
Gæði ςeiginleiki, ferli eða afrakstur?
Qualityςproperty, processor product?

Gæði og fjármögnun rannsókna

Málfundur mennta- og menningarmálaráðuneytisins

15. janúar 2010, Reykjavík

Allyson Macdonald, prófessor við Háskóla Íslands

http://www.menntamalaraduneyti.is/visindamal/haskoliimotun/


Markmið í dag

·Hugleiðingar um gæði rannsókna ς

Ɓeiginleiki, ferli eða afrakstur?

·Nokkur orð um samhengi

Skoða eiginleika rannsókna og ferla 
ƁDæmi úr menntarannsóknum en greiningin er ekki 

endilega bundin við þær

·Skoða ferla og afrakstur
ƁOpinn aðgangur



Um gæði og fjármögnun

·Vísinda- og nýsköpunarstarf á Íslandi verður að standast 
alþjóðlegar gæðakröfursvo að árangur náist og 
raunveruleg og viðvarandi verðmæti skapist.

·Öll opinber fjármögnun til vísinda og nýsköpunar verður 
að fara eftir skýrum reglum og byggja á mati á gæðum
og ávinningi.

·ΧΦ
·ΧΦ
·Með þessum aðgerðum má stuðla að því að allar 

opinberar fjárveitingar til rannsókna og nýsköpunar 
verði reistar á sambærilegum og gagnsæjum gæða- og 
árangursviðmiðunumog stuðli þar með að betri nýtingu 
fjár og bættum árangri.

¨Ǌ ǎǘŜŦƴǳƴƴƛ ±¢w Χ
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Synonyms for quality

standard characteristic

essential property superiority

class excellence eminence

worth feature value

attribute trait condition



Capacity ς
strengths and 

skills
Impact of 

knowledge 

Funding of 
research

Research areas 
and methods

The status of the 
researcher

Information ς
collection and 
accessibility

Qualities of 
research

and quality

Heimild: Úttekt á 
rannsóknum á sviði fræðslu 
og menntamála (2005)



Status and impact of research

Targetgroups

* Scientific community
e.g. peer-reviews

Status and 
impact

Scientific

community

In educational research?



Status and impact of research

Other target groups

* Scientific community
e.g. peer-reviews

* Policy-makers
e.g. do they read research?

*Practitioners
e.g. relationship of 
development work or 
education and training to
research?

Status and 
impact

Policy-
makers

Scientific

community

Practitioners

What does high status and high impact mean for 
these three groups? In different fields? For fields 
such as educational research?

Heimild: Úttekt á rannsóknum á sviði 
fræðslu og menntamála (2005)



Qualities of research
Adapted from Labaree (1998, 2003)

Based on Macdonald, Jónasson & Kaldalóns (2005)

Soft Hard

Applied Pure

Looks at specific problems Speculative, an inquiry 
approach

hŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ άŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎέhŦ άŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎέ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ

Fewer formal opportunities
for peer review

Clear procedures for peer 
review

Near the field 
under study/relevant

Detached from the field 
under study



Distributed disciplinary base Well-classified/specific 
disciplinary base

Egalitarian researcher culture Elite researcher culture

Low status within 
the university

High status within 
the university

Few indicators of progress 
within the field exist

Clear indicators of progress 
within the field exist

Less use of statistics; 
more use of 

open-ended methods

More use of statistics

Appears to have an 
accessible terminology

Draws on a specific 
terminology

Qualities of research (cont.)



Tension and slippage

Status

Low High

Impact

Low

A B

High

C D



Options - Route A4B

·Increase status only 

Towards

Hard ïexperimental research?

Pure ïbasic research, disciplinary 

based?

Speculative

Of ñacademicò interest ïpublish in 

journals?

Detached from the field under study ï

experimental?

Draws on a specific terminology ï

disciplinary based?

An accessible terminology

Distributed disciplinary base

An egalitarian culture

Nearness to the field

Risk losing



Options - Route A4C

·Improve impact only

Towards

Applied research?

Soft science ïbased on ñeducational 

principlesò?

Problem-solving

Of interest to practitioners ïpublish in 

teacher journals?

Relevant to the field under study ï

action research?

Connections with development 

projects 

Procedures for peer review

Speculation

Elite researchers

Development of new 

concepts and terminology

Risk losing



Options - Route A4D

·Increase status and improve impact 

Towards

Links between research and 

development

Wider range of skills used in EDR

Innovative peer-review procedures

New indicators of progress

More cooperation in definition and 

collection of data

Writing for different audiences

Revision of incentive schemes

Targeted research

Freedom of choice

Established relationships

Nearness to the field

Fuzzy reporting procedures

Risk losing



Some issues ςstatus and impact

ÅAcademic drift ςstatus or impact or both
ÅNational needs, (inter)national standards
ÅPure vs applied science

ÅSystemic innovation  
ÅNeed for bottom-up and top-down approaches

ÅUser involvement in research
Å Impact proposal part of doctoral research proposal
ÅNeeds long-term view



Opinn aðgangur ςúr stefnunni

·Skipaður verði vinnuhópur sem undirbúi verkefnið 
αFramtíðarskipan gagnagrunna á Íslandiά ǈŀǊ ǎŜƳ 
hugað verði að samhæfingu, opnu aðgengi, 
hugverkarétti, aðgengilegu notendaviðmóti, öryggi, 
nýtingu, rekstri og viðhaldi þeirra.  

·Vísinda- og tækniráð leggur til að:

ƁGerðar verði kröfur um að niðurstöðurrannsókna sem njóta 
opinberra styrkja verði birtar í opnum aðgangi og mótuð verði 
opinber stefna þar að lútandi.



Research areas 
and methods

Impact of 
knowledge 

Funding of 
research

The status of 
the researcher

Data ς
collection and 
accessibility ς
reuse of data

Capacity ς
strengths and 

skills

Qualities of 
research and 

quality



Access to research data from public funds 

·Berlin declaration 2003

·OECD 2004 ςdeclaration of intent
ƁOpenness, transparency, legal conformity, 

formal responsibility, professionalism, 
protection of intellectual property, 
interoperability, quality and security, 
efficiency, accountability

·OECD 2007 ςOECD principlesand 
guidelinesfor accessto researchdata
from publicfunding



Example ςthe Norface programme

·Norface programmeςoriginated in 2004

ƁNew Opportunities for Research Funding Agency
Cooperation in Europe

¶Focus on social sciences in Europe

¶Iceland through Rannís has participated since its
inception, now 14 countries, originally 12.

ƁSeries of seminars and capacity building activities

ƁTwo research programmes with a common pot

¶Religion as a Social Force in Europe? 

¶Migration in Europe - Social, Economic, Cultural and Policy 
Dynamics



Migration in Europe programme

·Common pot of 29 million ϵ
·Two phase intensive evaluation process
ƁAbout 240 project proposals submitted
ƁAbout 45 selected for further development of which 12 

were granted funding, nine with primary data collection

·From the very beginning open data access was
intended for the transnational projects:
ƁNorfacefavoursOpenAccess to researchdata that is 

publiclyfunded, in accordancewith the OECD guidelines
and the Berlin Declaration.
ƁάThedata will bedocumentedin sucha way that anyother

researcherfrom anywherein the world will beableto find
them, understandthemand reusethemΦέ  
(Recommendationfrom 2006)



Norface ςfrom terms of reference

Data Policy
The funded projects that generate primary data are required to 

have an explicit policy for data collection, data use and data 
access. The NORFACE Programme Director will work out with 
the Principal Investigators such a data policy. 

The policy will have two principles: 
a) reservation of first-use to the data-producing teams for up to 

two years after data collection, and
b) following this period, data have to be well documented and 

made fully accessible in electronic form to the wider 
international research community. 

The research organisations that are involved in primary data 
collection are encouraged to open data access to other 
researchers before the end of the two years after data 
collection.



Example - Finland

·Report from Finnish social science data archive

ƁOpen access to and reuse of research data ς
the state of the art in Finland 

¶Survey of university researchers in human sciences, 
social sciences and behavioural sciences 

¶81% had not heard of the OECD guidelines

ƁViews on barriers and disadvantages 

¶Recommendations on how to start implementing 
the OECD principles

Kuula and Borg (2008)



Issues ςdata and funding

Barriers to Open Access
· άLǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊ ƛŦ ŀ Řŀǘŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƘŀŘ 

the rank of a citeable publication, adding to [his] reputation and 
ranking among [his] peers. To achieve the rank of a publication, a 
data publication needs to meet the two main criteria, persistence 
ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΦέ

Jens Klump et al. (2006) 

Benefits include 
· a financial benefit with research data being used more efficiently 

and maximising impact

· a social benefit through improving the quality and cost-
effectiveness of information resources

Kuula and Borg (2008)



In conclusion ςquality and funding

·Two issues raised here

·The properties and processes of research differ 
across disciplinary areas  ςand within fields

ƁCare must be taken in defining comparable and 
transparent standards

ƁάhƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ŧƛǘ ŀƭƭέ

·Defining quality in the processes and products of 
research 

ƁPublic funding could be made more effective by taking up 
Open access to data in the development and 
implementation of projects

ƁCan learn from others
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Nokkur orð í stefnunni 2010
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Gæði ςúr stefnunni

Dæmi um orð:    
gæði      gæðakröfur gæðaviðmið

gæðamat     gæðavitund
gæðahugsun  gæðaráð    gæðaeftirlit

·Χ ŀś ǎǘŀƴŘŀ ǾǀǊś ǳƳ Ǝŋśƛ ǾƝǎƛƴŘŀ

·Χ ŀś ōȅƎƎƧŀ ł ŦȅǊƛǊƭƛƎƎƧŀƴŘƛ ƎŋśǳƳ ƻƎ 
verðmætun

·Χ ŀǳƪ ŦŀƎƭŜƎǊŀ Ǝŋśŀ


