Rathenau Instituut. The Hague. Retrieved
from http://bit.ly/3cXp4mK

Vereniging Hogescholen. (2023). Instroom, inschrijvingen en diploma’s. Retrieved May
2, 2023, from https://bit.ly/3Hwirbd

Verhine, R. E. (2008). Avaliação da CAPES: Subsídios para a reformulação do modelo.
In D. Mancebo, J. d. R. Silva Jr, & J. F. de Oliveira (Eds.), Reformas e políticas:
Educação superior e pós-graduação no brasil (pp. 165–188). Campinas: Alínea.

Verhine, R. E., & Dantas, L. (2009). Reflexões sobre o sistema de avaliação da CAPES a
partir do V Plano Nacional de Pós-graduação. Revista de Educação Pública, 18(37),
295–310.

Verhine, R. E., & de Freitas, A. A. d. S. M. (2012). A avaliação da educação supe-
rior: modalidades e tendências no cenário internacional. Revista Ensino Superior
Unicamp, (7), 16–39. Retrieved from https://bit.ly/2C9herj

Viana, W. F. (2018). Sistema CAPES de avaliação da pós-graduação stricto sensu: Um
estudo de caso da área de Administração Pública no Brasil (Doctoral dissertation,
Universidade de Brasília).

VSNU, KNAW, & NWO. (2003). Standard Evaluation Protocol (2003-2009). The Hague.
Retrieved from https://bit.ly/3grtaGP

VSNU, KNAW, & NWO. (2009). Standard Evaluation Protocol (2009-2015). The Hague.
Retrieved from https://bit.ly/3wujG32

VSNU, KNAW, & NWO. (2016). Standard Evaluation Protocol (2015-2021). The Hague.
Retrieved from https://bit.ly/3iJqtC3

4.3 References 141

https://bit.ly/2VKO88E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2019.01.081
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2019.01.081
https://bit.ly/3I5MR2m
https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/
https://www.universiteitenvannederland.nl/
https://bit.ly/3IsQZJE
https://bit.ly/3Atb67G
http://bit.ly/3cXp4mK
https://bit.ly/3Hwirbd
https://bit.ly/2C9herj
https://bit.ly/3grtaGP
https://bit.ly/3wujG32
https://bit.ly/3iJqtC3


VSNU, NFU, KNAW, NWO, & ZonMw. (2019). Room for everyone’s talent. The Hague.
Retrieved January 30, 2023, from https://bit.ly/3Jt9ilw

VSNU, KNAW, & NWO. (2020). Strategy Evaluation Protocol (2021–2027). The Hague.
Retrieved from https://bit.ly/3wAFbzi

Weert, E. d., & Boezerooy, P. (2007). Higher education in the Netherlands. Center for
Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS). Enschede, NL.

Westerheijden, D. F., Cremonini, L., Kolster, R., Kottmann, A., Redder, L., Soo, M., . . .
Weert, E. d. (2008). New Degrees in the Netherlands: Evaluation of the Bachelor-
Master Structure and Accreditation in Dutch Higher Education. Ministerie van
Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschappen. Enschede, NL. Retrieved from https :
//bit.ly/3tNdAM4

142 Chapter 4 Research evaluation in Brazil and the Netherlands

https://bit.ly/3Jt9ilw
https://bit.ly/3wAFbzi
https://bit.ly/3tNdAM4
https://bit.ly/3tNdAM4



