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Preface 
Regular research assessments are one of the characteristics contributing to the solid 
performance record of Dutch Universities. But sustaining the quality, integrity and impact of 
their research is under constant pressure, and each institution deals with these pressures in 
different ways. The solution of the Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sciences (TSB) to 
face these pressures was the creation, in 2018, of the Herbert Simon Research Institute (HSRI). 
This move was preceded by years of concerted efforts to build a more strongly integrated 
transdisciplinary platform for the research and societal impact of TSB. Such integrative 
attempts are not without risks, since they require to carefully balance between safeguarding a 
strong disciplinary base on the one hand, and facilitating inter- and transdisciplinary 
collaboration on the other. This research assessment provides a snapshot of this attempt at an 
early stage of this integration. Unlike the common national research evaluations targeting 
single scientific disciplines, this committee was asked to jointly evaluate four (disciplinary) 
research programs (which themselves represent a selected part of the HSRI), taking into 
consideration their embedding in TSB’s overall strategy and structure. This request translated 
into a multidisciplinary committee uniting expertise from management and organization 
science, Human Resource Management, sociology, psychology, and the medical and health 
sciences. Our joint assessment was guided by the attempt to combine a thorough evaluation 
of the disciplinary ambitions of a research program with a careful appraisal of its contributions 
to and role in the broader inter- and transdisciplinary objectives of the HSRI. 

 

Rafael Wittek, chair of the committee 

 

 

  



 

Page 4/32 

1. Introduction 
 

1.1 Terms of reference for the assessment  

The quality assessment of research of the programs Human Resource Studies, Organization 
Studies, Sociology and Tranzo of Tilburg University is carried out in the context of the 
assessment system as specified in the Standard Evaluation Protocol for Public Research 
Organizations by the Association of Universities in The Netherlands (VSNU), the Netherlands 
Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), and the Royal Netherlands Academy of Arts and 
Sciences (KNAW).  

The review committee was asked to assess the scientific quality and the relevance and utility 
to society of the research conducted by the four programs of Tilburg University in the 
reference period 2013-2018, as well as its strategic targets and the extent to which it is 
equipped to achieve them.  

Accordingly, three main criteria are considered in the assessment: research quality, relevance 
to society, and viability. In addition, the assessment considers three further aspects: the PhD 
training programme, research integrity and diversity.  

This report describes findings, conclusions and recommendations of this external assessment 
of Human Resource Studies, Organization Studies, Sociology and Tranzo of Tilburg University. 

 

1.2 The review committee  

The Board of Tilburg University appointed the following members of the committee for the 
research review:  

• Professor Rafael Wittek (chair) 
• Professor Eva Boxenbaum  
• Professor André Knottnerus  
• Professor John Delery  
• Professor Piet Bracke  

More detailed information about the members of the committee can be found in Appendix A. 
The Board of Tilburg University appointed Esther Poort (Onderzoekerij) as the Committee 
secretary. All members of the committee signed a declaration and non-disclosure form to 
ensure that the committee members made their judgements without bias, personal 
preference or personal interest, and that the judgment was made without undue influence 
from Tilburg University or stakeholders.  

 

1.3 Procedures followed by the committee  

Prior to the site visit, the committee received detailed documentation comprising the self-
evaluation report of Human Resource Studies, Organization Studies, Sociology and Tranzo, 
including appendices and the Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP) 2015-2021. In addition, the 
committee studied some key publications of the research groups and the previous assessment 
reports.  

The committee proceeded according to the SEP. The assessment was based on the 
documentation provided by the institute and the interviews with the management, a selection 
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of researchers of the institute, and PhD candidates. The interviews took place on 12 and 13 
December 2019 (see Appendix B).  

The committee discussed and designed its assessment at its final session during the site visit. 
The drafts for this assessment report were finalized through email exchanges. The draft 
version was then presented to the Institute for factual corrections and comments. 
Subsequently, the text was finalized and presented to the Board of Tilburg University. 
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2. General part  
 

2.1 Governance of the Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sciences  

The research programs of Human Resource Studies, Organization Studies, Sociology and 
Tranzo are part of the Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sciences (TSB). TSB is one of the 
five Schools of Tilburg University. The school was founded in 1963 and has an international 
orientation aiming for high-quality education and research in the social and behavioral 
sciences. Since 2014, the research of TSB is organized in nine programs which coincide with its 
departmental structure. In addition to the four programs which participate in the current 
research assessment, the School contains programs on Medical and Clinical Psychology, 
Cognitive Neuropsychology, Developmental Psychology, Social Psychology, and Methodology 
and Statistics. 

To strengthen its profile, in 2017 TSB decided to focus on stronger links in research within the 
theme “Health, Wellbeing, and Adaptiveness Studies Using Intensive Data”, which combines 
the expertise and strengths of all the disciplinary TSB groups. TSB invested four million Euros in 
across department collaborative research projects on this theme. This concerned PhD and 
Postdoc projects, as well as the establishment of the Tilburg Experience Sampling Center 
(TESC) and the investment in other data collection infrastructures. As a next step, the Herbert 
Simon Research Institute (HSRI) was established in 2018. Firstly, the HSRI provides 
organizational and administrative support to the existing research programs of all nine 
departments within TSB, and stimulates research cooperation and grant applications. 
Secondly, the HSRI focuses on building a stronger research profile by appointing three themes: 
“Adaptive societies, organizations, and workers”, “Healthy life span”, and “Personalized 
prevention and care”. TSB expects that profiling these themes will not only increase internal 
collaboration among the nine departments, but will also increase the attractiveness of the 
School for teaming up with partners from other Tilburg University Schools as well as external 
partners at both a national and international level. 

 

2.2 General observations  

Although HSRI has only recently been implemented, the committee observed that this 
initiative has already created a successful ecosystem and lot of synergy. HSRI provides a strong 
integrative force, which strengthens collaboration within TSB and increases the School’s 
visibility. The committee noted that staff members were united in embracing the ‘added value’ 
that HSRI supplies to the interdisciplinary research culture and was especially impressed by the 
passion and dedication of the younger generation and their strong eagerness to implement 
this initiative.  

Based on the self-evaluation and the interviews, the committee sees good opportunities for all 
research groups to connect with the three appointed themes of HSRI. These themes offer 
scholars from different departments opportunities to collaborate in new research projects and 
to reach out to societal partners. HSRI is considered as a supportive structure for that 
ambition. In particular, the internal grant applications that require to team up with at least one 
other department seem to be very effective and highly valued among academic staff. In 
addition, staff members value the support HSRI offers to apply for grants or to connect with 
the strategic themes of TSB. Especially the possibility to be coached by an experienced staff 
member is considered to be very helpful.  
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The committee appreciates that TSB provides an environment that encourages 
interdisciplinary research efforts but at the same time preserves and strengthens the 
disciplinary basis. This strong disciplinary grounding is a prerequisite for high quality inter- and 
transdisciplinary research.  

Overall, the committee encourages TSB to further invest in HSRI and the inter- and 
transdisciplinary research culture, and to further enhance this unique selling point for the 
social and behavioral sciences. In order to bring this development to the next level, the 
committee advises to reflect on the tension between the two missions guiding Tilburg 
University: ‘understanding society’, which is geared towards realizing a more traditional 
agenda of fundamental research, and ‘advancing society’, which has the ambition to increase 
the societal impact of its research endeavors. It is important to discuss how to increase 
synergy between these two missions and the conditions that need to be put in place for this 
synergy to take place. 

 

2.3 Viability TSB 

The committee assessed the quality of research, societal relevance and viability on the level of 
the research groups. These assessments are described in chapter 3. However, several viability 
issues are related to all research groups. These general issues are discussed below.  

TSB has several large and successful education programs that provide a stable tuition base. All 
staff members recognize that the teaching load is currently high but they manage to satisfy 
the growing demand. However, it seems that a critical limit has been reached. Given Tilburg 
University’s ambition to continue to grow, measures are required to safeguard the balance 
between time allocated to teaching and time allocated to research. Failing to address this 
issue in light of growing staff-student ratios will put pressure on staff members’ ability to 
uphold their quality standards in research and their dedication to responsibilities in leadership 
and management. Unless addressed, these developments can harm the scientific quality of 
teaching new generations of researchers and academic professionals. 

The committee acknowledges that TSB is well aware of the challenges it faces in maintaining 
high success rates in the field of grant applications. TSB’s investment in support for proposal 
writing is considered a valuable strategy in this regard. As mentioned before, staff members 
highly value the support offered by HSRI, and the committee encourages HSRI to further 
develop these support opportunities. In addition, the committee encourages TSB to pursue its 
dedicated efforts to attract external funding.  

All faculty are assessed on the five MERIT aspects. MERIT stands for Management, Education, 
Research, Importance, and Team. The committee noted that the management is well aware 
that it is a challenge to excel on all five dimensions. The committee encourages the 
management to further evolve MERIT such that it allows differentiation on the five criteria in 
order to provide more balanced ways to define and assess personal goals. Different faculty 
members may be best able to contribute in different ways. The committee recommends 
allowing faculty to specialize in the contributions they are best able to make. 

The committee was impressed by the enthusiasm of the scholars it talked to during the site 
visit, and that also junior faculty enthusiastically endorsed the School’s mission. It noted that 
junior faculty made an important contribution to success in the previous review period. 
However, the committee also noted that early career scholars are vulnerable. An area of 
concern in this respect is the observation that each department only has limited possibilities to 
promote staff to an associate professor position. The committee recommends that TSB 
considers ways to safeguard better career progression for tenured staff.  
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In the opinion of the committee, international visibility is crucial for attracting or keeping top 
scholars and to strengthen collaboration and exchange with international top institutions. It 
encourages the TSB management to develop a sound strategy to increase international 
visibility of the school and the Herbert Simon Research Institute.  

 

2.4 PhD program 

PhD candidates are affiliated with the TSB Graduate School. TSB distinguishes four types of 
PhD candidates: internal PhD candidates, bursary PhD candidates, Science Practitioners and 
external PhD candidates. Internal PhD candidates have an employment contract ranging from 
four to five days a week. Bursary PhD candidates get a monthly income from a scholarship or a 
fund. Science practitioners are employed as professionals in the field of health and wellbeing 
or other societal organizations. Their employer enables them to work on a PhD project, 
contractually agreed with and laid down in an agreement with TSB. External PhD candidates 
are affiliates of the University, without a formalized employment contract with TSB. They work 
on their doctorates often motivated by career prospects within their own organizations. 

At the beginning of their trajectory, supervisors and their PhD candidates (all categories except 
for external PhD candidates) set up a training and supervision plan. After 9 months the 
candidates undergo an official evaluation, and a go/no-go decision is taken. In case of a 
positive evaluation, their initial 1-year contract is extended for another three years. During this 
period, PhD candidates are invited for annual progress interviews with TSB’s PhD coordinator, 
whom they can also meet confidentially. Mental health and wellbeing are among the primary 
issues the PhD coordinator discusses.  

During the site visit, the committee met with enthusiastic and committed representatives of 
different types of PhD candidates from all four Departments. It appears that PhD candidates 
are well integrated into the research structure of the school. The PhD candidates were pleased 
with the frequency and the quality of supervision they received. Although there seems to be 
no formal rule about how often a student and supervisor should meet, the PhD candidates the 
committee talked to said they received enough help from their supervisors, from other staff, 
and from each other. The committee understood that PhD candidates feel well embedded in 
their research group. They appreciated the flexible, informal atmosphere of TSB and both 
formal and informal meetings with people sharing similar research interests. 

PhD candidates present their work at (international) conferences and internal seminars. The 
PhD candidates are stimulated to spend time abroad to broaden their network. However, the 
committee understood that only a limited number of PhD candidates use the opportunity to 
stay abroad for a longer period, which may be partly due to limited resources for this purpose. 

The TSB Graduate School offers an education program for all PhD candidates consisting of 
courses tailored to their needs. The courses focus on academic writing, presentation skills, 
project management, and methodology and statistics. Internal PhD candidates participate in 
the University Teaching Qualification modules to prepare them for teaching. In addition, PhD 
candidates can choose courses that fulfil their specific need, including summer schools and 
courses at Universities abroad. PhD candidates at HRS also participate in the national research 
school. The PhD candidates with whom the committee spoke during the site visit were very 
positive about the training opportunities provided. They appreciated the amount of freedom 
in choosing the courses that fit into their research field. The committee applauds the flexibility 
given to the PhD candidates, but is of the opinion that a more structured content grounded 
program might be considered, especially for the PhD candidates who don’t participate in a 
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national research school. HSRI could play a role in setting up such a content grounded 
program.  

The committee supports the practice of crediting PhD candidates fairly for their work and 
attending carefully to the order of author for publications relating to their dissertation. 
Overall, the committee gained the impression that the PhD programme is very strong in terms 
of planning, organization, monitoring progress and care for PhD candidates.  

 

2.5 Research Integrity 

Like all Dutch Universities, Tilburg University adheres to the code of conduct for Scientific 
Practice (2018) of the Association of Universities in the Netherlands (VSNU), which provides 
guidelines on ethical conduct for academic staff, and on the proper handling and storage of 
information and data. In addition, Tilburg University follows the ALLEA European Code of 
Conduct for Research Integrity (2011).  

In 2012 TSB installed a Science Committee (SC). The SC is tasked to audit data handling and 
data management by the School’s researchers. The committee applauds the SC’s practice to 
annually sample two random publications from each department in order to check whether 
the data package provided by the researcher complies with TSB SC’s data guidelines.  

The School’s Ethics Review Board (ERB) oversees all research conducted on human beings that 
does not legally qualify for oversight by a medical ethics committee. Research falling in the 
latter category is referred to the Medical Ethical Review Committee Brabant (METC Brabant, 
Tilburg). The committee was pleased to hear that TSB appointed a staff member who supports 
scholars to navigate through the requirements. In addition, the implementation of intervision 
groups could be considered. This initiative might support staff members in finding their way 
through the increasing number of requirements they have to fulfill.  

The committee is impressed by the processes in place for ensuring research integrity and is of 
the opinion that TSB can be considered as a role model for other Universities. Next to the 
formal regulations already in place, TSB aims to stimulate a culture of discussion and reflection 
on questions of integrity. The committee concludes that awareness about scientific integrity 
issues is clearly present among all staff members and that this integrity is part of their mindset.  

 

2.5 Diversity 

The self-evaluation report of TSB considers diversity with regard to gender and culture of the 
research staff. During the site visit, the committee learned that TSB attaches great importance 
to considerations of diversity in the composition of the team, but especially with respect to 
gender. This is strongly supported by the management of TSB. The committee heard good 
examples of initiatives to promote women into the more senior ranks of associate and full 
professor, for example the appointment of two female associate professors as part of the 
Philip Eijlander Diversity Program. The committee is of the opinion that Tranzo is exemplary in 
establishing the number of female scholars at all levels, including associate and full professors.  

Overall, the committee is convinced that the management has the ambition to see the 
diversity of society in terms of gender and cultural background reflected in its staff, but also 
noted that obtaining a well-balanced staff still requires additional effort in some programmes. 
The committee encourages the Institute to continue striving to improve this balance. 



 

Page 10/32 

3. Assessment of Human Resource Studies 
 

Quantitative assessment  
 
The committee assessed the research program Human Resource Studies both quantitatively 
and qualitatively. For the quantitative assessment a four-point scale is used, according to the 
standard evaluation protocol 2015-2021. The explanation of the criteria underlying the scores 
can be found in appendix D.  
 

According to the SEP scoring system, the committee has awarded the following scores to the 
research program Human Resource Studies.  

Research quality:  1 

Relevance to society:  1 

Viability:   2 

 

Qualitative assessment 

Research quality 

The program Human Resource Studies (HRS) is uniquely positioned within a school of social 
and behavioral sciences. The main focus of the program is on investigating the linkages of HR 
policies and practices with relevant outcomes for workers and organizations alike, i.e. a 
balanced approach to HR Studies. The overall mission of the program is to conduct innovative 
research that contributes to understanding and improving HR practice. 

The research group is organized in four labs, focusing on the following themes: 1) Aligning 
strategic HRM, wellbeing and performance; 2) Enhancing worker health and wellbeing over 
the life span; 3) Learning, development, and the strengths-based approach; and 4) Inclusive 
HRM. Researchers with a similar focus work closely together in one of the labs in order to 
jointly develop research ideas, submit grant proposals, write papers and contribute to societal 
impact. Each lab is headed by a so-called linking pin, who acts as the first contact for the 
research program leader. In addition, the option is available to be involved in the other labs 
too which stimulates further the opportunity to carry out interdisciplinary research in line with 
the HSRI objectives.  
 

The program does highly original and valuable HR-related research, clearly related to its 
mission to contribute to understanding and improving HR practice. HRS has an impressive 
publication record in highly ranked international journals in the areas of business/ 
management, applied psychology, as well as dedicated HR research journals. The average 
annual number of publications of the research group over the past six years has been 72. 
During the review period, an increase in the percentage of refereed articles is apparent, 
particularly in the last two years; the percentage of refereed articles rose from 48% (2013) to 
61% (in 2017) and 68% (in 2018). One specific target during the review period was increasing 
the number of publications in Q1 journals. The research program clearly succeeded in this 
quest in as much as the percentage of articles published in Q1 journals increased from 32% (of 
19 WoS publications in 2013) to 42% (of 34 WoS publications in 2018).  
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The committee appreciates the mix of domain-specific journals and more general top-quality 
outlets. At the same time, the committee suggests that the program more explicitly defines 
the publication strategy that optimally fits its mission, being clear on the required balance of 
being present in HRS discipline journals and targeting more general top journals in Psychology 
and Management. During the interviews, leadership identified five top journals. The 
committee advises to develop a plan to increase the number of publications in the stated top 
five journals while continuing its publication success in domain specific journals.  

Based on the self-evaluation and the interviews, it became clear that the organization into four 
research labs provides an effective means of capitalizing on each other’s strengths by giving 
researchers with a similar focus the opportunity to jointly develop research ideas, submit grant 
proposals and write papers. The four themes are well-conceived, and not too narrow in their 
focus. Researchers still have the opportunity to hold on to their own lines of research.  

Second and third funding streams have generally been significant, despite a decrease in 
research grants in in 2018. In general, researchers have been successful across a very wide 
range of funders and schemes during the past six years. Second funding streams (mostly NWO, 
ZonMw) averaged 1.2 FTE each year (compared to 0.5 on average between 2007 and 2012) 
and third money streams averaged 1.0 FTE each year (compared to 0.45 between 2007 and 
2012). During the interviews, staff members pointed out Tranzo as the most important 
collaboration partner to realize the ambition to increase external funding.  

The research program has several very prominent researchers among its staff. The excellent 
reputation of the research program’s members is also reflected in their roles in editorial 
boards of leading journals in the HRS field, invited lectures at international conferences, 
scientific awards and appointments and membership of external audit committees and grant 
committees. During the review period, staff members have been member of various boards 
central to the discipline, such as the board of the Dutch Association for Work and 
Organizational Psychology (WAOP) and the Dutch HRM network.  

There is an impressive track record of research presentations and participation at the leading 
global conferences, such as the Academy of Management, Academy of Human Resource 
Development, and European AWOP conferences, which significantly enhanced Tilburg’s 
international visibility. 

Societal relevance 

An explicit part of HRS mission is to understand and improve HR practice. In the hugely 
relevant field of HRM, the research program has succeeded in sharing its academic expertise in 
a wider social context by several means. HRS staff members produced an average of over ten 
professional publications each year during the assessment period. In addition, HRS produced 
many policy reports for relevant organizations and engaged in a range of outreach activities, 
such as blogs, articles in newspaper, and interviews on television and radio, and published an 
increasing number of open access articles. 

In terms of relevance to society, many of the research group’s activities are carried out 
through its People Management Center (PMC). The PMC provides a platform for co-creation 
and knowledge sharing in the HRS field. The PMC provides executive training and professional 
learning programs, organizes roundtables for its partner companies and the HRS staff, 
facilitates joint research projects and impact activities, and establishes links between its 
partner companies and the program’s students through internships and guest lectures. The 
committee is of the opinion that PMC is an excellent example of creating impact. The 
committee was impressed by the long-term relationships with important stakeholders and by 
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the fact that PMC is not only self-supporting, but also offers HRS ample opportunities of 
collecting data among the partners.  
 
HRS research products are used by a variety of societal groups, such as health care institutes, 
governmental organizations and insurance companies. The self-evaluation makes special 
mention of the QEEW questionnaire (in Dutch: VBBA), which is used in occupational health 
psychology practice since 1994. The instrument has been used in >10.000 projects in practice 
and the estimated number of respondents so far is more than a million employees.  
 
The fact that HRS receives substantial funding from various societal groups also reflects the 
recognition of the societal impact of research conducted by HRS. The committee was 
impressed to hear that partners of PMC generate an annual revenue of approximately €90.000 
and that several joint PhD research projects are funded by partners such as Shell, ING Bank 
and DSM.  
 

Viability 

The research group has a strong strategy of organizing the research group, in four thematic 
research labs matching the goals of the HSRI. This organization offers good opportunities for 
collaboration and growth.  

The staff members are well embedded in local, national, and international networks and there 
are many fruitful collaborations with industrial and societal organizations. The research group 
has managed to maintain a stable level of third-stream funding. One of the pillars of HRS 
research is the intensive collaboration with important stakeholders facilitated by PMC.  

The self-evaluation report points out that the programme is backed by a large and highly 
successful MSc program in HRS. In addition, HRS is involved in a new English-language BSc 
track and other (Research) MSc programs. This engagement provides security of income and 
an inflow of young potentials for PhD positions, but also entails a high teaching load and the 
threat of losing research time. The committee noted that the management is well aware of the 
necessity to invest in measurements to actively protect research time of individuals.  
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4. Assessment of Organization Studies 
 

Quantitative assessment  

The committee assessed the research program Organization Studies both quantitatively and 
qualitatively. For the quantitative assessment a four-point scale is used, according to the 
standard evaluation protocol 2015-2021. The explanation of the criteria underlying the scores 
can be found in appendix D.  
 

According to the SEP scoring system, the committee has awarded the following scores to the 
research program Organization Studies.  

Research quality:  1 

Relevance to society:  2 

Viability:   2 

 

Qualitative assessment 

Research quality 

The mission of the OS research program is to contribute to the fundamental understanding of 
organizational adaptiveness by researching its causes and consequences from a relational 
perspective. 

OS’s main research goal is to produce and publish high-quality scientific work. In order to do 
so, OS has during the assessment period (2013-2018) targeted publications in the top of 
journals ranked in the Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) and aimed at improving the average 
impact factors of the journals to which OS faculty submits its research. The research program 
clearly succeeded in this quest. OS has an impressive publication record in highly ranked 
international journals. During the assessment period, OS staff members published 59 articles 
in top 25% ISI journals, of which 28 were in top 10% ISI journals.  

OS construes organizational adaptiveness as a dynamic, multi-level phenomenon that is 
relationally constituted. OS faculty investigates the causes and consequences of adaptiveness 
across three levels of analysis: intra-organizational, organizational, and inter-organizational. At 
first, the committee had some concerns that covering all three levels might be too ambitious 
given the size of the unit. These concerns were taken away during the interviews. It became 
clear that this guiding framework functions very well and allows staff members to connect 
with other programs within TSB. In addition, the committee noted that OS has very useful 
connections with departments from other schools, including the highly internationally visible 
management and economic departments. The committee recommends to maintain these 
links.  

The excellent international reputation of OS research faculty is exemplified by nine 
nominations for best paper awards within the research community (e.g. EAWOP, EGOS, SMS, 
AoM, EIASM, DRUID and EURAM).  

During the assessment period, OS experienced some difficulties in securing external grants, 
and lost some grant winning scholars to other Universities. Most of the submitted proposals 
received good to very good reviews. The committee shares the expectation that the growing 
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reputation of OS will improve its external funding success and encourages OS faculty to 
continue to apply for research grants.  

 

Societal relevance 

The strategy of OS is not actively soliciting research needs. Instead, OS tries to build up 
relationships, let those mature from weak ties into strong ties, after which the outreach is a 
self-propelling process. The committee appreciates this collaborative approach, in which the 
needs and demands of external stakeholders are actively integrated into the program’s 
research agenda.  

In the past six years the research group has addressed three specific targets related to societal 
relevance: 1) to facilitate staff members’ interaction with practitioners; 2) to leverage the 
external doctoral program and extended master program to build stronger connections with 
organizations in various sectors; and 3) to employ, or have affiliated science practitioners to 
bridge the university-organization gap. 

The committee applauds OS for its very effective approach of enhancing societal relevance 
and its equally significant presence amongst practitioner audiences and the general public. 
During the review period, OS created 90 different products for societal target groups, 
including delivering lectures for professional audiences, writing reports for organizations and 
organizational fields, and organizing workshops for practitioner audiences. The increasing use 
of research products by societal groups also reflects the growing societal impact of research 
conducted by OS. This use includes media presence of OS staff (e.g. radio interviews) and 
publications in daily papers or professional journals.  

As to the third target, OS has affiliations with five science practitioners. OS defines science 
practitioners as organization study scholars working partly in practice and partly within the 
University, and who have either a formal contract or a formal affiliation with the program. 
They are not PhD candidates. Next to these science practitioners, OS supervises external PhD 
candidates who also contribute to bridging the university-organization gap. During the review 
period, 11 external PhD candidates completed their projects. At present, OS staff supervises 
16 external PhD candidates. 

 

Viability 

The committee is pleased that OS is well aware of the need to become more successful in 
securing external grants and encourages the management to actively create synergy between 
the high level of research output and the supportive structures in place. This developmental 
direction also holds for the intention to intensify collaboration with other programmes in TSB 
to develop promising projects for both internal and external grant applications. 
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5. Assessment of Sociology 
  

Quantitative assessment  

The committee assessed the research program Sociology both quantitatively and qualitatively. 
For the quantitative assessment a four-point scale is used, according to the standard 
evaluation protocol 2015-2021. The explanation of the criteria underlying the scores can be 
found in appendix D.  
 

According to the SEP scoring system, the committee has awarded the following scores to the 
research program Sociology.  

Research quality:  2 

Relevance to society:  2 

Viability:   2  

 

Qualitative assessment  
 
Research quality 

The sociology program is focused on theory driven research on social inequality and social 
cohesion from a comparative and dynamic perspective. This program enables the department 
to align with the traditional core themes and research domains in sociology.  

The committee appreciates the approach of fundamental theory driven research, and the 
program’s strong attention for societal macro-level processes and conditions. This orientation 
makes the program complementary to the other programs of TSB and therefore viable for 
collaborations.  

The research topics are of interest to a wide community of social scientists, and a substantial 
number of members of the program have a good to excellent reputation amongst their peers. 
Individually, the members of the program perform at an international level. Given the topics 
and the research methods/designs in which the program is specialized (comparative, 
secondary datasets, quantitative), the committee is of the opinion that staff members have 
the opportunity to publish in top quality journals. Nevertheless, Q2 and Q3 journal 
publications dominate. The committee encourages the program to explore strategies that 
enable its members to publish in Q1 journals and to increase the number of publications in top 
10% journals.  
 
From the self-evaluation report as well as from the interviews the committee learnt that the 
program aims to publish in Dutch in order to communicate the findings to a broader public of 
policy makers, students, and the general public. The committee shares the opinion that it is 
important to continue to publish in Dutch. However, publication in Dutch should not be 
realized at the expense of international publications. Given the ambition to perform 
fundamental theory driven research, it would be desirable to also encourage program 
members to publish in international refereed journals.  
 
One of the Program’s assets is its key role in The European Values Study (EVS). This widely 
known high quality longitudinal study feeds into many research endeavors within the program. 
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According to the committee, the program’s expertise in designing, implementing and 
sustaining complex, large scale survey studies can prove pivotal to further improving European 
survey infrastructure. Given the program’s strong reputation in the international scientific 
community in this regard, and the established collaborations with international partners, the 
committee encourages the program to capitalize on this expertise, and to consolidate its 
international visibility.  

Second and third funding streams have generally been significant, accounting for at least 42% 
of funding during the period 2013-2016. Several staff members obtained competitive grants, 
including NWO, ERC and Horizon2020 grants. External funding has declined during the last two 
years of the assessment period.  

 
Societal relevance 
Although it focuses on uncovering and studying societal mechanisms, and on testing these 
empirically, the program’s research does not directly relate to policy interventions or other 
forms of scholarly societal impact. As such, the program aims to expand and distribute 
knowledge to members in society.  
 
According to the committee, valorisation of the research and the strategies to enhance 
societal value seem to be rather conventional. Research findings, including the EVS data, are 
shared in professional journals, policy briefs, technical reports, and in lectures for a learned, 
but not necessarily academic audience. More active forms of knowledge co-creation are 
absent.  
 
In addition, the program is currently missing an explicit strategy to enhance or safeguard the 
societal impact of its research. The initiatives seem to be the result of predominantly personal 
initiatives. The committee is of the opinion that the research staff would benefit from the 
development of a clear strategy on how to connect fundamental research with societal 
impact. It would be desirable to develop a strategy that involves external partners in the 
formulation of the research questions and design. The committee expects that this approach 
could further increase the societal relevance of the program’s research in the near future. 
 
During the interviews, the committee noted that the self-evaluation did not include all 
performance aspects related to societal relevance. The committee was pleased to note that 
also junior scholars place much value on societal relevance, and are committed to further 
strengthening this aspect of their research.  
 
Viability 
The committee noted that the department currently employs only one full professor. There 
also is a seniority split, reflected in staff composed of one group of junior scholars, another 
group of senior staff members, with the category of mid-career scholars in the age range of 
45-55 years being underrepresented. This seniority split offers good opportunities for growth 
but also points to an age gap in the program. In order to address these points, the committee 
recommends efforts to attract a second full professor. This staff member would preferably be 
a female scholar, which would improve gender balance in the more senior ranks.  
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6. Assessment of Tranzo 
 

Quantitative assessment  
 
The committee assessed the research program Tranzo both quantitatively and qualitatively. 
For the quantitative assessment a four-point scale is used, according to the standard 
evaluation protocol 2015-2021. The explanation of the criteria underlying the scores can be 
found in appendix D.  
 

According to the SEP scoring system, the committee has awarded the following scores to the 
research program Tranzo.  

Research quality:  1 

Relevance to society:  1 

Viability:   2 

 

Research quality 

Tranzo’s mission statement is building a bridge between research and practice in the area of 
health and wellbeing. In accordance with this mission statement, all research is carried out in 
programs built in direct and structural collaboration with societal partners from the (health) 
care and wellbeing sector. Tranzo hosts twelve ’Academic Collaborative Centers’ (ACC’s) 
focusing on different areas and target groups. In these ACC’s University staff and staff from 
collaborating organizations contribute to co-creation on the basis of long-term research 
programs jointly agreed by Tranzo and the organizations involved. A central role is played by 
the so-called ’science practitioners’, i.e. professionals working partly in the practice and partly 
within the university. 

The committee applauds Tranzo for succeeding in the development of an impressive and 
sustainable structure in which research quality and relevance to society are intertwined and 
strengthen each other. Tranzo has been exceptionally successful at sustaining itself via 
primarily external funding while also maintaining an impressive level of high-quality research 
output. The average annual number of publications of Tranzo over the past six years has been 
221. During the review period, the percentage of refereed articles ranged between 80% and 
88% and the percentage of Q1 publications ranged between 34% and 44%. 

The committee is impressed by the huge proportion of second- and third-stream funding in 
Tranzo’s total budget (around 80% during the entire research period). Researchers obtained 
many research grants in national and international scientific competitions (e.g. grants from 
ZonMw, NWO, ERC), with an average of 1.4 million euros a year.  

The excellent reputation of Tranzo faculty is also reflected in various editorships for national 
and international journals, and appointments to and membership in the boards of more than 
fifty scientific organizations (e.g. several ZonMw program committees, Scientific Committee 
European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction; President EFCAP (European 
Association for Forensic Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, Psychology & other involved 
Professions).  

The committee noted that the working culture is supportive and participatory, and that this 
culture is a powerful aspect of Tranzo’s success. 
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Societal relevance 

Societal relevance is a core principle in Tranzo’s research program, and the self-evaluation 
report and appendices contain a wealth of detail indicating how this core principle is delivered. 
The committee is impressed by the commitment to contributing to societal impact. This strong 
commitment is clearly a priority for the group as a whole as well as for individual members.  

The committee appreciates Tranzo’s explicit acknowledgment that co-creation is not a one-
way communication from University to society, but concerns a cyclical and iterative interaction 
between science and practice. Tranzo managed to develop a working method, which starts 
with the formulation of research problems in dialogue with different stakeholders and takes 
into account the perspective of both scholars and societal partners. The committee concludes 
that Tranzo can be considered as a best practice in its responsiveness to research requests 
from society and the mutual interaction between social partners and researchers.  

Tranzo provided an impressive list of research products for their target groups in the field of 
health, care and wellbeing. These products include professional publications, the organization 
of well attended symposia and conferences, and lectures for a more general public. The 
committee was impressed by several examples of PhD projects that have had a major societal 
impact.  

A key strength of Tranzo is the high quality and large extent of its collaborations with societal 
partners. Tranzo works in projects and ACCs with approximately 134 partners, of which 70 
actively participate in an ACC. The fact that both the University and 70 societal partners found 
it worthwhile to invest 20 years of effort in this endeavor confirms the strength and 
sustainability of Tranzo’s approach. During the evaluation period, 23 endowed professors were 
appointed at Tranzo. On average 83 appointments of science practitioners per year were 
financed by societal partners. Tranzo staff participates in more than 150 advisory boards.  

 

Viability 

In the past, Tranzo experienced that Tilburg University struggled with effectively integrating 
and facilitating Tranzo’s innovative transdisciplinary approach into its overall structures. 
Recent efforts have meanwhile proven to be effective. The committee encourages Tranzo to 
further strengthen its embeddedness in the University. This orientation requires 
acknowledgement of Tilburg University of the specific needs of an impact-driven research 
programme. For example, the committee endorses Tranzo’s view that building long-term 
relations is time consuming and that this time should be recognized as an integral and 
necessary part of the empirical research cycle. The committee is also of the opinion that an 
extension of regular funding would be desirable. Finally, the committee has the impression 
that Tranzo’s important contribution to educational programs could be better recognized in 
the form of a higher budget for teaching and that its research approach could be better 
recognized in relation to traditional research orientations. 

As Tranzo points out in the self-evaluation, the English language has become leading in 
science. This linguistic shift presents a challenge for co-creation with local societal partners. 
The committee fully understands that, given its regional embedding, Tranzo has difficulties to 
attract foreign scholars. However, it encourages Tranzo to think about alternative strategies to 
internationalize, as the interaction between scientific research and dealing with regional 
health challenges is an international issue. 
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7. Recommendations 
 

7.1 Recommendations for TSB 

The most important recommendations for TSB, as substantiated by the foregoing, are the 
following: 

• Continue investing in HSRI and the inter- and transdisciplinary research culture. In 
order to bring this to the next level, the committee advises to reflect on the tension 
between the two missions guiding Tilburg University (‘understanding society’ and 
‘advancing society’). Discuss how to increase synergy between these two missions and 
the conditions that need to be put in place for this synergy to take place. 

• Take measures to safeguard the balance between time allocated to teaching and time 
allocated to research.  

• Pursue the dedicated efforts attracting external funding.  
• Evolve MERIT such that it allows differentiation on the five criteria and that it allows 

faculty to specialize in the contributions they are best able to make. 
• Consider ways to safeguard better career progression for tenured staff.  
• Develop a sound strategy to increase international visibility of TSB and HSRI. 
• Consider a more structured content grounded program for the PhD candidates who 

don’t participate in a national research school. HSRI could play a role in setting up such 
a content grounded program. 

• Continue striving to improve the diversity of staff in terms of gender and cultural 
background. 

 

7.2 Recommendations for the research programs 

Human Resource Studies: 
• Develop a plan to increase the number of publications in the stated top five journals 

while continuing the publication success in domain specific journals.  
Organization Studies: 

• Maintain the links with departments from other schools, including the highly 
internationally visible management and economic departments. 

Sociology: 
• Explore strategies that enable staff members to publish in Q1 journals and to increase 

the number of publications in top 10% journals.  
• Develop a clear strategy on how to connect fundamental research towards society. It 

would be desirable to develop a strategy that involves external partners in the 
formulation of the research questions and design. 

• The committee recommends efforts to attract a second full professor. This staff 
member would preferably be a female scholar, which would improve gender balance 
in the more senior ranks. 

Tranzo: 
• Continue strengthening Tranzo’s embeddedness in the University. The committee 

recommends effort to obtain further acknowledgement of Tilburg University of the 
specific needs of an impact-driven research programme.  

• Develop a strategy to internationalize, as the interaction between scientific research 
and dealing with regional health challenges is an international issue.   
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Appendix A – Curriculum Vitae 
Professor Rafael Wittek (chair) received his M.A. (with distinction) in Sociology and Cultural 
Anthropology from the University of Tübingen (1991), and a PhD in Behavioral and Social 
Sciences (cum laude) from the University of Groningen (1999). He held teaching appointments 
at Cornell University, ETH Zurich, the University of Erlangen Nürnberg, and the Università della 
Svizzera Italiana (USI) at Lugano. Since 2001, he holds the chair of Theoretical Sociology at the 
University of Groningen, where he served as Head of the Department of Sociology from 2001-
2014, and as its research director from 2006-2014. Since 2017, he leads a large scale 10-year 
transdisciplinary research program on Sustainable Cooperation (SCOOP). This program unites 
sociologists, psychologists, philosophers, and historians, and is funded by the Dutch 
Government’s Gravitation initiative. He was one of the co-founders of the Healthy Aging, 
Population and Society (HAPS) research hub, a collaboration between demographers, 
epidemiologists, and sociologists at the University of Groningen. He is elected member of the 
European Academy of Sociology, member of the editorial board of International Sociology, and 
associate editor of Social Network Analysis and Mining. His research, which received several 
best paper and book awards, covers the study of cooperation in and resilience of 
organizations, communities and markets, and often involves multi-method research designs.  

 

Professor Eva Boxenbaum holds a First Class Honors B.A. degree in Anthropology and a Master 
of Social Work degree from McGill University as well as a Ph.D. degree in Organizational 
Studies from Copenhagen Business School. She has held a position as Professor of 
Management at MINES ParisTech (2012-2017) and is currently employed as Professor of 
Organization and Management Theory at Copenhagen Business School. Her research focuses 
on the role of actors in institutional change. Recently, she was elected incoming Chair of the 
Executive Committee of the Division of Organization and Management Theory (OMT) at the 
Academy of Management. In addition, she is Associate Editor for Organization Theory, a new 
SAGE journal associated with the European Group of Organizational Studies (EGOS) and serves 
on the editorial board of Organization Studies. Professor Boxenbaum has received a number of 
awards for excellence in teaching and research, including the Academy of Management Annals 
Decade Award 2019. She has obtained national research funding from Canada, France and 
Denmark and her research has been published in journals such as Academy of Management 
Review, Academy of Management Annals, Journal of Management Studies, Organization 
Studies, Strategic Organization, and California Management Review.  

 

Professor André Knottnerus obtained his MD degree at the Vrije Universiteit. In 1986 he 
delivered his PhD thesis on the development and application of clinical epidemiological 
research methods in diagnostic research. In 1988 he was appointed as professor of general 
practice and primary care research at Maastricht University. In 1990-1991 he was dean of the 
Medical Faculty in Maastricht, and subsequently research executive of the board of the 
Maastricht Medical School until 1994. From 1994 he was founding scientific director of the 
university’s research institute for primary care and public health (until 2000) and the 
Netherlands School of Primary Care Research (until 2002). From 2001 to 2010 he was 
president of the Health Council of the Netherlands (of which he was vice-president from 1996 
to 2001. From 2010 to 2017, André Knottnerus was chair of the Scientific Council for 
Government Policy (WRR). Knottnerus holds positions in various national and international 
scientific and public health boards. Since 1999 he is editor-in-chief of the Journal of Clinical 
Epidemiology. In 2004 André Knottnerus was elected as a member of the Royal Netherlands 
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Academy of Sciences (KNAW), and from 2009 to 2013 he was chair of the Medical Section of 
the Academy. 

 

Professor John E. Delery received his M.S. in Psychology (University of Memphis) and Ph.D. in 
Business Administration (Texas A&M University) majoring in Human Resource Management. 
He currently serves as department head and has been a faculty member in the Department of 
Management of the Sam M. Walton College of Business of the University of Arkansas since Fall 
of 1992. He has won a number of academic and professional awards, including the Scholarly 
Achievement Award from the HR Division of the Academy of Management, two Best 
Conference Paper Awards from the HR Division of the Academy of Management, the WCOB 
Faculty Research Award (2001-02), the WCOB Faculty Service Award (2009-10), and the WCOB 
Faculty Teaching Award (2014-15). His current research interests include the strategic 
management of human capital, the structure of human resource management systems, and 
employee selection. He is a widely cited author and has published numerous research articles 
in top management journals including the Academy of Management Journal, Strategic 
Management Journal, Personnel Psychology, Industrial Relations, Human Resource 
Management Review, Journal of Organizational Behavior, and the Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology. His research has been funded by the National Science Foundation and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, among others. He is currently the Editor-in-Chief of Human 
Resource Management Review and he serves or has served on the editorial boards of the 
Academy of Management Journal, Academy of Management Review, Journal of Management, 
Human Resource Management, Human Resource Management Journal, International Journal 
of Human Resource Management, Organizational Psychology Review, Quality Management 
Journal and Personnel Review. He has also been an active member of the Human Resources 
division of the Academy of Management where he served in a number of capacities, including 
Division Chair. In addition to his academic work, he performs consulting work on issues related 
to the management of people in a variety of contexts. 

 

Professor Piet Bracke 
Piet Bracke (°1961) got his PhD from Ghent University (1996) on the topic of gender 
differences in depression and gender inequality. Although gender and mental health are still 
important topics of research his interests broadened to stigma and the organization of mental 
health services, to the sociology of health and illness in general, and to comparative health 
sociology more specifically. Piet Bracke aims to study population (mental) health and (mental) 
health services use from a macro-sociological, institutional perspective. Subsequently, 
multilevel theories and multilevel research designs are pivotal dimensions of his research and 
the research of his co-workers. More recently he and his research team added a life-course 
perspective, and a focus on preventive health care.  

Piet Bracke is presently directing Hedera (www.ugent.be/ps/sociologie/nl/onderzoek/hedera), 
a small research team of 2 to 3 postdocs and 8-12 PhD students focusing on health sociological 
and social demographic issues from an institutional and life course perspective. He and his co-
workers have published in the major health sociological journals, such as Social Science and 
Medicine, Journal of Health and Social Behavior, Health Policy and Sociology of Health & 
Illness, but also, in more general social epidemiological and sociological journals. 

Piet Bracke is a former president of the European Society for Health and Medical Sociology, 
the former chair of the Scientific Advisory Board of the European Social Survey, and a former 
member of the Board of Governors of Ghent University.  
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Appendix B - Programme of the site visit 
 

Wednesday 11 December 2019 
Time Collocutors  
16.00-16.30 Welcome by the Dean Prof.dr.ir. A.J. (Jantine) Schuit 
16.30-19:00 Preparatory committee meeting  

 

Thursday 12 December 2019 

Time Collocutors  

9.15 -10.15 Internal preparatory meeting 
10.15 – 11.00 Meeting with Board Tilburg School of Social and Behavioral Sciences � 

Prof.dr.ir. A.J. (Jantine) Schuit (Dean) 
Prof. dr. J.K. (Jeroen) Vermunt (Vice Dean for Research) 
 Drs. J.H.G.M. (Hans-Georg) van Liempd (Director) 

11.15-11.45 Meeting with Board Human Resource Studies 
Prof.dr. T.A.M. (Dorien) Kooij  
Prof.dr. R.F. (Rob) Poell 
Prof.dr. M.J.P.M. (Marc) van Veldhoven 

12.00-12.45 Meeting with senior and junior staff Human Resource Studies 
Prof.dr. J. (Jaap) Paauwe 
Prof.dr. M. (Marianne) van Woerkom  
Dr. S. (Sasa) Batistič 
Dr. C. (Charissa) Freese 
Dr. S.C. (Steven) Kilroy 
Dr. M.C. (Christina) Meyers 

13:00-13:45 Lunch 
13.45-14:15 Meeting with Board Organization Studies 

Prof.dr. L.A.G. (Leon) Oerlemans 
Prof.dr. M.T.H. (Marius) Meeus 
Dr. J.P. (John) Bechara 

14:30-15.15 Meeting with senior and junior staff Organization Studies 
Dr. N.R. (Nuno) Barros De Oliveira 
Dr. T.P.L. (Tine) Buyl 
Dr. J. (Hans) van Dijk 
Dr. M.N. (Nicoleta) Meslec 
Dr. J. (Jörg) Raab 

15.30-16.00 Meeting with Board Sociology 
Prof.dr. P.H.J. (Peter) Achterberg 
Dr. A.R.C.M. (Ruud) Luijkx 
Dr. I.J.P. (Inge) Sieben 

16.15-17.00 Meeting with senior and junior staff Sociology 
Prof.dr. A.J.A. (Arnoud-Jan) Bijsterveld 
Dr. K. (Koen) Abts 
Dr. I.A. (Ioana) van Deurzen 
Dr. C.L. (Caroline) Dewilde 
Dr. T. (Tim) Reeskens 
Dr. C. (Christoph) van Mol 

17.-18.00 Internal deliberation of the committee to formulate first impressions 
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Friday 13 December 2019 

Time Collocutors  

9.00-9.30 Meeting with Board Tranzo 
Prof.dr. H. (Dike) van de Mheen 
Prof.dr. P.J.C.M. (Petri) Embregts 
Prof.dr. I.M.B. (Inge) Bongers 
Drs. J.L.C. (Jacqueline) Frijters 

9.45-10.30 Meeting with senior and junior staff Tranzo 
Prof.dr. L.A.M. (Ien) van de Goor 
Dr. E.P.M. (Evelien) Brouwers 
Dr. A.D. Rozema 
Prof.dr. C. (Chijs) van Nieuwenhuizen 
Dr. M.C.W. (Margot) Joosen 
Dr. N. (Noud) Frielink 

10.45-11.30 Meeting with PhD candidates 
Ms. S.M.E. (Sjanne Marie) van den Groenendaal 
Dr. P.A. (Paul) van der Laken 
Mr. H. (Hugo) Verver 
Ms. R. (Renata) Kenda 
Ms. Q. (Quita) Muis 
Mr. M. (Michael) Kolander 
Mr. D.C. (David) Buitenweg 
Ms. S.A.A. (Sanne) de Laat 

11.30-13.00 Internal deliberation of the committee to formulate first impressions and to 
make appointments for writing the evaluation report (including lunch) 

13.00-13.30 Informal presentation of the committee’s first impressions and findings 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Page 24/32 

Appendix C – Tables 
1. Human Resource Studies (HRS) 

Table 1.1 Number of staff and research fte - HRS 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
 # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte 
Scientific Staff ¹ 9.92 3.60 10.67 3.92 10.59 4.06 11.33 4.47 13.22 5.15 14.05 5.31 
Post-docs ² 3.38 2.02 2.16 1.42 0.83 0.37 1.51 1.19 2.16 1.63 2.33 1.38 
PhD candidates ³ 3.29 2.63 2.67 2.13 4.08 3.13 5.04 3.36 5.78 3.90 5.40 3.60 
Total research 
staff 16.59 8.25 15.50 7.47 15.50 7.56 17.88 9.02 21.16 10.68 21.78 10.29 
Contract PhD 
candidate (#) ⁴ 19  16  17  16  15  17  
Visiting fellows             
Total staff 35.59 8.25 31.50 7.47 32.50 7.56 33.88 9.02 36.16 10.68 38.78 10.29 

¹ Scientific Staff: Comparable with WOPI categories HGL, UHD and UD; tenured and non-tenured staff  
² Post-docs: Comparable with WOPI category researcher  
³ PhD candidates: Internal PhD and bursary PhD candidates 
⁴ Contract PhD candidates: External PhD candidates and Science Practitioners 
 
Table 1.2 Funding- HRS 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Funding  FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % 
Direct funding ¹ 7.81 95% 5.25 70% 4.43 59% 6.15 68% 7.54 71% 8.69 84% 
Research grants ² 0.45 5% 1.69 23% 1.54 20% 1.85 21% 1.53 14% 0.30 3% 
Contract research ³ 0 0% 0.53 7% 1.60 21% 1.02 11% 1.61 15% 1.30 13% 
Total funding 8.26 100% 7.47 100% 7.57 100% 9.02 100% 10.68 100% 10.29 100% 

¹ Direct funding: Funding by the School  
² Research grants: Research grants obtained in national scientific competition and European scientific competition 
³ Contract research: Funding obtained from organizations or companies 
 
Table 1.3 Main categories of research output – HRS 

HRS 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Refereed articles 39 27 30 40 36 48 
Books – scientific 2 0 3 0 2 1 
Book chapters - scientific 14 13 26 8 6 6 
PhD theses 4 2 2 1 2 6 
Professional publications 15 21 6 5 9 7 
Other research output 7 1 19 18 4 3 
Total publications 81 64 86 72 59 71 
       
Percentage of refereed articles 48.15% 42.19% 34.88% 55.56% 61.07% 67.61% 
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Table 1.4 PhD candidates - HRS 

Enrolment     

       

Starting 
year 

   

Graduated in year 4 
or earlier  

Graduated in year 5 
or earlier  

Graduated in year 6 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 7 
or earlier  

N
ot yet finished 

Discontinued 

 M F M+F # % # % # % # % # % # % 
2010 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
2011 0 1 1 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
2012 0 0 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
2013 0 1 1 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%   0 0% 0 0% 
2014 2 0 2 0 0% 1 50%     0 0% 1 50% 
Total 2 2 4 0 0%       0 0% 1 25% 
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2. Organisation studies (OS) 

Table 2.1 Number of staff and research fte - OS 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
 # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte 
Scientific Staff ¹ 12.59 4.86 14.25 5.13 15.11 5.81 13.67 5.77 15.71 6.56 15.87 6.48 
Post-docs ² 1 0.71 0.33 0.30 0.67 0.24 0 0.00 0.33 0.12 0 0.00 
PhD candidates ³ 5 4.00 5.16 4.03 4.41 3.02 3.67 2.73 5.24 3.70 5.98 4.56 
Total research 
staff 18.59 9.57 19.74 9.46 20.19 9.07 17.34 8.50 21.28 10.38 21.85 11.04 
Visitors4 24  22  9  12  13  15  

¹ Scientific Staff: Comparable with WOPI categories HGL, UHD and UD; tenured and non-tenured staff  
² Post-docs: Comparable with WOPI category researcher  
³ PhD candidates: Internal PhD and bursary PhD candidates 
⁴ Incl. seminar speakers and visitors for a long stay (Ilies, Kozlowski, Fiss, Knoke, Oliver, Mizruchi, Bromiley, 
Shumate, Shah), excl. visitors from faculty of other Schools of Tilburg University 
 
Table 2.2 Funding- OS 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Funding  FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % 
Direct funding ¹ 9.57 100% 8.56 90% 9.07 100% 8.51 100% 10.37 100% 10.58 96% 
Research grants ² 0 0% 0.37 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0.46 4% 
Contract research ³ 0 0% 0.53 6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Total funding 9.57 100% 9.46 100% 9.07 100% 8.51 100% 10.37 100% 10.58 100% 

¹ Direct funding: Funding by the School  
² Research grants: Research grants obtained in national scientific competition and European scientific competition 
³ Contract research: Funding obtained from organizations or companies 
 
Table 2.3 Main categories of research output - OS 

HRS 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2013-
2018 

Refereed articles 34 28 16 21 25 29 153 
Refereed articles in ISI journals 26 22 13 18 21 25 125 

Refereed articles in non-ISI 
journals 

8 6 3 3 4 4 28 

Refereed articles in top 25% ISI 
journals 

12 9 8 12 8 10 59 

Refereed articles in top 10% ISI 
journals 

4 4 4 8 4 4 28 

Non-refereed articles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Books 7 2 1 0 0 3 13 
Book chapters 16 9 4 7 13 14 63 
Ph.D. theses 5 5 8 3 2 2 25 
Professional & public 
publications 

1 1 6 9 5 4 25 

Other research output  1 2 0 1 1 0 6 
Total publications 64 47 35 41 46 52 285 
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Table 2.4 PhD candidates - OS 
Enrolment     

       

Starting 
year 

   

Graduated in year 4 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 5 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 6 
or earlier  

Graduated in year 7 
or earlier  

N
ot yet finished  

Discontinued 

 M F M+F # % # % # % # % # % # % 
2010 3 1 4 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
2011 0 2 2 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 
2012 0 2 2 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 
2013 1 0 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%   0 0% 1 100% 
2014 1 2 3 0 0% 0 0%     2 67% 1 33% 
Total 5 7 12 2 17%       2 17% 4 33% 
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3. Sociology 

Table 3.1 Number of staff and research fte - Sociology 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
 # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte 
Scientific Staff ¹ 9.33 3.75 10.16 4,78 11 4.84 10.75 4.70 11.05 4.08 11.71 4.14 
Post-docs ² 1.92 1.54 1.92 1,50 2.51 2.14 4.27 3.43 2.74 2.33 2.97 2.17 
PhD candidates ³ 5.50 4.08 5.31 3,88 3.83 2.96 3.33 2.60 3.73 2.94 4.32 3.46 
Total research 
staff 16.75 9.37 17.39 10,16 17.34 9.94 18.35 10.73 17.52 9.35 19.00 9.77 
Visitors4 0  0  0  0  0  0  

¹ Scientific Staff: Comparable with WOPI categories HGL, UHD and UD; tenured and non-tenured staff  
² Post-docs: Comparable with WOPI category researcher  
³ PhD candidates: Internal PhD and bursary PhD candidates 
⁴ Visitors for a long stay  
 
Table 3.2 Funding- Sociology 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Funding  FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % 
Direct funding ¹ 5.82 62% 4.90 48% 5.05 51% 6.14 57% 8.15 87% 9.34 96% 
Research grants ² 3.39 36% 5.10 50% 4.73 48% 4.43 41% 1.04 11% 0.27 3% 
Contract research ³ 0.16 2% 0.16 2% 0.16 2% 0.16 1% 0.16 2% 0.16 2% 
Total funding 9.37 100% 10.16 100% 9.94 100% 10.73 100% 9.35 100% 9.77 100% 

¹ Direct funding: Funding by the School  
² Research grants: Research grants obtained in national scientific competition and European scientific competition 
³ Contract research: Funding obtained from organizations or companies 
 
Table 3.3 Main categories of research output - Sociology 

HRS 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Refereed articles 23 27 27 21 21 20 
Non-refereed articles 0 0 1 1 0 3 
Books 3 2 5 2 1 0 
Book chapters 18 25 20 17 12 10 
PhD theses 2 0 6 3 2 3 
Professional & public publications 16 14 15 9 9 9 
Other research output 4 15 10 15 11 9 
Total publications 66 83 84 68 56 54 
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Table 3.4 PhD candidates - Sociology 
Enrolment     

       

Starting 
year 

   

Graduated in year 4 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 5 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 6 
or earlier  

Graduated in year 7 
or earlier  

N
ot yet finished  

Discontinued 

 M F M+F # % # % # % # % # % # % 
2010 0 4 4 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 
2011 1 0 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 
2012 1 0 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 
2013 1 0 1 0 0% 1 100% 0 0%   0 0% 0 0% 
2014 1 0 1 0 0% 1 100%     0 0% 0 0% 
Total 4 4 8 0 0%       0 0% 2 25% 
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4. Tranzo 

Table 4.1 Number of staff and research fte - Tranzo 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
 # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte # fte 
Scientific Staff ¹ 18.33 2.78 23.68 3.60 28.27 4.48 29.67 5.11 33.37 5.55 34.95 6.50 
Post-docs ² 9.46 2.78 7.85 3.49 11.24 4.04 12.04 4.90 11.81 5.97 15.79 7.28 
PhD candidates ³ 9.67 7.12 13.05 9.70 15.52 11.43 16.00 11.79 13.67 10.24 11.33 8.56 
Total research 
staff 37.46 12.68 44.58 16.79 55.03 19.95 57.71 21.80 58.85 21.76 62.07 22.34 
Contract PhD 
candidate (#) ⁴ 26   32   35   39   46   52   
Total staff 63.46 12.68 76.58 16.79 90.03 19.95 96.71 21.80 104.9 21.76 114.1 22.34 

¹ Scientific Staff: Comparable with WOPI categories HGL, UHD and UD; tenured and non-tenured staff  
² Post-docs: Comparable with WOPI category researcher  
³ PhD candidates: Internal PhD and bursary PhD candidates 
⁴ Contract PhD candidates (externally or internally funded, but not employed) including science practitioners. 
Because the period of research study may vary depending on their contract, only numbers are mentioned (not 
fte). Tranzo has three types of PhD candidates: the regular PhD candidates who are employed by the university, 
the science practitioners who work as professionals in practice and are based part-time at Tranzo (mentioned 
under contract PhD candidates), and external PhD candidates who are supervised by Tranzo professors but not 
based at Tranzo.  
 
 
Table 4.2 Funding- Tranzo  

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Funding  FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % FTE % 
Direct funding ¹ 2.50 20% 3.48 21% 3.44 17% 4.25 19% 4.33 20% 3.52 16% 
Research grants ² 4.87 38% 6.40 38% 5.82 29% 5.77 26% 6.80 31% 8.80 39% 
Contract research ³ 5.32 42% 6.90 41% 10.69 54% 11.80 54% 10.65 49% 10.02 45% 
Total funding 12.68 100% 16.79 100% 19.95 100% 21.80 100% 21.76 100% 22.34 100% 

¹ Direct funding: Funding by the School  
² Research grants: Research grants obtained in national scientific competition and European scientific competition 
³ Contract research: Funding obtained from organizations or companies 
 
Table 4.3 Main categories of research output - Tranzo 

HRS 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018  
Refereed articles 115 116 127 91 129 162  
Books – scientific 4 2 2 0 1 1  
Book chapters - scientific 16 10 20 1 8 17  
PhD theses 6 7 7 14 5 18  
Professional publications 59 46 48 31 46 39  
Other research output 21 35 24 23 30 46  
Total publications 221 216 228 160 219 283  
       average 
Ratio  
Refereed articles & sc.books& 
sc book chapters / researcher  2.1 1.7 1.7 1.0 1.3 1.6 

 
 

1.5 
Ratio 
Refereed articles & sc.books& 
sc book chapters / FTE 
researcher1 6.1 4.5 4.6 2.6 3.6 4.4 4.1 
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Table 4.4 PhD candidates - Tranzo 
Enrolment     

         

Starting 
year 

   

Graduated in year 4 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 5 
or earlier 

Graduated in year 6 
or earlier  

Graduated in year 7 
or earlier  

Graduated in year 9 
or ealrier  

N
ot yet finished 

Discontinued 

 M F M+F # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
2010 1 2 3 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 2 67% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 
2011 0 1 1 1 100% 1 100% 1 100% 1 100%   0 0% 0 0% 
2012 0 2 2 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50%   1 50% 0 0% 
2013 0 5 5 1 20% 3 60% 4 80%     1 20% 0 0% 
2014 3 3 6 0 0% 2 33%       4 67% 0 0% 
Total 4 13 17 3 18% 5  2  1    6 35% 0 0% 
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Appendix D – Meaning of the scores 
 

Category Meaning Research quality Relevance to society Viability 

1 World leading/ 
excellent 

The research unit has 
been shown to be one of 
the few most influential 
research groups in the 
world in its particular 
field 

The research unit 
makes an 
outstanding 
contribution to 
society 

The research unit is 
excellently equipped 
for the future 

2 Very good The research unit 
conducts very good. 
internationally 
recognised research 

The research unit 
makes a very good 
contribution to 
society 

The research unit is 
very well equipped 
for the future 

3 Good The research unit 
conducts good research 

The research unit 
makes a good 
contribution to 
society 

The research unit 
makes responsible 
strategic decisions 
and is therefore well 
equipped for the 
future 

4 Unsatisfactory The research unit does 
not achieve satisfactory 
results in its field 

The research unit 
does not make a 
satisfactory 
contribution to 
society 

The research unit is 
not adequately 
equipped for the 
future 

 

 


