
Summary of ANICT 2011 Symposium 
 
On September 10th 2011, at Fundação Engenheiro António de Almeida, in Porto, the 
Second National Symposium of ANICT – ANICT 2011 – took place. The meeting 
was devoted to two interlinked topics – International Research Careers (morning) and 
Researcher Evaluation (tarde) – and had an attendance of about 110 researchers from 
all over the country. Apart from the invited speakers, the rectories of the Universities 
of Porto, Aveiro, Minho, Coimbra and Trás-os-Montes e Alto Douro, the Faculties of 
Engineering and Pharmacy of the University of Porto, ABIC, SNESUP, FENPROF 
and some political parties were officially represented. 
 
The morning session began with the intervention of Teresa Lago, member of the 
European Research Council (ERC), who presented the research grants that are 
annually awarded by the ERC, namely the Starting Grants and Advanced Grants. The 
evaluation of these grant applications takes into account mainly the quality of the 
researcher and the originality of the idea. The host institution is not a main factor in 
this evaluation. The objective of the ERC is to fund the best researchers, providing 
them with conditions to carry out excellent research. In the case of the Starting Grants, 
it is also meant to create conditions for young researchers to make a transition to 
independent research. Unfortunately, Portugal has been performing rather poorly in 
ERC grant applications, particularly in the 2010 Starting Grants, where no successful 
applications were based in Portugal. During the debate, it was suggested that the 
reduced mobility of Portuguese researchers and the inbreeding that is present in many 
Portuguese research institutions may be contributing to this poor performance. 
 
Gerald Pier offered a general perspective of the integration of a new researcher in a 
top-level research group, emphasizing the need to establish clear career goals on the 
part of the researchers, and to perform a careful analysis of all the costs inherent to 
that integration. The researcher should thus contact the host group in advance and 
attempt to design a work plan that may be productive for both parties. In this context, 
it is important to think about mobility as part of career development, rather than 
merely as an isolated experience. It would also be important to assess the precise 
impact of mobility in the quality of the research outputs. In terms of funding, the 
possibility of a researcher being self-financed, through the attraction of research 
projects and fellowships, was discussed. Even though this situation may be somewhat 
unstable, the instability should not be too severe provided the sources of funding are 
sufficiently diverse and the recruitment market is competitive. 
 
David Sweeney’s presentation focused mainly on research evaluation as implemented 
in the UK. An overview of the research funding schemes available in that country was 
also presented. The Higher Education Funding Council evaluates research units, and 
the researchers are not individually evaluated. Each unit should report a small number 
of highly successful cases (e.g., research that led to high quality publications, patents, 
commercial applications, etc.). The quality of the work, rather than the quantity, is 
valued most (i.e., it is preferable to publish few papers, but with high impact). The 
actual impact of the research in meeting society’s need is particularly appreciated, 
thus promoting the accountability of researchers toward the taxpayers, who are 
ultimately the main funding agents for research. This concept of accountability was 
widely debated, with the conclusion that it should be increasingly considered as part 
of a researcher’s mission. As for the evaluation process, it is carried out essentially by 



peer-review, given that the aim is to assess the quality of a small number of cases 
rather than to obtain global metrics that, in the speaker’s opinion, are often deceptive. 
Indeed, David Sweeney expressed strong objections to evaluation models based 
mostly on bibliometric indicators. 
 
Octavi Quintana Trias presented the point of view of the European Comission (EC) 
on Research Careers, emphasizing the need to significantly increase the number of 
active researchers (by about 1 million), as well as to renew the human resources 
involved in research. In fact, it is expected that a large number of researchers will 
retire during the next 10 years. The goal of the EC is to significantly advance, or even 
conclude, the creation of the European Research Area by 2014. However, this 
requires substantial efforts on the part of all member states to consolidate legislation, 
practices and procedures. In particular, the difficulty in unifying pension contributions 
from the same researcher in different member states was mentioned. When questioned 
about the lack of openness that is many times still observed in Portugal, leading to 
recruitment processes that are not transparent, Octavi Quintana clearly stated that this 
type of practice should not occur, and that processes should be as open as possible. In 
this context, the possibility of requiring that all future recruitment processes adhere to 
the European Code of Conduct for the Recruitment of Researchers was discussed. 
 
After a short debate with the audience, an official ceremony to mark the endorsement 
by ANICT of the European Charter for Researchers and Code of Conduct for the 
Recruitment of Researchers took place. The document was signed by Miguel Jorge on 
behalf of ANICT and by Octavi Quintana Trias on behalf of the EC. Miguel Jorge 
challenged all other Portuguese research institutions, particularly those who are 
responsible for the recruitment of research staff, to also subscribe to the document. 
 
The afternoon session was centred on the subject of research evaluation, and began 
with the intervention of Tiago Santos Pereira. The researcher presented an in-depth 
perspective of the different concepts that are relevant for this issue, focusing on the 
different evaluation methods (e.g., bibliometrics, peer-review) and their advantages 
and disadvantages. It was suggested that a correct and efficient evaluation should 
consider an equilibrium between several approaches. The evaluation should be 
intimately linked to the structure of the system, but the particular model may change 
depending on the objectives of the evaluator: governments should be mainly 
concerned with accountability, funding agents with excellence and research units with 
strategic planning. 
 
José Ferreira Gomes then summarized the national scenario regarding evaluation, 
describing current procedures for individual evaluation (e.g., recruitment processes, 
performance evaluation of the teaching career), evaluation of research projects and 
grants, and evaluation of research units. Several problems were highlighted, including 
the lack of transparent criteria for the constitution of peer-review panels, and the 
difficulty in assessing the quality of the research. The need to establish uniform 
criteria and to consider the different moments of evaluation in an integrated fashion, 
in the context of career development, were emphasized. 
 
Jorge Gonçalves contextualized research funding in the current economic situation, 
mentioning the increasing difficulties to integrate all of the highly qualified human 
resources within the careers of the public system. In the speaker’s opinion, 



universities are facing grave problems that prevent them from pursuing an adequate 
management of human resources. Therefore, researchers should try to create their 
own jobs by becoming entrepreneurs. The University of Porto, as well as other 
Portuguese universities, are increasingly offering support for setting up technology-
based enterprises. As well as creating new jobs, this alternative career path can also 
contribute to the transfer of technology from the academic environment to society, 
which is a highly desirable outcome. 
 
After the coffee break, Miguel Jorge presented the main conclusions of ANICT’s 
reflections on the issue of researcher evaluation. The presentation focused on a 
number of generic principles that should guide the evaluation process, many of which 
are already stated in European Charter for Researchers and Code of Conduct for the 
Recruitment of Researchers, namely: i) Transparency – The evaluation should be as 
transparent as possible, with evaluation criteria being publicized before the start of the 
evaluation period. ii) Accountability – The evaluation should promote the researcher’s 
accountability both toward the host institution and toward society, and it should in 
fact be used as a tool for this purpose. As such, any individual evaluation should have 
consequences, either positive or negative, in career progression. However, the 
evaluation period should be long enough to enable for the development of high-
quality research that does not produce immediate results. iii) Excellence – The quality 
of the research, and not only the quantity, should be assessed. For this purpose, the 
evaluation model should consider a combination of bibliometric indicators with peer-
review, attempting to avoid conflicts of interest while allowing for a holistic and 
contextualized view of the research outcomes. iv) Diversity – The evaluation should 
consider the entire spectrum of activities of a researcher, focusing mainly on the 
actual research but also taking into account teaching, management and knowledge 
transfer activities. The relative importance of each type of activity may change 
according to the professional category of the researcher and the mission of the host 
institution, and should guarantee some degree of flexibility within the career 
development of the researcher. v) Mobility – The academic record of a researcher 
should be analyzed globally, and mobility should be seen as a positive factor. vi) 
Independence – The ability of the researcher to carry out independent scientific 
research should be valued. Collaborations should be promoted, and their diversity 
should also be taken into account in the evaluation. Finally, it is important to 
emphasize the urgency of this proposal for the country, namely to enhance the 
contribution of science to innovation at the national level and to allow Portugal to 
attract and retain the best researchers, reversing the current tendency of the so-called 
“brain drain”, which is already significant. 
 
In the lively debate that followed, several issues were raised, including the evaluation 
process, the role of evaluation in academic career development, the future of the 
research career in Portugal, teaching activities by researchers, research funding, ethics 
in research, etc. In the closing session, the Secretary of State for Science, Maria 
Leonor Parreira, mentioned the need to promote scientific excellence, which is many 
times fragile. In the current financial context, this will imply the concentration of 
resources in the areas where Portugal can be most competitive at an international level. 
The pressing need to create conditions to attract and retain top-level researchers in 
Portugal was emphasized by both the Secretary of State and the President of ANICT. 
In the opinion of ANICT, this requires the effective implementation of a culture of 
merit, promoting accountability but offering long-term career perspectives. 


