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APPENDIX A 
 
 

 
Perspective 
 

 
Positivist 

 
Constructivist 

 
Realist 

 
Critical 

 
Performative 

Assumption 
about what 
[research] 
knowledge is 

Facts (especially 
statements on 
relationships 
between variables,) 
independent of 
researchers and 
transferable to new 
context 

Explanations/ 
interpretations of 
a situation or 
phenomenon, 
considering the 
historical, 
cultural and 
social context 

Studies of how 
people interpret 
external reality, 
producing 
statements on 
‘what works for 
whom in what 
circumstances’  

Studies that 
reveal society’s 
inherent conflict 
and injustices 
and give people 
the tools to 
challenge their 
oppression 

Knowledge is 
brought into 
being and 
enacted in 
practice by actor-
networks of 
people and 
technology 

Assumed 
purpose of 
research 

Predictive 
generalisations 
(‘laws’) 

Meaning: perhaps 
in a single unique 
case 

Theoretical 
generalisation 
(what tends to 
work and why) 

Learning, 
emancipation, 
challenge 

To map the 
changing 
dynamics of 
actor-networks 

Preferred 
research 
method 

Hypothesis testing; 
experiments; 
modelling and 
measuring 

Naturalistic 
inquiry (i.e. in 
real- world 
conditions) 

Predominately 
naturalistic, may 
combine 
quantitative and 
qualitative data 

Participatory 
(action) 
research 

Naturalistic, with 
a focus on 
change over time 
and network 
[in]stability 

Assumed 
way to 
achieve 
quality in 
research 

Hierarchy of 
preferred study 
designs; 
standardised 
instruments to help 
eliminate bias 

Reflexive 
theorising; 
consideration of 
multiple 
interpretations; 
dialogue and 
debate 

Abduction (what 
kind of reasoning 
by human actors 
could explain 
these findings in 
this context?) 

Measures to 
address power 
imbalances 
(ethos of 
democracy, 
conflict 
management) 
research 
capacity 
building in 
community 
partner(s) 

Richness of 
description; 
plausible account 
of the network 
and how it 
changes over 
time 

Assumed 
relationship 
between 
science and 
values 

Science is 
inherently value-
neutral (though 
research can be 
used for benign or 
malevolent 
motives) 

Science can 
never be value-
neutral; the 
researcher’s 
perspective must 
be made explicit 

Facts are 
interpreted and 
used by people 
who bring 
particular values 
and views 

Science must be 
understood in 
terms of what 
gave rise to it 
and the interests 
it serves 

Controversial; 
arguably, Actor-
Network Theory is 
consistent with 
value-laden view 
of science 

Assumed 
mechanism 
through 
which 
impact is 
achieved 

Direct (new 
knowledge will 
influence practice 
and policy if the 
principles and 
methods of 
implementation 
science are 
followed) 

Mainly indirect  
(e.g. via 
interaction/ 
enlightenment of 
policymakers and 
influencing the 
‘mindlines’ of 
researchers) 

Interaction 
between reasoning 
(of policy makers, 
practitioners, etc.) 
and resources 
available for 
implementing 
findings 

Development is 
critical 
consciousness; 
partnership-
building; 
lobbying; 
advocacy 

‘Translations’ 
(stable changes 
in the actor 
network), 
achieved by 
actors who 
mobilise other 
actors into new 
configurations 

Implication 
for the study 
of research 
impact 

‘Logic models’ will 
track how research 
findings 
(transferable 
research findings 
about what works) 
are disseminated, 
taken up and used 
for societal benefit 
 

Outcomes of 
social 
interventions are 
unpredictable, 
impact studies 
should focus on 
‘activities and 
interactions’ to 
build relations 
with 
policymakers  

Impact studies 
should address 
variability in 
uptake and use of 
research by 
exploring context-
mechanism-
outcome-impact 
configuration 

Impact has a 
political 
dimension; 
research may 
challenge the 
status quo; 
some 
stakeholders 
stand to lose 
power, whereas 
others may gain 

For research to 
have an impact, a 
re-alignment of 
actors (human/ 
technological) is 
needed; focus on 
the changing 
‘actor-scenario 
and how this gets 
stabilised in the 
network  

Table A.1: Philosophical Assumption (Greenhalgh et al. 2016, 3)  
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Types of 
evaluation 

Examples of 
methods/approaches 

Use Types of impact typically evaluated 

Experimental 
and 
statistical 
methods 

Statistical modelling, longitudinal 
analysis, econometrics, 
difference-in-difference method, 
double difference method, 
propensity score matching, 
instrumental variable, analysis of 
distributional effects, 
experimental economics 
 

Typically used in summative 
mode, ex ante and/or ex post, 
to infer the extent to which 
research is a sufficient cause 
of impact (often showing sole 
and/or direct attribution from 
research to impact) 

Economic, environmental, social, health 
and wellbeing, policy, other forms of 
decision-making and behaviour change 

Systems 
analysis 
methods 

Contribution analysis, knowledge 
mapping, Social Network Analysis, 
Bayesian networks, agent-based 
models, Dynamic-System Models, 
influence diagrams, Participatory 
Systems Mapping  
 

Can be used in formative or 
summative mode, usually ex-
post or during a pathway to 
impact 

Policy, other forms of decision making and 
behaviour change, capacity building 

Textual, oral 
and arts-
based 
methods 

Testimonials, ethnography, 
participant observation, 
qualitative comparative analysis, 
linkanges and exchange model, 
interviews and focus groups, 
opinion polls and surveys, other 
textual analysis, e.g. of focus 
groups and interview data, 
participatory monitoring and 
evaluation, empowerment 
evaluation, action research and 
associated methods, aesthetics, 
oral history, storytelling, digital 
cultural mapping, (social) media 
analysis, poetry and fiction, music 
and dance, theater 
 

used either in formative mode 
to enable beneficiaries to 
engage and shape feedback 
that then enhances impact, or 
in summative more, ex-post 
to access the extent to which 
research contributed to 
impact 

All types 

Indicator-
based 
approaches 

Theory of Change, Logical 
Framework Analysis, Payback 
Framework, SIAMPI, DPSIR 

Indicators-based approaches 
use indicators to assess 
progress towards anticipated 
impact. Any method may then 
be used evaluate each 
indicator. These frameworks 
can be used in summative or 
formative mode, typically ex-
ante(but can be used ex-post) 
to show the extent to which 
research contributes towards, 
or was a necessary cause of, 
impact 
 

All types 

Evidence 
synthesis 
approaches 

Meta-analysis, narrative synthesis, 
realistic-based synthesis, rapid 
evidence synthesis, systematic 
reviews   

Used in summative mode, e-
post, to infer sole attribution 
of quantify the extent to which 
research was a sufficient 
cause of impact 
 

All types 

Table A.2: Types of Research Impact Evaluations and Their Commonly Used Methods/Approaches (Reed et 
al. 2021, 5)  
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Tool Summary 
Interview Interviews are a valuable tool for exploring the conditions that contribute to impactful 

outcomes. They offer a chance for informants to share insights, allowing interviewers to 
tailor questions based on responses. Structured interview guides aid in cross-case 
comparisons and can reveal motivations, enablers, or concerns related to impact 
creation. While qualitative interviews can be used at various stages of a research 
project, there are challenges such as informants lacking perfect information, timing 
affecting reliability, and the potential for overemphasizing non-research impacts. 
Training interviewers and addressing issues in data transcription and analysis are also 
important considerations. 
 

Case study (narrative 
Approaches) 

Case studies offer a nuanced exploration of complex scenarios, detailing specific 
pathways leading to the real-world use, uptake, and impact of research. Particularly 
favored in social sciences and humanities literature, they encompass a broad range of 
impact areas like policy, health, business, and culture, often overlooked by data-driven 
approaches. Despite their strengths in providing coherent narratives, case studies face 
criticism for their subjective nature, making comparison and ranking challenging. 
Additionally, they tend to prioritize recent research, potentially neglecting long-term 
impacts, and may struggle to provide clear evidence for all types of research. Critics 
argue that the method's focus on tangible impacts may idealize outcomes, overlooking 
barriers and negative effects. Moreover, the labor-intensive nature of case studies 
poses challenges for both researchers and assessors. 
 

Surveys Surveys are effective for collecting data on various variables such as motivations, 
barriers, enablers, and different types of engagements between researchers and 
society. They enable comparative analysis of performance over time and throughout the 
research process. However, surveys have limitations. They primarily rely on self-
reported evidence, potentially biased towards mapping involvement rather than 
observing real-world effects. Surveys assume quantitative measurement of research 
impact, but the validity of indicators like dissemination efforts and relationships with 
policymakers is contestable. Direct relationships between research and policy change 
may be scarce, requiring validation through additional methods like qualitative 
interviews. Surveys may not adequately capture unforeseen impacts and context-
specific factors. Consequently, they often necessitate supplementary methods for 
validation and may be less responsive to unexpected influences. 
 

Peer/expert review Peer review, encompassing expertise-based assessments in various contexts like 
journal manuscripts, funding applications, and hiring, is mentioned in 36% of our review 
texts. Regarded as a crucial method for quality assessment across scientific domains, it 
involves experts evaluating quality within the field or external indicators. Quality 
indicators include output measures and indicators of reputation. Used in assessments 
of scientific excellence and societal impact, peer review is flexible and highly trusted. It 
can be implemented at different research stages, aiding in understanding societal 
impact, allocation of funding, and mid-term/final evaluations. Despite its widespread 
use, peer review faces criticism for potentially delivering an 'acceptance threshold' 
rather than measuring impact. Bias towards renowned scholars may lead to positive 
judgments and funding, creating a "Matthew effect." The method is also criticized for 
being time-consuming, impractical due to the number of involved experts, and requiring 
well-informed individuals with in-depth knowledge of the research context. 
 

Statistical databases Statistical databases are valuable for describing research infrastructures, facilities, 
income, scientific degrees, and prices across various scientific fields. They enable 
tracking developments over time and between research units, facilitating data 
combination for comparative analysis. However, literature points out drawbacks, such 
as hindrances due to administration and user rights, requiring repetitive agreements for 
joint dataset utilization. Maintenance, documentation, and validation of registries may 
pose challenges. Administrative and statistical databases alone may struggle to 
document and derive impact from specific projects, particularly informal engagement 
efforts. Nevertheless, some contributions highlight the utility of statistical databases in 
national evaluation systems, emphasizing the importance of considering the 
relationship between disciplines, the academic environment, and academic and 
societal outputs. 
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Tool Summary 
Commercialization 
data 

Commercialization data, often used alongside bibliometrics, is part of a quantitative 
assessment approach, particularly focused on economic effects related to technology 
transfer and the business sector. Indicators like patents, licenses, joint research, and 
industry funding are commonly used. While this method can identify formal 
relationships between researchers and society, it faces challenges in comparing 
commercial impacts across disciplines and contexts. In the social sciences and 
humanities (SSH), where impact is established through non-economic channels like 
policy reports and public lectures, the economic transaction model is considered 
insufficient. Critics argue that a narrow focus on commercial impact neglects the 
broader socio-technical system and the entanglement of economic and non-economic 
factors in creating impact. Research on topics like sustainable infrastructures or 
intercultural understanding, while impactful, may not be accurately reflected through 
standard economic indicators. 
 

Bibliometrics Bibliometric methods primarily focus on assessing the academic impact of research 
through publications, citations, and authorships, rather than societal impact, the main 
focus of our review. While bibliometrics offer objective statistical tools for evaluating 
scientific performance, especially in life and natural sciences, they face criticism in the 
social sciences and humanities (SSH). SSH scholars argue that bibliometrics, 
historically developed for other disciplines, inadequately capture SSH's non-journal 
publications, non-English language works, and field-specific notions of 'quality.' 
Responses to this criticism range from improving metrics for SSH to questioning the use 
of metrics across research fields. Despite their limitations, bibliometrics are considered 
useful when applied responsibly, but in the context of SSH, they cover only a fraction of 
researchers' communication and lack evidence of broader societal engagement. Relying 
solely on bibliometrics for evaluation is criticized for distorting the view of scientific 
outputs and overlooking research's broader societal relevance. In impact assessment 
frameworks reviewed, bibliometrics are exclusively used for academic impact 
assessment, while other methods like altmetrics are employed to capture evidence of 
broader societal uptake of research. 
Onderkant formulier 
 

Impact plans theory 
of change and logic 
models 

Impact plans play a dual role, either retrospectively describing the context, activities, 
and outputs of research that influenced society or prospectively outlining how a project 
aims to achieve desired results. In the Research Excellence Framework (REF), impact 
plans are used to provide context and evidence for individual case studies, 
accommodating particular circumstances. Frameworks like ROMA and RCF utilize 
impact plans in the preparation phase based on a 'theory of change,' guiding project 
stakeholders and allowing for examination of factors influencing research uptake 
throughout the project's lifecycle. The 'theory of change' approach, while challenging for 
highly innovative projects, fosters an open-minded and iterative research process. It 
requires an explicit understanding of the research mission, external actors' interests, 
and specific activities linking research to society. Some impact assessment models 
combine logic models with impact plans, templates, and case studies, aiming to 
capture the intricate processes and interactions in knowledge production, uptake, and 
use in society. Logic models help track specific outcomes and break down different 
types of research-associated outcomes, emphasizing the need for sensitivity towards 
indirect impacts and links between research and society. 
 

Workshops and 
focus groups 

Workshops and focus groups are organized discussions involving researchers, partners, 
and stakeholders held at various assessment and research phases. They can be used 
early on to co-produce ideas, set objectives, and accelerate research impact by 
mobilizing attention. These methods facilitate collaboration, development of 
dissemination strategies, and exploration of impact evidence sources. Cost-effective 
and influential, workshops and focus groups are also employed post-project to capture 
immediate effects on partner institutions or target groups. However, literature notes 
risks, including participants potentially downplaying negative impacts and having 
selective memory, emphasizing positive outcomes. 
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Tool Summary 
Stakeholder/user 
evaluation 

Stakeholder evaluation involves stakeholders as partners in the research project, 
collaborating in knowledge co-production and influencing the project's organization, 
implementation, and assessment. This approach may lead to the co-production of 
evaluative indicators and broader participation in the research process. Stakeholders 
serve as valuable informants, offering insight into partner organizations and improving 
awareness, understanding, and communication between researchers and 
stakeholders. Involvement of stakeholders can occur in the design phase to align 
research with specific needs, breaking down barriers and cultural differences. It may 
also happen during the research process to gather information on preliminary benefits. 
However, there is a risk of compromising research integrity and academic freedom if 
partners become overly involved. Stakeholder involvement in indicator evaluation or 
design is less common, but some frameworks use it to develop shared understanding 
and guidelines (RAPID) or involve potential end-users throughout the research process 
(CM). Stakeholder information gathering is common in the literature, though it can be 
time-consuming, and aligning indicators with stakeholders is not prevalent in all 
frameworks. 
 

Impact repositories Impact repositories and databases are integral to the Open Science agenda, promoting 
collaboration and knowledge sharing in academic and policy spheres. Notably used in 
the policy literature, initiatives like OpenAIRE and CORDIS support impact 
measurement, providing data for Horizon2020 projects and serving as a primary 
repository for EU-funded research information. REF employs an impact database listing 
submitted case studies, while AHRC builds a portfolio of impact case studies. 
Databases enable the location of individuals linked to specific research projects and 
facilitate broader dissemination of research results. They allow for explorative studies of 
impact data, providing nuanced representations across fields. Despite their advantages, 
repositories require researchers to invest time in documenting impacts and face ethical 
considerations related to data sharing and security. Impact assessment frameworks 
emphasize the importance of impact repositories for broader communication and 
dissemination, promoting wider interest in research and making data accessible to a 
broader audience of practitioners. 
 

Altmetrics Alternative metrics (altmetrics) are gaining attention in assessing scientific impact, 
particularly in the social sciences and humanities (SSH), where diverse outputs beyond 
traditional publications are common. Altmetrics track research communication and 
sharing on platforms like Twitter now X, Facebook, blogs, and digital sharing services, 
offering a broader perspective. Recent improvements include integrating non-traditional 
outputs like policy reports or white papers. Altmetrics collect various data types, such 
as citations, views, downloads, tweets, shares, likes, and comments, providing big data 
to quantify dissemination efforts and digital scholarly conversations. Altmetrics are 
advantageous for tracking broader societal outputs, including media presence and 
attention, serving as supplements to case studies and narratives. However, limitations 
include difficulty in comparing data across disciplines, bias towards specific users, and 
uncertainties in interpreting mentions or downloads. Altmetrics require a reflexive and 
responsible approach, recognizing it as a supplementary rather than universal method 
for assessing societal impact. 
 

Impact Tracking and 
activity registration 

Process-tracking is a technique for tracing impact pathways either forward from initial 
research or backward from identified outcomes. Backward-tracking, used by HERG, 
traces return on investment, uncovering how and why specific outcomes or impacts 
succeed. It allows measurement against goals set by research institutions but relies on 
the quality and accessibility of relevant documentation, facing difficulties in attributing 
outcomes to specific research results. Forward-tracking, employed by SIAMPI and RCF, 
identifies links and interactions leading to socially relevant applications. SIAMPI 
emphasizes analysing processes to recognize potential impacts, while RCF uses a 
theory of change to track relations and pathways. Forward-tracking connects research 
objectives, processes, outputs, and outcomes, identifying barriers and enablers of 
impact. Process-tracking utilizes both qualitative (interviews, impact logs) and 
quantitative approaches (social network analysis, geo-referencing). However, 
systematically describing ways to achieve impact during or after a project is challenging, 
with studies finding a lack of systematic data hindering information on productive 
interactions. Researchers often claim importance for specific interactions without 
independent data for assessment. 
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Tool Summary 
Review and analysis 
of documents 

Document analysis involves reviewing and interpreting existing documents like books, 
policy reports, white papers, and grey literature. This method can be used qualitatively 
and quantitatively, often combined with computational text analysis or traditional 
coding strategies. It aids in understanding the content and context of specific outputs 
but heavily relies on the quality and systematic collection of existing materials, providing 
limited insights into non-written research outputs. While no single method is universally 
applicable, various methodological strategies may be needed, complicating study 
design and requiring extensive expertise and time for adaptation. 
 

Field/site visits Field visits are utilized in the Netherlands' national evaluation system to assess 
research at universities and research institutions. The method aims to showcase the 
quality and societal relevance of research. During field visits, evaluators observe 
research on-site, engaging with principal investigators and staff to gather insights into 
their experiences, plans, and strategies. While valuable, the reliability of qualitative data 
from field visits can vary, presenting challenges similar to other qualitative measures 
like workshops and interviews. 

Table A.3: Tools for Research Impact Evaluation (Budtz Pedersen et al. 2020, 9-14) 
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Category Tool Use 

Formative, flexible and able to 
deal with cross-disciplinary and 
multidisciplinary assessments 

Case studies Can be used in a variety of ways; flexible enough to 
capture a wide variety of impacts, including the 
unexpected, and can provide the full context 
around a piece of research, researcher or impact. 
 

Document 
review 

Review of existing documentation and reports on a 
topic. 
 

Site visits Visit by evaluation committee to department and 
institution; generally consists of a series of 
meetings over one or more days with a range of 
stakeholders. 
 

Peer review Review by peers, typically other academics in the 
same or similar field, of outputs of research; 
rationale that subject experts are uniquely qualified 
to assess the quality of the work of others. 
 

Interviews Used to obtain supplemental information on areas 
of interest, generally to access personal 
perspectives on a topic, or more detailed 
contextual information. 
 

Scalable, quantitative, 
transparent, comparable, free 
from judgement and suitable for 
high frequency, longitudinal use 
  

Bibliometrics A range of techniques for assessing quantity, 
dissemination and content of publications and 
patents; uses quantitative analysis to measure 
patterns of publications and citation, typically 
focusing on journal papers; 
Offers insights principally along the following 
dimensions: activity measurements, knowledge 
transfer measurements, linkage measurements, 
citation analysis. 
 

Survey Provide a broad overview of the current status of a 
particular programme or body of research; widely 
used in research evaluation to provide comparable 
data across a range of researchers and/or grants 
which are easy to analyse 
 

Economic 
analysis 

Comparative analysis of costs (inputs) and 
consequences (outputs);aims to assess whether 
benefits outweigh opportunity costs and whether 
efficiency is achieved; generally, there are three 
types of economic analysis: cost-benefit analysis 
(CBA), cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA) and cost-
utility analysis (CUA). 
 

Data mining Allows access to and understanding of existing 
data sets; uses algorithms to find correlations and 
patterns and present them in a meaningful format, 
reducing complexity without losing information. 
 

 Data 
visualisation 

Tool for data summarisation, presenting large 
amounts of data in a visual format for human 
comprehension and interpretation. 
 

Logic models Graphic representation of the essential elements of 
a programme or process; aims to encourage 
systematic thinking and guide planning, monitoring 
and evaluation. 

Table A.4: Tools for Research Evaluation (Guthrie et al. 2013, 9) 



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

97 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Adam P., Ovseiko P., Grant J., Graham K., et al. (2018). ISRIA statement: ten-point guidelines for an 
eiective process of research impact assessment. Health Research Policy and Systems, 16/1. 
DOI: 10.1186/s12961-018-0281-5 

Andriessen, D. (2019). Doorwerking van Onderzoek in Complexe Vraagstukken. Bewegen in 
Complexiteit: Voorbeelden voor Onderwijs, Onderzoek en Praktijk, pp. 105–11. Hogeschool 
Utrecht: Utrecht.  

Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation. Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 
35/4: 216–24. DOI: 10.1080/01944366908977225  

Atta-Owusu, K., & Fitjar, R. D. (2021). What motivates academics for external engagement? exploring 
the eiects of motivational drivers and organizational fairness. Science and Public Policy, 
49/2: 201–18. DOI: 10.1093/scipol/scab075  

Beckett, K., Farr, M., Kothari, A, Wye, L., et al. (2018). Embracing complexity and uncertainty to create 
impact: Exploring the processes and transformative potential of co-produced research 
through development of a social impact model. Health Research Policy and Systems, 16/1: 1–
18. DOI: 10.1186/s12961-018-0375-0  

Blaxter, L., Hughes, C., & Tight, M. (1998) Writing on academic careers. Studies in Higher Education, 
23/3: 281–95. DOI: 10.1080/03075079812331380256  

Boaz, A., Borst, R., Kok, M., & O’Shea, A. (2021). How far does an emphasis on stakeholder 
engagement and co-production in research present a threat to academic identity and 
autonomy? A prospective study across five European countries. Research Evaluation, 30/3: 
361–9. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvab013  

Borgdori, H., van Staa, A. L., & van der Vos, J. (2007). Kennis in Context. Onderzoek aan hogescholen. 
Th&ma, Tijdschrift voor Hoger Onderwijs & Management, 14/5: 10–7.  

Bornmann, L. (2012). What is societal impact of research and how can it be assessed? A literature 
survey. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 64/2: 217–
33. DOI: 10.1002/asi.22803  

Bölling, M., & Eriksson Y. (2016). Collaboration with society: The future role of universities? Identifying 
challenges for evaluation, Research Evaluation, 25/2, 209–18. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvv043 

Boshoi, N., & Sefatsa, M. (2019). Creating research impact through the productive interactions of an 
individual: An example from South African research on Maritime Piracy. Research Evaluation, 
28/2: 145–57. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvz001  

Bowen, J. M., Ouimet, M., Lawarée, J., Bielecki, J., Rhéaume, A., Greenberg, C., & Rac, V. E. (2022). 
Describing the state of a research network: A mixed methods approach to network evaluation. 
Research Evaluation, 32/2: 188–99. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvac034  

Boyle, D., Clarke, S. & Burns, S. (2006). Aspects of co-production: The implications for working, 
health,and volunteering. London: New Economics Foundation. 

Bovaird, T. (2007). Beyond engagement and participation: User and community coproduction of 
Public Services. Public Administration Review, 67/5: 846–60. DOI: 10.1111/j.1540-
6210.2007.00773.x  



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

98 

Brandsen, T., & Pestoi, V. (2006). Co-production, the third sector and the delivery of Public Services. 
Public Management Review, 8/4: 493–501. DOI: 10.1080/14719030601022874  

Brouns, M. (2016). Van Olympus naar Agora: Een Frisse Blik op Praktijkgericht Onderzoek. Th&ma, 
Tijdschrift voor Hoger Onderwijs & Management, 16/4: 69–74.  

Brouns, M., Hessels, L., Klaasen, S., van Tooren, M., & Wenneker, M. (2023). (rep.). De kunst van het 
verbinden: een verkennend onderzoek naar doorwerking van praktijkgericht onderzoek, pp. 1–
40. The Hague: Rathenau Instituut, Fontys, Regieorgaan SIA.  

Budtz Pedersen, D., & Hvidtfeldt, R. (2023). The missing links of research impact. Research 
Evaluation. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvad011  

Budtz Pedersen, D., Følsgaard Grønvad, J., & Hvidtfeldt, R. (2020). Methods for mapping the impact 
of Social Sciences and Humanities—a literature review. Research Evaluation, 29/1: 4–21. DOI: 
10.1093/reseval/rvz033  

Buxton M., & Hanney S. (1996). How Can Payback from Health Services Research Be 
Assessed?. Journal Of Health Services Research & Policy, 1(1), 35-43. DOI: 
10.1177/135581969600100107 

Canadian Academy of Health Services. (2009). Making an Impact (pp. 1-143). Ottawa: The Canadian 
Academy of Health Services. 

Carayannis, E. G., & Campbell, D. F. J. (2009). ‘Mode 3’ and ‘quadruple helix’: Toward a 21st century 
fractal innovation ecosystem. International Journal of Technology Management, 46/3/4: 201–
34. DOI: 10.1504/ijtm.2009.023374  

Carayannis, E. G., & Pirzadeh, A. (2014). The knowledge of culture and the culture of knowledge: 
Implications for theory, policy and Practice. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.  

Cohen, J. B. (2022). Institutionalizing public engagement in research and innovation: Toward the 
construction of Institutional Entrepreneurial Collectives. Science and Public Policy, 49/5: 
673–85. DOI: 10.1093/scipol/scac018  

Coombs, S. K., & Meijer, I. (2021). Towards evaluating the research impact made by Universities of 
Applied Sciences. Science and Public Policy, 48/2: 226–34. DOI: 10.1093/scipol/scab009  

Davies, H. T., Powell, A. E., & Nutley, S. M. (2015). Mobilising knowledge to improve UK health care: 
Learning from other countries and other sectors – A multimethod mapping study. Health 
Services and Delivery Research, 3/27: 1–190. DOI: 10.3310/hsdr03270  

de Jong, S. (2016) Engaging Scientists: Organising Valorisation in the Netherlands. The Hague: 
Rathenau Instituut.  

de Jonge, J. (2016) Praktijkgericht Onderzoek bij Lectoren van Hogescholen, pp. 1–24. The Hague: 
Rathenau Institution.  

de la Torre, E. M., Agasisti, T., & Perez-Esparrells, C. (2017) The relevance of knowledge transfer for 
universities’ eiiciency scores: An empirical approximation on the Spanish public higher 
education system. Research Evaluation, 26/3: 211–29. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvx022  

de Weert, E. (2011). Transformation of system convergence? In J. Enders H. de Boer & 
D.Westerheijden, Reform of Higher Education in Europe (pp. 103-122). Rotterdam: Sense 
Publishers. 

de Weert, E., & Beerkens-Soo, M. (2009). (rep.). Research at Universities of Applied Sciences in 
Europe: Conditions, Achievements and Perspectives on the Initiative of the European Network 



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

99 

for Universities of Applied Sciences., pp. 1–80. The Hague: European Network for Universities 
of Applied Sciences. 

de Weert, E., & Leijnse, F. (2010). ‘Practice-Oriented Research: The Extended Function of Dutch 
Universities of Applied Sciences’. Kyvik S. & Lepori B. (eds) The research mission of higher 
education institutions outside the university sector: Striving for diberentiation, pp. 199–217. 
Springer: Dordrecht.  

Derrick, G. E., Faria, R., Benneworth, P., Budtz-Petersen, D., et al. (2018) International Conference on 
Science and Technology Indicators. Proceedings of the 23rd International Conference on 
Science and Technology Indicators., pp. 1199–213. Leiden: Centre for Science and 
Technology Studies (CWTS).  

DiStefano, C., Zhu, M., & Mindrilã, D. (2009). Understanding and Using Factor Scores: Considerations 
for the Applied Researcher. Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation, 14/20: 1–12.  

Donovan, C., & Hanney S. (2011). The 'Payback Framework' explained. Research Evaluation, 20/3, 
181-3. DOI: 10.3152/095820211x13118583635756).  

Etzkowitz, H. (1992). Individual investigators and their research groups. Minerva, 30/1: 28–50. DOI: 
10.1007/bf01096395  

Etzkowitz, H. (1998). The norms of Entrepreneurial Science: Cognitive Eiects of the new University–
Industry Linkages. Research Policy, 27/8: 823–33. DOI: 10.1016/s0048-7333(98)00093-6  

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdori, L. (1998) ‘The endless transition: A ‘triple helix’ of university–industry–
government relations’. Minerva, 36/3: 203–8.  

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdori, L. (2000). The Dynamics of Innovation: From National Systems and 
“mode 2” to a triple helix of University–Industry–government relations. Research Policy, 29/2: 
109–23. DOI: 10.1016/s0048-7333(99)00055-4  

European Commission, Directorate-General for Research and Innovation. (2021). (rep.). SheFigures 
2021 : Gender in Research and Innovation : Statistics and Indicators, pp. 1–352.  

Fabila-Castillo, L. H. (2019). Funding of basic science in Mexico: The role of gender and research 
experience on success. Tapuya: Latin American Science, Technology and Society, 2/1: 340–
55. DOI: 10.1080/25729861.2019.1667157  

Franken, A., Andriessen, D., van der Zwan, F., & van Ankeren, M. (2018). (rep.). Meer Waarde met hbo: 
Doorwerking Praktijkgericht Onderzoek van het Hoger Beroepsonderwijs. The Hague: 
Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences.  

Finne, H., Day A., Piccaluga A., Spithoven A., et al. (2011). A Composite indicator for Knowledge 
Transfer: report from the European Commission's Expert Group on Knowledge Transfer 
Indicators (pp. 1 50). European Commission's Expert Group on Knowledge Transfer 
Indicators. 

Garcia Diaz Villamil, A., Santos Legaspi, R., & Akoto, O. D. (2022). Evaluating a woman’s leadership 
journey and impact by adapting contribution mapping and Analysis Tools. New Directions for 
Evaluation, 2022/176: 107–17. DOI: 10.1002/ev.20521  

Go Noord Nederland: Groningen. Gezonde leefomgeving Noord Nederland (n.d.). Retrieved January 
30, 2024, from <https://www.gonoordnederland.nl/>  

Gibbon M., Limoges C., Nowotny H., Schartzmann S., et al. (1994). The new production of 
knowledge: Dynamics of Science and Research in Contemporary Societies. London: Sage 
Publications. 



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

100 

Gibbon M., Nowotny H., Scott P. (2001). ‘Mode 2’ Revisited: The New Production of Knowledge.  
Minerva, 41. 

Gläser, J., & Laudel, G. (2007). ‘Evaluation Without Evaluators’. Whitley R. & Gläser J. (eds) The 
Changing Governance of the Sciences: The Advent of Research Evaluation Systems, 
Sociology of the Sciences Yearbook, pp. 127–51. Springer Netherlands: Dordrecht. DOI: 
10.1007/978-1-4020-6746-4_6  

Greenhalgh, T. Raftery, J., Hanney, S., & Glover, M. (2016). Research impact: A narrative review. BMC 
Medicine, 14/1. DOI: 10.1186/s12916-016-0620-8  

Greenhalgh T., Ovseiko P., Fahy N., Shaw S., et al. (2017). Maximising value from a United Kingdom 
Biomedical Research Centre: study protocol. Health Research Policy and Systems, 15/1. DOI: 
10.1186/s12961-017-0237-1 

Griiioen, D. M., & de Jong, U. (2014). Implementing research in professional higher education. 
Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 43/4: 626–45. DOI: 
10.1177/1741143214523008  

Guimarães, M. et al. (2019) Who is doing inter- and Transdisciplinary Research, and why? an 
empirical study of motivations, attitudes, skills, and behaviours. Futures, 112: 102441. DOI: 
10.1016/j.futures.2019.102441  

Gulbrandsen, M., & Kyvik, S. (2010). Are the concepts basic research, applied research and 
experimental development still useful? an empirical investigation among Norwegian 
academics. Science and Public Policy, 37/5: 343–53. DOI: 10.3152/030234210x501171  

Guthrie, S., Wamae, W., Diepeveen, S., Wooding, S., et al. (2013). Measuring research: A guide to 
research evaluation frameworks and Tools. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.  

Hage, J., & Power, C. (1992). Post-industrial lives; roles and relationships in the 21st Century. 
Newbury Park (CA): Sage.  

HEFCE. (2012). Higher Education Funding Council of England: 2014 REF: Assessment framework 
and guidance on submissions. Panel A criteria. London. 

Hegger, I. Kok, M. O., Janssen, S. W. J., Schuit, A. J., et al. (2016). Contributions of Knowledge 
Products to health policy: A case study on the public health status and forecasts report 2010. 
The European Journal of Public Health, 26/6: 922–7. DOI: 10.1093/eurpub/ckw097  

Houterman, J., Oden, P., & de Haas, M. (2019). (rep.). Advies werkgroep functieprofiel. Netherlands 
Association of Universities of Applied Sciences.  

Joly, P.-B., Gaunand A., Colinet L., Laredo P., et al. (2015). ASIRPA: A comprehensive theory-based
 approach to assessing the Societal Impact of a research organizations. Grenoble : Institut 
National de la Recherche Agronomique. 

Jongbloed, B. (2010). The Regional Relevance of Research in Universities of Applied Sciences. In S. 
Kyvik &B. Lepori, The Research Mission of Higher Educational Institutions Outside the 
University Sector (pp. 3-21). Springer Science+Business Media. 

Kok, M O. (2021). Knowledge for better health: How to enhance the impact of research? (PhD Thesis). 
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Amsterdam.  

Kok, M. O, & Schuit, A. J. (2012). Contribution mapping: A method for mapping the contribution of 
research to enhance its impact. Health Research Policy and Systems, 10/21: 1–16. DOI: 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1478-4505-10-21  



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

101 

Kuruvilla S., Mays N., Pleasant A., & Walt G. (2006). Describing the impact of health research: a 
Research Impact Framework. BMC Health Services Research, 6(1). DOI: 10.1186/1472-6963-
6-134 

Kuruvilla S., Mays N., &Walt G. (2007). Describing the impact of health services and policy 
research. Journal of Health Services Research And Policy, 12 Suppl 1, 23-31. 

Kyvik, S. (2012) The academic researcher role: Enhancing expectations and improved performance. 
Higher Education, 65/4: 525–38. DOI: 10.1007/s10734-012-9561-0  

Kyvik, S., & Lepori, B. (2010). Research in Higher Educational Institutions Outside the University 
Sector’. Kyvik S. & Lepori B. (eds) The research mission of higher education institutions outside 
the university sector: Striving for diberentiation, pp. 3–21. Springer: Dordrecht.  

Kyvik, S., & Ole-Jacob Skodvin, (2003). Research in the non-university higher education sector – 
tensions and dilemmas. Higher Education, 45/2: 203–22. DOI: 10.1023/a:1022492218855  

Lepori, B. (2021). The heterogeneity of European Higher Education Institutions: A configurational 
approach. Studies in Higher Education, 47/9: 1827–43. DOI: 
10.1080/03075079.2021.1968368  

Lepori B., & Kyvik S. (2010). Sitting in the Middle: Tensions and Dynamics of Research in UASs. Kyvik 
S. & Lepori B. (eds) The research mission of higher education institutions outside the 
university sector: Striving for diberentiation, pp. 259-71. Springer: Dordrecht.  

Levin, S. G., & Stephan, P. E. (1989). Age and research productivity of academic scientists. Research 
in Higher Education, 30/5: 531–49. DOI: 10.1007/bf00992202  

Levin, S. G., & Stephan, P. E. (1991). Research Productivity Over the Life Cycle: Evidence for 
Academic Scientists. The American Economic Review, 81/1: 114–32.  

Leydesdori, L., & Zawdie, G. (2010). The triple helix perspective of Innovation Systems. Technology 
Analysis &amp; Strategic Management, 22/7: 789–804. DOI: 10.1080/09537325.2010.511142  

Lykke, M., Amstrup, L., Hvidtfeldt, R., Budtz-Pedersen, D., et al. (2023) Mapping research activities 
and societal impact by taxonomy of indicators: Uniformity and diversity across academic 
fields. Journal of Documentation, 79/5: 1049–70. DOI: 10.1108/jd-06-2022-0131  

Maassen, P., & Stensaker, B. (2010). The knowledge triangle, European Higher Education Policy 
Logics and policy implications. Higher Education, 61/6: 757–69. DOI: 10.1007/s10734-010-
9360-4  

Matt, M., Gaunand A., Joly P., & Colinet L. (2017). Opening the black box of impact – Ideal type impact 
pathways in a public agricultural research organization. Research Policy, 46/1, 207-18. 

Matt, M., Robinson, D. K., Joly, P.-B., van Dis, R., et al. (2023). Asirpareal-time in the making or how to 
empower researchers to steer research towards desired societal goals. Research Evaluation, 
32/2: 412–25. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvad004  

Mayne, J. (2011). Contribution Analysis: Addressing Cause and Eiect. Forss K., Schwartz R., & Marra 
M. (eds) Evaluating the complex: Attribution, contribution, and beyond, pp. 53–96. Transaction 
Publishers : New Brunswick, NJ.  

McCance, K. R., Teeter, S. D., Blanchard, M. R., & Venditti, R. A. (2023). Using activity theory to 
understand the interactions of a university interdisciplinary team of scientists and science 
educators. Studies in Higher Education, 48/6: 892–909. DOI: 
10.1080/03075079.2023.2172564  



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

102 

Meijer, I. (2012). Societal returns of scientific research: How can we measure it? (pp. 1-13). Leiden: 
Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS). 

Meister Broekema, P. (2023). Disentangling Co-creation and Social Innovation: a theoretical and 
practical exploration to maximise potential impact and tackle grand challenges in the 
European Union. (dissertation). University of Groningen, Groningen.  

Meister Broekema, P., Bulder, E. A., & Horlings, L. G. (2023). Evaluating co-creation in social 
innovation projects: Towards a process orientated framework for EU projects and beyond. 
Research Evaluation, 32/2: 286–98. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvad017  

Miedema, J., van der Sijde, N., & Schuiling, G. (2013). Balans in de driehoek beroepspraktijk, 
wetenschap en onderwijs. THEMAHoger Onderwijs , 20/5: 31–6.  

Morton, S. (2015). Progressing research impact assessment: A ‘contributions’ approach. Research 
Evaluation, 24/4: 405–19. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvv016  

Mostert, S. (2008). Assessing societal impact of health research in the Dutch Life Sciences (Masters 
Thesis). Utrecht: University of Utrecht. 

Nerenberg, J. (2021). Divergent mind: Thriving in a world that wasn’t designed for you. New York: 
HarperOne.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences. (2008). Branchprotocol Kwalitietszorg 
Onderzoek 2008-2015. The Hague: Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied 
Sciences.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences. (2015) Brancheprotocol Kwaliteitszorg 
Onderzoek: Kwaliteitszorgstelsel Praktijkgericht Onderzoek Hogescholen 2016-2022, pp. 1–
27. The Hague: Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences (2016) Onderzoek met Impact: 
Strategische Onderzoeksagenda hbo 2016-2020, pp. 1–42. The Hague: Netherlands 
Association of Universities of Applied Sciences.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences. (2019). (rep.). Professionals vor Morgen 
Strategies Agenda 2019-2023. The Hague: Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied 
Sciences.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences. (2020). (rep.). Ontwikkeling van het 
Lectoraat. The Hague: Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences (2021) Praktijkgericht Onderzoek als 
Kennisversneller: Strategische Onderzoeksagenda hbo 2022-2025, pp. 1–46. The Hague: 
Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences.  

Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences (2022) Brancheprotocol Kwaliteitszorg 
Onderzoek: Kwaliteitszorgstelsel Praktijkgericht Onderzoek Hogescholen 2023-2028, pp. 1–
24. The Hague: Netherlands Association of Universities of Applied Sciences. 

Netherlands Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (2018). https://doi.org/10.17026/dans-2cj-nvwu 

Nederlands Ondernemend Innovatieland Innovatieplatform. (2009) Van voornemens naar 
voorsprong: Kennis moet circuleren Voorstel voor een Nederlandse valorisatieagenda, pp. 1–
48. The Hague: Interdepartementale Programmadirectie Kennis en Innovatie.  

Oancea A. (2019). Research governance and the future(s) of research assessment. Palgrave 
Communications, 5/1. DOI: 10.1057/s41599-018-0213-6 



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

103 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (1991). Alternatives to universities. 
Paris, France: Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development.  

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, & European Union. (2018) Supporting 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation in Higher Education in The Netherlands, OECD Skills 
Studies, pp. 1–160. Paris/European Union, Brussels: OECD publishing.  

Oliver, K., Kothari, A., & Mays, N. (2019). The dark side of coproduction: Do the costs outweigh the 
benefits  for health research? Health Research Policy and Systems, 17/1: 1–10. DOI: 
10.1186/s12961-019-04323 

Oliver, K., & Parolin, Z. (2018). Assessing the policy and practice impact of an international policy 
initiative: The State of the World’s midwifery 2014. BMC Health Services Research, 18/1: 1–11. 
DOI: 10.1186/s12913-018-3294-4  

Paswan, J., & Singh, V. K. (2020). Gender and Research Publishing analyzed through the lenses of 
discipline, institution types, impact and international collaboration: A case study from India. 
Scientometrics, 123/1: 497–515. DOI: 10.1007/s11192-020-03398-5  

Pawson, R. (2013). The Science of Evaluation: A Realist Manifesto. London: SAGE.  

Pawson R., & Tilley, N. (1997). Realist Evaluation. London: Sage Publishing. 

Pel, B., Wittmayer, J. M., Avelino, F., Loorbach, D., et al. (2023). How to account for The dark sides of 
social innovation? Transitions Directionality in renewable energy prosumerism. 
Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions, 49: 100775–91. DOI: 
10.1016/j.eist.2023.100775  

Penfield T., Baker M., Scoble R., & Wykes M. (2013). Assessment, evaluations, and definitions of 
research impact: A review. Research Evaluation, 23/1, 21-32. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvt021 

Pfadenhauer, L. M., Gerhardus. A., Mozygemba, K., Lysdahl, K. B. et al. (2017). Making sense of 
complexity in context and implementation: The context and implementation of complex 
interventions (CICI) framework. Implementation Science, 12/1. DOI: 10.1186/s13012-017-
0552-5  

Pijlman H., Andriessen D., Goumans M., Jacobs G., et al. (2017). Kwaliteit van praktijkgericht 
onderzoek en het lectoraat. Den Haag: Vereniging Hogescholen. Retrieved from 
https://www.scienceguide.nl/wp-
content/uploads/2017/12/Advies_Werkgroep_Kwaliteit_van_Praktijkgericht_Onderzoek_en_
het_Lectoraat.pdf. Accessed 03-04-2024 

Propp T. (2010). Social Impact Assessment Methods for research and funding instruments through 
the study of Productive Interactions between science and society (SIAMPI).Work Package 3: 
Nanosciences and Nanotechnology (NST). Case study:Netherlands. Final Report: 
'Conditions, forms and evaluation tools of knowledge uptake from potentially enabling
 nanoscience and technology (nanolithography, nanoelectronics and nanomaterials)' (pp. 1
 115). The Hague: Rathenau Institute. 

Raftery J., Hanney S., Greenhalgh T., Glover M., et al. (2016). Models and applications for measuring 
the impact of health research: update of a systematic review for the Health Technology 
Assessment programme. Health Technology Assessment, 20(76), 1-254. 

Ramaswamy V., & Ozcan K. (2014). The co-creation paradigm. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Rathenau Intitute. (2022). (rep.). Factsheet: Praktijkgericht onderzoek hogescholen. Retrieved 
February 5, 2024, from https://www.rathenau.nl/nl/wetenschap-cijfers/praktijkgericht-
onderzoek-hogescholen  



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

104 

Ravenscroft J., Liakata M., Clare A., & Duma D. (2017). Measuring scientific impact beyond 
academia: An assessment of existing impact metrics and proposed improvements. PLOS 
ONE, 12/3, e0173152. http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0173152 

Reed, M. S., Ferré, M., Martin-Ortega, J., & Blanche, R. et al. (2021). Evaluating impact from research: 
A methodological framework. Research Policy, 50/4: 104147. DOI: 
10.1016/j.respol.2020.104147  

Regieorgaan SIA. (2021) Outputanalyse: Categorisering van de output van projecten in RAAK-mkb, 
Publiek en PRO 2014-2020 met voorbeelden van de output van praktijkgericht onderzoek, pp. 
1–38. Utrecht: Regieorgaan SIA.  

Regieorgaan SIA. (2021). (rep.). Programmakader SPRONG. Utrecht: Regieorgaan SIA.  

Riley, B.L., Kernoghan, A., Stockton, L., Montague, S., et al. (2017). Using contribution analysis to 
evaluate the impacts of research on policy: Getting to ‘good enough’. Research Evaluation, 
27/1: 16–27. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvx037  

Sivertsen, G., & Meijer, I. (2020) Normal versus extraordinary societal impact: How to understand, 
evaluate, and improve research activities in their relations to society? Research Evaluation, 
29/1: 66–70. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvz032  

Smit, J. P., & Hessels, L. K. (2021). The production of scientific and societal value in research 
evaluation: A review of societal impact assessment methods. Research Evaluation, 30/3: 
323–35. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvab002  

Sjoer, E., Nøgaard, B., & Goossens, M. (2012). Opportunities and Challenges in the implementation 
of the Knowledge Triangle. SEFI 40th Annual Conference, pp. 1–11. Thessaloniki.  

Spaapen, J., van den Besselaar, P., van der Meulen, B. J. R., Maassen van den Brink, H., et al. (2010). 
ERIC. Evaluating the societal relevance of academic research: A guide (pp. 1-22). 

Spaapen, J., & van Drooge, L. (2011) Introducing ‘productive interactions’ in Social Impact 
Assessment. Research Evaluation, 20/3: 211–8. DOI: 10.3152/095820211x12941371876742  

Spaapen J., van Drooge L., Propp T., van der Meulen B., et al. SIAMPI Final Report: Societal Impact 
Assessment Methods for research and funding instruments through the study of Productive 
Interactions between science and society (pp. 1-36). SIAMPI. 

Stame N. (2004). Theory-based evaluation and types of complexity. Evaluation, 10/1, 58-76. DOI: 
10.1177/1356389004043135 

Stokes D. (1997). Pasteur's Quadrant: Basic Science and Technological Innovation (1st ed., p. vii-180). 
Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution. 

Tahamtan, I., & Bornmann, L. (2020) Altmetrics and Societal Impact Measurements: Match or 
mismatch? A literature review. El Profesional de la Información, 29/1. DOI: 
10.3145/epi.2020.ene.02  

Talsma, L., & Molenbroek, J. F. M. (2012). User-centered ecotourism development. Work, 41/1: 2147–
54. DOI: 10.3233/wor-2012-1019-2147  

Teirlinck, P., & Spithoven, A. (2015). How the nature of networks determines the outcome of publicly 
funded university research projects. Research Evaluation, 24/2: 158–70. DOI: 
10.1093/reseval/rvv001  

Teuscher, M. (2019). Universities of Applied Sciences in Germany: The winners of “Bologna”? 
Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research, 32/4: 516–25. DOI: 
10.1080/13511610.2019.1611420  



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

105 

Tielen, E. (2021). Masterclass Impact van Onderzoek #4. Doorwerking HBO Onderzoek. web log, . 
Retrieved June 5, 2024, from <https://doorwerking-hbo-
onderzoek.nl/2021/06/24/masterclass-daanandriessen/>  

Uhly, K. M., Visser, L. M., & Zippel, K. S. (2015). Gendered patterns in international research 
collaborations in Academia. Studies in Higher Education, 1–23. DOI: 
10.1080/03075079.2015.1072151  

Unger, M., & Polt, W. (2017). The knowledge triangle between research, education and Innovation – a 
conceptual discussion. Foresight and STI Governance, 11/2: 10–26. DOI: 10.17323/2500-
2597.2017.2.10.26  

Unger, M., Marsen, G. A., Meissner, D., Polt, W., et al. (2018) New challenges for universities in the 
knowledge triangle. The Journal of Technology Transfer, 45/3: 806–19. DOI: 10.1007/s10961-
018-9699-8  

United Nations. (2015) Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, pp. 
1–41. New York: United Nations.  

Universities of Applied Sciences for Europe. (2017). (publication). Position Paper on FP9, pp. 1–8. 
Brussels: Universities of Applied Sciences for Europe.  

Vabø, A., Alvsvåg, A., Kyvik, S., & Reymert, I. (2016). The establishment of formal research groups in 
Higher Education Institutions. Nordic Journal of Studies in Educational Policy, 2016/2–3: 
33896. DOI: 10.3402/nstep.v2.33896  

van Beest W., Baljé J., & Andriessen D. (2017). Hoe meet je de praktische relevantie: Nieuw model 
voor praktijkgerichte onderzoekers. Th&ma, 17/4, 52-7. 

van Beest, W., Boon, W., Andriessen, D., Pol, H., et al. (2021). A research pathway model for 
evaluating the implementation of practice-based research: The case of self-management 
health innovations. Research Evaluation, 31/1: 24–48. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvab023  

van der Graaf M. (2018). Naar een betere zichtbaarheid van praktijkgericht onderzoek aan de hand 
van 4 user stories. Amsterdam: Pleiade Management and Consultancy. Retrieved from 
https://pleiade.nl/documenten/BeterezichtbaarheidPraktijkgerichtOnderzoek.pdf. Accessed 
20 April 2018.  

van Drooge L. (2007). Measure! The societal quality of research: The sci_Quest method developed 
and put into practice. ERIC. 

van Drooge, L, & de Jong, S. (2015). Valorisatie: onderzoekers dan al veel meer dan ze denken - e-
publicatie met voorbeelden en handvatten om zelf valorisatie te organiseren. Rathenau 
Institute. The Hague: Rathenau Instituut.  

van Drooge, L., & Spaapen, J. (2017). Evaluation and monitoring of transdisciplinary collaborations. 
The Journal of Technology Transfer, 47/3: 747–61. DOI: 10.1007/s10961-017-9607-7  

van Drooge L., Vandeberg R., Zuijdam F., Mostert B., et al. (2011). Waardevol: Indicatoren voor 
Valorisatie (pp.1-35). The Hague: Rathenau Institute. 

van Gageldonk, K. (2017). Op zoek naar Onderzoek: De totstandkoming van de onderzoeksfunctie in 
Het Hoger Beroepsonderwijs. Delft: Eburon.  

van Vliet, H. (2021). (rep.). Stappenplan Contribution Mapping. Retrieved January 30, 2024, from 
https://doorwerking-hbo-onderzoek.nl/portfolio/contribution-mapping  

van Vliet, H. (2022). De Voorbeschouwing: Over impact, Valorisatie en Doorwerking. Utrecht: 
Academische Uitgeverij Eburon.  



 Visible: Discovering the Impact of Research Conducted by Universities of Applied Sciences 
 

106 

Voorberg, W. H., Bekkers, V. J., & Tummers, L. G. (2014). A systematic review of co-creation and co-
production: Embarking on the Social Innovation Journey. Public Management Review, 17/9: 
1333–57. DOI: 10.1080/14719037.2014.930505  

VSNU, KNAW, NWO (2020) Strategy Evaluation Protocol 2021-2027, pp. 1–48. The Hague: VSNU, 
KNAW, NWO.  

Weißhuhn P., Helming, K., & Ferretti, J. (2017). Research impact assessment in agriculture—A review 
of approaches and impact areas. Research Evaluation, 27(1), 36-42. DOI: 
10.1093/reseval/rvx034 

Whitley, R., Gläser, J., & Whitley, R. (2010) Changing Governance of the Public Sciences. The 
changing governance of the sciences the advent of Research Evaluation Systems, pp. 3–27. 
Springer: Dordrecht.  

Williams, K. (2020) Playing the fields: Theorizing research impact and its assessment. Research 
Evaluation, 29/2: 191–202. DOI: 10.1093/reseval/rvaa001  

Wilsdon, J. (2015). The Metric Tide: The Independent Review of the role ofmetrics in Research 
Assessment & Management. Los Angeles: SAGE.  

Woertman E., & Doove J. (2019). Nationaal platform praktijkgerichtonderzoek. Utrecht: SURF. 

Wouters P.  Thelwall, M., Kousha, K., Waltman, L. et al. (2015). Literature Review: Supplementary 
Report 1 to the Independent Review of the Role of Metrics in Research Assessment and 
Management. HEFCE. DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.1.5066.3520  

Zuckerman, H., & Merton, R. K. (1969). Age, Aging and the Age Structure in Science. Riley M. 
W., Foner A., & Johnson M. (eds) Aging and society: A Sociology of Age Stratification, Vol. 3, pp. 291–
356. Russell Sage Foundation: New York.  


