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FEFEd, 30QIFETCIMHEBBEWWNEZLET,

[ NV > 27 VK] David Trinkle:

I am grateful for this opportunity to speak to you about research
evaluation efforts in the United States. It's in tune with the
evaluation efforts I will be discussing that are still being held, so I am
interested in brief discussions and would like to repeat that. I think
we all benefit from sharing our experiences in S & T policy. Just a
little background to start off with. I am with the Office of Management
and Budget, OMB, which is a large office within the executive office of
the President. OMB has multiple roles in the government, including
developing the president's budget request for all agencies each year,
and also overseeing the management of the government both
operationally from day to day, and also through own return
management implementation and coordination roles. All of these roles
extend to research and development. As you have heard, I have a cue
role with them, the Office of Management and Budget, both through
the over-sighted National Science Foundation, coordinating research
initiatives across the government, and hoping to write the budget
chapter each year on research involvement. In these roles our office
works closely with the Office of Science and Technology policy, another
White House office, and we interact frequently with various members
of the academic community. On the second slide, I mentioned that just
before President Bush took office, he described the hollowed fellows of
results and accountability throughout the government. I can say from
my personal experience as staff within room B. I was there during the
Clinton administration as well. Both were very focused on
management. I have to say this administration is that much more
focused on formalizing items, and having insistent processing across
the government. On the third slide, I just wanted to mention that
when this administration came in and the policy officials that I work
for wanted to start making decisions they were somewhat disappointed
that our budgeting appeared to focus mostly on marginal increases in
the previous year, rather than on how our programs did, whatever it
was that they were meant to do. And an intended focus more on
effectiveness and efficiency really only is that much greater as the US
economy moved from surplus to deficit. On the first slide, the

challenge then is how to incorporate more program results into

9



funding management decisions. As you have heard, government
performance and results after GPRA has required, in law that
agencies report on the performance. While the intent was a good one,
our officials felt that the GPRA process fell short, however yielding
useful information in a way that would be helpful for making decisions,
and on a timing that would allow us to use that information each year,
in order to make those decisions. So, on page five the administration
put into effect, defined and published the president's management
agenda, which includes a number of initiatives for improving
government management. I am not going to go into most of them, but
it's within this framework that the PART and other things I will be
talking about came about. On page 6 is one of those, this actually
predates the PART itself, and pretty much defined the philosophy that
we used for the R&D components of the PART. And this was an
initiative to develop better criteria by which to judge research and
development in general, in order to better understand what are
investments are intended to yield, and have yielded, to Ilink
information about potential benefits, improving performance and to
decisions we make, and also to, because our office was intended to be
effective by laying all this down, we essentially were able to articulate
the government's expectations to the agencies and research community.
By 2002, on page 7, we refer to a pilot attempt at the US Department
of Energy, which have brought in, the research investment criteria to
apply to all US agencies. In doing this, we were faced with a number
of challenges. Research and development has many different
characters, many different flavors, and how to make a set of
guidelines that can apply to basic research and also long mission
driven research, can apply to operational research facilities, but also
is founding to the universities. And one thing that we wanted to make
sure we did is not set such high expectations for reporting in
performance of basic research that we will drive basic research to take
fewer risks to essentially be more applied in its focus. So with that,
page 8 is, ah, OK, in your package it's now on page 7 instead of page 8.
The outcome was with three fundamental criteria, these are based in
part on existing factors, but also on recommendations of the National
Academy of Sciences in the United States, we chose to focus on three
fundamental principles: the relevance of the research, the quality of

the research, and the performance of the research. And, as you see,

10



this has both a prospective component, components in advance, of the
research and a retrospective component. I am not going to go into
great detail on these, but somewhere in your package the criteria are
listed in full. But briefly, by relevance in combination of well-defined
research, and I think on page 8 now in your packet, and research that
can demonstrate how it's relevant to the intended customer, whether
that's fields of science such as chemistry, other R&D programs, or
some development attempt. Quality, by that we mean essentially a
research process that itself promote quality research. Competition, as
you have heard, is a large component of this, a process based on merit,
and also a process that has independent or external review by experts
in the field. And then finally, there is performance. And this is, of
course, in a sense we'd like to always be able to show how well we are
doing. But essentially relevance and quality are to help us show
whether we are on track, or we can't necessarily show performance on
an end basis. From page 11, I just want to add that we have a few
more specific criteria for industry-related programs, where they would,
in order to justify government support, would have to justify the value
of the effort at all, the need for the government funding, and the need
for a program design in order to design. These grew out specifically of
concerns for research funded through the Department of Energy, but
we have a problem this same of the rest of the government. To do this,
some must be asked at the government. Now as you know, I was asked
here to discuss the PART, this is all by way of background, but the
philosophy is how looking at the PART of the research in general. So I
thought that was important.

The PART, as the result of another of the initiatives of the president's
management agenda, It was the intent was to be able to use
performance information in making, funding or rather decisions. And
this 1s meant to apply not only to research, but to all government
programs. And research was only one of those type programs. In order
to do this, we found that we needed a new tool to uniformly and
consistently report on performance. And my outline of these tools, now
on page 13. PART is an acronym for Performance Assessment Rating
Tool, and it’s essentially a large Excel spreadsheet. It's a tool that
OMB and the agency can work on together to characterize each
program in government. It has four sections, which is somewhat

important because it characterizes the four components of a program
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which was to look out. First of all is, the way of program's focus is
defined, and the program is designed. Second is the way the program
does its strategic planning. Third is a more day-to-day program
management aspect. And forth are results and accountability. Now I
will discuss each of those actually I discuss each of these on the slide.
Performance and design, these are types of characteristics that,
essentially it's how the program was defined to begin with. Many of
our programs are defined in law, while others are defined through
throughout the standard processes within the government agencies at
their discretion. But the first section of the PART gets out, even what
the program is supposed to do, how well the program is designed to do
what 1t's supposed to do, and there are, now there are how many
questions are each section, but fails to take questions in that section.
Strategic planning is the second section. It sets up the program result
section, the last one. And it 1s the prospective, the in advance
characteristics of the program. For example, what are the program
goals? What are the measures that are defined to help track the
program to performance towards those goals? And what are the targets
that the program has to try to hit its protocols. Finally, the third
section is program management, which as I said has to do with the
more mundane operations program, can include financial management
and also how well the program promotes and maintain efficient
operations. And then finally, program results. And that's where we
assess how well programs do, they are work, in case not their research
to address the goals that we have set up in this strategic planning
section. On page 14, essentially we, resulting from this process we
have a number of results for this PART. In each section we actually
score them numerically, that's the focus of a lot of attention, but in
many ways that to me is the least important outcome of all this. The
numeric scored role come up with a single rating, just broad terms,
whether the program 1s effective, or moderately effective, or
ineffective. But I think the important thing is that, because of the four
sections of the PART tool, we have a greater understanding if the
program isn't perfectly effective, what are its relative strength and
weaknesses, and what types of recommendations come out of this
whole process that inform what we do next. I think, early in the design
of the PART we had said, you know, the PART would be a tool we

could use to reward effective programs, and perhaps cut ineffective
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programs, and we quickly realized that's actually not what we
normally do, and while we may want to be able to do that, the tool
gives us a lot more information to make whatever the right decision is,
whether it's an ineffective program, for example, might benefit from
more funding to help fix some of the problems that, you know, are its
weaknesses. Or conversely, with an effective program it's possible that
we may have achieved its goal, and we can now move on. This whole
system allows any number of decisions to be made. And through the
PART assessment process, we come up with recommendations, and
then the following year we will go back to that same program and
understand what the program has done, whether it's program
management, or re-defining some aspect of the program to address
those recommendations and address any weaknesses the program
might have. Just started our effort, on slide 15, we have assessed
about 400 programs to date, about a trillion dollars of government
funding. This is the second of five years, that by the fifth year we have
to have assessed the entire government. I do provide a link to any of
the information on the PART, it's all on the Webpage, that includes
our guidance, but I think it's in the packed actually also. But it also
includes every assessment we have done to date, and you can actually
look at the details of any of these programs. Specific to R&D, on page
16, I just want to note that most of what I just said applies to all
programs, research and development is one of seven specific types we
defined, and is in many ways the most difficult to assess. And that's
why, I think we're all here to discuss how to do these things. As I said
before, we did rely on the principles of the R&D investment criteria,
where for example, with basic research results uncertain, the research
has a long-term character where the payoffs won't happen for many
years, and there are a number of risks involved. And so we wanted to
make sure that in detailed assessments we took those factors into
account. So far, of the 400 programs we have assessed, 58 of those
have been research and development programs. On page 17, just for
those research program, nearly half of them, assessed to be effective,
now they say that that itself doesn't necessarily mean anything, or it
mean as much as I should say as for the programs is not perfectively.
We now have some recommendations for how to address those. On
slide 18, I do input some specific examples of the assessments we have

made, for example some of the NASA or National Science Foundation
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programs that have been assessed to be effective, all the way down to
ineffective programs. There are a couple of fossil field programs of the
Department of Energy, for example, that were found ineffective due to
a combination of measures that aren't well defined, and not well used,
and performance that just doesn't seem to exist in a way that justifies
these programs. To address those, we are focusing first of all more on
how to get a measure of the performance, and track it, and how to
focus the program more on activities where they have a better chance
of having better performance. Next steps, essentially this is work in
progress, but we continue to assess more programs for the 2006 budget.
Using the PART we do have more work to do, I think, in clarifying our
expectations for what a good performance measure is, for what the
expectations are of research programs. And I think, we do have more
work to do in communicating with our legislative branch, the Congress,
in what it is that we are trying to do and what our assessments show,
and in getting their acceptance of the processes we now use. That ends
my prepared talks, so if there are any questions on any of these things,
I'll be taking them. Thank you.
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I have 2 questions. One is, on page 16, I'm working at university, so
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I'm concerned about your operations for the basic research. And you
mentioned that you debate on the criteria for basic research which
requires long-term capital, and has to take into account long-term
character and a number of risks. More than other types of operations,
the actual item of judgment for basic research is rather abstract, long-
term character is not really well characterized in such a way suitable
for judgment. How did you find the item for judgment for basic
research?
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I think, we did point out here, the purpose what we don't want to do,
what we can't seem to do today, because with the National Science
Foundation, for example, we, they do the research sometimes in
curiosity, it's, and we don't know what will come of it, we don't know
when something will come of it, and we may not even recognize that
what comes of it is run through the program. So we can't say each year,
have you done what you are supposed to do based on performance,
relative to expectations. What we can do is, say first of all, does the
program have a process, or maintaining the quality of the research,
was it funded based on merit, does the proven process over years that
the National Science Foundation is that also going on in this program.
So that's the quality component of the R&D criteria. There is also,
ultimately we rely heavily on basic research, where we might not find
this acceptable for other types of programs. We rely heavily on
independent review, where either through the National Academy of
Sciences, or through committees of visitors, or other advisory bodies
for the National Science Foundation, to basically say, every year or
three, depending on which kind of program this is, whether the

program is focused in meaningful areas, whether it's going in a good
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direction. And these things are somewhat qualitative. It's hard to say,
yes or no, or, this gets a 10, or anything like that. But for basic
research at least, we have to have some way of assessment that
doesn't rely on, you know, did you do what you said you would this
year, because it just won't work for basic research. Basic research, I
have to add, is really the one area where the administration is saying,
you know, we don't quite have the same expectations for performance
measures and for annual results.
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DFDHENIDIFFEFIZHLNWEZATHY T, 1272, D &b AR
IZBEE LTI, MOENDOFMGIET, GFELDEE2 LI LT b
e s ZETIERWE D R FIENKLETT, 2D, DM ET &,
BT L O BRI, BiEE L E L CIRERERNERMICBE L Tk, BHEDE
MELTUIZARIZHFERES 2N EFT > TVDLHETT,

[ERZA]
You mentioned quality criteria. Are they based on the expert

opinions? What are they?
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[FV 27 L]

Yes, this is for that. Based on expert assessment that the program is
on track, and is focused in productive areas. Now I should add that the,
you may be familiar with these types of arguments, but the system of
independent experts reviewing things, and independent merit review,
those are good to find, those are good ways to assess research in
conventional fields, in well-established fields. Innovative research can
be that much harder to do, because the experts are not as well defined,
the math oftentimes this research areas fall into non-conventional
disciplines, or interdisciplinary research. So this, we don't have all the
answers, but we are certainly trying to factor these things in, and I
think, speaking, you know, for my familiarity at the National Science
Foundation, we rely heavily on their processing, they have been
struggling with these sorts of questions for years. And we try to base
what we are doing on existing practices at agencies including
Department of Energy and National Science Foundation and NASA
that have proven results in these difficult to measure areas.

I TT, EMEDOFMICESNWTT BT ARTELELBY VDo THDDD,
BEMD EDRDDBIC T =T ABPKOENTWLDNE S NTY, E. TK
b LiLERYA, 2ToOVIoEmaBHESIIRoTIERDINbLILERA
AL MSEEMFIC K DM, H D VITMSERIC X 2 E OB OFM, Z 5 W
D EERFERMT DL HENPITHERTE. DEV BN TOFEIEITE S
ML LD TER, FHLOODHOMMITEHL b LEEAL, BEMFEL
WoTh, TOER, HHVIFHEHEN Z-ZV LTWEHA, LIFLIEH LY
M aE LW O, FERERBOSHFIZELLR>TWDHEVNET N, —D—
DDOGEITHTENRNDTT, BZIFXT R TE STV DT TIERNWDOTT
B, HVEHHLWWDHLZOWVI FHEbMEL X LIFEHLTHET,

BOLEIEZ. NSFZHSTNLLWI ZERHDLDT, 2909 E8MIZS
WTIITEM S AT TWDLORBRT, xR LTWDL I Lid, BBFF0A
JTIEE), IRV F—ETHDLLENMNSFLEMNASARLTNDZ LS
BELTWET, 266 TIHEFEMESNTEHMED LIS WS HTOEELH LD
T, FhEBBLZLEY LEB LWL EZATT,

(CaNSE =D

Thank you very much for interesting presentation. My question is
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how much cost of this kind of evaluation and I mean that you are
about 400 programs one trillion every year you examine something
like 20 percent, I understand this one. So what, you know, suppose you
invest one trillion, and you use all this your part of system. Supposed
you do everything, how much cost of those kind of. Very difficult to
evaluate those things, but I just know approximate.

BIRENWT LB T —var, bOUVREITENELL, T ARMIONTO
BMTT, EOSHWVEEICIZZ A MR N0 TTH, 400<60D7 1
JI7LTIHRRLVEN) XOIZBoLoWE L, B, £0OK 2 EH 254
HEHMLTNDLIOTTN, FIZIXTIIIKRFLELTI I Nol v X T L ETEH
T5H, TNTERELDELEDSHVD IR NRIPNDLDOTTH, K o iE ek
FTHEWERF AN,

[FV 27 L]

That's an excellent question. We don't, and I think it's a wvalid
concern, that with more oversight, and the more reporting
requirements, that there are the fewer resources, and the less the
program managers time there is to focus on what he or she supposed
to be doing in managing the program. The first answer to your
question 1is, that the PART Tool formalizes some assessment efforts
that OMB does anyway. Most of the questions that are on there are
questions that many of us ask of our programs and have four years.
What is new is that the PART basically makes each examiner ask each
program each of these questions, and that is more effort than is
traditional. Also, while the tool gives a good, is a good tool for
dialogue with the agency of how well, how did consider this question
or these sort of performance that the agency is trying to justify. What
in order to, since this is somewhat of a negotiation, these are not
assessments that OMB does in isolation. We work with the agencies
and try to understand their point of view, and try to understand our
points of view. It takes a lot of time. And we are just now, for example,
starting the process for this year. The guidance went out this last
week. And we will be done, mostly done over the next, I actually don't
know what the due date is, but over the next two months, but we won't
be complete, truly complete until November. And so, it takes a lot of
time. As to what the real costs are, this is something that agencies
and other groups have asked us. We don't know, and we have not done

the cost and benefit analysis of our own efforts. And it's a wvalid
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question. It's a lot of my time, it's a lot of agency time. And I think,
this is part of we work in progress, and we ourselves are learning how
much of this is worthwhile. And it's hard to say what the costs are,
because people still need to do all the work they already have to, so
some of the costs are hidden just in later hours, I think.

TS LWERTY, SR, LVEHETD, BEITL. LTIV E<OH
HEEZRT LT L TR T AR =y —DRE b TN T 0> TL
EFOL. AN LDITTTOT, WMIZEZXET L, PARTIZBEE
LTEY =& LT, EobIZLTHOMBM®RR - TV D K D Al &2 A
PARTOHIZHAAALTEY T, 20, BHED IO O
Tex b 5 LURING 70 7T LI %Lfﬁﬁ%ébfwéiﬁﬁﬁﬁff 7=
2, FNENOFMERNENENOEMICE L CEAMICHIZH L TERMZ 7T
5kb\9ii)LRJHKLTW\ékb\Ok\_%TﬁbDiL/C\;%Li%%ﬂD%@
FEOVEEXMELTNDLEWI EZATHY ET, LVENBLEITR-TL
HENHETATHY £,

PARTIIYUBEOMGEZIRET LV 2 LT, FEFITHHARY —LTH
DELT, ZRNOHOREINEZMEIZONWTEDEIICTEZ D), FxrDNIEY
fELESIELTWDEIRFMIZONTEIZZ D E WD T L OXFEEZ Lt
TLINWY =D TER, WHhIELZWROTY, TTNn6, OMBAHMT
2> TnD eV 2 ETIHEARLS, FxbETORMEZHML L5 &T25,
TH b2 ORMEHEL L5 LT HRMDB P50 TT, flxXEaHo 7
BREMHOIIENY T, 1 HMANC A X ARBERINTZEZATHY £,
ZLT, ZOMEEPRKRTTLOR, MIAITENLE LA, RKME2 7 HHRRE
SNTEVET, Th, RYIZTAXTKRTTLDITT I HETHL2Y £T DT,
MR OB NN DEZATHY £7,

FEHEAZXEIREDSISHWNMNEWNS ZETTR, 2RIV NANAREST
WCHPNTBY ET R0 EHA, Fix, a2 MRS EZE L DEIZHE
LTIEEIFIT-oTBYEEA, TTNG, FEFICIWVWERMTE®Y £, O
FEEI & 2072 W B LTS, OMBORME N2 ESLL TS, TTMDH
TP FEADBGHILBRIERLRNI EDO—D2TERWVWTL X 92, FxH
NENTETMEOH 20N ZEEZALIFMLES ELTNDEZATH
DET, TTH, aZAMIRLNEHEIPNATSH, REMREBEZZT 201
HLWTY, EHLETOIX, PARTONRYDOIEEL VI DX, TR
LTHRoTWEEETT DT,

[iLiRZ: 8]
When you started the PART program?
PARTIZWOMNBLIEO TNE S L2 DD TT D,
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[FV 27 L]

Last year was our second year, so we do it now been for 2 whole
years, as a PART.

MEEN2EBRE oD T, L2FK-7-Z L2k 9,

[T ZR]
Something like 40% of this program?
KIE40%NTER L,

[FU 7 VK]
That's correct.

<95 TY,

[Tk Z A ]
Thank you very much.

HONEHITZNE LT,

[Rii=k]
oOEEDT, AT TL X 9 D,
RKEE, £5%,

[RirZEE]

I am also belonging to the university. I am also interested in basic
research, and also in oriented research. Do you have any idea, how do
you decide what part of the money is going to the basic research and
what part is the oriented research?

RO EHEFRICHEN H D £, EOXHIICLTEED EDEHY & IR
VAT, Eo<onaA =7y R U —FIZRY AT 5 X& 0RO T
WHo LD TL X 2D,

[FV 27 L]

That's an interesting question. That gets to how do you define the
research portfolio that is within an agency or across the government.
The program assessment rating tool is very much focused at the
program level, and so if the unit of analysis is essentially already
defined there. In a way the investment, or the R&D investment

criteria are little more flexible in that you could find them up, you can
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use them at the agency level of the program, or at the project level.
And to understand whether the whole portfolio is helpful, healthy, and
useful. And that said, that not typically how we make those decisions.
And I have to say, in my familiarity of the budget process across the
research agencies, often a lot of those decisions are made
independently. And we don't know how they mix with wuntil we done.
Working with the Office of Science and Technology Policy though, they
sit in on our budget dialogues with the director of OMB, and it's often
the case that the science advisor will try to defend a certain program,
will say, you know, either a particular agency, you know, I think is
being overlooked here, or a particular set of fields, such as the
physical sciences, you know, may be in jeopardy if we don't focus more
on those. While, frankly, nobody ever says, well, instead of 24% basic
research we should be doing 26% basic research, what we do, is, you
know, a particular agency which for various reasons may be a steward
of a particular field, or in the case of NSF, a basic research wobbly, we
may try to say, you know, this year let's continue a push forward of
greater another funding, or decrease it. Now, what that doesn't do is, I
mean by far our largest R&D agency is the Department of Defense.
And the small swings along the margin of DOD are entire National
Science Foundations at a time, you know. And so, by percentage we'll
never do that. But we can at least track how the funding profile of the
National Science Foundation looks, how the funding profile of the
National Institutes of Health looks, of the Department of Energies'
Office of Science, et cetera. And even 1if those are in 1solation
sometimes we are trying to either defend or strengthen, or sometimes
even cap off the growth, like in the case of the National Institutes of
Health. We have 5 years where they doubled the budget by the end of
the fifth year, and that's just hard to sustain. So, that's a decision,
let's level that off.

FLIREWVEMZ W& E L, FOXIICLTIOWEDOR— K7+ U A
ERODLDON, AITHTON, BBNN—ZAThHiIL, EORBTETLINEWVD
ZHEMTY,

ZOPARTOY =MiF7 a7 7 ANV ERELYTTHVEY, £I T,
ZOHHTENIZEIC L HYWRES>TWNDLDOTT, bDHERTIINREHE~DOKE
REETDULFAERHY ELT, AT LNV, HHWVWE T 7T A0~ 7
BV PV THEHARETYT, R— 7+ U AT RBEPEITEDDD,
ETHMER D D DE D0, ORI D TI R, L THAFIZR
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NMHOMBOREBIMb-TLTEY £7,

< Hr20Ix, BREEMRPODI/FEDO T a7 7 22 #ELELS ELET,
X, BOREDOEIT, ZITENLLINLTWDLDTIZRWN, & D FED DI,
BIZITERBFZOREFIIYV A7 TTLE, bobHEH LRV EWTERHAL L
Py AR EIRT RAALF =6 HET, EEICEWE LT, #x XM
24 TIEE RS T26%ICHE EFL2RETHDLIEN, THOVIFWVFHITED
NBRWOTTR, £ TiERL T, HIFEOHAITHAILNOBEBENH - T,
HOREDOHEZFEL TWD &0, 2XBFHMH THITIR S E#ER 7%+
BYLEBELREEZRIZLTND, £OWVWOHBIRHL5E 121, BlIX, 444
Eb o L EBITHICEEEZANTVWI ), L LIEFZIWVIHIEBENH L0 55
H5ZIEWVIFRIILET, Db EVNELT, ZRETORS KX 207
FEWZITEHRE RO TTHN, ZOEMBREOT TENLTT v 7H T R
HOEMNE I, THIFEABZEMENRENTZ T T vy T X TN EHZDO
HENIH 20 bbb FHEALN, NSFOELH TN EIWH a7 40— iz
RoTWVEN, ®BDHWENITHOT 07 4 — AR EIR0ONn, TRILF—4H,
HHWVNEIOSTPOHFDOESMNE D 72oTWDHN, TNEIHEEL TV RN
EbHY, —EHITFRELILO L LEEVHEELLEY, —fiFmbkL IS &Ly,
HOLWIFEREZRTLZZ LAV ET, PIAEINTHIZELEL TiX, 54
ol & FIWIETHERMBEEEWVIFERHTWDOTT A, ZIIT R ATEE Tk 72
WO TIER WD, T2 THFRYy Yy 7ICLEI EWVIFFEIXHTWDHIDOT, #kx TT,

[Rii=E]
fLDZ B OT7 . W T D,
BIIGER., O T,

[E)IEE]

I think that I understand it's you’re responsibility in the Office of
Management and Budget to oversee the government managed funding
independent agency and contract and other aspect, not only R&D. Now,
that mean, I think this i1s very important, but your society have
already built upon fairly open, and transparent pear-review system
NSF and NIH, and as you said, DOE budget is very huge for the R&D.
Therefore, I think you are focusing more on that kind of big swing, and

the NIH, I think you are more making executive decision not
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necessarily going into the detail of the evaluation, because you guide
not an expert to evaluate the R&D. Is that my understanding?
AHOMBIZBEELT, WAWAREFOTHE /M A, R&DSE T
R TWAWNARGHIZENTHRET2O0NREMAEIZEEBNET, ZHIEIEFIC
HERLLESOTTN, £Ma T, #FICA—TrTEAtomwET L E
2= VAT LEBH, NIHTHEZELZ, OMBOR&D THEIENRD &V D
T, ZOVoE#HEZRTCHET, NIHBRZ BT 4 T RIEEZLTEY
FEAI D RHARIZ I A > TRV E W) DIE, BHRIZIR & D OFFfi O =% 23— |
TRV L, 2T TV RN E W ) BETIE LW T,

[FU 7 VK]

That's essentially correct. We are to the extent that we do evaluate
research, I mean; a number of the examiners within the office of the
budget , health science are their member’s background. But obiously
we are not there to second chance the more qualified independent
assessments that were made.

KEMICIZZE S TT, AOMBOZARY ax—F—D AbNEE, T3
DA OFMAETHY ETH, 272, bo ML LEALLBLIZHHEZLTE S
ST, TONEELRED Y REE =AU E2HT LW Hleb T,

[N A]

Can I have another question that exactly gets back to Dr. ESAKI’s
question? How much the cost incurred in this one billion budget
spending is obviously inherent to your budget, your personnel, and
also, I think, with understanding inherent for NIH and NSF,
evaluating systems. Is that correct?

LIRS AEDERICEE S50 TE 8, 1 0EFLVOTHRIZOMB O AMET
HLEATHYETH, NIH, NSFOHRTEIED VAT ARNTEL T
HEWHTELETEALWTT N,

[FU 7 VK]

That's correct, although some of the agencies feel that this, you
know, the term we sometimes use 1s an unfunded mandate, where we
have more requirements but the same level of budget to do them.

ZNIEZE I TTR, ZONOETIZ, ANESSEIIT 777 b -
7T —hEWNH LT, LYV REQBEMEDPRELNTVDLDIL, ZDHDOT
ARBMCOTF 6T RNE WS Z L TT,
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[R)IEA]
So I think you evaluate each other justifying their own budget.
TlE. BEWCHRTZLOTFRAZES LI EDL LW Z LTI,

[FY 27 K]
That is correct.

€95 TY,

[Rii=E]
oOEEDT, AT TL X 2 D,
MonZA., &9 %,

[FkocZA]

In page 18, you have mentioned that classified result of a PART
assessment, and you evaluated Oil Technology assessment was
ineffective. And Geothermal Energy was moderately effective. And
what is the main reason such a derivation of the evaluation was
occurred in the same energy area. And also, second question, if you
find it ineffective, what will you do? You give it, or you try it again
with using a different system of the assessment or not, please?

1 8X—=VOPTPARTHREZDHELTOHET, AMOERE, H D5V ITH
Bz ¥— ZRIZELELT, &MOOTFTIFBRMNMEI, —F THE DT
FIEIHRNT, PIZIEFE LR AXF B THLOIL, baBkEtE., 5
WITHIEA T, REZ O WIHORME OB NN TELZDOTL X 92, £, RN
BNEW) Z LIRS TEHAITIIEI RS DHDOTT N, TOFEIZLTELLD
P, DDOLWIERRDL VAT A afo TiHliz LIET &0y, E9RELHDOTL X
2 M

[FV 7 VK]

Very good questions. First of all, in the question how do you select a
program, how many programs per agency, or anything like that. We
did not bother with discussion of how to define a consistent unit of
analysis. We weren't able to do that in any that would make sense, so
to some degree we left that to the judgment of the individual OMB
staff and agency to work out together. In some areas where, for
example the National Science Foundation is put in many different
fields, but the processes to do so are essentially uniform across the

agency. We don't really need that many programs necessarily in order
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to do that, and other agencies for whatever reason are not so
homogenous, they have many different types of activities in many
different areas. And that may be a reason that you define a program in
a smaller way, that’s the easiest way to do this, the most effective way
in order to understand the specific issues with that particular effort.
Within DOE, Department of Energy, they are, I think, they did define
programs smaller than average. Department of Defense defined
programs larger than average, and that, it does effect how the
assessments work, because it, at larger scales programs do tend to be
a little more strategic in their outlook. But nonetheless it's, you know,
we had about the easiest way to do these, the most practical way. As
to the question, what do you do when a program is ineffective? It
depends on the program. Within the Department of Energy, many of
these programs are defined in law, or are even like, for example, in
Clean Coal Technologies Program, was a presidential priority, but yet
we find that the program isn't demonstrating results of its efforts. So
we are given a choice there, and based on the assessments of the
individual questions that make up the PART, we in the oil technology
I happen to know, their budget was reduced somewhat, at least in the
'05 request. And there are new management expectations
communicated with them, and I confess I'm not terribly familiar with
that program, other than for example, I always use of an ineffective
program. But I do know that its funding was reduced somewhat. Now,
whether that's, that has 2 effects. In one case for spending less now on
a program that isn't producing, so right there we're perhaps more
efficient. But since I believe this program has been specified by the
congress, we are also putting the program on notice that we expect

more from it, and that we hope to see the program do better in the

future.
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[Rii=k]
RHER, £o %,

[EHFEA]

I’'m interested in “criteria for all kinds of R&D” explained on page 7
onwards. As far as I understand, the criteria for quality and
performance are not that different in this country. Here, the quality
sometimes is close to outcome, however quality is quite separate from
outcome or performance in this presentation. You said quality is a
merit-based process, and performance is actually the outcome. Could
you clarify more in detail, what's the difference between “quality” and
“performance”? Because I think, many people think that, quality must

be the outcome.

TR=VLBRIIHA SN TN LIHHP LR &EDICHT 5 EEICEHLER > T
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[FV 27 L]

That's a good question. If it helps, there is the same confusion in the
United States. How are these different? I think, the way we are
thinking about it is, quality is a characteristic of the program, the
performance is what results from that characteristic. So, quality
means that, is essentially process, the focus is process. And it doesn't
have to mean that the program is, you know, a competitive merit-
based program, because in some cases, particularly in the Department
of Defense, it may not make sense to compete things wobbly. You may
know who your contractor is, and et cetera. But at least they have to
have some way of maintaining quality and justify that that's
appropriate. So, we have adopted language that isn't necessarily clear
on its own, but through guidance we try to make it clear that with
quality you are talking about a process itself, and performance we are
talking about the documented results of the program. But that is a
good question.

WWETT, HOnEdTINET,
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[EHEEA]

Can I just ask further? Can you give me one example, in which the
performance is good and the process is not that good, except for on
defense issues?

b X o LBEMITFEWZWDOTER, il T TWeZTETr, 20, N
T —w AT WTREL T ae AR L RO, EHEG LS d
D £

[FV 27 L]

Ya, that may be difficult to come up with. I think, the reason, and I
probably could if I thought about it. But just to explain that the
reason that we focus on quality is primarily that in an ideal world we
could find we could expect performance everywhere and show it after
the fact. But particularly at basic research again, since we can't do
that we lean a little more on process type issues, on structural issues.
And I can come up with examples of programs that have good
qualities that haven't yet really demonstrated performance, as any
young researcher here is probably in that area. I think, that probably
all programs in the government where perhaps we have, like within
the Department of Defense, or within the Department of Energy,
where a national laboratory is doing research, we never computed out,
and yet it's, you know, they have a Novel Prize to show for it, and, you
know, we don't want to say that's a bad thing. But if, you know, a
merit based competitive process is essentially a market mechanism for
making sure that the dollars are flowing in an effective way. And we
don't want, you know, we don't want to restrict national labs from
doing, you know, things that have been successful, have shown
themselves to be successful in the past. But we just want to make sure
that we are encouraging, you know, best quality types of techniques
and processes.

IL<EZIZNFTEVSOLONb LAEFEANR, brobBWnoEEHA, b
SEMBALETE, REI AV T A =T+ — A AT L0, TOHBITEIC,
HAEMRERTOHNIT, A< HDWLLIATHRREZIFFL T, FHEEL L -
TREHTE 501 EBWET, 272, EEMEICRE Y £9 28, AR itz
NPRTERVOT, 7R LYEZEKAFELRL, £ LT A, &R
HRIKFELDL T, WAV T4 —=0Bdo50, N7+ —~ 2 A%GE
HLTWRWnTnr7 I 50 DE7SAvdb E£T, BEORWT 17T A
TEHIT TR TCEOHRHBBEIZADZDOTIEHEARWLEE S OTT N, A5 < FITITBUN
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DT T NE LT, FIZIXEBRAEN, =X/ X —4 W TESLIF R 8B4
HROTWT, BEFALN TN &3 720nRn ) —_XVEEZE LZE WD
ZEBHHTLEY, TNIFENVWENI ZLEFEWVWELS 20O TETR, AUy
FR—ZDEH T RIFRA D=L THY EFL T, +HICRE SN
WDIEAENTVWDLEWS ZE2HRTHEOOHETHY 3, BRI
WEICBWTHEIIBE LT EFREEELZHAET 2L ORI LIFILELLRNDT
TN, TO9WVolET 7=y 707 av 22 R8BEILTWDE WD Z & ITHMEICET
HBHLTWEZWnWE B TnEd,

[HR)IEEA]

I think, from reviewing your performance, or with your department
review by the last two years in Bush administration, in your feeling,
you contracted out many research funds, or forwarded funds to
corporate sectors, DOD and DOE, particularly. But compared to NSF
and NIH, those are more competitive, open, transparent process, you
wonder more in details on this contracting research process, and also
national research agencies that do not necessarily go through a peer-
review system. Because there the duplication may be and where waste
of money you may find. And in your feeling, in general, let’s say
contracted research and some contracted work, through the corporate
then always social scandals, I also find, in your general feeling, you
tend to trust the NIH and NSF more, than the national research lab,
and than corporate research with the big money.

N7 =3V ADLbEa— HBOIVTESAOETR T v a2 BHEDOL LT
TolINETOTEAAL P2 LERRTTR, ZLOMREEER. HDHWIF
NE e BEIE T, Bl 2 IXRICE A . o XX —EnDLIIERFEL TS
EEHIDTT, NSF, NIHEWoT2, bo b TAH—T U RBSFHRT
BRI LEST L, ZFEME, TLTEN—ATOHDOICEHLELT
b, boLFEMARLONKET, LT LEET LE2—%2ITbhbRnEWno b0
LEMENERBWES, 22T, flFeEEY, HAWIT EHEENRET
Db LVERA, EANRBEMAZBEE L2WOTEA, ZFiEiE., FICKR
f~EZitE LIeGae, IS ATy U A AR TLEnER YD TT, £ TR
fillZ BREWLIEZWOTTR, TNETORBRICESIZXELT, NIH, NSF
ZEIDEBEL, RICESZHFEERE, RE~OEFE. Zo5WVWOEFICRLZDTL
LD

[NV 27 VK]
Ya, I think that's, I would say that's accurate. We absolutely, you
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know, our large government contractors are very important to our
system, and I don't mean to suggest, you know, that there isn't a trust
level there. But any time that the, you know, when money leaves the
government for a deliverable, in the case of a contract, that's for each
contract and subcontract that follows, that's a, the control and the
oversight, get watered down, get reduced. So, it's just harder to crack
those. And as far as; I do agree that our relationship with industries,
probably different from here, for example, and the, what we ask
ourselves is, you know, does, is there something that the government
should fund, that the industry wouldn't do anyway. Often, it's hard to
say, but it's a question that we want to continue to ask.
RKEZHITEEENES, LFEHBEILE CTHERERMSFAETT, THEIZE - T
LEERGFAETTOT, FEHERSLRVEFSVEEAD, BN HEINTE
e ELTBeLH>, PIAEEFEMERH-> TenHTnEEd, &
RSO TH T OERFELELDHLIDITTTR, Tabdb £, B TWIFIE
WU I, B, &2 WIXEEO NITHNIHEEV T, £ 50V IH EKT,
HELThFIovFxF 72T 203 —BREHELI RoTWVNEET,
Bol®dkolZ, BUFLRMEDOEARIZ, BIAITAKRDESLITEED

ERWET, BxEHHGLHEHMLTWDHOTTRN, ZHIEEE L TEE&%E HT
X ThoT, REIZETTIEHITONRNWTEAINEBZXTHATONLRNI LR
ZWVWDOTT, 27, ZNEBEZLZ L3S THRIT TWVWE £,

[HHZE]
You have mentioned you made 58 R&D out of 400 ; is this a normal
ratio? And also, how did you choose which one should assess or not?
40009 BT —~iE5 8&FHI LB LonE L, =R
ELTIZ IR EHWREBETT N, £/, ERZiTo0hEns 2ok
FITED L H IR I DD TT D,

[FV 7 VK]

Yes, I am not sure what the actual ratio is. I do know that the, let's
see, of the discretionary budget in the United States R&D is about one
seventh. I do know that, because these R&D assessments are a greater
challenge for us and for the agencies, many of the agencies have
thought to not do those first necessarily to get out of the way some of
these other assessments, to get to understand how to use this PART
tool, and plus to have a little more chance to develop their measures,

you know, before the assessment happens. Fair enough.
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As far as how, these programs, these specific programs for selected,
there is no strict guidelines other than the agencies and the OMB
examiners negotiate which program should be assessed. In the case of
the National Science Foundation, I think our biggest dialogue was,
what's a program, how do you find what a program is. And then, once
they showed that they had a, kind of a representative set of activities
across the agency each year, that's all I need to see. With other
examiners, they may have a particular issue, a particular program,
and that might be a reason to assess it sooner, with other agencies the
examiner may feel, well this isn't really ready to be assessed, let's
focus on something else. So, it's different for each agency.

EEEDHRENE S Eolenn ) ZEIFHEL TR ¥ A, 272, Z0K
BETHEOI L, FREBIXTHO1IZETHY £, £/, 25 O
DOFFfIX, Fxlcl-oT, FEATICESTEYVRERT ¥ LV TTDT,
ZLOBFETRILTLLEZNEZERT DO TERLS T, PARTY — V& HfRT
L0 H 9D LM ZNT T, MAOHMZHEELTTEAA S F2T 5 L0
IEFIZLTHEVET, EOLIICEOFMKRT 0 T AEEBATENEND
ZEIZOWNWTIE, BB TA RIA4 VITFFICZSVWERA, 272, AIFrE0OM
BOZIZHIF—NEZH LT, EOTa T 05 MTo50E 052 LERD
F9., NSFOBRE, b REREMN, 70T T LOEREE DT D0, ]
EboTTurIhedonhnd ZeEolcHnET, NSFIX, BET
STWVHEWI ZETREMRIEEO Y X ARV LE L, o hE
. FFEOT e 77 AZMERELTHWDLING, BRSEIZFEHMLIZNnE WS B
EROTVWAABWVWET, MOETTIX, ELEFTFMOEFEIZE > TV RWM D,
IHITEED LTHIObDZEICFHMLE> WO 2 bV ELED, HIT
IR > TEWVWET,

[ITiiZA]

I'd like to continue on to Mr. Akimoto's questions of the assessment,
the PART assessment. One I was rather surprised the results were not
demonstrated the Dept. of Agriculture and the Food Safety Research.
Is that you said in adequate of this one? Well certainly you export
many products oversea. This may connected with the mad-cow, we
stopped to import the beef of this one. This is the one question. You
have any comment on this one. Is somebody evaluate you, I mean
effectiveness of PART process?

KEZEBRBoLeos7m, PARTIZLDZTEAA LV FOEMOFE T,
MARDRESA TN RNE NS ZET, BE, BalM, ZOANZILT0D L
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WO ZEEENMESTZOTTN, 2F0, IRBA+5THDLH, X7 +—~
VANFGTHDLENS ZETT IR, Z<O0BRMEHEBL TSI ERS D
TR, FEFHETEH, FROBMANZEZELLEDIZR>THET, Z50WH T L
BT, i a A NIRRT LI, TNUNE1O-ERTT,
E2OEMTTN, HEAEML TV HIEH DD TT . b i J5ikEDFE
iz L CWAHEEITIHDIOTL X 50,

[FV 27 L]

First of all, I did not explain the results-not-demonstrated
assessment. We talked four assessment outcomes are effective,
moderately effective, adequate and ineffective. Those are based on
whether or not the programs have results. The results—not-
demonstrated category, we have shouldn't put at the bottom of this
chart, I should have put it on the side of the chart perhaps, and that is
to say that, we could not make an assessment. Primarily, because the
performance measures weren't well defined. I think, the program
received a score, but because new measures were needed we said, OK,
let's hold off and coming up with one of these term for another year
until the program can develop its measures better, there is a,
programs are expected to not be in this category for more than a year
or two before it can move into one of the other categories. And in the
food safety research example, I don't know the details, but I do know
that in a lot of the programs at the Department of Agriculture there
was a lot of debate between that part of OMB and that part of or in
that agency, whether the agency should be held accountable for the
outputs of the research, which are, you know, techniques and research
conclusions, or whether the agency should be held accountable for
incidence of food borne illness. You know things that are actually
beyond the control of the research group within the agency. I don't
know where that conversation currently is, but that particular issue, I
think, is true of agriculture, of health, of environment, you know, how
much do you owe the agency or the program accountable for the open
net outcomes that you want to see. So this is a measurement challenge,
and I don't know the status of this one. I appreciate your concern for
the US food at a point there. As far as whether OMB has been
assessed, I can tell you, we did an informal assessment inside the
building, which is not what we would have accepted for other agencies.

We did not, we found ourselves to be lacking those. So I think, this
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process is part of our trying to improve our ability to do what it is that
we feel that we are supposed to be doing. A number of agencies have
asked that very question, though, so you are not alone in this.

IO—FTFICENTHIEEN/HTOW AW EWI Ty, ZOFBHIZWZLE
BATLE, BB 4-o0HAORHE, =7 =277 47, THEEIIHRE, 1
iy RPNV E D ZRICELEL TR, 207 r ST A0REKN LT
DM TVRNTT, MRPBREINTNDLNE W) FHEICHONTIE, ZThi
TIZECEWVWI XV IZDLEICELIREE o b L ERA, RERLEVINE
TL DEVTERAV IR TERNSTEDOTY, TDOTERNoTZLEWVD E
RIERIE, T b2 b T =~ A WET DIRENHAME TIZ RN 272D T,
DHAATPRONTTTTTRN, FLWHIESTEORLEROT, brobbZ
WKEZELEY2E, HE, ZORLEHTIFERL-TAHAT, LD LWRIETE
EZEZTCNWI LN KR Td, 1FEUEZOEE, 2O TIY —IC
ASTEEFETIEINWTRNWEWNS ZLIZIER>TWET, D422 A>THM
BRIFHIEWITF o T,

B EZEOMESEIZELE LT, BRIFFEMITLro THET A, HABIZ
FHELTORVOTETR, BEEPIT-T0L70 77 L50%< Db DITH
LT, OMB., 2WIH LD THERMVBHVEL T, THELREREA. D
WITAE TR RICEA L TEEEZA I RXETHLONE 92, BIZIXEINT
oL, TORKMIZALTEITEERNEEEZM OO THLDN, D
W, BMEENLTERHENEZ o 7HEIC, ERICET 2 ETIEMbNR S
LD THLON, X, ZOHETORICHL VP —F 7L —7TOHEEEZH A
HHbDTEHRNNENIFHLHY ET, ZOBENPFLEILR->-TNLIDONE
T, AEANE LTIEEFEMIDR s TWEREA, 727, BEL MR, R, &’
B, 2OV HBICEHLELTUX, 207r 7488 LIFATREZETE
DRROBEEZBMON D XETHLON, AIXNZTTHLON, T ZIZHEN
FoTWT, ESMELETINLEVIRETHE > TWDHEBWES, 272, K
EHo/MEHICBEL TLE LTSS s TEHLET,

—H T, OMBIZKHTLFMBEHDHDMNE I M, Fexld, 17+ —~v 7
AHEIEAF TII L TWET, ZiE, MOAETRI I Lo THRZHI
RBORNDOTTN, Txr e LTEARLTWLIEHZROLEAET HEH TN
TEFELL, ZOHEHMO 7 r A HET, x & LTH, Tarhd~
ZEELTVDINEI D, TOFBIEILEL LB TWET L, thoHTHDH
BATEBIXEDRALEEEDPNLTOWETOT, EELTNZE S W) &ML B
LRI TIEHD THA,

[ )15 8

I think, this relates to Dr. Esaki's question, because OMB, when
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government, or the president's office may change, a determined
position will change, that's clearly a responsibility of many political
policies appointees. Is this correct?
IHNBHILIREADEMEBEEL TWDDOTTA, OMBIXBIN., 25\ ixd
R EBRMENNDLDLEEIZ, T2V ATHrDLIOTT LR, by
TICBWTEHBURERD A Y v 7 b H 5D TY L,

[FV 27 L]

No, that is correct. The office management and budget is unique in a
sense that of the 400, 500 people that work there are 98% are career
staff, like me. Many of us were in the last administration as well, and
we are the corporate memory. We remember things from previous
efforts. Whether the PART tool would still exist in the next
administration, we'll have to wait and see. But I think, a lot of the
practices that we have developed are essentially, you know, in our
minds good government practices that, you know, maybe less formal in
a difinite administration, but we would expect to continue.

O TY, L, OMBIEL ko LM RBIFKBE THY T LT, 400 L&
M50 O0ANSHEWIRENNLZOTEN, TDIHIHI98RIEIHOLICTFY U T
ALy 7 TT, TTN6, MMRERFBMHEICBEELTHREBITHREZHD T
BOELEZOT, URTE IR TN W) T 2R L TV 2D AN L
AEDTHEYET, PARTY = ARKRMBUEICE TSRS D 2, £72
DN FEFAN, FTxr VAL TELE0 Hid, BUFOEITE LTI %
RERY FIEELEWET, BBHEICZBEEL X, 2hZdERfbahizd
DIZIE Db LRLETAN, EREFBERERINGZ LIZRVEL X I,

[ HZ A ]

I'm from industry. Industry is mission oriented programs. In an
industry, technology transfer is very important. I would like to know
how you assess the effectiveness on the transfer, or how you improve
such practice your assessment.

REPHGSMLTWLOT, IvvarA oy y K7 a7 AZE0
WO ET, HIFBENEERICE o THHEIMOD TEHEROT, HEIADELEIA
TIEHEINBIEON R, HLVWETOFMEE S RS> TWNLHDOTLE I N, £
DT EAAPOPTEDELIIEEZ L LI ERSIHS>TWVLHEDOTL X 9D,

[FVU 7 VK]

I would say that technology transfer to the extent that a program's
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goal includes that, or is technology transfer, that that should be
reflected in its measures. I have to say it's not an area that, for
example with the National Science Foundation, that doesn't tend to be
their focus. But for NASA or Department of Energy, or Department of
Commerce in the US, they do have a mission to, and the Department of
Defense of course, they do have a mission to transfer technologies to
that the private sector and get, you know, it's thought that if some of
the technology research doesn't get out into industry it might be going
to waste, you know. And so, I have to say I'm not very familiar with
the measures that have been used for that, but I know that if that's
the goal of the program, that's how those measures should be defined.
So, I'm sorry, that's not a good answer.

BMBIRICEALTIE, 5707 70T —=NVIZZRARASTNDON, b
LWL, T ZOLDOREINERBIET LW 2 LD ThHIIE, ZHiLEt
MOFICEHEDLREEEBNET, ZomEut, Fl 2 X KkBFHHICE LT
FENDPHNTHDLENI ZEEFIRVHY FHA, LrL, NASA, =x/b
¥—4E., MEEAOELAIX., Tofao—E LT, ERELZE S TTR, b
LR — A RMICBI IR0 ThivE, MEKIC2D W) B2
FFELTWET, B, A, 2o 2EBEIEEEL<iEms2n
DTTH, vl T7L50a—FRIENRA>TNDLDOTHL, HRZEDOHIE
BIEICOWTHERDPREINTVDOEIRELELEANVET, RUVBEZICR->TW
RNERSOTER, HLDITRWNWTT,

[Rih&&]
ik, ATl X 9

GNITESS =Y
One question please. You indicated here the several plans of criteria,
like investment criteria, or R&D criteria. What kind of effort to do
make to get the mutual agreement among the OMB and all agencies?
—OBEMLET, EEEKELDPREDEELN, WHNALREMELM S LB
SLeWELEZA, OMBLEHLWOLEITTOREZRVMITLZDIZE I V-
re7ut A& DDTT D,

[NV 7 VK]
That's an interesting issue we have to deal with. Ultimately, as I
say, many of these sorts of things are what OMB examiners will do all

the time, in a way through normal processes. The OMB examiner have
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the last word, and there may not be negotiation in many cases on what
the examiner feels to be the case for the program. The PART, even
though its results are more public and out there more, it actually gets
more of an avenue for this discussion, and for all the back and forth
between the agency and the examiner where it actually does, I've
heard a number of examples were the examiner didn't know what some
of the activities, or some of the assessments of the program, and this
brings them to light. Each year we have an appeals process. First of
all, there's a negotiation where the part might start at the agency, or
might start with the examiner, and then have moves back and forth as,
as. No, no. I don't think you demonstrated that you can answer yes to
this question, please provide more information. And the agency will do
that. And, you know, they still have to convince the examiner, but if
they can't do that, and you end up with a score, but then there is an
appeals process where the agency can say that, we don't feel that this
assessment was consistent with the guidance, we don't feel that this
assessment was consistent with how that agency over there was
assessed. So they, and I think this appeals process has shifted a little
each year, and I don't know what's in the guidance this year. The first
year was an external process, last year it was combination of a special
part of OMB at some external entity that would look at all these parts
to say whether they were consistently and fairly assessed. That is
definitely a component of this whole effort that, I think, is a learning
process and we are going to continue to figure out how to come to
agreement. I can tell you that there are some agencies that still
disagree with last year's assessments, and that wall is be true, I am
sure.

T, AL LR TERLRN T —D2DBLERWVERETIEH - 72
DTTR, BHITOMBOFMEIZ, PARTRH->TH2TH, WTnic
LTHITHOEERDTY, BEDO Tt 22X % LT, OMB O FAME K
KIREZT D, REOBEEHEEZRFS, 207077 LO0OMBZ ¥ IF—0
FHIIZRE L T ORI 2 nE WS 2N LIFLEHY £3, 7272, PA
RTEb-oEADTHEATHYELT, BFEZT I T —DMTOREN
AR 7 v 2 THY £7, ZL OB TERICHEMEN T v 7 T LOIEH) & )
TEARA ME URNEE SR 2723, PARTHRH-TRVEDTH &
WCXoTHS LW FEMRDHY L3, BFE., TTRERITOAELT, PA
RTEHFFMMENED D, HE2VEZ -V v —ITHD L ENI ZERHD
DTETNR, TORY LVRHVET, £bblT, ZOEMIIHLTA =X LE

41



ZTCWDEN, TNEEHTE TR NL L EFRELSTZEIVEE S &, M
ZOOHYBETFNLZENEZH LTS b5, bHAAFMIEZFHE LR TERDL
ﬁv%>nﬁ%f%ﬁ<iﬁﬂ%ﬁx:7hmn7;bﬁék Zhicxt L CTHRE S
BXHZENTELHOTT, BITIE., ZOIIET A X2 R0 - & o T2
TIHARWEE S v ) B %$L4T5 ENTEET, ZOERFERLYTT
HERAFHBEETEDoTEBVELT, SFEOHTA X RFEI o TNDH )N
EENE LR, RYOFITAETHBLET, 2FBITE TN OER % H
<A, OMBHNTEER LY. CELET L EWVW) TavATLE, 2F0, N
B CHARMIC AR MW N 2 SN VWHI 2L ERRD L VIR FTLE,
INEFEE e AT, WANAINDLLRITHEMR L TV THAD ENH T &
FERWET, BITOHRICE, MEOTERIZWERLRIZAHEZEL TS EZ
ALHVET, BEZIWVoTLEIANRHKHTLL D EEDRET,

[Ril=&E]

Thank you.

HONESTINE L,

A2 ELTZDOT, TNTT A A Dy va O[O SE TV
TET,

CZTHSMRBESHETNWEZEEELT, 104 00N ®BIDEFREL LA
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THHEWEEEET, SOIEETCITUMHERBEWVLWW L ET,

[Va—Ya—K]

Thank you very much, chairman, and good morning everyone. I will
sit down to speak. Today, I will be speaking not about the evaluation
of programs or institutes, but rather about the evaluation of policies
for research and innovation. I will be taking some specific examples
which are looking at whole system evaluations, and my examples will
come from two countries, from Finland and from the UK. On slide
number 1, I am discussing the purpose of evaluating at this high level.
Many countries now use the so-called systems of innovation

perspective to design the research systems. The systems perspective
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which came from OECD, and from academic writing those attention to
the institutions that support and carry out research, and the
connections between them. When we look at these, we can then ask
questions about what are the gaps, what are the bottlenecks, and what
are the opportunities for learning. And one of the main benefits of this
approach we have got, 1t shows us that research and innovation
policies are interactive, and they either reinforce or even block each
other. And just to give you an example, on page 2 there is a chart
which I prepared for a panel, which I was chairing on behalf of the
European Commission. This panel was looking at ways in which we
could use public policy to increase R&D spending in Europe to 3% of
gross domestic product. I am not going to go into the detail of the
diagram, only to show that we have many different types of policy
measures that we can use. Some of them work on the supply side, on
the left hand side is more basic research funding, we work through the
support for industry in various ways. We also have demand side
policies, which increase the demand for innovation, and therefore for
research. And along the bottom, very importantly, framework
conditions, where government policies more generally influence
research performance. The production of human resources, the
intellectual property framework, competition in market regulations,
and so on. And if these policies are not in some way coordinated, we
sometimes cannot make progress. For example, if you wish to
stimulate strongly an increase in R&D without a human resource
policy to increase the supply of researchers, either through training,
migration, or something else, you could end up not being able to
implement your policy. Moving them to the direct case studies of
evaluation, I'm picking two evaluations of the Finnish system that I've
been involved in the last few years. The first of these begins to be
described on page 4. This is called "Assessment of the additional
appropriation for research". The purpose of this evaluation came from
a policy decision made by the government of Finland in 1996, to
increase its R&D spending by 25% over the next two year period. This
was quite a brave decision by that government. It came at a time when
the country's deepest recession following the loss of its markets in the
former Soviet Union. When they made this decision they decided to
appoint a panel to evaluate the use of these funds, and the effect on

the Finnish economy. The panel had two foreign members, one from
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Germany and myself, and it is from this experience I am speaking. On
page 5 you will see the main problem that the panel faced. It's a box
which shows on the top row research over time and on the bottom row
the economy over time. The question we have set is represented by the
arrow with dotted lines. What is the effect of the new research
spending on the economy currently? Well, clearly this question could
not be answered directly because of the time lags involved in research
reaching its effect in the economy. So, what we had to do in this
evaluation was take a series of proxy or substitute measurements. We
had to look at the effect of research carried out in the early 1990s, on
the economy of that time, the diagonal arrow, and previously as well.
And we also had to see whether the new funding had caused changes
in the research system, or indeed whether the economy had changed in
that time, the red arrows. So that was our conceptual framework. This
was not only a panel exercise, we were given a substantial budget for
supporting studies, we commissioned various teams of experts to
gather evidence for us. The evidence included a bibliometrics, a whole
series of economics and econometric studies, and a review of all the
past institutional and program evaluations that had taken place in
Finland. Those are listed on page 6. On page 7, we summarize what we
did ourselves. Over a two-year period we carried out extensive
hearings, we talked to heads of ministries, of the major companies,
such as Nokia, universities and research institutes. I can leave behind
a copy of the summary report which I have with me. I'm not really
here to talk about the results of this evaluation, only about how we
did it. But on page 8, there is this one example of one of our
conclusions. We discovered, well, our opinion was that the resources
were being excessively spent on technologies and science targeted
towards high-tech industries, the so-called new economy. Analysis
shows that these sectors were not sufficient for Finland to maintain
its competitive success. The country would remain dependent for many
years to come on its traditional industries, on wood, on forestry, and
so on. And therefore it is very important that research and
technological innovation were also targeted toward areas of science
that were a concern to the old economy as well, to modernization.
There are many other conclusions and much evidence, but I won't go
into those. Just briefly, on the impact of evaluation, on slide number 9,

this report was presented to a high level audience, two cabinet
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Ministers, a copy given directly to the Prime Minister as well, at least
in Finland, had significant media coverage. And the government
decided to continue its policy of additional funding for a further two
years. The agency, the research funding agency, also changed their
policies in the light of these recommendations. I move to my second
case from Finland, on page 10. This is an exercise which has only
recently been completed. It began in June, 2002 when the Ministry of
Trade and Industry decided that it needed a new evaluation, looking
this time more at the Finnish innovation system, and particularly at
the balance between the agencies and networks within that system.
This time the panel was only four people, two foreigners and two from
Finland. The key stakeholders, instead of being in the panel formed
more of a support team, a consulting panel that we could speak to. On
page 11, there are some of the basic theoretical questions, which
underpinned this evaluation looking at what the reasons were for the
government to be intervening to support innovation, whether there
was an underlying justification, a market or system failure, whether,
if there was one, the policy maker could do something about it, and
then, what specific measures could be taken. Again, perhaps I can
illustrate the kind of work we were doing by showing some extract
from the results. On page 12, you can see a map of the science and
innovation support systems Finland in the 1980s. Along the bottom
axis we move down the chain of basic research, applied research,
product developments and commercialization, and on the vertical axis
the type of support that is given, the ground loans, equity, and
services. You will see, at that time it was arranged pretty much on a
linear model basis, and the weight of support was quite heavily down
the stream towards support for product development and
commercialization. When we move to the current situation, shown on
page 13, we find a very large change. Almost all of the support
agencies have broadened their mandates, most of them have moved
upstream in what they do. So for example, Tekes, the agency which
supports industrial research and collaborative research between
universities and industry has shifted its center of gravity towards the
research end, it's now overlapping strongly with the Academy of
Finland, the basic research funding agency. The venture capital
supports agencies, also are moving strongly towards so-called funding,

the so-called valley of death, and away from market type investment.
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And we also found that startup firms were typically getting support
from several of these agencies at the same time. They didn't see it in
any way as a sequence. One more type of analysis on page 14, that's a
map of where the funding i1s for different types of activities, and it's
allowed us to look at overlaps between agencies. From an evaluation
point of view, an overlap i1s an interesting question. It could be
negative, it could mean there is wasteful diversification, or it could be
positive, because it means there is a space in which agencies can work
together. And in particular, overlaps between Tekes and the Academy
of Finland were very productive, because they represented joint
programs that were bringing industry and the universities together.
On page 15, a few observations on the methodology. This was an
unusual evaluation, because it went all the way through from looking
at the basic rationale for government intervention to demonstrations
of how it works in practice. And we found, it was necessary to this, in
fact, close examination to really understand the rationale for these
agencies. And simply asking one produced very routine textbook
responses. Finland is a good place to do evaluation, because they have
excellent statistics covering almost every site of every firm in the
country doing R&D. It's possible to do work, but maybe more difficult,
in other places. And on page 16, a couple more observations. Finland
normally comes top with world competitiveness indicators, and yet
there 1s still a strong desire on the part of its senior government
officials to carry out evaluation and make it even better. One last
point, even looking at a whole research system sometimes is not
enough in terms of scope. We found ourselves to constantly struggling
with what are called here the boundary conditions. In reality, it's very
hard to separate research and innovation policy from other areas of
public policies, such as education policy, fiscal policy, and public
purchasing. Moving on to the examples from the UK, I'm going to talk
about some rather different things here. First of all, I'm going to talk
about the general framework for evaluation in the UK, and then give
one example of a policy level evaluation. The general framework, I'm
beginning on page 18. Since the election of the Labor government in
1997, there has been a system which is called Public Service
Agreements, where public spending is all covered by a system of
targets. Each public service agreement covers one government

Ministry, and contains a statement of the aim of that Ministry or

46



department, its objectives, and then a series of performance targets,
plus a more general value or for money or efficiency fact target for the
Ministry, and a statement of who is responsible for delivery. This
bears some similarity to the government performance and results act
in the USA, except it 1s not a parliament based system; it is a
government based system. So, the same government accepts the
targets also receives them, and 1s expected to act upon that
information. Across governments as a whole, there are 160 targets,
which are then made more detailed in what are called Service Delivery
Agreements. And I'll give you an example of how those effect science
in a couple of minutes. Before that, I also wanted to give an overview
of the many different types of evaluation, which go on in the UK at
different levels. On page 19, I have a slide that's called the hierarchy
of evaluation. It is a hierarchy in the sense that it occurs at higher or
lower levels, but not in the sense that they are very well connected to
each other. At the top of the system is a Ministry level evaluation. I've
already mentioned public service agreements. In a few minutes I will
talk about the spending review system, where the government sets its
budgetary program every two years for the next three years, on a
rolling basis, in an attempt to break out of the one year public
spending cycle which inhibits planning. At a level of agencies, all
public agencies are subjected to what 1s called a quinquenial review.
The word "quinquenial" means, every five years, which tells you how
often that takes place. This is a review of the rationale for existence of
that agency and of its mission statements. Moving down the system to
evaluation of institutions, we have the very well known research
assessment exercise, looking at university research. I think, that was
covered in the reports you received earlier, and it's also true that this
of research council institutes, public laboratories doing basic or
strategic research are evaluated in quite a strict way. We have a field
level evaluation, they are becoming more common nowadays, where an
international panel is supported to give a report on the health and
quality of an entire field of science. We have recently had reviews of
physics, of chemistry, of computer science, for examples. And QPIE is
another internal system which I won't go into today. The next one is
program evaluation is the area of greatest activity and action. It's not
what I am talking about today, though I am happy to answer any

questions you may have about it. And as well as that, we have various
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thematic crosscutting evaluations going on. Now, coming to a case
study, I've reduced it to just one slide on page 20, this is the
Department of Trade and Industries' experience of public service
agreement targets. The Department of Trade and Industry is the
Ministry responsible for science spending in the UK. The budget of the
research councils pass through that Ministry. So, it has six targets all
together, two of which relate specifically to science, and they are
listed on this page, PSA5 and PSA6. One of them is an international
comparative target, to improve the overall ranking of the UK science
and engineering base, as measured by international measures of
quality, cost effectiveness and relevance. And the other is concerned
with knowledge transfer, increasing the level of exploitation and
technological knowledge derived from the science and engineering base,
as demonstrated by a significant rise in the proportion of innovating
businesses consulting such sources. These targets have changed over
time between public spending reviews. There has been some learning
also in how to write the target. The first time they had a target for
science, it was to increase the number of spin-offs from universities by
50%. It was immediately realized that this was a trivial target, that
could be met by manipulation, rather than by any real improvements
in performance. And now, there is an attempt to make the target more
substantial, and to derive from them a series of rather specific sub-
targets. On the next page, should be 21, the second case is one of a
policy-level evaluation. This 1s an evaluation which takes place in the
context of the spending review I mentioned earlier. It's called the
Cross-Cutting Review of Science. We have two of these so far. There is
not a guarantee that it will take place in every spending review, but
because science is very essential to government policy in the UK at the
moment, essential to economic policy, it seems likely that it will
continue for the time being. This is a high-level review carried out by
Her Majesty's Treasury, our Finance Ministry, although it is under
the leadership of the Minister for Science, who comes from the
Department of Trade and Industry. This spending review is a system
which is meant to set overall priorities for government spending. And
so far, science has done well after this review. The method is not all
that systematic. It consists of a literature review in collation with
evidence. There are some supporting studies commissioned, although

they tend to be different from one review to another, and the key
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people involved consult quite extensively with the main stake holders,
with leading research universities, with industry representatives,
with the medical charities, and other such bodies. I believe you have
an interest in benchmarking policies, it is an area of activities both in
the UK and in the European Union. I've been involved also on panels
doing that. And I've decided to just give you an example of a
benchmarking study that was done as a part of one of these spending
reviews. I know more about this one, 'cause it is done by my institute
with a collaborator. And it was called The Review of Strength and
Weaknesses of the UK Science. It's and example in many ways of
evaluation in the real policy world, in the sense that the government
only decided it wanted this information quite late in the review
process, and they gave us only twelve weeks to produce information
about the strength, weaknesses, and relative standing of all fields of
the UK science. So, what you can do under pressure, I think, is the
result here. I'll skip, I should mention maybe from page 24, that the
scope of this work was scientific engineering, medical and social
science research. It did not include arts and humanities. What did we
do when faced with this challenge? The methods we used are
summarized on page 25. There are actually five listed here, but maybe
we talk three of the important ones. On the right hand side you will
see that we used bibliometrics, we did various analyses of citation
performance of the UK, compared with certain other leading countries,
and in particular compared with the USA. It did not produce very
encouraging results, I should say. When we looked at average figures,
we found that our top 20% of institutions by citations were normally
only just competitive with the average in the USA in over half of the
disciplines concerned. And in only one discipline was our top 20%
above the US's top 20%. If you went down to individual institutions,
you could find more encouraging information for the UK and Europe in
some fields. In life sciences, we found that in terms of citations of
paper the top 4 institutes in the world came, number one from the UK,
and the next 3 were Max-Planck-Institutes in Germany in the years
we were looking at. However, all of the rest of the Top 20 came from
the USA. And if you looked at the total number of papers from the Top
4 institutes, it was 500 papers per year collectively between the 4 of
them. I think, number 4 was probably Harvard, if I remember

correctly, they were producing 10000 papers per year at that level of
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quality. So, the breadth of high quality in the US was far and away
above what we could manage. We could only manage needle peaks of
excellence, which could sometimes exceed the USA, but never in scales.
So that was the bibliometrics. The top points of the pentagram Review
of Reviews, this was a collation of all of these international reviews
and other studies which have been done, literature based. And then on
the left hand side, we did a self-evaluation. We took the five-star
departments, the most highly rated university departments in the
research assessments exercise, and we asked the heads of those
departments to complete a questionnaire ranking their field against
other leading nations. We were fortunate to get to response in excess
of 70%, even in this short time, because they recognized the
importance of this exercise. A typical graph from that is shown on
page 26. You'll see, I forgot, I think this is probably a life science's
field here, and this was done in more detail then, disciplines. And in
this particular one you will see that we are ranked as generally
weaker than the USA, stronger than the other comparator countries.
Page 27 is perhaps more interesting. It shows the results of a question
which asked them to look at strength and weaknesses in more detail.
And in which sub-field did we have a few outstanding groups?
Strength and depth, general weakness, or weakness with islands of
excellence. We were very worried about asking scientists which were
the areas of national weakness. All our previous exercise had failed on
this. National foresight programs had asked panels to identify not
only priorities, but negative priorities, things to cut, and the panels
just refused to do. In this case, we did get some results, which was
quite helpful. Well, it's not very significant to go into which areas
came in, it's interesting that when an evaluation does identify an area
of weakness, the policy conclusion is not obvious. You can decide,
because it's weak you should cut it, or you can decide, it's weak but
important that we should maintain and improve it, and therefore you
invest more in that area. The next slide on page 28 shows why that
could be important. What we found was that, however much we want
to have well selected priorities, we also have to recognize the
interdependence between fields of science. Our respondents were
asked which other fields were critical to the performance of their field.
The list on the left shows the most frequently named on our discipline

basis, on the right you can see the general dependency pattern.
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Engineering departments tended to mention maths and physical
science as going very important for them, physical sciences and
biosciences both mentioned the importance of engineering,
particularly in supporting them for their equipment needs. And in the
social sciences, there very often citing each other. Leaving then that
study, that study did have quite an influence on the cross-cutting
review, instead I'll talk about the effects of the cross- cutting review
itself, again to show that the high level evaluations often do shift
policy quite strongly. In this particular case a decision was made to
increase science spending quite significantly, by 5.4% per year in real
terms for a further three years. A major fund was announced for
renewing infrastructure, certain fields got specific support, genomic,
e-science and basic technology, PhD researchers got increased stipends,
that was an identified bottleneck, and the thing higher education
innovation fund got the fund for improving industry liaison
capabilities in the universities, that was also increased. That content,
rather that process. If I can finish then, joining some general
conclusions about this practice of high level policy evaluation in the
UK. The first thing to say is that science is treated in a similar way to
other areas of public spending in terms of target and institutional
review. If the government does not differentiate or give it a special
character at this top level, the evidence underneath may be a
difference, but not the fact of their targets. Nonetheless it is an area
where using indicators has proven to be difficult. Because science has
become such a central focus of economic policy, and features in almost
every treasury policy statement nowadays, it does receive special
attention in the spending reviews. Evaluation evidence is used in
assessing policy, but is not always used systematically. So from one
review to another, they might be a doing different kinds of studies,
taking different types of evidence. And as I mentioned, there is a
hierarchy of evaluation in the UK, but the evidence 1is not
systematically passed from one level to another. It is certainly known
about, but this transfer is more ad hoc. Overall, the UK is a country
strongly committed to evaluation. Evaluation is supported centrally
from the treasury and from the cabinet office, and as a result of this, I
believe that policy i1s more securely grounded and supported, but
evaluation is not a panacea, it is not the only way to support policy

making. It is almost always used in combination with other types of
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forward-looking and policy analysis. And it is probably stronger being
used in this combination than it would be on its own. Thank you for
your attention.
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FHEM N T = VAW ER R THOHEFADLENRTEL L0 ZERAX
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LTWET, E0bIF 72V D eI HEHOKEEZ L TWET, ZO/KR, &
MEIZES>TEAYV VWERTIEOY FEATLE, EFHETRET L, 5IH
BCThy720%DHIEHENT AV B ORI BT & B A LW 9 IREED,
YU DO TCHRHLIENTEELL, AXVADNY T 20087 AY IO

57



Fy720%%HBLTWWE L,

RO Z R TV o i EIciE, TVEWwWKEOLEZALHD EF, 4%
YA, 3—avXT, BEOHSBHICHONTITIT —a v "R E NS LA
EH 3, EMBFETIER YUY OS5I HTTR, &R0 by 74 BRI,
FBIMNRA XY RAT, WICRA YDy I AT T 70 3BEARGSE L
oo RBYIBIZB N TIZZIWIEMTLEZ, LML, by 720050 O
B, #_XTT AV ATLE, X OEEENZO Ny TAEENS ENTET
HTWLShEWns &, bOETERSO0DWMXLTLE, HBAITbLNLE
HAN—=N—= R TIERpolehEEBnETN, £l 1 TOmXcEnZiTmnL
SN THEHLTWEATT, TNETOELZARS D, 7T AU BOERT, 11D
WA XY AZEXTWZDOTY, FxlL, &LOFEOSFF T/ L X%
ERLT, ZZFRTET AV EBELZTHENSE LR WDTTR, EHhEn
JR S ARBRL CTRBY FHATLE,

TNNZEDLEROME T, —F LA, LEa— - FT - LEa—LtE
WThHY ET, HEARIM, ZhlSofEL2ELOEDTT, Lk~ —
A, LEa—DOlbbEa—, EMloLZATTR, ZHIFBECEMTT, —&FL
—T 4 T REDPSTERFHRM, ThE 77 A TAZ—L 0o TEY T2,
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fhod EEE L W EZ L CAhAELE, EVT 0% &2 B2 5RIERNEHHIZH 2
MOLTELNE L, MbheflléE LTHLINNEELE DN TLEE-
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ZFORERD T T TN2 6 RXR=VICH o TWET, EH4EMBFEOLETE -7
ERWET, FEMAREELITOATVWDAIOTTN, TEWEETET LT,
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BOELT, ZORRE. 4. A XU ZOBRTEZITFHMIC X D8 K2 KB LT,
HEWBRRPLZFF S L IR TOET R, TR TTXTHERRS koTtb
FTTIEHY F¥ A, FHEORROHLTTNTRRES>TVLIDIT TIEHY £
oo FHBT T A ZTNLSND Z A T DS A Al LIZBUOR OGNS & E TR R
ExiToTWET, 4. MAGDLETHME L2 B8R TH L LE-T
BYET,

HONEHITINE LT,

[Ril&=&]

HONESTINE L,

ZTNTIEX, SOREET A Ay varyoMae Lt iznEtBEnwEd, =7
WEDOHRICXHLELTIER, HAWVITZTERENRZSWVE LGBV
=LET,

BIEEAR. £9 %,

[R)IGEA]

Let's say about the UK, UK has been very well known for
excellencies in science over last 100 years or so, but as you recently
seen, this is a very political decision, and Tony Blair decided your
College Fees Policy, English higher education institutions have
adapted many foreign students, which may pay in higher fees. But how
do you see the sort of brain drain? Also more investment in terms of
higher education would benefit, not necessary benefit science, but I
think the overall science policy in the UK, which must be attached
policy in education to?

AFY AT, AT AZBTLESIICEL TE, BETHELEFITED
R EGETEEDTTY, ThH, LT EMHOLETIL Y - T 4 — K
=& WH ZET AEAREEEFET D RERERZOWVWTO 2 IRE
W LE L, BUREER THY £7, EROBRBFBERIL. 250V o7HE S
FICBTOBRELEDORELZZITELL OB, THRIZONTEDLIITEE X
TI D,

[Va—TVa2—K]

Yes, I've been talking about funding for research, not funding for the
rest of the university, but it's the same. The health of the universities
is dependent upon funding of the whole, and as with many countries
we've been asked to take more and more students, but without

equivalent increasing in funding. The unit of funding per student has
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gone down drastically over time. And it is essentially now uneconomic
to teach undergraduates from our own country. Foreign students pay
agent real-market fees, so we have an incentive to take more of them,
and fewer students from our own country. And this is not healthy for
either the universities, or for the country. It is not even beneficial for
the foreign students, we have some courses where more than 50% of
the students come from China, for example. And we are not giving
them a proper UK experience in this kind of situation. So universities
very strongly support the introduction of fees for which there will be
effectively very low-interest or interest-free loans, only recoverable
when they are earning above-average salaries in their future careers.
The brain drain issue i1s not considered to be a great problem in the
UK, it is probably a problem at the peak, rather than a problem at the
average. I think, some of our very best people are attracted by the
high resources in the USA. We, in turn though are probably draining
the brain of other countries, and particularly of developing countries.
As an English speaking country which is also multi-cultural and
therefore easy for foreigners to live in it is quite easy for us to attract
people 1in.

MDD 7 7T 4 TIZHONWTEFHELLT, REOMOTFEIZONTEAEIX
LTWRWDTTNR, REOMBIZTZ 7 o T4 v 7 RERORBELZTET, £
SOEERKIC, KVEZLDOFEEZZITANTHRLNE N ZEBRDENT
WETH, TNICESTIA MR ERDLE) TIEHERADLENWI Z LT, 1594Y
2V DA A MIRKPUIZKRELS - TEELE, 4. FLERPETHET S
28725 TlE, AAEAEFALEEONHBICM L EREREZLNET O T,
NOFELY SN OREFZAEDTRNIEN ER L5 TT, Th, Zhdise
RV TIE R MBEIZE > TH T TR BRVWL, SMEARFAEICE -
THF TR BRy, FlziX, FRICE > TS FILL LoFAENTEOFAE
EWHEIZAHALHYETOT, EHERETORAREZGA T Wb T
T TTOT, RFEFIREHOEAZYR—-FLTEBY EL T, BOEHNE
BHHESHO/E T, ORIV E I RFEEDOFT Y U 7 T, FHL L
DFECTHEIR SN D & 9 P AEMERIERZ T ANLNLTEY £,

JEETITEEMM T EERME S IIZ AN TEY ¥ A, ZOMEITEY
OETIE RS, E—=7 OMETY., ROENTZATZONERORERT A Y
ACHTWHSTLEI LW ONRBRESRMETIIRNTL X D0, LK,
HAEG, BICR EE»LEMAGHEZI TVA LD =T, HEEE L
FRICH A b REEPEFETTOTALRSTNE WD) 2 & T, MOENS DR
HeEWnHs>D0L%IFTNET,
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[N A]

Also about the Finland, Finland has been sort or analyzed by the
IMD and Finlanders parameters as one of the leaders as of strong
economy, and with a potential of top five particularly strong in Science
and Technology. But I think Finland is a very small country with
only 5 million people, so they have very close ties within Nordic
countries. And so people may be moving around. And what fraction of
research and higher education students are from foreign countries,
within Nordic country, and even outside of Nordic country?

T4 T REIMD, ®5WETNLUND & Z AP GFHEZ LT, #EE Z #l
WMT D7D FHERBORDNIER SN TWD E VI FMENHTWD & BWET,
BB LEEZERDVETN, 7407 FIZAAS00HDLETH/AS R
HeDT, EOFRTOSRNBY BBENEBNET, GEHERATMICHT
LAKIZEB T 2T AE TN DLIERKA NS O FAITE 5 W RN THF T
T D

[Va—Ya—K]

Hm. I can't tell you the answer numerically, but it's very low. It may
be, Finnish students go to other countries, but very few people come
from other countries to Finland and back. This was one of the
conclusions of our evaluation. We said, it is a weakness in the Finnish
economy, understanding of foreign cultures, eventually effect their
ability to innovate for global market.

BAFEA LT RVWOTE R, Dt BnEd, 207407 FA
DFEENPHIATS EVNHI Z L EFEHDLLEE S DOTTR, BFAEOZ T AT
WEWIERBE B OFHIA D b HTWET, TARPFPRTHLE, 71 v
7Y RRHEOHRO—>L LT, SHEUEDOBEMER RN E WD Z & THIIT,
Ja—N)b e =0y MIETTA /S RXR=2a ARV RN LIZORDB D
&V D RS HTWET,

[Rii=E]
oOEEDT, AT TL X 2 D,
RinEkB, £ %,

[RrZH]
Regarding to the question debated by Dr. Kurokawa. You have

mentioned about encouragement of PhD student in the research area
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in the UK. I think, one more thing encouraging the PhD student is
how the society welcomes graduated PhD. For example, increasing
salaries of the industry or something like that. And do you have any
particular idea, please let us know about that.

BINEAOEMICEE ST 2EM T2, PhDOFAZME 2 THOZ O &
LTndEnsZeaxBoloWVnELEN, 9 —>, PhDEESET 544
BT 721E, HEBPhADOALLEZ L IR TRITANDINEN) ZED
Kae bl TERbnE BnEd, #l 2 I1XEFE ISV TPhDEGHE O K5k
EEODLEVNSTZLIRRB/VLELLEBWVWET, IV o7 RKITONTNT
AT THRbsT-bHZTIIEIN,

[Va—Ya—K]

I wish I did, but I think I am like many people here an example of
those whose lifetime earnings are depressed by having a PhD, rather
than increased. So if you subtract the years when you are not earning
while you are training for you PhD from your lifetime earning, you
certainly end up on average earning less from having one. Some of our
industries strongly value a PhD, including our strongest industries,
our pharmaceuticals. In others, there is still a lot of education to be
done, clearly in the engineering industry. Gradually, I think, we are
moving to a system where our industry is expecting people with a
higher level of research training.

Do THWELWWREE S OTER, HRO TRIRGL T 5K LB VEIN,
72 EIIPhDIC L o THEEGED LD H E AN TR 12O — N TR0V
ERWET, ~ADOBSENOPhDEZRET O DHEICHRT 2o lod
ZlEETE PhDOHDIALBRWATLL, ROADT BRI 5 L5 DR
TTERYET, 2 BRI - TiE, "EERRPhDZ RV Z T AN T
HEVWIRBERLTBDVETN, ELEELERCHTIHENLETT, =
=TV T O TOERETTR, LT OEERN. L0 EWFEAL, b
DML == T 2% T NERDD X RIER, ReIZHEE->TWND EAE
WE T,

[Rii=E]
oOEEDT, AT TL X 9 D,
FREH., £2%,

[ERXZEE]

Short questions on page nine, you mentioned the impact of
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evaluation the Finnish case, and you mentioned it in relation it is this
enlarging programs on social based innovation. What is social based
innovation? What is social based innovation? Is not technologically
based innovation?

IR—=V FliEZ L7eHEDA N7 MR T 4T RICBHLTHRRENT
WET, BER—ZADA /) RXR—=T g THEFEFTX—ZADL ) X—=2 gL
EIDTLEID, E9VIHIHEDDTL X 9,

[Va—va2—K]

It's not necessarily technology based, but in this case the problem
we 1dentified for Finland was linking in a innovation system to social
problems. If I can give an example, one of the major problems that
Finland has is depopulation of rural areas. The population is moving
very quickly into the Helsinki region, and they wish to keep the rest,
to maintain the population in the rest of the country. It links to the
aging soclety, as mainly old people stays in the rural regions, and the
cost of delivering health services becomes more and more expensive.
What they are now trying to do is, turn research and innovation
towards this problem. And that includes, for example, strong programs
in developing health telematics, so that you can delivery health
services more cheaply and efficiently to a rural region—that’'s a
socially based innovation.

P LHEIRR—=ZATEHY T, BRI AH T4 T NIZE
IVNIMER D 2N EVZIE, A/ RX—=va VICHT DV RT AL HMEE
DOV 7 PRHFICTETNRNENI ZETLE, EH0IEHERLE N
FTE T4 T RELTOMETT, MG TAADRB o TWET, 7R
DEEICAOBRALY Y FIZERF LOooH Y £, HE L TIEAD DA EHER
Licwnwekns ZeT, Flfb e bIENEA TWET, Sl AN Hn3HHIC
HToTnLDT, HHEREO AR MR LR S2OHY £7, LI THIRL A/
N—= g VZE o THEMBEIRELE S L LT LD T, flaidmhi”
n7 7 Lo TETFZHOLI RV AT LAEFEH LT, HAFIZBWTH, X
DZAN T, RITERERR ST TCOY—ERZHHES L) 2 & TT,

[EXZEE]

That is including educational programs to the elder people?

HBETw 77 LT, @mBEMTOAEEBAERELDPD>TLH5DTL XD
VR
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[ “/ =] ‘—“f/ e ‘—“EE]
Yes, 1t would include that as well.

T, b —fERY £,

[ERZA]
They have to become accustomed to the high-tech things.
ZHOTHE, BE L NAT ZIZHIgE RN E W TRV T T,

[Va—va—K]
Yes, certainly.

TV, b BHEAATT,

[ERZA]

And another related question is, do you have a similar innovation
program in the UK?

BE LT, AMLELI27A / R=var7al I LAFEETLHDLDTT D,

[Va—Ya—K]

We don't. I mean, no, there is work on, you mean on socially based
innovation more generally. We do have some work on health telematics,
but of population structure is very different from Finland. I think we
need, it 1s a growing trend. So it's a growing trend in Europe generally,
the idea that you should propose innovation, rather than technology,
which means that you should support the combination of technology
with services, rather than technology alone.

H LRSS ZN—RZ LRy 2 ThiE, RESETOE
FHP—ERLENHI ZLEHLIOTETR, NABER T 4T FeA XY AT
72 EVWET, HimeE L TFa—agy "2 TRLEIIICARLNATHNEL
T, HIFTHERLA /) R_XR=2a U BRRETHDLEVW) Z LT, BT 7 A0 —
EADMABBEDLERUETHLE, 77 /Y —EFTEA+ZLEVWIEZS
MR IRV 5O H Y 77,

[N A]

I think each country has a unique history and social background.
Now the transition to the so-called globalization and with the mobility
of our people across national borders, this is creating problems. Now
Finland obviously has a very unique also history, having been

independent for maybe 200 years. But I think; now recent years,
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Finland is very well known as the most transparent country in the
world, very democratic and transparent. So the people and society
have a high level of trust in the government, and also equality
between the sexes has been very well promoted. And if we look at this
panel here around this room, in Finland you'd expect maybe 50-60%
would be women, isn't it? And Nokia has been very strong. But the UK
has a different history again. Very small government in common law
has, I think, promoted excellence in science with very well known
institutions of higher education. Now, what do you see Japan's issue
from the viewpoint of the UK, your experience in UK and Finland?
SEOBER b ERbEVET, 22, Zue—2brEA T, ADOB
HMAEEZEZ TEZ2Z2 LRV ELT, MEBHTETBY 3, WL
747 RIZBEELTHMBEDORELRZH D E LT, K20 0FERIMNL
ZEELTHALTERLDOTT R, RO TIEHATIHERICEAO G VR EFER
EHELTMmboNDLICVDELL, TTFrb, 7407 FBFIZHT 5 E
RoBHEIT&E, £ L TLEOBRESHEREHINTEY T, 2o %Lz
RIEILTHDE, T4 0T RTholel LIERBIE, 50 %L ERLMETH
HDOENTWETLE Y, /X7 HIFEFICHEE, T, A FV XTEVET, =
FELE—TC/HhIRENT, AT AZBT L2278 L 2R EEINTED
FLTC, BSABEHRBELERESLVLORHV ET, TIHI VoA FYRLT
A7 FORBRICIBS LAEDLE T, 4. BAROREIIMIZ L BSE X TN,

[Va—Ya—K]

It's a very big question. Well, maybe I'll stick only to evaluations,
since that’s the purpose of our meeting today. And I'm not qualified to
comment on society as a whole. I mentioned this already yesterday,
I've been visiting Japan almost every year since 1982, so I've had some
chance on short visits at least, to see some of the changes going on
here. And maybe even 10 years ago, I would have said that evaluation
in the way we are talking about it today could not very easily be
implemented in Japan, because you did not have the right kind of
critical culture. Now, what I mean by this, I think you had a critical
culture within organizations, within a department, within a company
or something, people would be very critical of each other, and try to
make quality improvements and so on. There was a strong inhibition
to make public criticisms, and criticize between organizations. And if
you do not have that, you cannot have evaluation. Because evaluation

has to be open, people have to be able to see it, to take criticism, and
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to learn from it. Now, I think that has really changed, especially in
the last 5 years. I now see much more debate and self-criticism in this
country. And because that cultural condition has changed I think it is
much more likely that you can institute evaluation. Even so, in, well,
all policy transfer between countries is difficult, it often fails because
the policy is not sufficiently adapted to local conditions. Somebody
picks it up and tries to put somebody else's system in, without
understanding why that system is there. And I think, that's also true
for evaluation. In any country it must be designed to be compatible
with the, well, we are talking about public policy with the government
and agency system of that country.

HEHICRKREREMTY, ROZDOI =T 4 7O HMITFEICH Y £ LT,
HEBERIZONWT I AN T2EKROGD D FHAD, ZHIEERHRL RIFEL
A RAE 1T 98 2FENL HARICITITFIC IENIR TR £4, TTNL, fi
EITEH B LAEEAN, HRATEZE TWDLIEICOWVWTAHLITR S Z &M
TETEVET, B 1TO0FEFMTLEL, AN ZTHEm L TVDOETO
M HEICA AR TIEEMTERNWTHAILHLTWWETHYELE I, &
BRbE, ORI HERITIE R Do EBNET, £ 0ot
AL o T L W E T, MHBERNICBEE LTI AT 5 L0 UkiEH
STeDEEEVET, BEN, HOVITHENTEBAWIZHHZ L THE DK
BEREDETDHEIRBINIL TV R, A0 TIHET L, LHTF 2 L0
I LM ABEA TR LS ZEiIT LWk o E W ES,
TN EFHMIETE RV, FHliX, A= o T Z=Z T ANT, 22
MHFELEI LWV BRBRRITERLRVDOTT, LIAN, TIL5HET
AYIZEDL->TEELE, BEAICBEE LTI, BOHHRT 4 X— F 2 2
TETBVET, TOXMRIEREDL > TEE LD T, AREMEE LTI,
ARICEBEE L TCHRMIZHIE/TE DR BERmE> T BENnET,

7272, ENGEABRZBIET 201300 AmTHL ST, LI LIXRK
LEd, TORRIE, B ORBICIEIET 52 TBRZEA LRV, BOED
BRE+2ICHEL2NTEDOEEANL > ET DN 2B 7, §F
MIZBELTHRLLILENRERELT, EOETH-TH, ZOEDKRIICHIL
T TCEFFLE L THEALRLS TERLRY, BUFOHIESLEITOSIEIZE D
R THERLRNVENI ZENRFXEL X I,

[Rih&&]
wHEE, £5%,

(&% ZA]
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In the UK you have many levels of high range evaluation systems,
and you mentioned they are not done systematically. I’'m afraid they
spend their time for responding to the evaluation not to have the time
to do research?
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So you mean the cost issue? Cost evaluation, it's a good point, that
we are in some areas, we could be sensibly suffering from evaluation
fatigue, too much. This 1is particularly true at the European
Commission programs, where in my identity as a researcher I get
research grants from the European Commission. And in the life of a
research grants, and afterwards, you could expect to have maybe 5
different studies going on, where you expected to fill in a
questionnaire about the impact of that work. And this 1i1s very
important to systematize the collection of innovations, so the
collection of information, so that researchers only have to give back
data once, and then i1t i1s used for all subsequent evaluation studies.
And the best evaluation system collect that basic data automatically,
and leave the evaluation panels to concentrate on higher level issues.
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OK. Doctor George, thank you very much for your presentation.
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