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Research fronts: Three versions
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Local Community

 International Community







 Classical peer review
E.g. Journals

 Modified peer review
E.g Councils

 Program Officer model

 Performance indicators- reward
E.g.  Bibliometrics
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 Use of publication databases 

 Rewards for the best performances (during 
the last period)

 Grants are given for continuation

 Can be combined with many different models
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Bibliometrics

Styles of research 
and research 
subjects 



 Low reliability

 Low robustness (selection of reviewers)

 High cost, 

 Recruitment of reviewers (pragmatism)

 Nepotism

 Sexism

 Cognitive bias



 In Sweden: proposal hysteria

 Tend to publish mainstream follow-up 
studies

 Conservatism

 Manage the core is more important than 
changing the front

 Hindrance of renewal



Readings: Sandström, Cognitive bias in peer review, ISSI (2009).

Sandström & vd Besselaar, Influence of cognitive distance on grant 
diecisions STI (2017).

www.forskningspolitik.se 



Blue: nodes= rejected; 
Red nodes= granted; 
green = panel members; 
M= male panel member/applicant; 
F= female panel member/applicant 
Size = performance level 2007-2013

ERC Panel LS1
Molecular Biology etc.



Astronomy &
Physics panel
SRC 2018



Who selects the panel members?



P Frac P NCSj NJCS NCSf

134 42,6 0,88 0,93 0,81

Buckle 
Eloranta
Evans
Janschek
Jensen
Utterback
van Brussel
Westkamper



NR B-Grp NCSf

1 C2 0,88

2 G2 0,94

3 E2 1,02

4 E1 1,03

5 A1 1,03

6 F3 1,06

7 B2 1,12

8 F2 1,13

9 B1 1,17

10 D2 1,18

11 G1 1,22

12 F1 1,30

13 D1 1,45

14 C1 1,48

Total 1,13



Type of peer Performance

"International" 0.96

Swedish 1.18

Others 1.13

Total 1.13

Reading: Sandström: Vetting the panel members (2015)
www.forskningspolitik.se



Reading: van den Besselaar et al., Scientometrics (2017) 



 First, they do not distinguish between past 
performance and the proposal =same

 Secondly, they focus on rejecting the 
applications by searching for weak points

 They do not search for ground-breaking 
research

Reading: van den Besselaar et al. Explaining gender bias 
in ERC grant selection - a first exploration of the life 
sciences case, STI conference (2018)



 Relation PhD and supervisor(s)

Start to publish without your supervisor asap!
Start your own research lines or a new research programme

Reading: Van den Besselaar & Sandström, PLoS ONE (2019)
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Reading: Sandström & vd Besselaar; 
Journal of Informetrics (2018)
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 Swedish universities behaves in the same 
way,

 More funding from external resources leads
to lower output





Project funding (third party funded)

Quality
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Read: Sandström & vdBesselaar, PLoS ONE (2016)



Thanks for 
listening!

forskningspolitik@gmail.com

ulf.sandstrom@indek.kth.se
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