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Preface
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Faculty of Education, London, UK

This Handbook is a timely contribution giving a state-of-the-art account of a profes-
sion that has developed over the years from what might be seen as purely regulatory
and accounting roles, such as recording research income and expenditure, to more
active roles, for example contributing to the writing of research grant applications,
matching individuals and groups to specific income streams, and contributing to insti-
tutional research policy. As a result, research endeavour in institutions has become
more integrated with institutional policymaking, and research managers perform a
translational function between funders, academics and beneficiaries, for which trans-
ferable skills are required. They have, therefore, become research ‘enablers’ (King
et al., 2023), ‘science communicators’ and ‘policy analysts’ (Poli, Oliveira, et al., 2023,
Chapter 3.1), as well as managers per se. Their roles not only include knowledge
exchange and project management, but also impact assessment, liaison with busi-
ness and industry, public engagement and dissemination, in a world in which research
is increasingly output and performance driven. This involves ‘making things work’
between different governance and value systems, particularly in international collabo-
rations. Many of these types of roles put emphasis on the involvement of and feedback
by stakeholders and users such as local communities and those participating in citizen
science programmes. Those involved in such schemes are likely to be creating their own
form of Mode 3 knowledge, i.e. ‘situated’ knowledge arising from practice that also
involves stakeholders and users (Carayannis & Campbell, 2016; Whitchurch, 2023). At
the same time, however, misrecognition of their roles and identities persists, particu-
larly in respect of those elements of their work that are adjacent to academic activity.

The more analytic chapters give consideration to research management and admin-
istration both as a collective specialism, strengthened by national and international
professional associations, and as a bespoke career, with the potential for individuals to
develop their own niche within higher education, often poised between academic and
professional forms of activity. In some cases, this also creates the opportunity to pro-
gress a career outside as well as within higher education. The increasing numbers of
research managers with master’s and doctoral qualifications mean that they may have
direct experience of undertaking research, giving them the opportunity for greater
career mobility, for example in project management, and/or in government agencies
and policy-making bodies connected with funding research and technology. This can
in turn create new divisions, between those with PhDs and those without, creating
ambivalence about which world individuals belong to. It also sets up the potential for
tension between the promotion of a collective identity, expressed via professional asso-
ciations which give visibility to research managers’ activities, and individual identities
created by pursuing bespoke trajectories according to local circumstances. There are
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also multicultural and multidisciplinary dimensions to cross-boundary work, particu-
larly where research partnerships are aimed at global development. In this connection,
‘cultural intelligence’ is offered as a framework to help research managers navigate the
complexities of diversity and internationalisation. All these factors can give rise to
issues of where people belong, as well as potential misrecognition of their identities,
which affects nomenclature, titles, career and promotion structures. These issues could
be further explored as the literature develops.

It is apparent from the various contributions across countries that there are dif-
ferent levels of maturity for the different national groupings. Variables are likely to
include the culture of an institution, the level of qualifications of individuals, particu-
larly if they have a doctorate or academic experience, for example at the level of an
early career researcher, and perhaps most critically, local relationships with academic
colleagues. The debates across the chapters also raise issues about appropriate pro-
fessional development for this group of staff, the extent to which this can be under-
taken collectively, for example via training initiatives and the activities of professional
associations such as conferences, and ways in which individuals might advance their
skills and knowledge in the different spheres of research activity in which they may
be involved. Practical examples are also given of research structures and cultures, and
professional development frameworks, in different parts of the world. Thus, on the
one hand, the book can be seen as a compendium mapping the contemporary profes-
sion internationally, and, on the other, as offering insights into the range of individual
identities and aspirations that have emerged. The comparative dimension, across a
broad range of countries, and indeed continents, makes it a particularly useful refer-
ence volume.
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Nik Claesen, Managing Director of the European Association of
Research Managers and Administrators, Brussels, Belgium

When 1 first heard about this book, I was impressed by the courage of these editors
to take on such a huge task. They have taken on a mammoth challenge by combining
a very broad geographical coverage with a description of the complexity of research
management and administration (RMA).

The level of ambition of this book is however matched by the experience, expertise,
and network of the editors. They are some of the most knowledgeable and connected
practitioners of the global RMA community, and are at the forefront of research into
RMA. They combine theory and practice and have an extensive frame of reference. I
was therefore very excited at the undertaking of the major journey that has culminated
in the completion of this book.

I am overjoyed to see the result of their labours, not only because it is interesting but
also because it is highly relevant in the current international context. As the Managing
Director of the European Association of Research Management and Administration
(EARMA), I know the European context best and this book could not be more timely.
Research Management and Administration has an amazing momentum across Europe,
and in my view also across the world. With the awareness of RMA increasing around the
globe, there is a need for three elements to advance the (emerging) research management
and administration profession. Firstly, there is a need to understand the current situa-
tion better, both at the national level and the supra-national level. Secondly, there is a
need to reach a better understanding of what research management and administration
is, and what its role is within the (global) research and innovation ecosystem. Thirdly,
it is of crucial importance that a much larger and more convincing evidence base is
formed to allow all stakeholders, but especially policy makers, to take action and unlock
the huge potential of research management and administration. This book advances all
three aspects simultaneously while allowing the reader to understand differences across
the world allowing them to take a step back from the national or organisational con-
texts and viewpoints. This will allow the reader to understand the complicated world of
research management and administration better. Such understanding is crucial for the
RMA community to move towards a mature profession.

Therefore, I regard this work not only as the next step in the state of the art of
research into research management and administration but also a strong building
block in the evidence base needed to create a better and stronger research management
and administration community across the world. This is essential to allow for better
research and innovation to take place and address the large challenges of our time. I
salute and congratulate the editors, their regional editors, and the many authors for
taking on this project and delivering such an impressive result.
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Introduction

Over the past decades, scholars and practitioners around the world have observed the
emergence of professionals who actively engage in supporting research and related
activities as research managers and administrators (RMAs). Research projects are
becoming increasingly interdisciplinary, involving multiple institutions and often
requiring large teams of researchers with different areas of expertise. There is also an
increasing focus on research integrity and the need to provide guidance and support on
issues such as research ethics, data management, and research governance. In addition,
researchers are faced with increasing pressure to demonstrate the impact of their work.
RMAs can provide support to ensure that research is conducted efficiently, ethically,
and with impact, both in terms of academic outputs and broader societal effects.
Despite the surging interest in the profession and the developments in the field,
there has been little effort to investigate RMAs in a comparative manner. An initiative
was thus launched to put together observations from around the globe and across dis-
ciplines to provide a cross-regional and cross-cultural account of the professionals who
actively engage in research support as RMAs. 127 authors contributed their observa-
tions on over 50 countries that reside across 7 regions: Africa, North America, South
America, Asia, Australasia, Eastern Europe, Western Europe, and the Middle East.
Capturing wide ranging topics to communicate with varying audiences, the book
is designed to serve multiple purposes. It is a handbook for individuals who are con-
sidering a career in research management and administration (RMA). It also serves
as a reference text for those concerned with developing policies to support research.

The Emerald Handbook of Research Management and Administration Around the World, 1-6
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The handbook also provides knowledge for students who are otherwise unfamiliar
with RMA as an occupation. Ultimately, the volume aims to offer evidence-based dis-
cussion as a foundation to promote not only the visibility and recognition of RMAs,
but also social awareness about the profession.

The book was edited by three individuals who have come from diverse backgrounds while
sharing a mutual interest in studying the emerging global trends in the field of RMA. Simon
Kerridge (University of Kent) has been actively leading the field as principal investigator
of the RAAAP surveys, while Susi Poli (Bologna University) has been researching RMAs
utilising vast knowledge and experience on the subject. Mariko Yang-Yoshihara (Stanford
University) brings in a critical perspective to provide cross-discipline, cross-cultural voices to
the project. The Editors have been responsible for instilling and executing the book’s overall
vision, creating and providing guidelines for authors, and ensuring intellectual consistency
over separate sections that involved both academic and practical knowledge.

The scope and scale of the book necessitated the involvement of ‘Regional Editors’
to assist in author identification and management, assist in the country-specific chap-
ters and chapters within their expertise. Jan Andersen, Melinda Fischer, Mark Hoch-
man, Fernanda Oliveira, Makiko Takahashi, Therina Theron, and Virag Zsar served
as the Regional Editors, liaising with authors and keeping them accountable for their
contribution to align with the book’s vision.

Structure of the Book

The book is structured in two parts. Part 1 presents the chapters by researchers and
practitioners with a goal to provide frameworks to help address the challenges and
opportunities that RMA are faced with. We hope that these works will inform future
research and help develop the best practices in the field. Part 2 brings together descrip-
tions of the current state of research management and administration across countries.
There are over 50 states and regions represented in these chapters, offering a compre-
hensive global overview of the RMA landscape. Authors from more than 40 coun-
tries, primarily practitioners with some scholars, have shared their observations and
insights. Typically, the first part is more theoretical and ‘academic’ in nature, while the
second part is more discursive and ‘practitioner’ focussed.

The book does not intend to provide a comprehensive understanding of the tasks
and responsibilities of an RMA. Instead, it delves into the broader issues of the forma-
tion and evolution of these professional groups, which has become an essential part
of the research ecosystem. Its focus is on explaining the reasons behind their existence
and the significance of their roles in the increasingly globalised research landscape.
The rationale, structure, and content of the book are as follows. For those seeking
detailed technical information and practical guidance on research management and
administration, it is recommended to explore the numerous RMA associations, many
of which are discussed in this book, or visit the membership page of the International
Network of Research Management Organisations (INORMS, n.d.). Additionally,
there are print-based resources available, such as Kulakowksi and Chronister (2011),
which has a US focus, and Andersen et al. (2017), which centres on Europe. Moreover,
there are four academic journals dedicated to RMA: the Journal of Research
Administration," the Research Management Review, the Journal of Research Manage-
ment and Governance,” and the Journal of Research Management and Administration.*

"https://www.srainternational.org/resources/journal
%https://www.ncura.edu/Publications/ResearchManagementReview.aspx
*https://jrmg.um.edu.my/
*https://publications.coventry.ac.uk/index.php/jorma/index
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Structure and Rationale

Part 1 is organised into four sections. Section 1 includes seven chapters covering the
History of the development of RMA in different parts of the world. Section 2 has
eight chapters focusing on the Context in which research management and admin-
istration operates. Section 3 comprises seven chapters, exploring the Identity of
RMAs, while Section 4 delves into the Professionalism of RMAs. For a more detailed
overview of Part 1 and guidance on how to navigate it, please refer to Chapter 1
(Yang-Yoshihara & Poli, 2023). Part 2 consists of a single section with 42 chapters,
each offering a practitioner’s perspective on the state of research management and
administration in a specific geographic region. This section includes an introduction
(Kerridge, 2023¢c, Chapter 5.1) outlining the chapter order, and a concluding chap-
ter featuring contributions from all the Regional Editors (Kerridge, Andersen, et al.,
2023, Chapter 5.44), which highlights both commonalities and differences among
regions. Finally, Section 6 has a single entry (Yang-Yoshihara, Kerridge, et al., 2023,
Chapter 6) featuring the Editors’ reflection of the project and discussion of the key
findings presented throughout this book.

Research Management and Administration

As in any other emerging fields, acronyms abound in the domain of RMA. To assist
readers, we have provided a Glossary section that covers many country- and region-
specific terms, as well as international expressions. However, some terms pose
challenges, including the word ‘RMA itself. In this book, we employ ‘Research Man-
agement and Administration’ to refer to the field or domain, and ‘Research Manager
and Administrator’ to denote an individual practitioner in the field. It is important to
clarify that RMA is by no means an internationally agreed-upon term. For example,
in North America, ‘Research Administrator’ is predominant, while in South America
and Africa, ‘Research and Innovation Manager’ is more popularly used. In a recent
survey (Kerridge, Dutta, et al., 2022), those identifying as working in the RMA field
were asked to select their preferred title. Across 26 countries with at least 10 respond-
ents totaling n = 2,075, no consensus emerged on a single term for the profession; all
but two countries used seven or more of the provided terms. This underscores that,
while there may be a shared understanding of the role of RMAs, there is no unified
identity regarding the terminology used to describe them. This topic is explored in
various chapters in Part 1.

Practicalities of the Book

This book is fully Open Access and available online, free of charge to a broader audi-
ence. Readers should note that each chapter consists of several parts, each beginning
with an abstract to guide them. We intended each chapter to be self-contained, allow-
ing readers to extract and read them as standalone articles. As such, there may be some
recurring themes and inevitable repetition of ideas across chapters. Every chapter is
provided with its own DOI (Digital Object Identifier), and we have utilized stand-
ard author-name citations to facilitate future retrieval. While the entire book boasts a
comprehensive reference list with over 1,000 entries, each chapter also includes its own
list of references. In general, we have encouraged citations from a variety of sources
beyond academic articles, reserving footnotes primarily for straightforward web refer-
ences. This means that documents from websites or specific web pages would normally
be cited, while a website homepage would receive only a footnote.
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Fig. 0.1 Author Group Photo, EARMA Conference, 25 April 2023,
Prague, Czechia.

Left to right: Olaf Svenningsen, Research Lighthouse; Susi Poli, Alma Mater
Studiorum University of Bologna; Virag Zsar, HETFA Research Institute; Patrizia
Rampioni, Erasmus University of Rotterdam (NL); Makiko Takahashi, Kanazawa
Institute of Technology; Francesca Mura, University of Padua; Sandra Mereu,
Université Paris Cité; Zsuzsanna Angyal, Leiden University; Mirella Collini,
Universita degli Studi di Trento; Cristina Borras, Agency for Management of
University and Research Grants; John Donovan, Technological University Dublin;
Susie Cullinane, South East Technological University; Jakob Feldtfos Christensen,
DIVERSIunity; Aurelija Povilaike, Research Council of Lithuania; Zygmunt
Krasifski, Institute of Fundamental Technological Research, Polish Academy

of Sciences; Eleonora Zuolo, Sorbonne Université; Jan Andersen, University of
Southern Denmark; Doris Alexander, Trinity College Dublin; Anna Groeninx van
Zoelen, Retired; Kris Monahan, Providence College; Simon Kerridge, University
of Kent; Kathleen Larmett. NCURA; Jaroslav Sip, Czech Technical University;
Evelina Brannvall, Universities in South, Lund University; Edwin Kanters, Utrecht
University; Lachlan Smith, Cloud Chamber; Andri Charalambous, The Cyprus
Institute; Primoz Petek, Slovenian Forestry Institute; Mark Hochman, Research
Management Resources Pty Ltd; Hege Nedberg, The Norwegian Mapping
Authority; Vanda Baloh, ZRC SAZU; Bruno Woeran, PMU Innovations Ltd; Tania
Tambiah, Swinburne University of Technology; Nichole Elgueta Silva, University
of Agder; Elisabeth Denk, University of Natural Resources; José Santos, Instituto
Politécnico de Braganga; Teresa Costa, Universidade NOVA de Lisboa; Carolina
Varela, European University Association; Valentina Romano, Politecnico di Torino;
Emma Lythgoe, Instituto de Nanociencia y Materiales de Aragdn.
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Durban, South Africa.

Standing, left to right: Maryke Hunter-Hiisselmann, Stellenbosch University;
Cristina Oliveira, NOVA University Lisbon; Madhuri Dutta, George Institute
India; Therina Theron, Stellenbosch University; Evelina Brannvall, Universities

in South Sweden; Bruno Woeran, Paracelsus Private Medical University; John
Kirkland, Retired; Elliott Kulakowski, Research Administration and Management
Strategy Group; Jan Andersen, University of Southern Denmark; Les Labuschagne,
University of South Africa; Silke Blohm, 4Sciences Group Ltd; Tania Tambiah,
Swinburne University of Technology; Paul Winkler, FORTRAMA; Carol Wangui
Hunja, South Eastern Kenya University; Patrizia Rampioni, Erasmus University
of Rotterdam; Mu Rongping, Chinese Association for Science of Science and
S&T Policy; Tan Hsiao Wei, Universiti Malaya; Savita Ayyar, Jaquaranda Tree
Consulting; Karin Dyason, SARIMA.

And seated, left to right: Changu Batisani, Botswana Open University; Vanda Baloh,
ZRC SAZU; Pamisha Pillay, Wits Commercial Enterprise; Virag Zsar, HETFA
Research Institute; Mariko Yang-Yoshihara, Stanford University; Susi Poli, Alma
Mater Studiorum University of Bologna; Simon Kerridge, University of Kent;
Melinda Fischer, Clemson University; Shaliza Ibrahim, Universiti Malaya; Makiko
Takahashi, Kanazawa Institute of Technology.

Last but not least, we have adopted the CRediT taxonomy for author contribu-
tions to chapters, you can discern which authors contributed to specific aspects of the
chapter. Additionally, authors have included their Orcid identifiers where available,
enabling you to access more information about them and explore their other works,
beyond what they’ve provided in their mini biographies.

Acknowledgements

The Editors would like to thank each and every one of our authors, who come from
various parts of the world and contributed to this project — totaling 127 individuals.



6  Simon Kerridge, Susi Poli and Mariko Yang- Yoshihara

We would like to express our deepest appreciation to our outstanding Regional Editors
listed below, whose invaluable contributions were instrumental in making this book
project a reality. As well as contributing chapters and overseeing some of the submis-
sions in Part 1 of the book, they played a crucial role in managing specific geographic
regions:

Jan Andersen — Western Europe

Melinda Fischer — North America

Mark Hochman — Australasia, and the Middle East
Fernanda Stringassi de Oliveira — South America
Makiko Takahashi — Asia

Therina Theron — Africa

Virag Zsar — Eastern and Central Europe

During the production phase of the book, we had the opportunity to meet with several
Regional Editors and other authors at the EARMA and INORMS conferences in 2023.
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The field of research management and administration (RMA) is an evolving domain.
With research endeavors spanning multiple disciplines and often involving various
institutions and diverse teams of experts, there is an increasing focus on research gov-
ernance. Researchers are now expected to demonstrate the impact of their work, going
beyond academic achievements to encompass broader societal significance. RMAs
play a crucial role in ensuring that research is carried out efficiently, ethically, and
with a substantial societal impact, aligning with evolving funding priorities, changing
policy requirements, and the rapid advancement of technologies.

As RMASs’ roles and responsibilities continue to expand, more researchers and
scholars are turning their attention to this domain for investigation. However, the
theoretical foundations of RMA activities have been relatively unexplored. To address
this gap, Part 1 of this handbook comprises a comprehensive collection of chapters
covering various topics, offering frameworks to inform and guide future research on
RMAs. These theoretical frameworks assist in addressing the numerous challenges
and opportunities that this evolving field encounters and serve as a basis for develop-
ing best practices. The contributions from leading experts and practitioners in the field
provide valuable resources for researchers, practitioners, policymakers, and students
looking to deepen their understanding of this emerging profession.

Part 1 consists of four sections with distinct themes: History, Context, Identity,
and Professionalism. We present a succinct overview of each chapter by dividing the
discussion into four sections.

Section 1: History

Section 1 provides the historical context to lay the foundation of the subsequent dis-
cussions on the RMA profession. How and when did RMA emerge as a profession
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in different parts of the world? How were professional associations for RMAs set
up and organised in different regions? Chapter 1.1 (Kirkland, 2023) presents a com-
prehensive overview of the progress of research management in Africa over the past
two decades, particularly through the growth of various professional associations
including Southern African Research and Innovation Management Association,
SARIMA. The chapter aims to offer a critical assessment of the role of interna-
tional support in building research management structures on the African continent.
Chapter 1.2 (Monahan et al., 2023) offers a thorough chronology of how the profes-
sion has evolved in the United States and Canada, with distinct specialisations over
the years, resulting in the development of professional societies in both countries. It
also touches on Mexico, where no formal research administration infrastructure has
been established yet.

Chapter 1.3 (Takahashi, 2023) focusses on Asia by highlighting the increasing need
and the resultant development of RMA since the 2010s by covering China, India,
Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam. The comparative analysis also reveals a var-
iation among the countries in the region in the way they address these professions. In
Chapter 1.4 (Hochman et al., 2023), the authors trace the origins of the RMA profes-
sion in Australasia, charting its growth over the past 35 years. They show how the
RMA profession in Australasia has gained widespread recognition within the higher
education sector and among government agencies, through the establishment of a
well-regarded accreditation program.

Chapter 1.5 (Zsar, 2023a) demonstrates the close relationship between the develop-
ment of RMA in Europe and the science and technology policy emerged from dis-
cussions among the European Union member states, the European Commission, and
Parliament. The author traces its origins to the 1980s, depicting how a network among
a small group of financial professionals has evolved over time, with uneven growth
across regions. Chapter 1.6 (Groeninx van Zoelen, 2023) provides a brief overview of
the state of RMA in Central and Eastern European countries, where the profession is
relatively new given the history, size, and economy of the region. Highlighting exam-
ples of progress and challenges within the profession, the author maintains that only a
few have leveraged regional or European funding opportunities.

The last chapter of Section 1, Chapter 1.7 (Kulakowski, 2023) provides a detailed
historical account of the origins and evolution of INORMS, the International Net-
work of Research Management Societies, and summarises the factors that led to its
formation. Established 20 years ago, INORMS has grown its membership base by suc-
cessfully addressing the need for cross-national understanding of research regulations
and promoting collaborations among member societies.

Section 2: Context

Section 2 is dedicated to exploring the contextual aspects of RMAs, including their
professional qualifications, skill sets, and common career trajectories. Through detailed
discussions on definitions, this section aims to promote our understanding of the field.'

" As stated in the previous chapter (Kerridge et al., 2023, Introduction and Structure), this
book focusses on issues such as formation, evolution, and significance of the professional
roles in the broader research ecosystem. For in-depth understanding of the tasks and
responsibilities of RMAs, Kulakowsi and Chronister (2006) provides a detailed description
of the day-to-day tasks involved in the profession, which could be of interest to readers who
are considering becoming an RMA.
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Chapter 2.1 (de Jong, 2023) aims to provide a comprehensive definition and descrip-
tion of professional staff (PS) in higher education and research, taking into account
the evolving nature of employment in these sectors. With the absence of a widely
accepted definition, the author proposes a new narrative that integrates current lit-
erature. Chapter 2.2 (Oliveira, Fischer, et al., 2023) analyses the results of the third
Research Administration as a Profession Survey (RAAAP-3) carried out in 2022. It
examines various demographic characteristics of RMAs as well as the types of institu-
tions where they work, their job responsibilities, academic qualifications, professional
accreditations, and affiliation with professional associations.

Chapter 2.3 (Dutta et al., 2023) explores the routes how individuals enter the RMA
profession, the skills they bring to secure their first role, and their career satisfaction.
The chapter provides an overview of the diverse backgrounds and paths that can lead
people to the field of RMA, based on the qualitative feedback from the RAAAP-3
survey questions. The aim of Chapter 2.4 (Poli, Kerridge, et al., 2023) is to explore
the reasons behind individuals choosing to become and remain RMAs, as well as to
understand their roles, skills, and career paths. The chapter examines the results of the
RAAAP-2 survey to gain a global understanding of this developing field. Chapter 2.5
(Santos et al., 2023) investigates the work settings of RMAs and analyses the various
work contexts, based on the data collected through surveys and interviews conducted
with RMAs from the United States and Europe.

Chapter 2.6 (Junqueira & Bezerra, 2023) presents a case study of the establishment
of a scientific research project management office at a Brazilian institution. Depicting
a success by a small team operation, the chapter aims to illustrate the significance and
impact of RMA practices even in settings with limited resources. Chapter 2.7 (Ritchie
et al., 2023) provides a thorough discussion of RMA education, training programs, and
professional development in North America and Western Europe. It evaluates the prolif-
eration of certification and credentialing programs over the past three decades and their
influence on the development of the field as a profession. With a goal to provide a plat-
form, Chapter 2.8 (Andersen & Romano, 2023) provides an overview of the emergence
and institutionalisation of professional associations for RMA, which creates a forum for
future discourse among practitioners, and a nexus for a profession to develop around.

Section 3: Identity

Section 3 is dedicated to presenting the latest research findings related to the emerging
identity of RMA as a profession. The chapters in this section explore a range of issues
that RMAs face as they navigate the challenges and opportunities of this evolving field.

Chapter 3.1 (Poli, Oliveira, et al., 2023) utilises a mixed methodology to compre-
hensively understand the RMA profession by combining viewpoints and interpreta-
tions from both within and outside the field. It concludes by analysing how individuals
from other fields who partake in RMA training courses perceive the RMA profession.
The objective of Chapter 3.2 (Poli, et al., 2023) is to enhance the reader’s compre-
hension of the organisational structures surrounding RMAs and their functionality. It
commences by elucidating the various types of knowledge present in higher education
and evaluates the institutionalisation and development of the RMA profession across
different countries. In Chapter 3.3 (Oliveira, Trentini, et al., 2023), the authors intro-
duce a four-type model of organisational structures in the realm of RMA and illus-
trate it with two examples: Embrapa in Brazil and SAM-Research at the Alma Mater
Studiorum University of Bologna, Bologna, Italy. The objective is to demonstrate to
readers the significance of creating adaptable and tailored support services for RMA.
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With a specific focus on the African context, the authors of Chapter 3.4 (Hunter-
Hiisselmann et al., 2023) explore the significance of cultivating institutional research
cultures and implementing effective research support structures, including the estab-
lishment of dedicated research offices. The chapter also offers insights into effective
management and utilization of research information. Chapter 3.5 (Sonobe & Saito,
2023) provides an account of the specialists who coordinate international projects in
the ASEAN countries, by focussing areas in science, technology and innovation. The
authors emphasise the importance of an empathetic approach to interdisciplinary col-
laboration, which involves understanding and meeting the specific needs of local con-
texts. Chapter 3.6 (Zsar, 2023b) explores the importance of professional associations in
the growth of the RMA profession in Europe. The author applies the theory of social
constructivism to analyse how RMA associations promote the international culture
of their members and influence policy-making at different levels. Chapter 3.7 (Yang-
Yoshihara, Polj, et. al., 2023), examines the RMA identity as a dynamic process rather
than a fixed concept within the evolving higher education landscape. The authors delve
into hte challenges encountered in teh field and encourage RMAs to proactively par-
ticipate in shaping their identities and enhancing the profession’s visibility.

Section 4: Professionalism

To capture the evolving nature of RMA profession, Section 4 explores various issues
surrounding their professionalism.

Chapter 4.1 (Dyason & Pillay, 2023) presents a case study to show how the Southern
African Research and Innovation Management Association (SARIMA) has advanced
the professionalisation of RMA in the region, through collaboration with its mem-
bers as well as strategic partnerships and funding. The authors present a conceptual
roadmap that shows how to steer the young profession of RMA in Africa and beyond
Southern Africa. In Chapter 4.2 (Zsar and Angyal, 2023), the focus is on Hungary,
where the authors find that the RMA profession is still in its early stages of maturity,
with a constantly evolving state of research support. According to the authors, RMAs
in Hungary may lack the necessary knowledge to meet non-research-specific criteria,
but they show a willingness to learn and improve their capacities.

Chapter 4.3 (Poli & Taccone, 2023) examines the identities and communities of
educational staff and RMAs internationally through the example of a large multi-
campus university in Italy. The study compares the self-awareness and sense of
belonging of two professional groups in relation to their roles in supporting educa-
tion (teaching and learning) and research, indicating that RMAs have a stronger
sense of community, compared to educational managers. Chapter 4.4. (Romano
et al., 2023) provides a comprehensive overview of the skills and competencies of
RMAs worldwide by comparing 22 national, EU, and international RMA associa-
tions and professional development frameworks. The study aims to enable bench-
marking and analysis for the development of professional frameworks, training for
RMAs, and their recognition as a profession.

Chapter 4.5 (Shambrook, 2023) addresses the issue of mental health for the RMA
profession. It investigates stress levels by analysing data collected from regions includ-
ing the US, Great Britain, Europe, Australasia, and Canada through the Research
Administrator Stress Perception Survey (RASPerS). The author argues that the
findings can help RMAs lead healthier lifestyles and assist leaders in creating work
environments that support employee retention. Chapter 4.6 (Marc¢i¢ & Pepié, 2023a)
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presents a study that includes a focus group and a survey of RMAs in the Western
Balkans offering insights into the current state of the profession, its evolution, and the
challenges and opportunities perceived by the RMAs themselves. The findings provide
a comprehensive view of the RMA profession in this under-investigated region and
suggest areas for future research and recommendations.

Chapter 4.7 (Ito & Takahashi, 2023) examines the relationship between long-term
career success of RMAs and relevant factors, using data from the RAAAP-2 survey.
The results show that job attraction and obtaining additional academic degrees are
positively associated with the total years of experience. Additionally, there is a sig-
nificant connection between country/regional variation and total years of experience.
In Chapter 4.8 (Christensen & Smith, 2023), authors address the issue of diversity in
research and research management, examining the benefits and challenges faced by
RMAs working with diversity in international research organisations. Drawing from
practitioners’ perspective, the authors suggest using ‘Cultural Intelligence’ as a frame-
work to help RMAs navigate the complexities of diversity and internationalisation in
the research process.

The wide array of perspectives presented in Part 1 enables readers to grasp the his-
torical background that paved the way for this profession’s emergence. These diverse
viewpoints also serves as a inspiration for practitioners to reflect on their professional
identity. Our aim is for the insights and knowledge in Part 1 to furnish readers from all
backgrounds with valuable frameworks for a deeper understanding of this profession
and active engagement in its ongoing development.
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Chapter 1.1

The Contribution of International Donors to
African Research Management

John Kirkland

Diversity in Development, London, UK

Abstract

The case of Africa is important in understanding the growth of research management
as a profession. Africa has rapidly increased its research output in recent years, and
its institutions are increasingly in demand as research partners. Yet research manage-
ment structures have developed from a very low base, and need not be confined by
past practice. Through the Southern African Research and Innovation Management
Association (SARIMA), it has been represented since the origins of International Net-
works of Research Management Societies (INORMS). Several external donors have
sought to help build research management structures on the continent, and the success
(or otherwise) of these initiatives can tell us much about the potential for common
research management structures globally.

This chapter does not provide a comprehensive account of progress over the past two
decades, or a complete list of relevant initiatives. Rather, it reflects on whether interna-
tional assistance and collaboration have made a meaningful contribution to the pro-
gress that has been made, and its strengths and limitations. It considers how far growth
would have happened regardless of funder intervention, or indeed whether interna-
tional partners have inhibited progress by prioritising their own norms and priorities.
It asks uncomfortable questions for funders about the way in which they plan and
evaluate their work.

Keywords: Africa; research management; profession; professional development;
international support; impact
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The Nature of International Support

International funders showed little interest in African research management before
the turn of the century. There were two reasons for this. First, research management
was itself a relatively new concept globally. Second, research management was only
meaningful in the context of an active research community. Apart from South Africa,
universities throughout the sub-Saharan region had experienced two decades of eco-
nomic decline that would be unimaginable to most of us in the North. Reversing this
decline had not been seen as a priority for international funders. Led by World Bank
analysis that purported to show lower rates of return from investment than other sec-
tors, higher education was starved of investment. Domestic budgets prioritised higher
education more highly, but were not sufficient to maintain a vibrant research culture.

The need to develop such a culture motivated the Carnegie Corporation of
New York to include research management in its portfolio of support for selected
African institutions from around 2003. The steer for this came from the institutions
themselves, and fitted into a wider desire of Carnegie to promote self-sufficiency; other
strands of support, for example, included measures to develop fundraising and devel-
opment arms within universities. Unlike many donors, Carnegie was able to commit to
a medium-term time horizon — a 10-year programme — although with interim reviews
which altered the precise number of institutions involved. Their support was concentrated
on between 5 and 10 institutions during that period.

Carnegie found a natural delivery partner in the Society of Research Administra-
tors (SRA), a well-established professional body in the field of research management.
Based in North America, SRA was keen to advance its role as a global organisation,
replicating the growth of the Council for Advancement and Support of Education.
From the 1990s, SRA had invested in supporting delegates from developing countries
to attend its annual conferences, partially in the hope that this might lead to the estab-
lishment of national chapters.

Another membership organisation, the London-based Association of Common-
wealth Universities (ACU), developed an interest in research management from 2000,
when its Council approved a small allocation of funding for a programme in the area.
ACU’s motivation differed from that of the SRA, since its membership was institu-
tional, rather than individual, and it already had a large number of members in devel-
oping countries. Its aim was to develop new services for existing members (and by
doing so ensure retention and promote expansion). Research management seemed an
ideal way of achieving this objective, since it was an area of common interest to both
developing and developed countries, and one where even the most established research
institutions felt they had much to learn.

Not being a major funder in its own right, the ACU focussed its early activity on
the creation of an effective network, through which institutions in different parts
of the world could talk to each other and compare ideas. A benchmarking event for
institutions in Southern Africa, held in Durban in 2001 (Stackhouse et al., 2001), pro-
vided a trigger for delegates to take forward the establishment of their own organisa-
tion, which was founded as the SARIMA the following year. The fledgling organisation
quickly developed a presence on the international stage, being represented at the meet-
ing that agreed to form the International Networks of Research Management Socie-
ties (INORMS) later in the year. ACU established a Global Research Management
Network, primarily for its 500 member institutions, but open to others. Its hard-copy
magazine Research Global, provided an early vehicle for international communication,
and the basis for surveying current trends (Stackhouse, 2008; Stackhouse & Day, 2005).
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In 2005, the theme of networking was taken further, in an intensive face-to-face exer-
cise which involved institutions from 12 countries, including South Africa, India and
China, together with more conventional developed country representatives (Kirkland
et al., 20006).

The International Support During the 2000s

International funder interest in research management in Africa increased throughout
the following decade. This reflected an increased profile for international development —
which had been placed at the centre of the G7 summit in 2005 — and increased confi-
dence in higher education as a means of delivering development. The publication of
Peril and Promise (Task Force on Higher Education & Society, 2000) which reflected a
shift in World Bank thinking represented a critical element in this regard. As the dec-
ade progressed two other factors supported this trend — recognition that global issues
such as climate change required active participation and engagement with Africa, and
that higher education and science could play an important role in facilitating ‘soft
diplomacy’. As African economies expanded, there was recognition that affinity with
its science and innovation base could bring trade benefits.

Some funders recognised a link between effective research management within
recipient institutions and accountability. The US National Institutes of Health, Well-
come Trust and UK Medical Research Councils all supported the development of the
function in centres that they supported in Africa. The then UK Department for Inter-
national Development (DFID), following proposals by the ACU, saw the potential
for stronger research management systems to support wider objectives. In 2000, they
funded a small feasibility for sharing technology transfer expertise within the South
and East African regions, involving ACU and the University of Cape Town. From
2004, they supported the Research Africa project to establish an Africa-specific service
to help African research managers identify and access international funding. The pro-
ject involved a commercial partner (which later evolved into the Research Professional
service), and the now firmly established SARIMA. It was extended three years later,
with additional support from the Swedish agency SIDA. In 2009, DFID supported
a collaboration between the University of Stellenbosch, ACU and a South African
consultancy to undertake a scoping study on the role on how universities could sup-
port the Communication of Research for Utilisation. This demonstrated significant
demand within the sector, and led to the establishment of the larger project on Devel-
opment Research Uptake in Sub-Saharan Africa (DRUSSA), delivered by the same
partners but involving over 20 universities throughout the continent. DRUSSA was
itself extended in 2013, with a further grant to support policy engagement structures
amongst public sector agencies to work with universities.

These latter awards extended beyond narrowly defined research management, but
highlighted the importance of involving it in a holistic process to ensure the maxi-
mum impact of university research for society. Other grants aimed to develop research
management in its own right. An award from the UK Department of Education and
Science sought to replicate the success of SARIMA by supporting the establishment
of a West African Research Management and Innovation Association (WARIMA).
The European Union, through its Africa, Caribbean and Pacific Directorate in 2009
contributed over three million euro to a three-year project on Research and Innovation
Management in Africa and the Caribbean, led by SARIMA but bringing together the
Universities of Botswana, Dar es Salaam, Buea, Ibadan, the University of Technology
Jamaica, Research Africa and the ACU.
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More recent years have seen strengthened collaboration between donors, and an
increased emphasis on developing professional standards. After an external review of
African research management, the Wellcome Trust in 2018 funded the establishment
of the Research Management Programme in Africa (ReMPro Africa) based on four
interconnected strands of activity — leadership, sustainability, standards and training.
Five other donors were attracted to the programme, which was initially hosted at the
Nairobi-based African Academy of Sciences. Leading health donors, under the aus-
pices of ESSENCE, came together to produce a ground-breaking publication in 2010
which defined and promoted good practice in ensuring that developing country uni-
versities received proper indirect costs from their externally funded programmes.

As professional research bodies in the UK and Europe have developed their own
professional standards frameworks, SARIMA instigated an initiative to promote pro-
fessional standards in an African context — the International Professional Recognition
Council. This attracted support from the World Health Organisation. The South Afri-
can National Research Foundation has joined with IDRC, the Canadian Development
Agency and UK Foreign Commonwealth and Development Office (the successor to
DFID) to support the Science Granting Councils Initiative, to support professionali-
sation of the research process at the national level across Africa.

Trends and Pointers

Capacity development initiatives are often characterised as being at three levels — system,
institutional and individual. The projects mentioned above embrace all three, how-
ever the most common approach has been to support the development of sustainable
structures within research producer institutions. Training of individuals has largely
assumed that these will go on to contribute to institutional structures, and the devel-
opers of new products, such as those designed under the Research Africa initiative,
assumed that research management structures would be in place to create a market for
their services.

Emphasis on institutional structures required a top-down approach, given the low
research base from which African universities started the century. It also reflected
global practice. Research management structures in most regions were instigated from
the top in response to external pressures. As the profession develops this emphasis
might change. Research management professionals in Africa are increasingly talking
to their peers both within the continent and internationally. The growth of research
partnerships with northern institutions may lead to pressure from African research-
ers to receive the same level of support as their partners. As the profession becomes
more established, one would expect more emphasis on the development of individuals,
benchmarking and new structures, the terms under which research takes place and the
wider systems to support it. Research managers can play an increasing role in these
discussions.

The design of funder initiatives reflected changing perceptions of need. Early
interventions may have underestimated the differences between donor countries and
Africa. In Africa, research management was seen as a route to developing research
more widely. In the north, this more pro-active element was balanced by a desire to
ensure that the risks of existing research activity were well managed, with emphasis on
mechanisms to ensure that institutions were not disadvantaged through unfavourable
contract conditions or lost intellectual property.

Early support typically saw research management as encompassing a defined set of
functions, which were broadly the same globally. However, institutions still seeking to
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develop their research core had different boundaries and priorities from those with an
established research presence. The components of research management are likely to
be broader, extending to the training and resourcing of research staff and provision of
basic infrastructure. Developing countries were also more likely to favour a definition
of research management which embraces all the resources available for research at
the institution. In some developed countries, research management offices were estab-
lished primarily to deal with externally funded research, although functions may have
since broadened, for example, to meet the needs of the research assessment exercise in
the UK.

The ACU responded to the need for common definitions in 2005, defining research
management as ‘any activity instigated at the level of the institution which seeks to add
value to the research activity of staff, without being part of the research process itself”
(Kirkland, 2005a, p. 156). Later work, such as the British Academy funded ‘Nairobi
Report’ highlighted the potential links between research management and staff devel-
opment, which would be regarded as a separate function in most northern institutions,
by arguing that both needed to be seen as part of a coherent institutional strategy
(Harle, 2009).

Early initiatives were less likely to question the nature of relationships between
developing and developed country partners. More recently, there has been recogni-
tion of the formal and informal biases that can exist. Research management does not
create these, but it can exacerbate them. At the proposal generation stage, a situation
where academics in one institution are closely supported by proposal development
professionals, whilst those in the other are merely required to obtain institutional ‘sign
off” at the final stage, can lead to inequity in the allocation of tasks and resources. At
the contract negotiation stage, imbalance in negotiating power can lead to inequity in
ownership or obligations. At the project management stage, inequity in research man-
agement can lead to unfair allocation of credit between partners. For these reasons,
the existence of comparable research management support is essential to equitable
research partnerships more generally.

Research relationships also need to respond to the concept and language of decolo-
nisation. There is a need to consider whether initiatives promote values and language
that are essentially northern. The language of this debate is relatively new, but the
dilemma that it exposes is not. In their 2005 article, Stackhouse and Day highlighted
very different growth patterns between region.

On the one hand, it is clear that research management processes need
to reflect local needs and capabilities. On the other, academic research
has become more competitive and project based on a global basis, and
some common basis of expertise will be needed to succeed in this envi-
ronment. (Kirkland, 2005b, p. 153)

At a time when most north-south collaboration is funded from northern sources,
this dilemma remains. As the volume and profile of research collaboration grow,
funders are concerned that African institutions should be accountable for expenditure
and performance in the same way as northern ones. Yet African institutions may not
have the same input into the setting of priorities and project design, or be allowed by
funder regulations to act as lead partners.

Funding bodies concerned by the need to balance accountability with equity, such
as UK Research and Innovation (UKRI), have responded by placing the emphasis
for ensuring that relationships are equitable onto their grantee institutions. This has
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created an environment in which equity is taken seriously amongst developed country
partners, and the individuals within them that have responsibility for negotiating and
implementing collaboration agreements. One response by funders has been to develop
closer relationships between research managers in Africa and developed countries,
with the aim of developing greater understanding of the needs of their respective insti-
tutions. The International Research Management Staff Development Programme,
supported by RemPRO in partnership with the UK Association of Research Manag-
ers, was an example of this approach.

A recent report from ESSENCE and the UK Collaborative for Development
Research (ESSENCE & UKCDR, 2022) suggests, however, that delegation to northern
institutions should not be seen as a long-term solution. The creation of a situation in
which one partner has responsibility for ensuring the other is treated equitably creates
a potential conflict of interest. Equity ultimately requires that both parties have equal
negotiating ability from the outset. The report identifies four key stands of activity to
developing equitable research partnerships, to which research management is critical.

Evidence of Impact

African research management has progressed significantly over the past two decades.
The twentieth anniversary publication by SARIMA demonstrates a confident, sus-
tainable organisation providing training and other services throughout the region. A
review of three leading African Universities commissioned by the ReMPro Africa pro-
gramme confirms that ‘all three institutions, albeit with slight adjustments in scope,
have strong functional research management and support offices’. In a broader con-
text, it confirmed that ‘in the past decade, there has been a gradual effort from many
countries to elevate the support of research within their research institutions and uni-
versities’ (Science for Africa Foundation, forthcoming, p. 15).

What contribution has external funding programmes made to this progress? Reports
and evaluations of funders themselves are unlikely to provide a comprehensive answer.
Even assuming their objectivity, it is important to recognise that funding has been pro-
vided generally on a time limited, project basis. Evaluations often address a relatively
narrow range of questions, related to the use of resources and short-term targets. The
level of investment has been modest by the standards of major donors, and even the
budgets of recipient institutions.

In these circumstances, it has not been seen as important to maintain contact with
key participants after project completion, to maintain networks that have been cre-
ated or examine whether the project influenced long-term behaviour or structures.
The short-time horizons of donors in evaluating their investments inhibit long-term
understanding of their impact. We can, however, draw on anecdotal evidence about
the extent of donor involvement, and suggest some lessons that donors might apply in
any future support.

A few products of donor involvement remain. There is no longer a distinct Research
Africa product, which was the intention of the DFID investment from 2004, but the
global product that it was part of still contains a small African strand that would
otherwise probably not exist. Funders played a catalytic role in the development of
SARIMA, which has become a permanent force for the development of research man-
agement across the continent, although its leading instigators were South African and
the organisation would probably have developed in some form anyway. WARIMA, a
more direct product of donor intervention, still exists but cannot claim the same level
of activity as its Southern neighbour.



The Contribution of International Donors to African Research Management 23

Funder initiatives sought to develop stronger structures at institutional level. The
ReMPro study confirms that these have developed, at least in the highest tier of African
institutions, but no analysis exists to evaluate the extent of attribution. A decade on,
it is unlikely that the institutional memory would exist to inform such a study. In the
cases of the University of Ghana and Makerere (the University of Cape Town had a
functioning research office from the outset of our study period), the ReMPro study
indicates that current officers were the product of new research strategies agreed
in 2012 and 2013 respectively — a period when they would have been receiving donor
support — and that change has been largely top-down in nature, which suggest that
donors might have played some role in agenda setting, if not implementation. The
study also found that ‘research management leadership in all three universities indicate
that they have situated the leadership in line with best practice from leading universi-
ties across the globe’, which suggests some international influence (Science for Africa
Foundation, forthcoming, p. 22).

The three institutions were asked to identify influences on recent capacity develop-
ment. These will be analysed by the RemPRO team in detail, but include several refer-
ences to international sources, such as ‘attendance at trainings organized by WARIMA,
SARIMA, SRA and INORMS’, participation in the CAPREX program with the
University of Cambridge, study tours to the USA to increase understanding of NTH
systems, the DRUSSA program on research uptake, capacity initiatives through col-
laborative partners such as Johns Hopkins University partnership, and the IREX
(International Research and Exchanges Board), as part of the UASP programme of
Carnegie. All were recognised as contributing to capacity growth in some form.

Yet the likelihood is that specific donor investments in research management have
played only a minor role in its growth. As in northern countries, this has been a grad-
ual process. Most donor involvement, by contrast, has been confined by time and/or
to a very limited range of institutions. Where donor involvement has had impact, this
is more likely to have been in raising the profile of research management as an issue,
legitimising it as a priority topic and getting in onto the agenda of institutional leaders.

The importance of agenda setting should not be underestimated. We have noted
that research management has been largely introduced in a ‘top-down’ manner. In
Africa, as in the north, the concept has also encountered resistance from those who
believe that ‘research management’ is best undertaken by researchers themselves. Thus,
the idea of finding individuals to champion change — such as the Vice-Chancellor vis-
its promoted by Carnegie in their early support and the requirement that institutions
nominate their own champions by DRUSSA — had merit. However, the process has
been cumulative, usually extending beyond the tenures of individuals. Few projects
that can point to their specific investments as directly leading to identifiable, discrete
change.

What can funders learn from their experience, and how can such lessons be applied
in future? Having recognised that research management required change at the insti-
tutional level, donors tended to underestimate the time required for such change.
Programmes to promote top-down change created a reliance on senior staff (often
at Vice-Chancellor or DVC level) to lead action. Lack of time, a shortage of more
junior staff to delegate to and cumbersome decision-making processes all acted as
constraints on the speed at which this could be delivered. The establishment of new
research management structures needed to take its place amongst competing demands
(Kirkland, 2009, p. 35).

Expectations of change underestimated the size and complexity of African institu-
tions. Many of these are highly devolved in nature, with a strong culture of research
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taking place at individual and small group levels. This last factor was exacerbated in
Africa by two decades of decline in universities and their central resource for research,
which had strengthened the power of numbers of successful researchers to operate with
independence from their institutions. This is combined with a (global) scepticism from
researchers about the capacity of ‘managers’ to contribute to the delivery of research.

A further characteristic of donor engagement has been a focus on larger, more
established research institutions. Individually, it is understandable that funders should
concentrate on those institutions that deliver most research in the short term, and with
whom they have the strongest relationships. These are sometimes regarded as ‘safer’
investments from the perspective of audit and accountability. One consequence of this
concentration has been a degree of overlap between initiatives at the same institution.
Larger research-based universities argue that by creating centres of excellence, funders
can create a ‘trickle down’ effect in which lead universities raise standards elsewhere.
Evidence submitted by the University of Ghana to the ReMPro report provides some
evidence of this happening, with staff from their Office of Research and Innovation
Development sharing good practice with other universities in the region. However, it
is not clear how widespread this practice is. One would expect that over time the range
of institutions involved in funder initiatives to broaden, in line with the growth of
research on the continent more generally.

Some donors have been reluctant to align the principles being promoted through
research management with their own practice as funders. One example of this is the
calculation and payment of indirect costs on research awards. Two reports compiled
on behalf of health research funders (ESSENCE on Health Research, 2012, 2020),
support the view that universities should receive the full cost of their research work. In
practice, funders have been much slower to adopt this principle in Africa than in other
regions. Reasons advanced for this have included federal regulations (in the case of the
United States) and the perceived need for clarity on how recipient institutions calculate
and spend revenues. The issue of how to account for resources and facilities that have
been core funded by national governments remains an important issue holding back
indirect cost rates in Africa compared with northern countries. In some cases, too,
donors have argued that their support to African institutions is intended for capacity-
building purposes, rather than in return for specific research results, and should thus
be seen as a grant rather than a fully costed contract.

Finally, the tendency to support research management through fixed-term project
grants has produced an emphasis on short-term evaluation. The formal objectives of
such projects have often been expressed in terms that are easy to measure — for example
the production of policies or establishment of new structures. However, the long-term
contribution of grants to change, for example by legitimising research management,
helping it on to the agenda of institutional leaders and introducing recipients to their
peers elsewhere, may be larger. Donor institutions are unlikely to see such benefit since
their evaluation normally takes place only during the life of the project. It is even pos-
sible that some donors will have no record of the research management projects that
they have funded in the past.

A Model for Future Support

Twenty years after international donors began to recognise the importance of African
research management, there remains a need for continuing involvement. In the next
decade, this is likely to be driven by three factors. The continuing growth of African
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research will increase the number of individuals and institutions needing such support.
As donors interact with a wider range of African institutions, they will see the need
for robust research management mechanisms to support their own accountability sys-
tems. As debates over equity and decolonisation develop, research management will be
seen to have a wider strategic value, as a tool through which African institutions can
identify and safeguard their own interests. Whilst the desire of funders and developed
county partners to protect African institutions in the terms and conditions of their
research agreements is real and desirable, this should be a step towards a situation in
which African institutions can negotiate their own terms on an equal basis.

The mechanisms through which donors can offer support will need to change from
those of the past two decades. Donors should seek to collaborate more with each
other, to avoid a duplication in initiatives. As the volume of African research grows,
so will the range of institutions at which robust systems are required. To meet this
demand, donors might shift focus away from supporting change at specific institutions,
to supporting systems and networks that facilitate change, learning and the develop-
ment of recognised professional standards. Strong national fora, or regular profes-
sional contact between African research managers and their peers might provide a
catalyst for all of these, as well as a means through which a genuinely African agenda
for the profession can be articulated.
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Abstract

In North America, the profession known as ‘research management’ elsewhere across
the globe, is often known as ‘research administration” and encompasses the activities
and work associated with developing, administering, accounting for and complying
with sponsor requirements, guidelines, procedures, and laws relating to externally
funded projects. In the United States and Canada, the expansion of respective federal
government agencies and programmes was the major factor for the need and growth
of the research administration profession. Initially, administrative and business staff
often administered research funding, however over the decades, a fully-fledged pro-
fession has evolved with distinct specialisations. Both the United States and Canada
now have maturing professions and professional societies to organise and advance
research administration. This chapter outlines the chronological origins, growth, and
professionalisation of research administration in North America, with a focus on the
United States and Canada. Mexico has not yet evolved a formalised research admin-
istration infrastructure.
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1940s—1950s: The Beginnings of Research Administration in
North America

While this chronology begins in the 1940s, we acknowledge that administration of
research programmes and activities in both the United States and Canada occurred
prior to 1940. When did research administration in North America begin? It is reason-
able to assume that research administration started when the United States federal
government began to fund research. But federal funding for research has really been
happening since the beginning of the republic (the Smithsonian Institution, the Mor-
rill Act, the National Academy of Sciences, and the Hatch Act all funded research).
Although federal funding of research has been taking place since the beginning of the
republic, the US government did not formally support scientific research in an organ-
ised fashion until the early 1940s (Beasley, 2006).

The US federal government began funding uncoordinated research projects in the
early 1940s. While there was virtually no non-financial compliance tied to these funds,
it became apparent quite quickly that additional regulations would be necessary to
achieve project objectives and ensure funding would be organised and managed con-
sistently (Campbell, 2010; Myers & Smith, 2008). Beasley (2006) dates the profession’s
origins to the 1940s following US President Franklin Roosevelt’s creation of a federal
agency — the National Defense Research Council in 1940, later reorganised in 1941 as
the Office of Science Research and Development (OSRD), to coordinate collabora-
tion between federal and civilian laboratories. Roosevelt charged Dr Vannevar Bush
(1945) to define ‘a proposal by which both military and non-military research could
be conducted during periods where war was not paramount’ (p. 1). This presidential
recommendation is a key historical event which is often attributed as the catalyst for
research administration (Beasley, 2006).

Before 1950, ‘research administration was vested with the responsibility of scientists
and their research staff members’ (Beasley, 2006, p. 9). In the early days, the labora-
tory director or general administrative staff person would likely have been responsible
to administer federal funding, but as the agreements moving funds between entities
became more complicated and a wide variety of compliance issues started to be put
in place, the administration of research projects became too burdensome for labora-
tory directors. During this period, from a performing institution perspective, there was
more focus on acquiring funds than on managing them. When compliance require-
ments did begin to emerge, they were largely financial such as budget transfers and
restrictions on equipment purchases (Feldman et al., 2017).

A review of Bush’s (1954) bibliography of 1,100 references on research administra-
tion refers to research administration journal articles and presentations dated as early
as 1941. The references are grouped by areas that today we would view as traditional
research administration tasks (budget and finance, organisation and management,
personnel administration, external relations, and ‘research in action’) often focussed
on the role of laboratory heads. Many of the references refer to ‘men’ which is not
surprising given the time frame of the bibliography but seems in stark contrast to the
current demographic of research administration which is largely female (Shambrook &
Roberts, 2011; Shambrook et al., 2011).

In the United States, the Council of Governmental Relations (COGR), formed in
1948, is one of the oldest organisations with ties to professional research administra-
tion. The Central Association of College and University Business Officers formed a
committee to represent the five regional associations at a time when the federal govern-
ment was moving from procurement to academic research. The committee wanted ‘to
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develop effective principles for university-government contracting, to seek acceptance
of general principles in university-government relationships, and also to be a vehicle
for innovation and change’ (COGR, 2022). COGR has since grown to be an asso-
ciation of research universities, affiliated medical centres, and independent research
institutes. It represents its members collectively and takes positions that reflect the
consensus of its members and that are in the best interest of the research university
community (COGR, 2022).

Throughout the 1950s, there was a rapid expansion of US funding and govern-
ment agencies that started during World War II and as a result of Roosevelt’s ‘New
Deal’, which permanently changed the US federal government by expanding its size
and scope. With the expansion of federal bureaucracy came a pointed need for careful
management and public accountability of these projects. OSRD pioneered a system
of procuring and managing research awards and provided training for early research
administrators (Beasley, 20006).

In 1959, a small group of university administrators recognised that it was time
to look beyond business and fiscal matters and into the broader aspects of research
administration (Wile, 1983). According to Wile, the first official meeting of the
National Council of University Research Administrators (NCURA) was held on
26 January 1960, at the University of Chicago with 45 persons attending representing
40 institutions from across the country (Wile, 1983). The formal creation of NCURA
can be associated with the formalisation of the profession of research administration.
NCURA is a non-profit professional society dedicated to advancing the profession
of research administration through education and professional development pro-
grammes, the sharing of knowledge and experiences, and the fostering of a diverse,
collegial, and respected global community (NCURA, 2022). The association has
expanded and grown (Roberts et al., 2008) to more than 7,000 members, mostly from
the United States, although it has members across the globe.

1960s—1970s: Federal Funding Growth and Professional
Differentiation

More guidance documents and regulation from federal agencies expanded in both the
United States and Canada throughout the 1960s and 1970s leading to further adminis-
trative growth and differentiation of research administration/management from other
administrative work.

The emphasis in research administration broadened beyond proposal processing
to proper monitoring of federal funds, based in part by a 1966 recommendation by
the US Bureau of the Budget to develop federal administrative standards for research
conducted at universities (GAO, 1966).

In 1967, the Society for Research Administrators (SRA) was established and by
1969 had established the first professional journal for research administrators, The
Journal of Research Administration, which further solidified research administration as
a profession with academic/scholarly pursuits of its own (Myers, 2007). In 1993, the
Society for Research Administrators was renamed SRALI to reflect it as an organisa-
tion with international members. SRAI differentiates itself from other professional
societies as the ‘only research management society in the world whose membership
spans the entire spectrum of research institutions including: colleges and universities,
research hospitals and institutes, government agencies, non-profit funders of research,
and industry’ (SRAI, 2022).
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Given the growth and proliferation of federal programmes funding research in the
United States during this time, the number of individuals managing or administering
these programmes also grew. The professional societies in the United States, NCURA,
SRALI, and the now inactive National Conference on the Administration of Research
(NCAR), each developed and expanded programming and support to build networks
and deliver professional development to individuals now specialising in the federal
requirements (Norris & Youngers, 1998).

While each of these professional societies had its own foci that evolved over the
years, the shared effort of all the societies was to provide those individuals special-
ising in the numerous federal requirements within this new profession an outlet to
discuss, grow, and form networks to handle the increasing demands of the faculty and
researchers (Atkinson et al., 2007; Norris & Youngers, 1998). An exciting new profes-
sion was emerging through the formal networks, organisations, shared interests, and
commitments.

In Canada, 1972 saw the formal establishment of a professional society, originally
the Canadian Association of University Research Administrators (CAURA). The
purposes were: to encourage and facilitate the development of more effective policies
and procedures relating to the administration of research programme and to promote
the achievement of the goals of university research policy; to provide a forum, through
national and regional meetings, for the discussion and exchange of information and
experience related to university research programmes, policies, and procedures; and to
provide a publication of the dissemination of current information and the exchange of
view of mutual problems.

The Canadian post-secondary landscape at the time was reflective of the expan-
sion and massification of post-secondary education that was occurring throughout the
1960s and 1970s. Key funders in Canada of research at the time included the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC), the Natural Sciences and Engi-
neering Research Council (NSERC), and the Medical Research Council (MRC) which
later became the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR). In addition, the
National Research Council (NRC) had, and continues to have, the role of partner-
ing with Canadian industry to take research impacts from the lab to the marketplace,
where people can experience the benefits.

In the early 1970s in the United States, the protection of animals in research became
more formalised through the 1971 National Institutes of Health (NIH) Policy, Care
and Treatment of Laboratory Animals and the establishment of the Office of for the
Protection of Research Risks (OPRR) in 1974. At the same time, the Belmont Report
was written by the National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of
Biomedical and Behavioural Research in 1974.

The Commission, created as a result of the National Research Act
of 1974, was charged with identifying the basic ethical principles that
should underlie the conduct of biomedical and behavioural research
involving human subjects and developing guidelines to assure that such
research is conducted in accordance with those principles. Informed by
monthly discussions that spanned nearly four years and an intensive
four days of deliberation in 1976, the Commission published the Bel-
mont Report, which identifies basic ethical principles and guidelines
that address ethical issues arising from the conduct of research with
human subjects. (OHRP, 2022)
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With some research administrators specialising in research protections, a profes-
sional association also emerged for this speciality. Public Responsibility in Medicine
and Research (PRIM&R), a non-profit, was founded in 1974 to ensure the highest
ethical standards in research by providing education and other professional resources
to the research and research oversight community, including those who work with
human subjects research protections programmes (HRPPs), institutional review
boards (IRBs), animal care and use programmes, and institutional animal care and
use committees (IACUCs).

By the late 1970s, both the United States and Canada began to consistently see
the specialisation and differentiation of research administrators from more generic
business managers. In addition to mainstream research administration, as research
enterprises evolved, technologies and patents began increasing. Another professional
society was formed for university technology managers, and some research administra-
tors began to take an interest in this speciality area. Originally named the Society of
University Patent Administrators (SUPA), the Association of University Technology
Managers (AUTM) was formed in 1974. AUTM currently has about 3,200 members
representing 800 institutions worldwide. AUTM members are involved in a variety
of technology transfer activities ranging from corporate engagement to intellectual
property protection.

1980s-1990s: Regulatory Growth and Differentiation

During this period in the United States, research administration saw an explosion of
regulatory growth and formal requirements, including the Office of Management &
Budget (OMB) Circulars, the Bayh-Dole Act, and the Single Audit Act. The Bayh-
Dole Act, a US federal law enacted in 1980, enables universities, non-profit research
institutions and small businesses to own, patent and commercialise inventions devel-
oped under US federally funded research programmes. During this period, organisa-
tions developed a greater interest in moving university-developed technology into the
public sector and resulted in the establishment of technology transfer offices at most
research-intensive universities.

Before the Single Audit Act of 1984, US federal agencies had the authority to
require an audit on each federally funded activity which resulted in overlaps and
inefficiencies across federal agencies. Institutions receiving federal funding now had
entity-wide audit requirements if they received federal financial assistance. The Fed-
eral Demonstration Partnership (FDP) was established in 1986, initially as the Florida
Demonstration Partnership, with five federal research funding agencies (National Sci-
ence Foundation, NIH, Office of Naval Research, Department of Energy and Depart-
ment of Agriculture), the Florida State University System and University of Miami.
FDP’s charge was to develop and evaluate a standardised and simplified set of terms
and conditions across the agencies to make granting more effective and efficient. The
first two phases of the project significantly streamlined the grant process from begin-
ning to end, resulting in more federal dollars being directed to conducting the research
instead of administration.

Phases I and II of FDP resulted in among the most sweeping of changes that today
research administrators view as ‘business as usual’. These included streamlined and
standardised terms and conditions, increased budget flexibility, no-cost time exten-
sions, pre-award costs, carry-forward in continuation years, technical progress reports/
minimal continuation proposals.
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The Office of Management Budget (OMB) Circulars (A-110, A-102, A-133, among
others) were developed, revised, and amended in the late 1980s and 1990s. Known
as ‘The Circulars’, these outlined the uniform administrative requirements for grants
and agreements and audit requirements. Circular A-110 addressed the specific require-
ments and responsibilities of federal agencies and institutions of higher education,
hospitals, and other non-profit organisations while OMB Circular A-102 addressed
the requirements for grants and cooperative agreements with state and local govern-
ments. A-133 was issued pursuant to the Single Audit Act and set forth standards for
obtaining consistency and uniformity among Federal agencies for the audit of States,
local governments, and non-profit organisations expending Federal awards.

In addition to circulars, it became evident that prepared research administrators
share a core body of knowledge and understanding. In 1993, the Research Admin-
istrators Certification Council (RACC) was formed, see Research Administrator
Certification Council (2022), and Chapter 2.7 (Ritchie et al., 2023). The primary pur-
pose of RACC is to certify that an individual, through experience and testing, has
the fundamental knowledge to be a professional research or sponsored programmes
administrator. Creating certification pathways is a clear indicator of maturing profes-
sion with standards and shared knowledge bases. This is also indicative of research
administration becoming a truly separate and distinct profession with its own stand-
ards, education, and certifications (Campbell, 2010; Perkin, 1989).

Research administration/management as a profession was clearly well-established
with growing specialisations in sub-fields and sub-areas in both the United States and
Canada by this time. As research administration/management became more special-
ised and professionalised, the evolution of departmental versus central roles became
more pronounced, and the profession began to focus on increasing efficiency and com-
munication within, across, and outside of institutions. Complimentary specialisation
fields such as research integrity emerged.

Professionals deepened their collaborative work through professional societies and
partnerships to work towards systems of communication and improvement, particu-
larly as computers and software begin to revolutionise the way administrators work
and communicate. The US Congress passed the Federal Financial Assistance Man-
agement Improvement Act (Public Law 106-107) in 1999 to streamline the process of
grantsmanship and to facilitate the process to move faster. From this point, electronic
grant submission and reporting systems originated and evolved. Research administra-
tors with skills in process improvements and technology were sought after to respond
to the changing federal landscape. During the 1990s, the term ‘Electronic Research
Administration’ (ERA) was coined to reflect the use of the computer to facilitate ser-
vices. ERA changed the skill sets needed by research administrators and the technol-
ogy needed by institutions to submit and manage research awards. These advances in
computerised practices made it possible for streamlining and process improvements
and improvements of service delivery.

2000—Present: Greater Transparency in US, Partnership and
Research Impact Focus in Canada
A new century brought marked major changes in the United States and Canada. In

2000, there was an increased emphasis on the importance of research in Canada and
its place within the knowledge-based economy with reports noting that
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Knowledge is the key to improving the human condition and to
improving our quality of life. Search for knowledge must be an ongoing
process and a top priority in all sectors because of the potential appli-
cations in health and social sciences, education and the environment,
business and the economy. (National Research Council of Canada,
1999 p.3), see Chapter 5.5 (Zornes, 2023) for further details

As part of the shifts of the early 2000s, knowledge transfer (KT) and knowledge
mobilisation (KM) became keys for research.

New administrative requirements from funders meant institutions needed
increased administrative staff as well as new tracking, monitoring, and reporting
processes and there was acknowledgement that the concepts of commercialisation of
university research and ‘knowledge and transfer’ was not broadly understood (Uni-
versities President Council 2006). Zornes (2012) notes three phases of this push for
KT and KM: (1) a focus on Return on Investment (ROI) and technology transfer,
demonstrated number of spin-off companies, royalties and licencing revenue; (2) an
expansion of the tech transfer, spin-off companies, and capturing IP to focus on
partnerships, not just in industry, and on turning ideas into products and generating
knowledge through those partnerships; and (3) the number of bright young minds
that we generate and how they fuel our brightest companies and what that means in
terms of economic development.

As Canada focussed on research impact, the United States during this period saw
greater emphasis on team science and on larger projects (often spanning multiple dis-
ciplines and institutions). A new speciality area emerged across the United States and
Canada focussing on research development. Research development professionals help
researchers ‘become more successful communicators, grant writers and advocates for
their research’ (NORDP, 2022). These professionals saw the need to build their own
professional community apart from the more general research administration commu-
nities. The National Organization of Research Development Professionals (NORDP)
was founded in 2010 to serve this need and has grown to nearly 1,100 members
(NORDP, 2022).

Some US post-secondary institutions identified a need to develop certificate or
graduate programmes in research administration. Some early programmes were short-
lived due to low enrollments and logistical challenges. In 2007, NCURA’s Board of
Directors developed a Request for Proposals (RFP) for feasibility studies in the devel-
opment of an online master’s degree in research administration. The RFP went out to
NCURA’s membership and initially NCURA granted four $10,000 grants to explore
the development of the programme and curriculum of a master’s degree in research
administration. Later, NCURA provided two $40,000 grants, one to the University of
Central Florida and the other to Rush University Medical Center, for the development
and implementation of online programmes. In addition to those institutions funded by
NCURA, other institutions including Emmanuel College, Johns Hopkins University,
and the City University of New York (CUNY) have developed and now provide online
degree programmes (Roberts et al., 2016). Where education of research administrators
previously only focussed on those already in the field who were trained in adjacent dis-
ciplines, there are now graduate degree programmes attracting individuals to a distinct
profession.

US Federal initiatives, including the 2006 Federal Funding Accountability and
Transparency Act (FFATA), began focussing on transparency, accountability, grant
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reform, and a revision to Uniform Guidance. This period saw a more focus on data
management and sharing and rapid regulatory shifts to ensure research data are man-
aged and shared appropriately. COGR and the FDP, established in previous decades,
focussed heavily on ways for research administrators to work collaboratively with US
government agencies in order to reduce administrative burden. But when significant
federal dollars were made available through the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) 2009, they came with increased reporting requirements and administra-
tive burden to manage.

A series of executive orders (EO) and Presidential memoranda that were issued by
the Obama White House starting in 2009 set the stage for Federal grants management
reform and led to the eventual release of 2 CFR Part 200 — Uniform Administra-
tive Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards in
2014. Known as Uniform Guidance, these regulations represented the first substantial
review and coordinated revision to the series of OMB circulars which governed Fed-
eral assistance awards EO 13563 ordered a retrospective analysis of significant rules
and coordination across agencies to simplify and reduce redundant, inconsistent or
overlapping requirements to reduce costs. A working group made up of representa-
tives from Executive Branch agencies, the Council of Financial Assistance Reform
(COFAR) was established to conduct the review and analysis. Research administra-
tors from major research institutions around the nation played a significant role in the
multi-year effort that produced 2 CFR Part 200, Office of Management and Budget
(2013). As guidance was developed to implement the new regulations both individual
research administrators and their professional organisations continued to play a major
role in those efforts.

In 2015, CAURA changed its name to the Canadian Association of Research
Administrators (CARA) to acknowledge the diversity of organisations in the Cana-
dian landscape. While the bulk of research administrators are located in universities,
there are administrators in the private sector, in colleges, hospitals, and charities across
the country.

As CAURA changed its name and updated its stated purpose and focussed on
diversity, NCURA and SRAI also increased their attention, focus, programming, and
emphasis on diversity, equity, and inclusion in the profession. While more work needs
to be done in the future, efforts are underway to ensure there are transparent, equitable
pathways to the profession. At the same time, the US and Canadian governments have
implemented programmes to ensure underrepresented people and institutions have
equitable access to and benefits of federal funding.

Limited Activities in Mexico

A review of literature and personal conversations revealed no formal professional
society or association for research administration/management in Mexico in exist-
ence. In 2001, a group of small institutions in south-eastern Mexico launched an
association to build solidarity and, hopefully, future support from the Mexican gov-
ernment which appeared to support larger institutions in Mexico City. Asociacion
de Administradores de la Investigacion Universitaria de Mexico, Centroamerica y
El Caribe was formed. An inaugural meeting was held at the University of Quin-
tana Roo in Chetumal. It does not appear this group is currently in existence in a
formalised capacity.
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Conclusion

Research administration/management has emerged as a distinct and maturing profes-
sion with a number of specialities. The coronavirus pandemic wreaked havoc across the
globe in 2020 leaving no profession untouched. Research administration was impacted
dramatically in terms of increased federal funding for research, institutional closures,
and dramatic work shifts. While some jobs and careers may have seen less work in North
America as a result of the pandemic, research administration emerged as one of the pro-
fessions that increased in need and presence, further solidifying research administration
as a distinct, in-demand profession. The complexities of research administration/research
management continue to evolve and specialise which will likely drive an increased need
of research administrators/managers in North America. It is critical for the profession to
continue to examine entry paths into the profession and to scale up the formal education
and training available to ensure there is a workforce to meet the industry demand.
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Abstract

Historically, academia, typically universities have had two major groups of pro-
fessionals. One is those who are responsible for teaching and research, includ-
ing university professors, associate professors, researchers, research assistants,
etc. The other is the administrative staff who are responsible for administrative
tasks. Both groups have existed since the inception of a university.

As societal expectations of universities have evolved, so has the need for profes-
sionals with advanced skills, who are often referred to as Research Managers
and Administrators (RMAs) or University Research Administrators (URAs). In
Japan, the profession is called URA because it was modelled after the Ameri-
can system in the beginning of its formation. In India, on the other hand, it is
often referred to as RMA because of its reference to the United Kingdom. In
this chapter, we will use the term RMA as a consistent term. In Asia, the trend
of increasing need for this profession has been increasing over the past decade,
starting around the 2010s.

This section provides an overview of the history and background that resulted
in the current situation surrounding RMAs, as well as a future prospect in
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the six Asian countries featured in this book: China, India, Japan, Malaysia,
Singapore, and Vietnam.

Keywords: Research management and administration; professionalisation;
community; certification system; skills; practitioners; networking; education
and training programs; employment type; age range

Background: The Rise of New Professions in Asia

Since the turn of the 21 century, universities have been expected to be a source of
innovation. This trend is largely influenced by the social environment surrounding uni-
versities. As a global trend, universities have been expected to contribute to society
in addition to their traditional functions of education and research in recent years
(Ueyama, 2010). These expectations then strengthen the capacity of universities to
obtain public competitive funding, commercialise university technologies, and support
start-up companies.

The increase in competitive funding affects universities in both positive and nega-
tive ways. On the positive side, the budget available for conducting research will be
diverse. For example, research budgets will be available for a variety of research pur-
poses, such as academic research, research and development in industry—academia col-
laboration, prototype manufacturing for start-up creation, and so on. On the other
hand, this trend also increases some costs, such as invention management procedures,
adaptation to different accounting rules, and complex contracts with multiple stake-
holders (Altbach & Umakoshi, 2004; Amano, 2002).

The trend towards commercialisation of technologies born out of university
research also has a significant impact. Universities are expected not only to publish
research results in the form of academic papers, but also to collaborate with indus-
try and start-up companies on intellectual property, licencing, coordination of joint
research, and negotiations in obtaining compensation for intellectual property. In
addition to researchers and administrative staff, more specialists are being trained at
higher education institutions. While there are some common trends observed among
the history of RMA as a profession in Asian countries, each country’s circumstances
also have a significant influence on expectations surrounding RMAs.

From a macro perspective, one cannot ignore the extent of the relationship between
a country’s economy, science, and technology. Society’s expectations of academia are
naturally higher when the economy is fundamentally dependent on science and technol-
ogy. This expectation may be represented, for example, by the share of R&D investment
in GDP. Expectations may also vary depending on the size of the academic sector and
its history in modern times. Looking at the six countries from this perspective —China,
India, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, and Vietnam — there is a great deal of diversity, and
this also influences the attributes and responsibilities of RMA personnel in each country.

The Formation of a Community Behind the Establishment
of a Profession
Although RMAs in Asia have developed in a diverse manner, there are commonali-

ties in the process of how it became a profession in China, India, Japan, Malaysia,
Singapore, and Vietnam. Most commonly, there are education and training programs
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and professional community-building activities that can be observed across individual
organisations. Both activities are essential to develop new professionals in the univer-
sity, promote research support, and improve the overall attractiveness of the profession.

Education and Training Programmes

In all countries, the initial impetus for the start of activities seems to have come from
the corporatist learning sessions held by volunteer practitioners. As a result, there are
few official records of these budding grassroots activities. For example, in Japan, the
first such event was a study group held in 2009 at the initiative of several practition-
ers who were practicing at a research university and who were acquainted with each
other. This was two years before the inauguration of a large-scale project introduced
under the policy of the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Tech-
nology (MEXT).! Since then, an annual two-day conference’ was introduced every
year, along with regular training for newcomers. In Singapore, at Nanyang Techno-
logical University (NTU),* which boasts an emerging status among the world’s leading
research institutions, study groups for practitioners within the university are now a
leading activity. In India, with support from the Wellcome Trust, an annual conference
has been launched and its attendance has been increasing year by year. The situation
is similar in Malaysia, where the starting point is a meeting of practitioners. On the
other hand, the launch of the activities in China and Vietnam recognises the necessity
and leadership by the government.

Formation of Communities

When voluntary study groups start to meet on a regular basis, the foundation of the
organisation gradually becomes more stable. When there are nation-wide opportuni-
ties to gather beyond an institution (e.g. regular congresses), there is a growing demand
for the establishment of an organisational body to act as a hub and operating body
for these events.

Japan might serve as a primary example of how the community of RMAs gets built
in the Asian countries. A voluntary study group among the practitioners in Japan first
met in 2009, which grew into an association with a legal entity in 2015.

Among the Asian countries represented in this handbook, Malaysia established a
similar organisational body in 2019. In India, there has been a movement to form a
national community for practitioners in the form of feasibility study activities such
as IRMI* with the support of the Wellcome Trust (Ayyar & Jameel, 2019). Under
the leadership of NTU and with the backing of the nearby Australian community
ARMS,’ Singapore is also in the process of forming a national community. The
diversity of Asian countries is evident in several aspects during this chapter, and this
process is one of the examples, China and Vietnam are following a slightly different
process. In China, a network of practitioners in research institutes related to national
science and technology policy has been established, with the professions responsi-
ble for the relevant practices being networked. Various data provide an overview of
these practitioners, and their activities are happening in a relatively top-down manner.

'https://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/jinzai/ura/detail/1315871.htm
*https://www.rman.jp/event/

*https://www.ntu.edu.sg/index
*https://www.indiaalliance.org/india-research-management-initiative
*https://www.researchmanagement.org.au
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The importance of the profession in Vietnam has also been recognised from the per-
spective of promoting science and technology policy and has begun to spread.

The Realities of Current Practitioners

Because the RMA history in the Asian region is not as long-lived as compared to
Europe and the United States, there is not a wealth of exhaustive data that informs the
situation in each country. In this context, data from the large-scale international survey
Research Administration as a Profession (RAAAP), conducted within the framework
of INORMS (International Network of Research Management Societies), is useful.
This section presents the age range and years of experience of RMA practitioners
in the six case study countries, based on the preliminary results of the 2022 iteration
(Kerridge, Dutta, et al., 2022). Several things should be noted for understanding the
low response rate among RMAs in the Asian region. First, the RAAAP survey was
distributed through national networks, however, there are not many formal associa-
tions in Asia to begin with. Second, the survey was conducted in English, which is not
the primary language used among many RMA practitioners in Asia.

15-19 20-24

China n=120 India n=28 Japan n=54

35-39
o

10-14

8%

Malaysia n=13 Singapore n=6 Vietnam n=1

Approx Years (Banded) as a Research Administrator
* Never, <5, 5-9, 10-14, 15-19, 20-24. 25-29. 30-34, 35-39, >=40

Fig. 1.3.1.  Experience Years as RMAs in Asia.
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China n=89 India n=26 Japan n=54

Permanent

64%
Permanent

83%

Malaysia n=11 Singapore n=6 Vietnam n=1

Employment Type
*Permanent, Fixed, Second, Other

Fig. 1.3.2.  Employment Type of RMAs in Asia.

Fig. 1.3.1 shows the distribution of years of experience among RMAs in Asia.
Overall, the majority of RMAs have less than 10 years” work experience. Japan and
Malaysia had the largest proportion of respondents with less than 10 years’ experience,
followed by China, India, and Singapore. The largest group of RMAs has between
5and 10 years’ experience in Japan and Malaysia, while the majority in China and India
have less than 5 years’ experience. There are also veterans with more than 30 years’
experience in some countries. In all countries, 15%-20% of the respondents have been
working as RMAs for more than 30 years, indicating that some of them have been
working as RMAs (with another job title) even before RMA networks and communi-
ties came into existence. The only respondent for Vietnam has 15 years of experience.

The survey asked what form of employment RMAs had, with four options: Per-
manent, Fixed, Secondment,® and Other. The result is shown in Fig. 1.3.2. Although
the employment arrangement differs from country to country, Permanent is generally
regarded as a lifetime employment, which ensures stable conditions of employment.

Secondment indicates a person who has a temporary position, other than their main role
(perhaps on a project of some kind) but will return to their substantive role at the end of
the secondment period.



42  Makiko Takahashi

75 and over 65-74  25-34
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55-64 2%

Chinan=112 India n=26 Japan n=53

Malaysia n=11 Singapore n=6 Vietnam n=1

Age Range
* 24 and under, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, 75 and over

Fig. 1.3.3.  Age Range of RMAs in Asia.

The existence of permanent jobs can also be seen as an expectation that the job is
valued in the organisation and that the job will be held for a long time. Looking at the
position of six countries, five have permanent positions, with the majority in China,
Malaysia, and Singapore. Permanent and fixed positions together represent the major-
ity in all six countries. In addition, Secondments are likely to be those RMAs who
concurrently have another job. They are present in certain numbers in China, Japan,
and Malaysia. It may be that RMA as a profession is still a relatively new occupation
and some are also working as teachers and researchers.

Fig. 1.3.3 shows the age distribution of RMAs working in Asia. In China, India,
and Malaysia, the majority of workers are young, aged 44 and under; they account for
approximately three-quarters of the total. Singapore has about half, while Japan has
one-third. Conversely, China, Japan, Malaysia, and Singapore have RMAs who are
over 55; in Japan and Singapore, they are ranging from one-quarter to one-third. This
shows that there is a wide range of age diversity, although most are young but almost
no RMAs under 25.

It should be noted that the age distribution needs to be viewed in conjunction with
the average age of the country. Among the Asian countries, Japan has by far the high-
est average age with 48.6 years, followed by China, 38.8 years; Malaysia, 29.2 years;
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India, 28.1 years; Singapore, 39.7 years; and Vietnam, 31.4 years (World Population
Review 20227). On this basis, it can be seen that in Japan and China, this work is
engaged in by a relatively large number of younger age groups. On the other hand, in
Malaysia, India, Singapore, and Vietnam, relatively older age groups are engaged in
this work when the average age is in consideration.

From the above overview, it can be understood that RMAs in Asia is a relatively
new profession, and the RAAAP-3 survey data show that the progress is currently
ongoing to become established as a new profession in universities. This process is sup-
ported the hypothesis to provide meaningful lessons for the regions where RMA posi-
tions will develop in the future.

What Is Needed to Establish a New Profession

In Asian countries, research management and administration is a new profession,
which is expanding over the last decade. The factors behind this growth include both
the increased investment in science and technology due to the rapid economic growth
in Asia, and the growing need for higher education institutions due to a growing
younger population in this region. For these reasons, academic research in Asian coun-
tries is expected to develop at a higher level. At the same time, the need for research
management in Asian universities has increased both quantitatively and qualitatively.

The following two perspectives are therefore important for establishing the reten-
tion and diffusion of the new profession. First, it is vital to know what skills they have,
how they are treated, and how their responsibilities are balanced with the existing staff
to ensure their retention in the organisation. Second, the specific measures to success-
fully achieve this will depend on the positionality of the university within each country
as well as the differences in the culture surrounding job selection and employment. In
other words, it is important to establish the core competence of the profession.

Lastly, we will discuss the future vision of RMA in Asia, focussing on (1) the rec-
ognition of skill sets, and (2) the Asian Network, both of which are beneficial for the
future development of the profession’s establishment.

Common Recognition of Skills
In Asian countries with a relatively short RMA history compared to the West, discus-
sions on skills standardisation are still in their infancy. In Japan, skill standards have
been developed over the years. Professionals started to play an active role, and it became
common to capture their work experience and performance. This is a successful example
of a system that combined the top-down policies and bottom-up activities, being mod-
elled after the preceding technology transfer professionals. The situation in Japan may
provide inspiration for future research management systems in other Asian countries.
As detailed in the chapters for each country, education and training programs have
been implemented at the request of practitioners. In addition, the work of RMAs
is not simply limited to pre-award and post-award activities. For example, in Japan,
RMA work also includes the identification of research potential through institutional
research, technology transfer, intellectual property management, and public relations
activities. It is expected that the accumulation of education and training programs
conducted in various countries will likely enable the overall systemisation of the skills
and knowledge.

"https://worldpopulationreview.com/country-rankings/median-age
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Asian Network

As of 2022, in China, Singapore, Malaysia, India, and Japan, there are activities that
bring together practitioners on a regular basis. However, there is no international asso-
ciation that oversees all Asian regions, like EARMA in Europe. Instead, connections
among key players in the Asian region have been expanding through participation in
global initiatives such as INORMS, and those whose membership is internationally
such as ARMS, EARMA, NCURA, and SRAI.

In 2021, the INORMS 2021 Hiroshima Congress was held for the first time in
Asia. Although it had been postponed for a year by COVID-19 and was held fully
online, more than 100 participants from Asia, including China, India, Japan, Malay-
sia, Singapore, Vietnam and Korea participated. The cross-national participation
indicated that networking among RMAs in the Asian region will likely become
possible in the future, harnessing networking opportunities provided for example
through the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN),® an initiative of
Kyoto University’ in Japan.

Final Thoughts

An important perspective for understanding the situation of RMAs in the Asian
region is the highly independence of higher education systems. Each country has its
own university system, with its own curricula, many in its own language and relatively
little mutual compatibility. It may be partly due to the absence of a system such as the
Bologna Process (1999)'” in Europe. It may also be related to the lack of a large fund-
ing system to promote collaboration, such as the Horizon Europe,'’ where researchers
from two or more countries work together to apply for research funding.

In order to jointly acquire funds and smoothly conduct joint research, it is neces-
sary to deepen mutual understanding of each country’s system, such as budget sys-
tem, ownership of intellectual property, conflict of interest management, and other
various rules. Ideally, common budget fiscal year and currency would further reduce
administrative costs and promote more efficient use of resources. In this context,
a better understanding of each country’s RMAs with respect to each other would
contribute significantly to promote research more active and innovative. To this end,
it is desirable that networking in the Asian region become more active and more
widespread.
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Abstract

This chapter describes the beginning of the RMA profession in Australasia
and its subsequent development over the last 35 years to what is now a
recognised profession supported by a popular and well-accepted accreditation
programme. RMAs are increasingly seen as an integral support to research
and researchers, mainly in the higher education sector but increasingly in gov-
ernment agencies as well. Through the local professional society (the Australa-
sian Research Management Society or ARMS), RMASs are collaborating with
other professional support elements of the research ecosystem to facilitate
high-quality research.
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The Genesis of Research Management in Australasia

The end of the 1980s was a period of transformational change for higher education
in Australia as the so-called Dawkins revolution' of higher education resulted in a
Unified National System of Higher education (Marginson et al., 2013). This Unified
National System replaced a previous binary system of universities, consisting of Insti-
tutes of Technology and Colleges of Advanced Education with a single set of uni-
versities. Many new universities were formed as a result of mergers from the previous
binary system. In a sense, this also marked the beginning of the modern Research
Management Office (RMO) in Australia as new government funding was made avail-
able for university research infrastructure and, with many new university researchers,
competition intensified for peer-reviewed government research grants.

Similarly, in New Zealand, the growth in specialist research organisations occurred pre-
dominantly through the 20" century, via universities, Crown Research Institutes (CRIs)
and Independent Research Organisations (IROs). The major components of the cur-
rent New Zealand system were established in science sector reforms circa 1990. Changes
in the structure and role of the RMO continue apace as funding agencies — especially
NZ government funding agencies — respond to changes in government priorities.

In late 1989, the Australian federal Department of Employment, Education and
Training (as it was then known) convened in an inaugural meeting of Australian
research managers in the national capital (Canberra) to outline government research
policy and research funding arrangements. This event continued annually until the
1998 meeting, when a group of research managers met and ‘agreed to take responsi-
bility for the profession’. In order for research managers to be more than ‘grant pro-
cessers’ and to add value to the research enterprise, they needed to take control of
the annual gathering of research managers and set a broader agenda for the meeting
encompassing strategic, political, and funding input from a variety of sources. Addi-
tionally, the group agreed that they would benefit from a New Zealand perspective.’

The inaugural meeting of Australian and New Zealand Research Managers and
Administrators (RMAs) was held in Adelaide in November 1999. It was the first occa-
sion in which a conference for RMAs had been designed and managed by RMAs them-
selves. The initial conference convenors, Research Office Directors of the three South
Australian universities were Ms Janet Dibb-Leigh from the University of Adelaide, Dr
Wayne Harvey from Flinders University, and Dr Mark Hochman from the University
of South Australia with the conference theme of ‘Helping Research Happen’. The
conference also saw the launch of the Australasian Research Management Society
(ARMS) with Ms Janet Dibb-Leigh appointed as the inaugural ARMS President. It
became an inspiring inaugural conference with delegates at the conclusion of the con-
ference standing and cheering the birth of their new professional society! As an aside,
for those who are interested in trivia — the after conference dinner entertainment for
this inaugural ARMS conference was a magician and illusionist (Raymond Crowe),

'Prior to the Dawkins revolution, the Australian higher education system was described as
a ‘binary system’ with universities which were funded to undertake research as well as pro-
vide undergraduate and graduate teaching, and Colleges of Advanced Education/Institutes
of Technology, which were not funded to undertake research. The Dawkins revolution was
to remove this distinction and create a Unified National System where all higher education
institutions would eventually be funded on the same basis.

%A fuller account of the ensuing actions and the attributed quotes above can be found
at the link. https://www.researchmanagement.org.au/sites/default/files/uploaded-content/
website-content/arms_origins.pdf.
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who chose a ‘willing’ volunteer from the audience to be his ventriloquist’s dummy. The
‘willing volunteer’ had only commenced in the research management profession in the
preceding week and probably wondered what sort of career he had chosen for himself!

Australasian Research Management Society (ARMS): Structure

From the beginning, ARMS encompassed membership broader than the univer-
sity sector including medical research institutes, State government, and the national
research organisation, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisa-
tion (CSIRO). Membership was international in nature with New Zealand its own
Chapter, and joined by delegates from the US, UK, Denmark, Korea, South Africa,
and Canada in ensuing years. It is of note, and a reflection on the multi-faceted nature
of the RMA profession, that over its initial 10 years as a developing Society, ARMS
presidents were elected from Medical Research Institutes and private consulting firms
as well as from the dominant university sector. This clearly demonstrated the multi-
profession nature of ARMS, especially in its formative years. In the latter years, the
university sector played a more dominant role in ARMS membership. Subsequent
annual conferences were held each year in capital cities of the Australian States until
2003, where it was held in Auckland, New Zealand — a significant milestone being the
first annual conference meeting of ARMS held outside of Australia.

In addition to a national executive, ARMS was structured into local Chapters based
around States and regions that were responsible for organising local ARMS events. In
the early years, it was a common feature for local Chapters to demonstrate increased
activity in the lead up to hosting an annual meeting in their respective State, but fol-
lowing the annual conference, activity would subsequently diminish. As a result, local
Chapter activity and events were largely dependent on the enthusiasm and time of
local members, leading to inconsistencies in local Chapter offerings.

Initially, ARMS managed its operations internally through volunteer executives
and other volunteer support. Throughout the early 2000s, ARMS moved from a
volunteer-based organisation to a contracted professional secretariat, which was
described as a partial-professional support model. Financial accounts and confer-
ence support were outsourced, leading to many queries at executive meetings unable
to be resolved. Growing dissatisfaction with this model and increasing expectations
from members led to ARMS appointing its first full-time Chief Operating Officer in
2012. Since 2012, staff numbers have steadily increased and now include an in-house
accountant, conference and events management, and administrative support for the
growing number of professional development and membership benefit programmes.
Business development support has been provided both through the committee struc-
ture, volunteers and part-time or consultancy personnel.

Australasian Research Management Society (ARMS): Focus Areas

Perhaps reflecting the organisational background of many ARMS executive members,
the Society has always had a strong emphasis on strategic planning. The first ARMS
strategic plan was developed in 2006 to guide the progress of this newly formed profes-
sional society and ensure financial sustainability and relevance to members and the
broader research enterprise. Plans have been updated regularly with the most recent
strategic plan being available in the references.

Whilst strategic priorities have varied over the last 15 years, there have been several
enduring themes: internationalisation, professionalisation, and collaboration.
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Internationalisation

Australia and New Zealand are a long way from the research powerhouses of the
US, UK, and Europe, but international connections have always been important
for both researchers and research managers. From its inception, ARMS established
an International Committee that played an important role in bringing the world of
research management to ARMS and ARMS to the world. ARMS played a lead role
in the establishment of the International Network of Research Management Societies
(INORMS), coordinating the first multinational forum where INORMS was estab-
lished (Fremantle, September 2004) and hosting the first INORMS conference in Bris-
bane in 2006, which was attended by 250 delegates including 130 from 23 countries [see
further in Chapter 1.7 (Kulakowski, 2023) and Chapter 5.17 (Thomson et al., 2023)].

Reaching out to the international community continued through the 2010s, with
three study tours to the UK (2015, 2017, and 2019 — the first organised privately, the
other two under the auspices of ARMS). These study tours were themed around
research impact and knowledge exchange and attracted mainly senior research man-
agement professionals with approximately 12-15 participants per tour. Participants
benefited from hearing the policy settings around impact and knowledge exchange
in the UK and from seeing how universities managed these elements ‘on the ground’.
A similar study tour of the US West Coast in 2017 themed around interacting with
industry attracted fewer participants, but provided an opportunity to visit some US
West Coast research powerhouse institutions including Stanford University, UC Berk-
ley and the University of British Columbia in Canada. Additionally, ARMS’ constant
goal to collaborate with other global RMAs has established a fellowship programme
with NCURA in the US, resulting in an organisation of a joint meeting with SRAI in
Hawaii in 2019 titled Disruptive Trends in Research Management.

In the past decade, ARMS has also looked to align itself with the growing profes-
sion in the Asia-Pacific region and established a Singapore Chapter (2014). This led to
a highly successful annual conference in Singapore in 2015, which attracted delegates
from a much wider Asian and international catchment than would have normally been
the case. This is, to date, the only annual meeting outside of Australia and New Zea-
land. More recently, ARMS has been active in Malaysia, seeking to establish a local
Chapter and also in the South Pacific.

Professionalisation

Given the paucity of formal training for research managers, ARMS has, from its incep-
tion, had a strong emphasis on professional development. In addition to local Chap-
ter events, early professional development centred around workshops at the annual
conference on topics related to research policy, grants management, etc. In 2012, the
ARMS executive commissioned a proposal to develop an accreditation programme
for the profession. This required the entire Society to be consulted through input
sought via survey and via meetings with each local Chapter, including New Zealand.
Since 2012, several hundred individuals contributed to the resulting model, which was
accepted in late 2012 for implementation at the 2013 annual conference.

Through this effort, it was established that to be an effective research manager
requires a mix of technical and relationship skills, supplemented by contextual knowl-
edge of the broader research environment. The initial ARMS Foundation Level
Accreditation Program comprised eight modules delivered at the Adelaide annual
conference in September 2013. These consisted of three compulsory modules (written
Bodies of Knowledge) covering the national research systems, legislation in Australia
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and New Zealand, a module on understanding research and researchers, and elective
modules on practical research management topics such as pre- and post-award grants
management, ethics and integrity, and data management. Further details are given in
the footnote below.”

Since its inception in 2013, the number of modules has grown from the initial 8 to
now 20. Additional modules cover Higher Degree by Research (HDR) management,
working with industry and research finance. In keeping with ARMS’ strong focus on
having an international perspective, it has also developed modules on the national
research and innovation systems operating in the UK and Vietnam — developed by
writers from Vietnam and the UK respectively. At the time of writing, RMAs have
completed more than 5,000 Foundation level modules since the inception of the pro-
gramme in 2013, with more than 500 graduates.

The large continental and international area covered by ARMS has meant that
the initial face-to-face delivery model for its Foundation Level modules has been
constrained by the availability of local members to deliver modules, or further con-
strained by the financial cost of flying authorised Training Fellows interstate, and in
some cases overseas, to deliver training. Consequently, ARMS commenced work in
2018 on transitioning key Foundation Level modules into an online Learning Man-
agement System (LMS). The necessity of this transition was further hastened with the
arrival of COVID-19 and subsequent travel restrictions. Whilst modules continued to
be delivered through the pandemic via video conferencing platforms, ARMS has now
transitioned all its compulsory modules (for Australia, New Zealand, and Singapore)
into an LMS.

Following the success of the Foundation Level Accreditation Program, ARMS
introduced an Advanced Level Accreditation Program for those at more senior levels
in the profession.* Whilst extensive in nature, it failed to attract the similar substan-
tial numbers as had the Foundation Level Program, possibly due to the availability
of leadership programmes within member’s own institutions or through other profes-
sional bodies. Consequently, in 2022, ARMS revised its inventory of all accreditation
programmes to a points-based system where individuals can ‘choose their own adven-
ture’ (with some compulsory modules) depending on their area of interest. These can
be packaged to achieve accreditation at three levels — Foundation, Established, and

3Candidates are required to undertake five modules, including the three compulsory mod-
ules on their national research and innovation system, national legislation and understand-
ing research and researchers and must achieve a minimum of 75% grade in each module.
Following successful completion of these five modules, they must undertake a case study
providing short paragraph answers that are assessed by experienced research managers to
determine their understanding of day-to-day issues confronting those in the profession.
The entire accreditation programme is overseen by an independent Accreditation Council
with representatives from funding agencies and the research management community across
different countries. The Accreditation Council comprising volunteers from government
agencies, and senior university personnel is responsible for the quality of the modules, the
persons who deliver training (Training Fellows), and the assessment process.

This programme comprised five interrelated elements including a compulsory two- and
half-day workshop on leadership, management, and strategic thinking, a choice of several
full-day electives which were ‘deep dives’ into more specialised areas of research manage-
ment, a mentorship programme, attendance at facilitated group discussion sessions with
a capstone assessed workplace-based assignment of 5,000-10,000 words. The programme
was delivered approximately annually and was cohort-based.
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Advanced level Research Managers. This new approach still maintains a considerable
assessed component and also allows for the inclusion of some non-assessed compo-
nents such as the ARMS PD@zoom sessions, and a minor non-ARMS element.’

This significant change reflects the evolution and increasing specialisation of the
RMA profession whilst still retaining a requirement for a base level of broad sector
knowledge including knowledge of the national research environment, applicable leg-
islation and the benefits of research itself.®

Collaboration

Supporting research is a multi-faceted business with many players, and ARMS has
always been active in engaging with other players in the RMA sector including govern-
ment, peak bodies, and funding councils. A feature of the ARMS calendar for several
years has been an annual ‘Canberra Roadshow’ where the ARMS President and key
staff discuss how to best collaborate in supporting the national research effort. This
‘Roadshow’ has also occurred sporadically in Wellington, NZ. In recent years, this has
included collaboration with the Association of Australian Medical Research Institutes
(AAMRI) in developing a joint Research Integrity Advisor Training Guide, the Coun-
cil of Australasian Librarians (CAUL) in developing a web-based Open Research
Toolkit, and the Council for Advancement of Science and Education (CASE) in a
joint conference on maximising research funding through research and philanthropy.

Apart from these enduring and underpinning priorities in developing the RMA
profession in Australasia, ARMS has been maturing as a professional society. This
can be observed in the expansion of its organisational structure and a range of ser-
vices. In addition to the Chapter based structure outlined previously, ARMS has also
developed Special Interest Groups (SIGs), which function as communities of practice
in specialised areas of research management. Currently, there are 10 SIGs in areas as
diverse as research impact, research development, first nations research, ethics and
integrity, and more. ARMS also offers a range of awards which recognise distinguished
service to the RMA profession, excellent practice. It also provides travel scholarships
to enable members to access international meetings. The Society has introduced Fel-
lows of ARMS, and given the history and length of tenure of some members, it has
also recently introduced the category of Life Members.

The governing executive has been replaced by a governing Board with positions
being well contested — always a sign of a healthy Society. The Board is supported
by four Standing Committees — Conferences and Major Events; Education and Pro-
fessional Development; Governance, Finance and Audit; and Member Services. The
annual reports provided at the Annual General Meeting held in association with the
yearly conference (whether virtual or in-person) indicate that despite the perturbations
caused by COVID-19, ARMS remains in a sound financial position.

Conclusion

The recognition, reputation, and contribution of ARMS as a collective ‘brain trust’
has certainly grown over the years. This is evidenced by the increased engagement and

>Further details can be found at this link: https:/www.researchmanagement.org.au/pointsbased-
accreditation-programs.

Further details can be found at this link: https://www.researchmanagement.org.au/
pointsbased-accreditation-programs.
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consultation with ARMS and the RMA sector by research councils, funding bodies,
other government departments, and similar.

For a profession with only 30 years of history in the Australasian region, RMAs
are making an impact both in the region and globally. RMAs are increasingly seen as
an important component of the research enterprise itself with multiple support roles
of development, facilitation, and stewardship of research in addition to the often-
recognised compliance role. RMAs still have a clear role of ‘helping research happen!’
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Abstract

The history of the profession in Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries
isnot along one; it results from their history, their size, their spending on research
and innovation, their position in geopolitics and world economy. Nevertheless,
what makes it exciting is the fact that we are just at the birth of the profession
in the region. Historically, there have been very few professionals either related
to or officially recognised as Research Managers and Administrators (RMAs)
in CEE countries, resulting in their limited resources and capabilities. Neverthe-
less, some RMASs have found the way to start mutually beneficial collaboration
for the sake of their own professional development, for their institution’s and
country’s competitiveness by launching networks of RMAs or using regional or
European funds for capacity building and developing training or educational
programmes.

This chapter aims to provide a short summary of the profession in CEE countries
while highlighting a few cases which show how the RMA profession is moving
forward but still lagging behind.
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professionalisation; programmes; Central and Eastern Europe
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Fig. 1.5.1. Countries of Central and Eastern Europe Based on the Working
Definition. Blue (Dark Grey): Countries Accessed the EU Since 2004, Orange
(Grey): Western Balkan Countries, Yellow (Pale Grey): Eastern Partnership
Countries (Own Edition).

Territorial Scope

Central and Eastern Europe is a heterogeneous region (Gergely, 2003, p. 1 1) carrying
various definitions in terms of history, politics, as well as literature (Magris, 2005,
p- 92). Many debates have taken place among researchers regarding the definition
of the territorial scope of this region based on different aspects coming from his-
torical, cultural, political, geographic or geopolitical positions. Nevertheless, there
is still no consensus and multiple definitions of Central and Eastern Europe exist
in parallel (Zsar, 2012, p. 10).

The suggested working definition of the author for this chapter is that countries
belonging to Central and Eastern Europe cover mainly three groups of countries: first,
EU Member States (MS) having joined the European Union (EU) since 2004 with
the exception of Malta and Cyprus' (in short, CEE MS); second, countries from the

'EU MS having joined the EU since 2004 are: Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czechia,
Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia, Croatia, Malta, Cyprus, Romania and Bulgaria.
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Western Balkans (in short, WB countries)’; and third, countries belonging to the East-
ern Partnership Countries of the EU (in short, EaP countries).’

This working definition is in line with concepts developed in the previous decades.
Ivan T. Berend and Gyorgy Banki argued that Central Europe covers the area between
Germany and Russia, and between the Baltic and the Black Sea. Similarly, Jené Sziics
following Péter Gunst asserted that the Baltic region, Poland, the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Croatia belonged to Central Europe (Lendvai, 2005). During the last
days of the communist regime, Ferenc Glatz spelt out that Central Europe consisted
of the members of the Soviet Bloc with the exception of the Soviet Union, which is
nowadays more and more approached by the Balkans (Glatz, 2005).

Commonalities and Differences

Among these countries, one can find a high number of commonalities; however, in all
cases, there are also certain differences, including cultural background (e.g. the mixed
use of Latin, Cyrillic or Georgian alphabets) or economic assets. As a commonality
from history, we can highlight that following the Second World War, these countries
belonged to the Eastern bloc, or in case of Yugoslavia, to the non-aligned movement.
Nevertheless, their Soviet type of governmental systems significantly affected their
science policy orientation and the whole research system. Most of these countries
acquired their current form in the 20th century, or even afterwards (i.e. Montenegro
or Kosovo®).

All countries included in the current overview are relatively small states with a pop-
ulation ranging between 680 k (Montenegro) and 10.1 m (Czechia), with the exception
of Romania (19.1 m), Poland (37.8 m), and Ukraine (43.4 m).

Where the Story Starts

To understand the lagging status of the profession, it is important to understand
the post-Soviet heritage of the research system of the countries concerned; follow-
ing WWII, these countries — with the exception of Yugoslavia — became members of
the Warsaw Pact (or the Soviet Union itself) meaning that they had to follow, if not
entirely copy, the Soviet research system. The literature presented below unequivocally
underlines that research policy followed the principles of ‘scientific socialism’: in its
three organisational sectors (i.e. the academies, universities and the industry), speciali-
sation, rationalisation and centralisation had to be carried out in line with the multi-
annual central plans and directives of the communist party industrial vision (Balazs
et al., 1995, p. 615; Jablecka, 1995, pp. 728-729).

*The concept of the Western Balkans is another artificial one which includes those coun-
tries from the Balkans which have the perspective of joining the European Union. These
countries include Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, North Macedonia, Montenegro,
Kosovo* and Serbia. See more at: https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/strat-
egy/strategy-2020-2024/europe-world/international-cooperation/western-balkans_en.

’The Eastern Partnership was launched in 2009 as a strategy initiative to strengthen the
political and economic relations between the EU and the following countries: Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. See more at https://www.eeas.europa.
eu/eeas/eastern-partnership_en.

*In line with UN Resolution 1244/1999.
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Egorov and Carayannis (1999) add that theoretical projects — so basic research —
were carried out within the National Academy of Sciences, some military-industrial
complex institutes and the universities. Applied research and development activ-
ities took place in industrial research institutes operating related to the branch
ministries and in line with the economic plans (Balazs et al., 1995, p. 616). As the
whole economy operated in closed and multiannual planning periods, the output
indicators related to the economic production were set in advance — all other activi-
ties had to serve the achievement of their goals. This contributed to misguided and
wasteful research and development projects on the part of many enterprises (Ego-
rov & Carayannis, 1999, p. 160).

Academicians at that time represented a small elite, out of which the leadership of
the research institutes was recruited. What should be underlined is that funding went
to the institutes themselves instead of to individuals or research groups. Each institute
was directed by an academician whose selection did not take into account the person’s
managerial or policymaking skills (Balazs et al., 1995, p. 615).

Universities were initially devoted exclusively to education without committing
themselves to doing any research; however, they had to compete for the same funds as
research institutes (Balazs et al., 1995, p. 615). Nevertheless, some research activities
also took place at universities even with poorer assets as lecturers worked on research
degrees with their students.

Research management was nonexistent as state funding did not pose similar expec-
tations towards research as it did in Western countries. The methodology taken to cap-
ture the output indicators in CEE, such as the number of publications and patents, did
not follow those of their Western counterparts. Although it falls out of the scope of
the current chapter to go into the details, it must be highlighted that initial conditions
and values of indicators were relatively lower than in Western countries. There were a
number of reasons for this situation, such as (1) the regime of secrecy, (2) the military
orientation of R&D, (3) low pressure to publish research results in journals, (4) differ-
ent organisational set-up of the research ecosystem compared to Western countries,
(5) overestimation of the real R&D potential of the region, (6) concentration of a
substantial part of R&D personnel on reverse engineering, and finally, (7) a high con-
centration of specialists in traditional sectors with relatively lower innovative potential,
such as coal mining or heavy engineering industry (Egorov & Carayannis, 1999, p. 161).

Following the changes of regimes from socialism to democracy, such systems of
research and development could not have been maintained anymore. Their collapse
can be showcased by the serious decrease of GERD (Gross domestic expenditure on
R&D) between 1% and 3%, number of researchers by 49%—-60%, and of industrial
R&D by 20%-50% (Egorov & Carayannis, 1999, p. 161). The decline in public funding
has been accompanied by structural changes, although the degree and timing of these
changes differ from country to country. By the disappearance or decreasing amount of
public funding, many scientists moved to private enterprises or departed overseas (Bal-
azs et al., 1995, p. 621), even if the autonomy of science and the freedom of scientific
research was reinstalled (Jablecka, 1995, pp. 728-733; Mosoni-Fried, 1995, p. 777).
In case of ex-Yugoslav countries, these drawbacks were aggravated by war damages,
economic slowdown and brain drain’ (Svarc et al., 2014, p. 167).

*Brain drain is the emigration of qualified people leaving their place of origin for better-
paid job abroad.



History of RMA in Central and Eastern European Countries 59

The foundation of National Research Funds and Technical Development Funds
by governments or the Soros Foundation® started to push forward the individual or
team-based competition for research grants, however, the selection criteria still did
not embrace the criteria of quality or economic utility (Balazs et al., 1995, p. 621) but
became based almost exclusively on peer review (Jablecka, 1995).

As Egorov and Carayannis (1999, p. 162) summarise, the controversial dynamics
of the main R&D indicators help conclude that in the former Soviet Union and in
Central and Eastern Europe, the role of domestic R&D became increasingly driven
by cultural, educational and ideological, rather than instead of economic or techno-
logical factors. This also means that those countries found themselves (again) on the
periphery of the world transition to the knowledge-based society. What is not high-
lighted in the literature is that research management as a profession could not have
been developed as there was no competition to meet funders’ expectations, and non-
research related outputs were hardly expected by research funders.

Starting to Engage in International R&I Competition

Another important feature determining the status of the RMA development in the
countries concerned is their relationship with the EU, and more specifically, the
EU-funded research and innovation Framework Programmes (FPs). The FPs are the
main financial tools through which the EU supports research and innovation activi-
ties covering almost all scientific disciplines and whose budget is constantly growing.’
Research Performing Organisations (RPOs) of EU MSs compete for these funds at the
European level. The grant covers a high degree of the project budget: depending on the
type of the activities, it is generally between 70% and 100%.

However, the FPs are not only open to MSs, but also to other countries. For each
FP, there is a group of countries concluding specific agreements with the EU to get the
status of ‘Associated Country’ (AC). To enable their researchers and research organi-
sations to apply for funded projects with almost the same status as those from EU
MS, they contribute to the budget of these programmes proportionally to their GDP.*
Other countries around the world can take part in FP-funded projects either based on
bilateral agreements or at their own costs.

The previously listed EU Member States joined the Union in three rounds: eight of
them (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czechia, Slovakia, Hungary and Slovenia)
in 2004, Romania and Bulgaria in 2007 and Croatia in 2013. Western Balkan coun-
tries represent some of the republics of the former Yugoslavia. In the case of Serbia
and Montenegro, accession talks are underway. In the case of Albania and North
Macedonia, the negotiations necessary for accession were opened in 2020. As regards
Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as Kosovo, they received the ‘potential candidate

®The Soros Foundation, today called as Open Society Foundations, founded by George
Soros, is the world’s largest private funder of independent groups working for justice, dem-
ocratic governance, and human rights. See more at https://www.opensocietyfoundations.
org/who-we-are.

'See more at https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/research-projects-under-frame-
work-programmes-0_en.

5See more at https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/strategy/strategy-2020-2024/
europe-world/international-cooperation_en#countries-and-regions.
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status’, accession talks can start only in the future.” Eastern Partnership countries
are those post-Soviet countries having acquired independence following the fall of
the Soviet Union and cooperate with the EU in a number of fields in the frame of the
Neighbourhood Policy Instrument. As a result of the different levels of membership
or partnership, their participation in the EU-funded research and innovation FPs do
also vary.

When analysing the involvement of CEE countries in FPs, we can observe their
gradual involvement from the mid-1990s: first, a few RPOs became involved from
those countries which aimed to join the EU following the regime changes, such as
Hungary, Czechia and Poland; afterwards, their involvement became more frequent
and other entities joined as well. In 2004, almost half of CEE countries joined the
EU, thus they became MS; this resulted in more frequent, but limited involvement in
funded projects. This was followed by bilateral cooperation with MS on specific pro-
jects (Svarc et al., 2014, p. 167) and then the start of participation of current Western
Balkan and EaP countries in the late 2000s which has slightly increased since then.
Table 1.5.1 shows the involvement status of CEE countries in the FPs.

Even if almost all these countries can take part at equal terms in the FPs, their
participation rate and the absorbed budget are much below those EU Member States
which are involved from the very beginning. The low share of funds absorbed and par-
ticipation realised by CEE countries are illustrated by Figs. 1.5.2 and 1.5.3.

Amount of Net EU Contribution

FP7 (2007-2013)

20,00,00,00,000 40,00,00,00,000 60,00,00,00,000

o

W CEE countries MEU-14

Fig. 1.5.2.  Amount of Net EU Contribution Absorbed by CEE Countries and
EU-14 Countries'” in the Last Two FPs (Own Edition, Source of Data: Horizon
Dashboard).

See  https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/eu-and-western-balkans-towards-common-future_
en. Retrieved on 14 February 2023.

YEU-14 countries include those MS which were part of the EU before the 2004 enlarge-
ment, with the exception of the UK. So Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxemburg, Germany,
Italy, France, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Austria, Finland, Sweden, Ireland and Denmark are
included.
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Fig. 1.5.3.  Number of Participations from CEE and EU-14 in EU-Funded Projects
During the Last Two FPs (Own Edition, Source of Data: Horizon Dashboard).

Among barriers to cooperation in FPs, the lack of project management capacities
has been always highlighted such as the bureaucratic barriers of the European Com-
mission in case of the WBC countries in 2008 (Svarc et al., 2014, p. 169) and in case of
EU-13 MSs in 2018 (European Parliament, 2018).

Driving Forces Necessitating the Appearance, Professionalisation
and Specialisation of RMAs

There are multiple driving forces behind the appearance of RMAs in the CEE coun-
tries; however, the involvement in international, but more specifically, EU-funded
research and innovation projects became the most important one, as it is detailed
below.

In the case of CEE countries, the accession to the EU did not immediately result in
significant involvement in FP-funded projects (see Figs. 1.5.2 and 1.5.3). The reasons
are manifold, but one of them is the availability of Cohesion Funds."" In the frame
of various national Operational Programmes financing human resource development,
innovation, and research facilities, an important amount of funds was absorbed by
research performing organisations based mainly in CEE EU-13 countries. This means
that these research organisations rather opted for these funds which were available
through national competitions instead of entering into EU-wide competition. As
Cohesion Funds are decreasing and many CEE regions reached a significant level of
economic development becoming ineligible for these funds, stakeholders of the R&I

""The Cohesion Fund provides support to MS with a gross national income (GNI) per cap-
ita below 90% EU-27 average to strengthen the economic, social and territorial cohesion of
the EU. See more at https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/funding/cohesion-fund_en.
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ecosystem have to turn to and compete for the R&I funds distributed at the EU level
(Viragh et al., 2020).

It must be noted that preparing proposals for the calls published under the
above-mentioned National Operational Programmes and the management of
these projects also necessitated increased management capacities. Researchers
were not able to arrange all the administrative and financial requirements of the
projects funded by Operational Programmes where the red tape has been regularly
much higher than in case of FPs. So the expertise of project managers became
crucial. In most CEE countries, the national Operational Programmes had a dedi-
cated budget line for management, even if it was limited to 5%-10% of the total
budget. So, for a few years, EU project managers, or in fact, research managers
were understood as those specialists being familiar with all the administrative
rules and requirements of these national Operational Programmes implemented
at various research organisations.

In the meantime, non-EU countries of the CEE region also gradually aimed to
reinforce cooperation with the EU and turned towards European R&I funds due to
the lack of national funding.

As research organisations from CEE became more and more involved in EC-funded
R&I projects (see Table 1.5.1), EU project managers working previously on national
projects had to improve their knowledge and become familiar with the requirements
of the FPs. This proved to be a real challenge due to several factors which included
the lack of English knowledge, lack of knowledge on the profession and related EU or
international networks.

The BESTPRAC COST Action'? echoing that ‘Excellent research requires excel-
lent research support’ running between 2014 and 2019 represented a unique opportu-
nity and perhaps the tipping point for these countries to upskill and move to the next
level of consciousness in the profession. As it was funded by the COST programme, "
participants of the half-yearly conferences, study trips and training schools had the
opportunity to participate free of charge. Thus, the action proved to be a flagship
initiative in creating a wide European community of research support staff; this com-
munity of practitioners included a growing number of professionals from the CEE
countries providing them opportunity for practical knowledge exchange and profes-
sional development. Moreover, this action started to shed light on the profession and
scattered the seeds for awareness raising and recognition of the profession in most
CEE countries.

Important to note that through the rising participation of research organisations
from the CEE region in EU-funded programmes national funding agencies also started
to align their evaluation criteria with the EU ones to force RPOs to raise the excel-
lence and the impact of their submitted applications (European Parliament. Directo-
rate General for Parliamentary Research Services, 2020). These changes aimed to push
research organisations to engage in the EU-wide competition for R&I funds; thus, the
need for RMASs being aware of all requirements of EU-funded projects were further
reinforced.

"2See https://bestprac.eu/home/.
BSee https://cost.eu/.
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Programmes Aiming to Build Knowledge and Capacities of
RMAs

Another commonality for the region is that apart from a few countries, such as Poland,
Czechia and Croatia, RMA knowledge and capacity building was only supported
through EU-funded programmes. The most common and acknowledged action in the
field is again the BESTPRAC COST action. RMAs from the region were also aware
of some INTERREG projects which included opportunities — even if not exclusively —
for RMAs, such as the Excellence-in-ReSTI project (2017-2019)"* funded by the
INTERREG Danube Programme."’ The project aimed to improve the management
capacities of people working on social and technological innovation projects. For that
reason, it developed easy-to-use checklists, learning modules and advice with specifi-
cally tailored content.

As mentioned, only Poland and Czechia used funding schemes within the national
Operational Programmes to provide targeted training and capacity-building oppor-
tunities for RMAs. In Poland, a postgraduate training programme was launched,
whereas in Czechia regular training and networking opportunities were organised for
RMAs, primarily responsible for technology transfer. In Croatia, the Ministry of Sci-
ence and Education supported the capacity building of technology transfer offices in
RPOs in Croatia (through the Science and Technology Project funded by the Word
Bank'®), which was running between 2013 and 2020.

It should be also mentioned that only lately Hungary followed a similar path by
supporting the employment and knowledge development of research support staff
through one of the national research funding programmes and following the publica-
tion of the research report of Viragh et al. (2020), a postgraduate programme was
launched and taught on research and innovation management.

In non-EU countries, such trainings are almost completely nonexistent. Efforts to
overcome such gaps can be tracked down through the activities of transnational organ-
isations, such as the Central European Initiative (CEI)!” and the Regional Coopera-
tion Council (RCC)."® Each of them supports capacity building, knowledge exchange
in the field of human resources, innovation and entrepreneurship through small-scale
projects. However, due to their limited budget, their efforts cannot replace national
support mechanisms.

Another finding of Viragh et al. (2020) shows that there are no educational pro-
grammes in Europe which aim to train university students to become potential RMAs.

"See https://www.interreg-danube.eu/approved-projects/excellence-in-resti.

13See https://www.interreg-danube.cu/.

1%See more: https:/documentsl.worldbank.org/curated/en/775801604948389416/pdf/Croatia-
Second-Science-Technology-Project.pdf.

""The CEI is a regional intergovernmental forum of 17 MS in Central, Eastern and South-
Eastern Europe. It fosters European integration and sustainable development through regional
cooperation. More information is available at their website: https://www.cei.int/.

¥The RCC is a regionally owned and led cooperation framework covering Southern Eu-
ropean countries and connecting them with the members of the international community
and donors on subjects which are important and of interest to the SEE, with a view to
promoting and advancing the European and Euro-Atlantic integration of the region. RCC
works to develop and maintain a political climate of dialogue, reconciliation, tolerance
and openness towards cooperation, with a view to enabling the implementation of regional
programmes aimed at economic and social development to the benefit of the people in the
region. More information is available at their website: https://www.rcc.int/pages/2/about-us.
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This is why the project foRMAtion'” was such a breakthrough when it was launched
and financed under the Erasmus+ programme® between 2019 and 2022. The project,
which included three CEE countries (Hungary, Romania and Slovenia), aimed to
develop an innovative and interactive educational module and mentorship programme
for university students to provide them with an overview of the profession and a wide
set of opportunities for skill and capacity development. This unique initiative proved
to be successful in its piloting phase. The question is now whether RM As can push uni-
versity management for the adoption and adaption of the module and the mentorship
programme by other higher education institutions, which necessitates the recognition
of the need for such professionalised support and well-trained RMAs by institutional
leadership. Nevertheless, as the experiences gathered during the project showcases,
RMAs are sometimes not enough to overcome this obstacle and push forward the
recognition of the profession within their institution (Zsar et al., 2022).

It must be also highlighted that in many CEE countries, especially in non-EU coun-
tries, training or educational programmes for researchers rarely include knowledge or
capacity building in the field of research management; or if they do so, they are occa-
sional and primarily derive from certain cooperation with an EU MS. Such examples
include different EU-funded projects (the funding comes mainly through actions sup-
porting the international cooperation with regions beyond the EU), JRC Enlargement
and Integration actions,”’ WIPO (World Intellectual Property Organization) trainings
with Ukraine,””> Moldova and Western Balkan countries.

Associations of Research Managers and Administrators

Associations gathering research managers and administrators at the national level are
rather scarce in the CEE countries. This can be understood as a result of the lack of
recognition of the profession as such, as well as the delayed and still limited participa-
tion in EU-funded R&I programmes. Only Poland and Slovenia represent outstanding
exceptions as the KOsRIS-II (Coordination of Independent Research Institutions of
Slovenia)® network of public research institutes in Slovenia operates now for more
than a decade as a working group for research managers; in Poland there is a national
network for research managers working at universities called KRAB (National Coun-
cil of Research Project Coordinators)* since 2007. Even if these networks are not
inclusive, they provide an important opportunity for knowledge exchange and net-
working at the national level.

Further positive developments can be tracked down in this field, but they are mainly
the result of the increasing awareness dedicated to the importance of research support
and the rising participation in EU-funded projects. Experts working and getting expe-
rience through EU-funded projects started to seek additional opportunities for knowl-
edge and capacity development; so first they joined BESTPRAC, and some of them
managed to persuade their supervisors to join EARMA and get the membership fee
paid. Since 2020 then, we have seen certain bottom-up initiatives moving towards the
establishment of national associations in more and more countries, including Czechia

YSee https://www.formation-rma.eu/.

2See https:/ferasmus-plus.ec.europa.eu/.

?ISee https://s3platform jrc.ec.europa.eu/ukraine.
22See more at https://ukrainet.eu/res-management/.
BSee https://kosris.zre-sazu.si/.

#See http://www.krab.edu.pl/.
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(CZARMA),” and Lithuania (L-ARMA). However, the lack of recognition of the
profession within and beyond the RPOs, their limited budget and/or willingness to be
involved in EU-funded projects, are factors representing an important obstacle for the
personal development of RMAs, as they struggle to get funding to become members
in EARMA or to volunteer for the creation of national associations.

There is still a long way to go to get the acknowledgement of institutional leadership
and also the necessary funding. There are some exceptions to the situation set above
where research performing organisations start to assess and seize the possibilities of
professionalising their research support offices and their staff. But if there is already
an opportunity and/or a will to push forward the issue of professionalisation, regional
or transnational funds can provide the certain funding. This was the case following the
official ending of the BESTPRAC COST Action, when HETFA Research Institute,
hand in hand with various research organisations from the CEE region submitted
a project to the International Visegrad Fund.”” The project entitled ‘Visegrad 4 and
Western Balkan Network of Research Managers and Administrators™™ was granted
and run between 2020 and 2022 with the aim of bringing forward the BESTPRAC
spirit and provide additional opportunities for knowledge exchange and training for
RMAs based in the covered countries (Hungary, Slovakia, Czechia, Poland, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Republic of North Macedonia, Serbia) and of course, beyond. Any
such initiatives prove to be successful due to extremely high demand of RMAs for
knowledge exchange and skill and capacity development.

However, based on observations of the author other factors can also explain the lack of
national associations, such as (1) the relatively small size of most countries not necessitat-
ing any official platform for being in touch and sharing practical knowledge, (2) the lack of
recognition and (self-)awareness of the profession, (3) difficulties in getting funding for any
activities enabling knowledge exchange or capacity building at the national level. In some
cases, from experience the author also observed that RMAs still see each other as competi-
tors; thus instead of cooperation, they rather compete with each other. Last but not least,
the fact that RMAs are generally overloaded, and they do not have any time and energy to
start the organisation of such activities can be also regarded as an obstacle.

The Population of RMAs within CEE Countries

Based on the reasons above, it is extremely hard to make any estimation on the pre-
cise number of RMASs in each of these CEE countries. The lowest number of RMAsS,
around 50-100 in total can be found in EaP countries — in their case the researchers
themselves lead and manage the projects, RMAs rather work at programme level (see
Belarus chapter). Then comes the WB countries, where in total there might be around
100-150 RMAs (see WB chapter). Regarding CEE EU MSs, the number of RMAs
might be between 550 and 1,100. Moreover, the RAAAP surveys do not provide much

BSee https://www.czarma.cz/en.

2See https://hetfa.cu/.

“'The International Visegrad Fund is a donor organisation established in 2000 by the gov-
ernments of the Visegrad Group countries — Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. It
runs different funding schemes, such as Grants, Scholarships and Artists Residencies. The
main aim of the fund is to help the regional progress in seven main areas of Culture, Educa-
tion, Innovation, Democratic Values, Public Policy, Environment and Tourism, and Social
Development. See more at: https://www.visegradfund.org/about-us/the-fund/.

#See https://hetfa.eu/international-projects/vdwb-rmas/.
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evidence on the population — the number of respondents remained extremely low even
for the RAAAP-3 completed in Spring 2023 (Kerridge, Dutta, et al., 2023).

Institutional practices with regard to the number of RMAs employed and the level
of their employment (at central or at departmental level) are therefore diverse, and var-
ious teams of RMAs can be found at each level. However, it must be highlighted that
in many RPOs, international research projects have still to be managed by research-
ers in a completely decentralised manner; this practice has a number of detrimental
consequences on the work of researchers, on the possibilities of reinforcing interna-
tional cooperation as well as on carrying out efficient administrative, financial and
legal implementation of the projects.

Recognition of the profession in national laws is generally absent. RMAs have
extremely diverse job descriptions and legal naming. The most general ones include
project managers or some kind of support staff, but they can even be called employee
for R&D activities, scientific manager and/or advisor, research coordinator and/or
research administrator, associate experts. In some countries, public RPOs have defined
categories for their staff which include a low variety of positions for research support
staff. This means that their career development including their wage raise has lim-
ited possibilities, even before budget considerations are taken into account to employ
research support staff.

Future Expectations

Although a number of obstacles are still persistent in CEE countries with regard to the
recognition, networking and training opportunities of RMAs, the trends, especially
the increasing involvement in EU-funded R&I projects, showcase relevant changes.
Some stakeholders have already acknowledged that the excellence and the attrac-
tiveness of scientific careers can be reinforced by changing the outdated, post-Soviet
academic rules and reinforcing internationalisation and enabling training, skill and
capacity development. Thanks to the increasing engagement of an EU-wide and inter-
national network of professionals and an emerging, both bottom-up and top-down
policy support, CEE countries are witnessing a particular momentum for RMAs. The
recognition of the profession and wide-spread training and networking opportunities
shall increase the excellence and competitiveness of the regional research and innova-
tion ecosystem. Last but not least, the results of the project foRMAtion (Zsar et al.,
2022) also suggest that it should be made clear that scientific careers also include pos-
sibilities beyond doing research per se which is particularly pertinent in the CEE region
where many researchers still undertake tasks which could be performed by RMAs.
RMA as an appealing career should become a real career possibility for those who
are already working in it, particularly for those, who enjoy working in international
environments, who have a supportive character, and those who can be pleased to bring
in a high number of important transversal skills.
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Chapter 1.6

The Development of Research Management
and Administration in Europe: A Short
History

Anna Groeninx van Zoelen

Leiden University, Leiden, Netherlands

Abstract

The development of Research Management and Administration (RMA)
in Europe is strongly connected with the development of the Science and
Technology (S&T) policy of the European Union (EU). These policies were
the result of a continuous debate between the member states and the European
Commission and European Parliament.

Although there is no data on the early development of RMA, there are some
publications on the history of the development of the S&T policy in Europe: the
excellent publication ‘A History of European Union Research Policy’ by Luca
Guzzetti (Guzzetti, 1995). Guzzetti’s book investigates the history of EU research
policies from 1948 up to the preparation of the Fourth Framework Programme
(FP) (1994-1998).

The RMA aspects are constructed mainly by oral history complemented with
some written sources. The history shows a gradual development of the profes-
sion unevenly spread in time and European geography. This has mainly with the
EU enlargement in the same period, when new member states were connected
to the FP. The profession started with a few colleagues’ way back in the eight-
ies of the last century as financial people were dealing with the first European
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financial reporting up to the present day where RMA is becoming a field of
work attracting many new colleagues.

Keywords: European Union; oral history; field of work; Framework
Programmes; RMA community; European Research Area; EARMA

Prehistory: 1948-1980: The First Cornerstones for European
Research: Intergovernmental Versus Community Activities

After the Second World War, the political feeling all over Europe was: ‘never again’.!
Due to the limited number of researchers in Europe at that time, a need was felt to
collaborate on joint research projects. This led in the 1950s to the establishment of the
Council of Europe, which was the first debating chamber in Europe that led to other
initiatives, e.g. CERN — the world-renowned European institute for nuclear physics.
Next came the 1951 European Community of Coal and Steel Treaty (ECSC) which
encouraged technical and scientific research in the iron and steel industry. The 1957
Euratom Treaty established the Joint Research Centre (JRC), with the cost-sharing
contract research programme and procedures for the coordination of national research
projects. The 1957 European Economic Community Treaty® (EEC) made provision for
research intended to boost agricultural productivity and provided a general legal basis
for action in a variety of sectors, including research and technology, for which no spe-
cific constitutional provision was originally made.

Technological Gap

Halfway into the sixties, a new debate emerged on European level what came known
as the Technological Gap. It was noted with alarm that developments in the USA were
not only quantitatively greater, but of a different kind. While Europe was still busy
with post-war reconstruction activities, in the USA technology was revolutionising
industry and society. This development was recognised in the different national gov-
ernments who developed their own strategies. The inescapable conclusion — for Europe
to meet the American challenge the countries must come together, creating a whole
greater than the sum of parts.

In view of this, Mr Christopher Layton Chef de Cabinet of Commissioner Altiero
Spinelli proposed some lines of development for a European Technology Community
(Layton, 1969). His opinion was that it was essential for Europe to continue in areas
where it had a pre-eminent position in the world (e.g. CERN). So the ideas for the
Concorde and Airbus and the Channel Tunnel are to be placed in this line of thought,
in the form of intergovernmental co-operation.

COST: Coopération Européenne dans la Domaine de la Recherche Scientifique et
Technique

'https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Never_again#:~:text=According%20t0%20the%20Unit-
ed%?20Nations,was%20adopted%20the%20same%:20year

2European Economic Community: Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, Luxembourg and the
Netherlands.
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In 1967, the Council of Ministers of the European Communities instructed a
working party on scientific and technological policy, to examine the possibilities for
European technological cooperation in seven principal sectors. Detailed proposals
appeared in the ‘Aigrain report’ (1969). This document was sent to several non-member
countries,’ including the UK, along with an invitation to participate. Following discus-
sions in a committee of senior national officials drawn from 19 interested countries
(the COST committee) agreements initiating seven so-called COST research projects
were signed by the Ministers responsible for science in 1971 (Aked & Gummett, 1976).

So far, the member states were reluctant to agree on community influence on
R&D beyond JRCs, protecting their national interests. The Commissioners Spinelli
(1970-1976), Dahrendorf 1973-1974, and Davignon (1977-1985) keep working
towards R&D coordination and cooperation. The successful European Strategic Pro-
gramme on Research in Information Technology (ESPRIT) pilot opened the eyes of
the member states and they became more aware of the role of R&D and added value
of cooperation. In 1973, United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland joined the EEC.

In 1970, Altiero Spinelli became commissioner for Industry Policy in DG III. The
discussion of intergovernmental versus centralised policy at community level contin-
ued. Spinelli was a convinced federalist and worked towards community programs. A
R&D task force was formed to set up a multi-annual research programme. This plan
was not to replace the national R&D policies of the member states but to provide
a framework for whenever the situation required greater efforts than the individual
member states could make. This proposal was partly accepted in 1973 in the sense that
the European Research and Development Committee was created.

Ralf Dahrendorf became commissioner for research, science education and JRC
under Directorate General (DG XII). Dahrendorf, realising that about 90% of research
was done by the member states, R&D should focus on two major objectives: improving
quality of life and regenerating European industry. He emphasised the importance of
creating infrastructure for handling and distributing information and the collection
and processing of data.

At The Paris Summit, 1972, the council adopted four resolutions in the field of S&T:

I The coordination of national policies and the definition of projects
of community interest. Establishment of CREST: The Scientific
and Technical Research Committee.

IT Establishment of European Science Foundation (ESF) to oversee
the development of fundamental scientific research. ESF became a
Foundation not a community institution.

IIT Confirmed the necessity for the community to have its own S&T
policy, working together with CREST.*

IV Setting up a specific venture to establish a permanent forum for
technological forecasting and evaluations.

3Sweden, Switzerland, Austria, Spain and Portugal.
*CREST: comité de la recherche scientifique et technique / Scientific and Technical
Research Committee.
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The oil crisis of 1972 and the Arab-Israeli war in October 1973 had a huge impact
where countries made huge cuts in their R&D budgets. On the EU level initiatives
came to a standstill. The publication of the first report to the Club of Rome: ‘Limits
to Growth’ 1972 (Meadows et al., 2018) influenced the thinking of economic models.
This interweaving of economic crises and reflections on ultimate aims of technological
developments raised questions about the type of research needed to be responsive to
the needs of ordinary people instead of (expensive) ‘big’ science (space, risks, nuclear
power, reactor, radiation). It was clear that the community alone could not cope with
such enormous problems: the financial means were not available.

In 1976, the commission presented the first Action Plan for the Information Tech-
nology sector® (1979-1983). Etienne Davignon was commissioner for Internal Market
and Industrial affairs (1977-1981) and in 1980 he invited the senior executives from 10
companies to discuss the future of information technologies (IT) in Europe. They rec-
ognised the weak position of the European IT sector. In August 1982, the commission
presented the council the proposal for the pilot phase of the ESPRIT programme.”

The response to the invitation to tender resulted in 145 proposals involving
600 companies and research organisations. In 1985, the Review Board concluded that
the cooperation between companies, universities and research bodies was very profit-
able and there were the first signs of a willingness to pursue joint R&D even outside
ESPRIT. Among other comments and recommendations, there were also criticisms,
mainly about the lack of Research Management and Administration (RMA): time to
contracts, payments, paperwork and inefficient information flows.

Development of RMA Through Technology Transfer

Up to the eighties of the last century, one could not speak of RMA as we know
it today. Most universities and research organisations in Europe were funded by
their respective governments of authorities based on their own research agen-
das. Research administrational support was mainly in the financial domain. The
volume of external funding of research was minimal. In Europe, the general
notion was that academia, along the lines of its independent nature and tradi-
tional role, should remain separated from the commercial sphere. The USA Bayh-
Dole Act” of 1980 is a federal law that enables universities, nonprofit research
institutions and small businesses to own, patent and commercialise inventions
developed under federally funded research programs within their organisations.
This act has inspired the development and implementation of similar Technol-
ogy Transfer policies across the industrialised world, including Europe. Member
states adjusted the Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) in their laws and developed
mechanisms to support Universities and Public Research Organisations in this
area: the Technology Transfer Office was born, and indirectly also to an interna-
tional community of practitioners. From many of these technology transfer offic-
ers Research Managers and Administrators will develop in the coming 30 years.®

SCOM(79) 650 final.

°0J L 67/54 March 9, 1984.

"Patent and Trademark Law Amendments Act USA.

$Jan Andersen presented, at the NUAS Conference in Trondheim in 1999, an unpublished
survey on the origins of RMA offices, and beyond the TTO also sections in the finance
departments (due to the increase in external funding of research), International Offices (due
to increase in student mobility and need for European Networks) and Rectors Offices initia-
tives (seeking policy insight) contributed to the establishing of RMA support offices.
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1984-1987: The First Framework Programme: Founding Years
for RMA in Europe

At the beginning of the eighties, community research affairs were greatly disordered,
despite resolutions in the seventies; there was no community policy in S&T, govern-
ments were on the whole opposed to any extension of community activities in the area
and every single programme had to be unanimously approved by the council. These
programmes were developed, financed and managed by the individual Directorates
General of the community and there were absolutely no links between them.

Etienne Davignon, European Commissioner for Industrial Affairs and Energy
(1977-1981), working together with Director General Paolo Fasella rationalised for-
mer initiatives by putting them together in a single coherent framework for Research
and Development, which served as a basis for a real research policy.

In its resolution of 25 July 1983.° the council approved the principle of Framework
Programmes (FPs) for periods of four years and defined the scientific and technical
objectives and selection criteria for the period 1984-1987 with a budget of 3.3 billion
ECU.'"™!" The FP was to become not only a programming tool but also a financial one.

It aimed at:

e Bringing together national policies and avoiding duplication and dissipation of
efforts.

e Defining the common priorities.

° Deﬁnin%the criteria for selecting joint actions and initiatives: the Reisenhuber
criteria.

The first FP — from a financial point of view — can be considered as a dress
rehearsal. Under the existing laws, it was not possible to approve the allocation of
finance to research in general, so the total budget of FP1 corresponded to the sum of
all the separate budgets for the programmes in the different DGs. (Including the differ-
ent contractual stipulations around IPR, delivering results and financial funding and
reimbursements.)

The increased interest of the community for industrial innovation also led to
the setting up in 1984 of IRDAC (Industrial Research and Development Advisory
Committee), consisting of 16 independent experts chosen by the commission for
their ability and experience in the field of industrial R&D. CREST was composed
of national representatives with the task of coordinating national and community
research with independent experts advising the commission on scientific and techno-
logical research.

1987-1991: Second Framework Programme Budget 5.4 Billion
12 EU Member States

The preparation of FP2 began in September 1985. The commission clarified the objec-
tives of the FP, introducing the concept of subsidiarity.

°0J C 208 1983: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv: 0J.C_.1983.
208.01.0001.01.ENG.

""ECU European Currency Unit: predecessor of the Euro.

"For the 10 EC member states.

”Named after the German Research Minister.
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The structure of FP2 was to resemble that of FP1 with thematic objectives and
transversal actions. There would be a special focus on access and support to research
infrastructure, research worker mobility, support for actors in the innovation process,
including small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and the involvement of non-
community European countries in the programme.

The additional criterion of establishing greater cohesion in the community regarding
research was added to the list of FP1 criteria for the selection of specific programmes.'

The resolution establishing FP2 was adopted in September 1987 by the council
under the procedures established by the Single European Act (SEA).'* The structure
was seven selected topics: quality of life (health and environment), information and
communication technologies (ICTs) and services (including transport), modernisation
of industrial sectors, biological resources, energy, science and technology (S&T) for
development, and marine resources.

An eighth priority gathered the horizontal actions for human resources, infrastruc-
ture, forecast, and dissemination of results. The programme SCIENCE was introduced
for human resources and individual fellowships. About 30 specific programmes were
adopted to implement FP2, still in a successive and unsynchronised way throughout
the duration of FP2.

Maastricht Treaty Makes European Research a Fully-Fledged
Financial Tool and Turning Point for RMA

The Treaty on European Union (EU), commonly known as the Maastricht Treaty, is
the foundation treaty of the EU. Concluded in 1992 it announced chiefly in provisions
for a shared European citizenship, for the eventual introduction of a single currency,
and for common foreign and security policies. Research is now also considered deemed
necessary ‘by virtue of other chapters of the Treaty’,"” opening up for the social sci-
ences and humanities.

1990-1994: The Third Framework Programme

Fillipo Pandolfi became Commissioner of Science, Research and Technology, Tele-
communications, Information and Innovations Industries, DG XII+XIII (1989-1993).
While the specific programs of FP2 were still being adopted, the preparation of FP3
started, based on the idea of maintaining a rolling mechanism where successive FPs
would overlap.

The commission proposal for FP3 included only five thematic areas and a trans-
versal priority on human capital and mobility, with a budget of ECU 7.7 billion. For
the first time, all these specific programs were to end at the same time in December
1994, marking a first step in synchronising the FP and its specific programmes. While
completion of the single market was still a major aspect in the development of the FP,

BThe introduction of this criterion marked the beginning of the tension between the idea
of an FP based on scientific excellence without geographical considerations and that of an
FP that should support scientific capacity throughout the union.

Single European Act: was the first major revision of the 1957 Treaty of Rome. The Act
set the European Community an objective of establishing a single market by 31 December
1992.

5OJ C 191/1 1992: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=0J%3AC%3A19
92%3A191%3ATOC.
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others were added, such as introducing a European dimension to research training,
boosting economic and social cohesion, and including aspects regarding environmen-
tal protection and quality of life. FP3 introduced the idea of multidisciplinarity and
the concept of addressing technological challenges.

FP3 marked clear tensions between the member states in the council and the com-
mission and Parliament, especially regarding the budget. These tensions originated
partially from two different views on the part of the member states: either the FP was
seen as a source separate from national research budgets (additionality position) or as
an extension of these budgets (attribution position).

The First Signs of RMA

At the beginning of the nineties, one can see a change in research support:
technology transfer starts to develop into a separate specialised area with clear
objectives in the field of patents, licences, business development, etc. A second
type of research support is becoming clearer and more visible: RMA. In this
period, the technology transfer office often was a mix joined with RMA with the
legal support in between. For a long time, the unit’s name under which to search
on the university website was still Technology Transfer Office (TTO).

Also, the first national informal peer consultation groups started to come
into existence to discuss the many issues concerning the new FPs. For example,
OTRA-NL'® established in 1985 was a national informal platform where heads
of TTO meet to discuss and share knowledge concerning Technology Transfer
issues. At the same time, the first European frameworks were launched and EU
technicalities soon became the dominant subject. OTRA ceased to exist around
1990 and only in 2006 the EUPMAN"’ list came into existence; EU-ERFA DK,
an Danish informal network on sharing EU-research insights and experience.
EU-ERFA was run by volunteers and was later facilitated by the Ministry. EU-
ERFA still exists.

The commission supported the establishment of networks of stakeholders to
promote programmes and EU policies, and where they could get input ‘bottom
up’ without it being filtered through the national ministries. Typically, a network
could apply for seed money set aside in the programmes for networking, infor-
mation and dissemination activities.'®

In the UK universities, the position of research in the governance struc-
ture has long been different. Pro Vice Chancellor’s would often have created
a Research Office. Individuals in these new offices organised themselves in the
association now known as the Association of Research Managers and Adminis-
trators (ARMA) in 1991.

The first three FPs financed thousands of projects, and these had to be project
managed. The first project managers started to develop European collegial con-
tacts and exchange of knowledge and practical information.

®Overleg TR Ansferpunten: national consultation Transferpoints in Netherlands.
"Dutch-email list among Dutch people working in RMA.

"®This is not well documented, but e.g. EARMA and ASTP joined forces to apply for a
network for Technology Transfer in smaller and medium-sized enterprises and this network
has evolved into Technology Innovation International (TII — https://www.tii.org/en).
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1994-1998: Fourth Framework Programme

The first ideas for FP4 were presented in 1993 by Antonio Ruberti'” Commissioner
responsible for science, research, technological development and education
(1993-1994). The novelty was the introduction of targeted socio-economic research.
The budget of ECU 11.7 billion was adopted in March 1996, slightly more than the
formal proposal from the commission.

In the meantime, the commission had to tackle four practical implementation issues
that were identified by researchers and research managers from the previous FPs.
Firstly, the issue of promoting the FP to potential users to participate; secondly, to
clarify the rules and regulations of the programme; thirdly, the creation of the VALUE
relay centres network for SMEs. And finally, the excessive burden of paperwork and
lack of information on the criteria used for selecting projects.

Several actions were undertaken: The commission established a community-wide
network of information centres (Euro-Info Centres), distributed an information bul-
letin (RTD-INFO) and created a database CORDIS.*® To encourage SMEs to partici-
pate the VALUE relay centres were established.

To tackle the excessive burden of paperwork, a start was made to standardise the
procedures by computerising them, starting with a series of optical reading forms.

Reviewing and selecting projects was to be carried out by independent experts (on a
rotating basis) and providing the additional guarantee that research projects would be
assessed purely on the basis of scientific and technological excellence.

RMA Community Is Growing and the First Formal RMA
Organisations Come into Existence

Until now the different member states often had a rather laid-back attitude concern-
ing European S&T and would send minor civil servants as representatives. However,
member states began to realise that the FPs have a big impact on National Science and
Innovation policies. Some countries used it as an excuse to cut the national budgets for
research and innovation. For the member states, it became necessary to be involved in
the agenda setting of the European S&T policy. Next to the diplomatic representations
in Brussel, member states created additional information offices in Brussels mainly for
policy information gathering, often with additional remits for science, innovation and
education.

During this period, EARMA was founded (1995) in Genoa, Italy, following the
Conference of Administrators of Research in Europe (CAdRE, Edinburgh, 4-5 July
1994). It was attended by 40 people from 10 countries. The CAdRE database contained
at that moment 444 entrants from 24 countries, 185 of whom have expressed interest in
the Association. 111 of the entrants on the database were known to have email connec-
tivity and 100 of these are members of the email distribution lists.”! The initiative was
taken by two financial directors of respectively the Institute for the Physics of Matter
(INFM) Italy and the Institut Laue-Langevin (ILL), France. They encountered many

PRuberti launched a number of important initiatives including the Socrates and Leonardo
da Vinci programmes, the European Week of Scientific Culture and the European Science
and Technology Forum.

Phttps://cordis.europa.eu/ : Community Research and Development Information Service
(1994).

*'Minutes of the founding meeting, EARMA.
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problems in the management and administration of complex (and mainly) European
collaborative projects. There was no expert knowledge in that field in their own coun-
tries. In 1996, the first EARMA conference took place in Vienna.

At the same time, Sean McCarthy? entered the European stage, with his famous
workshops in Brussels (since 1995) and his in-house workshops at universities. Com-
ing from a scientific and SME background, the strength of his courses was that he
for the first time clearly illustrated the reasoning of the EU (politicians and civil serv-
ants) behind the development of the FPs. He combined this with an excellent sense
of humour presented in a charming Irish accent. These courses were mostly attended
by support staff of research organisations. Researchers could attend, but often these
courses were too political and bureaucratic for them. Sean has, with his courses, trained
and educated whole generations of RMAs in Europe.

Rules for Participation and the Unified Consortium Agreement

In 1996, DG Research commenced the procedure to design FP5. One of the issues to
be dealt with was setting up and agreeing the Rules for Participation (RfP) in a joint
working group of IRDAC-ESTA. Alongside 19 heads of legal affairs from IRDAC,
there were 5 RMA legal experts from Academia involved from Transferpunt Univer-
sity of Amsterdam; Transferpunt Technical University Delft; KTH Royal Institute
of Technology; Chalmers University of Technology and University of Newcastle.
They were invited by Robert Jan Smits, then the right hand man of the vice president
of DG XII.

As the RfP forms the basis of any FP, the strategic importance to be involved in the
discussions to agree on these is very high. The RfP also forms the basis for the Grant
Agreement and the Consortium Agreement (CA).

Up to then, industrial interests were perceived to be over-represented in the arti-
cles of the FP Grant agreements in the definition of ownership of research results
(Intellectual Property) and the use of such results. They also had the tendency to
regard the contribution of academic research as the supplier of results instead of a
fully entitled partner with its own interests. During the discussions, it came down to
new and more balanced definitions and words for ‘commercialisation’, ‘valorisation’
and ‘use’.

The Rules for Participation for the SFP reflect the interests of academia for the first
time.

For RMA, this was a major paradigm shift. The five academic representatives
needed consultation and feedback from their constituents, so they set up in their
respective countries a consultation and feedback constructions according to the then
available networks in the respective countries. In the Netherlands, this resulted in a
national RMA Liaison platform hosted by VSNU?* and thereby creating a direct
link to the top management of the university. A similar development happened in the
Nordic countries. In Denmark, the RMA society pushed for transparent processes,
leading to a formalised structure, with a stakeholder network around the national
representatives.

A spin-off activity from the RfP group was the creation of the first Unified Con-
sortium Agreement (UCA). After contributing to the RfP, the academic legals went

“Hyperion, Ireland.
BUniversities of the Netherlands.
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on to create the European UNITE group: a smaller group of university EU-legal
experts (around 6), who set themselves the task to create a UCA in order to secure
the academy interests realised in the RfP. Signing a consortium agreement (CA) in
those days was advised by the commission but was not mandatory. There were sev-
eral CA versions in circulation, mostly on the initiative of and often favouring the
interests of the industry. The UNITE group created a CA in which the interests
of research and researchers were firmly secured. By campaigning through various
informal RMA networks of colleagues throughout Europe (including EARMA),
Universities started to use this UCA and refused to sign others. The UNITE group
became the Development of a Simplified Consortium Agreement group, and these
agreements are still in place today (DESCA, 2022).

1998-2002: Fifth Framework Programme: A Shift Towards the
Needs of the Community and Its Citizens

The preparation of FP5 was guided by the idea of extending the scope of community
research policy and its main instrument, the FP, to put it at the service of society. The
commission noted that community research had so far been based largely on technical
achievement and that ‘the aim now is to make research more efficient and increasingly
directed towards meeting basic social and economic needs’. Research in the field of
Social Sciences — mainly economics — was strengthened.

It reaffirmed the principle of excellence and the need to improve cooperation and to
‘create a real European scientific area and single market’.

The decision establishing FP5 was adopted in December 1998 together with the
rules on participation and dissemination. FP5 was the last FP adopted under the una-
nimity rule in the council. The Treaty of Amsterdam, which entered into force on
1 May 1999, modified the procedure for adopting the FP, requiring only a qualified
majority of the council.

Individual Fellowships

One of the specialisations within the RMA area is colleagues who specifically
support individual researchers in obtaining individual fellowships/grants on
both PhD and postdoctoral level.

From the very start of the European Research and the FPs, there always has
been a facility to stimulate individual researchers at postdoctorate level. In due
time, this developed through ‘SCIENCE’; Human Capital and Mobility (HCM),
Training and Mobility of Researchers (TMR), Human Potential (HP), Human
Researches and Mobility (HRM) to the Marie Sktodowska Curie Program in
FP7. Successively the programme developed from only individual postdoctoral
fellowships, to an elaborate programme with individual Fellowship for postdoc-
torates, training networks for PhD degrees, individual PhD/Postdoctoral fellow-
ships for international positions, and so on.

The rules and regulations to finance and manage these fellowships evolved as
well, however soon all kinds of practical problems came to light which hindered
the objectives of the programs. In 1996, a commission green paper was published
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“The obstacles to transnational mobility in Education — Training — Research’.**
It described in total 10 areas where obstacles were defined and 9 lines of actions.
These became to be known as ‘Mobstacles’.

In order to find solutions to these Mobstacles, a so-called high-level working
group was created under the chairmanship of Rafaello Liberali one of the unit
directors within DG XII. Many European colleagues were involved in this, not only
RMAs but also individuals from human resources departments, legal professionals
and specialists in taxations representing public and private research organisations.

Many of the described obstacles could be summarised to the status of the fel-
low (depending on the type of fellowship): if they were considered officially as
‘student’ then certain national and European rules could be applied. However,
if they were considered as ‘worker’ or ‘bursary’ then another set of national and
European rules applied and they were not always applicable in the case of scien-
tific research. Or no rules existed.

Another issue was the EU financing of the fellowships: the amount of money
was not enough to cover the costs of a postdoctoral salary and about enough
if they were a student with a bursary. Most members of this high-level expert
group advocated that the post-doctoral fellow should be considered to be an
employee. Eventually, this resulted in a financing method of fixed calculations of
the salary costs with a country-specific coefficient in the FPs.

One other result of this expert group was the setup of EURAXESS® and
eventually Human Resources Strategy for Researchers (HRS4R).

RMA at the Beginning of the 21st Century

Up until this period, more and more colleagues started working in RMA and felt
the need to exchange information among each other, but there was still no appetite
to make formal national associations: no commitment from their management, no
time to contribute as volunteers, too complicated processes and nobody aspired to
board-member type of function. Often the solution was found in setting up informal
national or regional e-mail distribution lists. But a fire had been sparked, and besides
looking towards what the ARMA did in the UK, there was an increasing interest in
what was going on in the US in NCURA and SRAi. New ideas and suggestions on
how to organise professional development and networking were shared and inspiring
the come-into-existence of RMA associations more widely.

At the beginning of the 21st century, the profession of RMA is now well embedded.
In the Northwestern part of the EU, RMA colleagues are becoming more and more
organised through EARMA membership but apart from in the UK there are no for-
mal national RMA associations. Differentiation in RMA jobs is progressing: the dis-
tinction between pre-award (grant writing and project development) and post-award
(project management, and finance) is established; there are positions for more policy-
oriented activities (developing internal European research strategies; lobby activities
at home and Brussels). There are information systems and training courses in place

#Green Paper: Education - Training — Research The obstacles to transnational mobility;
COM(96) 462 final.
Bhttps://euraxess.ec.europa.cu/
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and internal statistics concerning research performance is becoming more important
for senior managers.

In the Southern European countries, more RMA colleagues become engaged with
European research and are identifiable through their universities’ websites. Due to
university-cultural differences, the process of professionalisation is slower. Organising
RMA colleagues in informal networks is often more regional than national and no
formal associations exist yet. Career advancement is more in its infancy.

With the expansion of the EU, colleagues from the Middle and Eastern European
Countries start to join the ranks of RMAs. Since the end of the cold war, the commu-
nist states began their transition to free market democracies, aligning to Euro-Atlantic-
integration. The question of enlargement into the continent was thrust onto the EU
R&D agenda. During FP3 and FP4 special fellowship programmes promoting pan
European collaboration were set up (e.g. PECO fellowships). The former Central
European Candidate Countries (all of them now regular EU member states®®) were
associated with the fifth European Framework Programme for research and techno-
logical development. There the field of RMA is completely new, with many universities
and research institutes still culturally and organisationally communist in nature.

FP6 2002-2006: Implementing the European Research Area

Commissioner Philippe Busquin (1999-2004) successfully launched the concept of
the European Research Area (ERA). The objective was to address the fragmenta-
tion, isolation and compartmentalisation of national research systems and the lack
of coordination in the manner in which national and European research policies were
implemented.

New instruments were introduced to realise the ERA: Networks of national
research programs (ERA-NET), Networks of Excellence (NoE) and the Large-scale
Integrated Projects (IP).

In addition, there was support for the innovation process and SMEs. The budget for
research infrastructures and human resources, especially mobility, increased. Finally
there was greater focus on interactions between science, society, and citizens. Last but
not least, Social Sciences and Humanities research was introduced as a specific area.

This was also the programme which welcomed 10 new member states in 2004 from
Middle and Eastern Europe. FP6 would be the last FP with a four-year budget and
the beta version of the online Participation Portal was tested, starting the move from
paper-based information to electronic.

For RMAs however, FP6 will perhaps mostly be remembered for the novel use of
audit certificates by the member states and the possibility for universities to go “full
costs’. The mantra for designing FP6 was ‘simplification’ of administration.

The delegation of management to coordinators in the large Integrated Projects and
the novel use of audit certificates to be provided by member states, whereby the audi-
tors acted as substitutes for the activity of the commission’s own financial services,
were in principle seen as positive steps.

But the use of non-standard auditing criteria and failures to impose auditing require-
ments which are proportionately continued to leave participants exasperated. Many
European university financial departments organised crash-courses on budgeting EU
proposals, especially on human resources and imposing the use of time recording sheets.

A k.a. EU 13.
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RMA: The Next Steps

It can be said that during FP6, and its successor FP7, the profession became more
mature: marked by the emergence of more national RMA associations. During the
EARMA Leiden Conference in 2015, a first meeting took place with RMA colleagues
describing the current state of RMA development in their respective countries. There
was a great variety in the degree of organisation from e-mail distribution lists, informal
regional networks and one or two formal associations. In terms of associations, there
was ARMA in the UK (Kerridge, 2023b, Chapter 5.40), the Polish Research Council
had created KRAB in 2007 (Krasinski & Tomasik, 2023, Chapter 5.23), the Danish
had established DARMA in 2008 (see Westensee et al., 2023, Chapter 5.28), and this
was soon to be followed by others such as Finn-ARMA in Finland in 2012 (Backman
et al., 2023, Chapter 5.29); ICEARMA in Iceland in 2012 (Kristjansdottir et al., 2023,
Chapter 5.32); NARMA in Norway in 2013 (Silva & Nedberg, 2023, Chapter 5.36);
FORTRAMA in Germany in 2018 (Winkler et al., 2023, Chapter 5.31); ARMA-NL
in the Netherlands in 2018 (Groeninx van Zoelen & Kanters, 2023, Chapter 5.35);
more recently PIC in Portugal (Barbosa et al., 2023, Chapter 5.37); and CZARMA in
Czechia (Sip, 2023, Chapter 5.22).

A common issue was the lack of recognition of the profession and the need for
formal education and clear career paths. Through the many annual EARMA confer-
ences, expert knowledge and best practices were shared. EARMA also started the first
certified professional education for continental European research managers in 2016
(see Ritchie et al., 2023, Chapter 2.7). From the early years, EARMA has connected
with colleagues from North America and around the world, and is a founding mem-
ber of INORMS? the International Network of Research Management Societies (see
Kulakowski, 2023, Chapter 1.7).

The RMA community in Europe and around the world is thriving and providing an
invaluable service to help make research happen.

Epilogue

The start of the seventh Framework Programme (FP7) was a game changer in many
ways: the European Research Council was introduced with the highly prestigious per-
sonal grants; many ‘new’ compliance issues became more important, the Participants
Portal was launched. However, that is a story for another day.
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Abstract

The International Network of Research Management Societies (INORMS)
celebrated its 20™ anniversary in 2021. It was established to increase communica-
tion among research management societies. The need for a formal international
research management community developed because there was (1) increased in-
ternational funding of research, (2) the number of international research collabo-
rations was growing, and (3) there was a need to understand research regulations
in other countries. INORMS sought to address these issues through interna-
tional congresses and by providing a forum for member societies to work more
closely together on common issues. Membership in INORMS steadily increased
over the years. The 20" anniversary meeting was highlighted with the signing
of the Hiroshima Statement that described a research manager’s principles and
responsibilities, which include collegiality, inclusiveness, professionalisation, in-
novation, and accountability. This chapter summarises the factors that led to
the formation of INORMS and its history.
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Introduction

The International Network of Research Management Societies (INORMYS) celebrated
its 20" anniversary in 2021. The establishment of INORMS was the logical exten-
sion of the growing number of international research management societies in the
world, which developed because of increased international research funding, enhanced
international research collaborations, and the need to understand the various research
regulations in different countries.

While research management societies engaged informally in various types of pro-
gramme activities with other research management societies and exchanged annual
meeting registrations in the late 1990s, it was not until after 9/11 in 2001 when research
management societies came together to discuss the formation of an organisation that
represented all research management societies.

The various INORMS member societies are vastly different. There are those well
established with a few thousand members and newer ones with only a few hundred
members. There are those that represent colleges and universities while others also
include representation from research hospitals, independent research laboratories,
industry, and government labs. Some societies have membership within a country
while others are international. The focus of some societies is only research, others
research and innovation, and still others only one aspect of research management. All
of these different types of societies comprise the diversity of INORMS, and INORMS
seeks to engage each of its member societies.

Despite their differences, INORMS member societies want to learn about the global
research enterprise including: international funding opportunities, regulations, and
best practices. They want INORMS to be a forum for networking and ‘a beacon for
information and aspiration...” (C. Jagersma, personal communication, 20 April 2021).

The Research Manager and Early Research Management
Societies

Following World War 11, at various times in their history, governments began to pro-
vide increased research funding to universities not only for applied research but also
for basic research. Instead of providing contracts for research with deliverables, gov-
ernments provided awards through grants with only required technical progress and
financial reports. As with most government programmes, along with the increased
funding came increased regulations to which recipient institutions must adhere.

Researchers originally were responsible for managing the funds for their research
activities. With increased research funding and regulations, sponsors began to require
research institutions to submit proposals and to make awards to the institutions on
behalf of their investigators. This placed new responsibilities on recipient institutions
of research funds.

The increase in institutional requirements to obtain and manage research sup-
port created a need for specially trained individuals to manage proposal submissions,
receipt of awards, compliance with regulations and reporting. Research institutions
established research administration offices, created policies and procedures to meet
federal regulations and manage research funds, and hired staff, who became the first
research managers.

It became obvious that a forum was needed whereby research administrators
could be trained in the various aspects of research management. Such organisa-
tions also could identify best practices, and provide a network to exchange ideas
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and discuss issues. The first such organisation was the National Council of Univer-
sity Research Administrators (NCURA), established in 1959 in the United States,
that focussed exclusively on colleges and universities (Beasley, 2006; G. Sakumoto,
personal communication, 3 February 2021; Wile, 2008). The Society of Research
Administrators International (SRAI) was the first international research manage-
ment society having a Canadian Chapter and a diverse membership from colleges
and universities, research hospitals, independent research institutes, industry, gov-
ernment research agencies, and non-profit organisations (Beasley, 2006; Society of
Research Administrators, 1992). The first non-US research management society, the
Canadian Association of Research Administrators (CARA), was formed in 1972
(S. Lampson, personal communication, 6 October 2021; D. Zornes, personal com-
munication, 6 January 2021). The Association of Research Managers and Admin-
istrators (ARMA) founded in the United Kingdom traces its origin back to 1991
(I. Carter, personal communication, 24 January 2021; Taylor, 2001). It was followed
soon after by the European Association of Research Managers and Administrators
(EARMA) in 1994. The Association of Commonwealth Universities, which had
been around since 1913, added their ‘Research Management and Uptake Program’in
1999 (J. Kirkland, personal communication, 3 January 2021). The last pre-INORMS
research management society was the Australasian Research Management Society
(ARMS) having been launched in 1999 (Dibb-Leigh, 2007; J. Dibb-Leigh, personal
communication, 15 February 2021; M. Hochman, personal communication, 7 October
2021). It was during the 1990s that members from these societies informally began to
attend and present at other society meetings.

2001

International collaborative society efforts changed in 2001. The SRAI Board of Direc-
tors approved a formal exchange of annual meeting registrations with the leaders of
other sister societies. As SRAI president, the author sent a letter to the presidents of
the other societies in April 2001 inviting them to the SRAI annual meeting in Van-
couver, and during the year SRAI representatives attended sister society meetings. In
addition, SRAI retained Colin Cooper from the University of Manchester to serve as
a liaison with ARMA and EARMA to determine how SRAI could work more closely
with them.

The events of 9-11 not only affected the US; it impacted the whole world. SRAT’s
Executive Committee believed that its annual meeting scheduled for October 2001 was
crucial to show that research and its management was a global issue, that hosting
such a meeting would be a show of international unity, and that international research
collaborations should not be held hostage by the acts of terrorists. They decided the
annual meeting would be held as scheduled.

On behalf of the SRAI Board of Directors, I invited leaders from the different socie-
ties and all international attendees at the SRAI annual meeting in Vancouver to attend
a breakfast meeting to discuss how to advance the internationalisation of research
management. It was done to show the ‘resilience and global nature of research admin-
istration and management’ (L. Chronister, personal communication, 2 January 2021).

The breakfast meeting was held in the Queen’s Suite at the Hilton Hotel in Van-
couver, Canada on Tuesday, 16 October 2001. The participants included society rep-
resentatives from ACU, ARMA, ARMS, CARA, EARMA, and SRAI; individuals
influential in the future formation of DARMA and SARIMA; other SRAI members
and interested international attendees (Fig. 1.7.1).
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Fig. 1.7.1. The Founding Members of INORMS, 2001.

Legend: Left to right back row — John Kirkland (ACU), Claes Olav Félth (EARMA),
Dr Elliott Kulakowski (SRAI President), William Schweri (SRAI Past President), Paul
Waugaman (SRAI), Peter Townsend (ARMA Chair), Colin Cooper (ARMA),

Dr Michael Owen (Future SRAI President and CARA President)

Middle Row left to right — Bi Chou (South Korea), Norberto Perez (SRAI), Jim Hanlon
(Future SRAI President), Susan Hedigan (EARMA), Janet Dibb-Leigh (ARMS)

Front Row left to right — Dr Marilet Sienaert (SARIMA), Lynne Chronister (SRAI Presi-
dent), Myriam Borouche (SRAI and CARA), Warden Campbell (EARMA Chair)

Not Shown: John Westensee (future DARMA Past President, future SRAI Past President)

Following the introductions of the attendees, the discussion centred on the interna-
tional expansion of research collaborations across the globe, how the various societies
needed to work more closely in managing international research activities, and how the
various societies could work together to promote the profession. The attendees agreed
that we were living in a changing global environment where international research col-
laborations were encouraged and were increasing. There was a strong need for research
administrators and managers to work more closely together and to understand the
regulations, agreements, practices, and norms that govern research in other countries.
It also was understood that this could not be done adequately by just attending each
other’s society’s annual meeting.

It was agreed that there was a need for the establishment of an international society
of research management societies to foster international research management coop-
eration. The broad concept of the proposed organisation was to:

e Internationalise the body of knowledge on research management,

e Exchange of best practices,

e Develop international approaches to supporting the research enterprise, and
e Provide networking opportunities for member societies.
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The formation of an international organisation needed to be approved by the gov-
erning bodies of the various societies. It was agreed that attendees representing their
societies would seek approval from their society to participate in the new organisation,
and they would reconvene at the 2002 SRAI annual meeting.

2002

When Marilet Sienaert attended the breakfast meeting in Vancouver, the South Afri-
can Research and Innovation Management Association (SARIMA) was not yet a for-
mal organisation. SARIMA held its inaugural meeting in February 2002 (P. Pillay,
personal communication, 30 June 2021) and because of its participation at the break-
fast planning meeting in Vancouver in 2001, it was considered subsequently an inau-
gural member of INORMS.

In 2002, representatives from the various societies met with their respective lead-
ership, and they unanimously agreed that an international organisation of research
management societies was necessary, and they approved participation in it.

On 29 October 2002, at the SRAI Annual Meeting held in Orlando, Florida, the
representatives from the various international societies — ACU, ARMA, ARMS,
CARA, EARMA, SARIMA, and SRAI, along with a representative from the Swiss
Association of Research Managers and Administrators (SARMA) and other inter-
ested individuals including those from Denmark, South Korea, Israel, and Brazil met
to discuss this new international society. The meeting was co-chaired by Lynne Chro-
nister, past-president of SRAI. While there is some discrepancy in members’ recollec-
tion as to who came up with the final name for INORMS, either Colin Cooper or Janet
Dibb-Leigh, the member society representatives approved the final name for the newly
created society (personal communication).

In addition to the name of the organisation, the major outcomes from this meeting
were that:

o The mission of INORMS was to improve the communication and best practices
globally for the administration and management of research,

o The attendees reaffirmed the goals of INORMS first stated in 2001,

Membership would be through societies and not by individual memberships,

e An Executive Committee was created with Janet Dibb-Leigh from ARMS and
Michael Owen from SRAI serving as its initial co-chairs,

e Each society member would have one representative on this committee, and

e Initially, INORMS meetings would be held in conjunction with the SRAI annual
meeting (personal communication).

2003

SRAI hosted a meeting of the INORMS society members and other interested parties
at its annual meeting in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. The following was agreed:

INORMS would not be housed in any one country,

No one society would be in control of the organisation,

There would be no dues required from the various societies,

Any new societies seeking to join INORMS would have the approved by the mem-
ber INORMS societies,
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e There should be biannual meetings of INORMS, and

e The society hosting the meeting would be responsible for developing the
programme, all expenses related to the meeting, and any surplus from the meeting
would remain with the host society (personal communication).

2004

The 2004 ARMS conference and an ACU International Research Management Bench-
marking Group meeting were held in Perth/Fremantle, Australia. A group of attendees
from ACU, ARMS, ARMA, and SRAI met informally, and the ARMS representa-
tive suggested that ARMS host the first meeting. This was to be discussed formally
at the full INORMS Council meeting in 2004 (I. Carter, personnel communication,
24 January 2021; J. Dibb-Leigh, personal communication, 15 February 2021; M. Owen,
personnel communication, 5 January 2021).

As a follow-up to the meetings in Australia, Michael Owen, SRAI president, invited
representatives from the INORMS societies to meet at the SRAI annual meeting in
Salt Lake City. The meeting was chaired by Colin Cooper. The outcomes of the meet-
ing were the following:

o The INORMS mission was reaffirmed,

o There was a need for an initial administrative home for INORMS, and for an
organisation to host the INORMS website. SRAI offered to host the website
pending SRAI Board approval, which subsequently was given,

e The first multi-day educational international conference of INORMS was
approved to be hosted by ARMS in 2006, and

e A proposed 2" INORMS Congress was agreed to be held in the United Kingdom
in 2008 (personal communication).

2005

It is uncertain if an INORMS Council meeting was held as there are no notes from a
meeting or any personal recollections.
ARMS prepared to host the first INORMS Congress.

2006

ARMS hosted the first INORMS Congress meeting in Brisbane, Australia in con-
junction with the ARMS annual meeting. They described it as the First International
Research Management Congress on behalf of INORMS, and it was entitled ‘Inter-
nationalisation of Research: The Big Issues and Opportunities of the Decade for
Research Leaders and Managers’. The inaugural INORMS Congress was reported
to have 450 delegates from 23 countries (Massey & Cur, 2006). This set the bench-
mark for future meetings (J. Dibb-Leigh, personal communication, 15 February 2021;
M. Hochman, personal communication, 3 December 2021).

2007

ARMA members worked to secure a programme of speakers and workshops for its
meeting in 2008.
There are no notes available from an INORMS Council meeting.
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2008

Following a letter of invitation from Prime Minister Tony Blair in 2004, the second
INORMS Congress was hosted by ARMA in Liverpool, England from 16 to 19 June.
The meeting was held in conjunction with the ARMA annual meeting with the theme
being ‘Exploring Similarities: National and International Research Management and
Administration’. There was not a single chair of the INORMS Congress, but Steph
Hazelhurst served as chair of the logistics committee and Ian Carter and Pauline
Muya chaired the programme committee. The Congress had over 500 attendees rep-
resenting between 20 and 30 different countries (I. Carter, personal communication,
20 September 2021; S. Hazelhurst, 19 November 2021).

The INORMS Council was still a loose federation, when it met at the ARMA Con-
gress. The following was determined:

SARIMA was approved to host the 2010 INORMS Congress.

While INORMS did not have a formal application process for membership, it
invited NCURA to become an INORMS member, and they later agreed to join.

John Westensee, who attended the initial INORMS planning meeting in 2001 and
participated in INORMS meetings, was instrumental in the formation of the
Danish Association of Research Managers and Managers (DARMA). With its
adaption of its bylaws in 2008, DARMA was considered a founding member of
INORMS (J. Westensee, personal communication, 16 February 2021).

2009

No information was available about INORMS Council activities in 20009.
SARIMA was engaged in planning for the third INORMS Congress.

2010

SARIMA and ACU jointly hosted the third INORMS Congress in Cape Town, South
Africa from 11 to 15 April as part of SARIMA’s annual conference. The theme of the
meeting was ‘Managing for Impact: New Approaches to Research and Innovation
Management’. The conference president was Aldo Strobel, with John Kirkland from
ACU as co-chair. The conference focussed on research and information management
in Africa and drew approximately 400 delegates representing 40 different countries
(J. Kirkland, personal communication, 11 January 2021; A. Stroebel, personal com-
munication, 29 September 2021; A. Stroebel, personal communication, 9 December
2021; Stroebel & van Eldik, 2010).

The West African Research and Innovation Management Association (WARIMA)
became the first research management society to formally apply for and be approved
for INORMS membership (C. Mokelu, personal communication, 8 October 2021).

PraxisAuril became a member of INORMS. At the time it was PraxisUnico,
recently formed by merger of Praxis Courses Ltd and UNICO. It became PraxisAuril
in 2017 after another merger with the Association for University Research and Indus-
try Links (AURIL).

2011

The INORMS Council began discussions on governance and development of operat-
ing principles (J. Westensee, personal communication, 21 October 2021).
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2012

DARMA hosted the 4™ INORMS Congress that took place in Copenhagen, Den-
mark from 13 to 16 May. The Congress was chaired by John Westensee and Anne-
dorte Vad. The vision of the programme was to focus on the individual and thus
the theme was ‘Let’s Fly to Mars: It All Comes Down to the Individual’. The con-
ference was attended by 441 individuals representing 38 countries (J. Westensee,
personal communication, 16 February 2021; J. Westensee, personal communica-
tion, 21 October 2021).
The following is a summary of INORMS Council meetings:

o The INORMS Council adapted its first INORMS Operating Principles. The
document discussed issues such as INORMS objectives, governance, voting, bien-
nial meetings, reciprocity and communication,

e With the increasing number of international societies being established, it was
determined that a more formal approval process was needed for organisations
seeking INORMS membership, and

e Approval was given for SRAI, NCURA, and CARA to jointly host the 2014
INORMS Congress in Washington, DC (personal communication).

2013

There were no notes or recollections from INORMS member organisations about
INORMS activities in 2013, but SRAI, NCURA, and CARA worked closely on the
planning for the 2014 INORMS meeting.

2014

SRAI, NCURA, and CARA jointly hosted the 2014 INORMS Congress held from
10 to 13 April in Washington, DC. This was the first time that an INORMS Congress was
held not in conjunction with a society’s annual meeting. The co-chairs were Bill Schweri
representing SRAI, Dave Richardson from NCURA, and Martin Kirk from CARA. The
theme of the 5™ biennial Congress was ‘Enabling the Global Research Enterprise from
Policy to Practice’. The meeting was attended by 450 research managers from 40 countries.

The INORMS Council met in person and virtually in 2014. The major activities
included:

e A working group headed by Martin Kirk was established to seek ways to increase
the visibility of INORMS and to identify other services that INORMS could
provide to its members beyond the biennial Congress.

e A paper on the future of INORMS was presented to the INORMS Council. The
impetus for the paper was that there was a need for a more formal organisational
structure because:

0 There were multiple bids to host an INORMS Congress, and a process was
needed to evaluate the proposals and make a determination,

o0 There was a need to determine the process and qualifications for accepting new
INORMS members,

o It was uncertain how INORMS should manage different international profes-
sional development trainings, and

o There was a need for improved communication among the different societies
(personal communication).
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e The Brazilian Research Administrators and Managers Association (BRAMA)
applied for and was admitted as a member of INORMS (C. Graeff Teixeira, per-
sonal communication, 1 March 2021).

o The INORMS Council approved the admission of the Finnish Association of
Research Managers and Administrators (Finn-ARMA) as a member of INORMS
(S. Haverinen, personal communication, 5 October 2021).

o The Icelandic Association of Research Managers and Administrators (ICEAR-
MA) applied for and was admitted to membership in INORMS (U. K. Gislason,
personal communication, 29 January 2021).

2015

The INORMS Council conducted a survey of its member societies to learn about
member societies’ background, type, leadership, governance, priorities, professional
development focus of the group, certifications, opportunities for collaboration and
what the societies see as priorities for INORMS. The survey results were reported to
the INORMS Committee as a document for future planning for INORMS initiatives
(personal communication).

2016

The 2016 INORMS Congress, hosted by ARMS, was held in Melbourne, Australia
from 11 to 15 September. The theme of 6™ Congress was ‘Research Management in a
Connected World’. The meeting was a combined meeting with the annual ARMS con-
ference. There was a total attendance of 856 delegates from 39 countries. The co-chairs
of the meeting were Tania Bezzobs, Janette Hocking, Tania Tambiah, Sianna Panagio-
topoulos, Ted Rohr, Bryony Wakefield, Jayamini Illesinghe, Suzanna Kovacevic, Stella
Clark, Mark Hochman, and Janice Besch (M. Hochman, personal communication,
3 December 2021).
The following are the actions of the INORMS Council during the year:

e RMAN:-J applied for and was approved for membership in INORMS (N.
Miyokawa, personal communication, 28 January 2021).

e While still not a formally acknowledged non-profit organisation in Germany, the
Network for Research and Transfer Management (FORTRAMA) applied and
was approved for membership in INORMS (P. Winkler, personal communication,
22 January 2021).

o The Norwegian Network for Administration and Research Management
(NARMA) applied for membership in INORMS, and the INORMS Council
approved its membership (H. A. Espedal, personal communication,

3 February 2021).

e Jan Anderson and Ian Carter drafted the INORMS Strategic Outlook 2016.

The document discussed the ever-changing global research environment includ-
ing more collaborative international research and funding, as well as increased
researcher mobility. It also stated that while fundamental research is the key to the
future, there is increasing emphasis on research impact. These changes are creating
a need for trained professional research managers who could function in an inter-
national environment. They proposed that INORMS develop a toolbox to meet
these challenges (personal communication).
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2017

The INORMS Council met virtually in 2017. The following are the major outcomes
of those meetings:

RMAN-J was approved to host the 2020 biannual INORMS meeting in Hiroshima,
Japan. (N. Miyokawa, personal communication, 28 January 2021)

The INORMS Council approved INORMS Leadership Awards to be given begin-
ning at the 2018 INORMS Congress. Each member society could nominate one
person for the award. (personal communication)

2018

The 7" biennial INORMS Congress, hosted by ARMA, took place from 4 to 7 June
in Edinburgh, Scotland. The theme of the Congress was ‘Promoting Global Research
Management, Supporting Global Research Challenges’. The Congress was held in
conjunction with the annual ARMA conference and had 1,100 delegates representing
45 countries. The Congress chair was Steph Bales (S. Bales, personal communication,
13 November 2021).

At this INORMS Congress, the first INORMS Awards for Excellence in Research
Management Leadership were given. A list of awardees can be found at http://www.
inorms2018.org/inorms-awards-for-excellence-in-research-management-leader-
ship-2018/.

The INORMS Council met in person at the 7" INORMS Congress and virtually
during the year. The following is a summary of major accomplishments:

e The INORMS Council approved the Research Administration as a Profession
(RAAAP) survey as an INORMS initiative to be headed by Simon Kerridge. The
survey of research managers and administrators was to identify the key skills, atti-
tudes, and behaviours of successful leaders in research management and adminis-
tration. More information about RAAAP and the survey can be found at https://
inorms.net/activities/raaap-taskforce/.

® The Research Impact and Stakeholder Engagement Working Group (RISE),
co-chaired by David Phipps and Julie Bayley, was established to build the
capacity of research managers and administrators, to support researchers and
their stakeholders/partners who are working, and to maximise the diverse
impacts of research. More information about RISE can be found at
https://inorms.net/activities/research-impact-and-stakeholder-engagement-
working-group/.

o The INORMS Council established the Research Evaluation Group (REG)
that was chaired by Elizabeth Gadd. REG’s mission was to examine current
research metrics and determine if they are appropriate and relevant. The main
focus of REG is to examine Global University Rankings and determine their
effectiveness and to develop a framework for evaluating research. More informa-
tion about the Research Evaluation Group can be found at https://inorms.net/
research-evaluation-group/.

o The Association for Research Managers and Administrators — The Netherlands
(ARMA-NL) applied for and was approved for membership in INORMS
(C. Jagersma, personal communication, 20 April 2021).
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2019

The INORMS Council met during the year virtually and approved the following actions:

SARIMA is to host the 2022 INORMS World Congress on the island of Mauritius.

The Chinese Association for Science of Science and Science & Technology Policy
(CASSSP) was approved for inclusion as a full INORMS member.

A revised version of the INORMS Operating Principles was approved (see https://inorms.
net/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/inorms-operating-principles-26032018-revised. pdf).

The second iteration of the RAAAP survey (RAAAP-2) was launched on 1 Octo-
ber 2019. More information about the RAAAP survey can be found at https://
inorms.net/activities/raaap-taskforce/raaap-survey-2019/.

2020

The INORMS Council’s actions were as follows:

RMAN-J planned to host the INORMS biannual meeting in Hiroshima, Japan
from May 25 to 28, 2020. However, at the request of RMAN-S, the Council
agreed that the meeting be postponed until 2021 because of increasing cases of
COVID-19 around the world.

The National Organisation of Research Development Professionals (NORDP)
applied for membership in INORMS and was approved (K. Eck, personal com-
munication, 3 February 2021).

The INORMS Council established a working group to look into establishing an
associate membership. Following the recommendations of the working group and
INORMS Council approval, INORMS created an INORMS Sister Association
Membership where

INORMS associations offer members of other associations that are
part of the INORMS network (and outside of their geographical terri-
tory) access to certain services and products (e.g., training workshops,
webinars, and conference) at ‘normal’ member rates for that associa-
tion, rather than full non-member rates. (personal communication)

Now referred to as the INORMS Sister Association Reciprocal Benefit Scheme

(ISARBS), it allows for members of INORMS affiliated societies to receive reduced
rates for meetings, webinars, publications, and other activities offered by other societies
who are parts of INORMS. Participating associations are ARMA, ARMS, SRAI and
NORDP. More information about ISARBS can be found at https://inorms.net/isarbs/.

The RAAAP-2 survey concluded having received 4,324 responses. The results are
available at https://inorms.net/activities/raaap-taskforce/raaap-survey-2019/. The
RISE Working Group submitted its final report after developing criteria to help
research management associations and its members assess people and organisa-
tions providing products and services to support research impact defined as the
provable effects of research in the real world. More information about the Rise
Working Group and its reports can be found at https://inorms.net/wp-content/
uploads/2019/04/impact-provider-criteria-final-181217.pdf, https://inorms.net/
wp-content/uploads/2020/06/rise-working-group-report-may-2020.pdf, and https:/
inorms.net/activities/researchimpact-and-stakeholder-engagement-working-group/.
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2021

A virtual INORMS World Congress meeting hosted by RMAN-J was held
from 24 to 27 May 2021. The theme of the World Congress was ‘Promoting
Diversity in Research and Research Management Collaborations: More Trans-
National, More Trans-Disciplinary, More Trans-Sectoral’. The Co-chairs of
the organising committee were Dr Makiko Takahashi, Dr Norifumi Miyokawa,
Dr Masato Miyake, and Dr Kate Harris. Due to ongoing COVID-19, this virtual
meeting, held separately from the RMAN-J annual meeting, was very successful with
509 participants from 49 different countries (N. Miyokawa, personal communication,
14 September 2021; N. Miyokawa, personal communication, 6 December 2021). This
was the largest number of countries represented at an INORMS Congress; a true pic-
ture of how research management is expanding internationally.

INORMS Awards for Excellence in Research Management Leadership were given at
the meeting. The list of awardees can be found at https://inorms2021.org/awards.html.

The highlight of the 2021 INORMS Congress was the formal signing of the Hiro-
shima Statement on the Essential Practice of Research Administration on 24 May 2021
by Dr Koetsu Yamazaki, Chair of RMAN-J on behalf of the INORMS Council, which
endorsed it unanimously (See https://inorms2021.org/hiroshima_statement.html).

The Malaysia Association of Research Managers and Administrators was approved
for membership in 2021 (N. Miyokawa, personal communication, 8 September 2022).

Summary

INORMS, in 2001, was just a concept that brought six research management socie-
ties together to work collectively for the internationalisation of research management
and administration in support of the advancement of international research collabo-
rations. Since then INORMS has grown to 21 societies in 2021; the latest to join was
the Malaysia Association of Research Managers and Administrators. More research
management societies are being established and interest in participating in INORMS
activities has never been greater. Increasing research specialisation will lead to a fur-
ther expansion of international collaborations, a greater need for research managers
and administrators, and an increasing number of research management societies to
provide the essential tools necessary to operate in a universal research environment.
Since the first INORMS Congress in Australia in 2006, the number of representatives
from different countries has continued to grow to its peak at the RMAN-J hosted
20th anniversary Congress in 2021. A very successful 2023 INORMS Congresses
recently concluded in Durban, South Africa (https://conference.eventsair.com/Quick-
EventWebsitePortal/inorms/inormscongress) and the 2025 INORMS Congress, to be
hosted for the first time by EARMA, is to be held in Madrid, Spain (https://earma.
org/conferences/inorms-congress-madrid-2025/). The future of research management
as a profession is being accepted worldwide, and INORMS will continue to be the
nucleus for research management societies as it serves the global research management
community.
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Abstract

Based on a review of professional staff (PS), which includes research managers
and administrators, in 54 academic publications, I propose a novel definition
for this category of staff: ‘degree holding university employees who are pri-
marily responsible for developing, maintaining and changing the social, digital
and physical infrastructures that enable education, research and knowledge
exchange’. The proposed definition facilitates the development of new research
questions that target the level of the organisational fields of higher education
and science, to complement research on the university and individual levels.
This view supports the study of the contributions of PS to higher education and
science. I anticipate that such a broader focus will help to counter and nuance
accounts of ‘administrative bloat’ by focusing on how PS as a group shape and
are shaped by the organisational fields of higher education and science, rather
than dismissing them as superfluous or parasitic.
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definition; higher education
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Introduction

Based on a review of definitions of PS in academic literature, in this chapter, I propose
a novel definition for this category of staff: ‘degree holding university employees who
are primarily responsible for developing, maintaining and changing the social, digital
and physical infrastructures that enable education, research and knowledge exchange’.
I propose a new definition for two reasons: (1) the existing popular narrative and even
much of the scholarly research on PS defines them by what they do not do (research
and teaching), and the proposed definition aims to enable more inclusive and con-
structive narratives around PS; and (2) the existing body of literature on PS is highly
dispersed and does not agreed upon a definition of PS, so by proposing an overarching
definition I aim to help integrate the body of literature about PS and stimulate future
research on PS. In particular, I believe that research on the level of the organisational
fields of higher education and science to be promising. DiMaggio and Powell (1983)
define organisational fields as ‘those organizations that, in the aggregate, constitute a
recognized area of institutional life’. As such, building upon existing insights about
individuals and their roles within universities, research at this level about PS will con-
tribute to a nuanced understanding of the role of this group in higher education as
a whole. Research managers and administrators constitute one of the occupational
groups that fall under this category of university employees.' I hope that this novel
definition facilitates practical discussions about the role of research managers and
administrators, as well as research into this specific role.

In recent decades, a new and distinct group of employees has emerged at univer-
sities. On the one hand, the primary responsibilities of these employees are not in
teaching and education, distinguishing them from academics. On the other hand, in
general, they hold higher education degrees (Acker et al., 2019; Allen-Collinson, 2007;
Berman & Pitman, 2010; Gornitzka & Larsen, 2004; Harman & Stone, 2006; Kriicken
et al., 2013; Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2017; Shelley, 2010; Szekeres, 2011), possess
highly specialised knowledge (Karlsson & Ryttberg, 2016; Qu, 2021; Ryttberg, 2020),
experience considerable levels of autonomy (Aarrevaara & Dobson, 2016; Karlsson &
Ryttberg, 2016; Qu, 2021; Ryttberg, 2020; Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2017), and hold
strategic positions in networks both within and beyond the university (Cox et al., 2017,
Daly, 2013; De Jong et al., 2016; Harman & Stone, 2006; Ryttberg, 2020), which sets
them apart from the clerical, technical and manual staff, such as secretaries, laboratory
analysts and animal caretakers. I refer to this group of employees as PS, as this term
is most commonly used in the literature (Whitchurch, 2020) and preferred by these
employees themselves (Sebalj et al., 2012).

Despite the rapid growth of this body of staff (see for instance Stage & Aagaard,
2019, who report a 500% increase in Denmark between 1999 and 2018), there is rela-
tively little research available about PS (Bossu et al., 2018). Evidence-based discussions
about PS are further complicated by national differences in referring to this group of
employees (Acker et al., 2019). As far as I am aware, existing academic reviews about
PS have not concentrated on terms and definitions (e.g. Gander et al., 2019; Schnei-
jderberg & Merkator, 2013; Szekeres, 2011; Veles & Carter, 2016). Therefore, I took
up the task of reviewing the academic literature about PS to identify the diversity of

' Additionally, organisations such as consultancy firms, hospitals, public research organisa-
tions and research funders may employ research managers and administrators. The defini-
tion of PS that I propose in this chapter, however, is based on literature about PS employed
by universities.
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alternative terms that authors use, as well as the definitions or descriptions of these
terms. The analysis of terms, definitions and descriptions in 54 documents enables me
to propose a novel definition of PS that unites the different national and disciplinary
discussions.

The remainder of this chapter is organised as follows. In the next section, I explain
the methodology. The Web of Science and Scopus were consulted to retrieve relevant
documents, and searched for terms and definitions within these documents, which I
subsequently analysed. In the following section, I discuss the results and support the
proposed novel definition of PS. The section includes an overview of retrieved terms,
definitions and descriptions, as well as a visualisation of the construction of the defi-
nition that I propose. In the final section, I conclude by discussing the rhetorical and
analytical value of this definition.

Method

I reviewed the terms for and definitions and descriptions of PS that authors use to
refer to this category of employees in their research. This chapter is based on a body
of literature that was collected to review the available insights on the contribution of
PS to academic knowledge development. Thus, studies about PS who solely work in
education or other student-related areas of work, such as sports or counselling, were
not included in the analysis. In this chapter, I summarise the different steps of the
literature collection and the description of the dataset. See De Jong and Del Junco
(under review) for a more detailed exposition. I also explain how I analysed the data
for the purpose of this chapter.

Data Collection

The collection process consisted of four steps. In step 1, Cay del Junco and I searched
the Web of Science (21 June 2021) and Scopus (13 July 2021) for articles, books, book
chapters, reviews, and ‘early access’ articles (in the case of the Web of Science) contain-
ing universit* AND (administrat® OR staff) in their titles. After comparing the results
and removing duplicates, we retained 2,197 documents. Step 2 entailed an analysis
of titles and abstracts to identify those documents that were likely to talk about the
involvement of PS in academic research. Many titles that included administrat®, were
about drug administration or senior leadership of universities, which in the United
States are often referred to as ‘administrators’. Only 42 documents were retained in
step 2. In step 3, we used forward and backward citation tracking to identify additional
relevant documents, as we expected that the wide distribution of relevant publica-
tions and terms that we were not aware of prevented us from capturing all relevant
publications. We repeated this process until we no longer found relevant publications
that were not included already. A total of 103 documents were added in this step. In
step 4, we considered documents that were not linked to the original set of documents
through citations, but that colleagues suggested during informal discussions, as well
as seminar and conference presentations. Only documents that were included in the
Web of Science and/or Scopus were retained. This resulted in the identification of an
additional 22 documents. Due to the goal of the review that the dataset was collected
for, in step 5 we only retained documents for further analysis that presented origi-
nal research (thus excluding reviews, theoretical papers and opinion pieces) about the
competencies, relationships and influence of PS that are relevant for their contribu-
tions to academic knowledge development.
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Description of the Dataset

The final dataset consists of 54 documents, including eight book chapters and
46 journal articles, authored by 71 unique authors. The journal articles were published
in 26 unique journal titles, in line with the hypothesis that the academic literature
about PS is highly dispersed. Doubtless, the focus on competencies, relationships and
influence will have resulted in the exclusion of publications that are considered to be
seminal to broader discussions about PS, but that did not present original research
relevant to the broader review. Nevertheless, I believe that the broadness of the dataset
will have guarded me against overlooking crucial elements for the construction of a
novel definition. Also, I realise that limiting the search to the Web of Science and
Scopus may have excluded publications authored by PS in professional journals. Yet,
the perspective of PS is well represented in our dataset. All three most cited authors
currently work or have worked as PS.

Thirty-two documents are about PS in general, or position the study of particular
roles within the broader discussion of PS. The definitions and descriptions of PS in
these documents serve as the main input for the novel definition. Twenty-two docu-
ments focus on specific PS roles. The definitions and descriptions in these documents
help to fine-tune the novel definition, making it inclusive to a broad diversity of specific
roles. The three most represented organisational roles in the overall set are research
managers and administrators (15 documents), librarians (10 documents) and technol-
ogy transfer officers (7 documents). The three most represented countries of study
are the United Kingdom (14 documents), Australia (10 documents) and Germany
(6 documents). Note that a single paper can cover multiple roles and/or countries.

Data Analysis

The final set of documents was analysed in NVivo (version 12.6.1) software for quali-
tative analysis. [ searched each document for the term(s) that the authors used and for
corresponding definitions of the terms. If no definition was provided, I searched for
descriptions that reveal how authors had implicitly defined the term(s) they used to
refer to PS. Inspired by the Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2012), which supports
the systematic and inductive analysis of qualitative data, I identified commonly used
components of definitions and descriptions of PS. These components were used to
develop the novel definition of PS.

PS: Terms, Definitions and Descriptions

In this section, I review the terms that are used to denote PS. I also discuss the defini-
tions and descriptions of these terms.

No less than 18 alternative terms are used to refer to PS in the reviewed documents
(Table 2.1.1). Some of these terms are contested. Allen-Collinson (2007) considers
‘support’ pejorative, a label that Szekeres (2004) attaches to ‘administration’. Similarly,
several authors suggest that ‘non-academic’ is problematic, as it others and disrespects
people by negating them — labelling them by what they are not (Allen-Collinson, 2009;
Dobson, 2000; Mcinnis, 1998). Therefore, a novel definition of PS should avoid these
words due to their negative connotations.

Related to the variation in terms to refer to PS, there does not seem to be a widely
agreed-upon definition of PS yet. For the 19 terms that authors use, including ‘PS’, 1
found 22 definitions and descriptions. Seven studies did not explicitly define or describe
the term(s) used, leading to four terms that were not defined in any of the reviewed
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Table 2.1.1. Terms and Definitions.

Term

Definition or Description

(the) Administration

Administrative
professionals

Administrative
personnel

Administrative staff

Administrators

Allied staff

Blended
professional

General staff

Grassroots
administrators

Higher education
professionals

‘given the job of trying to balance external and internal
needs’ (Frelich et al., 2019)

‘Administrators work in strategic areas such as
internationalization, business liaison and research
funding support’ (Karlsson & Ryttberg, 2016)

‘clerical staff and professional administrative staft/
higher administrative staff’ (Gornitzka & Larsen, 2004)

‘all persons working as support staff in administrative
units without managerial competencies’ (Kriicken
etal., 2013)

Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed
document (Hiither & Kriicken, 2018; Mcinnis, 1998)

‘focused on the management and support of the
primary process’ (Kallenberg, 2016)

‘Academic university management (President/rector,
vice-presidents, deans, heads of institutes, etc.): this
includes all leading managerial positions within the
university that are held by academics, typically only for
a limited period of time. 2. Administrative university
management (senior administrative managers, heads of
offices and service facilities, etc.): this includes full-time
administrative management staff with responsibility for
staff, organization and resource administration within

a specific area.2 3. Administrative staff: this includes all
persons working as support staff in administrative units
without managerial competencies’ (Kriicken et al., 2013)

‘non-academic staff” (Wohlmuther, 2008)

Individuals ‘whose roles include initiatives associated
with the social responsibilities of institutions to their
communities, as well as more market-oriented, income
generating projects’ (Whitchurch, 2010c)

Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed
documents. (Dobson, 2000; Szekeres, 2006)

Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed
document (Qu, 2021)

‘not primarily active in teaching and research, although
they might be involved in some teaching and some
research, but entrusted mainly to prepare and support
decisions of the management, establish new services or
professionalize existing ones, and actively shape the core
activities of the organization’ (Kehm, 2015a, 2015b)

Organizational professionals working in a management
role or a support and services role (Schneijderberg, 2015)

(Continued)
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Table 2.1.1.  (Continued)

Term Definition or Description

New professionals * Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed
document (Daly, 2013)

Non-faculty * Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed

professional staff document (Sprague, 1994)

members

Para-academic + ‘staff who specialize in one type element of academic
life’ (Macfarlane, 2011)

Professional and * ‘alarge and influential group, responsible for the

managerial staff day-to-day operation, management, and planning of
the university or college’ (Wilkins & Leckie, 1997)

Professional and * ‘employees without academic appointment whose jobs

scientific staff require some higher education or equivalent experience,

the ability to exercise independent judgement, and
minimum supervision’ (Henkin & Persson, 1992)

Professional staff  ‘All had management or developmental roles and were
not employed on academic staff contracts (although
as we will see, many undertook work which was
“academic” in nature) and all were employed on HEE
Level 7 or above’ (Berman & Pitman, 2010)

* ‘the graduate and/or professional entry staff that
have high levels of autonomy and responsibility for
managing and leading business-related functions in the
university’ (Kallenberg, 2020)

* ‘administrative staff, general staff, non-academic staff,
allied staft” (Szekeres, 2011)

* Refers to Whitchurch’s (2009) notion of the ‘blended
professional’ (Takagi, 2015)

« ‘staff who increasingly, for instance: have academic
credentials such as master’s and doctoral level
qualifications, or a teaching or research background in the
college sector; work in teams, dealing with institutional
initiatives that require a range of specialist, academic and
policy contributions, from bids for one-off infrastructure
funding to the establishments of more long-term regional
partnerships; undertake quasi-academic functions such
as conducting study-skill sessions for access students,
speaking at outreach events or conducting overseas
recruitment visits; and have the possibility of moving into
an academic management role, for instance, a pro-vice-
chancellor post with a portfolio such as quality, staffing
or institutional development’ (Whitchurch, 2008a)

* Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed
document (Gray, 2015; Whitchurch & Gordon, 2009)

(Continued)
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Table 2.1.1.  (Continued)

Term Definition or Description
Professional support * ‘individuals in support roles who are commonly highly
staff qualified and have an academic degree. They do not

necessarily identify as administrators, nor are they
employed as academics. They are situated somewhere
in between. According to this research, they may

also be viewed as actors in a third space. This is a
concept used when exploring groups of staff at HEIs
who do not fit the conventional binary descriptors of
“academics” or “non-academics” [...]" (Ryttberg, 2020)

* “Their functions typically require highly educated
specialists and experts in specific areas of
administration [...]. Furthermore, they do not identify
themselves with the term administrator [...], which
refers to functions that are more clerical or secretarial
[...] (Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2019)

* Not explicitly defined or described in reviewed
document (Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2017)

Third space Described as individuals working in ‘an emergent

professional territory between academic and professional
domains, which is colonized by less bounded forms of
professional’ (Whitchurch, 2008a)

* ‘groups of staff in higher education who do not fit
conventional binary descriptors such as those enshrined
in “academic” or “non-academic” employment
categories ... They are likely to work in a multi-
disciplinary or multi-professional environment or team,
either for a time-limited period or on a permanent
basis. They may also build up new forms of expertise,
such as tutoring in academic literacy or the conversion
of teaching programmes to online platforms, that
represent new space and require a blend of academic
and professional inputs’ (Whitchurch, 2015)

University * ‘provide specialist functions to enable other staff
professional services to focus on their own areas of competence and
staff responsibility’ (Gibbs & Kharouf, 2020)

documents at all — but may have been defined elsewhere. One term, ‘para-academic’,
is defined as ‘individuals who specialise in one type of element of academic life’
(Macfarlane, 2011), which includes PS, but not exclusively. The term refers to those
with full-time research or full-time teaching positions as well. Although this captures
an interesting development in academia, it is too broad for the purpose of defining PS.
Regarding the definitions and descriptions of the remaining terms, ‘allied staff’ simply
describes PS as non-academic staff (Wohlmuther, 2008).

My analysis of more elaborate definitions and descriptions identifies identity (Rytt-
berg, 2020; Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2017, 2019), academic degree (Ryttberg, 2020; Rytt-
berg & Geschwind, 2017), organisational roles (Gibbs & Kharouf, 2020; Kallenberg,
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2016), nature of the work (Berman & Pitman, 2010; Gornitzka & Larsen, 2004; Hen-
kin & Persson, 1992; Hockey & Allen-Collinson, 2009; Kallenberg, 2020; Kehm, 2015a,
2015b; Kriicken et al., 2013; Szekeres, 2011; Whitchurch, 2008c, 2010c; Wilkins &
Leckie, 1997) or even specific jobs (Karlsson & Ryttberg, 2016; Kriicken et al., 2013)
as elements of definitions. Still, some of these definitions and descriptions also include
‘othering’ elements, by referring to non-academic employment statuses (Berman &
Pitman, 2010; Henkin & Persson, 1992; Ryttberg, 2020; Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2017,
2019; Whitchurch, 2008c¢).

A closer inspection of these elements of definitions and descriptions informed
which elements I incorporated into the novel definition. ‘Academic degree’, including
bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral degrees, was included as in general this is a distinc-
tive characteristic of PS compared to secretarial, technical and maintenance staff. As
‘university’ denotes the type of organisation that PS commonly work at, this element
was included as well. The ‘nature of the work’ was identified as ‘enabling primary
processes’, following Kallenberg (2016) and authors that talk about involvement in
for example research. Gibbs and Kharouf (2020) and the objective to exclude othering
elements inspired the use of ‘enabling’. I did not include ‘identity’, as a closer reading
reveals that the main point of this element is that PS do not identify as administrators
nor academics. Thus, this would introduce a negative or othering element to the novel
definition. Still, I made sure not to include references to administration (or academics)
in the proposed definition to respect the identity of PS. I did not include references
to specific roles either as this would limit the scope of the definition. Yet, I translated
these roles into generic responsibilities. For example, Karlsson and Ryttberg’s (2016,
p- 1) definition included examples of concrete roles in ‘internationalization, business
liaison and research funding’, which simultaneously indicate responsibilities around
social infrastructures (relationships with international partners and companies) and
primary processes in universities (knowledge development and knowledge transfer).

Next to PS and its alternatives, 22 documents focus on one or more of the fol-
lowing subgroups: research managers and administrators (10 documents), librar-
ians (8 documents), technology transfer officers (2 documents), faculty managers
(1 document), grant officers (1 document), information technology staff (I document)
and staff involved in developing research data management policies (one document).
Although these roles both inform the definition of PS that I present in this section, due
to space limitations I have not included the corresponding terms in Table 2.1.1.

The analysis of definitions and descriptions of these specific roles provides fur-
ther support for the included elements, as well as for fine-tuning them. The work on
research managers and administrators (e.g. Allen-Collinson, 2006; Beime et al., 2021;
Ito & Watanabe, 2021) and technology transfer (Harman & Stone, 2006; Sapir, 2020)
highlighted the enabling of primary processes as central to the work of PS. Although
librarians are not defined in any of the included documents, a closer reading of these
documents (e.g. Antell et al., 2017; Cox etal., 2017; Joo & Schmidt, 2021; Sanches,
2015) shows that in addition to managing collections of books and other texts, they
increasingly have responsibilities around data management, digitalisation of libraries
and online-repositories. This led to the addition of ‘physical’ and ‘digital’ to the element
of infrastructure.

Combining the elements that I identified through our analysis of existing terms,
definitions and descriptions I propose to define PS as ‘degree holding university
employees who are primarily responsible for developing, maintaining and changing
the social, digital and physical infrastructures that enable education, research and
knowledge exchange’. See Fig. 2.1.1 for a visualisation of the construction of this
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new definition based on elements of existing definitions and descriptions. Words and
phrases that are printed in bold informed the identification of the elements.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have reviewed the terms that authors use to refer to PS in academic
literature, as well as the definitions and descriptions of these terms that they provide.
This analysis resulted in a novel definition of PS:

Degree-holding university employees who are primarily responsible for
developing, maintaining and changing the social, digital and physical
infrastructures that enable education, research and knowledge exchange.

Rhetorically, it defines PS by what they do, rather than by what they do not do, and
puts them at the centre of the core tasks of the university, rather than positioning them
at the periphery, as terms such as ‘administration’ and ‘support’ signal. Thus, the defini-
tion steers us away from narratives about PS that can be characterised as ‘othering’ or
‘pejorative’ (Allen-Collinson, 2006, 2009; Dobson, 2000; Mcinnis, 1998; Szekeres, 2004).

Analytically, while acknowledging that the division of different types of responsibil-
ities in academia is increasingly blurred (Bossu et al., 2018; Kallenberg, 2016; Kriicken
et al., 2013; Schneijderberg & Merkator, 2013), it distinguishes different functions in
universities based on primary responsibilities (Stage & Aagaard, 2019).

Such a distinction facilitates the development of new research questions that target
the level of the organisational fields of higher education and science, to complement
research on the university and individual levels. According to DiMaggio and Powell
(1983), the advantage of the organisational field perspective is that it takes into account
‘the totality of relevant actors’. This view supports the study of contributions of PS,
including research managers and administrators, to higher education and science, rather
than limiting it to the study of roles in the specific organisations they work for. I antici-
pate that such a broader focus will help to counter and nuance accounts of ‘administra-
tive bloat’ (¢f. Ginsberg, 2013) by focusing on how PS as a group shape and are shaped by
the organisational field of higher education, rather than dismissing them as superfluous
or parasitic. In particular, the proposed definition resonates with the concept of ‘institu-
tional work’, which refers to ‘the purposive action aimed at creating, maintaining, and
disrupting institutions’, and facilitates understanding how micro-level actions relate to
institutional change (Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006, p. 215). Sapir (2020) and Beime et al.
(2021), both included in the reviewed dataset, provide examples of such work. The first
study shows how technology transfer professionals maintain social infrastructures for
knowledge exchange by securing the freedom to publish in collaboration with industry,
whereas the second demonstrates how grant advisers change social infrastructures by
stimulating competition among academics. The proposed definition enables identifying
similar contributions of PS, for example, through the lens of institutional work.
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Abstract

In this chapter, we look at survey responses from the third Research Administra-
tion as a Profession Survey (RAAAP-3) conducted in 2022. We examine some
demographic attributes of Research Managers and Administrators (RMAs)
such as gender identity, age when entering the profession, age in the current
role, and other personal characteristics such as birth country and current coun-
try of employment. We also explore the types of institutions where RMAs
are employed, the type of work they do, their highest academic qualifications,
whether they obtained professional accreditations, and their affiliation with any
RMA professional associations. Each topic is investigated both globally and by
geographic region to highlight similarities and differences. Overall we find the
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profession to be global, female-dominated, highly academically qualified, and
mainly working in the higher education sector.

Keywords: RAAAP; demographic attributes; gender; qualifications; native
country; role; age; RMA; RMA associations

History of RAAAP

The RAAAP project started with an award from the National Council of University
Research Administrators (NCURA) Research Program in 2015. The initial project
(see Kerridge & Scott, 2018a) was to create a questionnaire to survey RMAs around
the world on their perceptions of the relative importance of ‘soft’ transferrable skills
and ‘hard’ technical/RMA-specific skills. Due to a large number of responses, a snap-
shot of the RMA profession around the world was created. Following the initial
survey in 2016, a second (RAAAP-2) survey was endorsed by INORMS, the Interna-
tional Network of Research Management Societies (see https://inorms.net/activities/
raaap-taskforce/; https://bit.ly/raaap) and conducted in 2019 and included a focus on
research engagement and impact. This chapter provides an overview of demographic
data from the third iteration (RAAAP-3) from 2022. The survey also included a focus
on ‘How I Became a Research Manager and Administrator’ — HIBARMA, see Chap-
ter 2.3, Dutta et al. (2023) in order to discover more about routes into the profession.

Methodology

This survey was developed based on the previous iterations of the RAAAP survey,
in 2016 and 2019. The main structure and questions from the past surveys were kept,
enabling longitudinal studies on the evolution of the profession around the world
(however, longitudinal analyses are not included in this chapter). Additionally, in eight
of the questions, respondents were asked to reply concerning their ‘first role as RMA’
and ‘current role as RMA’, enabling a deeper analysis of the career progression within
the profession.

The questionnaire was developed in the third quarter of 2021 and sent for review
and feedback to the INORMS member associations. As with past iterations, the
involvement of RMA associations was key to ensuring that all questions were under-
standable in all contexts across the globe and also to supporting the dissemination
of the survey to its members, maximising the survey’s geographic coverage and the
respective number of respondents.

The final survey contained 46 questions (see Fischer et al., 2022), providing up to
403 data points per respondent. The survey was constructed and delivered in Qualtrics.
The estimated completion time was between 20 and 30 minutes, and the questionnaire
included multiple-choice, Likert-type rating scales, and open-ended questions. In all
questions related to the profession, respondents were asked to provide more information
on their answers, to the non-mandatory open-ended question ‘please give details’. All
questions were optional.

The RAAAP-3 survey was submitted and approved (with minor amendments) by
each of the authors’ institutions’ ethical and compliance committees. The survey was
launched on 25 January 2022 and disseminated to all INORMS member associations
to cascade it to their members as they wished, including promoting it on their web
pages, newsletters, and mailing lists.

The results presented below describe the sample participating in the survey, and,
due to the number of responses, this is a potentially characteristic picture of the


https://inorms.net/activities/raaap-taskforce
https://inorms.net/activities/raaap-taskforce
https://bit.ly/raaap

The Research Administration as a Profession (RAAAP) Survey 115

Research Management and Administration community. In addition, comparisons
between responses provided in the different geographic regions can provide interesting
insights into the profession around the world. For that, responses were grouped into
five geographic regions, based on the datapoint AnalysisRegionofEmployment created
and computed from the Country OfEmployment. The geographical regions are Can-
ada, Europe (excluding UK ), Oceania, UK, USA, and the Rest of the World (including
responses from 28 other countries). Note that throughout this chapter field names
from the data sets are shown in bold italics, field values are shown in italics, and text
from the questionnaire in ‘quoted italics’.

The RAAAP-3 survey captured 5,076 responses in total. Of those, only 3,532 pro-
vided geographic locations, spanning 66 different countries (Country OfEmployment).
The top 5 countries represented in the survey are the USA (30.9%), UK (13.5%),
Australia (9.7%), Canada (5.0%), and China (3.4%); the darker hues in Fig. 2.2.1.

In terms of the AnalysisRegionofEmployment, the USA represents 30.9% of the
responses, followed by Europe (excluding UK) with 28.5%, UK with 13.5%, Rest of the
World with 11.3%, Oceania with 10.8%, and Canada with 5%.
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Fig. 2.2.1. Geographic Coverage of Responses.
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RAAAP-3 Data

In this section, we highlight some of the major high-level findings from the RAAAP-3
main dataset (Kerridge, Dutta, et al., 2022a).

Fig. 2.2.2 shows the self-identified gender (GenderExtended) excluding Prefer not to
provide across all regions (AnalysisRegionOfEmployment), it is clear that the profession
is dominated by female respondents (79.5% of n = 3,521) a finding that has been made
many times, for example, by Kerridge and Scott (2018a) and Shambrook et al. (2015).
The greatest polarisations are in Canada (85.6% of n = 167), USA (84.2% of n = 1,073),
UK (83.4% of n = 470), and Oceania (82.8% of n = 373) in terms of female RMAs. The
Rest of the World region has the highest rate of self-identified male respondents (38.7%
of n = 395) but s still a predominantly female workforce (61.0%). There are many poten-
tial reasons for these differences. For example, Shambrook et al. (2015) showed that in
the USA the profession flipped from being predominantly male to predominantly female
over time — perhaps as the profession matured, or more generally that there were more
women in the workforce. In the Rest of the World region there are many countries where
RMA is a new profession. Another potential contributor may be cultural differences,
for example, the ratio of females in a specific country or region’s workforce, in general.
Another area for future investigation is the engagement of males within the professional
associations, which was the main mechanism for the distribution of the survey.

As we look at the age ranges of people in their first RMA role (FirstAgeRange)
by Region (AnalysisRegionOfEmployment), we see that the largest proportion enter
the field between the ages of 25 and 34 (47.2% of n = 3,444). This is especially true in
Europe (excluding UK), where 52.9% (of 989) reported entering the field between the
ages of 25 and 34, and in the UK, with 52.6% (n = 470). Interestingly, the US4 (43.2%
of n=1,070) and Oceania (43.0% of n = 377) shared the lowest percentage of work-
ers entering the RMA profession between the ages of 25 and 34. More investigation is
needed, but this may be due to the circuitous, or ‘labyrinthine’ as Poli, Kerridge, et al.
(2023) describe in Chapter 2.4, routes that many take on their way to finding themselves
in the RMA profession. Respondents in the 35-44 age range were the second largest
group to report entering the field, with 28.0%. The USA boasts the largest percent-
age of respondents aged 24 and under entering the field as their first job (17.3%) while
Canada has the lowest percentage of respondents entering at an age below 25 (4.7% of
n = 170). However, when looking at the ages of RMAs now (see Fig. 2.2.3) there are

Age when first becoming an RMA by Region
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Fig. 2.2.3.  Age of RMAs When Joining the Profession by Region.
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very few (0.4% of n = 3,451) 24 and under, which could suggest that RMAs are now
joining at a later age — or perhaps more likely those 24 and under are so new to the pro-
fession that they have not yet engaged with the associations that distributed the survey.

When comparing the age range of those entering their first RMA role
(FirstAgeRange, see Fig. 2.2.4) and respondents’ current age ranges (AgeRange) by
Region (AnalysisRegionOfEmployment), it appears we have an ageing population who
have remained in RMA positions. With the largest proportion of respondents (37.1%
of n = 3,451) reporting their age in the 35-44 range, the second largest group was the
45-54 age range (31.1%). Oceania saw the largest percentage of respondents fall in this
range, with 37.7% (of n = 374) in the range 45-54. Overall, we even see a sizeable per-
centage (15.3%) of RMAs in the 55-64 age range. This is especially prominent in the
USA, where 23.1% (of n = 1,067) of RMAs are in the 55-64 age range, and in Canada,
where 19.3% (of n = 171) are aged 55-64. The USA even reported 4.8% of respondents
in the 65 and over age range. Whether this points to later retirement ages in the US4
or a highly developed professional workforce who are passionate about their field and
continue working late in life would need further investigation. Europe and the UK
reported similar percentages of respondent age ranges, with the 35—44 (Europe 43.8%
of n =992, UK 41.8% of n=471) most common, with 45-54 range trailing a little
behind (Europe 30.0% and UK 32.5%).

When asked how senior (CurrentRoleLevelR3) they are, across the world
(AnalysisRegionOfEmployment), nearly a quarter (23.0% of n = 3,476) reported that
they were in Leader positions, with the largest proportion (29.0% of n = 1,088) in the
USA. Conversely, the average for managerial positions was 37.1% with the USA hav-
ing the second lowest proportion (33.6%) and the UK having the largest proportion
(50.5% of n=473). Canada had the lowest proportion of Manager staff (24.4% of

= 176), but the highest of Operational staff (47.2%). Whether these differences repre-
sent structural differences in the organisation of RMA around the world, a difference
in self-perception, or the local semantics of the definitions, is unclear. For example,
some may see the word ‘Manager’ and assume it pertains only to having subordinate
staff, whereas others may view the management of a function, even if they are the only
person in that function, as being managerial as opposed to administrative. Overall, it
seems that the RAAAP-3 survey elicited responses from RMAs at a broad range of
levels of seniority from the various regions of the world, see Fig. 2.2.5.
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RMA Level by Region
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Fig. 2.2.5. The (Self-reported) Role Level of RMAs by Region.
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Fig. 2.2.6. RMA Institution Type by Region.

When asked what type of institution (InstitutionCharacter2?) they worked in
by Region (AnalysisRegionOfEmployment), the majority reported working in a
University — Research Intensive (47.6% of n = 3,527). Fig. 2.2.6 shows this was true
for each geographic region, with the Rest of the World reporting the lowest percent-
age (31.7% of n=398) and the USA reporting the highest percentage (58.1% of

= 1,091). University — Research Active was the next highest designation of institution
represented in the survey, with the highest percentage coming from Oceania (34.0% of
n = 379) and the lowest from the USA (14.4%). Also in the university research ecosys-
tem, we have University — PUI (Predominantly Undergraduate Institution) with 10.4%
and Research Institutes with 9.3% of the responses. Private Companies, Hospitals,
Charities, and Colleges all had representation, but the proportion of respondents was
low. Whether this is due to there actually being fewer RMAs outside universities and
research institutes, or that those working in non-traditional research areas are unaware
of the RMA community and the professional associations that were largely responsi-
ble for the distribution of the survey is unclear, this is discussed by Santos et al. (2023,
Chapter 2.5).
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When using the macro-areas of Japanese taxonomy for RMA sub-areas of work
(see Takahashi & Yoshioka-Kobayashi, 2016), which is looking at those that work
in all of the subareas in each of the four major areas of ‘Research Development and
Policy’ (RDP, JRespFor_RDP), ‘Pre Award’ (JRespFor_Pre), ‘Post Award (JRespFor_
Post), and ‘Other Areas’ (JRespFor_Other), we see similarities and differences across
the AnalysisRegionOfEmployment, shown in Fig. 2.2.7. Without exception in response
to what parts of RMA do you work in, the most common area is ‘Pre Award’, with
globally 37.5% (of n = 3,389) of RMASs covering all the aspects. Almost ubiquitously
RDP was the next most common area (26.8% globally) apart from the US4, where
‘Post Award’ (28.0% of n = 1,075) outstrips RDP (22.2%). This is perhaps surprising,
given the high proportion of leaders in the USA. Although this could potentially be
explained by those leaders focusing on individual aspects or sub-areas of RDP, rather
than macro-areas, which are displayed in this chart. Globally, those who work in all
of the ‘Other Areas’ is a low percentage (4.4%), this is perhaps unsurprising as some of
these areas are at the border of what is generally accepted as RMA, and again, all of
the sub-areas would need to be undertaken for the result to show in JRespFor_Other.
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Fig. 2.2.7. Areas that RMAs Work in (Japanese Taxonomy) by Region.
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A measure of RMA geographic mobility is shown in Fig. 2.2.8 by comparing Coun-
try OfBirth with Country OfEmployment, and shown by AnalysisRegionOfEmployment.
Note that a person that was born in the same country as they currently work, but had
worked elsewhere in between would show as Same, whereas someone born abroad,
perhaps on a trip, but had never ventured outside their country after that would show
as Moved, so this metric should be treated with caution. However, overall 15.9% (of
n = 3,501) of RMAs now work in a country where they were not born. Looking at the
UK the 18.3% (of n = 476) is a little higher than the national average (14.5%"). Oceania
sees the largest mobile workforce with 30.1% (n = 375). The USA (7.1% of n = 1,085)
and the Rest of the World (6.8% of n = 397) have the lowest levels. The latter is difficult
to comment on due to the large variety of countries included, whereas the former dif-
fers greatly from the national USA average of 17.4%.%

The survey included 42 professional associations around the world for RMAs to
indicate their affiliations 26. With which professional organizations are you affiliated?’
When five or more responses to the question ‘26a Other Association(s): Please pro-
vide details’ included a particular association, backcoding the responses provided an
additional 10 associations, giving a total of 52 professional associations. Fig. 2.2.9
shows the number of affiliations RMAs have with different associations (4ssoc_ACU_
Member. Assoc_UIDP_Member, by region AnalysisRegionOfEmployment). Of the
3,582 responses, 53.2% of RMAs have one affiliation, and 15.3% have two affiliations.
Interestingly, as the survey was distributed mainly by INORMS member associations,
25.2% report not having any affiliation with any RMA association. Overall 21.6% of
RMAs have two or more association memberships, but this is skewed by the 35.9% (of
n=1,092) in the US4, and the 23.3% (of n=1,007) in Europe (excluding UK). The
former benefits from a large number of national associations, and the latter from a
pan-European association and a number of national associations.

RMAs were asked to choose their ‘20. Level of Academic Qualification Gained
BEFORE becoming an RMA and DURING your time as an RMA’. Fig. 2.2.10 shows a
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Highest Academic Attainment of RMAs by Region
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Fig. 2.2.10. Highest Academic Qualifications of RMAs, by Region.
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Fig. 2.2.11. Professional Accreditation of RMAs by Regions.

and HighestQualDuring) by AnalysisRegionOfEmployment. Of the RMAs who
responded to this question, 42.0% (n = 3,520) have a Master’s degree, and a further
33.2% have a Doctorate degree, with 19.4% having a Bachelor’s degree. In terms of
Master’s degrees, the largest proportion was in Europe (excluding UK) with 50.7% (of
n =1,003), and the next largest proportion was 47.2% (of n = 1,089) from the USA.
Looking at RMAs with Doctorate degrees, the Rest of the World has the highest pro-
portion (45.8% of n=395) of RMAs with the UK (42.4% of n =476) and Europe
(excluding UK) (40.4% of n =1,003) not far behind. Overall the RMA profession is
highly academically qualified. The high proportion of Doctorates is likely associated
with the number of RMAs who have moved from research with 25.1% (of n = 3,334)
indicating that ‘I was previously an academiclresearcher and moved into research admin-
istration’ being a top factor in their becoming an RMA (see Dutta et al., 2023).

The RAAAP-3 survey also asked ‘21. Please select all professional accreditation that
you have related to research management and administration’. Fig. 2.2.11 is an analysis
of AnyCRA (a computed variable from any positive response to the options PQ_AU_
ARMF . PQ_OTHER) by AnalysisRegionOfEmployment. Across regions, 27.3% (of
n = 3,532) of RMAs had at least one certification. Certification was the highest in the
USA at 41.4% (of n =1,092) and lowest in the UK at 12.4% (of n = 476) and Europe
(excluding UK) at 16.7% (of n = 1,007). This is probably related to the length of time
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that RMA-specific certification has been available in the various regions — nearly
30 years in the US4, and fewer than 10 in the UK and Europe (excluding UK ).

Summary and Reflections

The high number of respondents who included geographic data (n = 3,532) provides
an important illustration of the Research Management and Administration commu-
nity, with interesting insights into the profession around the world.

The profession is dominated by females in all regions of the world, but with less
polarisation in the Rest of the World where RMA is a newer profession than in other
regions. In terms of age range, the largest proportion of respondents entered the pro-
fession between the ages of 25 and 34, followed by the 35—44 age range, with some dif-
ferences between regions of the world. Canada and USA have the largest proportion
of older RMAs in their current role. When contrasting the age range of those entering
their first RMA role and respondents’ current age ranges, the largest proportion of
respondents reported their current age in the 35-44 range, followed by the 45-54 age
range. A possible reason is that the longer you are in the profession, the more opportu-
nities you have to engage in the RMA associations and they were the main dissemina-
tion channel of the survey.

High levels of academic qualifications characterise the RMAs who responded
to the survey, with 42.0% having a Master’s degree, 33.2% a Doctorate degree,
and 19.4% a Bachelor’s degree. The high proportion of Doctorates can possibly be
explained by the 25.1% of RMAs who moved from research into RMA (see Dutta
et al., 2023), suggesting a link between these two professions. The large majority
of respondents (81.4%) reported working in the University context, mostly in a
University — Research Intensive (47.6%), but University — Research Active (23.4%),
University, and Research Institutes (10.4%) also had high proportions of respond-
ents. This could, potentially, be an identity issue, with RMAs who work in other
types of organisations unaware they work in Research Management and Adminis-
tration (see Santos et al., 2023, Chapter 2.5). Overall, the RAAAP-3 survey elicited
responses from RMAs at a broad range of levels of seniority and areas of RMA
work from the various regions of the world. When looking at the level of seniority,
the majority of respondents identified their role as either Manager or Operational.
Though these terms may be interpreted differently in different regions, more people
indicated they work somewhere in the middle of the professional hierarchy, with
fewer selecting Leader and Assisting. Drilling down more, when asked what sub-area
of work they were employed, the most common area was Pre-Award, followed by
Research Development and Policy, and then Post-Award.

Across regions, more than a quarter of all respondents reported having at least one
RMA-specific certification (27.3%). There was variation within the regions, with the
USA having a higher proportion responding in the affirmative (41.4%), this could be
related to the length of time that these certifications have been available. Another indi-
cator of professionalisation is the creation and engagement with RMA professional
associations. As stated above, 42 professional associations were presented as options
in the survey, and another 10 were added due to having 5 or more unique respondents
report an affiliation, for a total of 52 professional associations. Globally, over half
(53.2%) of respondents reported affiliation with one association and over one-fifth
(21.6%) with two or more associations. It is perhaps surprising that over a quarter
(25.2%) reported having no RMA association affiliation given the primary method of
distribution of the survey was through the associations.
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In summary, RMA is a recognised profession across the world, with different levels
of development and maturity in each region’s professional communities. Even given
these differences in maturity, it is clear that RMA is ubiquitous, and supports all
elements of the research lifecycle.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the thousands of research managers and administrators around
the world who took the time to complete the survey. In particular the authors would
like to acknowledge the various RAAAP-3 champions and their respective associa-
tions in INORMS and beyond for disseminating and promoting the survey.

References

Dutta, M., Oliveira, C. 1., Fischer, M., & Kerridge, S. (2023). Routes into research management and
administration. In S. Kerridge, S. Poli, & M. Yang-Yoshihara (Eds.), The Emerald handbook of
research management and administration around the world (pp. 125-140). Emerald Publishing.

Fischer, M., Kerridge, S., Oliveira, C. 1., & Dutta, M. (2022). RAAAP-3 HIBARMA questionnaire
(Version 3). figshare. https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.20459370.v3

Kerridge, S., Dutta, M., Fischer, M., & Oliveira, C. 1. (2022). RAAAP-3 HIBARMA main dataset.
figshare. https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21120058

Kerridge, S., & Scott, S. F. (2018a). Research administration around the world. Research Management
Review, 23(1), 34.

Poli, S., Kerridge, S., Ajai-Ajagbe, P. A., & Zornes, D. (2023). In S. Kerridge, S. Poli, & M. Yang-
Yoshihara (Eds.), The Emerald handbook of research management and administration around the
world (pp. 141-151). Emerald Publishing.

Santos, J. M. R. C. A., Varela, C., Kerridge, S., & Fischer, M. (2023). Where do RMAs work? In S.
Kerridge, S. Poli, & M. Yang-Yoshihara (Eds.), The Emerald handbook of research management
and administration around the world (pp. 155-166). Emerald Publishing.

Shambrook, J., Lasrado, V., Roberts, T. J., & O’Neal, T. (2015). 2015 Profile of a research administrator.
https://srainternational.org/sites/default/files/documents/Shambrook,%20Jennifer.pdf

Takahashi, M., & Yoshioka-Kobayashi, T. (2016). Understanding URAs in Japan: A conceptual
framework for unified comprehension to diversified roles of URAs. The Journal of Science
Policy and Research Management, 31(2), 223-235.


https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.20459370.v3
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21120058
https://srainternational.org/sites/default/files/documents/Shambrook,%20Jennifer.pdf

Chapter 2.3

Routes into Research Management
and Administration

Madhuri Dutta®, Cristina Oliveird”, Melinda Fischer* and
Simon Kerridge’

“©0000-0002-7220-151X, The George Institute for Global Health, New Delhi, India;

@ Conceptualization, Data curation, Methodology, Visualization, Writing — original draft,
Writing — review & editing

b ©0000-0002-0887-7961, NOVA Information Management School, Lisboa, Portugal;

@ Conceptualization, Data curation, Methodology, Visualization, Writing — original draft,
Writing — review & editing

€ 20000-0003-1503-3369, Clemson University, Clemson, SC, USA,; @ Conceptualization,
Data curation, Methodology, Visualization, Writing — original draft, Writing — review &
editing

4 (0000-0003-4094-3719, University of Kent, Kent, UK; @ Conceptualization, Data cura-
tion, Methodology, Visualization, Writing — original draft, Writing — review & editing

Abstract

This chapter presents results from the ‘How I Became a Research Manager and
Administrator’ (HIBARMA) section of the 2022 Research Administration as a
Profession (RAAAP-3) global survey of Research Managers and Administra-
tors (RMAs). Here we focus on routes into the profession, the skills that were
useful in gaining that first RMA role and the career satisfaction of individuals.
In addition, we look at some of the qualitative feedback from the survey ques-
tions to present an overall picture of the variety of backgrounds and routes that
can lead people to the field of RMA. Finally, illustrative vignettes highlight
the diversity of routes into the profession and some common themes attracting
professionals to ‘the best job of all’ (Andreson, 2016) — Research Management
and Administration.
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Keywords: RAAAP; HIBARMA; career; profession; routes into the profession;
skills; career satisfaction; role

Introduction

Previous surveys (including previous iterations of RAAAP) have provided some
information about routes into the profession. There have been a few recent initiatives
for collecting testimonials and personal stories that have added colour and context.
This chapter will summarise these findings and initiatives and focus on the results of
the third iteration of the RAAAP survey which included a section on HIBARMA.
We will look at various types of backgrounds and skills that RMAs brought with
them to the profession, along with their level of knowledge about what this field
entails. We will explore career satisfaction and perceived challenges. Finally, we will
present some excerpts from respondents’ text, highlighting a few of the fascinating
background stories, along with a few of their reasons for entering the profession,
frustrations, and passion for the field of research management and administra-
tion and the RMA community. Overall, we will see that while there are some com-
mon routes into the profession, RMAs can come from just about any conceivable
background.

Methodology

RAAAP-3 is the third iteration of the Research Administration as a Profession survey,
initially funded by NCURA (Kerridge & Scott, 2018a). The first survey was conducted
in 2016, and the second in 2019, but the focus of this chapter is the 2022 survey. Each
survey included common elements in relation to RMA demographics as well as a guest
section. For this third iteration, the additional questions (Fischer et al., 2022) focused
on its routes into the profession, giving RAAAP-3 the subtitle ‘HIBARMA’ (How I
Became a Research Manager and Administrator). As with the previous iteration, the
survey was endorsed by the International Network of Research Management Societies
(INORMS). As such, the 20 or so member organisations were committed to dissemi-
nating the survey to their members. While exact numbers are difficult to derive due to
overlapping memberships, it is estimated that the survey was distributed to around
30,000 individuals.

The survey was constructed with feedback from INORMS members in the latter
half of 2021, received ethical/IRB approval from the co-principal investigators’ insti-
tutions, and then tested before launch in January 2022. It remained open until May
2022, to allow the various associations to schedule reminders into their standard com-
munications schedules.

Following the survey closure a process of data cleansing, anonymising, and limited
back coding was undertaken — for example, when a country was not selected but an
institution was provided.

Results

In total, there were 5,076 responses (Kerridge, Dutta, et al., 2022), however, only 3,532
provided geographic location from 66 countries (Country OfEmployment). As for pre-
vious RAAAP survey iterations, these were grouped into the following AnalysisRe-
gionofEmployment: 30.9% (of n = 3,532) from the USA4; 28.5% from Europe (excluding
UK); 13.5% from the UK; 10.8% from Oceania; 5.0% from Canada; and 11.3% from
all other areas, aggregated into Rest of the World.
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The following results focus on the questions related to entrance into the Research
Management and Administration Profession, included either in Part A of the survey
or Part C, specially dedicated to understanding — How I Became a Research Manager
and Administrator (HIBARMA). As mentioned before, this is not a representative
sample of the RMAs around the world, but, taking into consideration the high num-
ber of completed responses obtained, it is still a useful snapshot of the profession and
the only study bringing together data from the different regions of the world. The
results presented could then lead to further studies and discussions on the matter.

When asked, see Fig. 2.3.1, ‘17. How did you come to work in research management
and administration?” (JoinRAReason) across the world (AnalysisRegionOfEmploy-
ment), more than half (59.2% of n = 3,523) reported that they came to the profession
because it was a job they Applied for (‘perhaps one of many when you were looking
for a job’), indicating many may not have been seeking out RMA when they applied.
The largest proportions of those who just Applied were in the UK (70.8% of n = 476)
and in Canada (68.9% of n=177). It is worth noting that coming to the profession
by intentional Choice was the second highest response in general (21.2%) in all the
analysed regions except in the USA4, where Other reasons (14.9% of n = 1,090) to come
into the profession was a little higher than by Choice (13.5%). Coming to the profes-
sion because of being Moved by the leadership or supervisor (not by choice) was the
least common reported option overall (8.7%). This observation holds true for each
region, except in the Rest of the World where almost a quarter of respondents (23.5%
of n = 396) reported being moved to the profession.

Considering that most of the respondents came to the profession just because a job
was available, it is worth trying to understand what made them apply for the position.

With the next question, see Fig. 2.3.2, *18. How important were the following factors
to move into research management and administration?’, respondents were asked to rank
several factors that contributed to their move into RMA. When analysing all the fac-
tors, the only one considered by the majority of respondents to be ‘5 Really important/
relevant’ or ‘4’ (5 and 4 on the 5-point Likert-type scale) was ‘It was a profession I felt
my skills would be a good match for’ (JoinRASkillsMatch) (69.1% of n = 3,436). Follow-
ing that, the fact that ‘A4 position was available, so I applied and got the job, even though
1 did not have any experience’ (JoinRAJust Applied) was rated 5 or 4 on the Likert-type
scale for almost half of the respondents (47.9% of n = 1,610). The next most common

How did you come to work in RMA by Region
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Fig. 2.3.1. Routes into RMA by Region.
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Fig. 2.3.2. Factors to Become an RMA by the Scale of Relevance.

factors were ‘I wanted to work at this particular UniversitylCollegeletc ..." (JoinRAUni)
(34.2% of n=3,317) and ‘I was previously an academiclresearcher and moved into
research administration’ (JoinRAResearcher) (33.4% of n = 3,334). While some factors
are highly important, it seems that all these factors were important to some.

When analysing these factors in the different regions of the world (Analysis-
RegionOfEmployment) and considering the top two responses on the Likert-type scale,
we do not see many differences across the world, Table 2.3.1. However, for ‘It was a
profession I was interested in while studying’ (JoinRAlInterested), which was the least
important factor overall (13.5%), was one of the top reasons for the Rest of the World
region (37.6% of n = 370). This suggests, perhaps counterintuitively, that while RMA
is a somewhat hidden profession in most of the world, even where it has been around
for over 50 years such as in the US4 and Canada, in other parts of the world where it
is newer, there is more visibility.

Considering that most of the respondents reported that the matching of skills was
relevant or very relevant to their move into the RMA profession, it is then useful to
explore what these skills are.

When asked ‘36. What skillslexperience do you believe helped you get your first RM A
role?’, respondents could select from a list of 15 different skills/experiences, plus ‘Other
(please give details)’, Table 2.3.2. The top five skills selected by the respondents across
the world were ‘Organisational skills’ (SkillOrganisational) (72.1% of 3,465), ‘Commu-
nication skills’ (SkillComms) (69.7%), ‘Motivation to learn new things’ (SkillLearning)
(67.8%), ‘Team playerlpersonable’ (SkillTeam) (63.3%), and ‘Attention to detail’
(SkillDetail) (63.1%). On the other hand, the least selected skill was ‘Training/Certi-
fication in some aspect of RMA’ (Skill Training) (8.0%), probably suggesting that very
few respondents come to the profession already possessing training or certification in

RMA subjects, rather than that those certifications are not valued.

There is not much regional variation in these top-rated skills with the notable excep-
tion of Rest of the World. There, the top attribute was Research experience (Skill-
Research) (57.3% of n=1391) and the second most useful was Interest in Research
(SkillResearchInterest) (52.7%). Perhaps a greater tradition in moving to the RMA
profession from previous research positions may explain that divergence. A noticeable
outlier is the importance of ‘Prior experience in international contexts’ (Skilllnterna-
tional) which for Europe (excluding UK) at 39.2% (of n = 990) is much higher than the
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Table 2.3.1.  Factors considered important for becoming an RMA by Region
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9.4% | 13.7% | 8.9% | 37.6% | 8.0% | 9.3% | 13.5%

profession (a)

Matched my skills (b)| 71.1% | 70.2% | 66.6% | 63.8% | 72.5% | 69.0% | 69.1%

It was a temporary

26.8% | 25.2% | 28.5% | 24.9% | 21.3% | 17.7% | 22.7%
role (c)

A friend

. 22.6% | 19.3% | 25.5% | 26.5% | 16.0% | 26.0% | 22.6%
recommended it (d)

A position was

. 49.4% | 48.5% | 49.7% | 40.7% | 45.6% | 49.7% | 47.9%
available (e)

Moved from research

) 37.4% | 44.5% | 33.6% | 44.3% | 37.7% | 16.7% | 33.4%

Moved from other

. 24.7% | 20.3% | 31.7% | 27.2% | 31.3% | 23.8% | 25.1%
admin (g)

Wanted a local job (h)| 30.4% | 19.2% | 19.7% | 13.0% | 31.3% | 29.2% | 24.0%

Wanted to work at

. . .| 36.8% | 28.5% | 30.0% | 35.7% | 31.9% | 41.1% | 34.2%
this organisation (i)

Some other reason (z)| 30.5% | 15.5% | 20.1% | 18.3% | 24.9% | 21.4% | 20.0%
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Table 2.3.2. Skills and experiences that helped to get the first RMA role by Region
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Research experience| 59.7% | 47.0% | 43.0%| 57.3% | 48.3% | 25.2% | 41.9%
RMA| 42.0%| 35.7% | 23.3% | 33.2% | 28.0% | 30.7% [ 31.8%

Trainin

ining/ | o 506 | 9.6% | 5.6% |17.6%| 2.8% | 6.0% | 8.0%

Certification

Multitasking| 65.9% | 61.7%| 51.1%| 46.8% | 58.5% | 63.7% [ 59.2%

Attention to detail| 77.8%| 48.4% | 68.7% | 44.0% | 62.9% | 79.6% | 63.1%

Organizational skills| 76.1%| 73.2% | 77.0% | 47.1% | 78.8% | 75.0% | 72.1%

Interest in Research| 71.0%| 57.2% | 55.1% | 52.7% | 60.0% | 40.2% | 52.3%

Research
organisation | 64.8% | 52.5% | 57.2%| 39.9% | 55.9% | 37.9% | 48.2%
experience

Team Player| 68.8% | 58.4% [ 66.3% [ 40.9% [ 69.1% | 71.8% | 63.3%

Data interpretation| 55.1%| 45.8% | 53.7% | 39.6% | 63.3% | 57.6% [ 52.4%

Communication skills| 75.6% | 60.9% | 77.5% | 51.4% | 77.8% | 77.2% | 69.7%

Learning new things| 64.2% | 68.3% | 58.8% | 51.4% | 64.0% | 76.2% | 67.0%

International skills| 14.2% | 39.2% | 13.9%| 17.9% | 16.5%| 6.8% | 19.8%

Problem Solving| 63.6%| 56.5% | 62.8% | 41.2% | 61.7% | 68.4% | 60.1%

Integrity| 60.2% | 45.6% | 50.0% | 46.8% | 44.1% | 64.6% | 52.6%

Service Culture| 44.9% | 39.1% | 46.3%| 27.9% | 34.7% | 48.8% | 41.3%

Other skills| 8.0% | 6.2% [11.8%] 3.3% | 7.4% | 10.7%| 8.1%
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other regions. It is also interesting to observe the differences across the world concern-
ing the number of skills highlighted as relevant by at least 50% of its respondents. In
Canada and in Oceania, 11 skills were selected by more than 50% of its respondents,
in UK this number was 10, in USA 9, in Europe (excluding UK) 8, but in the Rest of
the World only 4 skills were selected by more than 50% respondents from this region.

Considering that across the world more than half of respondents (59.2% of
n = 3,523) came to the profession because ‘It was a job I applied for (perhaps one of
many when you were looking for a job’ (Applied), we thought it would be interesting to
understand what their initial career plan was before becoming an RMA.

When asked ‘34. What career did you intend to pursue before becoming an RMA?’
(CareerPlan), across the world, more than a quarter (28.4% of n = 3,288) wanted to
pursue a 3. Scientific career, the next most popular career area was 16. Education
(16.0%, n=525) and 13.6% (n = 447) reported they had No plan for their career.
Careers in /4. Administration (9.7%,), 17. Health (6.4%), and 11. Finance (6.1%) was
the next most popular career areas plans for RMAs when they started thinking about
possible professions.

Note that, in both Tables 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 where no individual cell in a column exceeded
4.0%, those columns were combined (in order to reduce the number of columns in the
table, and hence aid readability) into the first column show (1.9,12,20.21 — Various).
Also, note that none of the columns had all 0.0% entries.

Similar results are obtained when comparing the CareerPlan in the different regions
across the world (AnalysisRegionOfEmployment). Pursuing a 13. Scientific career was
the top initial career plan in all regions, followed by a career in 16. Education was
the second most selected career, except in the UK where the option No plan occu-
pied the second position (24.2% of n = 454). It is also worth noting that in the US4
a career in /1. Financial had a relatively high proportion of responses (11.6% of
n = 1,033), coming in third with the same number of responses as No plan.

Clearly a large proportion of RMAs did not plan a career in Research Management
and Administration. Looking at their most recent career area might shed some light
onto how they found their way into the profession. For that, respondents were asked
‘Thinking about what you did before you became a research manager and administrator,
for the (up to 3) most important roleljobs that you had, please indicate the approximate
number of years, select the best fit of industry sector for your role (not your employer
as a whole), ... and here we look at the responses to ‘Most Recent pre-RMA role’
(PreRMARoleAreaRecent).

The results are similar to the responses regarding career plans, with almost one-
quarter of the respondents working in the /3. Scientific (23.5% of n=2,802) area
before coming to the RMA profession, followed by the area of 16. Education (22.7%)
and with /4. Administration (20.7%) becoming more prominent. A possible explana-
tion is that a great proportion of RMAs started by working in the University (part
of 16. Education) sector and then moved to Research Management and Administra-
tion — worldwide 81.4% (of n = 3,527) RMAs work in Universities — see the discussion
of InstitutionCharacter2 in Chapter 2.2, Oliveira, Fischer, et al. (2023).

We do see that RMAs can come from any sector into the profession. Considering
this diversity, it can be important to understand ‘35. What were the top challenges in
your initial role in RMA?’. For this question, respondents were asked to select from a
list of nine challenges, with the option to identify Other challenges and to register that
No challenges were faced.
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Career planned before being an RMA by Region
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Rest of World
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1. Agriculture

0.6%

2. Mining
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0.0%

3. Manufacturing

2.7%

0.5%

4. Electricity

0.5%

0.0%

5. Water supply

2.5%

0.0%

6. Construction

1.1%

0.0%

7. Retail

0.5%

0.3%

8. Transportation

0.5%

0.1%

9. Accommodation

0.3%

0.3%

10. Information

7.1%

3.1%

11. Financial

3.6%

11.6%

12. Real estate

0.0%

0.4%

13. Scientific

29.0%

20.3%

14. Administration

6.6%

10.8%

15. Public administration

4.9%

2.6%

16. Education

18.3%

17.4%

17. Health

6.6%

9.5%

18. Arts

0.8%

5.4%

19. Other services

3.8%

5.0%

20. Homeworking

0.0%

0.1%

21. Overseas

0.8%

0.3%

No plan

7.1%

11.6%
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Table 2.3.4. Area of most recent job before RMA by Region
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4.7% | 6.7% | 3.1% | 12.3%| 3.5% | 2.5% | 5.1%

10. Information| 0.6% | 4.1% | 3.7% | 7.1% | 3.3% | 3.1% | 3.8%

11. Financial| 4.7% | 4.2% | 3.7% | 3.6% | 1.8% | 11.6%| 6.1%

13. Scientific| 27.9%] 35.3%| 33.3%| 29.0%| 28.9%| 20.3%| 28.4%

14. Administration| 8.7% | 9.8% | 11.6%| 6.6% | 8.1% | 10.8%| 9.7%

15. Public
administration

4.1% | 4.6% | 25% | 4.9% | 1.5% | 2.6% | 3.3%

16. Education| 25.6%| 12.0%| 14.1%| 18.3%| 16.5%| 17.4%| 16.0%

17. Health| 6.4% | 3.3% | 7.3% | 6.6% | 4.6% | 9.5% | 6.4%

18. Arts| 2.3% | 2.3% | 4.8% | 0.8% | 4.6% | 5.4% | 3.7%

19. Other services| 3.5% | 3.6% | 3.7% | 3.8% | 2.9% | 5.0% | 4.0%

No plan| 11.6%| 14.1%| 12.1%| 7.1% | 24.2%| 11.6%| 13.6%
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Across the world, the top challenges reported by the respondents were the ‘Lack
of knowledge, expertise’ (ChallengeLack OfKnowledge) (59.9% of n = 3,446), the ‘Lack
of training’ (ChallengeLack OfTraining) (43.1%), the ‘Unclear career frameworkljob
architecture at the institution’ (ChallengeCareer) (34.3%), and ‘Not having a profes-
sional network for support’ (ChallengeNoNetwork) (30.5%). The selection of these as
top challenges can be related to the fact that most of the respondents came to the
profession without a previous experience or knowledge about it, or specialised train-
ing. The absence of a clear career framework, and many times clarification about the
profession and its roles, is also an added difficulty, intrinsically related to the ‘Lack
of professional recognition/lack of respect’ (Challenge Recognition) (21.3%, n = 735). A
very low number of respondents (4.8%) reported ‘I had no challenges’ (ChallengeNone)
in their first role as RMA.

Across the world (AnalysisRegionOfEmployment), similar challenges are faced by
RMA professionals (Table 2.3.5). It is particularly interesting to observe that, even
in regions where the profession exists for a longer period, such as in the USA and
Canada, the ‘Unclear career frameworkljob architecture at the institution’ is reported
by the respondents to be in the top three challenges. One notable regional difference
is for the challenge ‘Not a permanent position’ (Challenge Permanent) (23.3%) which is
much lower in the US4 (6.8% of n = 1,048). This could be related to the mainstream-
ing of RMAs due to the age of the profession in the US, but this is not reflected in
Canada (33.0% of 176) where permanency is a sizeable issue for those joining the ranks
of RMA.

Regardless of the challenges mentioned above, and when asked ‘37. Are you satis-
fied with your career choice in RMA?’, most of the respondents are satisfied with their
career choice ‘Yes® (56.3% of n=3,474) or ‘Mainly’ (34.3%). Combining these two
responses gives an overall career satisfaction of 90.6%, as compared to the responses
for ‘A little’ (5.0%), ‘No’ (1.2%), and ‘Not Applicable — this is just a job, not a
career’ (3.2%).

Taking this metric of RMA career satisfaction (Career Satisfaction = Yes or
Mainly), then satisfaction ranges from 94.1% (of n = 1,002) in the US4 to 86.5% (of
n = 385) in the Rest of the World, as shown in Fig. 2.3.3.

Case Studies

Through the RAAAP-3 survey, not only did we obtain rich quantitative data as
above, but also insights from real-life experiences of RMAs reflecting some of
their interesting background stories, biggest challenges, and enthusiasm for this
profession.

For instance, when participants were asked to provide detailed information on
their previous roles before they became an RMA, there was a free text box ‘33a.
Please give details’. We received some responses that reflected traditional career
paths of higher education, doctoral study, and research. However, we also obtained
responses from those arriving from very different sectors, for example, journalists,
national park rangers, the retail industry, theatre artists, etc. This supports the
premise that RMA is an area where transferable skills are important. Below are
some quotes from RMAs, together with their personal context. Note that emphasis
has been added by the authors.
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Table 2.3.5. Top challenges in the initial role in RMA by Region
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No Network| 27.3%| 34.1%| 25.9%| 36.6% | 28.5%| 27.9% | 30.5%

Lack of

58.0% | 56.7% | 55.3% | 54.0% | 53.8% | 69.8% | 59.9%
Knowledge

Lack of training| 44.3%| 41.9% | 36.9% | 48.8% | 33.8% | 48.2% | 43.1%

Understanding

21.6%| 17.2%| 27.5%| 24.8% | 25.5%| 25.6% | 23.1%
the culture

New profession| 20.5% | 27.3%| 12.9% | 23.3%| 20.9% | 16.3% | 20.7%

Lack of
professional| 22.2% | 26.0% | 17.5% | 19.4%| 21.7%| 18.7% | 21.3%
recognition

No permanent

. 33.0%| 31.1%| 31.8%| 25.8% | 31.5%| 6.8% | 23.3%
position

Unclear Career
Framework
Lack of
institutional| 21.0% | 28.6% | 14.0%| 28.4% | 17.7%| 16.4%| 21.4%
policies

35.2%( 36.3%| 31.0% | 35.0% | 38.3% | 31.3% | 34.3%

Other Challenge| 18.2%( 10.4%| 17.3%| 6.1% | 16.4%| 13.7%| 12.9%

No challenge| 5.7% | 5.0% | 8.4% | 2.6% | 3.8% | 4.5% | 4.8%
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RMA Career Satfisfaction by Region
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Fig. 2.3.3. RMA Career Satisfaction by Region.

‘I was working as a consultant with The Economist Intelligence Unit ( Economist
Impact today) prior to my current RMA, and before that as a public servant in the
city hall of the largest city in Latin America’.

This professional has been employed in an operational role for less than 5 years.
They started as a Research Assistant, developed an impact framework, and
presently work as a Research Impact Officer.

‘Most recent pre-RM A role: Interpreter (in the sense of resource education) at a
historic site. Other pre-RMA role: Various one-off projects for state parks. Longest-
ago pre-RMA role: Trail work and similar duties in federal parks and forests’.

This RMA is in an operational role for 10-14 years. Within the RMA profession,
they started as a Principal Investigator of a USAID-funded project in the peace
corps. Now they work in export compliance.

‘I have worked in Mental Health since 1995. I was a psychotherapist in private
practice for the past 8 years. I was a home based therapist with court involved youth
for the 8 years before that. I was in graduate school before that. I was a substance
abuse counselor for 8 years before that’.

This professional has recently started their career as an RMA, supporting pre- and
post-award duties.

‘TVIFilm editor, previously swimming teacher and swim programme manager’.

As an RMA for the past 5 years, this professional is now working in a permanent
position as a Research Manager in a clinical trials unit within a higher education
organisation.

‘In New Jersey, I had been a certified Probation Officer within the Cumberland
County’s community service program with a caseload of adults and juveniles that

1 placed in positions to complete their court mandated hours, handled compliance,
reports, and closing cases. Prior to that I was a certified Probation Investigator within
the IV-D ( Child Support Unit) where I worked a caseload of 600-700 orders. ...
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For 4-years, I worked international exports of veneer logs to Italy, Germany, Japan,
Taiwan etc. I handled the financial end of the business (the books, payroll, insurance,
and contracts). During the summer, when the sap ran, I worked part time and
attended college to finish BA. This was a fascinating job, where I dealt with business
men primarily, and included instances of death, theft and murder’.

A seasoned RMA for the past 30 years, this professional is a Research
Administrator IT and in a managerial role in their organisation.

When asked to provide ‘17a. Please give details’ following the question ‘/7. How
did you come to work in research management and administration?’, the responses were
equally insightful. Some mentioned that it happened accidentally, some joined simply
due to the availability of a position or a stable salarys; still others felt that RMA offered
better work life balance.

‘Fell into RM A somewhat accidently — I was sessionally teaching and took a short
fixed term opportunity in RMA over the summer. Ended up thoroughly enjoying it and
before I knew it, I was in deep’.

An RMA for the past 9 years, this professional initially started as grants
development support and is now a functional and programmatic lead for all
library-delivered research support at their organisation.

‘I had a rich experience with project management outside academia, I also worked
as a project management lecturer at university for a while (before maternity leave),
and I had experience of working in a Tech. startup. I was looking for a stable enough
work environment where I could use and further develop my skills and combine them
with my family duties (work-life balance). I had no idea RMAs were a “Thing”, but
I'm very excited about the whole movement now. I also started studying my second
Masters in Research Management. I love this course’.

This RMA has been a Project Administrator for the past 3 years.

‘I moved into this after having children — I found research administration more family
fiiendly. I was able to find a part time job (almost impossible in other research roles)
and it seemed less dog eat dog competitive — I knew I didn’t have the time or stamina
to compete with those without children. I actually discovered I enjoyed it more than
research so I stayed’.

As a Project Manager for an NTHR-sponsored project, this RMA has been in this
profession for the past 3 years.

‘I was just an administrative assistant. Until we had a researcher panicking and yelling
in the hallway one day because they had a proposal due that day and his admin didn’t
know what to dolhow to help. I stepped in, calmed him down, and helped get the
proposal submitted. It hasn’t stopped since’.

This RMA started as an Administrative Assistant in the department of Chemistry
in their organisation 15-19 years ago. Currently, in a leadership position, they work
as Manager for Training & Development in Sponsored Projects Services.

‘I applied for the role of Impact Officer when I finished a fixed-term lectureship
(which came straight after my PhD ). I felt my expertise in participation in theatre
would translate well to impact work, but it has been even more fitting a role that I
thought when 1 first applied to it. When I applied I didn’t consider it as a longer term
career, but now that my role has broadened in terms of responsibility and includes
research it has become my preferred career path’.
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This RMA started as an Impact Officer 4 years back. This is their first RMA role
and they manage and support research impact for their university.

We were also interested to find out why some RMAs remained in their career of
service for a long time ‘19b. If you would like to provide more information (on why you
stayed or why you are planning on leavinglhave left research administration) please do
so’. What makes them stick to this profession? Some were in this sector for their love of
research and new learning, some with the ability to be supportive to others, and a few
liked the salary this profession offered. Some also provided their perceptions, positive
and negative, on how researchers and faculty members view RMAs.

‘I'don’t think I'm naturally inclined towards a service role but I like that I get to
exercise creativity, autonomy, critical thinking, writing skills and don’t think many
non-research professions would offer the intellectual and collegial advantages of this
one. I also appreciate the role’s flexibility — there’s always room to innovative, propose
new initiatives, etc. (at least where I am, with supportive management ). Finally,
having built a portfolio career across pre- and post-award, [ feel there are decent
opportunities to continue to seek interesting work’.

This professional has been an RMA for the past 9 years. They work in a senior
pre-award research support role providing capacity building and proposal
development support to collaborative projects, mostly European Union.

‘I'm excited about this profession, enjoyed all research projects I have been working
on so far, and I still see a lot of unexplored potential in the research infrastructures in
our geographical region, these are my reasons to stay’.

A seasoned RMA for more than 10 years, this professional started as an
administrative support to certain scientific committees and currently is managing
an EU-funded project as consortium coordinator.

‘NCURA has become like a family to me. At one point I lost my job and was looking
outside research administration. The thought of losing my NCURA friends was very
depressing. Thank goodness I found another job!’

An RMA for more than 30 years, this professional started as an accountant in a
central university office and is currently providing broad administrative support to
a large, well-funded Principal Investigator’s lab.

‘Working in research administration seems to have changed in ways that now

are making me reconsider staying in the field. Despite the major role research
administration plays in supporting faculty and other university research, as well as
enabling funding for universities, it seems research administration staff are treated
generally poorly — a high, unrelenting work demand partnered with lack of respect
from faculty and administrators. This plays out in office space, salaries, insufficient
funding and other support, lack of support by higher administration to deal with
Sfaculty behaviour, and so on. Sadly, a younger women in this field (who recently

also completed her PhD) commented to me that it seemed increasing like a female
ghetto. Are men choosing this field? What rolesllevels are they working in research
administration, and how long do they stay before moving on andlor up? Why does the
field appear to largely attract women? I've enjoyed my career in the field, particularly
the problem solving and variety, but the opportunity to work remotely and have time
to think during COVID has made me reconsider continuing’.
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An RMA for more than 20 years, this professional has been Director of the
Research Office for over a decade. Initially starting their career as a Research
Associate, they moved onto an Assistant Director’s role before their current
position.

‘I feel that the job matches my strengths and experience and I love the conviviality of
my team. There is always something new to learn. Going fully digital has been a great
learning experience and our systems will be updated shortly. I'm looking forward to
being part of the team implementing the new system’.

This professional has been an RMA for the past 9 years. They support grants
management as a full-time RMA in their university. They are also involved in
training and capacity building new team members.

Itishoped that analyses of these inputs could inform institutional/university leaderships,
allowing them to design systems that make RMAs feel more valued in their profession.

Conclusions

RMASs come from every different kind of background imaginable. Skill sets and paths
into the profession are noticeably varied. Looking back at the various topics covered,
though, some themes do begin to emerge. Only just over a fifth (21.2% of 3,523) inten-
tionally joined the RMA profession, with nearly three times as many (59.2%) happen-
ing upon it. The profession is in some ways hidden and unknown.

Over a quarter (25.1% of 3,334) reported that they had moved from research into
research administration, finding it to be family friendly and having more job stability
than a series of research contracts.

Certainly some of the skills would be transferable from a research background, but
also from many other fields. Over two thirds (69.1% of n = 3,436) of respondents said
they entered RMA because they believed ‘18. ... It was a profession I felt my skills would
be a good match for’ (4+5 on the 5-point Likert-type scale). Without exception this was
the top reason across regions, ranging from 72.5% (of n = 469) of UK respondents
believing their skills would transfer well, to 63.8% (of n = 376) in the Rest of the World.

When asked about these skills, it is not surprising that the following skills were
selected as the most relevant by most regions: ‘Organisational skills’, ‘Communica-
tion skills’, *Motivation to learn new things’, ‘Team player/personable’, and ‘ Attention
to detail’. In contrast with these soft/transferable skills being important, the ‘Lack of
knowledge, expertise’ was the biggest challenge for new RMAs (59.9% of 3,446). In an
ever-changing ecosystem, full of rapidly evolving technologies and policies, this may
be a persistent issue. Even with the initial learning curve, 9 out of 10 RMAs were satis-
fied (Yes — 56.3% (of 3,458) or Mainly 34.3%) with their career choice.

Reviewing the quotes from some of the responses, the breadth of the collective
backgrounds and identities of RMAs becomes apparent. There is no one clear path to
the profession, but many, and a multitude of experiences to be gained along the way
and shared with the broader RMA community. The passion many feel for their profes-
sion and community resonates in these excerpts.
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Abstract

This chapter explores the results of an international survey (RAAAP-2) to pro-
vide global insight into research management and administration (RMA) as a
relatively new field of investigation within the area of higher education manage-
ment (HEM). Building on that extensive survey, the purpose of this chapter is to
investigate qualitatively how and why people become and remain research manag-
ers and administrators, focussing primarily on their skills, roles, and career paths.
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Findings from the analysis confirm that a career in RMA is rarely an
intentional choice and can be described as labyrinthine, which could be even
compared and contrasted with a concertine academic career described by
Whitchurch et al. (2021). While conclusions confirm the gender implications of
the profession, which is overall highly ‘female’; further conclusion sheds light
on RMAs across regions and suggests how this varied ecosystem could even
undermine the recognition of RMA as a profession.

Keywords: Research management and administration; profession;
professionalism; insider research; labyrinthine career; societal ethos; Research
Administration as a Profession

1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to explore how and why people become and remain
research managers and administrators, and in doing so, explore the skills, roles, and
career paths that enable a transition into and within the field of RMA. In connection
with this purpose, the chapter also provide some insights into the level of professional-
isation of RMAs in different regions throughout the world as allowed by the extensive
RAAAP-2 dataset (Kerridge, Ajai-Ajagbe, et al., 2022).

The chapter builds on the work of the Research Administration as a Profession
(RAAAP) study (Kerridge & Scott, 2016, 2018a), by further investigating the qualita-
tive component of the RAAAP-2 dataset, to explore issues relating to the professional
identity of RMAs. The dataset includes responses from individuals in research institutes,
research funding organisations, colleges, the private sector, and universities — though the
overwhelming majority of responses are from the latter group. The identities of RMAs
working outside academia are explored, for example, by Santos et al. (2023, Chapter 2.5).

1.1. Objective of the Study

Research management and administration is one of the managerial functions we find
not only in universities but also in an array of research institutions. However, the field
of investigation on RMA is inextricably linked with the broader and more general area
of HEM and with its vast body of knowledge; this does not mean, though, to exclude
any practitioners from any other sector from this view.

Moving from functions to individuals, the distinction between the broad field
of HEM and this sub-field of RMA is also made to include RMAs as one of the
occupational groups supporting research activities in the HE sector (Hockey &
Allen-Collinson, 2009; Shelley, 2010).

Regarding conceptual clarification (Evans, 2002) of the doing and doers in RMA,
there is no one simple or standard occupational definition for RMA. Some define
RMA via the roles of individuals working in the area (Beasley, 2006), while oth-
ers point to what these individuals do in their leading or managing research (Chro-
nister & Killoren, 2006). When we talk about ‘research management’ or ‘research
administration’, therefore, we refer to the same area of work. It should be noted that
the differences in terms adopted to describe those who work in this area may reflect
some cultural norms, for example, we refer to ‘research administration’ in the USA
and to ‘research management and administration’ in the UK (Kerridge, 2021a).
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2. Literature Review

The chapter focuses on RMA to further explore the RAAAP-2 dataset and so gain
a further level of understanding of roles, skills, and career paths of the workforce of
RMAs in each region.

Noting views that it is still debateable refer to RMA as a definitive profession (Ago-
stinho et al., 2018; Dunleavy et al., 2019; Langley, 2012; Poli, 2018a; Poli et al., 2014;
Poli & Toom, 2013; Starbuck, 2014), in this chapter, we have adopted the term ‘profes-
sion’ refer to individuals in relation to their work in RMA because RMA already fulfils
several ‘profession’ criteria, for example, the promotion of advanced qualifications, the
establishment of professional associations, and an academic voice for the professional
community (Lewis, 2014).

The wide range perspective adopted in this chapter mirrors the growing number
of studies investigating RMA globally; these studies have covered regions through-
out Europe, from the UK (Allen-Collinson, 2009; Derrick & Nickson, 2014; Kerridge,
2012; Langley, 2012; Shelley, 2010) to Portugal (Agostinho et al., 2018; Trindade &
Agostinho, 2014; Vidal et al., 2015), from Italy (Poli, 2011; Romano & Albanesi, 2021)
to Sweden (Widforss & Rosqvist, 2015); and internationally from Japan (Ito & Watan-
abe, 2017) to Canada (Acher et al., 2019) through Southern Africa (Williamson et al.,
2020), to mention but a few.

The studies above have been varied in their coverage of topics, spanning from career
paths (Lewis, 2014; Regan & Graham, 2018) to the debate on RMA as a profession
(Acker et al, 2019; Carter & Langley, 2009; Langley, 2012; Schiitzenmeister, 2010; Wil-
liamson et al., 2020), and from professional frameworks to the foundation steps to
foster the professionalisation of the community (Green & Langley, 2009; Williamson
et al., 2020), among others. One further line of inquiry has focussed on university
administrators that are more frequently women and also on RMA as a female profes-
sion (Allen-Collinson, 2007, 2009; Eveline, 2005; Krug, 2015; Losinger, 2015; Pearson,
2008; Ricketts & Pringle, 2014; Simpson & Fitzgerald, 2014; Szekeres, 2004). This evi-
dence of a profession that is largely female is likely to arise from ‘unacknowledged
value’ (Angervall et al., 2015), but also from dynamics of micropolitics, or the perva-
siveness of gentleman’s clubs or also from a set of gendered cultural barriers preventing
women from accessing the most senior roles in academic and professional leadership
(Morley, 1999, 2008; O’Connor, 2015) so to mirror the predominant male academic
world. In the USA, for example, Shambrook et al. (2015) indicate that research admin-
istration has changed over time from a male-dominated to a female-dominated field.
Internationally, about 77% of research administrators identify as female (Kerridge &
Scott, 2018a), and in Canada, the figure is even higher at 81% (Zornes, 2019). To be
noted how this trend of feminisation of the profession is not equalised in leadership
roles where there is international evidence that men are over-represented (Kerridge &
Scott, 2018a, pp. 26-27) revealing the ‘glass ceiling’.

3. Methods

This section of the chapter describes the method in use, that is, work-based or practi-
tioner research. Work-based research simply refers to the researcher’s context (Costley
et al., 2010; Guzman-Valenzuela, 2016) where organisational, professional, and even
personal contexts are likely to influence the way work-based research is conducted. In
this sense, work-based research is likely to engage with a wide range of sources (Costley
et al., 2010; Whitchurch, 2006) spanning from professional, such as conference proceed-
ings and institutional reports, to academic, peer-reviewed research and beyond.
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One of the primary concerns when conducting work-based research refers to the
definition of an audience we are speaking to (Costley et al., 2010); this definition helps
ensure that motivations and contributions of the work-based research undertaken are
fully considered and overtime questioned.

After clarifying for whom this study is written, the next aim is to explain the leading
epistemological and ontological elements that lie behind the analysis conducted in this
chapter. Following Crotty (1998), we adhere to social constructivism as the epistemol-
ogy, and to interpretivism as the theoretical perspective.

In addition, to the choice of social constructivism, we explain how the chapter is
co-authored by a multicultural team of RMAs, current and past role holders in the
field; as it is, the team shows a variety of characteristics, in research and/or in research
support, meant to partially fulfil the diversity of a social constructivist stance. Thus,
on the one hand, the blend of cultures aims to show the multiple, varied lenses through
which the authors interpret the field of RMA; while on the other hand, are these var-
ied lenses that explain and reinforce the choice of social constructivism and interpre-
tivism as the epistemology and ontology.

The main data collection was the RAAAP-2 dataset, namely, an international survey
that used an online questionnaire (Kerridge et al., 2020) to collect quantitative and quali-
tative responses from RMAs around the world (Kerridge & Scott, 2016, 2018a). The
approach overall adopted is qualitative and grounded in thematic analysis (Creswell &
Clark, 2017; Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Morse, 2010; Robson, 2002). Hence, qualitative
thematic analysis was carried out following Miles and Huberman (1994); in so doing,
recurring themes and patterns were manually coded, while categories of analysis emerg-
ing from the data itself were meant to reflect and align with the purpose of the research,
to be exhaustive and mutually exclusive. Once identified recurring parts of the data and
coding them, we defined codes that have been manually analysed and so included into
categories arranged as ‘a chest of drawers’ (Evans, 2002).

For example, under the subject ‘why people joined research administration’ themes
emerged related to practical, opportunity, skills matched, asked, and other. For the sub-
ject ‘why people have stayed in research administration’ the following themes emerged:
practical, contribution, purpose, and other. Further examples of these themes included
the number and type of roles held; why a person joined research administration; why
they stayed), and then these themes were further disaggregated by region (Analysis
Region of Employment: UK; USA; Canada; Oceania; Europe [excluding UK]; and Rest
of the World region [including South and Central America, Asia, and Africa]), so to
provide a more insightful perspective on data to readers from all these regions. All
these themes were used across regions for comparisons and contrast.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1.1. Why People Join the Profession

Overall, when asked how they came to work in research administration, less than a fifth
made an intentional choice (19.8% of n = 4,313), most fell into the position (59.5%),
and some were moved into an RMA role (9.9%), and the remainder for other reasons.
These proportions varied by region, with only 13.0% (of n = 1,419) choosing the career
in the USA, compared to 27.9% (of n = 1,000) in Europe (excluding UK). This seems to
be counter intuitive as the profession has a much longer history in North America, and
yet is still relatively unknown, or seemingly not initially attractive as a career. This could
however be explained by the apparent correlation with the movement of researchers
into RMA: 15.5% (of n = 1,360) USA respondents indicated (top 2 on a 5-point Likert-
type scale) this was a contributing factor, compared to 46.3% (of n = 955) from Europe
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(excluding UK ). Researchers are perhaps more likely to know about RMAs and actively
consider this as a career move. However, it is clear that RMAs come from a wide variety
of other backgrounds (see Dutta et al., 2023, Chapter 2.3).

Respondents typically felt they possessed the generic skills/experience and/or spe-
cialist skills to work in RMA, however, continuous learning was necessary and inevi-
table due to factors such as ‘organisational context’, and ‘immersion’. RMAs cited
practical reasons for joining the profession including flexibility, security, benefits, loca-
tion, that they needed a job, etc. Many respondents, regardless of region, noted that
they felt their skills matched the requirements for the position with communication
and writing skills being of primary importance.

Responses indicated opportunities and ease of movement between RMA roles as
well as between non-RMA roles and RMA roles. It is not clear whether those who
reported career advancement typically joined RMA when the field was much younger
and smaller. Overall, there appears to be more of a ‘push’ from Research than a ‘pull’
to RMA with respondents indicating that they enjoyed RMA in large part because of
its proximity to research. There was a much less obvious push from regular HE admin
to RMA, with respondents typically reporting that they fell from or were absorbed
into RMA from this area — while also noting that RMA is a more attractive and chal-
lenging area of (HE) admin ... that is, more attractive than regular (HE) admin. How-
ever, concerns were noted overall that an RMAs career is rarely spent in the same
institution or in the same division. As a result, the career in RMA is seldom something
‘that others could follow’ and so its evolution is more often hard to describe, mak-
ing it difficult for individuals to ‘choose’ this career path at the start of their careers.
Furthermore, there are a number of instances of ‘bi-directional’ careers and instances
where individuals have taken more junior positions after holding more senior ones,
moving to other HEISs, or even back to research later in their career.

4.1.2. Why They Stay

Overwhelmingly there were comments regarding the wider purpose/contribution of the
role to the research enterprise. Repeatedly, respondents noted the value of research in
making a difference in society, the role of innovation and the need for innovation, and
that research helps address the world’s problems. Research was described as dynamic,
creative and vital to society, and the role of research administration in contributing to
the effectiveness of research came through in all regions.

There were also strong statements regarding practical reasons for staying including
having a permanent job, pension, benefits, being ‘good’ at the role, close to retirement,
flexibility, and job satisfaction. In the USA, there were a large number of responses
that focused on the networks and relationships that people have within the profession
as a reason they stay with respondents citing strong networks, a great boss, great col-
leagues, team atmosphere, and an ability to mentor as it seems to be in a variety of
other jobs. There were concerns raised throughout the responses focused on challenges
with the profession, including comments such as there being limited recognition of the
role, that it is a very stressful role, insecurity in some regions as a result of cuts, pres-
sure by the administration to work evenings and weekends, and concerns about the
risks associated with non-compliance by faculty members.

What also came through in the analysis, was that RMAs can be (perhaps uniquely,
compared to other areas of HE, and so it was throughout the regions) involved in gener-
ating their own career opportunities as effective RMA helps grow and diversify an insti-
tution’s research function, thus providing more opportunities and roles within RMA.
There is scope for RMA roles to change and develop over time, into a greater range of
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tasks. Respondents reported scope for creativity in RMA roles, and this was highlighted
as an element of job satisfaction in RMA, that is, why people stayed in the profession.

4.2. Results on Careers, Roles, and SKkills
4.2.1. Labyrinthine Careers

RMAs are well educated with 72.0% (of n = 4,317) holding a masters’ or doctoral degrees
and just under half (49.2%, of n = 4,273) are over 45 years of age, and only a few (0.5%)
are under 25. Careers in RMA were found to be non-linear and labyrinthine in that they
were more likely to arise from other roles previously held (e.g. administrative roles in a
library, in department management or finance; or from research). These careers may
therefore be represented as a ‘labyrinth’ consisting of multiple choices and directions,
including moving laterally. In addition, these careers were likely to have spanned across
the university, from departments and local offices to the central administration. As a
result, individuals were more likely to have held roles non-exclusively in RMA, roles in
other university functions, and often roles in research. These careers appear to have been
constructed moving from both specialised and generalist roles with no clear pattern rep-
resented — chance and opportunity were critical factors. RMAs tend to come from other
sectors both inside and outside of research and RMAs were less used to getting stuck in
the ‘same HEI, function, division or even job’. Consequently, RMA careers are not easy
to describe and span from temporary positions to moments of serendipity, or second-
choice careers to passion-driven choices (for research and the social mission embedded
in a university institution) to a good compromise between research and management (or
between passion and a job that makes a living and money).

4.2.2. Broad Spectrum Roles

Overall, 77.0% (of n =4,109) RMAs who responded noted that this was not their first
RMA role, and 52.3% had had at least two other RMAs roles before. This ‘mobility’
translated within the RMA role itself with a common thread being the variety of func-
tions or tasks, changing responsibilities, and changing titles. An RMA may be in research
support and research, and they appear to be keen to embed research-based skills coupled
with research support skills and responsibilities. Some also hold other administrative
roles and/or research roles as part of their remit. Respondents felt that RMA is a flexible
profession and provides opportunities to do new and varied things (compared to other
areas of HE admin) — for example, ‘meet people’, ‘progress in career’; utilise existing
skills. Research management and administration was also seen as a ‘prestige function’
in that it was regarded as challenging and creative, an aspirational profession. However,
in a small minority of responses, RMA is regarded as a ‘no rule profession’ or a ‘no rule
field of practice’; this means that individuals see themselves not just as invisible but also
as not led by a common ground of understanding and knowledge. This also highlights
the search for recognition, the unclear or varied professional qualifications paths, and
the distance that some of these individuals feel towards those peers working in different
support functions to which they may feel disconnected.

4.2.3. Wide Ranging Skills

Overwhelmingly, people noted the importance of having relevant skills for the posi-
tion, and then further developing those skills and adding new skills after taking on
the role. Skills are described to be 360-degree or wide ranging and they even look
like never enough for the role. These skills appear to vary a little across the regions
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and so — if pre-existing the role or gained later through practice or professional asso-
ciations — seem to depend on where research managers and administrators find them-
selves. In addition to skills, we see how the role played by professional associations in
relation to professional development and training on these skills is generally unclear
in the majority of the regions and only in the USA does its added value come to be
highlighted. This should be of particular importance to the INORMS organisations
with regard to the need for professional development, network with colleagues, and for
mentorship possibilities.

4.3 Results by Regions
4.3.1. Canada

For many Canadian research administrators, when asked why they joined the profes-
sion, it appeared that it was not an intentional choice. Respondents focused on practi-
cal reasons (e.g. needed a job, relocation, and job security), or on the opportunity the
role provided. Respondents from Canada saw their skills as a match for the role citing
legal skills, project management skills, accounting experience, grants experience, writ-
ing skills, and considerable relevant prior experience or expertise. When asked why
they have stayed in the profession, the tone of responses changed. While there were
still practical reasons for why people stayed, there were also those that focused on
the bigger picture, the contribution of research to the wider world, the importance
of research, and the idea of contributing to society. A number of respondents talked
about the importance of the work noting that we ‘help researchers address the world’s
problems’ and that we are ‘able to reduce the admin burden of PIs’. There were cau-
tions however as well with one respondent noting ‘while I love the work, it is the most
stressful job I have ever had, not only due to its complex nature but because of the
extremely heavy workload, without a break from constant demands’, these high stress
levels in RMA are explored by Shambrook (2012, 2022, 2023, Chapter 4.5) and Wat-
son (2009). Respondents noted that ‘there is also high risk in terms of determining
eligibility, giving advice on budget development, strategy, etc.’. In response to ques-
tions regarding when their skills were developed there was a mix among respondents.
Some noted that their skills were a good fit upon joining the profession while others
noted the development of skills on the job and their growth with regard to the chang-
ing environment. For many, it was a conscious blend of the two — an acknowledgement
of what they brought to the role, and their own development since being in the role.

4.3.2. Europe (Excluding UK)

With regard to why they joined the profession, responses ranged from intentional to
falling into the role. Many respondents noted practical reasons for joining the profession
including ‘job insecurity and continuous search for funding as a scientist contributed
to my career switch’, or ‘after four and a half years of post doc decided I wanted a
permanent position’, or ‘my research funding ran out before the next grant was con-
firmed’. Many identified RMA as a distinct opportunity, making an ‘active decision not
to become a postdoc scientist’, or as a way to become a leader. For many, there was a
shift in a role from industry or government to the academic sector. Within this group of
respondents, many are highly educated and were researchers themselves before shifting
to an administrative role. There was also a strong focus on the match of skill sets to the
position as being a reason for joining the profession. When asked why they have stayed in
the profession, respondents noted practical reasons (e.g. flexible working hours, it suited
where they were in terms of their family life) as well as the purpose and contribution
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the profession makes. Respondents focused on the possibility of making a difference, of
helping researchers navigate the various funding systems, and contributing to ‘making
important research happen’. Responding to questions regarding when their skills were
developed, overwhelmingly for this group it is a ‘both’ scenario — skills were developed
before taking on the role and continued to be developed once in the role. Comments also
point to the complexity of the role with respondents stating that ‘rules are undefined,
and decisions depend in part on the relationship of the directors with the researchers’
and that ‘research is a dynamic constant changing business’.

4.3.3 Oceania

When asked why they joined the profession, responses focused on practical reasons,
opportunities, and a match with their skill set. Within this group, there was a very
strong recognition of a ‘contribution’ to the bigger picture — the idea of being part
of something that makes a difference. Respondents cited practical reasons for joining
including location, good working conditions, wanting to work in a university environ-
ment, and the likelihood of more stable employment. Respondents also focused on the
opportunity that the role provided in terms of a career path, chance for advancement,
and a desire to influence the sector. The pressures of academia were also noted with
one respondent stating they ‘did not want to make the sacrifices that a high career
researcher needed to make and did not see older people in the labs’. When asked why
they have stayed in the profession, there was a strong connection to the purpose of the
role and the larger purpose of research more generally with respondents identifying
the ‘contribution to something bigger’, the value and importance of the work, and the
ability to make a difference. As one respondent pointed out,

the main focus of a university is a dual one of education and research.
Education is the single most powerful tool to change the lives of indi-
viduals and of communities, and research is the key to resolving many
issues. I can contribute a small part to this greater goal in my work in
the university.

Respondents also noted the importance of networks with colleagues and the sup-
port that research management societies provide. In response to questions regarding
when skills were developed, most spoke of bringing skills to the position and then
either adding skills, or further developing their existing skills. As with other groups,
the importance and opportunity for professional development comes through clearly.

4.3.4 UK

When asked why they joined the profession, research managers and administrators in
the UK provided a mix of practical reasons, opportunity for career advancement, and/
or skills matching. For those respondents in this region, there were a number of cases
where there was a reorganisation of the university/department, or a redeployment.
There were many incidents of individuals shifting from positions as researchers into
RMA. For example, one respondent noted that they were ‘one of those people who
got a PhD and didn’t know quite what to do next’. Respondents also noted a desire
to work in an academic environment and to ‘stay connected to research but not do it
myself’. When asked why they have stayed in the profession, individuals noted job sat-
isfaction, flexibility, less stress than other roles, and excellent professional development
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resources. Respondents also commented on a sense of purpose of the role and the
support it provides for the research conducted. Individuals in this region also raised
concerns regarding uncertainty overall in the sector. With regard to skills develop-
ment, more than half noted a mixture of developing the skills needed prior to joining
the profession, and then continuing to develop those skills and add new ones once they
were in the profession.

Similarly, another individual noted that

most of the generic skills (problem solving, communication, collabora-
tion and writing) were developed in my previous roles. However, my
understanding of research impact, and the complex subtleties of han-
dling academics and their research in general, has been entirely devel-
oping in my research admin position.

4.3.5 USA

When asked why they joined the profession, the majority of comments under this sec-
tion focussed on the practical or the fact that skills matched. As compared to other
regions, there were fewer instances where comments would be classed as ‘opportunity’.
The reasons why people joined the profession included a clear ‘evolution’ of the role
and this group of respondents had a large number of responses included that a per-
son ‘fell into’ the role, that it was an accident, or that they hadn’t known they were
in research administration. This group also spoke about excellent mentors they had,
which played a role in their joining the profession. Practical reasons for joining the
profession included a change in career path, good benefits, stable work, and flexibility.
Concerns were noted around a lack of prestige or appreciation of the role with one
respondent stating ‘It is not an easy job to learn or to be an expert at and takes a lot of
work. However, you are undervalued and underappreciated with no real say in univer-
sity decisions’. When asked why they stay in the profession, this group of respondents
focused on practical reasons including a number who stated they were close to retire-
ment. There were a high number of reasons that focused on purpose, that is, on the
bigger picture and importance of research in society. A number of respondents spoke
about the purpose and contribution of the profession and the ability to make a differ-
ence. As one respondent suggested ‘It’s cool to be on the front lines of where change
really happens’. Another noted that they stay in the profession because of ‘the feeling
that I'm supporting life-changing research and making the world a better place’. It was
not all positive however with one person noting ‘I have a love/hate relationship with
the challenges of this job, especially some days’. More than any other group, this set
of respondents talked about the value and importance of networks, mentors, and the
various associations for the profession. When asked when their skills were developed,
there was an overwhelming majority of responses indicating that skills were brought
into the position and then additional skills were added, or existing skills evolved. One
respondent noted ‘I've learned a great deal through professional training over the
years. ['ve learned equally as much from peers and mentors’.

4.3.6 Rest of the World (Including South and Central America,
Asia, Afiica) and Those That Did Not Indicate a Region

When considering why they joined the profession, there was a mix between those who
made an intentional choice and those who ‘fell into’ the position. For example, for
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some it was a practical decision in that ‘it seemed a better way to advance’, for others
it provided an opportunity ‘to contribute to the improvement of research support,
policy, leadership’. Some respondents however stated that ‘I did not know what I was
getting into’ or focused on the evolution noting that ‘it just evolved, I liked it, so I kept
at it and climbed the ladder’. Respondents saw a clear match of their transferable skills
to the profession citing various academic backgrounds, and for one respondent the
intentional decision was to ‘demystify the world of research and to provide the kind
of support I did not receive’. When asked why they stayed in the profession, nearly
every response was focused on the contribution they could make. Responses included
aspects of helping others, making a difference, sharing knowledge, and acknowledging
the need for this service in the university. There was concern raised however with the
role of research administration with one respondent stating there was ‘limited recog-
nition of the importance of the role’. In response to questions regarding when skills
were developed, that is, before they took on the role, after, or both, the importance
of both existing skills and the development and/or adaptation of skills while in the
position was highlighted. It was clear that the role evolves that there is ‘a need to learn
constantly and while working’. It should be noted that while the Rest of the World is
not a cohesive geographic region, the broad experiences of RMAs are similar to the
other regions.

5. Conclusions
5.1 Labyrinthine Careers for RMAs

The analysis confirms that careers in RMA are more often non-linear and could be
tentatively defined labyrinthine. They are more likely to follow unpredictable trajecto-
ries that span sectors (in higher education and other sectors), functions (e.g. in RMA
or in finance or in HR), and even roles (even within RMA, individuals may move
from grant writing to post-award). This career framework not only means upward
and downward mobility for RMAs, but it may frequently include their choice of
so called ‘lateral careers’, as explained by Whitchurch (2016, 2019), among others;
with this latter confirmed to be a growing trend in higher education both for those
in professional services and for academics, even those in a ‘concertina’ career (Locke
et al., 2016; Whitchurch, 2019; Whitchurch et al., 2021). The results above suggest
an unsurprising similarity between today’s professional and academic careers in the
HE sector globally.

Defining as ‘labyrinthine’ these professional careers points to the ‘idea of the laby-
rinth’, which is a metaphor purposively borrowed from the literature on gender studies
in use to describe women'’s careers as represented by a labyrinth for the complexity of
the journey, its challenges, and goals (Eagly & Carli, 2008). Hence, this ‘idea of the
labyrinth’ helps us describe the unpredictability of careers in RMA.

In addition, building on the quantitative part of the survey carried out by Kerridge
and Scott (2018a) and Shambrook and Roberts (2011) representing RMA as a pre-
dominantly female profession, the analysis confirms the femininity of the profession
with women still making the majority of the workforce in RMA. However, the laby-
rinthine career, visibly widespread in all regions, may be explained by several factors.
For example, it may showcase women’s postdoc precarity and the fact that they may
have little choice other than to join the professional workforce to earn a living. It may
also reveal their heavy family burdens associated or not with a lack of parental sup-
port. Also, this labyrinthine trend could also stem from labyrinthine choices required
to women as single mothers (O’Keefe & Courtois, 2019).
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5.2 Falling Into the Profession or Sliding Into it Moving From Other
Career Paths or From Different Functions

From the results shown above, we see that a large proportion of RMAs have
career paths that do not intentionally lead to RMA; often, these RMAs have
been absorbed or appointed from more traditional researcher/faculty positions to
research administration so to highlight the array of shades that the access to the
profession may have.

However, once becoming RMAs, most are satisfied with their choice, only 10.2%
(of n=4,097; top two choices on a 5-point Likert-type scale) want to leave. This sup-
ports the often-expressed view that RMA is a hidden profession, lacking in visibility,
perhaps there is more that the INORMS member associations can do to raise the
profile of the profession.

5.3 Remaining in the Profession May Have a Gender Component

The analysis indicates that RM As generally value the stability and benefits of working
in research organisations (e.g. flexibility, security, location) as much as the nature and
content of their work. Though some respondents highlighted the stress of RMA, oth-
ers highlighted the ability to carve out their own paths — and noted this as a positive
aspect of RMA. It could be interesting for further investigation to explore whether
the profession co-incidentally retains a predominantly female workforce because they
typically have greater family burden/responsibilities and so remain in careers that
provide positives and benefits as mentioned above. It might also be that women are
actively shaping the professional culture and valued skills within RMA — this could be
self-reinforcing.

6. Limitations, Recommendations, and Future Research

While the dataset was extensive, the pool of regions varied and in some ways arbitrary
based on the response rate. Furthermore, the research questions in the survey were
very broad and could not enable further follow-up questions or insights into the data,
it is hoped that the RAAAP-3 survey (Oliveira, Fischer, et al., 2023, Chapter 2.2) will
address some of these issues.

The main threads identified refer to career paths and their trajectories in RMA
and to how RMAs roles developed over time. While further lines of investigation may
focus on the importance of professional associations for the RMA role and for RMAs
themselves; and on the role or contribution of less or more mature professional asso-
ciations supporting these RMAs. Lastly, whether gender issues in RMA are a result
or indeed depart from the generic gender pattern in HE management as pictured by
Morley (1999, 2008) and O’Connor (2015).
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Abstract

In this chapter, we will explore where Research Management and Administra-
tors (RMAs) work, in terms of the types of organisations and their structures.
While the majority of RMAs work in research-performing organisations
(RPOs), such as universities, research institutes and hospitals, some work in
other related organisations, such as research funders, think tanks and consul-
tancy firms (non-RPOs). These different working contexts will be critically
analysed in light of previous studies, and data collected through surveys and
interviews. Quotes will be used to illustrate different professional settings.
The interviewees selected derive from two world regions (USA and Europe)
to understand the different challenges and settings associated with the diverse
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research ecosystems that each region represents. Finally, major conclusions and
recommendations will be highlighted.

Keywords: 1dentity; funder; central; departmental; PIoS; Portugal; UK; USA;
RAAAP

Introduction

Existing RMA studies include research on the career of the professionals (RMAs) working
in this area. RMA, once considered an emerging profession (HEFCE, 2007; Kirkland,
2008) represents the evolution of the supporting offices to research and academic activi-
ties at universities. The activity became increasingly professionalised following the soci-
etal trends that transformed the universities and the pressure of the research funding
landscape. The definition of the term RMA is broad and has been shifting from the
focus on the functions supporting the project lifecycle at universities, including knowl-
edge exchange (HEFCE, 2007) to include the broader areas of research management
detailed below (Agostinho et al., 2018). Recently, Santos et al. (2021a) further broadened
the concept to include the professionals working at research funding and policy agencies,
incorporating such important studies as Whitchurch (2008a), Shelley (2010) and Allen-
Collinson (2016). However, to the best of our knowledge, no specific research has been
dedicated to those RMAs working within the sector of policy development and funding
of Research and Innovation (R&I) activities.

Based on prior studies and data collected by the authors through surveys and inter-
views, answers will be sought to the following research questions:

RQI. Which organisations do RMAs work in and how does this relate to their
position in R&I ecosystems?

RQ2. In what parts of those organisations do RMAs work?

RQ3. What differences are there in the makeup of these RMAs and what they do,
specifically?

RQ4. What is their identity — do they all feel part of the RMA profession/community?

Data from RMA surveys, namely from the ‘Research Administration as a Profes-
sion’ (RAAAP) project and from the ‘Professionals at the Interface of Science’ (PIoS)
project, provide empirical, supporting evidence of the diversity of working environ-
ments and common professional traits of RMAs worldwide. Moreover, longitudinal
data from the RAAAP surveys allow for a glimpse of the evolution of RMAs” work-
places over the last years. These analyses are complemented by first-person informa-
tion gathered from interviews with representative RMAs.

Literature Review

RMA studies is a recent area of research and RMAs were not always identified as
such. Research on staff that support academic and research activities started by look-
ing into the role and relations of the several types of staff at Higher Education Institu-
tions (HEIs). This group was initially branded either as Research Administrators or
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Administrative Managers (Drummond, 2003; Whitchurch, 2004). Since those initial
studies, the definition and coverage of this staff category has broadened to include
more areas of support activities and organisations. On one hand, regarding areas of
support activities, these started gradually including communication and dissemina-
tion, knowledge and technology transfer, valorisation and impact, science strategy
and policy support, research funding, project management, laboratory management,
and other areas of scientific affairs working in all types of RPOs (Agostinho et al.,
2018). On the other hand, regarding organisations, Kerridge and Scott (2018a) show
in their research of RMAs that, while the majority of RMAs work in universities and
research institutes, some work in other related organisations, such as hospitals, chari-
ties, research funders, government agencies, think tanks, and industry.

We find that the literature about support staff has been led by support staff them-
selves, motivated (1) by their will to assess their roles and the relevance of their daily tasks,
and (ii) as a result of the process of specialisation of their roles in response to the needs
of researchers and decision-making structures. This motivation comes from the objec-
tive of recognition of the profession. Kirkland (2008) suggests five factors for the
increased need of research management activities based on the complexification of the
research ecosystem, namely the increased (i) accountability of public-funded research;
(i) competition among researchers; (iii) legal and legislative aspects that frame the gov-
ernance structures of universities; (iv) project-based research for limited periods; and
(v) quality insurance demands of the research outputs. The authors surmise that the
increased needs for RMA activities also apply to RMAs working in policy and funding
agencies in Research and Development, especially public policy and funding agencies
that face the pressure of the increased accountability of publicly funded research.

Methods

In order to explore the differences in identity perception of RMAs working in non-
RPOs, in central services in RPOs, and in non-central settings in RPOs, we trian-
gulated information from three sources — —the RAAAP surveys, the PloS survey and
interviews, and subsequent interviews designed explicitly to address that question.

The first RAAAP survey was conducted in 2016 (RAAAP-1) (Kerridge & Scott,
2018a, 2018b) followed by a second survey conducted in 2019 (RAAAP-2) (Kerridge,
Ajai-Ajagbe, et al., 2022) and a third iteration in 2022 (RAAAP-3) (Kerridge, Dutta,
et al., 2022). The PloS was a survey conducted in 2020, aimed at collecting data on the
identity and participation in professional networks of RMAs working at policy and fund-
ing organisations (Santos et al., 2021a, 2021b). This was followed up by interviews with
RMA representatives of non-RPOs, RPOs central, RPO non-central, from the United
States, United Kingdom and Portugal, selected from the authors” professional networks.

The SPSS software was used for data treatment of the survey data, using both descriptive
and inferential statistical techniques. Interview data was collected using a semi-structured
questionnaire. The interviews were recorded, and the corresponding files were stored at
the secure institutional servers of the Polytechnic Institute of Braganga (Portugal). Each
excerpt used from the interviews was reviewed and approved by the corresponding inter-
viewee. The transcripts are stored at the secure institutional servers of the research team.
The participation in this study was voluntary and an informed consent form was obtained
before each interview. The collected data is publicly available in an anonymised format
(Kerridge, Ajai-Ajagbe, et al., 2022; Kerridge, Dutta, et al., 2022; Kerridge & Scott, 2018b;
Santos et al., 2021b). The interviews’ data analysis was based on content assessment
techniques.
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Fig. 2.5.1. Institution Type by RAAAP Survey Iteration.

Source: Authors, from survey data.

University — PUI/PTI: Primarily undergraduate/training institution; University — RA:
research active; University — RI: research intensive.

Evidence From Surveys

The data discussed next was retrieved from the four different surveys forming part of
the RAAAP and PloS series.

Data From the RAAAP Surveys

The vast majority of RAAAP respondents are based in universities, followed by
research institutes, and then by a combination of different types of organisations
(Figure 2.5.1.). The distribution of the respondents per type of institution shows a
very similar structure among the surveys. Nearly one in every two respondents were
affiliated with University — RI. If we extend the affiliation to universities as a whole,
they cover around 85% of all respondents. Other categories of organisations men-
tioned by the respondents include: (freelance) consultants, temporary organisations
(‘programs’, ‘projects’), ‘across’ institutions (e.g. a health research centre located in a
hospital that reports to the faculty of medicine at a university and the research insti-
tute that is affiliated with the hospital), ‘hybrid’ institutions (e.g. state medical school
with hospital), and other such as intergovernmental organisations and museums.

The responses from RMAs at organisations other than universities and research
institutes show that RMAs work in institutions that cover all sectors of the R&I eco-
systems, specifically science policy making and research funding entities, knowledge
and technology producers, and knowledge and technology users (RQI/). RMAs are
therefore considered to be a cornerstone of contemporary R&I ecosystems.

The majority of respondents work at ‘Central Offices/Services or Departments’
(62.7%, 57.9% and 58.4% for RAAAP-1, RAAAP-2 and RAAAP-3, respectively),
followed by ‘Academic/Research Departments’ (23.0%, 23.8% and 23.2%), ‘Non-
Central Offices/Services or Departments’ (9.8%, 13.0% and 12.0%) and others
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Fig. 2.5.2. Selected Characteristics of RMAs and Their Relation With Task Types
and Working Settings.

Source: Authors from RAAAP-3 data.

* Range of the number of respondents for the set of four questions being analysed.

(4.5%, 5.3% and 6.3%). From RAAAP-1 to RAAAP-2 and RAAAP-3, the relative
proportion of ‘Central Offices/Services or Departments’ decreased slightly, and that
of ‘Non-Central Offices/Services or Departments’ increased.

The data shows that RMAs work mainly in organisational units that provide ser-
vices across the whole institution (Central Office/Service or Department). However,
an increased representation of decentralised RMA services (with functions other than
academic or research) and other organisational settings can be observed (RQ2). This
can be due to a tendency to decentralise RMA units, specifically dedicated to particu-
lar organisational subunits (e.g. faculties or schools). If so, are there any differences in
the nature of the tasks these RMAs perform?

In order to assess what differences there are in the makeup of these RMAs and what
they do specifically (RQ3), data from the most recent iteration of RAAAP (RAAAP-3)
was used. The non-RPO considered was ‘research funder’. The RPOs considered were
university, research institute and hospital. The other organisation categories were not
analysed as they can be either RPOs or/and non-RPOs, and this was not possible
to derive from the survey data. The centralised services correspond to ‘central office/
service’, and the non-centralised services correspond to ‘non-central office/service’.
The analysis results are summarised in Fig. 2.5.2, which collects the most significant
features in terms of (1) tasks, (2) age, (3) years employed as RMA, and (4) highest aca-
demic qualification level of the respondents. The non-RPOs respondents were not split
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into ‘centralised’ and ‘non-centralised’ as the response number (1n = 34) is relatively low
and, consequently, the data should be considered exploratory in nature.

It should be noted that, in this context, ‘research development and policy’ includes
research policy, strategy, research assessment, ethics, governance, policy development,
delivering research development or other training and development activities. It can
be observed that (RQ3):

1. At non-RPOs, a greater number of tasks is performed at the research development
and policy levels, followed by post-award and pre-award activities.

2. At RPOs, a greater number of tasks are performed at the pre-award and post-
award levels at ‘non-central services’ than at ‘central services’, the difference being
particularly prominent for post-award.

3. At RPOs, ‘centralised RMASs’ perform more tasks related with research
development and policy than ‘non-central services’.

4. At RPOs, the age range of ‘centralised RMAS’ is similar to that of ‘non-centralised
RMAS’, although somewhat lower for the latter.

5. The average age range of the respondents at non-RPOs is somewhat greater than
that of those at RPOs.

6. On average, RMAs at non-RPOs have been in the profession for longer than
RMAs at RPOs.

7. On average, 75% of the RMAs, both at non-RPOs and at RPOs, have been
employed for less than 15 years.

8. Non-RPO RMAs have higher average academic qualifications, in particular,

a higher proportion of respondents with a PhD degree.

Data From the PloS Survey

To assess if RMAs at non-RPOs feel part of the RMA profession/community (RQ4),
data from the PIoS survey was used (as there were no questions in the RAAAP surveys
that allowed for this analysis). The PIoS survey was disseminated directly among pro-
fessionals at non-RPOs, and also among RMA associations. A total of 37 responses
were obtained for RMAs working at non-RPOs (Santos et al., 2021b). No inferential
statistical analyses were undertaken as the response level was too low for this to be
meaningful. Thus, this study was exploratory in nature.

Around half of the respondents (48.6%) were working at research funding organi-
sations. The second most representative institution type was that of science policy
making (21.6%), followed by think tanks (13.5%), and other types of organisations
(16.2%). The three most mentioned tasks are: ‘operationalisation of funding mecha-
nisms’ (13.9%), ‘liaison with stakeholders (e.g. RPOs)’ (11.4%) and ‘advising on pro-
grams and projects’ (11.4%).

The respondents were asked whether or not they felt part of the same community/
profession as RMAs working in other types of settings in the research ecosystem.
Around half (55.0%) of the respondents would include their profession in the same
category as that of RMAs working at HEIs and R&D centres, but 27.3% are not sure,
and 18.2% do not. This indicates that there is a significant ‘mixed identity’ or ‘unde-
fined identity’ in this specific community of professionals. The ‘identity certainty’ (i.e.
the percentage of those that responded ‘yes’ when asked if they feel they belong to
the same category as RMAs at HEIs and R&D centres) increases with increasing aca-
demic qualifications (33.3%, 47.6% and 77.8% for BSc, MSc and PhD, respectively).
This is thought to have a contribution from a greater involvement of PhDs in the
academic world and, thus, from an extended contact with RMAs at HEIs and R&D
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centres (e.g. in the context of R&D projects). Also, the ‘identity certainty’ is greater
for former ‘scientists/researchers’ than for ‘managers from outside science’ (66.7% and
60.0%, respectively). Possible because the former had a more extensive contact with
RMAs at HEIs and R&D centres.

The data from the PIoS survey (see Santos et al., 2021b) also shows that the tasks
‘advising on administration procedures’, ‘advising on funding opportunities’ and ‘dis-
seminating funding opportunities’ are more common for those who identify themselves
with RMAs at RPOs (75.0%, 69.2% and 64.3% of the respondents that perform these
tasks, respectively). On the other hand, the tasks ‘definition of funding mechanisms’,
‘definition of policy and strategy’ and ‘other activities’ are more common for those who
consider they do not belong to the same professional category as RMAs at HEIs and
R&D centres (33.3% for each of these tasks). The tasks ‘operationalization of funding
mechanisms’, ‘liaising with funding agencies’ and ‘liaising with stakeholders’ are more
common for those who responded ‘not sure’ (34.8%, 28.6% and 26.3%, respectively).
The professional identification with RMAs at RPOs seems to be more representative in
the case of ‘managerial’ levels than at the ‘strategic’ level. But the ‘identity uncertainty’
is clearly observed at the ‘operational’, ‘managerial’ and ‘strategic’ levels.

Evidence From Interview Data

To further explore RQs 2, 3 and 4, the use was made of interviews with RMAs working
in different organisations, to illustrate typical and atypical work contexts. We will look
at Europe and North America as the two most mature regions in terms of the RMA
profession, and consider the RPO, central and non-central, and non-RPO work settings.
Bearing in mind the heterogeneity of professional contexts in Europe, interview quotes
will be presented from two distinct countries (the UK and Portugal). Quotes are attrib-
uted to interviewees by number and a letter, either P for PIoS or N for those New in this
research. Those wishing to be identified are listed in the Acknowledgements section.

Interviews to RMAs Based at RPOs

Awareness About the RMA Profession
The perception of RMA as a profession was a common observation of the interviewees,
although this was not always the case:

I definitely think that it is a profession. We have a very unique skill
set, but in a knowledge base that you have to have. — Senior Research
Administrator at a University (RPO, Central, USA). (Respondent #1N)

I knew that I wasn’t a researcher and I knew [ wasn’t ... a secretary. (...)
I didn’t know what I was, ... and it was very hard to explain to people
what I've done and what I was doing and the importance of what I was
doing. — Research Manager and Administrator at a Research Centre of
a University (RPO, Non-central, Portugal). (Respondent #7N)

On the Different Roles of RMAs at Central and Non-central Levels
Some differences between the roles of RMAs at central and non-central levels are
commonly identified, but the organisational culture is key:

The specialisation increases when you go to the central levels. That’s why
for example, I do everything. Because, I'm in the lower level. Because
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if you go to the central services you will have a pre-award even if they
do other things but it’s a separate pre-award [as different offices] and
the people that do the financial issues [also have their own section]. The
amount of work and the diversity of work and specialisation changes a
lot. — Research Manager and Administrator at a Research Centre of a
University (RPO, Non-central, Portugal) (Respondent #7N)

It’s a lot more nuanced depending on where you are in the culture of
your organisation and I think in many cases there is a power struggle,
but who feels more important, who is the alpha office? There doesn’t
need to be but it is just, I think, a human culture issue. And again,
I think that goes back to organisation and how leadership and how
that culture is formed, created and nurtured from that leadership
down. Right? I've seen a lot of battles between central and department
levels. — Senior Research Administrator at a University (RPO, Central,
USA) (Respondent #1N)

[speaking about departmental vs. central] ‘... T very much consider
us part of the same community. We’re just two sides of the same
coin’. — Senior Grants & Contracts Administrator at a University
(RPO, Non-central, USA) (Respondent #10N)

Are RMAs at RPOs and Non-RPOs Part of the Same Professional Community?
The sense of belonging to the same professional ‘area’ is common, though keeping in
mind relevant specificities:

I consider that the scope of our work, the audience of our work is
different. Maybe in the objectives, but I don’t feel we belong to dif-
ferent professional communities. There are specificities but we are
more common than different. — Head of Research Funding Affairs
Office, non-profit private Foundation (RPO, Central, Portugal)
(Respondent #3N)

I definitely consider those people colleagues, but I guess I still probably
don’t consider them research administrators in the same vein that [ would
somebody sitting on ... our side of the fence, so I feel like there may be
a schism there. (...).— Director of Sponsored Programs at a Private Not-
for-profit Institution (RPO, Central, USA) (Respondent #6N)

Nevertheless, for some interviewees, this has never been questioned at all:

It’s funny I've never really thought of our funders as being research
management professionals, I thought ... they work at a funder ... they
give us the money. — Research Support and Development Officer, Uni-
versity (RPO, Non-central, UK) (Respondent #5N)

Interviews to RMAs Based at Non-RPOs

Awareness about the RMA profession:
The interviewees showed, generally, to be unaware of the existence of a RMA
profession. But in some cases described their profession as research ‘facilitator’ or
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‘enabler’, and in others mentioned the familiarity with scientific aspects as a common
trait with RMAs at RPOs:

I actually don’t believe that most of us, if even any of us, know that
there is a name for what we do. — Team Leader at a National Funding
Agency (non-RPO, PT) (Respondent #4P)

I don’t think I am doing research management, I think I am facilitating
research management ... In the broadest possible sense I help manage
research but not in a narrow field of research management in that you
are providing day-to-day support for the research lifecycle and providing
advice, so I would say maybe I am a research manager at the national
level rather than at the institutional level, possibly?! — Head of Product at
a Not-for-profit Institution (non-RPO, UK) (Respondent #1P)

Are RMAs at RPOs and Non-RPOs Part of the Same Professional Community?
The sense of being part of the same endeavour is clear:

We are also part of the project and I felt that on several projects, espe-
cially when the final meeting takes place and we are invited to go and
there’s always this gratitude toward us that I never really felt as a con-
sultant, and that really makes us feel like we’re part of the team and for
me that sensation makes me more of a professional in that area than
when I was a consultant. — Team Leader at a National Funding Agency
(non-RPO, PT) (Respondent #4P)

The existence of cultural barriers in public administrations is mentioned to inhibit
greater professional proximity between RMAs at RPOs and non-RPOs:

[in relation to their role] ‘... it’s like the frontier between being on the
hunt for funding and being the ones getting the funding. Sometimes
it might create this barrier and it shouldn’t exist’. — Team Leader at a
National Funding Agency (non-RPO, PT) (Respondent #4P)

Conclusions

RMAs work mostly at universities and research institutes but cover the entire chain of
R&I ecosystems, including non-RPOs.

At RPOs, the majority of RMAs work at central services and perform tasks related
to research development and policy, pre-award and post-award, but their presence at
non-central services is increasing over time, namely in tasks that require a closer, tai-
lored contact with researchers, in particular, pre-award activities. These RMAs provide
a personalised service to researchers that central services often do not. This hints to
an increased institutional recognition of the professional profile of RMAs, leading to
clearly identified organisational units (i.e. reorganisation of functional units) and/or
to an increased demand for RMAs (i.e. creation of new job positions and functional
units). This is supported by the fact that the majority of RMAs at RPOs, namely
at non-central services, have been employed for fewer than 10 years. Nevertheless,
the hypothesis that the decentralisation of RMA services is a real trend needs to be
addressed in future studies. Some tensions and a need for close cooperation between
central and non-central RMA services, are evidenced.
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At non-RPOs a somewhat greater number of RMA tasks is performed at the
research development and policy levels, followed closely by post-award and pre-award
activities.

Generally, RMAs at non-RPOs consider themselves as part of the wider RMA
profession, although ‘mixed identities’ or ‘undefined identities’ are significant. Shared
vision, mission and aims are mentioned as commonalities. Political drivers and public
policy perspectives are examples of differences. RMAs at RPOs also see colleagues
at non-RPOs as part of the same community, sharing the same general objectives, in
terms of advancing science and technology, only from a different perspective. Increased
proximity and lowered barriers among both categories of RMAs are welcome and
seen as important to the overall mission of R&I ecosystems.
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Abstract

The objective of this chapter is to present the creation of the scientific research
project management office at the Ribeirdo Preto Medical School, University of
Sdo Paulo (FMRP-USP), Brazil. The case is about the adoption of Research
Management and Administration (RMA) practices in the largest university in
Brazil and presents data for the period of 10 years and relevant increase in
the number of projects and budget volume managed (USD 2-21 mi) even with
a small team (2-5 people). This is a successful case of a participant of The
Sao Paulo Research Foundation (FAPESP) program and a relevant reference
to encourage other Brazilian universities to implement the RMA structure.
The implementation of RMA practices is not only possible but can be a game
changer in a context with scarce resources and the proper policies can make a
difference to the RMA professionalisation in the country.
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Research Ecosystem

The main sources of funding for scientific research in Brazil, as mentioned in more detail in
Chapter 5.8 (Juk & Baisch, 2023), are the National Council for Scientific and Technologi-
cal Development (CNPq"), the Coordination for the Improvement of Higher Education
Personnel (CAPES?) and State Research Support Foundations (FAPs’) are coordinated
by The National Council of State Research Support Foundations (CONFAP?). The FAP
with the highest volume of budget and projects is the Sao Paulo Research Foundation
(FAPESP?). There are also The Funding Authority for Studies and Projects (FINEP®) and
The National Bank for Economic and Social Development (BNDES').

On top of all these funding bodies, there are tax incentive and innovation promo-
tion laws are federal and state laws that aim to encourage the development of science,
technology and innovation in the country. The most important of these laws (Law
No. 11,196, of November 21, 2005, popularised as the Good Law®) grants tax incen-
tives to companies focused on research and development.

To explain how the funding system works in Brazil, we see how the National Con-
federation of Industry (CN1’) released a survey carried out with 196 medium and large
industrial and service companies at the 9th Brazilian Congress of Industry Innovation,
on 9 and 10 March 2022: in this survey, only 10% of them used financing public lines to
research and development throughout 2020. According to the data, 89% of the com-
panies consulted financed the innovation activity with their own resources.

To complement this overview of funding mechanisms, we consider UNESCO’s lat-
est scientific report (2021)'* highlighted that while research spending increased in most
regions between 2014 and 2018, 80% of countries still invest less than 1% of their gross
domestic product (GDP) in research and development (in this period, Brazil GDP
went from 1.27% to 1.26%). This is because, between 2015 and 2018, the research
budget spent by Brazilian federal agencies decreased by 25%.

However, an exception in this scenario is the case of the state of Sao Paulo, which
is responsible for a significant portion of public funding. It can be attributed to a com-
bination of solid public universities (University of Sao Paulo (USP), State University
of Campinas (UNICAMP), Sao Paulo State University (UNESP)) and research funds
managed by FAPESP, which has an annual budget corresponding to 1% of the state’s
total tax revenue, in addition to operational autonomy.

USP has the 9th scientific research production in the world, according to the rank-
ing prepared by the Center for Studies in Science and Technology of the University
of Leiden, which evaluated scientific production from 2016 to 2019, considering 1,225
universities from 69 countries, released on 2 June 2021."" According to this ranking,
USP remains the only Ibero-American institution to be among the 50 best in the world.

"https://www.gov.br/cnpq/pt-br

% https://www.gov.br/capes/pt-br

3 https://confap.org.br/pt/faps

*https://www.confap.org.br/

>https://fapesp.br/

Shttp://www.finep.gov.br/

"https://www.bndes.gov.br/wps/portal/site/home
$https://www.planalto.gov.br/ccivil_03/_At02004-2006/2005/Lei/L11196.htm
? https://www.portaldaindustria.com.br/cni/

" https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000377250_por
"https://jornal.usp.br/institucional/usp-e-a-nona-universidade-que-mais-produz-pesqui-
sa-no-mundo-segundo-ranking-de-leiden/
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Other Brazilian institutions ranked were UNESP, in 139th place; UNICAMP, in
174th; and the Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul (UFRGS), in 183rd place.

Another ranking, released on 16 September 2021, by the Times Higher Education,
ranked USP as the 84th best university in the world in the area of Health, followed
by UNICAMP, UFRGS and Federal University of Sergipe (UFS), ranked 251-300.

Within this role, Elsevier published the work carried out by a team from Stanford
University indicating researchers from Ribeirdo Preto Medical School, University of
Sao Paulo (FMRP-USP) are among the 100,000 most influential researchers in the
world (Baas et al., 2021).

The scenario depicted above puts us in front of a challenge, that is, the management
of funded research and how this looks in Brazil. In fact, Cunningham et al. (2012)
report that scientists are encouraged by their institutions to request public funding for
research development, but when they receive it, they do not have adequate institutional
support. This study indicates that the most significant inhibiting factor in conducting
publicly funded research was management: all respondents explained that their time is
consumed doing management rather than carrying out research.

Looking specifically at research management and its structures in Brazil, we know
that project management offices can have various roles and functions (Pellegrinelli &
Garagna, 2009), sizes and structures (Souza & Evaristo, 20006). Ideally, these structures
work throughout the life cycle of a project, from the search for funding to its prepa-
ration, financial management (bureaucratic part including accountability), as well as
managing the execution of the project itself.

A study carried out by CONFIES'? between November and December 2016 high-
lighted that a researcher spends, on average, 33% of their time-solving bureaucratic
problems that affect, mainly, the purchase of materials, goods and inputs used in the
laboratories of higher education and scientific and technological research institutions.
The survey was based on interviews with 301 Brazilian researchers who coordinate
research projects in 34 federal universities, distributed in 23 states and the Federal
District. Considering these results, the former director of CONFIES, Fernando Per-
egrino, states that this situation is alarming for the country, since 75% of the projects
are financed by the public sector, that is, they are guided by the rules of the government
itself (Junqueira, 2017).

Given the context described above, however, in addition to academic and pro-
fessional interest, the management of scientific research projects has attracted the
attention of institutions and funders in Brazil. The case described in this chapter is
a standard of the locus where the development of RMA is more evolved in Brazil:
universities from Sdo Paulo state, health faculties and health research institutions,
where most of the funding research projects are concentrated in the country (Oliveira
& Bonacelli, 2019). It is important to reinforce that the presented case cannot be gener-
alised to the whole country that has a diversity of realities regarding funding, research
structure and universities due to tax distribution and social economic situation of each
region and federal state.

Although there is already an association of professionals in Brazil as mentioned in
Chapter 5.8 (Juk & Baisch, 2023), due to the incipience of the RMA area in the coun-
try, the professionals working with RMA activities do not recognise themselves as part
of this community. This situation makes it difficult to map the quantity and profile of
these professionals in Brazil until the moment. Because of this, the implementation of

2 http://confies.org.br/institucional/burocracia-consome-mais-de-30-do-tempo-dos-
cientistas-constata-pesquisa/
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professional structures inside universities and research institutions is one of the ways to
value and recognise the RMA professionals and a starting point to their self-recognition.

About FMRP-USP

Created in 1934, USP is a public university, maintained by the State of Sao Paulo and
linked to the Secretariat of Economic Development. USP has eight campuses with
more than 40 faculties,'* 183 courses and more than 50,000 students.

The Ribeirao Preto Campus is formed by the eight units: Ribeirdo Preto School of
Physical Education and Sport (EEFE), Ribeirao Preto College of Nursing (EERP),
Ribeirdo Preto College of Pharmaceutical Sciences (FCFRP), Ribeirdo Preto Law
School (FDRP), School of Economics, Business Administration and Accounting at
Ribeirdo Preto (FEARP), Faculty of Philosophy, Sciences and Letters of Ribeirdo
Preto (FFCLRP), Ribeirdo Preto Medical School (FMRP) and Ribeirdo Preto Dental
School (FORP).

Created in 1952, FMRP-USP currently has 299 professors distributed in 16 depart-
ments (Biochemistry and Immunology, Cellular and Molecular Biology and Pathogenic
Bioagents, Health Sciences, Surgery and Anatomy, Internal Medicine, Pharmacology,
Physiology, Genetics, Gynecology and Obstetrics, Medical, Hematology and Clinical
Oncology, Social Medicine, Neurosciences and Behavioral Sciences, Ophthalmology,
Otorhinolaryngology and Head and Neck Surgery, Orthopedics and Anesthesiology,
Pathology and Legal Medicine and Child Care and Pediatrics); it also has 415 techni-
cal and administrative staff working in all its departments.

The project management office is not a structure that is part of the organisational
chart of all units. In fact, this support to the researcher is offered according to the
characteristics of the project, that is, the number and complexity of research funding
have determined the implementation of this type of office.

Creation of the Scientific Research Project Management Office
at FMRP-USP

The Research Pro-Rectory (PRP-USP), in discussion with a group of six university
units (including FMRP-USP) in meetings held between July and October 2010, pro-
posed the implementation of pilot offices for the management of scientific research
projects. Public funding was something that could not be neglected given its impor-
tance at the university.

However, as soon as the offices began to function, it became necessary to provide
adequate training to managers, so that support for scientists is in line with the proce-
dures required by the funding agencies. For FAPESP, the idea of creating a training
program for the teams came in October 2010. Currently, this training is prioritised
for institutions ‘that already have in their organisational structure a work close to
what is offered in this program and demonstrate a firm interest in expanding its struc-
ture’ (FAPESP, 2022). In other words, the existence of institutional support for the
researcher is becoming an important criterion in the evaluation of research projects.

From 18 to 21 October 2010, FMRP-USP participated in the first group of the
FAPESP training program for teams of the so-called Office of Institutional Support

BThe list of all research units and institutes can be found at https://www5.usp.br/institu-
cional/escolas-faculdades-e-institutos/.
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for Researchers (EAIP), and also in the 1st Workshop for Researcher Support Offices,
presenting the case of the implementation of their office, both promoted by FAPESP.

In the case of scientific research management, the idea is to save the scientist the
workload necessary to manage these increasingly complex, high-value projects with
teams from different entities, so that he can dedicate himself to other activities aimed
at science (increasingly organised and competitive) and student guidance (Junqueira
& Passador, 2019).

Fortunately, more than 10 years since the start of the FAPESP program it continues
despite on several occasions the fear of government support being cut for research
funding and an overall lack of public policies to strengthen research in the country.
Currently, the case study about FMRP-USP is one among many. Other research insti-
tutions have been participants in this pioneering programme, which were also men-
tioned in Chapters 3.2 and 3.3 due to its mark on the evolution of RMA in the country.

FMRP-USP began providing institutional support for researchers on 1 Septem-
ber 2010, with the implementation of the Project Management Center (CGP), recog-
nised by Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBoK),'* to support them in
the financial management of scientific research projects financed by FAPESP, CNPq,
CAPES and others (Junqueira, 2017).

It is noteworthy that, at the time of its establishment, FMRP-USP did not have
the staff allocated for this activity, it did not have experience in managing research
projects, nor did it know tools capable of promptly meeting this demand. Therefore,
at first, support for scientists was focused on financial management through the unit’s
existing structure, consisting of the following sections: Accounting, Agreements,
Material, Treasury, Purchasing and Import Service and the CGP. The CGP could
provide support for the funding request submission phase, requirements analysis and
approval by the funding entity, as well as for financial management, which involved
purchases and contracts, import and export of goods and services, payments to suppli-
ers and accountability. Therefore, the FMRP-USP proposal for the office (maintained
throughout its existence) was primarily focused on financial management, while the
management of the execution of the project was in the researchers’ hands.

Among the units with resources granted by FAPESP, it is worth mentioning the
experience run at Research, Innovation and Dissemination Centers (RIDC)."> This
department has an administrative manager who monitors the daily routine with the
coordinator and has been one of the interlocutors between the coordinator and the
financial team.

Faced with the challenge of supporting scientists, it became necessary to quickly
identify a formal and minimally organised set of resources for managing research pro-
jects. Therefore, FMRP-USP focused on three aspects:

e People: the key point for the implementation of the CGP was the review of the
processes of the financial area, so that the entire team could offer its competence
and integrate it to help scientists in the management of their research projects. The
objective was to join efforts to optimise resources in the execution of these projects.
In addition, at this time it was not possible to hire people and the solution adopted
was the appointment of a manager, integrated into all activities.

1 www.pmi.org
https://cepid.fapesp.br/
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® Processes: as the focus was financial, the proposed activities were related to pur-
chases and contracts, import and export of goods and services, payments to suppli-
ers and accountability.

e Tools: to assist in management, it started with software already adopted by the
financial area, the Management Information System (SIG), which was continuously
improved to meet the new need. In 2015, USP developed the Project Information
Management (GIP) system, to meet the project management of the entire university.
Through an agreement with FAPESP, the GIP is integrated into FAPESP’s informa-
tion systems and as of 1 January 2022, it became mandatory for the presentation
of accountability for all grants on behalf of USP (the other institutions in the state
of Sao Paulo use the Foundation’s own systems). In this way, the management of
research projects can be monitored by all users of the information system (financier,
university, researchers and other users), under the responsibility of the project team.

Table 2.6.1 shows the number and value of projects under CGP management in
the first year of operation while Table 2.6.2 shows the same data for 2022. In 10 years
the number of funded projects increased from 20 to 107, representing a relevant
increase in the number of managed projects and a significant financial increase from
R$ 12,335,720 to R$ 110,011,194 (about USD 2-21 mi). During this period, the team
continued performing just financial management activities and jumped from two peo-
ple to five only, keeping up a lean and efficient operation despite the huge increase in
the funded budget to be managed.

While Fig. 2.6.1 represents the number of projects finished in the period from 2010
to 2022 under the management of the CGP, totalling 462 projects managed.

It is worth noting that the CGP currently has five dedicated people on the team plus
two interns, and now it can count on the experience and closer support of the Treasury
and the Materials Section.

Table 2.6.1. CGP — Grants in Progress September 2011.
Funding Agency Qty in 2011 %  Funding Agency  Value in 2011 (RS) %

CAPES 0 0.0 CAPES - 0.0
CNPq 2 10.0 CNPq 517,920 4.2
FAPESP 18 90.0 FAPESP 11,817,800 95.8

20 100.0 12,335,720 100.0

Table 2.6.2. CGP — Grants in Progress September 2022.
Funding Agency Qty in 2022 %  Funding Agency  Value in 2022 (RS) %

CAPES 2 1.9 CAPES 200,000 0.2
CNPq 14 13.1 CNPq 7,360,287 6.7
FAPESP 91 85.0 FAPESP 102,450,908 93.1

107 100.0 110,011,194 100.0

Source: Authors.
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Fig. 2.6.1. Research Project Management — Finished 2010-2022.
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Given the overview recalled above, it is possible to identify some qualitative findings
of the management of scientific research projects: (a) the office has more availability to
participate in research project calls launched by funding agencies therefore scientists
have more time to dedicate themselves to research; (b) support from FAPESP in the
execution of each project, with quick answers to questions that could influence the use
of resources, without prejudice to the progress of research. Project management offices
have an exclusive channel in ‘Talk to the FAPESP’, for direct contact with the team
that provides the training; (c) FMRP-USP’s agility in supporting the infrastructure
demands for research projects, since the unit where the research is carried out receives
an additional funding from FAPESP exclusive to support infrastructure demands;
(d) optimisation of the time and resources involved, both at the institution and at the
funding agency; and (e) access by funding agencies to scientists’ suggestions for improv-
ing standards and adapting procedures to the reality of research administration.

Additionally, another study conducted between 2009 and 2015 on research projects
from FMRP-USP evaluated quantitatively time, cost and quality variables and con-
cluded that CGP helped projects meet the expected deadline, helped also the projects
have their accountability approved according to the expected requirements and quality
without rework (Junqueira & Passador, 2019).

Future Directions

This chapter presented the case of the FMRP-USP scientific research project manage-
ment office as an example of an organisational structure created to support scientists
in financial management that even with a small team allocated and a national context
of scarce funding for research had proved their relevance. This case also has merit for
contemplating data about RMA activities over a long period since it is still difficult to
find organised evidence of RMA impact in Brazilian organisations due to RMA still
largely being unrecognised as a profession.

This type of initiative is in line with the structure suggested for the institutional
research support office (EAIP) by FAPESP, the main source of funding for the state
of Sio Paulo."

The objective of these offices is to assist the researcher in the administrative part
of the projects developed with FAPESP resources, from the contracting, through the
purchase of the granted items, through the release of resources, preparation of docu-
ments for importation, incorporation of the permanent material acquired until the

®Retreived September 24, 2022, from https:/fapesp.br/13634/sobre-os-escritorios-de-
institutional-support-to-researcher-eaip
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finalisation with the presentation of the accountability to FAPESP in the required
manner. The CGP has a delimited scope that includes processes that have particulari-
ties regarding the regulations of the funding agency. This is a good starting point but
if the team were to be expanded then additional processes could be performed.

This type of initiative is also in line with the practices of foreign universities, where
support for scientists has already become a routine part of institutional support, and
shall be expanded to other faculties at USP. Thus, in order for this type of initiative to
become viable for units that do not yet have an office, it is suggested the implementa-
tion of a shared project management centre on the USP Campus in Ribeirdo Preto.
This challenge is supported by the argument that this centre could bring together man-
agers to serve researchers from all units, assuming that the norm is the same for all
types of projects, regardless of the research area. This structure even meets the lack of
human resources, optimising the dispersed structures that may exist today.

Qualitative results with this type of management were identified and demonstrated
the feasibility of institutional management of scientific research projects, with obvi-
ous benefits for the scientists served and relevant impact on the number of grants and
financial volume approved in the funding agency. It should be noted that the CGP
was structured without a significant increase in staff, at the same time it incorporated
a significant volume of managerial activities, which were added to the tasks previ-
ously developed in the area. This horizontal organisational configuration optimised
the results obtained without significantly impacting the human resources involved in
the project.

The accomplishments of the FAPESP program training research institutions to
implement research support offices are relevant as a national case of public policy but
its coverage is restricted to Sao Paulo state institutions. Even in Sao Paulo state, until
2017, there were only 43 trained institutions of a total of more than 1,500 research
institutions eligible to participate in the FAPESP program training (Oliveira & Bona-
celli, 2019). About the national context, Oliveira et al. (2017) conducted a mapping
that identified 20 project management offices in only 14 of the 63 Federal Universi-
ties. Brazil is much broader and needs to create government incentives to promote
the development of RMA in other regions considering the diversity in culture and
research budget of each state.
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Abstract

Starting in the late 1950s with the creation of the National Council of University
Research Administrators (NCURA), followed by the formation of other profes-
sional organisations both in the USA and Europe, there was a growing sense that
research management was indeed a profession. One goal was the creation of profes-
sional standards that would lead to a standard training curriculum and, ultimately,
a professional credential, and there have been many attempts at developing research
administration certification. Now, in the US, accreditation through the Research
Administrators Certification Council (RACC) exam has become ubiquitous,
whereas in other parts of the world, certification by portfolio is more common. This
chapter will compare and contrast the salient features of certification, certificates,
and degree programs in research administration and review their development and
growth over the past 30 years. The chapter will discuss their relative merits and how
they work to advance the profession of research administration.
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Introduction

This chapter focuses on certification for research managers and administrators (RMAs)
in Europe and the US — note that in the latter the term ‘research administrator’ is used
with the same meaning as RMA, and in this chapter we use both nomenclatures. Cer-
tification through exam and portfolio routes are explored, as well as RMA-specific
academic programmes, and the relative merits of each approach for the individual.

Background

If one uses the broadest of definitions, the origins of sponsored research could be
traced back to the system of patronage that supported renaissance artists and sci-
entists, with a recognisable through-line up to the National Institutes of Health and
Horizon Europe. The origins of research administration as a profession, however,
date back to the 1950s, when government agencies in the US began to create complex
administrative and financial structures for conducting external research with univer-
sities, non-profit research institutions, and the private sector. Prior to that era, the
majority of federally funded research was the result of a specific federal agency engag-
ing in a relationship with an individual investigator or laboratory.

The Second World War was a catalyst for change with regard to government spon-
sorship of research and development, in both the US and Europe. According to Van-
nevar Bush in his seminal report ‘Science, The Endless Frontier’ (1945), on the eve of
the war, investments in scientific research by the US government were approximately
$1.5 billion per year (in current dollars), or a fraction of 1% of FY 2021 expenditures.
Because of the exigencies of the war, and the guidance of people like Vannevar Bush in
the immediate post-war era, research budgets continued to increase in the immediate
post-war era. A significant impetus towards increased spending was defense-related
research, driven by concerns of ‘falling behind’ technologically to the Soviet Union.
By 1950, total US outlays for research and development were approaching $18 billion
per year and would skyrocket when the Soviet Union launched its Sputnik satellite in
1957 (Brozen, 1961). Expenditures in the European Union were not as dramatic in
the immediate post-war era (due to the demands of rebuilding), but have increased
steadily since the 1980s with increasing national expenditures and the introduction of
pan-European funding from the European Commission.

Prior to World War 11, individual scientists or their staff provided the administrative
and financial oversight of research, but as those administrative and financial structures
grew more complex after the war, laboratories required full-time staff. In some cases,
these individuals were trained scientists themselves, but in other cases, administrative
and clerical assistants stepped into this role. Starting in the late 1950s with the creation
of the NCURA, followed by the formation of other professional organisations both in
the USA, Canada, Europe, and other parts of the world, there was a growing recogni-
tion that research management was becoming a profession. One goal was the creation
of professional standards that would lead to a standard training curriculum and, pos-
sibly, a professional credential. An early advocate of this approach was Krebs (1992),
who suggested two paths forward for a curriculum in research administration, one
of which would eventually become a Master’s level programme and the other would
become the Certified Research Administrator (CRA) credential.

A similar story unfolded among research administrators in Europe, albeit some-
what later. RMA formation in Europe largely took place on a national basis and
with a national flavour. However, the 27 states comprising the European Union oper-
ated in a wider supra-national framework that saw the development of a variety of
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supra-national research programmes, the best known of which is the Framework
Research Programme operating since 1984 (Guzzetti, 1995).

The EU research programmes created an environment where funding, and its con-
comitant regulations, crossed the borders of the various member states, making the
development of transnational standards both practical and necessary. As in the USA
and Canada, most European research administrators ‘discovered’ their vocation through
a variety of routes (see, e.g., Dutta et al., 2023, Chapter 2.3; Poli, Kerridge, et al., 2023,
Chapter 2.4), resulting in a diverse range of previous professional experiences. It did not
take long for employers and sponsors to recognise the need for increased professionalism
through education, training, and professional development opportunities.

Significant change started in the US. After nearly two decades of discussion, in 1992
the Society for Research Administration International (SRAI) took steps towards a
certification programme by offering a grant that sponsored the creation of the RACC
and the CRA credential. The move was not without its detractors, as some felt that
the diverse tasks in a research administrators’ professional portfolio could never be
distilled into a Body of Knowledge, while others feared creating a ‘caste system’ of
professionals who were certified and those who were not.

In addition to professional certification from RACC, a host of entities (primarily
academic and non-profit) has offered an array of certificate programmes in research
administration. More recently, several academic institutions in the US have established
graduate degrees in research administration and at least one (George Washington Uni-
versity) now offers an undergraduate degree, albeit in the narrower field of clinical
research administration. As these programmes mature, and because they are offered
largely via distance education, one can reasonably anticipate that more academic insti-
tutions will offer degree programmes in research administration. This chapter will
compare and contrast the salient features of certification, certificates, and degree pro-
grammes in research administration and review their development and growth over
the past 30 years. The chapter will discuss their relative merits and how they work to
advance the profession of research administration.

Definitions

Before delving into the relative merits of the three approaches to professional develop-
ment, it is important to understand what they are and what they mean. In particular, one
needs to understand the critical difference between a certificate and a certification, as the
terms are often used interchangeably, but they refer to two quite different credentials. This
is not to say that one is inherently or always superior to the other; both perform a useful
function in the context of providing professional development to research administrators.

Certification indicates that an individual who holds the certification has met the
requirements of an impartial third-party evaluator’s review of the individual’s pro-
fessional expertise. In the US, to receive the CRA credential, the individual must
successfully pass a written exam that evaluates knowledge in the field of research
administration. A feature that is unique to most certification programmes is that certi-
fications expire, typically within 3-5 years and require continuing education, typically
in the form of Continuing Education Units (CEUs) or Contact Hours.

Certificate programmes can be offered by third parties or in-house through one’s
own institution, and the certificate acknowledges the completion of one or more work-
shops or courses in the field. In most cases, certificates do not expire and require no
follow-on professional development requirements after being obtained by the indi-
vidual. It should be noted that the institution’s accrediting body does not typically
accredit certificate programmes offered by an academic institution.
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Academic programmes (most often Masters-level) must pass through the institu-
tion’s accreditation process, which requires the curriculum to be reviewed by an exter-
nal evaluator and that the credentials of the faculty are considered sufficient to offer
the programme. These programmes fall under the purview of the Dean of Faculty (or
equivalent) at the offering university.

Certification

In the early 1990s, a cohort of US RMAs (primarily within SRAT) created a certifica-
tion exam that would offer the research administration equivalent of the Certified Public
Accountant (CPA) credential. At the time, it was not widely agreed that research adminis-
tration could (or should) be considered a profession similar to accounting, and many were
doubtful that such an exam could be created. With a $5,000 grant from SRAI, the newly
created RACC completed a Job Task Analysis and developed the first CRA Examination.

The RACC today is governed by a board of 15 active research administrators and
offers three credentials: The CRA, the Certified Pre-Award Research Administra-
tor (CPRA) and the Certified Financial Research Administrator (CFRA). There are
approximately 4,000 people across the US who have at least one of the three certifica-
tions, although the CRA remains the most commonly received credential.

In order to sit for any of the three exams, an individual must typically have a bach-
elor’s degree and three years of relevant professional experience. For educational levels
below the Bachelor’s level, RACC requires more years of experience. All three tests
share a focus on the federal regulations regarding sponsored research, as opposed to
best practices or procedures that might vary from institution to institution.

The CRA exam, in particular, is a broad review of all areas in research admin-
istration, from proposal development to research compliance to financial reporting.
While the CRA exam does not go into great depth on any topic, the breadth of the
exam is what makes it challenging. The CPRA and CFRA exams, being more nar-
rowly focused, go into far greater detail in their respective areas. At all times, however,
the focus is on US federal regulations.

Certificate Programmes

Professional certificate programmes, including those in research administration, have
been offered by academic institutions and professional societies in the US since the
1980s. In most cases, the syllabi for these programmes are developed by the individual
providing the training, with this individual being generally recognised as being a sub-
ject matter expert in the area. Depending on the nature of the programme, some cer-
tificates are more portable than others; certificates that focus on an institution’s own
internal policies and processes may not carry as much weight outside of the institution
as a certificate that focuses on broader issues in research administration.

Aside from certificate programmes specific to research administration (including post-
award financial and research compliance), institutions also offer broad programmes in
all disciplines through the offices of Adult and Continuing Education. Where these pro-
grammes involve sponsored research, they are typically in the area of proposal develop-
ment. Certificate programmes of this type provide institutions with the ability to reach
a niche market of students (especially professionals in the non-profit sector) who do
not require an academic degree to pursue their vocational goals. Although these pro-
grammes are not accredited, certificates offered by academic institutions are typically of
high quality and reflect an acceptable degree of academic rigour.
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In the UK an important study on Professionalising Research Management was
commissioned and jointly funded by the Higher Education Funding Council for
England (HEFCE) and the Medical Research Council (MRC). The project leaders
Dr John Green and Dr David Langley first reported on the results of this project in
2009. The objectives of the study were first to investigate the demand for the develop-
ment of a professional framework of training for research management and second to
explore approaches to addressing any identified demand. They identified 86 universi-
ties, based in the UK that received research funding. From these, they took a sample
size of 25% based on specified criteria (Total turnover, Amount of externally spon-
sored Research Income, Age of institution, Geographical location, and total number
of students). The study identified that there was a demand for delivery of high-quality
training, holistic enough to develop the skills required for research managers and
administrators (Green & Langley, 2009).

The conclusions of this study proved to be an important driving force for the first
professional development framework (PDF) designed by the Association of Research
Managers and Administrators (ARMA, 2011). This led ARMA in partnership
with Awards for Training and Higher Education (ATHE) and supported by Cancer
Research UK, Association of Medical Research Charities (AMRC), Research Coun-
cils UK, and the Wellcome Trust, to develop the first certified professional training
programmes in the UK in 2013. The programme consisted of two certificates. The
first was the Certificate in Research Administration (now CRM: Foundation) which
provided an introductory-level Certificate, for those starting their career in research
administration. The second was the Certificate in Research Management (now CRM:
Advanced), for those with at least two years’ experience in the field, it was designed to
give an insight into the technical and professional skills needed in research manage-
ment today providing students a broader view of the issues from the wider organisa-
tional and sector position. On successful completion of the programme the students
are awarded a vocational Qualification Credit Framework (QCF) (Level 3 (Founda-
tion) and Level 5 (Advanced)) accredited by Awards for Training and Higher Educa-
tion (ATHE) and regulated by OFQUAL.

The ARMA process was not happening in isolation, other professional associa-
tions were developing similar programmes for similar reasons. Between 2002 and 2004,
EARMA, working with the Open University Graduate Studies Programme in the UK,
offered a Professional Certificate in Management. That programme lapsed in 2004. In
2010, EARMA re-embarked on the process of developing a professional development
programme. The 2010 approach was much more focused on a bottom up, needs driven
scheme applicable to all RMAs and not just those who dealt with European Programmes.
By 2013, the shape of a suite of programmes was clear. EARMA had proposed the
development of three accredited professional development programmes (The Certificate
of Research Administration (Europe) — CRA, The Certificate of Research Management
(Europe) — CRM, and the Certificate of Research Leadership (Europe) — CRL).'These
initiatives to develop certified training programmes gained momentum in 2013 leading
to ARMA acting as an accredited centre for other associations such as the European

"More recently in 2020, EARMA developed an ‘Early-stage Research Administrator Mas-
terclass (ESRAM)’ programme. The aim of ESRAM is to ‘empower research administra-
tors to undertake their new role with confidence, to present career pathways and give the
participants an appreciation of the full research project life-cycle and related service tasks’.
ESRAM is not certified but provides a starting point for engagement with the professional
development programme offered by EARMA.
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Association of Research Managers and Administrators (EARMA) and the Canadian
Association of Research Administrators (CARA). In 2014, EARMA, working in close
association with ARMA, launched the Certificate of Research Management (Europe).
The programme was designed to help students consolidate the knowledge and skills
required to be successful research managers. The course which continues to this day
is aimed at practitioners in the field of research management and administration with
at least 3-4 years RMA experience in Research Performing Organisations (RPOs),
Research Funding Organisations (RFOs), Research Consultancy Companies, and other
research support service providers. The certificate is taught as a combination of five face-
to-face workshops for each mandatory unit, one online optional unit and self-study. On
successful completion of the programme, the students are awarded a vocational QCF
(Level 5) which is aligned to the European Qualifications Framework (EQF) (Level 5)
accredited by ATHE and regulated by OFQUAL.

Not long after adopting the UK-initiated CRM, CARA instead developed their own
through a joint venture with Mohawk College in Hamilton, Ontario. The programme,
first offered in 2017 for ‘foundational’ research administration, was expanded in 2022
to include a certificate programme in research management. The programme requires
the completion of six courses: Funding Proposal Development, Contracts and Report-
ing, Financial Management in Research Administration, Canadian Research Funding
Environment, Research Project Management, and Research Ethics, Integrity, and Gov-
ernance. Courses carry three credit hours and feature written assignments that receive
evaluation from the course instructor, who is a research administration professional.
Successful completion of all six courses is required in order to obtain the certificate.

On average, students in the programme require about 10 hours per week, as the
programme includes a mix of lectures and reading assignments, in addition to writing
papers — including the completion of an actual grant application. Both programmes
are offered entirely online and are asynchronous, allowing research managers and
administrators anywhere on Earth with the ability to obtain a certificate. Residents of
Canada may be eligible for financial aid to complete the programme.

In contrast, Australasian Research Management Society (ARMS) developed
their own suite of certificates — but they are self-accredited by the association itself.
They offer a Foundation Accredited Research Manager - ARM(A) and an advanced
option — ARM(F).

Starting in the late 1990s, for-profit entities began offering their own certificate pro-
grammes. In general, these entities are consulting firms that work with higher educa-
tion, and their workshops either are sold as standalone products or marketed as part
of the fee the institution is paying for their consulting services. As non-profit and pro-
fessional organisations have increased their certificate offerings, often at higher quality
and lower cost, certificates from for-profit entities have declined.

Academic Programmes

With the success of the US CRA Examination and the growth of academic-based
certificate programmes, it was not an unreasonable next step to create an accredited
programme in research administration. NCURA provided multiple planning and
implementation grants (most notably to the University of Central Florida). As with
any certificate programme, an academic degree is a confirmation that at a specific point
in time, the degree holder met all the requirements of the programme. There is no
expiration of the credential, and the holder is not required to pursue continuing pro-
fessional development in order to retain it.
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The first graduate programmes to offer A Master’s in Research Administration
(MRA) came from the University of Central Florida, Emerson College, and Johns
Hopkins University. These programmes have an established curriculum and are
accredited by the offering institution’s accreditor. Programmes typically feature a num-
ber of required ‘core’ courses along with additional courses that can be selected by the
student to reflect a concentration or area of focus (i.e. international research admin-
istration, proposal development, and post-award financial). These programmes are
typically offered entirely online. The following are the required courses in the MRA
Program at the University of Central Florida:

Introduction to Research Administration

Governance and Regulatory Issues for Sponsored Programs
Leadership and Organization Models in Research Administration
Intellectual Property, Technology Transfer and Commercialization
Public Program Evaluation Techniques

Audits in Research Administration

Financial Management in Research Administration

Grant and Contract Management

Strategic Planning and Management

Human Resource Management

While there are currently no undergraduate programmes in general research admin-
istration, a handful of institutions have started offering bachelor’s programmes in the
more specialised area of clinical research administration (i.e. the administration of
clinical trials). These programmes typically exist as an area of concentration within a
traditional undergraduate degree in healthcare management.

Following the financial crisis of 2008 R&D funding dropped significantly, particu-
larly in Southern European Countries (Rehm, 2018). As a result, some European Mem-
ber States encouraged their scientists to look to the European framework programme
for funding which may have led to the development of accredited qualifications spon-
sored by their governments. For example, the Universidad Politécnica de Madrid runs
a diploma in the Promotion and Management of International Research and Develop-
ment and Innovation projects and Actions (Polytechnic University of Madrid, n.d.). It
is supported by the CDTI-E.PE (Centre of Industrial Technological Development) a
public entity of the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation. This is a prestigious
diploma consisting of six modules with a total value of 15 ECTS of which the prime
objective is to improve Spanish participation in the European framework programme
as well as other international programmes as well as to improve best practices. It is
aimed at professionals in the field who are supported by their organisations.

In Norway there have been proactive efforts to offer formal certification courses
specifically designed for research managers and administrators. The University of
South-Eastern Norway (USN) provided a one-year program on EU Project Man-
agement which we believe was offered from 2013 to 2016. Nord University offered a
course called EU instruments for funding of research and innovation in 2017-2018.

What is the future of degree programmes in research administration? Even before
the COVID-19 pandemic, institutions were moving towards a broader offering of
online-only degrees as a way to increase enrolments and reach out to underserved com-
munities. All current master’s programmes and most current undergraduate degrees
in clinical research administration are offered online only. As the technology matures
and becomes more accepted, one can reasonably expect that an undergraduate degree
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in research administration will be offered at some point in the not-too-distant future.
Additionally, in Europe, there is foRMAtion (Giorgilli & Bodino, 2019), a project sup-
ported by the European Commission is developing and delivering specialised research
management across four European Universities.

Relative Merits

For a research administrator seeking professional development, particularly for those
with an eye to move upward in the profession, which of the three options is the best?
It’s an old joke among research administrators, but we all know that the answer to
every question is always, “Well, it depends’. All three options have their strengths and
weaknesses, their advantages and their disadvantages. The right choice is whichever
option is right for you.

One of the benefits of certification is that, given that there are minimum require-
ments for years of professional experience, one need only devote a few months of free
time studying in order to successfully pass the US exam. One need not attend a series
of workshops or enrol in for-credit courses. Another benefit is that the cost of certifica-
tion is reasonable, certainly compared to tuition for a graduate degree and even to the
cost of some of the better certificate programmes. As of 2022, the cost to sit for any of
the three certification exams offered by RACC was $395. For a research administra-
tor who is confident about passing the exam, certification can be an attractive option.

Another feature of certification has both advantages and disadvantages. Unlike certifi-
cates or academic programmes, a certification is a time-limited credential that has a specific
expiration date. In order to maintain the certification, the certificant must remain profes-
sionally active in the field and must document a minimum number of contact hours, which
are similar to some degree to CEUs within a prescribed period. The advantage is that the
certification proves that the certification holder’s knowledge is always up to date, but the
disadvantage is that they must continually work to maintain their certification.

While certificates are also available for short one-oft courses and workshops, these
do not necessarily add much value to an individual’s resume. The certificates that
are of interest (and value) for this discussion are those that involve multiple train-
ing sessions and are offered by an organisation with a solid academic or professional
reputation. For these certificates, one of the principal benefits is that they can be com-
pleted in as little as one year by completing as few as 2-4 courses or workshops. For a
research administrator working full time, particularly those with other personal and
family commitments, this makes a certificate programme an attractive option. Another
benefit of certificate programmes is that, while costs can vary widely depending on the
provider, certificate programmes will cost significantly less than a master’s degree. A
typical certificate programme offered by an institution of higher education in the US
can cost as little as $2,500. Of course, if the programme is offered either locally or
online, there won’t be any travel costs associated with the certificate. For a research
administrator whose institution is not reimbursing for the cost of continuing educa-
tion, the comparatively lower cost of a certificate can be important.

Certificates and certifications can be of use to a jobseeker provided that the hiring
official is aware of the organisation that provided the credential. The principal benefit
of an Academic Programme, such as a Master’s in Research Administration, is that the
credential enjoys universal acceptance by nearly any employer, just as with any other
master’s degree. This credential is recognised both nationally and internationally, and
is further recognised and appreciated even by persons who do not work in the field of
research administration.
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There are two principal barriers to receiving a MRA. The first is that the tuition
and fees for an MRA are largely on par with those of any other graduate degree; while
many research administrators work at institutions with tuition benefits, those benefits
typically don’t apply to graduate programmes and almost never apply to tuition paid
to another institution. Degree candidates must often way the costs out of pocket, and
the cost for an MR A averages at about $30,000.

The second barrier is the time commitment. With a regular (and admittedly intense)
schedule of coursework, one could complete a master’s programme in as little as two years;
however, professional and personal requirements often do not allow for this, and for that
reason, most institutions assume that participants will require three or more years. The
University of Central Florida, for example, allows up to seven years to complete the pro-
gramme. Of all the varieties of credentials, a graduate degree will require the most time.

Summary

Many are attracted to a career in research administration because of the constant
evolution of the field — never doing exactly the same thing this year as last. Research
administration is a lifestyle choice, but one that requires a constant commitment to
keeping up with or even staying ahead of the changes.

Around the world, the universal call for ‘professionalisation’ requires adequate
and appropriate education and training provision for RMAs. As the role of Research,
Development, and Innovation gets more complicated and moves to the heart of social
and economic progress, it becomes more complex and demanding of good governance.
RMAs are often the interface between research and funders and RMAs being aware
and fluent in these issues are increasingly important.

Simply falling into RMA must become less and less the route into the profession
and be replaced by a more structured process of formation. In North America, and
in particular the US, this ‘professional formation’ has been established for a while, in
Australasia and the UK it’s also developing but the lack of undergraduate and even
postgraduate courses around Europe is of concern. The professional qualifications
available to the community do provide a structured formation of the profession but
places are limited and hence the number of accredited professionals remains low.

Recent attempts by the European Commission (2022b) through the European
Research Area instrument, hint at the development of common EU standards, quali-
fications, and expectations developing but this is a slow burner requiring the consistent
and constant attention of the professional representative associations.
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Abstract

Curiosity is one of the main drivers in reaching out and connecting to colleagues
and starting the networking — that is the foundation for establishing an associa-
tion for Research Managers and Administrators (RMAs). The questions, “Why,
what, how and when’, with a commitment to drive things forward, together with
like-minded people, can transform curiosity into joint actions and movement of
a network. While a number of success factors can be identified, alas there is no
thorough literature describing how such factors interact or why. Even though all
parameters are met, some associations still struggle with moving forward.

Recognising the identity as a research manager and administrator on the indi-
vidual level enables reaching out to colleagues in the field, in and outside the
institution, and nationally as well as abroad. Understanding the institutional
environment and the structure of research support is the starting point for reach-
ing out to colleagues.

This chapter will give an overview of the creation process of RMA associations,
spanning from the rise of professional networks, as an informal organisation, to
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the establishment of legal entities, and hence a more formal association. It hopes
to provide a meaningful discussion on the process of establishing professional
associations despite the scarce literature on the topic (Stolle, 1998).

Keywords: Networks; professional associations; research management and
administration; creation of associations; from informal to formal; recognition

Introduction

The assumption that organisations typically exist to further the common interest
among groups of people is implicit in most of the literature about organisations. Even
when unorganised or informal groups are discussed, such as ‘pressure groups’ and
‘group theory’ are discussed, the word ‘group’ is meant to refer to a number of indi-
viduals with a common interest (Olson, 1971, p. 7; Wenger, 2009).

Networks may be defined as webs of active affiliation, acting as conduits that
channel the flow of ideas and information and existing only as long as a relationship
endures (Powell & Oberg, 2017). In small groups, there may be some voluntary action
in support of the common purpose of the individuals. As the network grows, however,
some form of compulsory membership may be indispensable for its survival (Olson,
1971). That is why, after a certain period of time, RMA professional networks often
evolve into formal associations, with the goal to advance research management as a
profession through education and professional development programmes.

A number of success factors can be identified, and there are several consultancies
and websites giving advice, for example, Coolerinsights,' that suggest eight parameters
for success (Table 2.8.1).

Building on these, possible steps towards the creation of an informal network are
shown in Fig. 2.8.1 and described in the next sections.

Professional networks can be seen as an arena in which people and/or organisa-
tions interact. The interactions enable them to create common understandings of their
professional needs and to move forward, and in the case of RMAs, to the recogni-
tion of a new profession. Moreover, professional networks can act as negotiating or
representative agencies, shaping, and redefining appropriate practices of interaction
for their respective memberships (Greenwood et al., 2002). They are a means through
which the members represent themselves to other actors and stakeholders inside and
outside the field, providing information, advice, training, and pursuing strategic goals
through influence. Initially, the development of collective beliefs is probably partly

Table 2.8.1. How to Build a Great Association.

Set up a sustainable Position your Demonstrate Develop new
framework in association as a value and initiatives and
Governance, Talent thought leader relevance to revenue streams
and Operations members
Constantly innovate Extend your Communicate Invest in future
outreach through leaders
partnerships and
alliances

"https://coolerinsights.com/2011/04/how-to-build-a-great-association/
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Fig. 2.8.1. The Informal Level: Understanding the Environment.

functional. Once established, these beliefs and practices can become taken for granted
and reproduced through processes, such as training and education, hiring, certifica-
tion, and ceremonies of celebration (Greenwood et al., 2002).

One important issue in the rise of professional networks is the analysis of the con-
text: establishing an overall understanding of the environment within which individu-
als, organisations, and societies operate and interact. This includes consideration of all
factors which impact upon the network to be developed, implemented, and the results
to be sustained. According to UNDP (1998) guidelines it is important to build on what
exists — to utilise and strengthen existing capacities, rather than to start from scratch.
As there are already a large number of RMA associations today both at national
and international levels, it could be useful to have a look at the existing professional
networks, scrutinising their evolution in order to analyse the factors that led to the
establishment of the associations. As discussed by Williamson and Dyason (2023),
the movement towards the formalisation of a profession of RMA's is closely linked to
the understanding of who a professional research manager and administrator is and
what their skills are, highlighting and emphasising the role of soft skills. They pre-
sent RMA practitioners as ‘human-being’ professionals and not only knowledgeable
experts, and reinforce work-life integration based on what it means not only to ‘know’
and ‘do’ within a profession, but also to ‘be’ a professional.

Capacity development requires a comprehensive understanding of capacity at vari-
ous levels:

At the individual level: is there an RM A identity among people working as research support
staff at HEIs or any other institution Do RM As feel themselves as professionals in the field?

Over the past few years, some research has looked at the development of a profes-
sional identity of RMAs within the sector, some based on surveys and interviews.
Literature shows that the increased number and complexity of activities in research
management and administration has led to a differentiation of staff over the years.
The general trend today in the university sector is the transformation of traditional
support functions, such as those of secretaries and technicians, being replaced by new
professionalised administrative functions and specialists in targeted areas, for exam-
ple, pre-award, post-award, and Open Science specialists (Beasley, 2006; Ryttberg &
Geschwind, 2019). Individuals are interpreting their given roles more actively and
are moving laterally across boundaries, creating new institutional spaces, knowledge,
and relationships, particularly in a ‘third space’ between professional and academic
domains (Whitchurch, 2008a). This can also be seen in the large number of RMA staff
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with an academic background, which high proportions having doctorates and many
moving from research (Oliveira, Fischer, et al., 2023, Chapter 2.2)

According to the literature, RMAs seem to be aware of their identity as professionals
worldwide (Kerridge, 2021a). However, in some countries and in some institutions research
support staff are still not fully aware of their role as professionals.

In the process of identity construction, the process of identifying with a community
is important: professional networks can function as ‘sense givers’ for professional sup-
port staff in their process of making sense of their roles (Ryttberg & Geschwind, 2019).
Professional identity formation is a socialisation process that involves both the acquisi-
tion of specific knowledge and capabilities required for professional practice, as well as
the internalisation of attitudes, dispositions, and self-identity peculiar to the commu-
nity of practitioners (Borden, 2008). In countries with no formal associations, the par-
ticipation in activities promoted by international networks, such as the BESTPRAC
initiative (Zsar, 2023a, Chapter 1.5) could help create a sense of professional identity.

At the level of the institution: do HEIs or other institutions recognise the role and the
identity of RMAs?

The framework conditions for higher education institutions are changing: the more
managerial mode of steering in research has also been associated with an increase
in the number of administrative staff and a demand for new competencies. Highly
educated specialists and experts in specific areas of administration are required (Rytt-
berg & Geschwind, 2019). However, as noted by Whitchurch (2008a), professional
staff are progressively constructing their credibility on a personal basis, as the higher
education environment is not supporting this progressive construction of credibility
on an institutional basis. Institutions (and the sector) should and must support the
identity of the third space professionals. As professional staff work across and beyond
boundaries, they are re-defining the nature of their work, and it may be that those
institutions are able to give recognition to more extended ways of working will be
the most likely to maximise the contribution of their staff, and to achieve an effective
accommodation with their current and future environments (Akerman, 2020).

At the level of the broader system or enabling environment. Policy makers should be aware
of the needs of society or a group of entities: is there already an existing policy framework for
the development of RM As? Is the profession understood by policy makers and decision takers?

Inputs for the creation of RMA networks could come through a bottom-up (from
the RMA community itself) or top-down approach (from policy makers, such as the
government), depending on factors such as country, culture, and who takes the lead or
who provides funding for the initiative. A clear policy framework is then essential for
the sustainability of the initiative.

In the US, research administration was born from the need to manage an increasing
amount of funds for research. In the post-war period, increased support for science
by federal government agencies, universities, industrial research laboratories, and pri-
vate foundations through grants brought the necessity of skilled people for research
support. In order to face challenges, several research administrators started seeking
solutions to common problems and issues through an open friendly discussion. To this
end, the first meeting of the National Conference on the Advancement of Research
(NCAR) was held in 1947 (Beasley, 2006).

In Brazil, the development of RMA is being driven by the desire of moving national
science and technology initiative (STI) governance to a new level. But, although institu-
tionalisation of science and technology policy and several initiatives to boost R&D and
innovation, there is a lack of governance initiatives in favour of convergence and align-
ment among involved actors, policies, and strategies proposed (Oliveira & Bonacelli,
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2019). In other countries, initiatives have been taken by funding agencies. The India
Research Management Initiative (IRMI) — a pilot aimed at building research capac-
ity — was supported by the India Alliance® to enable biomedical research. But there is a
need for research management to be inclusive of all areas of science, so a wider effort
would require collaboration between several funders to support this across disciplines.
For maximum impact, the development of RM as a profession in India would require
government commitment and participation (Ayyar & Jameel, 2019).

An example of commitment by policy makers could be seen in Norway, where the
Norwegian Network for Administration and Research Management was created in 2013.
In 2016, a project’ aimed at competence development for Research Administrators was
established the aim of the project is to develop a collective national Professional Develop-
ment Program primarily for Norwegian Research Administrators. The program was devel-
oped by actors from The Norwegian Research Council, NARMA/UHR (The Norwegian
Network for Research Administration, The Norwegian Association of Higher Education
Institutions)® (The Norwegian Research Institute’s cooperative body), and Innovation
Norway and followed by other initiatives (Silva & Nedberg, 2023, Chapter 5.36).

Recently the European Commission also recognised the growing need for the profes-
sionalisation of research management across Europe and a lack of training or access to
it. The Research Management Initiative is proposed among the priorities of the ERA
policy agenda for 2022-2024 (Action 17) (European Commission, 2022b) with four
priorities: upskilling, recognition, networking to support the exchange of best practice,
and capacity building The development of research management as a profession is also
taken into account by many European University Alliances, with dedicated tasks.

The Informal Level: Building a Professional Network

Following the analysis of the capacity development at the three above-mentioned levels,
further steps towards the creation of professional networks should be undertaken:

1. Identify the target group and set a definition of professionals working as research
support staff:

There is no common definition of professionals in research support. In North
America, ‘research administrator’ is the most common term, but in other parts of
the world the equivalent roles are occupied by research managers and by research
managers and administrators, often referred to as RMAs (Kerridge & Scott, 2018a).
The terms ‘administration’ and ‘management’ are understood differently in Australia
and the USA from the way that they are understood in the UK. In Australia, profes-
sional staff refer to themselves more openly as ‘managers’, rather than modulating
this via the use of the term ‘administration’. By contrast, in the United States, the
most senior institutional managers, including presidents, are referred to as ‘academic
administrators’. Thus, the term ‘administration’ is associated with institutional policy
and governance, and as something that is undertaken at a higher level than ‘manage-
ment’, whereas in the UK ‘administration’ has tended to become devalued in that it is

>DBT/Wellcome Trust India Alliance (India Alliance) is an independent, dynamic public
charity that funds research in health and biomedical sciences in India (About Wellcome
Trust/DBT India Alliance (wellcomeopenresearch.org)).
3https://www.forskningsradet.no/prognett-horisont2020/Courses_and_help_with_propos-
als/1254022852485

*https://www.forskningsradet.no/en/Home_page/1177315753906
>https://www.abelia.no/bransjeforeninger/ffa-forskningsinstituttenes-fellesarena
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often used to refer to procedural, and even clerical, tasks (Whitchurch, 2009). In Por-
tugal, the term ‘Professionals at Interface of Science (PIoS)’ was coined to define the
diverse, emergent, and rapidly changing community of professionals, the term being
related to the roles these professionals fulfil within every institution that performs sci-
entific research (Agostinho et al., 2018).

The Research Administration as a Profession (RAAAP) project (Kerridge & Scott,
2018a; Oliveira, Fischer, et al., 2023, Chapter 2.2), set out to survey RMAs from around
the world utilised the acronym RMA to encompass all nomenclature — that is the most
commonly term used in Europe among these professionals. RMA is defined as

A research manager and administrator (research manager in some coun-
tries, research administrators in others — research support, and research
advisors are also common terms) is defined as someone whose role (or
a significant part of it) is devoted to support some part of the research
lifecycle, including, but not limited to: identifying funding sources and
customers, preparing proposals, costing, pricing and submitting fund-
ing proposals, drafting, negotiating and accepting contracts, dealing
with project finance, employing staff on research contracts, reporting
to funders, advising on research impact, knowledge exchange, technol-
ogy transfer, supporting short courses, postgraduate research student
administration, research strategy and policy, research assessment, eth-
ics and governance, information systems, audit, statutory returns, and
research office management. It also includes research development and
researcher development professionals. (Fischer et al., 2022)

The European Commission also contributed to setting a definition. In the Horizon
Europe Work Programme ‘Widening participation and strengthening the European
Research Area’ (p. 75)

Research management can take many shapes: research policy advisers,
research managers, financial support staff, data stewards, research infra-
structure operators, knowledge transfer officers, business developers, knowl-
edge brokers, innovation managers, etc. (European Commission, 2022b)

2. Map the community:

Once the definition is stipulated, mapping the RMA community will help in under-
standing who the RMAs are. RMAs could work in different institutions, like ministries,
HEISs, public or private institutions, hospitals, and funding agencies. Depending on the
policy and structure of each institution RMAs could have different roles and skills. Sur-
veys have been recently carried out in countries where formal RMA associations have
not yet been established (Portugal, Spain, and Italy). Information about profiles, quali-
fications, employment conditions, roles, activities, skills, motivation, and needs have
been collected. Overviews of the RMA profiles in these countries have been published.®.

One of the main concerns in countries where no professional identity has yet
emerged is how to reach the right people. Surveys are likely to be distributed through

6 Portugal: https://sites.google.com/view/pic-pt/a-pic/organiza%C3%A7%C3%A30%uthuser=0
Spain:  https://agaur.gencat.cat/web/.content/Documents/Internacionalitzacio/informe_
IRMA_AGAUR_2020_final.pdf Italy: https://www.italianresearchmanagers.eu/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2022/05/caratteristiche-bisogni-formativi-R M A-italiani
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personal contacts, thus leaving some professionals behind. In Portugal and Italy, where
existing informal RMA networks involve mainly university central offices, financial
managers in Faculties, Schools, Departments as well as RMAs working, for example,
in private institutions, hospitals, or funding agencies were hardly reached.

As the RMA community grows, mapping should be repeated on a regular basis.
The research environment is constantly evolving and new skills are required, there-
fore understanding professionals, their motivation and needs, will encourage initiatives
contributing to research managers’ upskilling.

Finally, community mapping could be the starting point towards the creation of
professional development frameworks (PDFs). A PDF is a structure that supports,
strengthens, and guides the development of a profession. It represents the point of
reference for continuous education and career training for people who entered the
workforce to develop new skills, stay up-to-date on current trends, and advance their
career (see Romano et al., 2023, Chapter 4.4).

3. Identify goals, activities and (human) resources:

To strengthen the value for its members, the network should set its own strategy, by
defining its mission, vision, and values. Objectives should be identified and a plan of
activities should be drafted. It is also very important, in order to fulfil the stakeholders
and members expectations, to make sure a small and motivated group will govern and
drive the network formation.

4. Raising awareness:

Lewis (2012) points out that the recognition of a profession requires collective self-
confidence through a professional identity, increasing visibility, and a strong and con-
sistent voice. To raise awareness and become visible, an emerging community should
actively invest in a communication strategy. Why do we exist? What do we want to
achieve? A logo/brand/image and possibly a website should represent members and
promote goals and activities.

Drafting a communication plan will allow the implementation of the strategy. The
plan should identify: the stakeholders/target audiences, the content and objectives of
the communication, the means to achieve the objectives and the indicators to meas-
ure the effectiveness. Concerning the stakeholders, it could be useful to differentiate
between the primary and the secondary target audience. The primary stakeholders are
those who have a robust influence on the achievement of the objectives (your colleagues,
RMAs working in different institutions, and other RMA communities). The latter
consists of those who can influence the primary audience (policy makers at national
and international levels). The most common means of communications are: presenta-
tions at RMA-related national and international events, workshop organisation, pub-
lication in magazines or journals, networking, and best practice exchange with other
professionals and associations/ platforms. Social media is nowadays the most power-
ful way to engage the audience. RMA communities often have dedicated groups on
Facebook, LinkedIn, and actively use Twitter and Instagram to spread information.
Since a key requirement for the social networks is to be active, an editorial plan should
be implemented. The plan would include: communication objective, communication
channels, content format, keywords, publication timing, and monitoring.

5. Sustainability:

In smaller groups, there may be voluntary action in support of the common pur-
poses of the individuals in the group, but in most cases, this action ceases before it
reaches the optimal/critical level for the members of the group. As the network grows
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in terms of number of members and activities a decrease in efficiency can occur (Tuck-
man, 1965). In order to ensure the network sustainability some actions should be con-
sidered: assess the results, revise the goals, identify a core group of highly motivated
members and analyse the market needs of new or existing professionals in the country.
It should also be considered if some form of compulsory membership — from informal
to formal is useful to the survival of the group.

Paying attention to these aspects will play an important role in the transformation
from an informal network to a professional association.

RMA Associations: From Informal to Formal

The natural step forward from having an informal network is to formalise the net-
work into an association (or equal type of organisation). There can be reasons that an
informal network is the better option, but the movement towards formalising research
management societies has gained significant power over the last few decades: on the
one side, due to the complexity of the research environment, science pulls the need for
highly qualified professional RMA support, on the other sidle RMAs now have vision,
leadership, and content to create their own associations (Fig. 2.8.2).

There are benefits by keeping the network informal, and balancing of advantages
and disadvantages is often the first step in the discussion on formalising the network
(Table 2.8.2).

Setting Up a Formal RMA Association

There is a global trend towards recognising RMA as a profession, as the number of
RMAs all over the world as well as the number of RMA associations are increas-
ing: In the RAAAP-3 survey, with over 3,500 full responses from 66 countries, 31 of
which had more than 10 replies. By 2022 INORMS has 22 member associations.’
Some associations are multicountry associations, like SARIMA covering Southern
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Table 2.8.2. Informal Communities/Networks Versus Formal Association.

Advantages Disadvantages

A. Informal Communities/Networks

No legal and economic constraints No funding available for the activities
Flexibility No staff can be hired

No deadlines No activities that require funding

No member fees The work is done on a voluntary basis
Bottom up driven activities Activities are extra-daily work activities

Not all the plans are achieved (in time),
and time is key for certain issues, such as
policy

Engagement

Coordination effort rests on a small
number of very motivated people

B. Formal Association

Professionalisation of the association Legal constraints

(sustainability, HR issues, funds)

Have the decision power (statutes) Define and monitor membership

Market and branding Administrative procedures to be in place
(opening of a bank account)

Access to stakeholders in a structured Internal procedures

ways

Financial capability to plan and develop Professionalisation of the association

activities (sustainability, HR-issues, funds)

Recognition of the profession Bureaucratic burden

Lobbying — speaking with one voice

Formal governance structure

Africa, WARIMA covering Western Africa, EARMA covering Europe, and ARMS
for Australasia and Singapore, but most are focused on a single country. The total
number of research managers and administrators worldwide is unknown, but the col-
lective membership of INORMS associations is around 30,000. The growth of formal
RMA associations since the establishment of INORMS in 2001 shows the potential
and drive towards an increased degree of formalisation.

The movement towards the formation of a formal RMA association from an informal
network goes through a number of steps. Establishing an association requires support
from the participants in the network, and from major stakeholders, like the management
of the research institutions who are the ones enabling the research support staft to par-
ticipate in such an activity. When building the association, it should consider who is rep-
resented: the institution or individuals in a society of professionals. Having institutional
and/or individual membership will affect the membership structure.

In Part 2 of the book the experience presented from different countries demon-
strates the huge variety in forming, timeframe, and scope of national associations and
networks.
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A major challenge in an environment where there is no tradition for research sup-
port or getting organised is the first mover problem (Leeson, 2010). The first mover
problem says that a decision equilibrium (understood as the lack of ability to take
decision) can occur in taking the decision to action because the cost or investment
(risk) of the individual will only give value if all (or a majority) of the other actors
join the decision. In order to remove the obstacle of the first mover problem, vari-
ous strategies can be implemented, depending on the current situation. Identifying
leadership, for example finding a motivated, charismatic personality in getting things
started could play an important role, combined with having colleagues or hiring staff
able and willing to do the operational management. Leeson (2010) also points out a
roundabout for the first mover problem, to have a petition on the topic and, in this
case, the petition could be a survey highlighting the size of the RMA community and
main issues to be addressed (like training needs, career issues, etc.).

Setting up a leadership management is closely connected with the vision and mis-
sion of the association (Aithal, 2016). How does a new leadership make sure to deliver
on the aims for the association? Bruce Tuckmann (1965) developed the notion Form-
ing, Storming, Norming, and Performing describing the processes relating to the
forming of new groups or organisations: after a period with enthusiasm and strong
commitment (even conflicts), there will be a phase of normalising, often with a drop in
engagement of the members of the group — this can lead to stagnation, and the lead-
ership should be able to analyse and take appropriate steps to move the association
forward. This can take several forms, like strategy development processes, member
surveys, retreats, and leadership development programs or initiatives.

The leadership of the association is also responsible for succession planning (Atwood,
2020) and making sure that there is talent development in the association. Depending on
the size of the association, this can be through the establishment of committees, and other
groups in order to give a broader introduction to the management of the association and
give members the ability to prove and develop their engagement in the association.

Draft statutes for the association, defining the purpose of the association, member-
ship, membership fee, elections, leadership and management, budget, economy, and
liability, should be put in place. In some countries, it can be difficult, due to regu-
lations, to set up a voluntary association. Membership fee can become an issue, if
stakeholders are not willing to cover membership costs, or there can be difficulties in
setting up a bank account. Therefore, a thorough risk analysis and contingency plan
for setting up a formal association is recommended.

Activities of the RMA association are typically:

Upskilling, training, and career development.

Recognition — defining skills and competencies of RMAs — policy advice.
Networking.

Capacity building, raising awareness, and community building.

Networking with other associations, either on a bilateral basis or through INORMS
can help the transformation process from informal to formal, be a source for
exchanging best practice and learning from participating in activities.

There can also be cultural differences, making it difficult to adopt models from
other countries. This can be down to details of the titles and roles in the association,
for example, titles ‘President’ or ‘Chair’, ‘Board’ or ‘Board of Directors’. However,
learning from the structures of other like-minded associations and determining which
aspects can be translated successfully to the local context is always beneficial.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, we discussed the aspects of transforming informal networks of
RMA professionals into a formal association and the advantages and disadvan-
tages in doing so. The solution to the challenges in setting up a formal RMA
association is closely linked to national conditions, culture and personal commit-
ment, and there is no ‘one size fits all’ model. Every community should find the
right time and opportunity to act according to the options available. A thorough
analysis should be the facts-based foundation, to drive the actions in realising
national potentials and minimising the risk for failures, including learning from
what works in other RMA associations around the world. Identifying and defining
the group of RMA’s is the next important step, to map the community and link it
to the involved stakeholders. This will establish an understanding of the training,
networking, and policies necessary for the community, and help clarify interac-
tions with stakeholders, raising awareness about the contribution, and value of an
organised RMA association.

We have presented the steps necessary to form an association, and as the country
chapters will reveal, there is not a linear progression that will ensure success in achieving
a successful setting up of an RMA association.
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Abstract

This chapter examines various definitions and perceptions of Research Manage-
ment and Administration (RMA) from individuals both from within and outside
the profession to gain a wider understanding of this field. These definitions and
perceptions are expected to trigger reflections on where the boundaries of the
profession are more likely to be.

To do so, the authors utilise a mixed method that begins with a discussion of
different definitions of RMA. Next, we move from conceptualisation to action and
engage the reader by presenting empirical insights from an analysis of specific train-
ing programmes within RMA, shedding light on the profession’s distinctive features
from an insider’s perspective. Lastly, we delve into the case study of the project
foRMAtion, a training program that introduces RMAs as the ‘Professionals at the
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Interface of Science.” This case study allows us to explore how individuals outside
the RMA profession, such as teachers and students participating in its training
courses, perceive and understand RMA.

Keywords: Boundary; students; definitions of RMAs; attitude; hybrid
professionals; training

Introduction

Research Management and Administration (RMA) is often described as an emerging
profession. It has been steadily and consistently affirming itself and its community
worldwide through professional associations, qualifications, professional development
frameworks, and European and international conferences and studies (Poli, 2021d,
2022a,2022b; Poli & Toom, 2013; Romano et al., 2021; Santos et al., 2021a; Trindade &
Agostinho, 2014; Williamson et al., 2020). This profession operates within the research
and innovation (R&I) ecosystem, which is the space where ‘the set of infrastructure
and human, financial, institutional and information resources, projects and activities
organised for scientific and innovation production’ (Agostinho et al., 2018, p. 2). This
set of infrastructure certainly includes the human capital that supports researchers to
reach their ultimate goals.

RMASs support researchers in a variety of tasks. Nowadays, they are referred to as
‘Higher Education (HE) professionals’, ‘new HE professionals’, or simply ‘HE manag-
ers’ (Gornall, 1999; Middlehurst, 2009; Schneijderberg & Merkator, 2013). There are
a number of terms associated with RMAs, and this definition is ambiguous. Neverthe-
less, we should strive to be consistent in its naming. An effort to define the profession
will help us capture who we are and helps raise awareness among the rest of the uni-
versity community and beyond.

Furthermore, RMAs have been called and defined in the literature in a variety of
ways. They go from hybrid professionals, pointing to the blendedness of their creden-
tials and career experiences, to ‘semi academic’ (Agostinho et al., 2018), highlight-
ing their career trajectory as researchers as well as practitioners. Further definitions
map RMAS’ variety of skills, competences, and everyday tasks, and so they have been
labelled as ‘borderless’ (Middlehurst, 2009), adding the comprehensiveness nature
of the skills and capabilities required for this profession. Several books and theses
have come up in recent years pointing to the diversity of their standpoints (Loi, 2021;
Oliveira, 2020; Poli, 2018a; Veles et al., 2019). This includes the description as ‘scholar-
practitioners’ (Streitwieser & Ogden, 2016; Whitchurch, 2018), previously theorised by
Eraut (1994) with his description of professionals in practice as knowledge creators.
These studies have taken several angles to explore the profession, including those of
academics, students, and practitioners like us.

This profession has drawn interest to the policymakers at the regional (European)
level (see, for example, the Council conclusions on the New European Research Area
of December 2020") as well as the national level (see, for example, the The National
Recovery and Resilience Plan,”? Italian documents referring to the ‘development of
a new generation of research managers’ stated as a priority in the 2021-2027 Italian

'Council conclusions on the New European Research Area: https:/data.consilium.europa.
eu/doc/document/ST-13567-2020-INIT/en/pdf.
*https://commission.europa.eu/business-economy-euro/economic-recovery/recovery-and-
resilience-facility/italys-recovery-and-resilience-plan_en
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National Programme for Research). More recently, the European Commission has
taken an interest in RMAs as an emerging profession with several funded projects®
even to pave the way for students to learn RMA and the profession at large.

As such, this chapter aims to dive into this emerging profession to catch more fea-
tures while attempting to define its boundaries in a less ambiguous way. Views from
RMAs, students, and teachers depict a comprehensive picture of the profession and its
surroundings, including the variety of stakeholders. These views add insights into the
diverse nature of the tasks expected for RMAs and the skill sets as well as the overall
competencies needed.

Seeking Clarity in Domains and Definitions
Definition of ‘Boundary’ and ‘Bounded’ Professionals

As a starting point, we explore what the term ‘boundary’ stands for. We do so by con-
sidering Whitchurch’s (2008b) report ‘Professional Managers in UK Higher Educa-
tion: Preparing for Complex Futures’ as one of the first works covering the topic. Here,
Whitchurch (2008b) describes the attitude towards boundaries of

those managers who located themselves firmly within the boundaries of
a function or organisational location which they had either constructed
for themselves or which they perceived as having been imposed upon
them. This means that these professionals may choose to be governed
by the ‘rules and resources’ within that space; they also often are char-
acterised by a desire to maintain boundaries and performed their roles
in ways that were relatively prescribed. (p. 11)

These professionals are the bounded HE managers and the boundaries described
here are those purposively set by this group of professionals; they move comfortably
within the boundaries of the role and their job description, which may even represent
the safer working spaces these professionals have been defending from any institu-
tional change; whereas they find it difficult to move out of these safe spaces to interact
or connect with the wider world of the profession.

To explain this quest for boundaries further, we move on to follow Whitchurch’s
description of the so-called cross-boundary professionals. This group pictures those

who actively used boundaries to build strategic advantage and institu-
tional capacity, capitalising on their knowledge of territories on either
side of these boundaries. They used their understanding of the ‘rules
and resources’ of more than one type of space and were likely to dis-
play negotiating and political skills to perform interpretive functions
and become actors in institutional decision-making. Although they
were likely to have internal and external networks, they tended to see
their futures within the sector. (Whitchurch, 2008b, p. 11)

3Such as the RM Roadmap (https://www.rmroadmap.eu/) and the CARDEA (https://www.
ucc.ie/en/cardea/) projects (funded by the Horizon Europe Programme) focussing on RMA
training and networking and the foRMAtion (https://www.formation-rma.eu/) project
(funded by the ERASMUS+ programme).
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https://www.ucc.ie/en/cardea/
https://www.ucc.ie/en/cardea/
https://www.formation-rma.eu/
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In addition to the two groups described above, we consider unbounded profes-
sionals, as those who demonstrated a disregard for boundaries, or for the ‘rules and
resources’ that they might represent.

They have a more open-ended and exploratory approach to the broadly
based projects with which they were involved. They undertook work
that contributed to institutional development, tended to draw on exter-
nal experience and networks, and were as likely to see their futures out-
with higher education as well within the sector. In a sense, therefore,
they were willing to ‘let go’ of structures and boundaries, tolerating a
degree of risk and ambiguity, and embracing innovation and creativity.
(Whitchurch, 2008b, p. 11)

These three groups of professionals in HE help identify some of the boundaries
limiting the profession, which can be easily found in any context of RMA as well
since these [groupings] show how individuals use boundaries for institutional and/or
instrumental ends.

Definition of ‘Boundary Work’

Regarding RMA, it represents an emerging forms of ‘boundary work’ (Schiitzenmeiser,
2010; Whitchurch, 2006), referring to functions at organisational boundaries for defin-
ing purposes, which may not always be in a university context. Boundary work is not
meant to reflect segregations or to imply a silos effect within universities. On the con-
trary, it strives to promote the ongoing exchange between those belonging within and
outside of organisation between research and its social environment (Schiitzenmeiser,
2010). Within this type of work, specialised boundary units have been established with
their own identity; for example, technology transfer offices as the connectors between
what lies both outside and inside the university. However, discussing regarded bound-
ary work in research is not something new.

In conjunction with the definition of boundary type of work, we move on to dig
more specifically to discuss RMASs as those at the interface of science (Agostinho et al.,
2018; Santos et al., 2021a). This definition embraces a wide and comprehensive list of
identities and functions in today’s RMA. As Santos et al. (2021a) seem to suggest, this
includes those RM As working at research funding and policy agencies. But is there any
other inner category missing from this extended definition? While describing these pro-
fessionals at the interface of science, Agostinho et al. envisage the existence as well as
a creation of a broad community that encompasses the widest range of profiles, rang-
ing from grant writers and managers to knowledge transfer officers, and from science
communicators to policy analysts. Whilst Santos et al. (2021a) focus on the extended
definition of what is missing from that broad definition, they focus namely on the work
of those at research funding and policy agencies that could feel excluded from some
definitions but that claim their place in the profession at any cost.

Definition of ‘Hybrid’ Professionals

One more definition is broad and considers RMAs as hybrid professionals. Here, the
focus sheds light on the hybridity of the profile of those with academic and profes-
sional experience. These individuals have experienced a variety of sectors and roles in
careers and this may facilitate their sense of ‘fitting in’ any professional community



From Conceptualisation to Action 205

they find themselves involved. The focus is on their mixed credentials, career choices,
and backgrounds. In this sense, they show career paths from a variety of sectors even
within HE. They leverage these mixed credentials when performing their professional-
oriented roles so to make their hybridity visible in their performance of the role; the
hybridity is therefore in the self as it is in the role itself. From the points above, we see
that individual use of boundaries could be the result of their hybridity, not to say of
opportunistic use of their mixed, blended, or unique credentials and identities (Poli,
2013; Whitchurch, 2018).

Further definitions found in the literature capture the characteristics of those in
RMA. For example, the combined definition of hybrid professionals as ‘borderless’
(Middlehurst, 2009) adds more features to the profiles and identities of its holders.
This combined definition aims to highlight a way of thinking about professionals,
their roles and identities. This to be regarded as an art and practice of ‘developing
professionals’ is a multi-layered enterprise involving a variety of contexts, many differ-
ent actors, and a range of processes over time. These further definitions have regarded
RMAs as invisible intermediaries within the profession of RMA (Derrick & Nickson,
2014; Poli, 2018a; Romano et al., 2019; Szekeres, 2004). Others investigated these pro-
fessionals in their attitude as servant leaders (Krauser, 2003) or the ‘others’ (Allen-
Collinson, 2009; Shelley, 2009). The nomenclature has confirmed the perception of
‘otherness’ felt by other professionals in HE, positioning themselves outside RMA
(Loi, 2021).

Exploring RMA Perceptions: Profession, Boundaries, and
Educational/Training Needs

Intending to explore how individuals in this profession see themselves and how they
understand and present their profession and its boundaries, we turn to the research
conducted by Viragh et al. (2020) by investigating the relevance of specific educa-
tion and training programmes. The research was carried out in two phases. The first
aim was to identify those conditions, skills, and competencies that are necessary for
the preparation and implementation of excellent European educational and research
projects. The second aim was to gather empirical information on training and educa-
tion needs as well as on existing opportunities to prove the relevance of specifically
developed programs.

The mixed-method research consisted of an online quantitative and qualitative sur-
vey, a workshop, and online qualitative semi-structured interviews. The anonymous
questionnaire dedicated to RMAs based in Europe included 35 questions, covering
the topics of demographics, educational and professional background, place of work,
advantages and disadvantages of the job, recruitment, skills and competencies, and
RMA-related training and associations. It was primarily distributed through the
mailing list of BESTPRAC COST action® but also on social media. 136 respondents
filled in the questionnaire, and 89 of them completed it fully. Respondents came from
31 different European countries (country of work) and 73.0% of them were female.
Then, a workshop was organised with the involvement of Hungarian stakeholders,
including researchers, RMAs and representatives of research funding organisations to
present and validate the results of the survey. Finally, interviews were carried out with
selected respondents of the survey from nine different European countries to gather
information with a special focus on the training, including their scope and structure,

*See https://bestprac.eu/home/.
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the certificates received if any, and the views on the most suitable form, structure and
timing of training for research managers.

How Do RMAs Across Europe Describe Their Jobs?

This question was directly raised during the interviews. All the interviewees gave a
compact definition of their job and the RMA profession. Facilitation (‘...facilitate
researchers to focus on what they should do’. Interviewee, DK), providing support (‘Sup-
porting those clever people with outstanding skills managing issues and complying with
requirements’. Interviewee, HU), as well as ensuring compliance with and transla-
tion of programme requirements (‘Supporting researchers to attract funding, ensuring
the compliance of proposals with eligibility criteria, improving projects to increase the
chances to get the grant through various means’ ... ‘spicing up the proposals’. Inter-
viewee, PT) were the key phrases mentioned repeatedly. Various ways of cooperating
with researchers were highlighted in all cases.

When RMASs were asked about why they would recommend the profession to oth-
ers on the one hand, and what kind of disadvantages they perceive as professionals on
the other hand, respondents provided definitions presented above as well as in other
chapters of this book (Poli, Kerridge, et al., 2023, Chapter 2.4).

A number of RMASs describing the advantages and disadvantages of the job talked
about working ‘within boundaries’, and most frequently, within self-constructed
boundaries. Providing support for researchers or carrying out customer service, facili-
tating and managing research projects to secure excellence, organising the daily work
of researchers, and arranging administrative issues to guarantee compliance with the
funders’ requirements were the most frequent answers in this case including RMAs
from all levels, from the advisory role through the project manager till the administra-
tor. One of them even mentioned that ‘research managers feel more as an integral part
of an institution, and part of something bigger and meaningful’ (respondent, PT). In
short, each of the respondents, with various levels of educational degree and RMA
positions, put the focus on services such as supporting, managing, organising, and
administering, which, from the view of RMAs, belong clearly to research management
and not to the responsibilities of the researchers.

While Whitchurch discusses about imposed boundaries, RMAs themselves hardly
referred to such boundaries which were assigned to them by external colleagues or
institutional regulations. On the contrary, a large majority of them complained about
the lack of understanding of the RMA job referring to the unclear expectations from
other colleagues towards RMAs or to the fact that RMAs are ‘just perceived as part
of the support services’ (respondent, IT) and it is difficult to ‘defend your position in the
organisation’ (respondent, NL). Closely connected to this, some also mentioned the
lack of a clear career path and the lack of professional identity as well.

Moving to Whitchurch’s definition of ‘cross-boundary professionals’ where RMAs
use boundaries and build their intuitional capacity from interpretive functions to deci-
sion-making, the survey respondents mentioned several examples. They highlighted
the opportunity of being involved in strategy-making, providing advice to institution
leaders, and being leaders; all of them related very much to the activity described by
Whitchurch as ‘becoming actors in institutional decision-making’. Going further,
making or contributing to ‘impact’ (respondents, PT, BE, UK), ‘bringing added value
to the society’ (respondent, NO), ‘working with different people with different back-
grounds’ (respondent, AT), and the opportunity of ‘interacting with’ (respondent, ES)
and ‘influencing internal and external stakeholders’ (respondent, BE) were also
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mentioned; being in line with performing interpretive functions, building institutional
capacity. The profiles of respondents in this category are rather similar: most of them
have a doctoral degree and work in leading or advisory positions.

It is also possible to relate certain responses with the category of “‘unbounded pro-
fessionals’ which Whitchurch refers to as those disregarding the boundaries. They have
a more open-ended and exploratory approach and are willing to ‘let go’ of the struc-
tures. These respondents referred to the flexibility and dynamics of the profession, as
well as to the continuous need for creativity. One of them also mentioned that ‘insti-
tutional settings such as universities hinder the flow of operations and set forth way too
much red tape’ (respondent, HU). Interestingly, most of the respondents were manag-
ers except for two leaders.

As described above, the definition of the ‘Professionals on the Interface of Sci-
ence’ aims to embrace a long list of activities and identities connected to R&I in vari-
ous ways. As was mentioned by an important number of respondents, working with
and for science was an important part of their RMA identity; based on our under-
standing, this might be understood as an added value of this definition which puts
the contribution to science and scientific development in the centre through multiple
formats. In the survey, respondents highlighted that they ‘love science’ (respondent,
PT) and as an RMA they have the ‘possibility to be involved in R&D projects from
multiple research areas’ (respondent, PT) by being engaged ‘in research while not being
a researcher’ (respondent, NL). Working on the interface of science also means being
‘at the forefront of the advancement of knowledge’ (respondent, CH) which provides
a ‘broad view on R&D&I, enhances expertise, gives an insight on the state of technol-
ogy and research development’ (respondent, HU). Besides the fact that this position
provides an opportunity for continuous learning and self-development, RMAs also
highlighted that they ‘provide the skills for successful research’ (respondent, PT) activi-
ties and ‘facilitate and manage research projects’ giving the ‘cornerstone for excellent,
innovative and successful research projects’ (respondent, DE). It was also underlined
that RMAs can have diverse positions without being specialised in one major area.
In this category, respondents had either master’s degree or doctoral degree and were
managers or leaders.

Lastly, we arrive at the definition of ‘hybrid professionals’ referring to those hav-
ing academic and professional experience and use their mixed credentials and career
choices and backgrounds to fit in the professional community and then we combine
this definition with the ‘borderless’ concept of Middlehurst, denoting professionals in
multi-layered enterprises. One-third of the respondents hold a PhD (similarly, 35.7%
and 38.7% of RAAAP-3 respondents from Europe and the UK hold PhD (total n
= 973, PhD n = 347) but work as RMA on the one hand; on the other hand, they
had diverse educational background coming from social sciences, economics, natural
sciences, humanities, art, law, etc., just as in case of RAAAP surveys. In addition, a
variety of their responses illustrated this definition too describing the profession as
dynamic, challenging, necessitating ‘creativity’ (respondent, BiH), multitasking, and
‘transversal skills and competencies’ (respondent, FR) on the one hand; on the other
hand, it was revealed that RMAs had lots of ‘opportunities to learn’ (respondent, HR)
and fulfil diverse positions without being ‘specialised in one area’ (respondent, CH).
The possibility of working with different people from different fields, networking and
living in an ‘international environment’ (respondent, ES) was also mentioned.

It should be noted that several respondents emphasised the importance of several
skills and competencies which were only owned by RMAs within their institutions,
and which were essential for successful R&I projects. The importance of these skills,
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competencies and knowledge was also revealed because they could be considered as
boundaries of the RMA profession as neither researchers nor other parts of the uni-
versity administration use them daily.

What Skills and Competencies Are Needed by RMAs?

As a respondent in Belgium said: ‘it [the RM A job ] requires a set of skills that are only
partially acquired as a researcher’, and one of the additional skills which is very much
needed in research management is multitasking:

I would only recommend it [RMA job] to people with a particular
set of soft skills, such as the ability to switch between tasks fast and
efficiently; be extremely organized; work under deadlines; be a people-
person; be a leader. (Respondent, PT)

Fig. 3.1.1 presents that most of the skills listed were considered either very impor-
tant or rather important by the respondents.

In terms of competencies, reliability, efficiency, flexibility, planning and strategic
thinking, teambuilding, as well as motivation building were identified as the most
important, as presented in Fig. 3.1.2. The last two are especially interesting considering
the relatively low rate of leaders among respondents (9.6%) suggesting that these com-
petencies were marked as important also by RMAs not in a leadership role; although
mid-level respondents might also have teams in different set-ups (either within their
institution or in the frame of a project).

The least important skills and competencies were IT skills, initiation, cultural and
diversity skills, and creativity.

Referring to the definition of Barnet (2008) dedicating the role of RMA to females,
all surveys, including this one, were completed by a significant majority of females
(73.0%); in the case of RAAAP-3, from Europe 77.3% and from the UK 82.5%
were female.

How and Why Research Management and Administrators
Should Be Educated and Trained?

It must be highlighted that very few respondents claimed to have any kind of professional
accreditation or certification related to RMA. When they were asked about how RMA
as a profession could be taught and what could be the best way to educate and train stu-
dents to become future professionals, the particular importance of skills and competencies
necessary for RMAs was reflected again. Due to the continuously changing knowledge
required in RMA, a potential educational programme was supposed to focus primarily on
the development of skills and competencies (Viragh et al., 2020), as several respondents
highlighted that RMASs ‘learn [their] skills on the job’ (respondent, NL) as it cannot be
learnt at ‘the university’ (respondent, AL).

Beyond the training of newcomers, educational programs could strengthen the pro-
fessional identity in RMA, clarify the boundaries, set the expectations about the job,
raise awareness about the existence of the profession, enhance the talent pool, and
reduce the investment needed in newcomers regarding time and energy (Viragh et al.,
2020). Viragh et al. (2020) argue that problem-oriented hands-on training with case
studies, examples of possible challenges and their solutions would be useful if included
in educational programs. As underlined above, the main focus should be on skill and
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competence development. The elaboration of modules organised around the different
fields of RMA could contribute to the flexibility of the education or training mate-
rial. The educational programme should be organised hand-in-hand with a mentor-
ship programme to close the gap between education and labour market needs (Viragh
et al., 2020).

Although currently very few RMAs across Europe has a certificate, according to
Viragh et al. (2020), the value of a certificate in case of a new educational or training
programme would be also highly important; it would not only provide more visibility
to the profession but recognition to the knowledge, skills, and competences of RMAs
and contribute to the development of a possible career path. From the view of bound-
aries, the development of an educational or training programme could also contribute
to standardising the already high requirements of the profession and make all partici-
pants (including institutions, researchers, and policy-makers) aware of what RMAs
can offer and what their added value is. In short, to set and clear up the boundaries.

Identify Boundaries of the RMA Profession: An Empirical
Case Study

The literature review provides us with relevant insights into the boundaries of the pro-
fession and related identity challenges, proposing new definitions for the profession.
Previous studies have looked at how these boundaries are seen by RMAs and how
they are reflected in their professional practices. But are these boundaries clear also
to non-RMA professionals? How is the RMA profession seen by others? Do we have
similar perceptions about the profession’s identity, skills and boundaries? In this last
section, we present the foRMAtion project as an interesting case study to collect pos-
sible answers to these questions.

The foRMAtion project’ started in 2019 with the main goal to develop new training
opportunities in RMA targetted university students. This international project gath-
ered partners from Portugal, Italy, Hungary, Romania, and Slovenia, including three
universities that developed and implemented a new training offer about RMA for their
bachelor’s students. Developing an international curriculum (common to the three
universities), training the teachers (with different educational backgrounds and RMA
experience level), and engaging the students with the profession (that were discovering
the profession for the first time) lead to fruitful discussions and reflections about the
boundaries of the profession, as practical evidence of the debates highlighted in the
literature review.

To better understand how these students and teachers, as non-RMA professionals,
perceive this profession, an anonymous questionnaire® was distributed and included
17 questions covering the demographics, role in the foRMAtion project, perceptions
about the RMA profession, skills, and competencies of RMAs and definitions about
the profession. The questionnaire was sent to all teachers and students that participated
in/completed the foRMAtion course at NOVA University, Corvinus University
Budapest, and the Sapientia Hungarian University of Transylvania. 28 answers were
collected in total, 4 from the foRMAtion teachers and 24 from undergraduate students
that attended the foRMAtion course from the different participating universities.

>See https://www.formation-rma.eu/.
®Available at https:/drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/1U6p4EihA_a6tEW4s4mq0-olax
4BXWkp8.


https://www.formation-rma.eu
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/1U6p4EihA_a6tEW4s4mq0-o1ax4BXWkp8
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/1U6p4EihA_a6tEW4s4mq0-o1ax4BXWkp8
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How Do Students and Teachers Define the RMA Profession?

In the survey, respondents were asked to describe the RMA profession in a short sen-
tence. Both target groups (teachers and students) emphasise the supporting role of
RMAs, as the following answers illustrate: ‘As an RMA you are the organising and
structuring link between all participants of the research life cycle’ (student) and ‘The
RMA is the right hand of the future’s scientific researcher’.

Regarding the main tasks related to the profession, both groups described a diver-
sified list of tasks, from project proposals to management of projects. Interestingly,
students provide a more holistic view of the profession while teachers focus more on
the tasks related to projects. For students, the role in ‘connecting us with the knowledge
and the rest of the world or in ‘the development of societies, decision making’ reflects a
more integrated vision of the profession along the ‘whole research lifecycle’ (students’
answers). This broad vision of the profession, as ‘professionals at the interface of sci-
ence’, is clearly stated by one student that provided the following definition ‘diversified
professions that all work in favour of research’.

This understanding of the variety of tasks performed by the RMAs is also visible
in other questions of the survey, with 58.0% of the respondent students and 75.0% of
the respondent teachers strongly agreeing that ‘RMA professionals are called to fulfil
multiple tasks and roles’. Related to that, both st