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Preface

On behalf of the evaluation committeg, it is my pleasure to present our research evaluation report 2019-2024
for the Institute for Management Research (IMR) of the Nijmegen School of Management (NSM). Despite
some notable internal and, mainly, external challenges, the committee’s main conclusion is that IMR is a well-
performing and viable research institute.

The leadership of IMR as well as NSM, supported by highly motivated academic and support staff, is aware of
the challenges that go along with doing high quality, impactful academic research in a climate that has
become more critical and demanding of research and universities more generally.

During our site visit, we were not only impressed by the motivation of IMR researchers to do research in line
with IMR’s strategy, but also by the fact that most researchers made it clear to us that really felt at home at
IMR and NSM which bodes well for the future.

Our work as a committee was made much easier by the material provided by IMR, notably the IMR 2025 self-
evaluation report, and also by the open and frank discussions that we had during our site visit across the whole
spectrum of IMR. Doing a research assessment is a two-way process, and as peers of our IMR colleagues we
also learned from their experience. We do, of course, hope that our recommendations turn out to be useful
and that they will stimulate IMR to reach its future objectives.

Finally, a word of thanks to my fellow committee members for their constructive efforts and for the time and
energy they put into the making of this report. | want to single out the secretary of the committee, dr Floor
Meijer, for doing an excellent job both process and content wise. Most of all, a very big thank you from the
committee to all IMR staff and its management for their efforts and self-reflections that really increase the
value added of this research assessment.

Prof. Harry Garretsen
Chairman of the evaluation committee
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1. Evaluation method and procedures

In 2024, the Executive Board of Radboud University (RU) commissioned an evaluation of the Institute for
Management Research (IMR) as part of its regular six-year quality assurance cycle. This evaluation had

the dual purpose of improving the quality and relevance of research, and providing accountability to the

executive board, funding bodies, the government and society as a whole. The outcomes of this

evaluation will inform quality assurance initiatives and strategic development for the centre and faculty

in the coming period.

The evaluation included the five underlying departments of IMR: the Department of Business

Administration (BA), the Department of Economics and Business Economics (EBE), the Department of

Geography, Spatial Planning and Environment (GPE), the Department of Political Science (PS) and the

Department of Public Administration (PA). To carry out the evaluation, the Executive Board appointed a

committee composed of eight (inter)national experts in the relevant fields of study and two independent
secretaries. The evaluation was conducted in accordance with the Strategy Evaluation Protocol 2021-

2027 (SEP) and covered the 2019-2024 period.

The board appointed an evaluation committee
(hereafter: ‘committee’) of eight external peers:

Prof. Harry Garretsen (chair), professor
of International Economics and Business
at the University of Groningen, the
Netherlands;

Prof. Tanya Bondarouk, professor of
Human Resources Management and dean
of the Faculty of Behavioural
Management and Social Sciences,
University of Twente, the Netherlands;
Prof. Christian Bjernskov, professor of
Economics at Aarhus University,
Denmark;

Prof. Kris Deschouwer; emeritus
professor of Political Science at Vrije
Universiteit Brussel, Belgium;

Prof. Jan-Erik Johanson, professor of
Administrative Science at Tampere
University, Finland;

Dr Shirley Kempeneer, Assistant
Professor at Tilburg University, the
Netherlands;

Edita Laukineityté MSc, PhD candidate
Human Resource Studies at Tilburg
University, the Netherlands;

Prof. Tejo Spit, emeritus professor of
Spatial Planning at Utrecht University.

Dr Floor Meijer was appointed as the committee’s
independent secretary.

Dr Shirley Kempeneer was unable to participate in
the site visit for personal reasons but contributed
actively to the evaluation process through
document study and the reporting process.

The research evaluation adhered to the aims and
methods outlined in the Strategy Evaluation
Protocol 2021-2027 (SEP). Under the Terms of
Reference issued by the executive board of the
university, the committee was tasked with
evaluating the quality of research conducted by
IMR and providing recommendations for its
improvement and strategic direction. The
committee was instructed to base its written
conclusions on qualitative considerations and
arguments rather than numerical scores.

Specifically, the committee was requested to
evaluate the institute’s performance based on
SEP’s three main assessment criteria:
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1. Research Quality: Evaluating the
academic rigor and innovation of the
research conducted at IMR.

2. Societal Relevance: Examining the
contribution of the research to societal
challenges and impact beyond academia.

3. Viability: Assessing the resilience and
future potential of the research institute.

Additionally, the evaluation was to include four
supplementary aspects outlined in SEP that are
deemed essential in the current academic context
and vital for the ongoing success of research
initiatives:

1. Open Science: Evaluating the institute's
commitment to transparency and
accessibility in research practices.

2. PhD Policy and Training: Assessing the
effectiveness of support systems for
doctoral candidates.

3. Academic Culture: Examining the
inclusivity and collaborative environment
within the research community.

4. Human Resources Policy: Evaluating
policies related to staff development and
diversity.

Under the Terms of Reference, the committee was
also invited to address three additional points
raised by the Executive Board and IMR:

1. IMR Profile & identity
IMR describe themselves as an inter- and
transdisciplinary research institute with
departments and Hot Spots dedicated to
high-quality research and making an
impact in the three core themes Social
Economy, Resilient Society and
Sustainable Environment. In order to
enhance their external visibility and
position themselves as a different type of
management school, they have
developed an external engagement
strategy to collaborate more intensively
with stakeholders. They take a two-
pronged approach. First, at the IMR level,
five strategic partnerships with academic
and non-academic partners will be
established by the end of 2025. Secondly,

they invite the Hot Spots to engage in a
wider array of collaborations with
external stakeholders by means of
support for work field symposia. Their
question to the committee was: What is
the viewpoint of the committee on this
two-pronged approach and on whether the
combination of the top-down and bottom-
up strategy is the best fit for the purpose of
improving our external visibility?

Research Culture

IMR observes that we live in times of
uncertainty due to budget cuts, political
challenges for sciences and academic
freedom (especially in some of the areas
where we are active), and changes in
education and organization. These
challenges come with work pressure and
restrictions on time and attention for
research related activities. In order to
foster academic debate around the core
themes of Social Economy, Resilient
Society and Sustainable Environment,
and stimulate a research culture of
collaboration and collegiality, IMR
organizes IMR Academy seminars, an IMR
Research day, Doctoral School workshops
for PhD candidates and supervisors,
departmental and Hot Spot workshops.
Despite these efforts, attendance is often
limited, especially in the post-covid work-
from-home culture. Their question to the
committee was: What additional
incentives or activities would the
committee advice to stimulate a vibrant
research culture?

Societal impact

IMR would like to discuss their current
practices of monitoring and assessing the
societal impact of their research. They
collect information on research products,
how they are used, and how they are
valued by multiple stakeholders. For
instance, they register policy briefs, blogs
and podcasts, co-creation projects, and
training and workshops. However, it is
difficult to monitor the use of these
products, and the concrete effects their
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efforts have on organizations, policies,
and decision-making processes, as this
feedback is not automatically provided.
Their question to the committe was: Can
the committee advise us on the impact
indicators we use and their monitoring?
How can we close the feedback loop in
measuring impact, i.e. obtaining
information on the effects of our research
so that we can use this information to
formulate new research questions?

Prior to the site visit, the committee received the
Strategy Evaluation Protocol 2021-2027, the
Terms of Reference for the evaluation, and IMR’s
self-evaluation report, including the information
and appendices required by the SEP.

Additional documents included:
Appointment and promotion policy;
Descriptions Hot Spots;

IMR evaluation (2019);

IMR publications (2019-2024);

IMR staff overview;

Overview funded projects;

NSM Strategy and Mission;

NSM Faculty Regulations;

NSM Annual Reports (2019-2024);
Open science policy Radboud University;
PhD alumni overview (2019-2024);
Research programmes departments;
Societal Impact Activities Report;
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy;
Staff Survey + associated Action Plan
(2024);

Mandate of the DEl committee;
Welcome video by the dean.

In preparation for the site visit, the committee
members were first asked to individually review
the documentation and formulate preliminary
findings and questions. While all members studied
and commented on the full set of materials, two
members with subject-specific expertise took the
lead for the assessment of each department. The
chair, the mid-career researcher, and the PhD
candidate were primarily responsible for the
evaluation at the overall IMR institute level. During
an online kick-off meeting on 8 May 2025, the
committee collectively discussed the initial
impressions of the individual members. In
addition, procedural matters were addressed and
agreement was reached on the working method to
be adopted.

The site visit took place from 26-28 May 2025. It
started with an internal committee meeting and
dinner on the evening of 26 May. Over the
following two days, the committee spoke with
representatives and stakeholders of IMR, including
its management, researchers, PhD candidates,
support staff and societal stakeholders. The visit
concluded with a plenary presentation of the
committee’s findings by the committee chair. The
schedule of the site visit is included in appendix 1.

Following the site visit, the committee members
provided written input for the evaluation report,
which was then compiled into an initial draft by
the secretary. This draft was circulated among all
committee members and subsequently revised to
incorporate their feedback. The report was
submitted for factual corrections and comments
on 26 August 2025. After incorporating this
feedback, in close consultation with the chair and
the committee, the secretary finalized the report.
The final version was presented to the Executive
Board of Radboud University on 24 September
2025.
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2. Institute for Management Research

The Institute for Management Research (IMR) is
the research institute of the Nijmegen School of
Management (NSM). By the end of the 2019-2024
evaluation period, IMR comprised 334 research
staff (179 FTE). Research expenditure reached
€21.3 million in 2024, nearly doubling since 201g9.

IMR brings together five academic disciplines that
are not commonly combined within a single
institute — Business Administration, Economics
and Business Economics, Geography, Planning
and Environment, Political Science, and Public
Administration — to support research on a broad
range of societal and governance challenges. The
institute’s vision emphasizes providing clear and
impactful responses to these challenges, while
recognizing the need for transformative
transitions toward sustainable societies; this vision
underpins its mission of ‘Responsible Governance
for Sustainable Societies’. IMR’s research agenda
focuses on a range of critical societal issues,
including inequality, gender, health, decent work,
poverty, democracy, and security. In addition, the
institute addresses environmental and climate
change governance challenges at local, national,
and global levels. Its work is inspired by the United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals
(UNSDGs), which serve as a guiding framework.

IMR organizes its research around three
interconnected themes: (1) Social Economy, the
development and support of responsible
entrepreneurship and organizational practices that
prioritise fairness, inclusivity, and sustainability,
(2) Resilient Society, the strengthening of
democratic institutions, social inclusiveness, and
physical safety across different scales, and (3)
Sustainable Environment, the promotion of
sustainable and healthy ecosystems worldwide.
These themes are interwoven with three cross-
cutting dimensions — Politics/Democracy,
Governance/Administration, and
Management/Organization.

IMR’s research approach is evolving from a
multidisciplinary perspective — studying societal
challenges from different disciplinary viewpoints —
to a more integrated interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary approach. This includes
combining disciplinary insights to create synergy
and actively involving non-academic stakeholders
to enhance the societal relevance and impact of its
research. Increasingly, such research takes place
within so-called Hot Spots, flexible research
structures that transverse IMR’s five departments.

The committee finds that IMR’s formal
organization and governance structures are
broadly comparable to those of other Dutch social
sciences and humanities research institutes. As the
faculty research institute, IMR acts as the strategic
centre, preparing strategic decisions and
presenting them to the NSM faculty board, which
holds ultimate responsibility for strategy, policy,
and management. The director of Research, vice
dean of research, heads of the Doctoral School
and IMR Academy and the departments’ research
portfolio holders together form the IMR
Management Team, which collectively makes key
decisions and aligns departmental research with
IMR’s three core themes.

Despite the increased visibility of the NSM and
IMR boards, the five departments clearly remain
the *home base’ for academic staff both in terms
of research and education, as research and
teaching time is primarily allocated within the
departments. Departments do differ markedly in
size, and, with the exception the Department of
Public Administration, are subdivided in smaller
sections, typically centered around one or two
professorships. Guidelines have been created for
managing sections within larger departments to
ensure transparency and accountability. Through
monthly meetings with the NSM board,
departments retain a strong voice in governance,
contributing to the IMR research agenda in
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alignment with IMR's three core themes. All
departments have an equal say in decision-making
at both the NSM and IMR levels. However,
departments are rather heterogenous with varying
levels of congruence to the IMR mission —which
the committee considers an asset of IMR from a
research diversity perspective. According to the
committee, diversity can certainly be leveraged as
an IMR strength.

The committee observed that IMR invests quite
strongly in mutual collaboration and informal
consultation. Notably, some of IMR’s principal and
most active researchers are involved in
governance, which enhances the credibility of
policies and fosters content-driven (as opposed to
process-driven) communication with IMR
researchers. Discussions with junior and newly
appointed staff indicate that outsiders or
newcomers quickly get accustomed to the NSM
and the IMR governance, which is in no small part
because of the informal working culture. Hierarchy
seems to matter less than in many other
comparable academic institutions. The arrival of a
new (externally recruited) NSM dean in March
2024 has, according to staff, contributed to
greater trust among staff members in the NSM
board, which had reached a low point following
the financial turmoil that the faculty experienced
from 2023 onwards.

In light of these challenges, both formal and
informal changes in governance have also helped
to improve the research atmosphere.

Faculty regulations introduced in 2024 across
Radboud University have clarified roles and
responsibilities, increasing transparency and
opening up leadership opportunities. Horizontal
collaboration between faculties has increased by
the creation of vice-dean platforms, with regular
meetings. To further stimulate commitment from
departments and its researchers to IMR and its
policies, the committee suggests that the NSM
and IMR boards could consider delegating
additional responsibilities to the department
heads, thereby strengthening buy-in to the IMR
mission and strategy. Forming ‘coalitions of the
willing’ — engaged staff willing to take on more
responsibility — could be a means to tap into the
research potential and motivation of younger/new

staff members. Experimenting with delegating
more tasks and responsibilities to lower levels in
the organization may enhance positive
commitment. And although communication and
transparency have significantly improved under
the current management, the committee
encourages IMR to further involve staff in scenario
planning and discussions about the sustainability
of the IMR mission and strategy in a challenging
academic environment, see below under Mission
and strategy.

Within IMR, Hot Spots are an important vehicle to
initiate cross-departmental or even (in the case of
the RUNOMI Hot Spot on migration) cross-faculty
research activities. Facilitated by IMR, these staff-
driven initiatives promote multi-, inter, or
transdisciplinary research. In the committee’s
extensive discussions on this topic, IMR
researchers argued that Hot Spots accommodate
diverse perspectives and encourage constant
reflection on their mission. Participation in Hot
Spots is voluntary; researchers are not pushed
toward interdisciplinary work if it does not align
with their interests.

Hot Spot governance is deliberately flexible, with
regular meetings between coordinators and the
IMR management team. Coordinators have a
limited number of hours for these roles, which has
recently been reduced further due to budget
constraints. As leadership roles within Hot Spots
provide valuable experience in academic
leadership and provide visibility to external
stakeholders, the committee urges IMR
management to invest (more) in Hot Spots and
certainly refrain from (further) budget cuts. Hot
Spots are integral to the institute’s mission and
strategy and it could be argued that without
adequate support, participation may decline,
particularly given existing pressures on
researchers’ time. In this respect, Hot Spots are
vulnerable to budget cuts and changes in research
funding priorities. Coordinators report that Hot
Spots remain attractive for their non-monetary
benefits, but further budget reductions could
jeopardize their sustainability.
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The committee observes that IMR’s mission of
‘Responsible Governance for Sustainable
Societies’ is largely a continuation of its mission
from the previous evaluation period, as are the
underlying three main research themes and the
three research approaches. This continuity has
provided a stable foundation for IMR’s research,
both internally and externally. Over the past
evaluation period, the mission has effectlively
served as a clear strategic compass, guiding IMR’s
research priorities.

The strategic aims (2019-2024) outlined in the
self-evaluation report are primarily operationally
focused, aimed at (2) facilitating the shift towards
inter- and transdisciplinary research, (2) improving
performance monitoring and assessment in
accordance with the wider so- called ‘recognition
and rewards’ initiative in Dutch academia, (3)
diversifying funding sources and increasing grant
acquisition, and (4) strengthening governance and
academic leadership. IMR’s achievements in
relation to these aims will be discussed in the
relevant sections of this report.

Looking ahead to the 2025-2030 period, IMR has
formulated a revised set of strategic aims in
response to evolving circumstances. These new
strategic aims reflect a somewhat broader and
more integrated approach, aimed at: (1)
strengthening IMR's research profile, (2)
stimulating a thriving research culture, (3) building
a diverse research funding portfolio, (4) working
on career sustainability in academia at different
career stages, and (5) updating guidelines to
measure research quality at both group and
individual levels. The committee notes that these
aims are shaped by a political and societal climate
that has become more critical of academic
research, as well as by increasing competition for
resources.

Overall, the committee concludes that the existing
mission has served IMR research well in the past
years. The decision to stick to it therefore makes
sense. The committee found that when strategic
changes are proposed, they are aligned with the
overall mission and strategy and enjoy support

from the five IMR departments and their
researchers. Having said this, the committee did
identify several important challenges to the
fulfilment of the mission and hence to the
execution of the IMR strategy.

Afirst challenge concerns the large uncertainty
regarding the financial resources available for
future research. While this uncertainty is largely
beyond the control of IMR — and decisions on how
to respond to for instance changes in the financial
outlook rest primarily with the Executive Board of
RU and the Faculty Board of NSM —the outcomes
will directly affect the institute. In light of financial
setbacks that NSM faced halfway through the
current evaluation period, and the effects these
had on departments and researchers, the
committee advises NSM and IMR to be as
transparent as possible about (changes in) the
resources available to research and to engage in
contingency planning. The committee considers
the current mission and strategy still feasible,
provided that IMR and NSM leadership continue to
communicate openly with departments and
researchers about various potential scenarios.
Given the headwind in terms of financial
resources, adhering to the current mission and
strategy is already an ambitious objective.

A second challenge lies in reconciling IMR’s overall
ambitions with the diversity amongst its five
constituent departments. While all departments
and their researchers endorse the core elements of
IMR’s mission and strategy, they differ in size,
research focus and disciplinary background. The
committee generally views this heterogeneity as
an asset, but it also presents the challenge of
maintaining ‘the best of both worlds’: fostering an
internal academic climate where researchers feel
free to engage in and are motivated by IMR
activities, such as the Hot Spots, while also
meeting external (international) disciplinary
demands regarding methodology and research
topics. IMR manages this balance through
informal structures that allow researchers to
simultaneously contribute to IMR activities and to
research within the department itself. The
leadership of IMR and NSM recognizes the
importance of maintaining a common IMR-wide
foundation while also accommodating
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departmental differences. The presence of highly-
motivated researchers, many of whom chose NSM
and Radboud University because of its distinctive
profile, is a significant asset in this regard. In the
committee’s view, maintaining IMR’s appeal for a
broad and diverse community of researchers is
important, however. This means ensuring that no
group is inadvertently excluded and that
disciplinary research remains viable alongside
interdisciplinary initiatives. As is indeed currently
the case, participation in multi-, inter or
transdisciplinary research should remain
voluntary, and researchers should still be able to
pursue individual research interests outside the
main strategy — albeit with potentially less support
in times of resource scarcity. In this context, the
committee considers it reasonable that funding is
primarily allocated in alignment with IMR's
mission and strategic priorities.

Athird and final challenge is that IMR’s mission
and research themes are increasingly contested in
the current political climate. This is not unique to
IMR, far from it, but in its well-motivated and well-
documented choice to focus strongly on issues like
energy transition, climate change, migration, or
inclusion and diversity, IMR must be prepared to
engage with an external environment where these
issues are subject to greater scrutiny. This is not (!)
to argue that IMR should change its course, but it
does raise important questions about how to
navigate the broader political and research
funding climate, especially in light of possible
challenges or repercussions that could affect its
sustainability, reputation, or access to resources.
One way forward could be to draw on the
recommendation outlined under section 2.2,
involving staff more actively in these discussions
and, where appropriate, establishing a ‘coalition of
the willing’ to develop strategies for addressing
these external pressures collectively.

Research support seems comprehensive, covering
a broad range of needs, from funding to data
management and privacy. Both the research
support staff and facilities at IMR are well-

regarded by IMR researchers. The ‘NSM for SURE'
project (2024-2026) aims to further
professionalize these services. Overall, the
committee’s commends IMR for the quality of
research support and infrastructure (see also the
section on PhD policy below) offered to its
researchers. As research support and
infrastructure encompass many different areas,
the committee zooms in on the following topics to
make a few more specific observations or
recommendations:

Artificial Intelligence Policy: At present
IMR and the faculty and university as a
whole lack a clearly defined policy on the
use of artificial intelligence (Al) in
research. Across Radboud University,
attitudes toward Al seem to vary
significantly between disciplines: the
natural sciences tend to embrace Al more
readily, while the social sciences and
humanities —including IMR — are
generally more cautious. As a result, Al is
currently regarded more as a
supplementary tool managed through IT
and support services, rather than as a
transformative research instrument
within IMR. Interviews confirm that the
application of Al remains limited, despite
growing awareness of its potential to
enhance both the quality and efficiency of
research. Security and data ownership
concerns are particularly relevant in this
context. Some centrally coordinated
initiatives, such as investments through
the university’s iPortfolio Board, are
underway, and interfaculty collaboration
is developing, including links with
platforms like iHub and joint grant
applications. However, dedicated,
institute-wide investment and strategic
positioning of Al in research at IMR
remain limited at this stage.

Grants and Funding Support: Four grant
and research advisors at IMR provide
comprehensive support from grant
application through to submission,
including strategic CV development,
identifying suitable grants, organizing
workshops on specific grants, proposal
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feedback, and preparing candidates
through mock interviews. This support
also extends to Hot Spots, helping them
navigate the current funding landscape
and identify relevant opportunities. The
committee appreciates the
professionalism and dedication of the
grant advisors, but notes that they
experience a high workload, especially
near deadlines. Guidelines are being
developed to streamline grant
applications and manage workload.
Overall, the committee finds that grants
and funding supports functions well and
substantially benefits IMR researchers.
IMR Academy: This is a platform for
sharing knowledge and experience,
fostering a positive research climate and
community. An annual Research Day and
seminars (e.g., on writing narrative CVs
and joint grant proposals) are organized
in collaboration with the Doctoral School
(see below). Interviews highlighted that
participation is voluntary and well-
received by staff. IMR Academy focuses
on skill-development, whereas the Hot
Spots are more content- or theme-driven.
The IMR Academy operates with a
modest budget, but it is expected to be
secure moving forward.

Data Management: At the central level, a
Radboud University data steward offers
support to IMR researchers throughout
the research lifecycle, from proposal
writing to data archiving. When it comes
to archiving, the use of the institutional
data repository is promoted, and so is the
ensurrance of FAIR data principles. At RU
and thus also IMR, data management
plans are required for externally funded
(PhD) projects, with external
requirements reinforcing internal
standards.

Data Protection and Research Security:
The committee notes that IMR
researchers receive practical support in
navigating privacy regulations and data
security. The designated support officer
plays an important role in assisting with
GDPR compliance, data protection

agreements, and the secure use of digital
and Al tools. Researchers mostly perceive
this support not as a bureaucratic hurdle,
but rather as a helpful and accessible
resource that facilitates secure and
responsible research practices.
Internationalization & Network
Building: Support for internationalization
and external partnerships appears to be
well-aligned with the needs of
researchers. At the faculty level, a
dedidated policy officer assists
researchers in identifying potential
partners and building consortia, with the
scope of partnerships ranging from
individual thesis collaborations to long-
term institutional projects. While the
professionalization of these
collaborations is still ongoing, the
development of a dashboard to manage
and visualize partnerships is a promising
step.

During the 2019—2024 period, IMR researchers
produced a total of 2,084 publications. This
includes 1,462 peer-reviewed articles in
international academic journals, 430 book
chapters, 34 books, and 109 PhD theses. Notably,
85% of these publications have been cited,
indicating solid academic visibility. According to
the self-evaluation report, a content-based
analysis demonstrates close alignment between
output and the institute’s mission: addressing the
long-term viability of societies through legitimate
and responsible forms of governance. This is also
supported by a number of highlighted key
publications and case studies. At the same time,
the committee observes that the overall body of
work produced by IMR researchers is more diverse
than suggested by the formal research strategy,
which in the committee’s opinion is not a bad
thing. The variety in topics and approaches
reflects academic vitality and openness within the
institute.

The committee assesses the overall research
quality at IMR during the period 2019—2024 as
good to very good, in line with the results of the
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previous evaluation cycle (2014—2019). Research
output has remained consistent and stable across
the years, which is interpreted as a sign of a
healthy and sustainable research culture. IMR
researchers regularly publish in leading journals
across fields such as management, political
science, public administration, and environmental
studies, with a noticeable increase in
interdisciplinary collaboration. Citation metrics
support this assessment: IMR currently holds a
normalized citation impact of 1.6 — meaning its
publications are cited 60% more often than the
global average in comparable fields. Additionally,
3% of IMR papers rank among the top 1% most
cited, and 18% fall within the top 10% most cited
papers in their respective domains. Across
departments (see key publications listed per
department), there is ample evidence of research
output that meets high to very high international
standards.

The committee does note that within
departments, research output can at times appear
unevenly distributed, with one or two academics
contributing disproportionately. While this
dynamic is not unusual in relatively small research
units — and not specific to IMR — it is worth
monitoring. Additionally, the committee observed
differences across departments in how research
quality and impact are oriented. While
departments such as Political Science and
Economics & Business Economics tend to place
relatively more emphasis on international
academic impact, Business Administration, Public
Administration, and Geography, Planning and
Environment, seem to focus more on societal
relevance and regional engagement, for instance
through collaborations with local firms or public
policy initiatives. The committee considers this
diversity in research focus a potential strength, as
long as these differing orientations are
acknowledged and supported appropriately within
the broader research strategy of IMR.

Faculty members are academically active beyond
publications: several IMR staff serve as editors for
prominent journals, coordinate national and
international research consortia, and are well
embedded in international networks. As an
indirect indicator of academic quality, IMR and its

departments have also succeeded in hiring several
new (international) staff members with strong
research track records. Several IMR researchers
are well-respected within their disciplines, serving
as internationally visible academic ambassadors
for the institute.

Another important indicator of research quality is
the acquisition of external funding through the
second and third money streams. During the
evaluation period, IMR researchers secured 11
NWO Talent Scheme grants, 20 Horizon (Europe)
grants (of which 18 collaborative, 5 as lead), and 2
ERC grants. While Political Science has been
particularly successful in bringing in second-
stream funding, Geography, Planning and
Environmen and Public Administration show
relatively strong third-stream acquisition, often
through regional partnerships. In 2024, 26% of
research FTEs were externally funded and 74%
internally, a decline in external funding compared
to previous years. The 2023 faculty financial crisis
contributed to this drop, as several initiatives to
support and incentivise the pursuit of competitive
grants were discontinued and teaching loads
increased.

The self-evaluation suggests that IMR actively
monitors research quality. The report itself places
considerable emphasis on quantitative indicators,
while also referring to its commitment to
qualitative assessment standards, such as those
embedded in the DORA declaration and the Dutch
Recognition and Rewards programme. Interviews
confirmed that IMR has made steps toward
balancing the use of quantitative and qualitative
metrics, particularly in the context of HR policy
(see below). Still, the committee sees room for
improvement in clarifying how these qualitative
evaluation practices are implemented in day-to-
day research assessment.

As this topic was explicitly raised in the Terms of
Reference, the committee considered the
question of how IMR could further develop and
monitor its impact indicators, and how it might
close the feedback loop in assessing impact - i.e.,
obtaining information on the actual effects of
research to inform future research questions.
Moving toward a more qualitative approach to

13 Research Evaluation Institute for Management Research



measuring impact is to be applauded, and the
newly introduced amendments to the CRIS system
offers a promising starting point. However, its
effectiveness will depend on uptake: the system
can only succeed if it is actively used and
supported by IMR researchers as a practical tool
for reflection and planning. The committee
recommends experimenting further with the
system before broader implementation, and
actively engaging users in this development
process through feedback loops. More generally,
closing the loop between impact and agenda-
setting will remain a complex task. The committee
encourages IMR to look for best practices beyond
its own institution, both nationally and
internationally, as this is a challenge shared by
many research organizations striving to make
impact assessment more meaningful and
actionable.

Finally, the committee observes that in academisa,
research quality is imperfectly but positively
correlated with available resources. The
committee notes that the steady increase in
research output at IMR was partly due to a
significant increase in research FTEs up to 2023,
especially at the assistant professor level.
However, by 2023 it became clear that this growth
was not financially sustainable. Following the
onset of a serious financial crisis at NSM, research
capacity has since levelled off or even declined.
While management has taken corrective
measures, the committee raises the question of
whether further improvement in research quality
can be realistically expected in the next
assessment period, or whether maintaining
current quality levels should be the primary aim—
especially in light of possible future budget cuts.
One area where the committee would like to see
further growth, however, is the number of PhD
candidates, which — aside from a few localized
exceptions —is currently on the low side. This will
be addressed in more detail under ‘PhD policy’.

Open Science

IMR is committed to the principles of Open
Science, including stakeholder involvement (see
below under 'Societal Relevance’), responsible
data management, and open access publishing.

The committee observed that these principles are
not only reflected in its formal policies but are also
widely embraced by staff across departments.

IMR’s research data management policy,
supported by central infrastructure such as the
Radboud Data Repository, promotes careful
handling of data in line with FAIR standards. As
mentioned above, the Data Steward plays an
important role, providing appreciated support to
researchers. Although data are properly stored
and, when ethically possible, made publicly
available, actual data reuse remains limited. Some
researchers also noted that centrally approved
GDPR tools would save time and improve
compliance.

Open access publishing is another key pillar of
IMR’s Open Science strategy. The share of open
access publications rose from 60% in 2019 to 94%
in 2024, a growth supported by an Open Access
Fund. The committee observed strong support for
this policy among researchers, who also value the
guidance provided in choosing suitable publishing
options.

Societal relevance is deeply embedded in the core
mission and policies of IMR. The institute’s mission
explicitly emphasizes responsible governance and
sustainable societies, making engagement with
pressing societal challenges an intrinsic rather
than merely external or compliance-driven goal.
This commitment is reflected in policy by
recognizing ‘social impact’ as one of four primary
criteria — alongside teaching, research, and
leadership — by which the performance and career
progression of individual researchers are assessed.
By giving societal impact formal status in HR and
assessment procedures, IMR affirms its conviction
that public value is integral to academic merit.

In the reporting period, IMR achieved tangible
results in societal engagement and relevance.
Researchers contributed to policy reports,
provided advice to governmental and industry
bodies, and actively engaged broader publics
through media appearances, podcasts, digital
outreach, and educational initiatives. Case studies
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document successful collaboration with ministries,
municipalities (notably Nijmegen), NGOs, and
industry, producing both traditional scientific
outputs and innovative products such as board
games and digital tools. Programmes such as
RUNOMI and Team Democracy showcase how
persistent partnership can yield enduring research,
impactful publications, and practical interventions.
With 151 externally funded projects and sustained
public outreach, IMR has demonstrated its
capacity to engage, inform, and co-create with
society.

Notwithstanding these achievements, the self-
evaluation and interviews during the site visit both
noted that the monitoring of impact is still largely
anecdotal and that systematic feedback loops into
research planning and evaluation remain
underdeveloped. The challenge remains to move
beyond anecdotal evidence and embed systematic
outcome indicators in strategic evaluation. A more
robust, transparent set of indicators — and ongoing
reflection on their application — will help close the
loop between research objectives, activities, and
societal results.

Collaboration with stakeholders at IMR follows a
two-pronged approach, combining strategic, top-
down partnerships with dynamic, bottom-up
initiatives. At the IMR level, five major
partnerships with academic and non-academic
organizations are currently being established,
providing a structured framework for
engagement. In parallel, the thematic Hot Spots
facilitate a wide range of bottom-up
collaborations, supported through work field
symposia and other outreach activities. The
committee observes that this dual strategy
enables IMR to balance focus with flexibility -
directing resources to strategic aims while
encouraging responsiveness to new opportunities
and emerging societal needs. Hot Spots, in
particular, have proven effective vehicles for
innovation and ongoing connection with societal
partners. The committee views the two-pronged
strategy as appropriate for fostering diverse
engagement pathways and enhancing the
institute’s external profile, although care must be
taken to ensure resource allocation supports both
approaches, and that departmental engagement

in Hot Spots remains active and meaningful. The
committee recommends continued critical
monitoring of both components, maintaining
flexibility, and prioritizing substance in strategic
cooperation.

Engagement with societal stakeholders, including
citizen science and participatory research,
provides valuable opportunities to connect
academic work with societal needs. IMR actively
encourages such collaborative approaches, and
examples of citizen science, such as those within
the GPE department, are commendable. At the
same time, the committee observed that some
researchers may engage with stakeholdersin a
somewhat naive manner. It is important to
acknowledge that stakeholders often act from
within specific organizational interests and with
goals that do not necessarily align with scholarly
inquiry. Clear boundary-setting, proper
expectation management, and reflection on role
divisions are crucial when co-producing knowledge
with societal actors.

With regard to the boundary between impact and
activism, IMR recognizes the need for clear rules
and ongoing dialogue. The committee notes that
IMR values academic freedom in line with national
standards (such as those of the KNAW).
Departments vary in their approaches, but
openness to plural perspectives and adherence to
professional standards are seen as essential. The
management acknowledges that the thin line
between impact and activism sometimes requires
more active guidance and support than is currently
provided. At present, however, too much of this
far-from-easy responsibility appears to rest with
the dean, who cannot reasonably be expected to
engage in or act upon every individual case. The
committee therefore recommends that
departmental management be given a more
explicit and accountable role in guiding these
matters, ensuring that the burden is more evenly
distributed across appropriate levels of leadership.

Researchers at IMR who engage in controversial
topics or public outreach increasingly face risks
including (online) harassment and threats,
especially in a polarized social and political
climate. Management at all levels has provided
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support, but a more preventive, systematic
approach would help to build resilience and
protect academic freedom. The committee
encourages IMR to continue developing clear
protocols and support mechanisms, drawing on
best practices in the university sector, to ensure
that academic engagement with society remains
both open and secure.

In evaluating the implementation of central HR
policy at IMR, the committee focused on how
Radboud University frameworks are translated
into faculty practice. This assessment drew on
discussions with IMR management and a review of
key documents, including HR policy guidelines,
rather than direct consultation with HR
professionals. Overall, the committee finds that
IMR’s HR practices largely align with university
policy, especially in areas such as career
development, diversity, equity and inclusion (DEI),
and the transition toward more holistic research
assessment. However, the committee also notes
that the alignment with central HR policy could
have been made more explicit in some respects.
The lack of specificity makes it difficult to assess
the traceability and measurable outcomes of HR
strategies. Moreover, the absence of quantitative
data —such as promotion rates, diversity
outcomes, or internal mobility figures — limits the
visibility of policy impact. Despite these gaps, IMR
demonstrates notable strengths in practice, as
outlined below.

Career development

IMR’s career development and talent
management practices are driven by the
‘Appointment and Promotion Policy for Assistant
and Associate Professors’, which embeds the
university’s Recognition & Rewards priniciples. In
accordance with this framework, the faculty is
moving away from a focus on purely quantitative
metrics to embrace a broader view of academic
contribution, recognizing research, teaching,
leadership, and societal impact. The introduction
of amendments to the CRIS system, with its
qualitative impact indicators, is designed to
further support this shift. Notably, CRIS enables

staff to systematically record not only traditional
research outputs but also a broad range of
outreach and societal impact activities, such as
public engagement, stakeholder collaboration,
policy advice, and knowledge co-creation. The
system thereby aligns evaluation practices with
IMR’s ambition to recognize diverse forms of
academic contribution. Policy implementation is
underway and set for completion at the faculty
level by mid-2026, supported by dedicated work
packages and collaboration with central HR.

From interviews, the committee notes that the
transition from quantitative to qualitative and
narrative-based assessment is broadly
acknowledged among senior academics, who
generally understand the ongoing changes. A
recurring point of discussion amongst more junior
staff is their concern about the potential
consequences of these principles for international
career prospects. Early-career scholars are aware
that the Dutch approach may diverge from more
traditional, quantitative assessment frameworks
used elsewhere, possibly affecting their academic
mobility or competitiveness in an international
context. This creates a degree of uncertainty and
debate within the younger academic cohort.
Ongoing support efforts, such as workshops on
writing narrative CVs and peer discussions, help to
facilitate this cultural change and address
emerging concerns. However, the pace of
implementation and levels of confidence in the
new system appear to differ among departments
and staff groups.

While the self-evaluation reflects a philosophy
consistent with holistic and qualitative evaluation,
it does not explicitly reference the practical HR
tools used to support this (e.g., formal assessment
forms, structured feedback, or specific promotion
metrics). This makes it more difficult for external
reviewers to evaluate how policies are
operationalized in practice and what measurable
outcomes result.

The committee acknowledges that IMR's
distinctive research profile and emphasis on
interdisciplinary and societally relevant work
enhance its ability to attract and retain talented
staff. The institute supports early-career
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researchers through mentoring and leadership
development programmes, and recruits academics
with diverse and interdisciplinary backgrounds.

Diversity

IMR demonstrates an active and commendable
commitment to diversity, not only in stated values
but through structural HR initiatives and thematic
activities (e.g., the DEI symposium and the Hot
Spot on gender). Gender balance among academic
staff has improved markedly over the review
period: the proportion of female professors now
stands at 32.2% (above the national average), and
the share of female associate professors has
grown to 34.5%. Over the review period, female
recruits have outnumbered male recruits.
Internationalization of staff has increased as well,
with greater diversity evident particularly at
assistant professor and PhD levels, and the faculty
is diverse in terms of disciplinary and cultural
backgrounds.

In line with legal restrictions on recording diversity
data, IMR provides limited quantitative data on
diversity outcomes. Dimensions such as age,
ethnicity/national origin, religion, socio-economic
class are not addressed in the documentation. The
committee encourages further development of
internal monitoring and greater transparency on
DEl-related indicators, as well as targeted
measures to support inclusion beyond gender and
nationality.

While the committee’s review did not include
consultations with HR professionals, evidence
from management interviews and document
analysis points to a strong—if sometimes
implicit—alignment between IMR HR practices
and university policy. Nevertheless, making more
explicit use of core HR instruments and providing
greater transparency about their usage and
impact, as well as reporting on quantitative
outcomes, would strengthen the strategic role of
HR within the faculty. Greater visibility and
measurability of HR outcomes will support the
ongoing institutionalization of effective talent
management and diversity policies at IMR.

Social safety and research integrity

IMR is committed to cultivating an academic
culture that carefully balances bottom-up
initiatives with top-down guidance, aiming for an
environment marked by inclusion, collegiality,
creativity, and openness. Leadership development
is actively supported, and social safety is
emphasized in policies, including a faculty-wide
social safety plan and the university-wide
‘Radboud Prevent — Care — Cure’ programme.
Results from a 2024 staff surveys and the
committee’s conversations with staff indicate that
the atmosphere is generally collegial, open, and
low in hierarchy, with most employees feeling
respected by colleagues and supervisors, able to
be themselves at work, and supported in
professional and personal matters. Supervisors are
seen as approachable and respectful, and many
staff affirm the faculty’s commitment to
openness.

However, the 2024 survey also revealed some
challenges, with incidents of undesirable
behaviour, especially gossip, exclusion, bullying,
discrimination, and abuse of power, reported by
over a quarter of staff. Notably, high work
pressure, occasional dissatisfaction with the
academic climate, and a lack of trust in upper
management have surfaced as recurrent issues.
The sense of community has also been tested by
ongoing debates over current geopolitical events,
including those related to Israel and Gaza. In
response, the faculty board promptly developed
an action plan. Actions underway include
information sessions on social safety, reqular e-
learning and bystander training, and the creation
of a social safety roadmap clarifying roles,
reporting structures, and support for staff. There is
also enhanced attention to inclusivity, with the DEI
committee contributing to specific measures for
international staff and PhD candidates. Early
feedback from staff interviews, including junior
researchers and PhDs, has been cautiously
positive. Most describe their departments as
supportive, open, and safe, even amid wider
institutional challenges. The faculty isin a
transitional phase, and the impact of new
interventions will be evaluated in upcoming
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surveys. The committee stresses the importance
of continuing to measure progress, closing the gap
between formal policy and daily experience, and
ensuring that gains in social safety, leadership, and
the management of workload are visible and
lasting.

With respect to research integrity, IMR adheres to
Radboud University’s Code of Conduct, ensuring
that all research is guided by the principles of
honesty, diligence, transparency, independence,
and accountability. The IMR Doctoral School
integrates these standards through training on
research ethics and scientific integrity, which is
mandatory for all PhD candidates as of 2025.

Community engagement

While IMR has made considerable efforts to foster
a vibrant and inclusive research culture through
seminars, workshops, and research events, the
institute notes that participation has remained
limited, especially in the post-COVID context of
increased remote work. This reduction in physical
presence has negatively impacted community
cohesion and made it more difficult for new
members, including early-career researchers and
PhD candidates, to integrate into the research
environment. Several interviewed staff expressed
concern that this diminished sense of community
may have long-term implications for the vitality
and inclusiveness of the academic culture.
Certainly, this challenge is not unique to IMR; it is
widespread across academic institutions, where
staff often face high workloads and the demands
of balancing teaching, research, and
administrative responsibilities.

The committee notes that, to be effective,
community-building initiatives must be both
relevant for researchers and supported by visible
leadership; senior academics play a crucial role in
setting the tone for engagement. It may also be
beneficial to streamline the number of overarching
IMR-wide events, focusing instead on fewer but
larger-scale activities that create a greater sense
of occasion and critical mass. Additionally,
empowering departments or peer groups to
initiate their own thematic events — with small,
targeted budgets or incentives — may foster

ownership, encourage bottom-up participation,
and create formats that better match staff
interests. Finally, gathering structured feedback
from staff and students to understand their
preferences regarding content, timing, and modes
of participation could help tailor future events and
strengthen community cohesion.

The IMR PhD programme plays a vital role in
shaping the institute’s research capacity and
fostering a vibrant academic culture. The
committee finds that the structures in place for
PhD development successfully combine flexibility
and accessibility, while also identifying areas for
further growth.

Notably, the Doctoral School has assumed a more
active role over the evaluation period in
monitoring and supporting PhD candidates —
through adoption of the Hora Finita system (2021),
the introduction of a comprehensive PhD guide,
and improved onboarding procedures. In addition
to the standard 12-month interview with the
Scientific Advisory Committee, two new progress
milestones were introduced: a check-in with the
Doctoral Officer after nine months and a review
meeting after 30 months to plan the final year. In
early 2025, the 12-month interview was replaced
by a new, more flexible format (*Colloquium’) with
feedback from two external reviewers to inform
the supervisors’ go/no-go decision. While these
structures are well-received, completion rates
remain a concern, with most PhD candidates
requiring more than six years to finish their
degree. Nevertheless, the committee commends
the role of the Doctoral School, which has become
a highly regarded, accessible point of contact for
PhD candidates. It plays a key role in reducing the
overreliance on individual supervisors, helping
balance the variation in PhD support across
departments.

Over the period, the number of internal PhD
candidates increased from 63 (37 FTE) in 2019 to
113 in 2024 (83 FTE), while the number of external
PhDs declined from 128 to 60 — reflecting the
strategic aim to prioritize full-time, employed PhD
researchers. Although IMR has made clear
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progress in terms of internal PhDs, their current
number does not yet fully reflect the institute’s
research potential. Given the size of IMR and the
number of staff with jus promovendi, one would
expect a higher number of ongoing and completed
PhD projects. The committee acknowledges that,
until recently, high teaching workloads and
financial constraints may have limited the
institute’s capacity to prioritize PhD recruitment.
However, the necessary infrastructure to
accommodate more candidates is in place, notably
through the Doctoral School. IMR’s strong links
with societal partners and solid record in acquiring
external funding provide additional opportunities
to further expand PhD recruitment. Looking
ahead, the committee sees room for a modest and
targeted increase in PhD positions, especially in
departments with sufficient supervisory capacity.
Such growth would enhance IMR’s research
environment, support early-career development,
and strengthen the academic community. A key
challenge to address in this process is the uneven
distribution of supervision responsibilities.
Currently, a small number of supervisors carry a
disproportionate load. Distributing PhD
supervision more evenly across faculty will be
required to safeguard the quality of supervision
and ensure sustainable growth.

The four-year PhD trajectory, which typically
involves 5% teaching time, is widely regarded as
well-balanced. The limited teaching load enables
PhD candidates to focus primarily on their
research. However, for those planning a future
academic career, the current teaching experience
may be too limited to fully prepare them for the
realities of university-level teaching. In contrast,
the 6-year PhD positions — created to help manage
significant teaching loads in some departments —
require PhDs to spend about half their time on
teaching. While these appointments serve a clear
institutional need, many PhD candidates in these
roles struggle to balance the high teaching
expectations with their research obligations. Tasks
and responsibilities are not always communicated
clearly, and there is a frequent need for these
PhDs to advocate for protected research time
themselves. Although no new 6-year PhD
positions are currently being created, persistent
budget constraints and teaching demands in some

departments mean that this approach could return
in the future. In that event, clearer communication
and structured research time — without the need
for individual negotiation — will be essential to
ensure that the dual demands of these roles do not
compromise the PhD experience.

Each PhD candidate is supervised by a team of two
to four supervisors, including at least one full
professor (promotor) and one daily supervisor.
Additionally, PhD candidates at the institute
benefit from access to structured support and
counselling services provided by the Doctoral
School. Nonetheless, the committee’s
conversation with PhD candidates underscored
the centrality of the supervisor's role in guiding
doctoral research, with supervision quality largely
dependent on the commitment and pedagogical
capacity of individual professors. The Doctoral
School is taking steps to address this by promoting
supervisor training, which the committee
supports.

PhD training at IMR is characterized by
considerable flexibility. Beyond a few core
requirements, PhDs have significant freedom to
tailor their own training by using personal budgets
to pursue courses either within Radboud
University or through external research schools.
While PhDs highly value this flexibility, access to
teaching-related training and broader professional
development opportunities still depends too much
on supervisor initiative and the availability of
additional resources. In some cases, these
resources come from participating in IMR’s Hot
Spots, which offer rich opportunities for
interdisciplinary engagement and networking.
However, not all PhD candidates are able to join
Hot Spots, due to time constraints, or
misalignment with their own research themes. As
a result, opportunities for professional growth can
be uneven, highlighting the need for more robust
institutional support to ensure equitable access to
teaching and development pathways. PhD
candidates would also benefit from a clearer policy
on academic career development. The present
framework for identifying possible post-PhD
career trajectories — inside or outside academia —
could be improved.
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Finally, the loss of informal social events during
the COVID-19 period and following the 2023
budget cuts has noticeably reduced opportunities
for PhD candidates to connect with peers and
faculty members beyond their supervision teams.
Given their relatively limited teaching duties, such
informal interaction could play an important role
in broadening their networks and sense of
belonging. Reintroducing or reimagining these
social encounters — with a modest amount of
institutional funding and/or increased
organizational creativity — could help reconnect
PhDs with the wider academic community.

The committee considers the long-term viability of
IMR to be sound, despite the considerable
financial set-back that the faculty experienced in
2023. In retrospect, the difficulties resulted from a
combination of overly ambitious investments in
research, unforeseen cost increases (including
salaries and housing), and misaligned expectations
between the university (RU) and faculty (NSM)
levels. Additionally, rapid staff expansion —driven
by growing student numbers — resulted in
permanent appointments where temporary
contracts had been intended, further exacerbating
the financial strain. These troubles led to faculty
budget cuts and a period of tension between
faculty management and NSM staff. In response,
the faculty and IMR leadership took firm steps to
stabilize the situation and regain control over the
faculty’s financial situation. Spurred on by the
arrival of a new dean, the trust of staff in the
faculty management has improved and so has the
financial situation.

Nonetheless, considerable uncertainty remains
regarding the availability of financial resources in a
politically uncertain climate — perhaps even more
so now than at the time of writing the self-
evaluation report. Like other Dutch universities,
NSM faces the prospect of future budget cuts,
even following the resignation of the government
in June 2025, which had proposed such reductions.
This makes any financial projection for the
research next assessment period difficult. In
addition, the nationwide decline of student
numbers presents an ongoing financial risk for

both the faculty and IMR. During the site visit, the
committee learned that earlier faculty
expectations of achieving budgetary balance by
2027 have now been revised to 2030.

The committee does not doubt the capacity of
IMR to remain viable and has concluded from
interviews that a recurrence of the situation that
arose in 2023 is unlikely. The current NSM
leadership appears to have established firm
control over the faculty’s finances. This is
especially important for IMR, as any renewed or
further weakening of the financial position could
jeopardize the implementation of its strategy,
including the ability to secure essential resources
such as research time for its staff.

Beyond financial issues, the committee noted that
NSM is currently undergoing a broad
organizational transition (see above under
‘Organization and governance’). Although the self-
evaluation touches on this only briefly, it became
evident during the site visit that NSM is a faculty in
transition, where almost every topic discussed is
subject to change. Management has made
considerable efforts to communicate its plans and
the challenges it faces, but in the committee’s
view, it would benefit from being even more
transparent about potential scenarios. Actively
involving staff in scenario planning can enhance
their engagement and commitment to shaping
the future of IMR and NSM. Acknowledging
transition and uncertainty, rather than
downplaying these dynamics, can be a strength.

In fact, the committee sees an opportunity for
NSM to position itself as a frontrunner among
academic institutions navigating similar
challenges. NSM already has substantial
experience managing financial and organizational
constraints, and this places it in a strong position
to serve as an example for other institutions facing
comparable pressures. The committee recognizes
the resilience and adaptability shown by NSM and
IMR leadership under difficult circumstances. It
was impressed by the willingness of faculty and
staff to reflect, adapt, and contribute
constructively. This collective engagement is an
asset that management would do well to continue
cultivating.
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A central aspect of viability is ensuring adequate
time for research. The amount of time that staff
can devote to research is influenced not only by
financial constraints, but also by high student
numbers and teaching loads, which have
effectively reduced the time available for research.
The committee welcomes current efforts to
rationalize the educational offering — through
reducing the number of courses and
specializations and improving workload allocation
—as a strategy to rebalance teaching and research
duties. The committee encourages NSM and IMR
boards to continue thinking creatively in this area
and to actively engage staff in these discussions.
This could also include exploring the responsible
use of Al tools to reduce teaching workload,
thereby freeing up additional time for research.

During conversations with departments and
individual researchers, the committee met with a
strong willingness to take shared responsibility for
maintaining research capacity. Expanding
professional education (e.g., through
masterclasses) and focusing on high-impact
funding opportunities at ERC, NWA, and EU’s
FP10 are promising strategies currently being
pursued to secure additional resources and,
directly or indirectly, support IMR's research
mission.

Finally, the committee commends the current
dean and faculty/IMR management for their
leadership style. Their openness, strategic
awareness, and commitment to addressing
internal and external challenges are important
strengths that support IMR’s future viability. The
willingness to reflect on past missteps and to show
vulnerability, has helped rebuild trust — a resource
that cannot be taken for granted.

In conclusion, the committee notes that IMR
displays many fundamental strengths, even in the
face of significant changes and challenges. The
institute brings together a diverse range of
disciplines, offering researchers from business
administration, economics, geography, planning,
political science, and public administration a

uniquely collaborative environment in which to
address today’s most pressing societal issues. The
institute’s commitment to responsible governance
and sustainable societies is more than a mission
statement; it is clearly visible in innovative
research themes, interdisciplinary Hot Spots, and
the dedication to impactful partnerships with both
academic and non-academic stakeholders.
Governance changes, especially in response to
leadership shifts and recent financial turbulence,
have built a renewed sense of trust and
collaboration across the faculty.

Overall, IMR finds itself in a period of transition,
facing financial pressures and the need for more
transparency and greater engagement of the
departments in institute-wide strategy. While
research support remains robust and highly
valued, it is also stretched, signalling the
importance of continued investment in
professional services and infrastructure. The
committee recognizes IMR’s diversity and
motivated academic community as significant
assets that underpin both resilience and academic
excellence. It encourages management to build on
these foundations by delegating greater
responsibility to departments, further improving
communication, and making the most of this
transition period as an opportunity to distinguish
IMR positively. By engaging staff at all levels,
maintaining openness about challenges, and
aligning strategic priorities with its vibrant
academic community, IMR can continue to evolve
as a leader in socially relevant, high-impact
research.

Recommendations

The committee has prioritized its
recommendations as major and minor,
distinguishing those considered essential for the
institute’s long-term development from those
aimed at further enhancing current strengths and
supporting continuous improvement.

Strengthen common foundation while
safeguarding diversity: The committee
emphasizes the importance of
maintaining a shared IMR-wide mission
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and identity, but also recommends that
explicit attention be paid to ensuring no
disciplinary group feels excluded as
strategic priorities evolve. Ensure that, as
IMR prioritizes its core themes,
disciplinary independence and the ability
to pursue methodological rigour at the
department level are maintained.
Delegate additional responsibilities to
departments: The committee suggests
that the NSM and IMR boards consider
giving more responsibility to department
heads to strengthen departmental buy-in
and to tap into the research potential and
motivation of staff. Forming ‘coalitions of
the willing’, i.e., engaged staff willing to
take on more responsibility, could further
enhance commitment and innovation.
Invest (more) in Hot Spots: Hot Spots
are identified as crucial interdisciplinary
vehicles, but their hours and budgets
have recently been reduced. The
committee urges management to invest
further in these initiatives and avoid
further budget cuts to ensure their
sustainability, particularly given their
non-monetary but strategic value for
both research culture and external
visibility.

Enhance transparency and scenario
planning: In light of ongoing financial
uncertainty, the committee advises the
institute to be as transparent as possible
about changes in available research
resources, and to actively involve staff in
scenario planning and open discussions
about strategy and sustainability.

Align teaching and research strategies:
Increase synergies between research and
educational programming by strategically
integrating the research agenda and
teaching activities, thereby maximizing
mutual benefit for staff and students.

Develop a comprehensive Al strategy:
Formulate a clear, institute-wide artificial
intelligence policy that positions Al as a

core component of social science
research. Go beyond basic IT solutions to
include targeted training, ethical
guidelines, and the necessary
infrastructure to support Al-enhanced
research across departments.

Enhance academic community and
inclusion: Address the decline in on-
campus interaction by organizing fewer
but more meaningful academic events
that facilitate engagement and
interdisciplinary exchange. Pay close
attention to onboarding and integrating
newcomers to ensure a cohesive and
inclusive academic culture.

Strengthen narrative and indicators for
research impact: Develop a unified
‘impact storyline’ that offers clear
guidance on the articulation and
evaluation of both theoretical and
societal impact. Make explicit the
frameworks, policy uptake, and
observable contributions resulting from
research.

Improve visibility and clarity of HR
practices: Improve the visibility and
documentation of HR instruments — like
assessment forms and promotion metrics
—to ensure they are consistently applied
and understood within the institute.
Develop clear, quantitative indicators
(e.g., promotion rates, diversity data) to
track HR outcomes and align them with
institutional goals.

Strengthen PhD programme: Modestly
expand PhD positions where capacity
allows and ensure sufficient time and
support for high-quality supervision. If 6-
year PhD appointments return, ensure
that teaching loads are clearly defined
and that structured research time is
protected. At the same time, consider
modestly increasing teaching
opportunities for 4-year PhDs (e.g., to 10—
15%) to better prepare them for academic
careers and help share the teaching
burden across departments.

Research Evaluation Institute for Management Research



3. Department of Business Administration

The central theme connecting Business
Administration researchers is that of ‘the
Responsible Organization’. The department’s
mission is to increase knowledge regarding
responsible organizations by addressing
economic, ecological, and social values, the
conditions required to realize these values, and the
interventions needed for organizations to
transition to responsibility.

Staff numbers grew from 24.6 fte to 46.3 fte
during the evaluation period. In 2024, the
department comprised 15 full professors, 18
associate professors, 33 assistant professors, 6
postdoctoral researchers, and 26 internal PhD
candidates. The current funding mix is 70% direct
funding, 15% research grants, and 15% contract
funding. The department produced 726
publications during the review period, of which
563 were refereed articles.

The Department of Business Administration (BA)
is clearly anchored in the strong and timely
strategic theme of The Responsible Organization.
This central focus is not only conceptually relevant
given scholarly and public debates, but also
provides a coherent narrative that connects the
department’s five sections: Organization Design &
Development, Marketing, Research Methods,
Strategy, and Strategic Human Resource
Management. The strategy is articulated through
three central research challenges: setting
responsible goals, identifying responsible
conditions, and enabling responsible transitions.

During the site visit, the committee observed that
the BA strategy is well aligned with the broader
IMR strategy and its three pillars, developed
through a combination of bottom-up and top-
down approaches. Interviewees confirmed that
they can position themselves within the broader

framework, which contributes to coherence and
shared vision.

At the same time, the BA department as a whole —
as well as its five sections — could reflect more
explicitly (and make their plans more concrete) on
their individual and collective contributions to
building responsible organizations. The ‘Future
Ambitions’ section in the self-evaluation report
does not clearly align with or build upon the
programme’s core mission of making
organizations responsible.

The department’s internal organization strikes a
good balance between cohesion and academic
freedom. During the site visit, the committee
heard that BA colleagues appreciate the flexibility
to pursue ‘pet projects’ and that academic
freedom is preserved despite the overarching
theme. Participation in Hot Spots is voluntary, and
these are seen as valuable spaces for collaboration
across departments, especially for younger staff.
Hot Spots provide intellectual homes and help
attract funding, although their long-term
continuity is not guaranteed.

The department demonstrates a solid publication
record with outputs in high-quality journals, and it
adopts diverse methodological approaches.
Thematic unity across sections enhances overall
coherence. While the Department’s Methods
group produces high-quality research, its role in
advancing the department’s mission — particularly
the concept of ‘responsibility’ — remains implicit.
There is a need to explicitly connect
methodological choices to the normative and
practical dimensions of responsible organizational
practices. This means clarifying how research
methods, designs, or analytical approaches
support the identification, evaluation, or
implementation of responsible goals, conditions,
and transitions in organizations. The committee
recommends formulating a 'responsible
methodology' stance that explains how
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methodological rigour and innovation align with
values such as transparency, inclusiveness,
reflexivity, and impact. Highlighting
methodological innovations that operationalize
these values (e.g., participatory research designs,
critical realism, systems mapping, multi-
stakeholder simulations) would strengthen the
department’s strategic coherence and academic
distinctiveness.

During the site visit, the committee noted a
conscious shift toward responsible research
assessment, aligned with DORA and Recognition
and Rewards principles. Interviewees mentioned
that qualitative indicators, such as
organizing/participating in summer schools, guest
lectures, and narrative CVs, are taken into account
in career progression. These efforts are
commendable and reflect a mature, nuanced
approach to research quality. Interviewees were
aware of central HR policies regarding Recognition
and Rewards; however, the committee concludes
that institutionalization of these practices in all HR
activities still needs to be achieved. One concern
raised regarding the full implementation of the
Dutch Recognition and Rewards policies is that
junior and mid-career researchers fear it may limit
their adherence to established academic career
norms within the global academic job market,
potentially affecting their international
opportunities. In the committee’s opinion, the
department could benefit from the available
internal expertise (about employability and
sustainable careers) to actively implement the
R&R policies and practices.

Interviewees emphasized a safe environment for
academic debate and the balance between focus
and freedom. The committee notes a clear
normative dimension to the research but observed
that explicit discussion of risks arising from this
normativity is lacking. Maintaining space for open
and critical debate is essential; thus the committee
recommends clearer guidelines to facilitate open
dialogue, particularly amid polarized academic
and public opinions.

Support mechanisms for early-career researchers
are strong, with conference funding, seed grants,
and teaching relief available. Senior staff are said

to actively involve juniors in research networks,
contributing to capacity building and international
visibility.

Open science is taken seriously. All publications
are required to be open access, and a support
system exists for data sharing. Staff are aware of
national and international guidelines, though
some data cannot be shared due to contractual or
privacy constraints.

Societal engagement is a visible strength of the
department. The research programme’s focus on
responsibility directly speaks to contemporary
societal challenges. During the site visit, the
committee observed active connections with local
businesses and public institutions, with successful
projects in healthcare, neighbourhood
development, and the circular economy being
cited.

Initiatives like the ‘future search event’ exemplify
how societal collaboration can lead to new grants
and partnerships. These demonstrate the
department’s ability to translate academic
research into community value. However, during
the visit, interviewees also acknowledged that
systematic co-creation and long-term impact
measurement remain areas for development. The
committee recommends building frameworks for
tracking societal impact more explicitly, including
structured follow-up with stakeholders and the
use of qualitative impact narratives.

The programme benefits from a good track record
in acquiring external grants and recruiting PhD
candidates through varied funding streams.
However, financial pressures persist: budget cuts
have affected travel budgets and plans for
financial breakeven are now postponed until 2030.
Despite these challenges, promotions remain
possible and international student intake remains
strong. Staff indicated that managing overheads
and increasing external funding are current
priorities.
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The committee observed that the main research
output relies heavily on a small group of scholars -
role models — who likely carry a substantial
workload to maintain high-quality teaching,
produce strong research, apply for grants, and
mentor early-career colleagues.

PhD numbers remain relatively low, partly due to
high teaching loads and reliance on external funds.
Nevertheless, the department has made progress
by creating teaching-PhD hybrid positions. Most
PhD candidates were reported to be on track.

Going forward, greater transparency about
funding strategy and long-term viability plans
would be valuable. The committee recommends
adopting a more entrepreneurial mindset,
especially in times of financial constraints. This
means moving beyond survival mode and actively
exploring new opportunities. For example,
consider positioning the department as a
European Hub for Responsible Organization
Studies. Identifying the unique selling points of the
department as a whole — as well as those of its five
sections —and aligning budget planning more
explicitly with strategic priorities, such as scaling
successful tools or sustaining hot spots, could help
build a clearer path for future research
investments.

The committee recognizes the high quality of the
department’s research, which stands out for its
ambitious and well-defined vision. The concept of
the Responsible Organization is timely, clearly
articulated, and reflects a strong commitment to
integrating economic viability with societal
contribution — a focus that resonates with global
debates on sustainability, ESG, and stakeholder
capitalism.

The programme further benefits from an
interdisciplinary structure that maintains thematic
unity. Cross-sectional collaboration enriches the
study of organizational responsibility, while
allowing for methodological diversity. This
balance between integration and openness

strengthens the coherence and depth of the
research.

Finally, the department demonstrates strong
engagement with practice through symposia,
partnerships with public stakeholders, and the
development of applied tools such as the
Responsible Innovation Scan. This orientation
towards practice enhances the societal relevance
and visibility of the programme, underscoring its
public value.

Recommendations

Conceptual overlap vs. conceptual
precision. The broad definition of
‘Responsible Organization’ risks
conceptual dilution. The same term
appears across multiple themes,
making boundaries between
‘conditions’, ‘goals’, and ‘transitions’
somewhat spongy. The committee
recommends to clarify the meaning of
a responsible organization (responsible
—why, for whom, what, etc.), and also
clarify unique sub-theme identities by
formulating boundary criteria or
typologies.

Stronger positioning of Research
methods. The committee advises the
Department’s Methods group to make
explicit how their methodological
choices support the department’s
mission, especially the concept of
‘responsibility’. By developing a clear
stance on ‘responsible methodology'—
showing how methods promote values
like transparency, inclusiveness,
reflexivity, and impact—and by
highlighting innovative approaches
that embody these values, the
department can strengthen its
strategic coherence and
distinctiveness.

Missing reflexivity on normativity.
The department should reflect more
on its normative assumptions. The
values embedded in the idea of
‘responsibility’ are not neutral. The
committee recommends engaging
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with literature from business ethics
and critical management studies to
address moral and political trade-offs.
Moreover: develop guidelines for
organizing open dialogues.
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4. Department of Economics and Business

Economics

The Department of Economics and Business
Economics integrates economic principles with
insights from other disciplines to address both
traditional and emerging economic challenges. It
sees economics as a critical analytical tool for
understanding the key trade-offs that underlie
both individual and societal choices. A distinctive
feature of the department is its ‘Economics+'
approach, which combines an emphasis on overall
well-being at national and international levels —
including psychosocial dimensions of well-being in
the context of scarce resources — with a focus on
the societal organization of value creation and a
strong appreciation of institutional quality and
network functioning.

Staff numbers remained relatively constant during
the evaluation period, with a moderate decline
from 18.5 fte in 2019 to 14.1 fte in 2024. As of
2024, the department comprises 6 full professors,
7 associate professors, 16 assistant professors, 2
postdoctoral researchers, and 13 internal PhD
candidates. The current funding mix is 96% direct
funding, 1% research grants, and 3% contract
funding. Over the evaluation period, the
department produced 346 publications, of which
274 were refereed articles.

The EBE Department is one of the smallest
departments of the IMR, but appears to be well
functioning. The current structure is under review
for optimization, as both teaching and research
rests on relatively few department members.
Conversely, while the faculty is characterized by
ongoing turbulence and change, which almost
seems to be seen as a ‘normal state of affairs’, the
comitee notes that the EBE department has
adapted to this environment and continues to
function well despite the challenges.

The department performs well for its size, with a
diverse set of researchers publishing in top
journals and securing grants . The spread of names
in publications and grants indicates a healthy
distribution rather than reliance on a few
individuals. However, it should be noted that in
2024 the share of grants in the overall research
budget was very low, which constitutes a clear
vulnerability. Strengthening the department’s
ability to attract external funding will therefore be
an important priority for ensuring long-term
sustainability.

The contents and topics which the EBE focuses on
to some extent reflect the department’s particular
focus and identity — namely, addressing issues of
societal relevance. Research at the department
aims at providing policy suggestions rather than
strict prescriptions to policymakers with a
recognition that ‘optimal’ solutions may not
always be politically viable, and that one-size-fits-
all solutions may not exist. However, the
department leadership is open about the need to
avoid imposing a strictly normative stance, given
the potential dangers that this would entail. The
department explicitly describes itself as a support
unit that optimizes a focus on some topics without
actually making a trade-off. Staff who maintain a
disciplinary research focus are equally valued for
producing high-quality research.

Overall, the department appears to strike a careful
and fruitful balance between societal relevance
and academic rigour, without forcing a choice
between the two. In line with this, recruitment
emphasizes a general mindset, attracting
researchers who can critically question economic
approaches and who are open to
interdisciplinarity. The prevalence of double
degrees among staff exemplifies this approach.
The department’s profile and identity helps to
attract researchers interested in experimental and
interdisciplinary approaches, while avoiding an
emphasis on particular themes in recruitment.
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Interdisciplinary collaboration is mainly internal,
within IMR, facilitated by Hot Spots that serve as
platforms for staff to organize initiatives. Of the
seven Hot Spots that are currently active, one is
set up by a staff member of the EBE department,
with micro-grants available to support new
projects. Participation is voluntary, and while not
all staff are involved, Hot Spots serve as
intellectual hubs, especially for junior researchers.

It is noteworthy that while the department looks
for a specific mindset in recruits, described as
critical, open, and interdisciplinary, this does not
translate into a particular research focus (such as
sustainability). The committee particularly
observed that while EBE is open to research with
other disciplines, both within and outside the
institute, and the department values
collaboration, this approach is not enforced. This is
reassuring, as it allows for diversity and helps
avoid ideological or disciplinary uniformity while
maintaining a shared commitment to high-quality
research. Recruitment processes are transparent:
vacancies are openly advertised, and the desired
candidate profile is clearly stated. However, it is
less clear whether the aim to attract this profile is
successful. This is especially salient given the
likeliness of a vacancy stop.

Over the evaluation period, the department has
moved toward broader, more qualitative
performance criteria, which cover research,
teaching, leadership, and impact. Representatives
of the department emphasized that annual
appraisal interviews are transparent and
comprehensive. Staff are expected to excel in at
least two domains, one of which must be research
or teaching. The precise balance between these
domains remains under discussion at the faculty
level.

The EBE department places particular emphasis
on open science, to which it contributes actively.
Agreements with publishers were said to facilitate
open access publishing while staff are well-
informed and warned against publishing in
‘predatory journals’. An important element of the
open science commitment is the expectation that
data must be made public where possible, with
preregistration of research plans. Legal and

administrative support is available for managing
sensitive data. At the same time, the department
acknowledges that some data, such as proprietary
company data and individual-level microdata,
cannot be made public. Projects involving such
data are explicitly not disincentivized.

Societal engagement is a visible strength of the
department, with a clear ambition to make real-
world impact. This is supported both by formal
incentives as well as by a departmental culture
that encourages engagement with external
partners. Professors by special appointment serve
as conduits between the academic world and
wider society. This approach both enhances
societal impact and forges more lasting external
connections.

While staff at EBE reqularly provide research input
for policymakers, the approach is quite explicitly
not to take on activist roles: EBE aims at providing
evidence-based contributions to public policy
debates instead of contributing to polarization.

In addition, the department also collaborates with
the private sector, including banks, insurance
companies, and pension funds. While such
collaboration can be valuable in many respects, it
can also raise concerns about research
independence. The committee notes that the
department is fully aware of this challenge and
there are no indications of compromised
independence.

The EBE department is currently the second
smallest within IMR, which poses certain
challenges. External funding peaked in 2019 and
has since declined in an environment in which
resources are getting scarcer and competition is
fierce. The department has responded to these
challenges by rationalizing teaching as a means to
deliver on education while still being able to
protect staff's research time. It also proritizes the
acquisition of additional funding in key areas in
which the department can arguably make a clear
societal inpact. This approach explicitly supports
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the pursuit of novel and large-scale studies, rather
than hiring more staff.

A key issue flagged by the committee is the
relatively low number of PhD candidates at, both
in relation to the size of the department and
compared to other Dutch and European
institutions of similar standing. This mainly
reflects funding constraints, as most PhD positions
are externally funded. The department has
introduced particular six-year contracts that
combine a full PhD study with a substantially
enlarged teaching role. This is said to benefit PhD
candidates’ career development while solving a
teaching problem. The committee also notes that
the teaching load for regular PhD candidates is low
compared to that of similar institutions.

The committee concludes that the Department of
Economics and Business Economics delivers high-
quality research, often with a clear societal impact.
Despite its relatively small size within IMR, it
manages to be well known and respected among
fellow economists in academia in and outside The
Netherlands.

The department continues to have a clear identity
and an explicit focus on particular topics and
approaches, while still allowing staff to conduct
high-quality research outside of these areas. It also

manages to avoid an explicitly normative stance,
which could divide staff. Overall, the department
is excellently positioned to further enhance its
academic and societal impact, provided it remains
attentive to potential challenges both at the
department level and, more fundamentally, at the
IMR and faculty level.

Recommendations

Preserve research time. The department
has been highly aware of the need to
protect staff’s research time amid
growing teaching demands. The
introduction of six-year PhD positions
may help to maintain this balance hence
the committee supports this policy.

Increase PhD numbers. The number of
PhD candidates is relatively low
compared to the size of the department.
Broader recruitment efforts and exploring
alternative international funding options
may be worth exploring.

Safeguard broad research participation.
While not a pressing problem at the
moment, the department may need to
recognize the risk that research activity,
high-quality publishing or societal
engagement, become concentrated in
relatively (too?) few members of staff.
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5. Department of Geography, Planning and

Environment

Research within the Department of Geography,
Planning and Environment (GPE) is motivated by
an interest in spatial development around the
globe, combined with deep concerns about
sustainability, justice and well-being. Under this
rather broad umbrella the research themes are
further specified in: (1) bordering and migration;
(2) climate, energy biodiversity, food and water;
(3) governance and institutions for spatial
transformations towards sustainable cities.

Staff numbers increased significantly during the
evaluation period, from 18.3 fte in 2019 t0 32.4 fte
in 2024. At the end of the evaluation period, the
department comprised g full professors, 10
associate professors, 22 assistant professors, 9
postdoctoral researchers, 17 internal and 21
external PhD candidates — which represents the
highest number of external PhDs across all IMR
departments. The department produced 422
publications over the review period, including 288
refereed articles. The current funding mix is 47%
direct funding, 34% research grants, and 19%
contract funding.

The research mission of the Department of
Geography, Planning and Environment fits well
within the overal profile of IMR, aiming at spatial
and environmentally oriented research, with
spearheads on sustainability, spatial and social
justice and participation. The department is well
aligned with the broader IMR strategy and enjoys
collaborative relationships across its subgroups,
which mirror the original disciplines of Geography,
Environmental Sciences and Spatial Planning,
each with its own identity and approach.
Environmental scientists and planners seem to
have found common ground and collaborate more
closely, while geographers remain somewhat
separate. Although the research themes of the
three groups differ, at face value these differences

are intellectually productive and groups seem to
cooperate together fine. In all themes academic
research and practice are closely intertwined
across themes. The committee heard that being
part of IMR facilitates interdisciplinary
collaboration, particularly with Public
Administration and Business Administration on
themes such as energy transition and mobility.
Shared resources, such as the Global Data Lab,
and joint publications with economists, were cited
as further contributions to interdisciplinary
exchange. Research facilities and infrastructure
were reported as supportive of collaboration.

During the evaluation period, the department has
been quite successful in meeting its strategic
research aims. This is especially true for its
acquisition policy, research time strategy and PhD
policy (see below). The committee considers this
strategic development a strong point of the
department and a reflection of effective internal
coordination.

The academic output — whether in refereed journal
articles, acquisition of external funding, or
successful PhD completions — can be considered
outstanding. The department’s strong
(inter)national academic networks, including joint
PhD ventures with universities in China and
Indonesia, is impressive and ensures a consistent
intake of PhD candidates. The stream of
publications and the frequency of PhD defences
appear stable and in line with the increase in staff
capacity.

Most publications appear in reputable journals in
Geography, Spatial Planning, and Environmental
Sciences, and are well-distributed across time and
thematic groups. The department builds on a clear
normative foundation, particularly around themes
such as spatial justice, which also appears to shape
internal decisions about hiring and research
priorities. The committee notes that this
foundation does not hinder academic plurality: the
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department maintains diversity in topics,
methods, and opinions, and avoids ideological
homogeneity. Staff are free to pursue their own
research questions within the broader IMR vision.

The shift in emphasis towards more qualitative
criteria (e.g., narrative CVs, broader appraisal
interviews) for research assessment is extensively
discussed within the department. Nevertheless,
traditional output metrics also remain valued, and
the quality of research is clearly visible in its
volume. Criteria and expectations at various career
stages are becoming clearer, though the
committee notes an ongoing debate about formal
career policies. This diversity of views can also be
seen as a quality within itself.

GPE's success in securing external funding is one
of the highest in the faculty, although success
rates dropped from 70% to 50% during the review
period. While opinions may differ on whether
funding is a valid indicator for research quality, the
constant influx of funding demonstrates structural
external recognition. A distinctive strength of the
department is its use of citizen science and living
labs, especially in urban heat stress and UMC-
related projects. These provide real-world
research settings and offer productive pathways
for junior researchers to complete their PhDs.

The department is well-supported in open science
policies. Financial commitment and support from
the library enable open access publication,
although the committee heard that budget cuts
may affect future capacity. The institutional
infrastructure for data management appears
robust.

The committee finds that GPE's research themes
are strongly driven by societal needs — energy
transition, climate adaptation and mobility being
key examples. Societal engagement is clear and
embedded in the department’s daily activities,
including formal collaborations with local and
regional partners such as the municipality of
Nijmegen, RadboudUMC and the province of
Gelderland. Research projects are frequently
applied in character and driven by questions from

policymakers or societal actors, reflecting the
practical orientation of planning and
environmental science. Here, the mentioned
success rate in external funding is illustrative.
Compared to other departments, there is less
emphasis on curiosity-driven or fundamental
research.

The department actively works to ensure two-way
knowledge flows: efforts are made to translate
practical findings into academic publications, and
academic results are in turn used to inform societal
debate. These attempts mirror a pragmatic
attitude. The committee also observes a strategic
and evolving choice of partners, combining policy-
oriented bodies with more community-driven
organizations. This mix enhances the
department’s plurality. Research protocols are
systematically used to secure academic integrity in
projects with external stakeholders (e.g., UN
agencies). Maintaining both an active academic
network and a robust societal partner network is
acknowledged by staff as time-intensive but
essential for the department’s mission.

Leadership in the department seems well
organized and its academic results reflect a solid
performance. The department has developed
considerable internal experience with acquisition
and collaborative proposal writing. However, the
observed decline in funding success — set
alongside rising teaching workloads — raises
important questions about sustainability. The
committee encourages continued strategic
attention to managing the balance between
teaching and research time. The department
values internal growth and recognizes potential at
the more junior levels. New hires indicate that
they feel supported in building research groups
and seeking funding, aided by cross-faculty
structures. In cases where junior researchers do
not fit existing projects, the department seems
proactive in creating projects tailored to their
interests and strengths. Some vacancies remain
unfilled due to financial constraints.

While the department’s overall success is broadly
shared, some dependence on a few established
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researchers remains visible — especially in the
clustering of PhD candidates. This raises concerns
about over-reliance on key individuals and
succession issues. The committee notes that while
internal talent is appreciated and cultivated, a
more formalised human resource strategy could
help distribute responsibilities more evenly and
strengthen long-term resilience.

The department is comfortable with its current
approach, which is seen as safe and viable.
However, this stability may come at the expense
of innovation or critical self-reflection. The applied
focus of the department means that external
partners influence its research agenda, which
enhances relevance but may narrow exploratory
scope.

The Department of Geography, Planning and
Environment demonstrates notable strengths in
combining high-quality academic output with
deep societal relevance. Its strong track record in
publishing, successful PhD programme —including
an exceptional number of external PhDs —and
robust integration of living lab structures underpin
a research culture that is both productive and
resilient. The department succeeds in maintaining
a high level of achievement amidst disciplinary
diversity, strategic collaboration, and ongoing
critical debate, ensuring its work remains at the
forefront of efforts to promote more sustainable
and equitable societies.

Recommendations

Dependence on partnerships.
Much of the department’s research

success relies on close cooperation with
both societal and academic partners. This
dependence may pose risks, particularly if
internal funding tightens. The committee
recommends to adopt a more strategic
approach towards the selection and
cultivation of key partnerships to sustain
network stability in the future.

Future leadership continuity.

Ensuring continuity in research and
supporting academic careers is an
ongoing challenge requiring focused
attention to personnel development.
The committee recommends to develop
and implement a comprehensive
personnel strategy that secures
succession in leadership and safeguards
career development within the
department.

Academic culture and debate.

While open debate and exchange of
differing opinions are valued, such
dialogue must remain rooted in mutual
respect and professionalism.

The committee recommends to actively
foster a culture in which respectful and
professional debate is prioritised and
explicitly emphasised in departmental
practices.

Risks of competition under strain.
Resource scarcity may test existing
collaboration and threaten to shift
cooperation between thematic groups
towards unhealthy competition.

The committee recommends to monitor
and manage internal collaboration to
ensure that cooperation continues to
prevail over competition, particularly in
times of dwindling resources.
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6. Department of Political Science

The Department of Political Science, established
in its present form following separation from
Public Administration in 2020, pursues high-
quality research addressing the complexities of
twenty-first-century politics. Researchers employ
both disciplinary and transdisciplinary approaches
to study contemporary challenges such as
democratic backlash, authoritarianism, populism,
artificial intelligence and warfare, shifting
geoeconomic rivalries, and informal governance.
Research aligns closely with IMR’s mission of
Responsible Governance for Sustainable Societies,
focusing on two core themes: Sustainable
Democracy and Conflict & Cooperation in a
Changing World.

Staff expanded from 15.1 fte in 2020 to 23.1 fte in
2023, falling back to 17.8 fte in 2023. This was due
to lower numbers of junior researchers and
internal PhD candidates spending more time on
teaching. In 2024, the department comprises 6 full
professors, 12 associate professors, 11 assistant
professors, 3 postdoctoral researchers, 10 internal
PhD candidates and 7 external PhD candidates.
The current funding mix is 50% direct funding,
44% research grants, and 6% contract funding.
The department produced 375 publications over
the review period, including 209 refereed articles.

In its current, independent form, the Department
of Political Science is a small but also more
homogenous department. This has facilitated the
move towards a more feasible and horizontal
leadership structure. The committee has met a
department that comes across as cohesive and
energetic, functioning as a genuine team with a
healthy academic culture marked by openness,
mutual respect, and diversity of viewpoints and
methodological approaches.

The department has a clear mission and research
strategy, focusing on democratic governance and

political behaviour within states and on conflict
and cooperation in international politics. This
research strategy aligns well with the IMR mission.

The Department of Political Science is organized
into four chair groups: Comparative Politics,
Political Theory, International Relations and
Conflict & Peace. Each chair group is associated to
the core research themes of the department and
staff regularly collaborates across the chair
groups. The introduction of the position of
Research Coordinator role in 2023 enables the
department to further coordinate and oversee the
research portfolio.

The department is notably active and research-
driven, with a solid, upward-trending record of
scientific outputs. Members regularly publish in
leading political science journals on topics ranging
from democratic innovation to migration and the
EU. Staff are also quite successful in attracting
grants, from national and international sources,
and also internally in the university, with several
postdocs from the Radboud Excellence Initiative.

Its publication track record and success in
attracting national and international grants shows
that the department is very well-connected to the
political science discipline in the Netherlands and
abroad. That is also illustrated by positions in
national and international scholarly associations
and editorial boards of scientific journals,
contributions to comparative international
datasets, hosting of important events and the
leadership roles taken up in workshops and
conferences of major international political
science associations.

The scientific output simultaneously reflects a
strong link with the discipline as well as
engagement in the interdisciplinary approach is
promoted by IMR. The latter can be illustrated
with the very strong and active presence of
members of the department in Hot Spots. Four of
these are co-chaired by department staff. The
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presence of both disciplinary and interdisciplinary
research activities reflects the freedom that staff
enjoy in developing different research strategies
and career trajectories.

The number of PhD candidates is reasonable, also
thanks to joint doctoral programmes with the
Universities of Bologna and Roskilde. External
funding success supports PhD recruitment, though
with six full professors, the number of PhDs could
be higher still. The department producing only
nine completed PhDs in the past five years is a
concern, possibly related to the pandemic and
internal workload division.

The department previously focussed on
quantitative indicators for the measurement of
scientific quality, which was in line with the
faculty’s policy. At present, it also embraces the
move towards more qualitative indicators,
allowing for a wider variety of output indicators
and a more holistic approach for evaluating staff.

The department deals with topics and issues that
are highly relevant for society, and actively
engages in several forms of dialogue with society.
its emphasis on ‘speaking truth to power’ aligns
with IMR’s mission. Researchers contribute to the
public debate via blogs, editorials, media
appearances, and public events. The department
provides policy advise to public institutions at the
local, regional and national level and regularly
conducts commissioned research for these
institutions. There are furthermore a number of
structural relations with societal stakeholders. All
this reflects a deep commitment to co-creation
and impact in both academic and civic domains.

The department’s 2023 impact strategy highlights
the importance of research-led teaching for
training the next generations of citizens and
scholars. Not all research themes and topics
developed in the department are equally suited for
making an impact beyond academia. Topics like
sustainable democracy, public and electoral
behaviour, migration and international conflict are
especially salient. Researchers of the department

are supported in choosing their level of
engagement with society and stakeholders.
Publicly-engaged staff have sometimes
experienced online harassment, underscoring the
need for institutional mechanisms that ensure
academic freedom and personal safety. While the
faculty board and university leadership have
offered support in these cases, a more systematic
and preventative strategy would enhance
resilience and encourage broader engagement.

As one of the smaller IMR departments, Political
Science benefits from a horizontal and collegial
management style, but is also more vulnerable to
the effects of budget constraints on research staff
numbers. The burden of teaching obligations is a
potential threat to the continuity of the research.
Teaching can be a *hungry monster’ and is often
top of mind when it comes to the allocation of
(scarce) resources. Currently, staff spend 60% of
their time teaching, which in the committee’s
opinion is too much. The department has put in
place strategies for protecting the research time,
like teaching-free blocks, curriculum streamlining
and collaboration with other departments, but the
pressure from teaching obligations on the
research time is a crucial matter of concern.

The Department of Political Science is preparing
for the retirement of four of its six full professors.
Two of these positions will be replaced, while the
third may not be replaced or replaced at a lower
level. This presents both opportunities for renewal
through further streamlining and strengthening
the research agenda as well as continuity risks. It is
important though that the department can remain
free to decide in which direction it wants to move
with these replacements. The committee learned
that replacement planning is underway, with
attention to retaining research direction and
developing leadership among current staff.

The committee notes strong success in acquiring
grants from national and international sources,
providing a buffer against financial uncertainty.
Continued success will however require persistent
effort and oversight. The new position of research
coordinator should help in this respect, providing
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protection against reductions in direct university
funding.

The Department of Political Science has
established itself as a cohesive, research-driven
unit with a clear thematic focus and a strong
interdisciplinary orientation. Its contributions to
both scholarly debate and public discourse are
notable, particularly in areas such as democratic
governance, political behaviour, and international
conflict. The department’s upward trajectory in
research output, active engagement in faculty-
wide initiatives, and strong record in grant
acquisition reflect its vitality and ambition. With
sustained attention to PhD supervision, early-
career development, and research time
protection, the department is well positioned to
further enhance its academic and societal impact.

Recommendations
Research time protection.
Heavy teaching loads endanger research
continuity. The committee recommends

institutionalizing and implementing
transparent mechanisms that protect
minimum research time allocations,
particularly in the face of increasing
teaching demands.

PhD supervision and completion.

The current staff has capacity to
supervise more PhD candidates, but
recruitment and completion rates remain
suboptimal. The committee recommends
to increase the number of PhD candidates
and raise completion rates, fully
leveraging existing supervisory resources.
Support for early-career staff.

Junior faculty need clearer pathways for
professional growth, particularly as
evaluation criteria evolve. The committee
recommends to provide transparent
career development opportunities for
early-career scholars, including
mentorship and grant training, and to
closely monitor the transition toward
qualitative research assessment, offering
tailored guidance to individual
researchers.
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7. Department of Public Administration

The Department of Public Administration aims to
strengthen responsible public governance by
studying institutional change and upholding the
legitimacy of democratic institutions in their
capacity to address pressing societal problems.
The department formulated three internal
research objectives: (1) to sustain consistently high
research performance across staff members, (2) to
maintain a productive balance between academic
excellence and societal impact, and (3) to enhance
the department’s research visibility through more
effective clustering and mobilization of capacities
and networks. The department’s thematic focus
includes multi-level governance, participation,
public management, experimentation, and
evaluation.

Staff increased from from 7.7 fte in 2020 (when
Political Science became a separate department)
to 12.3 fte in 2024. In 2024, the department
comprised 5 full professors, 5 associate professors,
10 assistant professors, 2 postdoctoral
researchers, and 10 internal PhD candidates. The
current funding mix is 64% direct funding, 32%
research grants, and 4% contract funding. A total
of 299 publications were produced during the
review period, including 195 refereed articles.

Between the 2019 research assessment and the
2025 self-evaluation, the Department of Public
Administration underwent a clear strategic shift —
from a department-focused approach with an
emphasis on institutional legitimacy to a more
integrative, transdisciplinary orientation closely
connected to IMR's Resilient Society theme..While
the department’s earlier engagement with the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) remained relatively implicit, the 2025 self-
evaluation reveals a more deliberate and
systematic alignment with selected SDGs,
particularly those concerning strong institutions,
inclusive governance, and civic participation.

This shift has been accompanied by significant
changes in research strategy and practice. The
department’s scholarly orientation has moved
away from an emphasis on publication metrics
toward broader measures of academic quality,
including societal impact, stakeholder co-creation,
participatory governance, and public policy
innovation. This strategic reorientation is also
reflected in doctoral training and external
engagement, both of which have been
strengthened to enhance inclusivity,
interdisciplinary cooperation, and knowledge
exchange.

Despite the formal strategic reframing, the
committee observed that the department’s day-
to-day research culture remains rooted in applied,
problem-solving approaches. Academic staff are
not strictly guided by the institutional mission
when formulating research questions. Rather, they
embrace applied research paradigms shaped by
real-world challenges and practitioner needs. The
department values its small, collegial culture,
which fosters collaboration, flexibility, and a
supportive generalist environment. These
attributes are viewed as strengths that attract
scholars committed to pragmatic and context-
sensitive public administration research.

The structural separation of Public Administration
from the Department of Political Science, which
took place in 2020, is reported to have had
minimal disruption to operational functioning. On
the contrary, it enabled the removal of an
intermediate management layer and allowed
Public Administration to strengthen its disciplinary
identity and enhance its institutional visibility. The
department, while now the smallest at IMR, views
its scale as an asset, providing agility in decision-
making and fostering productive internal
dynamics.

The department has embraced the institute’s
broader interdisciplinary orientation and actively
seeks opportunities for collaboration through Hot
Spots and shared initiatives. Hot Spots are
regarded as mechanisms that reduce
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administrative burden, promote research
synergies, and support the professional
development of junior researchers — particularly in
navigating research funding landscapes.
Moreover, the department maintains constructive
relationships with other IMR departments and
sees potential in deepening collaborations with
national counterparts in Public Administration to
enhance intellectual exchange and future joint
research projects.

Public Administration conceptualizes its
relationship with IMR not in hierarchical terms but
as one of complementarity. The department
emphasizes the importance of mutual
reinforcement of disciplinary strengths and values
resource sharing and joint academic ventures with
peer departments, including Business
Administration. The department remains strongly
embedded in the national academic community
and does not perceive itself as marginal or isolated
within IMR’s strategic framework.

The department is currently undergoing a shift in
its research assessment philosophy, moving from
a reliance on quantitative indicators to a more
qualitative and comprehensive evaluation of
scholarly contributions. Transparency,
methodological pluralism, and broader
recognition of diverse forms of academic output
are increasingly prioritized. Senior faculty
members possess considerable expertise across a
wide array of public sector domains, including
European Union governance, social and health
policy, third-sector organizations, and local
government administration. The overall quality of
research produced by the department ranges from
sound to outstanding, although there is
recognition in the department that the volume of
publications in top-tier academic journals could be
improved.

Promotion and professional development
pathways within the department have evolved to
reflect a broader understanding of academic
merit. Contributions in teaching, leadership,
institutional service, and societal engagement are
now recognized alongside research output. Staff

are encouraged to develop individualized
academic profiles, and support is provided to align
research trajectories with personal strengths and
long-term career goals. This diversification of
evaluative criteria is well-suited to the
department’s wide-ranging activities, yet it raises
concerns about the incentive structures for
transforming commissioned or applied work into
outputs targeting scholarly audiences. There is a
potential risk that broader definitions of impact
may dilute the pursuit of academic rigour unless
balanced with quality benchmarks.

Societal impact is central to the department’s
mission and operational practice. it contributes to
a range of public debates and policy processes,
with tangible influence evident in examples such
as its role in shaping national policing strategies.
Public Administration research is disseminated
through multiple channels, including direct
engagement with policy actors, media outreach,
and procedural innovations in governance. The
department demonstrates an acute awareness of
the importance of strategic timing in maximizing
policy relevance and uptake.

While the department avoids routine consultancy
work, it actively cultivates partnerships that are
both intellectually stimulating and socially
impactful. It seeks to engage in co-creation with
public agencies, civil society organizations, and
governmental bodies while maintaining academic
independence. Staff members are attentive to the
ethical dimensions of such collaborations,
acknowledging that having a stake in research
outcomes can present challenges to objectivity.
The department strives to maintain critical
distance and methodological transparency,
particularly when research is conducted in close
partnership with external stakeholders.

The committee notes that although the
department demonstrates strong practical
engagement, there is limited formalization of
mechanisms to assess the impact of its
collaborative research. Developing systematic
protocols for evaluating co-creation outcomes
would enhance learning and foster continuous

37 Research Evaluation Institute for Management Research



improvement in the design and implementation of
applied research projects.

The committee observes that the department
exhibits a pragmatic approach to managing
institutional and financial uncertainty. It has
responded to shifting budgetary conditions by
emphasizing flexibility, internal collaboration, and
the strategic integration of research and teaching.
Faculty recruitment plans prioritize generalist
profiles capable of contributing to multiple
domains, thereby enhancing the department’s
resilience and operational versatility.

The department maintains awareness of evolving
funding landscapes. For instance, it has recognized
increased opportunities in research areas such as
national security, alongside reduced interest in
traditional local government studies. Despite
these trends, the department remains committed
to its core focus on governance, institutional
resilience, and democratic innovation. Third-party
funding remains a key resource, though the
department acknowledges the risks of
dependency and is actively engaged in internal
dialogue concerning financial sustainability and
long-term research capacity.

Doctoral training is increasingly delivered in
collaboration with other departments, which
facilitates intellectual cross-fertilization but also
introduces coordination challenges. There is a
need for more structured supervision models to
ensure that doctoral candidates benefit from
consistent academic guidance. The department’s
viability would be further enhanced by long-term
planning that balances external funding
opportunities with stable institutional support.

In sum, the Department of Public Administration is
a vital contributor to IMR’s mission, with strengths
in stakeholder-engaged research, policy relevance,
and interdisciplinary collaboration. The
department has successfully navigated structural
change and strategic realignment while
maintaining a coherent identity and productive

academic culture. However, the department
seems to consist of a pragmatic group of
professionals. The faculty board may face
challenges in fully engaging or steering this
department, which seems to tend towards
pursuing its own independent path.

The department continues to face challenges in
enhancing international visibility, particularly
through high-impact publications and
participation in major European funding schemes.
Moreover, the department would benefit from
more formalized procedures for assessing the
outcomes of its societal engagements.

To address these issues and support the
department’s continued development, a number
of recommendations are proposed.

Recommendations
Strengthen international publication
output. Establish support structures such
as internal peer review processes, writing
workshops, and collaborative projects
aimed at increasing the presence of
Public Administration research in leading
academic journals.

Increase participation in European.
funding programmes. Provide
institutional incentives, mentorship, and
administrative assistance to enable
faculty to successfully apply for Horizon
Europe and ERC grants.

Formalize impact evaluation protocols.
Develop systematic frameworks to assess
the effectiveness of co-created research,
enabling reflective practice and continual
improvement.

Support junior researchers in leading
applied projects. Expand mentorship
opportunities and provide targeted
leadership development to prepare early-
career scholars for managing complex,
stakeholder-driven research initiatives.

Enhance visibility of research leadership
and flagship projects. Identify and

38 Research Evaluation Institute for Management Research



39

promote signature research themes and department’s international profile and
academic leaders to improve the facilitate strategic collaborations.
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Appendices

Monday 26 May 2025

Time

Session

| Attendees

15.00 —17.00

Site visit preparation by the Com

mittee

17.30—-18.30

Welcome reception and
introduction

Dean Nijmegen School of Management

Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Director Institute for Management Research

Head IMR Doctoral School

Research Portfolio Holder Business Administration
Research Portfolio Holder Economics & Business Economics
Professor Environmental Governance and Politics

Research Portfolio Holder Geography, Planning & Environment)
Research Portfolio Holder Political Science

Research Portfolio Holder Public Administration

Policy Advisor Research & Impact Strategy

Project Manager International Accreditations

18.30—-20.30

Dinner

Dean Nijmegen School of Management

Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Director Institute for Management Research

Head IMR Doctoral School

Research Portfolio Holder Business Administration
Research Portfolio Holder Economics & Business Economics
Professor Environmental Governance and Politics

Research Portfolio Holder Geography, Planning & Environment)
Research Portfolio Holder Political Science

Research Portfolio Holder Public Administration

Project Manager International Accreditations

Tuesday 27 May

2025

Time

Session

Attendees

09.00 —09.15

Official welcome Radboud
University

Rector Magnificus Radboud University

09.15—09.30

Technical set-up & introduction
to facilities

Project manager International Accreditations

09.30—10.15

Welcome and interview IMR

Dean Nijmegen School of Management
Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Director of Research IMR

10.15-10.30

Committee: discussion of finding

wn

10.30 —11.15

Business Administration

Department chair and Professor Strategy

Research portfolio holder and Associate professor Methods
Professor Organisational Design and Development
Professor Strategic Human Resource Management
Assistant professor Organisational Design and Development

11.15-11.30

Committee: discussion of finding

wn

11.30—12.15

Economics & Business
Economics

Department chair and Professor International Economics
Research portfolio holder and Professor Financial Economics
Assistant professor Business Economics

Associate professor Business Economics

Assistant professor Financial Economics
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12.15-12.30

Committee: discussion of findings

12.30—13.15

Lunch

13.15 — 14.00

Geography, Planning &
Environment

Department chair and Professor Planning
Research portfolio holder and Professor Planning
Associate professor Geography

Assistant professor Geography

Assistant professor Environment

14.00 — 14.15

Committee: discussion of findings

14.15—15.00

Political Science

Department chair and Associate professor International Relations
Research portfolio holder and Associate professor Peace & Conflict
Studies

Professor Empirical Political Science

Assistant professor Peace & Conflict Studies

Assistant professor International Relations

Assistant professor Empirical Political Science

15.00 — 15.15

Committee: discussion of findi

ngs

15.15—16.00

Public Administration

Research portfolio holder and Professor Public Administration
Professor Social Policy and Government

Associate professor Public Management and Governance
Assistant professor Public Administration

Assistant professor Public Management

Department chair and Professor European Public Policy, absent)

16.00—16.15

Committee: discussion of findings

16.15-16.30

Break

16.30—17.15

IMR Hot Spots

Hot Spot coordinator EU Politics, Administration and Law
(EUROPAL)

Hot Spot coordinator Gender and Power in Politics and
Management

Hot Spot coordinator Global-Local Divides and Connections
(GLOCAL)

Hot Spot coordinator Responsible Innovation and
Entrepreneurship

Hot Spot coordinator RUNOMI

Hot Spot coordinator Sustainable Democracy

Hot Spot coordinator Transformative sustainable change in Action
(TransAct)

17.15—17.30

Committee: discussion of findings
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Time

Session:

Meeting IMR societal stakeholders (external partners) and Hot Spots - with bites and drinks

17.45—-19.00

Representatives Nijmegen School of Management
Dean Nijmegen School of Management

Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Director of Research IMR

Project Manager International Accreditations

Policy Officer Internationalisation and External Relations

IMR Research Projects

1. Transformative Youth Care Governance
2. Healthy Landscapes

3. Responsible Infrastructure Governance

Hot Spots

4. Hot Spot EU Politics, Administration and Law (EUROPAL)

5. Hot Spot Gender and Power in Politics and Management:

6. Hot Spot Global-Local Divides and Connections (GLOCAL)

7. Hot Spot Responsible Innovation and Entrepreneurship

8. Radboud University Network on Migrant Inclusion (RUNOMI)
9. Hot Spot Sustainable Democracy

10. Hot Spot Transformative sustainable change in Action (TransAct)

19.00 —19.30

Committee meeting to discuss outcomes of the day

19.30 — 21.00

Dinner (Committee Only)

Wednesday 28 May 2025

Time Session Attendees

08.45-09.30 | NSM Faculty Board Dean Nijmegen School of Management
Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Vice Dean of Education Nijmegen School of Management
Managing Director Nijmegen School of Management
Student Assessor

09.30-09.45 | Committee: discussion of findings

09.45—10.15 | Research Support Grant and Research Advisor

Head IMR Academy

Data Steward

Privacy Officer and Interim Business Security Officer
Policy officer Internationalisation and External Relations
Research Information Specialist (absent)

10.15—10.30

Committee: discussion of findings

10.30—10.45 | Break

10.45-11.15 Doctoral School Head IMR Doctoral School
Doctoral officer

11.15—-11.30 Committee: discussion of findings

11.30—12.15

PhD Council and PhD
Candidates

Employed PhD candidate | Business Administration

Employed PhD candidate | Economics and Business Economics
Externally Financed PhD candidate | Geography, Planning and
Environment

Employed PhD candidate | Political Science

Scholarship PhD candidate other provider | Public
Administration
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Employed PhD candidate & Junior Lecturer on a 6-year contract
| Member IMR PhD Council | Public Administration

12.15-12:30

Committee: discussion of findings

preliminary findings by the
Committee

12.30-13.30 Lunch
13.30—-14.00 | Presentation of IMR Research Head of the Global Data Lab
Facilities Information Specialist

14.00—14.45 | Closing meeting IMR Dean Nijmegen School of Management
Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Director of Research IMR

14.45—17.00 Committee meeting to discuss results, preparation of site visit report and presentation

17.00—17.30 Brief presentation of Dean Nijmegen School of Management

Vice Dean of Research Nijmegen School of Management
Director of Research IMR

Open to all NSM staff
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Quantitative data

Input of research staff

el o SN N N O

Full professors 38 13.4 38 13.1 43 13.6 45 15.4 42 15.5 41 16.2
Associate professors 32 10.7 30 11.0 42 13.5 49 16.2 58 19.6 51 20.8
Assistant professors 70 22.0 87 28.9 108 32.5 97 32.6 105 39.4 96 39.0
Postdocs 18 9.5 20 10.8 23 121 28 11.0 31 16.5 28 17.7
PhD candidates internal 63 36.5 69 47.5 84 57.5 106 70.8 129 90.8 113 82.7
PhD candidates external 128 - 107 - 82 - 79 - 68 - 60 -

Junior researchers 5 0.6 6 1.8 6 1.1 6 2.6 7 1.6 5 21

Total research staff

(excl. external PhDs) 226 92.7 250 113.1 306 130.3 331 148.6 372 183.4 334 178.5

Support staff 6 4.7 8 5.2 7 4.5 9 6.0 9 7-9 8 6.3
Total staff 232 97.4 258 118.3 313 134.8 340 154.6 381 191.3 342 184.8
Notes:

* The support staff data reported here include IMR-funded staff only. Additional support staff funded by the faculty/university are also resources
available to IMR.

Funding
Institute for
Research
Direct funding (1) 60 65% 70 62% 79 61% 98 66% 129 70% 133 76%
Research grants (2) 17 18% 26 23% 33 25% 34 23% 36 20% 30 17%
Contract research (3) 16 17% 17 15% 18 14% 16 11% 19 10% 16 9%
Total funding 93 100% 113 100% 130 100% 148 100% 184 100% 179 100%

Personnel costs

8,036 74% 9,400 77% 11,010 78% 12,885 80% 16,131 81% 17,039 80%
Other costs 2,813 26% 2,820 23% 3,083 22% 3,221 20% 3,710 19% 4,260 20%
Total expenditure 10,848 100% 12,219 100% 14,093 100% 16,107 100% 19,841 100% 21,298 100%
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Main categories of research output

Assessment
dimensions

45

Demonstrable
products

Demonstrable
use of products

Demonstrable marks
of recognition

Research articles/books (Table 3)

Datasets for peers (Table 5)

Dissertations (Table 4)
Editorships & contributions to special
issues and handbooks (Table 3)

Organisation of international workshops
and conferences (Table 5)

Replication packages (Table 5)

Citations (chapter 3.1.1)

Use of datasets (Table 5)

Use of research facilities (Case Study 1 +
Table 5)

Summer Schools (Table 5)

Scientific awards, prizes, elected members

of prestigious academic society (Table 7)

Individual and collaborative research
grants (Table 6)

Collaboration/Institutional partnerships
(chapter3.1.2)

Members of scientific committees &
advisory boards of academic
institutions/programmes (Table 7)
Editorships & board members of journals
and book series (Table 7)

Visiting professorships, invited keynotes
(incoming/outgoing) (Table 7)

Policy and practice-oriented output,
including policy- and consultancy reports
(Table 8)

Opinion pieces and columns in various
media outlets to reach the bigger lay-
audience, e.g. blogs and op-eds (Table 8)
Executive education programmes (Table
8)

Trainings and workshops for societal
stakeholders (Table 8)

Innovative social products, such as
games, mobile applications, podcasts
(Table 8)

Creation of datasets for societal
stakeholders (Table 8)

Uptake of research and datasets by
societal stakeholders (Table 8)

Media engagement (Table 8)

Participation in RMa (Table 8)

Use of VISA/Decision lab by societal
stakeholders (Table 8)

Projects in cooperation with societal
stakeholders, e.g. interventions, action
research, co-creation and co-design
(chapter 3.3.4 and Table 8)

Collaboration/Institutional partnerships
with societal stakeholders (Table 9)

Advisory positions, membership and
appointments in civil society
organisations (Table 10)

Participation in public lectures/debates
(Table 10)

Royal honours and prizes (Table 10)
Endowed professorships (Table 10)
Contract- and applied research (Table 6)

Alumni (BA/MA/PhD) in prominent
societal positions (Table 10)
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PhD candidates

Revised Headcount and FTE Table for PhD Candidates

Green is revised

pepartment m m m m m n

Business Administration
Business Administration

Economics and Business
Economics

Economics and Business
Economics

Geography, Planning and
Environment

Geography, Planning and
Environment

Political Science
Political Science

Public
Administration

Public
Administration
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10
14
12

43
6,8
75

10,7

6,9
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14

8,2
12,7
6,5

106

74

10,7
6,7

9,6
2,0

38

20
27
15

144
19,0
738

108

89

27
35
16

20

170
26,6
6,3

103

90

161
6,2

10,7
42

73]

28
47
14

198
338
52

10,1

138

21,5
76

154
6,5

10,0

26
40
13

24

10

17
10

7

151
29,8
48

10,7
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Response to the IMR Assessment Report

We thank the members of the external assessment committee for the time and effort invested in the
evaluation of the Institute for Management Research (IMR) in May 2025, and for providing us with constructive
and valuable feedback.

We appreciate the overall very positive assessment of the research quality, societal relevance and viability of
our Institute. In the report, the committee concludes that there are many fundamental strengths to IMR, even
strengths that make us frontrunners in the face of contemporary changes and challenges. The committee
values how IMR brings together multiple disciplines and provides a uniquely collaborative environment in
which to address today’s most pressing societal issues. The committee noted that the institute’s commitment
to responsible governance and sustainable societies is clearly visible in innovative research themes,
interdisciplinary Hot Spots, and the dedication to impactful partnerships with both academic and non-
academic stakeholders. The committee also recognises IMR's diversity and motivated academic community
as an asset underpinning its resilience and academic excellence. In terms of its viability the committee
concluded that the IMR can continue to evolve as a leader in socially relevant, high-impact research by
engaging staff at all levels, maintaining openness about challenges, and aligning strategic priorities with its
vibrant academic community.

The Assessment committee prioritised five major recommendations they consider essential for the institute
to face future challenges and take advantage of opportunities. These recommendations resonate with the
ambitions and action plan we formulated in our 2025 Self-Evaluation report for the 2025-2030 period.

In addition to these five major recommendations the committee formulated five minor recommendations. In
heeding this helpful advice from the committee, we have to bear in mind the severe restrictions on our
financial resources, forcing us to prioritise our ambitions and actions during the 2025-2030 period.

We address the committee’s ten recommendations in more detail below.

Major recommendations by the Assessment Committee

1. Strengthen common foundation while safeguarding diversity

We appreciate the committee’s emphasis on maintaining an IMR-wide mission and identity, while making sure
that strategic priorities include all its constituting departments. The mission and vision of IMR calls for an
inter- and transdisciplinary approach, involving its various disciplines and external stakeholders. We fully
recognise that interdisciplinary scientific excellence requires strong disciplinary pillars. In our strategic plan for
2025-2030 we pay attention to include all our departments by facilitating them to maintain their disciplinary
independence and pursue their specific methodologies, whilst at the same time taking care that synergies
between the various core disciplines in inter- and transdisciplinary research can come to fruition in the further
development of our core research themes. Through a governance structure in which research portfolio holders
per department collaborate in the IMR management team, we can mobilise the strong scientific foundations
of IMR's constituting departments to strengthen the common foundation.

2. Delegate additional responsibilities to departments

We thank the committee for the suggestion to delegate more responsibility to department heads to increase
the research potential and motivation of staff. Our new faculty governance model foresees in closer
cooperation between the departments and IMR/Faculty Board to expand and integrate the involvement and
responsibility of our departments.

In the Management Team of IMR, chaired by the director of research, the portfolio holders of the five
departments develop the research policy and further advance the core research themes of IMR. On the



agenda of the IMR MT are the content of research, the scientific and societal impact, and acquisition strategies
to diversify the research portfolio. As the portfolio holders research are at the same time members of the
management team of the departments, they are in an excellent position to connect departmental
responsibility and IMR-wide responsibility when it comes to research.

Additionally, the Faculty Platform, chaired by the dean, brings together all the department heads, the faculty
board and the director of research and the director of education. In this platform, all faculty wide policies and
issues are discussed, giving the heads of departments opportunity to co-determine the course the faculty is
taking in governance aspects.

Furthermore, we encourage heads of departments to foster a lively research culture amongst their staff. In
our HR policy we facilitate talent management, coaching of research teams, and we actively endorse the
programme ‘Recognition and Rewards' that values multiple research activities including team science and
funding acquisition to stimulate a thriving research environment. For more on this, see our response to
recommendation nine.

3. Invest (more)in Hot Spots

We agree to the committee’s assessment of the hot spots as pivotal interdisciplinary vehicles, and the need
to keep investing in them to ensure their sustainability. Unfortunately we have not been able to keep the
hotspots unscathed when it comes to budgetary constraints our faculty has been and is facing. We have kept
these budget cuts as small as possible because we fully recognise the hot spot's strategic value for our
research culture and our external visibility to societal stakeholders and academic partnerships. Following this
recognition of their value, we are investing in the external profile of hotspots. We are implementing a new
annual initiative for ‘work field symposia’ that bring together academic and societal stakeholders to explore
pressing questions, initiate new networks, and project collaborations. We use the available budget for bottom-
up initiatives for new hotspots. In this way we secure their resilience and sustainability as important hubs in
our research landscape.

Our hotspots tie in with the Radboud wide policy to stimulate interfaculty cooperation on dedicated themes
such as inequality and emancipation, sustainable health, and value-driven Al and digitalisation. We actively
participate in interfaculty centres such as the centre on Digitalisation and Society (iHub) and the Radboud
Centre for Sustainability Challenges (RCSC) with activities in the region.

4. Enhance transparency and scenario planning

We are fully mindful of the fact that the current austerity measures and the looming cuts in the university's
multi-annual budget create feelings of anxiety and apprehension amongst most of our staff. We try to involve
all staff as much as we can, and as much as is possible given the current increase in workload, in developing
scenarios to mitigate the impact of these budgetary constraints. To this end we are running the programme
NSM for Sure, the main goal of which is to contribute to a sustainable and sound financial and organisational
foundation for the faculty. In this programme we follow a number of tracks, amongst which are ‘acting more
clearly and transparently’, ‘work more collaboratively and in connection’ , and in so doing we actively
encourage staff to join in the various project groups, sounding boards, and so on. When it comes to research,
we engage staff in open discussions about our strategy to diversify our research funding and acquisition
portfolio, to develop our policies on research quality, and to maintain sustainable research careers. This
serves to create commitment to the various scenarios we are developing to face the cuts in available research
resources.

5. Align teaching and research strategies

In view of the increasing pressure on a healthy balance between research and teaching time, we appreciate
the committee’s recommendation to increase synergies between research and educational programming. We
encourage our lecturers to align their teaching programmes with their research activities. In our Bachelor's
and Master's thesis trajectories students can already work on topics closely aligned to the lecturer’s research,
including, in some cases, internships. In our NSM for Sure projects on Education Development (HOOP) we look
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atinspirational examples on course design where we take into account the inter- and transdisciplinary themes
that our research institute has to offer. When teaching is firmly based on research we can offer our students
the most inspiring teachers. We also facilitate our staff to devote their hours to research and research-related
activities in education-free periods. By using a targeted project-based approach to research and education
strategies in a cooperative setting between our research and education institutes, we aim to merge our
research agenda with our teaching activities and we keep a keen eye on the synergy between research and
education.

Minor recommendations by the Assessment Committee

6. Develop a comprehensive Al strategy

We agree with the committee’s view that using Al as a core component of social science research requires
targeted training and ethical guidelines, to ensure responsible Al use in research. Currently the Radboud
University is in the last stages of its Al Act project, following the European Al Act that came into effect in August
2024. This project will deliver an Al research policy, an Al literacy training, an Al governance structure including
a helpdesk, an Al register containing a database of all Al applications within the university including risk
classifications, and finally a University-wide GenAl application. We will use these deliverables as input for the
IMR strategy to build the necessary infrastructure to deploy Al-enhanced research across departments at our
faculty, whilst at the same time preventing risks like high energy consumption, copyright infringement, bias,
and unintended discrimination.

7. Enhance academic community and inclusion

We have indeed been struggling with a post-covid decrease in the number of researchers participating in
workshops, seminars, and so on. The research culture will be a recurring item on the IMR MT agenda. Our
IMR Academy, in organising its annual Research Day and workshops throughout the year, aims to enhance
on-campus interaction. The Research Day is now set up in such a way that it facilitates interaction between
our various disciplines, and multiple researchers are invited to play an active role during the day, and will
meet colleagues outside of their own discipline. By asking our researchers from different departments for
appropriate topics for our workshops throughout the year, the IMR Academy and our hotspots will collaborate
in organising workshops and stimulating bottom-up interdisciplinary interaction. As a new event we will set
up an ‘Elinor Ostrom’ seminar, bringing together all our researchers around inspirational speakers, panels
and themes, that will spark discussions on future interdisciplinary collaborations. The Doctoral School has a
number of courses available, some of them obligatory, to take care of the onboarding and integration of new
PhDs in our community. In this way we hope to enhance a genuinely cohesive and inclusive academic culture
to which our researchers feel full commitment.

8. Strengthen narrative and indicators for research impact

In the Faculty's overall strategy for 2025-2030, the committee’s recommendation to develop a unified impact
storyline of our Mission ‘Responsible Governance for Sustainable Societies’ will be taken up. We will extend
our profile on IMR's three overarching research themes: Social Economy, Resilient Society, and Sustainable
and Healthy Environment. The research strategy emphasises collaboration with strategic external
stakeholders so as to be recognised as the excellent and relevant research partner that contributes to
solutions to grand societal and academic challenges.

A separate NSM for Sure project on Research Quality, actively involving our researchers, will set out clear
guidelines on the way the research institute will assess and measure research quality. This project will set out
assessment indicators for individual and team science, covering both the theoretical and societal impact of
our research. This implies a transition from predominantly quantitative indicators for research quality to a
more qualitative approach, with narrative CVs, and (societal) impact driven indicator, inspired by the new
DORA and CoARA guidelines.



We are also actively involved in the process of introducing a new, university-wide digital system that captures
all academic and societal research activities. Implementing this system, and linking it to the profile pages of
individual researchers will also contribute to the visibility of research impact.

9. Improve visibility and clarity of HR practices

We are in the process of improving the visibility and clarity of the HR processes, including staffing and
professorial plans, criteria for promotions, ius promovendi, and research quality, and annual appraisal
interviews. HR policies are developed in collaboration with department heads, and communicated to the staff
through Management Teams and our NSM digital newsletters and through consultation with and line
managers.

We have established a dedicated career committee to handle requests for promotion of our researchers on
the basis of these criteria. We will develop and provide courses in writing narrative CVs, both for promotion
and for grant applications.

We endorse a new format of our annual appraisal interviews, which is more focused on future-oriented
individual talent development targets. We train our managers to conduct these annual interviews that will
include the development of research lines and narrative CV's for research.

We pay attention to the alignment of HR plans, implementation and perception on the work floor, taking into
account the work pressure. HR outcomes are tracked in the Radboud Management Information Portal, on the
basis of which we can adapt our HR policies.

10. Strengthen PhD programme

We value the committee’s recommendation to expand PhD positions, since it is in fact one of our major
concerns how to get more PhDs in the face of the budget cuts. Our aim is to increase the number of projects,
financed out of the second and third money flows, and hire PhDs from within these projects. We are actively
taking steps to ensure sufficient time and support for high-quality supervision by extending the ius
promovendi in line with Radboud policies, and providing courses for supervisors, both at the level of the
faculty and the level of the university. For both four year and six year PhD's we are working on a policy to
clearly define their teaching loads in such a way that their research time is protected. After the new CAO,
recently implemented, we intend to increase the teaching opportunities for 4-year PhDs to 10%, both to better
prepare them for careers inside of academia, and help share the increasing teaching load across the
researchers in our departments. We also will collaborate with external partners for external secondments of
PhDs who are interested in pursuing their careers outside of academia.

Concluding remarks

The epistemological divergence within IMR provides us with unique opportunities for innovative inter- and
transdisciplinary research. At the same time, the committee has pointed out in their recommendations to our
departments, that having different epistemic communities operating with fairly broad definitions of key
concepts such as ‘responsible’ and ‘sustainable’, calls for a culture of professional and respectful interaction
based on scientific arguments and evidence. We therefore encourage departments to reflect on normative
assumptions, address moral issues in ongoing debates and exchanges of different opinions, and prioritise
mutual respect in open dialogues. In doing so, IMR emphasises the pivotal importance of a critical academic
debate that is firmly rooted in tolerance, freedom of expression and academic freedom.

For brevity's sake we have focused our response on the ten major and minor recommendation the
assessment committee formulated for the IMR as overarching research institute. We also value the specific
recommendations the committee made on the programmes and strategies of the five departments. The
departments will report on how they address these recommendations in the IMR MT, so that the Faculty
Board and University Board can see to the implementation.



	Bijlage 2 - Final Report IMR 2025
	Bijlage 3 - Response IMR Research Assessment
	Response to the 2019-2024 Research Assessment Report of the Institute of Management Research (IMR)


