Policy Brief

Recommendations from the Research Council of Norway’s International Advisory Board /

Interdisciplinary research is an essential ingredient in the quest to solve grand societal
challenges and facilitate research breakthroughs, but there are numerous barriers

to conducting such research. The Research Council of Norway’s International Advisory
Board recommends that these must be overcome through targeted measures in three
key areas: Assessment and funding; education and careers; and leadership and cultures.
Ultimately, there should be a level playing field for outstanding research, be it

disciplinary or interdisciplinary.

Interdisciplinary research! is gaining traction and
importance as research and innovation investments

are increasingly geared on the one hand to solving grand
societal challenges and on the other hand to nurture
excellent research. Interdisciplinary research is essential
to achieving both aims.

The most pressing challenges facing society do not
present themselves to academics in categories established
within traditional disciplines. Helping solve such
grand societal challenges through science often requires
collaboration, methods, and approaches that cross
boundaries between different disciplines and advance
new research methods.

Extensive research shows that interdisciplinarity
is also an important element in the quest for research
breakthroughs?3; these occur more often among
researchers who work within several different fields
of research and who internalize significant scientific
diversity*. For example, half of the recipients in the
European Research Council's first call for Starting
Grants had made a significant change of research fields
two or more times in their careers®.

Qualitative and quantitative evidence also exists
on the positive relationship between interdisciplinary
research and societal impact. For example, over 80 per
cent of the 6,679 impact case studies submitted to the
2014 UK Research Excellence Framework (REF) included
research that was multidisciplinary®.

There are consequently good reasons to actively
encourage and nurture interdisciplinary research.
However, several obstacles need to be overcome if
such research is to be more widely implemented.
These obstacles reflect the structures of the academic
research system, including its institutions, funding,
review and reward structures. A recent case study
review of Norwegian interdisciplinary research’ finds
that key stakeholders estimate that the most important
challenges to conducting interdisciplinary research

in Norway are:

the disciplinary nature of many Norwegian
educational degree programmes, which results
in a lack of interdisciplinary skills development

the disciplinary organisation of universities (e.g. faculties)
and related administrative and financial systems

disciplinary differences in conceptual understanding,
norms and methodological requirements

difficulty of publishing interdisciplinary research

in top-rated journals. Linked to this, the National
Science Index is perceived to systematically favour
publications in disciplinary journals and as publishing
is linked to funding, providing economic disincentives
to interdisciplinary publishing.



Policy Brief

While it is key to differentiate fact from stakeholders’
perception, the perception of a barrier can have similar
effects as a real barrier and demands attention.

The barriers identified in the case study are not specific
to the Norwegian context, but stem from the nature of
interdisciplinary research activity itself. The case-study
findings are thus largely echoed in the literature, which
highlight that the disciplinary nature of research insti-
tutions hinder interdisciplinarity®, and that the current
education system remains geared towards specialisation
in a single discipline and consequently reinforces disci-
plinary institutions®. Furthermore, disciplinary norms,
jargon, concepts and methodological conventions can
obstruct knowledge exchange between disciplines,
making it difficult to develop a common language *°.

A common language in turn is key for researchers to
engage in scientific knowledge creation across disciplinary
boundaries. Overall, research that crosses disciplinary
boundaries demands additional effort and resources
from researchers!!. There is also evidence that peer
review may disfavour interdisciplinary research'? and
that consequently publishing and obtaining funding

for interdisciplinary research can be a problem.

Evaluating and funding interdisciplinary research
is challenging due to the need to evaluate multiple
disciplinary contributions and the extra dimensions
of team-building, team-working and management
that interdisciplinary research calls upon. Research
suggests that peer review may disfavour interdisciplinary
research 151 and that increased interdisciplinarity
in research proposals leads to lower success rates®.
To ensure that interdisciplinary research funding
and review take proper account of this challenge,
adaptations are necessary in three key areas: The
design of the call process; the selection of reviewers;
and the design of the review process.
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The design of the call process

RCN should aim to co-create interdisciplinary research
funding priorities in close cooperation with relevant
stakeholders. Getting different disciplines and users

to work together from the start will help ensure that
research questions are framed in such a way that input
from a range of knowledge areas and methodological
approaches are required®®. Methods for developing
interdisciplinary research calls include scoping studies,
workshops, sandpits/"idélabs", etc.

When designing interdisciplinary research calls, the
design needs to factor in that interdisciplinary research
often requires more time and resources than monodisci-
plinary research due to the need to build relationships,
coordinate among specialists, and allow co-learning
and integration across disciplines. A level of flexibility to
accommodate that projects may evolve is also necessary.
Potential strategies to meet the need for additional
resources include offering small planning grants for new
interdisciplinary research projects and spreading a grant
over a longer period to allow time for the team and work
to develop?®.

The selection of reviewers

The composition of review panels is critical in the
assessment of interdisciplinary research. Research
suggests that reviewers favour proposals in their own
fields that align with their ways of thinking - so called
cognitive particularism?>*-?2, Meeting this challenge by
merely drawing reviewers from a wide range of disciplines
carries the risk that panels will resort to judging the
quality of each disciplinary element, effectively filtering
out interdisciplinary research proposals on single-
disciplinary grounds rather than recognising the quality
of the whole®. There is a clear need to also employ
reviewers with expertise in identifying good interdisci-
plinary research, preferably with a track record in carrying
out effective interdisciplinary research themselves.

The design of the review process

Research funders need to support reviewers in carrying
out good practice interdisciplinary research review.
Evidence suggests reviewer training can have a significant
effect on reviewer behaviour?. Information should be
made available to reviewers prior to the individual review
of applications (written briefing material, webinar,
training video, etc.), and additional time should be

set aside at the start of panel meetings to develop

a common understanding of the challenges associated
with interdisciplinary research and the criteria by which
interdisciplinary research proposals should be judged.
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To help ensure reviewers evaluate the whole and not just
disciplinary parts of interdisciplinary research proposals,
review questions should be developed to aid the exam-
ination of the quality of the whole. Several suggested
frameworks for interdisciplinary research assessment
exist that can be taken as a point of departure for
developing an appropriate set of review questions 25227,

The use of quantitative criteria in the review process
such as citation counts and Journal Impact Factors
should not be used, as interdisciplinary research may

be less likely to appear in high-ranking journals and
takes longer to have an impact . This commitment
should be made explicit through signing and adhering
to the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment
(DORA)* which advocates abandoning the use of journal
impact factors for evaluating research.

IAB recommends that RCN should consider:

Further developing monitoring of its peer review
processes for awarding research funding with

a view to allay concerns regarding bias against
interdisciplinary proposals

Further developing approaches to co-create

its interdisciplinary research funding priorities
in close cooperation with stakeholders from
relevant disciplines and user communities,
factoring in that interdisciplinary research

may take more time and require more resources
than monodisciplinary research

Building on its current approach for recruiting
review panels, ensuring that interdisciplinary
research assessment panels are populated with

a diversity of expertise including interdisciplinary
practice

Providing coaching to reviewers in good inter-
disciplinary research assessment practice and
embed good practice in the review process

University education and career structures do not favour
interdisciplinary research. Institutions need to take
active steps to counteract this, focusing on three key
areas: Flexible education programs; appropriate career
incentives; and support for external engagement.
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Education programs

The discipline-based system of education should be
adapted to align better with the needs and the dynamic
state of knowledge outside the academic world. It should
enable more problem- or theme based learning that
necessitates the critical integration of multiple bodies of
knowledge. An improved framework for interdisciplinary
education would also be conducive to the needs of the
academic world. Research suggests scientists educated in
the American liberal arts tradition - a general degree that
covers a broad array of academic topics - are dispropor-
tionately successful in research careers *3!. Typically,
highly creative researchers have a rather broad research
profile. They tend to cooperate in larger networks,
connect peers that normally do not cooperate and
publish in a large variety of journals 2%,

In the long term there is a need to explore the need for
and potential benefits associated with a rather fundamental
restructuring of the approaches to higher education. In
the short term there is a need to assess how the current
system can be tweaked in a more interdisciplinary direc-
tion. For example, improved mentoring and increased
possibilities for "cross-listing" of courses (in which the
same course gives credit in several different departments
or study programmes) for students wishing to undertake
an interdisciplinary education could be explored.

Also, using practitioners more systematically in student
teaching could be investigated, for example by introducing
the position of "professor of practice" in the Norwegian
higher education system.

Career incentives

As peer review may disfavour interdisciplinary research,
institutions that place more value on journal articles and
impact factors than other types of outputs and impacts,
risk hampering career progression for interdisciplinary
researchers ¥, Moreover, a strong focus on evidence

of ‘leadership’ and ‘independence’ in career progression
decisions may disfavour interdisciplinary researchers,

as this may be hard to prove in collaborative modes of
working *. Interdisciplinary research can also take longer
to bear results owing to the necessity of coordinating

a team, educating oneself in another discipline and keeping
abreast of developments in more than one field ¥.
Furthermore, researchers may have to compromise their
domain-specific standards of excellence to meet cross-
domain requirements *. Interdisciplinary research may
also expose researchers to career and professional risks
because of leaving known disciplinary communities and
established research trajectories *#%*!. These can be major
disincentives for researchers trying to build careers.
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To ensure a level playing field for interdisciplinary and
monodisciplinary researchers, recruitment, promotion
and funding criteria should make explicit mention

of interdisciplinary research value and clarify the
mechanisms through which it is evaluated. The use

of journal impact factors should be avoided, and
institutions should sign and adhere to the San Francisco
Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA)* which
advocates abandoning the use of journal impact factors
for recruitment/promotion purposes.

Although disincentives apply throughout academic
careers, established academics in permanent posts
arguably face fewer disincentives to carry out interdis-
ciplinary research than more junior ones. This means
that, despite the intuition that universities and research
agencies should develop interdisciplinary research
incentives directed towards younger researchers, the
payoff from building incentives for older researchers
should not be overlooked*.

Training in interdisciplinary research practice and
methodology should be available at all career levels,
including active support in setting up interdisciplinary
research projects and teams and in project management.
Mentoring in career planning from senior academics
with experience in interdisciplinary research should

be available to early career researchers.

External engagement

In seeking to develop an appropriate framework for
building interdisciplinary research careers, support
should be given for engagement with research users and
external partners. In many cases, this is central to the
successful development of a career in interdisciplinary
research*, and studies have shown that the extent of
university interdisciplinary research is strongly correlated
with the intensity of university-industry connections*.
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IAB recommends that RCN should consider:

Reviewing its funding schemes in order
to establish if these provide appropriate
incentives for interdisciplinary research
careers - both at early and later career stages

Research and higher education institutions
should consider:

Assessing how more flexibility and
interdisciplinarity can be introduced
in education programmes

Reviewing career incentives and take
appropriate measures to ensure they do
not discriminate interdisciplinary research

Providing career planning schemes for
interdisciplinary research, including support
for engagement with research users and
external partners

Providing opportunities for training in
best practice interdisciplinary research

The government should consider:

Appointing a committee tasked with assessing
how the higher education system more
effectively can cultivate the interdisciplinary
skill sets and approaches needed in a modern
knowledge society
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Disciplinary norms and expectations, as well as
discipline-oriented structures such as university
departments, can act as barriers against engagement
between disciplines. Institutions need to take active
steps to counteract this, focusing on three key areas:
clearly articulated commitment to interdisciplinary
research; targeted support for interdisciplinary
research; and a supportive research environment.

Articulated commitment to interdisciplinary
research

Active institutional leadership, which clearly convey
support for interdisciplinary research, is an important
counterweight to the very real constraints that structural
disciplinarity imposes, allowing researchers to explore
interdisciplinary research projects with confidence that
this work will be valued appropriately.

Involvement of key staff as ‘champions of interdis-
ciplinarity’ can help to increase the visibility of the
institution’s interdisciplinary research internally

as well as externally and to embed it in institutional
structures and culture. The University of Bergen's
establishment of the position of Vice Rector

of interdisciplinary affairs and large projects

is a good example in this respect.

Targeted support for interdisciplinary research
Specific interdisciplinary research support measures

and targeted efforts aimed at reducing disciplinary-based
barriers have an important role to play in nurturing
interdisciplinary research.

Initiatives such as cross-faculty themes, centres and
clusters help to overcome disciplinary boundaries

and create an increased awareness of the potential for
building collaborations, which in turn might encourage
bottom-up initiatives from the faculty. A good example
in this respect are the Arctic University of Norway's
annual calls for interdisciplinary research proposals
within its five research priority themes, which require
collaboration between at least three faculties.

Awarding seed funding for interdisciplinary research
projects is also a valuable way to legitimise and support
interdisciplinary research activity. This has proved
effective in English HEIs and could be considered

as a supplement to the internal funding awarded for
interdisciplinary research in Norwegian HEIs, which
is usually more substantial and over a longer term
(years rather than months).
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In addition, creating opportunities for people with
different disciplinary backgrounds and expertise to
interact and exchange ideas, both formally through
seminars, conferences and workshops or informally
through lunch meetings and coffee mornings

can be instrumental in growing and embedding
interdisciplinary research.

Moreover, building down administrative barriers to
interdisciplinary research is key. It can be challenging
to reconcile the disciplinary-based structures for
organising research and teaching activities and associated
resources, and the cross-cutting structures needed to
support interdisciplinary research and provide interdis-
ciplinary teaching. Institutions need to establish strategies
that will enable greater flexibility for collaboration
between different faculties, including specific strategies
for managing income across disciplinary and interdis-
ciplinary structures and units.
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A supportive research environment

Contrasting interpretations of evidence and rigour

as well as different methodological requirements can
create friction and misunderstanding within interdis-
ciplinary research teams. Successful interdisciplinary
research teams are characterised by equality, mutual
acceptance, trust and openness among the team
members**#_ It is also important to recruit the right
mix of disciplines, expertise and personalities to the
team and to create structures for communication, team
working and evaluation, ensuring that interdependen-
cies among knowledge areas are appropriately handled
and that team structures are adapted as needed .
Moreover, strong project leaders with a clear vision
and good interpersonal and team building skills are
essential for the success of interdisciplinary projects *2%.

Universities should offer researchers leadership
training, providing guidance in how to lead an
interdisciplinary team. They should also find ways
for experienced and established interdisciplinary
researchers to mentor and guide interdisciplinary
projects, as well as playing a role in strategic advice at
university level in promoting a research environment
supportive of interdisciplinary research.
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IAB recommends that

Research and higher education institutions
should consider:

Clearly articulating commitment to
interdisciplinary research and introducing
concrete support measures.

Evaluating their ongoing interdisciplinary
research activity and support structures
and on this basis, develop evidence-based
institutional strategies for interdisciplinary
support.

The government should consider:

Using the institutional performance
agreements® currently being tested in some
universities to incentivise enhanced interdis-
ciplinary support, based on clear institutional
strategies for interdisciplinary research.
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1. Assessment and funding
RCN should consider:

Further developing monitoring of its peer review
processes for awarding research funding with

a view to allay concerns regarding bias against
interdisciplinary proposals

Further developing approaches to co-create its
interdisciplinary research funding priorities in
close cooperation with stakeholders from relevant
disciplines and user communities, factoring

in that interdisciplinary research may take

more time and require more resources than
monodisciplinary research

Building on its current approach for recruiting
review panels, ensuring that interdisciplinary
research assessment panels are populated with

a diversity of expertise including interdisciplinary
practice

Providing coaching to reviewers in good inter-
disciplinary research assessment practice and
embed good practice in the review process

2. Education and careers
RCN should consider:

Reviewing its funding schemes in order to
establish if these provide appropriate incentives
for interdisciplinary research careers - both at
early and later career stages

Research and higher education institutions
should consider:

Assessing how more flexibility and interdis-
ciplinarity can be introduced in education
programmes

Reviewing career incentives and take appropriate
measures to ensure they do not discriminate
interdisciplinary research
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Providing career planning schemes for
interdisciplinary research, including support
for engagement with research users and
external partners

Providing opportunities for training in best
practice interdisciplinary research

The government should consider:

Appointing a committee tasked with assessing
how the higher education system more effectively
can cultivate the interdisciplinary skill sets and
approaches needed in a modern knowledge
society

3. Leadership and cultures

Research and higher education institutions
should consider:

Clearly articulating commitment to interdis-
ciplinary research and introducing concrete
support measures

Evaluating their ongoing interdisciplinary research
activity and support structures and on this basis,
develop evidence-based institutional strategies
for interdisciplinary support

The government should consider:

Using the institutional performance agreements
currently being tested in some universities to
incentivise enhanced interdisciplinary support,
based on clear institutional strategies for interdis-
ciplinary research



Policy Brief

1) Multiple variants of the concept of interdis-
ciplinarity exist (intra-, multi-, pluri, trans-,
crossdisciplinary), but the distinction between
multidisciplinarity, a conglomeration of disciplinary
components, and interdisciplinarity, a more
synthetic attempt of mutual interaction, has been
the most influential. While “interdisciplinarity”
has this specific meaning, it also remains the
generic concept which includes all activities that
combine, integrate or transcend parts of two or
more disciplines (Huutoniemi, K., Thompson,

J., Klein, T., Bruun, H., Hukkinen, J. (2010): Analyzing
interdisciplinarity: Typology and indicators).

In this text, interdisciplinarity is used in this

latter sense.

2) HeinzeT. et al. (2009): Organizational and
institutional influences on creativity in scientific
research.

3) Oquist, G. & Benner, M. (2014). Room for
increased ambitions? Governing breakthrough
research in Norway 1990 - 2013.

4) Hollingsworth (2007): High Cognitive Complexity
and the Making of Major Scientific Discoveries,
in Sales, A., Fournier M (ed.): Knowledge,
Communication, and Creativity, Sage
Publications, s 129-155.

5) Thomas, D. og Nedeva, M. (2012): Characterizing
researchers to study research funding agency
impacts: The case of the European Research
Council's Starting Grants. Research Evaluation
21:257-269.

6) King’s College London & Digital Science (2015):
The nature, scale and beneficiaries of research
impact: An initial analysis of Research Excellence
Framework (REF) 2014 impact case studies.

7) Technopolis (2018): Case Study Review
of Interdisciplinary Research in Norway.

8) Broto, V.C., Gislason, M. and Ehlers, M.H.
(2009): Practising interdisciplinarity in the
interplay between disciplines: experiences
of established researchers. Environmental
Science and Policy, 12(7), 922-933.

9) Heberlein, T.A. (1988): Improving
interdisciplinary research: integrating the
social and natural sciences. Society & natural
resources, 1(1), 5-16.

10) Burggren,W., Chapman, K., Keller, B., Monticino,
M. and Torday, J. (2010): Biological sciences.
In: Frodeman, R., Klein, J.T. and Mitcham, C.
ed. The Oxford Handbook of Interdisciplinarity.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.119-132.

11) Menahem,B., von Krogh, G., Erden, Z.,
and Schneider, A. (2016): Coordinating
Knowledge Creation in Multidisciplinary
Teams: Evidence from Early-Stage Drug
Discovery. Academy of Management 59 (4).

12) Bruce, A., Lyall, C., Tait, J. and Williams, R.
(2004): Interdisciplinary integration in Europe:
the case of the Fifth Framework programme.
Futures, 36(4), 457-470.

13) Technopolis (2018): Case Study Review
of Interdisciplinary Research in Norway.

14) Lamont, M., Mallard, G. og Guetzkow, J. (2006):
Beyond blind faith: Overcoming the
obstacles to interdisciplinary evaluation.
Research evaluation 15: 1-13.

15) Langfeldt, L. (2006): The policy challenges
of peer review: managing bias, conflict of interest
and interdisciplinary assessments. Research
Evaluation 15, 31-41.

16) Travis, G.D.L og Collins, H.M. (1991): New
light on old boys: Cognitive and institutional
particularism in the peer review system. Science,
technology & human values, 16: 322-341.

17) Bromham L, Dinnage R, Hua X. (2016): Interdis-
ciplinary research has consistently lower funding
success. Nature, 534(7609): 684-687.

18) The British academy (2016): Crossing paths:
Interdisciplinary institutions, careers, education
and applications.

19) Technopolis, the Science Policy Research Unit
(SPRU), University of Sussex (2016). Landscape
review of interdisciplinary research in the UK.
Report to HEFCE and RCUK.

20) Travis G.D.L., Collins H.M. (1991): New light on
old boys: cognitive and institutional Particularism
in the peer review system. Sci Technol Hum Val.
16:322-341.

21) Fang F.C., Casadevall A. (2009): NIH peer review
reform-change we need, or lipstick on a pig?
Infect Immun. 77(3): 929-932.

22) Porter, A.L., Rossini, F.A. (1985): Peer Review of
Interdisciplinary Research Proposals. Sci Technol
Human Values. 10(3): 33-38.

23) Bruun, H., Hukkinen, H., Huutoniemi, K., Klein,
J.T, (2005): Promoting Interdisciplinary Research:
The Case of the Academy of Finland. Publications
of the Academy of Finland 8/05.

24) Sattler, D.N., McKnight, P.E., Naney, L.,
Mathis, R. (2015): Grant Peer Review: Improving
Inter-Rater Reliability with Training, PLoS One
10(6): €0130450.

25) Lyall, C. and King, E. (2013): International good
practice in the peer review of interdisciplinary
research, Report to the RCUK Research Group.

26) Strang, V.S. and McLeish, T.C.B., (2015):
Evaluating Interdisciplinary Research:
A Practical Guide. Durham University Institute
of Advanced Studies.

27) Belcher, B., Rasmussen, K., Kemshaw, M.,
Zornes, D. (2015): Defining and assessing
research quality in a transdisciplinary context,
Research Evaluation, pp. 1-17.

28) Stephan P., Veugelers, R., Wang J. (2017):
Reviewers are blinkered by bibliometrics, Nature,
544 (7651): 411 - 412.

29) www.sfdora.org

30) Cech T.R. (1999): Science at Liberal Arts Colleges:
A Better Education? Daedalus 128:195-216.

31) Burrelli J., Rapoport A., Lehming R. (2008):
Baccalaureate origins of science and engineering
doctorate recipients. National Science Foundation
InfoBrief Science Resources Statistics. 311:1-8.

Issue 1 /October 2018

32) Heinze, T. (2013). Creative accomplishments
in science: definition, theoretical considerations,
examples from science history, and bibliometric
findings. Scientometrics 95: 927-940.

33) Heinze, T., Shapira P., Rogers J. D., Senker
J. M. (2009): Organizational and institutional
influences on creativity in scientific research.
Research Policy 38: 610-623.

34

Heinze, T. and Bauer, G. (2007): Characterizing
creative scientists in nano S&T: productivity,
multidisciplinarity, and network brokerage in
longitudinal perspective. Scientrometrics 70:
811-830.

35

Choi, B.C.K. and Pak, A.W.P., (2007): Multidisci-
plinarity, interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity
in health research, services, education and policy:
Promotors, barriers, and strategies

of enhancement. Clinical and Investigative
Medicine 30(6), 224-232.

36) The Academy of Medical Sciences (2016):
Improving recognition of team science
contributions in biomedical research careers.

37) Burggren,W., Chapman, K., Keller, B., Monticino,
M. and Torday, J. (2010): Biological sciences.
In: Frodeman, R., Klein, J.T. and Mitcham, C. ed.
The Oxford Handbook of Interdisciplinarity.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp.119-132.

38) Menahem,B., von Krogh, G., Erden, Z., and
Schneider, A. (2016): Coordinating Knowledge
Creation in Multidisciplinary Teams: Evidence
from Early-Stage Drug Discovery. Academy
of Management 59 (4).

39) Jacobs, J. A. and Frickel, S. (2009):
Interdisciplinarity: A critical assessment.
Annual Review of Sociology, 35(1), 43-65.

40) Reif, F., and Strauss, A. (1965): The Impact
of Rapid Discovery upon the Scientist’s Career.
Social Problems, 12(3), 297-311.

41) Rhoten, D., and Parker, A. (2006): Risks
and rewards of interdisciplinary research path.
Science, 306.

42) www.sfdora.org

43) The British academy (2016): Crossing paths:
Interdisciplinary institutions, careers, education
and applications.

44) Strang, V.S. and McLeish, T.C.B. (2015):
Evaluating Interdisciplinary Research:
A Practical Guide. Durham University Institute
of Advanced Studies.

45) van Rijnsoever, F. J. & Hessels, L. K. (2011):
Factors associated with disciplinary and interdis-
ciplinary research collaboration. Research Policy,
40(3), 463-472.

46) Carayol, N. & Thi, T. U. N. (2005): Why do
academic scientists engage in interdisciplinary
research? Research Evaluation, 14(1), 70-79.

47) Siedlok, F., and Hibbert, P. 2014: The organiza-
tion of interdisciplinary research: modes, drivers
and barriers. International Journal of Management
Reviews, 16(2), 194-210.


https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/

PO“CV Brief Issue 1/January 2019

48) Hollaender, K., Loibl, M.C. and Wilts, A. 2008: 51) Menahem,B., von Krogh, G., Erden, Z., and
Management. In: Hoffmann-Riem, H., Biber-Klemm, Schneider, A. (2016): Coordinating Knowledge
S., Grossenbacher-Mansuy, W., Joye, D., Pohl, Creation in Multidisciplinary Teams: Evidence
C., Wiesmann, U., and Zemp, E. ed. Handbook from Early-Stage Drug Discovery. Academy of
of transdisciplinary research. Zurich: Springer, Management 59 (4).
pp.385-397.

52) http://www.nap.Edu /download.php?record
49) Pohl, C., van Kerkhoff, L., Hersch Hadorn, G. and id=11153
Bammer, G. (2008): Integration. In: Hoffmann-
Riem, H., Biber-Klemm, S., Grossenbacher-Mansuy,
W., Joye, D., Pohl, C., Wiesmann, U., and Zemp,
E. ed. Handbook of transdisciplinary research.
Zurich: Springer, pp.411-424.

53) Porter, A.L., Roessner, J.D., Cohen, A.S.
and Perreault, M. (2006): Interdisciplinary
research: meaning, metrics and nurture.
Research Evaluation, 15(3), 87-195.

54) The Ministry of Education and Research is piloting
institutional performance agreements with
asample of five state-owned higher education
institutions. The overall goal is to increase quality
in education and research, and the instrument may
possibly be included as an element in the national
financing system for universities and colleges.

50) Choi, B.C.K. and Pak, A.W.P. (2007): Multidis-
ciplinarity, interdisciplinarity and transdiscipli-
narity in health research, services, education and
policy: Promotors, barriers, and strategies
of enhancement. Clinical and Investigative
Medicine, 30(6), 224-232.

RCNs International Advisory Board
The International Advisory Board is an independent standing committee of international experts, appointed
by RCNs Chief Executive to provide advice on research and innovation policy.

Georg von Krogh (chair) Mariana Mazzucato Erkki Ormala Sylvia Schwaag Serger

Jan-Eric Sundgren Sir Mark Walport Hanne Leth Andersen Andrew Wyckoff

CV) The Research Council
A" of Norway

Visit the website www.rcn.no Design and layout: Burson Cohn & Wolfe AS


https://www.nap.edu/catalog/11153/facilitating-interdisciplinary-research
https://www.nap.edu/catalog/11153/facilitating-interdisciplinary-research

