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Abstract  
Adapted  from  the  Norwegian  model,  University  College  Dublin  has  implemented  the  
Output-­‐‑Based  Research  Support  Scheme  (OBRSS)  to  stimulate  research  performance.  Semi-­‐‑
structured  interviews  were  conducted  to  understand  the  perception  of  the  OBRSS  after  two  
years  of  implementation,  its  implications  on  research  and  publication  practices,  and  the  
responses  to  monetary  reward  as  an  incentive.  This  study  shows  that  the  effects  of  the  
OBRSS  on  publication  practices  are  intertwined  with  intrinsic  and  instrumental  values.  
More  importantly  and  unexpectedly,  the  study  reveals  the  norms  and  values  concerning  
academic  integrity  and  research  culture,  the  importance  of  intrinsic  motivation  in  research  
and  scholarship,  as  well  as  morale  issues  in  academic  work  environment.  The  findings  are  
consistent  with  studies  of  self-­‐‑determination  theory  that  an  incentive  scheme  can  be  highly  
effective  if  it  conveys  clear  goals  and  values  with  a  vision  of  enhanced  intrinsic  motivation;  
however,  a  scheme  can  be  demoralising  when  it  is  perceived  as  a  controlling  mechanism.    
    
  
Introduction  
Performance-­‐‑based  research  systems  (PRFs)  have  been  implemented  in  many  countries  for  
allocating  block  grants  to  universities  based  on  ex  post  assessments  of  research  performance  
(Hicks,  2012;  Zacharewicz,  Lepori,  Reale,  and  Jonkers,  2018).  Some  funding  systems  are  for  
the  sole  purpose  of  allocating  resources,  while  others  also  serve  as  a  tool  of  research  
evaluation  (Sīle  et  al.  2018).  Although  the  reasons  for  implementing  PRFs  are  complex  and  
are  specific  to  national  contexts,  a  common  goal  is  to  strengthen  research  performance,  
specifically,  to  increase  the  number  of  publications  in  high-­‐‑quality  international  publication  
channels.  PRFs  have  also  been  adapted  at  local  levels  to  incentivise  research  performance  of  
individual  researchers  (see,  e.g.,  Hammarfelt,  Nelhan,  Eklund,  and  Åström,  2016).    
  
Adapted  from  the  Norwegian  Model,  University  College  Dublin  has  implemented  the  
Output-­‐‑Based  Research  Support  Scheme  (hereafter  “OBRSS”  or  “Scheme”)  to  award  
academic  staff  with  discretionary  funds  based  on  research  outputs.  The  OBRSS,  however,  is  
distinguished  from  reward  of  cash-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  (Quan,  Chen  and  Shu,  2017)  because  the  
award  is  in  the  form  of  discretionary  fund  rather  than  a  bonus  to  a  salary.  It  is  also  different  
from  performance-­‐‑based  funding  systems  because  it  is  not  a  national  system  (see  Hicks,  
2012).  
  
The  design  and  implementation  of  the  OBRSS  involved  the  creation  of  a  ranked  publication  
list  and  a  points  system  based  on  the  Norwegian  model  (for  details,  see  Cleere  and  Ma,  
2018).  Academic  staff  are  prompted  to  update  their  publications  on  the  research  
management  system  every  year  and  their  publications  are  automatically  match  with  those  
on  the  ranked  publication  list.  A  points  statement  is  issued  to  each  academic  staff  every  
year,  indicating  the  amount  of  award  based  on  the  number  of  publications  and  doctoral  
students  in  a  three-­‐‑year  period.  The  OBRSS  accounts  for  approximately  1%  of  the  



university’s  annual  research  budget.  The  award  is  relatively  small  compared  to  funding  
from  competitive  grants,  averaging  approximately  a  thousand  euros  per  academic  staff  per  
year.    
  
Except  for  those  involved  in  the  design  and  implementation  of  the  Scheme,  most  academic  
staff  were  not  informed  until  the  announcement  of  the  OBRSS  and  a  consultation  period  
about  the  ranked  publication  list.  Each  year,  academic  staff  are  asked  to  give  feedback  
pertaining  to  the  inclusion,  exclusion,  and  ranking  (i.e.,  “prestigious”  or  “normal”)  of  
journals  and  publishers.  It  is  expected  that  the  process  would  result  in  a  ranked  publications  
list  that  is  representative  of  research  outputs  at  international  and  national  levels  over  time.  
The  suggestions  are  reviewed  based  on  journal  impact  factor,  CiteScore,  as  well  as  the  
justifications  and  reasons  provided  by  academic  staff.  These  suggestions  are  collected  by  the  
Vice  President  for  Research  and  Innovation  of  each  of  the  seven  colleges  in  the  university  
during  the  consultation  period;  individuals  can  also  contact  the  research  office  directly.  
  
In  the  first  year  of  implementation,  there  was  a  significant  increase  in  the  number  of  staff  
updating  their  research  profiles,  resulting  in  a  more  comprehensive  overview  of  publication  
records  and  channels  within  the  university.  Whilst  the  OBRSS  is  not  designed  as  a  tool  for  
research  evaluation,  the  updated  profiles  have  aided,  for  example,  to  compare  the  coverage  
of  publications  by  academic  staff  in  Scopus  and  the  ranked  publication  list  (Cleere  and  Ma,  
2018),  as  well  as  statistics  about  research  active  staff  and  publication  trends.    
  
At  the  time  of  this  writing,  there  is  not  a  national  system  of  research  evaluation  in  Ireland.  
Funding  for  universities  is  allocated  via  block  grant  by  the  Higher  Education  Authority,  
with  additional  funding  available  through  directed  funding  and  performance  funding  
(HEA,  2018).  The  criteria  for  distributing  performance  based  funding  are  stated  as  “linked  to  
a  process  whereby  the  outputs  and  outcomes  for  the  system  and  individual  institutions  are  
agreed  through  a  process  of  dialogue”  (HEA,  2017,  p.  26).  The  Government  Budget  
Allocations  for  Research  and  Development  (GBARD)  accounts  for  0.97%  of  total  government  
expenditure  compared  to  an  average  of  1.38%  in  the  EU  in  2016  (Department  of  Business,  
Enterprise,  and  Innovation,  2018),  and  its  project  funding  constitutes  a  much  higher  
percentage  than  institutional  funding  when  compared  to  other  EU  member  states  
(Zacharewicz,  et.  al,  2019).  The  economic  recession  of  2008  has  steered  policy  dynamics  with  
greater  emphasis  on  performance  and  competitiveness  (Hazelkorn  et  al.,  2013).  There  is  a  
heavy  reliance  on  competitive  grants  to  fund  research  projects,  from  recruiting  doctoral  
students,  post-­‐‑doctoral  fellows,  to  purchasing  equipment.  General  research  funding  is  
limited  and  often  does  not  cover  many  research-­‐‑  or  teaching-­‐‑related  expenses.  Major  
funding  agencies  such  as  Science  Foundation  Ireland  are  operated  under  the  Department  of  
Jobs,  Enterprise  &  Innovation;  and  the  third-­‐‑level  funding  crisis  has  been  claimed  as  a  
reason  of  increasing  student-­‐‑teacher  ratio  that  has  caused  the  “tumbling  down”  in  
university  rankings  (see  O’Brien,  2018).  Research  universities  have  become  competitors  as  
academic  competition  is  increasingly  institutional  and  global  (Musselin,  2018).    
  
It  is  commonly  understood  that  research  is  motivated  by  the  pursuit  of  knowledge,  the  
desire  and  aspiration  to  understand  and  improve  human  conditions  and  our  environment,  
and  to  explore  the  questions  and  puzzles  arise  from  our  unbound  curiosity  about  ourselves  
and  the  world  around  us.  Academics  are  stimulated  by  intellectual  conversations  with  



peers,  teaching,  as  well  as  public  engagement.  Nevertheless,  publication  practices  are  
shaped  by  epistemic,  pragmatic,  and  personal  motives  (Hangel  and  Schmidt-­‐‑Pfister,  2017).  
How  would  researchers  respond  to  monetary  reward  in  the  form  of  discretionary  fund  
based  on  research  outputs?  Would  market  mechanism  such  as  reward-­‐‑per-­‐‑publication  alter  
publication  practices,  scientific  progress,  and  academic  culture  at  large?  While  there  have  
been  some  studies  focusing  on  the  unintended  consequences  and  constitutive  effects  of  
evaluation  systems,  there  is  a  dearth  of  writings  about  motivations  for  research  and  
academic  writing.  Studies  pertaining  to  different  forms  of  reward  and  the  motivating  factors  
in  research  and  publications  have  been  scarce.    
  
In  the  following,  studies  related  to  the  Norwegian  model  will  be  briefly  reviewed  and  
discussed,  followed  by  a  literature  review  about  incentives,  motivation  and  internalisation  
of  rules,  including  self-­‐‑determination  theory  (Ryan  and  Deci,  2000;  Gagné  and  Deci,  2005),  as  
well  as  studies  specifically  about  motivation  of  research  performance  and  productivity.  The  
findings  of  the  study  will  be  discussed  with  a  focus  on  morale  and  motivation  in  response  to  
monetary  rewards  and  a  discussion  of  the  importance  of  autonomy-­‐‑supportive  
environments  for  creative,  innovative,  and  scholarly  work.  The  paper  concludes  that  a  
reward  scheme  can  be  motivating  and  hence  achieve  its  goals  of  improving  and  
strengthening  research  performance  when  it  is  perceived  as  supporting  autonomy;  however,  
a  scheme  can  be  demoralising  when  it  is  perceived  as  a  controlling  mechanism  that  
engenders  competition  and  discourages  collaboration  in  research  culture.    
  
Literature  Review  
  
The  Norwegian  Model  
The  Norwegian  Model  was  designed  by  the  Minister  of  Education  and  Research  in  Norway  
in  consultation  with  the  Norwegian  Association  of  Higher  Education  Institute  (UHR).  The  
model  has  been  used  for  allocating  block  grants  to  universities  and  involves  the  following  
major  components  (Sivertsen,  2016):  
  

•   A  complete  representation  in  a  national  database  of  structured,  verifiable  and  
validated  bibliographical  records  of  the  peer-­‐‑reviewed  scholarly  literature  in  all  areas  
of  research;  

•   A  publication  indicator  with  a  system  of  weights  that  makes  field-­‐‑specific  publishing  
traditions  comparable  across  fields  in  the  measurement  of  ‘Publication  points’  at  the  
level  of  institutions;  

•   A  performance-­‐‑based  funding  model  which  reallocates  a  small  proportion  of  the  
annual  direct  institutional  funding  according  to  the  institutions’  shares  in  the  total  of  
Publication  points.  

  
The  model  has  been  implemented  and  adapted  in  countries  including  Denmark,  Flanders  
(Belgium),  Finland,  and  Norway.  One  of  the  most  novel  aspects  of  the  Norwegian  model  is  
the  construction  of  a  national  bibliographic  database  that  encompasses  all  scholarly  
publications  in  all  disciplines  (Schneider,  2009)  and  there  is  evidence  that  the  model  has  
steered  publications  at  the  prestigious  level  (Schneider,  Aagaard  and  Carter,  2015).  Yet,  
Aagaard,  Bloch  and  Schneider  (2015)  find  that  while  there  have  been  strong  increases  in  



publication  output  in  terms  of  total  number  of  publications  and  journal  articles  in  the  Web  
of  Science  (WoS)  since  the  implementation  in  2004,  the  citation  impact  remains  stable.  They  
also  note  that  there  were  other  changes  in  the  Norwegian  science  system  during  the  period  
examined  and  it  is  difficult  to  single  out  the  effect  of  the  model,  while  Schneider  (2009)  
warns  that  the  performance-­‐‑based  funding  models  can  lead  to  homogenisation  of  research.    
  
In  “A  Bibliographic  Model  for  Performance-­‐‑Based  Budgeting  of  Research  Institutions,”  it  is  
stated  that  the  Norwegian  model  is  intended  for  use  at  aggregated  level  and  that  it  should  
not  be  used  at  individual  level  (UHR,  2004):  “it  must  be  emphasised  that  bibliometric  
statistics  can  only  be  used  for  determining  research  funding  at  a  macro  level.  Bibliometric  
statistics  cannot  replace  or  simulate  qualitative  assessments  and  evaluations  related  to  
funding  at  other  levels”  (p.  50).  Sivertsen  (2016)  has  also  noted  that  local  use  of  indicator  
“can  be  highly  problematic,  especially  if  the  indicator  replaces  responsible  leadership  and  
human  judgement”  (p.  87).  
  
Despite  the  fact  that  local  use  of  the  Norwegian  model  and  indicators  are  not  recommended,  
Aagaard  (2015)  has  observed  local  adaptation  of  the  indicator  and  their  practices  vary  
significantly  across  disciplines  and  fields.  Notwithstanding  the  Norwegian  model  is  a  
relatively  weak  PRFs,  he  maintains  that  the  trickling  down  of  incentives  to  individual  level  
can  alter  individual  behaviour  and  perception  of  the  model  due  to  allure  and  anxiety.  Some  
universities  in  Sweden  has  also  adapted  the  model  and/or  indicators  for  research  assessment  
locally.  The  responses  to  the  adaptations  include  the  concerns  about  negative  consequences  
of  assessment  procedures,  as  well  as  changing  publication  practices,  for  example,  
publications  in  international  journals  in  spite  of  in  journals  of  local  languages  (Hammarfelt  
and  de  Rijcke,  2015;  Hammarfelt,  2018).    
  
Incentives  and  Motivation  
Why  do  researchers  publish?  Hangel  and  Schmidt-­‐‑Pfister  (2017)  examine  the  motivations  to  
publish  at  different  career  stages  in  Germany,  the  UK,  and  the  USA  and  find  that  there  are  
tensions  between  intrinsic  and  instrumental  values:  while  researchers  are  intrinsically  
motivated  by  their  scholarly  pursuits,  they  are  also  acculturated  to  the  so-­‐‑called  ‘publish  or  
perish’  reality  of  academic  marketplace;  hence  their  motives  are  intertwined  with  epistemic,  
pragmatic,  and  personal  motives.  They  argue  that  the  methodological  and  cultural  aspects  
of  scientific  knowledge  production  can  be  affected  by  the  tensions  resulting  from  different  
motivations,  specifically,  “a  shift  from  publishing  as  a  consequence  of  getting  interesting  
research  results,  to  doing  research  in  order  to  publish”  (p.  541).  
  
According  to  self-­‐‑determination  theory  (SDT),  the  needs  for  autonomy  and  competence  are  
strongly  linked  to  intrinsic  motivation  and  satisfaction  and  that  “choice,  acknowledgement  
of  feelings,  and  opportunities  for  self-­‐‑direction  were  found  to  enhance  intrinsic  motivation  
because  they  allow  people  a  greater  feeling  of  autonomy”  (Ryan  and  Deci,  2000,  p.  70),  
whereas  tangible  rewards,  threats,  deadlines,  pressured  evaluations,  and  imposed  goals  can  
diminish  intrinsic  motivation.  In  Ryan  and  Deci’s  (2000)  conceptualisation,  intrinsic  
motivation  refers  to  “the  inherent  tendency  to  seek  out  novelty  and  challenges,  to  extend  
and  exercise  one’s  capacities,  to  explore,  and  to  learn”,  contrasts  to  extrinsic  motivation,  
which  refers  to  “the  performance  of  an  activity  in  order  to  attain  some  separable  outcomes”  



(p.  71).  Reward  or  incentive  systems  that  are  administered  in  an  autonomy-­‐‑supportive  
climate  without  incorporating  elements  such  as  competition  are  less  likely  to  undermine  
intrinsic  motivation  (Gagné  and  Deci,  2005),  and  awards  and  recognition  are  considered  
more  effective  ways  of  incentivising  performance  and  productivity  (Frey,  Homberg  and  
Osterloh,  2013;  Ryan  and  Deci,  2000).    
  
In  a  test  of  hypothesis  derived  from  self-­‐‑determination  theory,  Kuvaas  (2008)  finds  that  
support  for  autonomy,  competence,  and  development  and  work  experience  is  fully  
mediated  by  intrinsic  motivation,  while  Cerasoli,  Nicklin  and  Ford  (2014)  show  that  
incentives  and  intrinsic  motivation  are  not  necessarily  antagonistic  and  are  best  considered  
simultaneously  even  though  intrinsic  motivation  is  a  medium  to  strong  predictor  of  
performance.    In  fact,  many  research  studies  show  that  intrinsic  motivation  is  associated  
with  more  positive  outcomes  and  less  negative  outcomes  in  the  public  sector  and  the  
education  sector  (see,  for  example,  Andrews,  2016;  Eyal  and  Roth,  2011;  Vansteenkiste,  et  al.  
2007).    
  
Studies  about  motivation  and  monetary  rewards  in  research  show  similar  findings.  
Horodnic  and  Zait  (2015),  for  example,  show  that  intrinsic  motivation  is  positively  
correlated,  whereas  extrinsic  motivation  is  negatively  correlated,  with  research  productivity.  
Backes-­‐‑Gellner  and  Schlinghoff  (2008)  shows  that  faculty  members  were  motivated  by  
monetary  rewards  for  publications,  however  they  also  instantly  reduce  the  number  of  
publications  as  soon  as  the  monetary  incentives  are  gone.  Although  extrinsic  motivations  
such  as  cash-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  can  have  significant  effect  on  the  number  of  publications  in  
targeted  journals  (Quan,  Chen  and  Shu,  2017;  see  also  Shao  and  Shen,  2012),  many  have  
argued  that  the  use  of  evaluative  metrics  and  incentives  such  as  cash-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  can  
lead  to  negative  outcomes,  with  plagiarism  and  fraudulent  research  perceived  as  violations  
of  academic  conduct,  on  the  one  hand,  and  salami-­‐‑publications,  self-­‐‑  and  exchange-­‐‑of-­‐‑
citations,  and  other  gaming  behaviour  as  constitutive  effects  of  evaluation  systems,  on  the  
other.  
  
Woelert  and  Yates  (2015)  have  discussed  the  implementation  of  strong  performance-­‐‑based  
funding  systems  is  perceived  as  having  little  trust  in  academics  and  their  work.  Similarly,  
Hicks  (2012)  suggests  that  “the  perceived  autonomy  of  individual  scholars  is  a  source  of  
perennial  dissatisfaction  and  of  the  accusation  that  PRFSs  harm  scholarship  and  the  research  
enterprise”  (p.  259).  The  importance  of  autonomy  has  also  been  noted  by  Wood  (1990),  
highlighting  the  principle  of  ‘freedom  of  inquiry’  as  an  essential  component  of  research,  
among  many  other  factors  influencing  research  performance  of  academics.    
  
However,  there  is  insufficient  empirical  evidence  about  the  positive  and  negative  effects  of  
the  academic  reward  systems,  either  in  the  form  of  number  of  publications,  citations,  
monetary  rewards  or  awards  such  as  the  Nobel  Prize  and  the  Holberg  Prize,  not  to  mention  
little  has  been  written  about  motivation  and  morale.  Despite  some  discussions  about  the  
relationship  between  academic  writing  and  its  rewards  (see,  e.g.,  Cronin,  2005),  evaluative  
metrics  have  been  mostly  discussed  in  terms  of  measures  and  evaluation  criteria.  There  is  
little  understanding  as  to  whether,  and  to  what  extent,  they  motivate  and  incentivise  
research  and  publications.  
  



Internalising  rules  
Dahler-­‐‑Larsen  (2012)  has  used  the  concept  of  evaluation  machine  to  suggest  how  people  
internalise  evaluation  as  routines  and  themselves  as  objects  of  evaluation.  He  further  argues  
that  constitutive  effects  as  a  fruitful  way  to  understand  the  complexities  of  evaluation  
(Dahler-­‐‑Larsen,  2014).  His  concepts  and  suggestions  have  been  manifested  in  some  studies  
about  the  implications  of  evaluative  metrics  on  publication  practices  in  recent  years  (see  
Rijcke,  et.  al,  2016).  Many  focus  on  the  use  of  evaluative  metrics  and  explore  topics  such  as  
changes  in  publication  and  research  practices  including  goal  displacements,  unintended  
consequences,  and  so  on.  For  example,  academics  in  arts  and  humanities  in  Uppsala  
University  altered  publication  practices  and  individual  routines  with  the  introduction  of  an  
evaluation  system  within  the  university  (Hammarfelt  and  de  Rijcke,  2015),  on  the  one  hand,  
and  researchers  in  the  life  sciences  are  “thinking  with  indicators”  in  their  research  practices  
(Müller  and  de  Rijcke,  2018),  on  the  other.  There  is  an  urgency  to  understand  the  effects  of  
evaluative  metrics  due  to  issues  such  as  gaming  behaviour  in  knowledge  production  and  
scholarly  communication.  These  changing  research  and  publication  practices  do  not  
indicate,  however,  whether  researchers  are  incentivised  or  disincentivised  to  conduct  
research  of  their  own  and  public  interests.    
  
In  a  study  about  national  rankings  of  law  schools  in  the  United  States,  Espeland  and  Sauder  
(2007)  explain  the  mechanisms  of  self-­‐‑fulling  prophecy  and  commensuration  in  generating  
reactivity—how  individuals  alter  their  behaviour  in  reaction  to  being  evaluated,  observed,  
or  measured.  They  describe  self-­‐‑fulfilling  prophecies  as  “processes  by  which  reactions  to  
social  measures  confirm  the  expectations  or  predictions  that  are  embedded  in  measures  or  
which  increase  the  validity  of  the  measure  by  encouraging  behaviour  that  conforms  to  it”  (p.  
11),  whereas  “[C]ommensuration  is  characterized  by  the  transformation  of  qualities  into  
quantities  that  share  a  metric,  a  process  that  is  fundamental  to  measurement”  (p.  16).  They  
reported  that  while  many  of  their  respondents  found  rankings  as  deeply  flawed  measures,  
they  reacted  by  changing  resources  allocation,  altering  organizational  scripts  and  
procedures  and  the  development  of  gaming  strategies.  Sauder  and  Espeland  (2009)  argue  
that  rankings  can  create  anxiety  and  allure  when  external  measures  are  internalized  and  
negotiated  between  institutional  pressures  and  organisation  activities.    
  
Aagaard  (2015),  using  Sauder  and  Espeland’s  (2009)  conceptual  framework,  state  that  
incentives  can  trickle  down  due  to  “the  allure  and  the  anxiety  that  the  availability  of  a  
quantitative  performance  measure  creates”  (p.  736).  Uncertainties  about  an  evaluative  
system  or  indicator  can  be  a  consequence  of  the  emergent  agency  of  an  indicator,  as  an  
authority  list  of  publications  or  an  indicator  becomes  irreversible  and  less  challengeable  
(Brunn-­‐‑Jensen,  2011).  Yet,  Krog  Lind  (2019)  has  shown  that  research  managers  can  play  a  
major  role  in  determining  and  making  an  evaluation  system  stronger  or  weaker,  influenced  
by  factors  including  identity  and  culture  of  a  university.  His  study  resonates  the  three  main  
purposes  of  evaluative  practice,  namely,  distributive,  improvement,  and  controlling  (Molas-­‐‑
Gallart,  2012)  in  that  evaluation  systems  can  be  designed  and  implemented  for  different  
purposes,  which  allow  for  different  levels  of  autonomy  in  research.    
  
In  sum,  there  has  been  a  lack  of  study  investigating  issues  pertaining  to  motivation  and  
morale  in  academia  and  research,  in  particular,  how  to  motivate  research  activities  through  



incentive  and  reward  systems.  This  study  investigates  the  perception  and  practical  
implications  of  the  OBRSS  immediately  after  two  years  of  implementation.  Specifically,  how  
do  academic  staff  perceive  the  Scheme,  including  its  objectives,  fairness  and  transparency?  
Are  they  motivated  or  incentivised  to  alter  their  publication  channels?  Finally,  whether  
extrinsic  motivations  such  as  money-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  and  number  of  citations  are  effective  in  
bringing  the  best  of  intrinsic  motivation  for  research?    
  
Methods  
This  study  was  consisted  of  two  phases.  In  the  first  phase,  a  survey  was  sent  to  all  research  
staff  listed  in  the  university  directory.  In  the  second  phase,  semi-­‐‑structured  interviews  were  
conducted  with  academic  and  administrative  staff.  The  survey  was  disseminated  
immediately  after  the  OBRSS  points  statements  issued  in  late  October  2017  (second  
statement  since  implementation  of  the  Scheme)  and  received  a  total  of  178  responses,  i.e.,  
17.75%  of  population.  Many  answers  to  the  open-­‐‑ended  questions  were  lengthy  and  
provided  useful  insights  for  designing  the  interview  protocol  in  the  second  phase.  This  
article  presents  the  findings  of  the  semi-­‐‑structured  interviews.  
  
The  semi-­‐‑structured  interviews  were  conducted  between  January  and  May  in  2018.  They  
were  25-­‐‑55  minutes  in  length.  The  participants  included  ten  assistant  professors,  two  
associate  professors,  seven  professors/full  professors  and  they  were  from  different  
disciplines  across  the  university.  Six  of  the  interviewees  worked  also  in  administrative  and  
management  capacity.  In  the  interviews,  the  participants  were  asked  their  perceived  
purposes  of  the  OBRSS,  the  benefits  and  drawbacks  of  the  Scheme,  and  their  suggestions  for  
improvements.  Furthermore,  they  were  prompted  to  discuss  whether  the  OBRSS  had  
affected  their  publication  practices.  Interviews  were  conducted  until  data  saturation  had  
been  reached.    
  
The  study  faced  two  main  challenges:  first,  since  the  researcher  was  an  insider  of  the  
academic  community,  there  were  scrutiny  and  questions  about  the  confidentiality  and  
independence  of  the  study.  To  resolve  this,  the  researcher  had  made  extra  steps,  including  
creating  email  account  and  cloud  storage  outside  of  the  university  network  to  ensure  
anonymity  and  to  build  a  trusting  relationship  with  the  participants.  Second,  the  
participants,  as  they  were  volunteers,  could  hold  more  extreme,  either  positive  or  negative,  
feelings  or  opinions  about  the  OBRSS.  The  findings  show  that,  fortunately,  there  were  
balanced  views  about  the  Scheme,  not  to  mention  their  discussions  about  topics  such  as  
morale  and  intrinsic  motivation  were  unexpected,  fruitful  and  insightful.  It  should  be  noted  
that,  however,  the  effectiveness  of  the  OBRSS  cannot  be  fully  described  and  explained  in  this  
study,  for  some  discussions  by  the  participants  concern  normative  issues  rather  than  actual  
practices,  not  to  mention  it  is  impossible  to  single  out  the  effects  of  the  OBRSS  on  future  
changes  in  publication  trends  since  many  factors  such  as  recruitment  strategies  and  external  
funding  are  also  at  play.    
  
Findings  
The  implementation  of  the  OBRSS  was  considered  by  the  participants  as  the  university’s  
strategy  to  incentivise  publications  in  pre-­‐‑selected  publication  channels  and  to  stimulate  
research  activities.  Some  participants  also  considered  the  strategy  of  improving  university  



rankings  and  prestige,  while  many  suspected  that  the  OBRSS  would  become  a  tool  for  
comparing  individual’s  research  performance  on  a  regular  basis.    
  
The  ranked  publication  list  was  discussed  most  in  terms  of  its  coverage  and  representation,  
in  particular  the  imbalance  between  disciplines.  Since  the  initial  list  was  compiled  and  
ranked  based  on  the  Danish,  Finnish,  and  Norwegian  list  using  CiteScore  (Scopus)  among  
other  indices  as  arbitrators,  it  did  not  cover  many  publications  of  Irish  studies,  or  reports  
tailored  for  Irish  businesses,  communities,  and  local  interests.  The  participants  also  had  the  
perception  that  there  is  an  imbalance  of  representation  between  the  sciences  and  the  arts  and  
humanities,  for  example,  as  publications  in  the  sciences  are  usually  indexed  in  major  
databases  such  as  Scopus  while  few  in  the  arts  and  humanities  are  documented.  In  fact,  the  
participants  not  only  discussed  disciplinary  differences,  but  also  specialisations  in  research  
areas:  the  more  specialised  a  research  article  is,  the  less  likely  it  will  be  published  in  a  
general  interest—and  usually  high  impact  factor  or  prestigious—journal  such  as  Nature  or  
Ethics  or  American  Sociological  Review.  Although  there  was  no  question  about  the  prestige  of  
such  journals,  there  was  a  sense  of  unfairness  when  articles  published  in  specialist  journals  
were  ranked  “normal”  as  opposed  to  “prestigious”,  or  not  on  the  ranked  publication  list  at  
all.  The  participants  also  commented  that  the  OBRSS  does  not  distinguish  types  of  
publication,  for  example,  a  book  review  can  be  treated  the  same  as  a  research  article  in  a  
journal.  
  
Notwithstanding  the  consultation  period  in  place,  the  participants  reported  the  task  as  
“impossible”  in  the  sense  that  the  list  is  extensive  and  a  fair  and  accurate  evaluation  would  
take  up  significant  effort  and  time.  Most  participants  reported  that  they  had  only  compared  
the  list  with  their  own  publications  and  made  suggestions  accordingly,  and  they  were  
uncertain  about  the  process  and  criteria  as  to  which  suggestions  would  be  considered  or  
discarded  as  some  never  received  any  feedback.  Although  comments  and  suggestions  are  
solicited  every  year,  most  participants  commented  that  the  implementation  of  the  Scheme  
was  top-­‐‑down  and  many  of  their  inputs  were  considered  inadequately.    
  
For  instance,  the  participants  reported  very  limited  discussions,  formal  or  informal,  about  
the  Scheme  or  the  results  among  colleagues.  Responding  to  questions  about  the  benefits  and  
drawbacks  of  the  OBRSS,  they  commented  on  the  need  for  greater  support  for  research  in  
the  Irish  context  and  issues  in  relation  to  morale  and  motivation.  Their  responses  will  be  
further  discussed  in  the  following  sections:  money,  morale,  and  motivation.    
  
Money  
The  award  of  discretionary  fund  was  a  welcomed  initiative  by  all  participants,  regardless  of  
their  opinions  about  the  Scheme.  This  was  largely  due  to  the  general  lack  of  research  
funding  in  Irish  universities,  particularly  for  those  whose  research  areas  did  not  lend  
themselves  to  competitive  research  grants,  as  well  as  those  who  were  not  successful  in  grant  
applications.  Many  reported  that  they  used  the  OBRSS  reward  for  traveling  to  conferences,  
buying  textbooks,  small  equipment,  and/or  laboratory  supplies.    
  
The  participants  were  appreciative  of  the  ‘no-­‐‑strings  attached’  funding  as  they  can  use  it  for  
research  or  teaching  at  their  own  discretion,  for  example,  the  award  also  allowed  for  



developing  research  projects  not  prescribed  in  competitive  research  funding.  A  participant  
in  Engineering  discussed  the  use  of  the  OBRSS  reward:  
  

“I  got  a  little  bit  I  want  to  get  a  prototype  of  an  invention,  I  am…  What  
does   the   taxpayer  want,   they  don’t  want  papers,   taxpayers  won’t   read  
papers,   they   don’t   like   papers,   way   too   many   papers   in   the   world,  
definitely  not  people  want  or  need,  but  they  do  want  their  dad’s  cancer  
cured…  brain  cancer  alright  that’s  the  payoff.  It’s  2018  where’s  my  flying  
car,   they  are  absolutely  correct   to  ask  about   the  progress   in   technology  
and  humanity…  engineers  building  cool  invention  to  benefit  humanity.  If  
you   are   not   doing   that   something   has   gotten   drastically  wrong,   that’s  
what  we  are  for.  So  the  point  is  that  if  I  go  to  the  research  council  and  say  
I  want  to  build  a  cool  machine,   they  say  nah  these  papers  are  what  we  
want.  The  OBRSS   can  help  a  bit  with   the   cool  machine   that   somebody  
might  buy.”  (Participant  #AP05)  

  
Although  there  was  a  consensus  that  it  is  a  good  initiative  to  distribute  discretionary  fund,  
there  were  different  considerations  as  to  how  the  OBRSS  fund  should  be  allocated.  As  the  
OBRSS  awards  academic  and  research  staff  based  on  the  number  of  publications  and  
doctoral  students,  those  who  are  in  senior  positions  and/or  have  received  research  grants  
tend  to  benefit  more  from  the  Scheme.  As  one  participant  commented:  
  

“The  system  rewards  people  who  already  have  money,  rewarding  people  
who   publish…   but   people   who   publish   are   generally   people   who   are  
successful  in  getting  grants,  or  successfully  carried  out  research  projects  
of  some  kind,  so  in  a  way  they  are  the  people  who  need  the  money  least,  
arguably   in   current   situation.   So  you  know  people  who  have   the  most  
money  would  probably  get  the  most  from  this  Scheme,  and  they  are  just  
putting  it  in  a  pile.”  (Participant  #AP02)  

  
Many  participants  stated  that  the  Scheme  should  avoid  creating  an  environment  where  the  
rich  get  richer;  rather,  it  should  be  used  to  help  those  who  have  been  struggling  with  
starting  or  completing  a  research  study  due  to  the  lack  of  funding.  Furthermore,  many  
participants  also  mentioned  that  disciplinary  differences  also  contributed  to  the  unfairness  
of  the  OBRSS  as  some  research  areas  publish  more  frequently  than  the  others.    
  
However,  when  asked  whether  “output”  is  an  appropriate  and  fair  mechanism  for  
distributing  the  award,  the  responses  varied—although  the  OBRSS  favours  those  who  have  
been  successful  in  grants  and  publications,  many  participants  mentioned  that  no  system  can  
be  entirely  fair.  One  participant  suggested  that  distributing  an  equal  amount  to  everyone  
could  resolve  issues  such  as  disciplinary  differences  and  would  be  more  conducive  to  
collaboration.    
  
Morale  
Morale  issues  were  raised  by  many  participants  when  they  were  asked  about  the  drawbacks  
of  the  OBRSS  and  whether  they  had  discussed  the  Scheme  formally  or  informally  with  



colleagues.  Words  such  as  competition,  recognition,  humiliation,  embarrassment  were  used  to  
describe  their  reaction  to  the  OBRSS.  The  main  reason  was  that  the  OBRSS  makes  comparing  
and  ranking  individuals  possible.  Some  participants  reported  discussion  of  points  with  their  
line  manager,  and  some  found  associating  their  work  and  their  identity  with  the  points  
demoralising.  
  
Although  the  OBRSS  was  not  used  for  research  assessment  at  the  time  of  the  study,  many  
participants  believed  that  it  would  be  used  for  assessment  exercises.  Some  noted  strongly  
that  research  evaluation  is  the  ultimate  purpose  of  the  Scheme,  whilst  some  felt  that  the  
university  does  not  recognise  their  work  when  a  publication  or  a  project  is  not  included  in  
the  ranked  publications  list,  or  it  is  ranked  ‘normal’  rather  than  ‘prestigious’.  There  were  
questions  pertaining  to  the  mission  of  the  university  and  the  role  of  academics  as  
collaborators  and  teachers  because  the  OBRSS  gave  the  impression  that  research,  teaching,  
and  public  engagement  activities  other  than  publishing  in  the  pre-­‐‑selected  publication  
channels  are  not  valued  by  the  university.  One  participant  felt  deeply  about  the  
demoralising  impact  of  the  OBRSS:  
  

“The   outputs   –   we   are   producing   publications,   we   are   producing  
conferences,  we  are  producing  teaching,  but  the  social  interactions  among  
intellectual   equals   in   academic   environment   is   the   richest   thing   of   the  
university,   and   we   are   constantly   reprimanding   it   by   distracting   our  
attention  to  competition,  schemes,  assessments,  and  inefficient  processes,  
failing  processes  that  cannot  be  fixed...  I  want  to  work  in  a  university.  The  
university  is  the  best  thing  ever.  To  put  a  number  on  a  spreadsheet  and  
say  that  you  have  to  make  this  number  bigger,  when  this  thing  is  going  
on,  this  beautiful,  growing,  vibrant  thing  that  connect  to  everything.  It’s  
such  as  a  failure.  It’s  shocking.”  (Participant  #AP01)  

  
The  OBRSS  was  also  perceived  as  a  mechanism  that  discourages  collaboration  within  the  
university.  It  was  understood  that  the  points  system  of  the  Scheme  “penalises”  co-­‐‑
authorship,  signalling  the  university  does  not  endorse  collaboration  between  colleagues.  
Furthermore,  the  Scheme  was  also  perceived  to  create  a  competitive,  market-­‐‑based  
environment  as  the  points,  calculated  based  on  the  number  of  publications  and  doctoral  
students,  put  every  individual  on  a  scale.  For  instance,  each  individual  received  a  points  
statement  indicating  the  range  of  award  in  their  unit  and  where  her/his  award  stands  
compared  to  peers.  Some  participants  noted  that  the  competitiveness  the  Scheme  engenders  
was  damaging  to  research  culture,  as  well  as  morale  in  the  unit.  None  of  the  participants  
discussed  or  disclosed  the  amount  of  funding  received:    
  

“At  least   in  my  area,  I   found  that  people  don’t  discuss  very  much  how  
much  we’ve   got.   I   don’t   know   if   that   is   because   you  don’t  want   to   be  
bragging  or  people  are  embarrassed  if  they  got  less,  so  I  think  in  a  way  it  
engenders  competition  between  academics,   I   think  that’s  problematic,   I  
don’t  think  that’s  the  purpose  of  it.”  (Participant  #AP03)  

  
Some  participants  noted  that  there  was  a  level  of  humiliation  if  the  points  were  used  as  a  
managerial  tool  to  compare  individuals,  as  if  contributions  other  than  the  predefined  



outputs  were  not  recognised  by  the  university.  One  senior  academic  put  directly:  “It’s  quite  
destructive  to  morale.  If  a  project  that  you’ve  been  working  on  for  ten  years  costs  zero,  and  a  
review  you  throw  out  in  an  afternoon  gets  some  sort  of  money.  That  makes  no  sense.  The  
confidence  in  the  system  is  not  very  high”  (Participant  #FP01).  
  
Motivation  
The  main  purpose  of  the  OBRSS  is  to  increase  the  number  of  publications  in  selected  high-­‐‑
quality  outlets.  The  responses  to  the  incentives  vary  among  the  participants  of  this  study.  
Some  participants,  most  of  them  early-­‐‑career  researchers,  responded  that  they  will  consult  
the  ranked  publication  list  when  they  publish  in  the  future.  However,  rather  than  the  
monetary  reward,  the  perception  that  the  OBRSS  will  be  used  for  research  assessment  in  the  
promotion  process  is  more  relevant  in  the  decision.  One  participant  said,  for  example,  “I  
have  suspicion  that  the  university  uses  it  to  enumerate  and  reward  research  might  have  
something  to  do  with  promotion,  even  though  promotion  suggests  that  the  criteria  are  
different”  (Participant  #AP09).    
  
Furthermore,  whilst  the  OBRSS  aims  to  increase  publications  in  prestigious  outlets,  it  can  
have  the  side  effect  of  disincentivising  some  research  and  teaching  activities,  for  example,  
co-­‐‑supervising  doctoral  students  in  other  institutions  or  publishing  in  alternative  and/or  
open  access  channels  as  these  activities  were  not  counted  in  the  OBRSS  points  system  at  the  
time  of  the  study.  Again,  the  reason  was  less  about  the  monetary  reward,  but  because  the  
OBRSS  publications  list  was  perceived  as  being  recognised  and  prioritised  by  the  university.    
  
Although  all  participants  welcomed  the  research  funding  allowed  by  the  OBRSS,  many  
articulated  that  monetary  reward  as  an  extrinsic  and  superficial  motivation  and  did  not  
agree  with  the  values  implicated  by  the  Scheme.  The  participants  reflected  that  academic  
integrity  can  be  put  into  question  if  researchers  are  motivated  by  monetary  rewards.  Here’s  
an  example  of  a  strong  opinion:  
  

“I  would  say  that  any  academic  who  chooses  their  publication  channels  
based  on  anything  like  this  shouldn’t  be  on  the  university  campus.  Period.  
There’s  no  relation  to  quality.  Anybody  who  does  that  should  not  be  here.  
There  is  no  room  for  that.  I  mean  none.  They  should  not  be  teaching,  they  
should  not  be…    I  don’t  think  anyone  would  do  it.  They  choose  around  
prestige,   they   choose   around  what   kind   of   feedback   and  what   kind   of  
audience  you’d  like  to  have.  That  has  no  relation  to  this  at  all.  None,  none,  
none.”  (Participant  #FP05)  

  
Many  expressed  that  research  should  be  intrinsically  motivated:  “It  is  a  perverse  incentive  if  
you  are  producing  research  based  on  that  amount,  or  even  mostly,  or  somewhat  partially,  it  
would  deviate  from  broadly  understood  what  motivates  research.  It’s  not  money,  it  
shouldn’t  be  money”  (Participant  #AP08).    
  
Discussion  
The  findings  of  this  study  resonate  Hangel  and  Schmidt-­‐‑Pfister’s  (2017)  observation  of  the  
tension  between  intrinsic  and  instrumental  values  in  publication  practices.  Many  



participants  expressed  the  strong  needs  for  intrinsic  motivation  for  research.  Some  felt  that  
monetary  rewards  work  against  the  ideal  of  academic  work  in  the  sense  that  they  interfere  
with  the  autonomy  and  instinct  to  pursue  research  and  scholarship.  Hence,  the  incentives  
can  be  demoralising  when  they  are  perceived  as  controlling  mechanisms  rather  than  
motivation.  Yet,  the  incentives  can  be  useful  for  encouraging  academic  staff  to  publish  more  
and  to  publish  in  internationally  recognised  channels  when  they  are  perceived  as  a  
recognition  of  their  work.    
  
In  UCD,  tenure  and  promotion  are  separate  processes—academic  staff  can  get  tenure  
without  applying  for  promotion.  Since  most  positions  are  permanent  and  secure,  promotion  
is  prestigious  and  hence  also  more  competitive.  Although  the  OBRSS  was  designed  to  
incentivise  and  stimulate  research,  it  was  speculated  by  many  participants  that  it  will  be  
used  in  the  promotion  process.  As  such,  publishing  in  the  ranked  publication  list  is  
perceived  as  a  means  of  validation  and  a  way  to  seek  recognition  by  the  university.  This  is  
felt  most  strongly  among  participants  in  the  lecturer/assistant  professor  position.  They  were  
most  explicit  about  the  effects  of  the  Scheme  on  their  choice  of  publication  channels  in  the  
future,  in  the  sense  of  either  “I  am  already  publishing  in  publications  on  the  list”,  or  “I  will  
check  if  the  targeted  channel  is  on  the  list  in  the  future”.  These  participants’  responses  were  
consistent  with  Backes-­‐‑Gellner  and  Schlinghoff’s  (2008)  observation  that  promotion  is  a  
stronger  incentive  compared  to  piece-­‐‑rate  or  bonus  pay  in  most  organizations.    
  
The  effects  of  monetary  rewards  on  publication  practices  are  complicated  by  the  existing  
funding  models  in  Ireland.  Some  participants  indicated  they  would  consider  the  OBRSS  
ranked  publication  list  but  it  was  partly  because  of  the  general  lack  of  research  and  
university  funding  over  the  years,  particularly  since  the  economic  crisis  in  2008.  This  point  
was  supported  by  the  general  agreement  of  the  need  for  more  funding  to  support  research,  
as  well  as  teaching  and  public  engagement  activities.  The  participants  appreciated  the  
additional  funding  allowed  by  the  OBRSS  irrespective  of  whether  they  would  steer  their  
research  and  publications  suggested  by  the  ranked  publication  list.  Nevertheless,  whether  
the  OBRSS,  which  amounts  to  approximately  1%  of  the  annual  university  research  budget,  
will  lead  to  an  increase  in  research  outputs  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  be  determined  
accurately.  It  is  because  publication  trends  can  be  affected  by  other  factors  such  as  external  
funding  and  recruitment  of  staff  (see  also  Schneider,  Aagaard  and  Bloch,  2016).  While  
changes  in  research  practices  and  culture  can  be  observed,  the  effects  on  the  number  of  
publication  and  their  impact  such  as  citations  cannot  be  solely  attributed  to  the  Scheme.      
  
Nevertheless,  gaming  strategies  because  of  the  monetary  reward  had  been  mentioned  by  
many  participants.  For  example,  there  were  discussions  about  writing  shorter  pieces  such  as  
reviews  and  letters  in  prestigious  journals  to  increase  OBRSS  points  since  the  point  system  
did  not  differentiate  a  two-­‐‑page  review  and  a  twenty-­‐‑page  research  article  at  the  time  of  the  
study.  Despite  the  gaming  strategies  mentioned,  there  was  no  indication  that  the  OBRSS  
would  lead  to  more  serious  problems  such  as  fraudulent  research  or  plagiarism  as  described  
in  the  study  of  cash-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  in  Chinese  universities  (Quan,  Chen,  and  Shu’s  (2017)  or  
the  PRFs  implemented  in  the  Czech  Republic  (Good,  Vermeulen,  Tiefenthaler  and  Arnold,  
2015).  It  is  likely  because  the  awards  were  relatively  small  and  were  in  the  form  of  
discretionary  fund  compared  to  bonuses  to  a  salary.  There  were  no  concerns  about  academic  



misconduct,  even  though  some  felt  that  academic  integrity  is  being  corrupted  by  monetary  
incentives.    
  
The  participants’  responses  about  morale  and  moral  values  pertaining  to  monetary  rewards  
were  unexpected—the  discussions  of  these  topics  were  often  triggered  by  questions  about  
benefits  and  drawbacks  of  the  Scheme,  as  well  as  the  extent  to  which  the  Scheme  had  been  
discussed  formally  and  informally  among  colleagues.  Many  participants  explicitly  
denounced  the  use  of  monetary  rewards  as  an  incentive  for  publications,  stating  that  
research  should  be  intrinsically  motivated,  that  monetary  rewards  can  dampen  the  drive  for  
projects  they  are  passionate  about.  Their  responses  correspond  to  self-­‐‑determination  theory  
that  activities  having  the  appeal  of  novelty,  challenge,  creativity,  and  problem  solving  are  
intrinsically  motivated,  whereas  extrinsic,  tangible  rewards  can  undermine  intrinsic  
motivation  (Ryan  and  Deci,  2000;  Gagné  and  Deci,  2005).  These  responses  are  evidence  of  
the  significance  of  intrinsic  motivation  as  well  as  the  values  of  academic  integrity  in  research  
and  scholarship.  These  findings  also  resonate  a  study  about  pay-­‐‑for-­‐‑performance  in  public  
service,  where  Frey,  Homberg  and  Osterloh  (2013)  show  that  “[I]f  the  employee  feels  that  
the  superior’s  gesture  serves  only  an  instrumental  purpose,  intrinsic  motivation  is  impaired”  
(p.  954).    
  
Furthermore,  more  than  half  of  the  participants  discussed  the  monetary  rewards  in  relation  
to  the  core  values  of  scholarship,  research,  and  university;  and  some  also  argued  that  the  
OBRSS  points  system  engenders  competition  amongst  colleagues.  While  the  relationship  
between  reward  system  and  morale  requires  further  investigation,  the  discussion  is  worth  
noting  because  of  the  potential  consequences  for  research,  collaboration,  and  work  
environment.  As  Gagné  and  Deci  (2005)  note,  incentive  programmes  should  be  designed  “to  
acknowledge  effective  performance  without  incorporating  controlling  elements  such  as  
competition  among  teammates  or  pressure  to  meet  the  numbers”  (p.  354),  and  that  an  
autonomy-­‐‑supportive  climate  is  essential  to  enhance  intrinsic  motivation.  Hence,  the  
concerns  about  competition  and  morale  as  a  consequence  of  the  OBRSS  should  be  
considered.  Point-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  as  an  incentive,  if  overemphasised  by  academics  and  
management  as  a  measure  of  success,  does  not  necessarily  contribute  to  high-­‐‑quality,  
original,  and  innovative  research.  More  importantly,  the  competitiveness  it  engenders  can  
mean  a  more  individualistic  and  less  collaborative  work  environment.  It  is  a  critical  issue  if  
the  purpose  of  the  Scheme  is  to  strengthen  research  performance—the  Scheme  will  motivate  
research  and  publications  if  the  incentives  are  seen  as  autonomy-­‐‑supportive;  however,  it  can  
undermine  intrinsic  motivation  if  it  is  perceived  as  controlled  motivation  (see  also  Andrews,  
2016).  
  
The  participants  were  conscientious  that  the  standard—outputs  defined  by  the  ranked  
publication  list—and  the  values  embedded  will  be  internalised,  when  other  contributions  in  
research,  teaching,  and  public  engagement  could  be  downplayed.  Self-­‐‑fulfilling  prophecy  
(Espeland  and  Sauder,  2007)  is  manifested  through  the  participants’  responses  by  
conforming  to  select  publication  channels  based  on  the  OBRSS  points  system,  which  can  
further  confirm  and  reinforce  the  expectations  and  values  implicated  in  the  OBRSS.  
  
On  the  positive  side,  self-­‐‑fulfilling  prophecy  can  lead  to  positive  results  in  publications  and  
hence  the  objective  of  the  OBRSS  to  increase  the  number  of  publications  in  prestigious  



publication  outlets.  It  is  impossible  to  speculate,  however,  whether  the  increase  will  be  in  
quantity  (see,  for  example,  Butler,  2003,  2004)  or  in  publications  ranked  at  prestigious  level  
(see  Schneider,  Aagaard  and  Bloch,  2016).  Hammarfelt  and  de  Rijcke  (2015)  have  shown  that  
PRFS  adapted  at  individual  level  altered  publication  practices  and  individual  routines;  
however,  the  publication  trends  have  yet  been  established.    
  
On  the  negative  side,  the  legitimacy  and  fairness  of  the  ranked  publication  list  can  be  
compromised  by  the  perception  that  the  points  system  would  be  used  as  a  measure  of  
research  performance:  if  researchers  do  not  publish  or  explore  new  publication  channels,  it  
will  only  reinforce  the  prestigious  status  of  publications  already  on  the  list.  There  will  be  
little  room  for  new  publications  to  be  added,  which  can  also  stifle  developments  such  as  
open  access  and  open  science  (see  also  Brunn-­‐‑Jensen,  2011;  Schneider,  2009).  Although  there  
is  a  consultation  period  every  year  to  ensure  the  ranked  publications  list  as  representative  
and  fair  as  possible,  the  effects  of  self-­‐‑fulfilling  prophecy  cannot  be  overlooked.  The  
deployment  of  strategic  actions  and  plans  of  law  schools  in  reaction  to  rankings  despite  the  
disagreement  with  the  value  and  validity  of  measures  (Espeland  and  Sauder,  2007)  is  but  a  
cautionary  tale  of  how  measures—both  in  terms  of  reward  or  assessment—can  be  
deleterious.    
  
The  local  use  of  the  Norwegian  model  was  not  recommended  in  the  first  place;  this  study  
sheds  lights  on  some  of  the  positive  and  negative  responses  when  it  is  adapted  at  individual  
level.  The  effectiveness  and  outcomes  of  the  Scheme  pertaining  to  its  objectives  of  
stimulating  research  outputs,  however,  cannot  be  deduced  from  this  study.  It  should  also  be  
noted  that  there  can  be  discrepancies  between  individuals’  opinions  and  actual  practices  
(see,  e.g.,  Hammarfelt  and  Haddow,  2018;  Ma  and  Ladisch,  in  press).  Nevertheless,  this  
study  reveals  the  norms  and  values  held  by  academics  in  response  to  the  introduction  of  the  
OBRSS  and  monetary  rewards,  highlighting  the  importance  of  intrinsic  motivation  in  
research  and  scholarship.  At  a  time  when  many  are  urging  for  responsible  use  of  metrics  
(see,  e.g.,  Hicks,  et  al.,  2015),  these  factors  should  be  considered  in  the  design  of  reward  and  
incentive  schemes  and  the  deliberation  of  research  policy.    
  

Conclusion  
Performance-­‐‑based  funding  systems  (PRFs)  have  been  implemented  in  different  countries  
and  institutions  to  stimulate  research,  as  well  as  to  allocate  resources.  The  OBRSS  
implemented  in  University  College  Dublin  is  distinguished  from  national  performance-­‐‑
based  funding  systems  (PRFs);  it  is  also  different  from  cash-­‐‑for-­‐‑publication  schemes  since  
the  awards  are  relatively  small  and  do  not  constitute  a  bonus  to  a  salary  as  reported  in,  for  
example,  Quan,  Chen,  and  Shu’s  (2017)  study  in  some  Chinese  universities.  Adapted  from  
the  Norwegian  model,  the  OBRSS  awards  academics  with  discretionary  fund  based  on  the  
number  of  doctoral  students  and  publications  on  a  ranked  publication  list.  This  article  
presents  findings  about  the  perception  of  the  Scheme  and  the  responses  pertaining  to  
monetary  rewards,  morale,  and  motivation  after  two  years  of  implementation.    
  
Whether  the  OBRSS  was  considered  a  reward  or  an  evaluation  system,  or  both,  this  study  
reflects  the  reasons  to  publish  are  intertwined  with  epistemic,  pragmatic,  and  personal  
motives  (Hangel  and  Schmidt-­‐‑Pfister,  2017).  When  national  and  international  grants  are  



highly  competitive  and  do  not  cover  all  areas  of  research,  the  distribution  of  discretionary  
fund  was  a  welcomed  initiative.  The  main  motive  of  the  Scheme  was  clearly  understood—to  
increase  publications  in  high-­‐‑quality,  prestigious  international  outlets.  But  most  
importantly,  this  study  reveals  the  norms  and  values  concerning  academic  integrity  and  
research  culture,  the  importance  of  intrinsic  motivation  in  research  and  scholarship,  as  well  
as  morale  issues  in  academic  work  environment.  The  findings  are  consistent  with  the  studies  
of  self-­‐‑determination  theory  in  that  intrinsic  motivation  can  be  undermined  if  rewards  and  
evaluation  systems  are  perceived  as  instrumental  and  controlling,  and  as  such,  not  
conducive  to  innovative  and  original  research.  Contrarily,  if  they  are  considered  as  
supportive  and  meaningful,  can  enhance  intrinsic  motivation  and  morale.    
  
While  research  performance  and  publication  trends  can  only  be  traced  over  a  long  period  of  
time,  the  effects  on  collaboration,  morale,  and  motivation  are  immediate  and  can  have  
significant  influence  on  individuals,  institutions,  and  work  environment.  In  the  context  of  
the  OBRSS,  the  transparency  of  the  implementation  of  the  Scheme,  including  the  
construction  of  the  ranked  publication  list,  and  the  fairness  of  the  points  systems  are  
necessary  conditions  to  achieve  its  goals.  The  negative  impact  on  morale  and  motivation,  
however,  must  also  be  considered.  These  issues  can  be  mitigated,  for  example,  by  
articulating  the  shared  goals  and  values  of  the  Scheme  and  by  making  clear  as  to  how  the  
points  system  will  and  will  not  be  used  by  different  levels  of  administration  and  
management.  These  steps  can  prevent  “second-­‐‑guess”  of  the  intent  and  use  of  the  Scheme.  It  
is  also  important  to  acknowledge  and  recognise  other  types  of  contributions  and  provide  
clear  and  consistent  guidelines  in  research  and  university  policy.  As  Krog  Lind  (2019)  has  
shown,  research  managers  can  play  a  key  role  in  making  an  incentive  scheme  strong  or  
weak  by  taking  into  account  the  identity  and  culture  and  other  practical  concerns  of  a  
university.  All  in  all,  it  should  be  recognised  that  research  is  essentially  intrinsically  
motivated;  any  incentives  or  measures  should  consider  the  autonomy  required  for  works  of  
originality,  novelty,  and  creativity,  inasmuch  as  a  work  environment  that  is  autonomy-­‐‑
supportive.  An  incentive  scheme  can  be  highly  effective  if  it  conveys  clear  goals  and  values  
with  a  vision  of  enhanced  intrinsic  motivation  and  if  conditions  supportive  of  autonomy  
and  competence  are  provided  (Gagné  and  Deci,  2000).  The  perception  of  a  research  policy  or  
a  reward  scheme  as  a  controlling  mechanism,  however,  would  reduce  its  effectiveness  and  
undermine  research  integrity.  
  
References  
Aagaard,  K.  (2015)  ‘How  Incentives  Trickle  Down:  Local  Use  of  a  National  Bibliometric  

Indicator  System’,  Science  and  Public  Policy,  42:  725–737.  
Aagaard,  K.,  Bloch,  C.,  and  Schneider,  J.  W.  (2015)  ‘Impacts  of  Performance-­‐‑Based  Research  

Funding  Systems:  The  Case  of  the  Norwegian  Publication  Indicator’,  Research  Evaluation,  
24/2:  106–117.    

Andrews,  C.  (2016)  ‘Integrating  Public  Service  Motivation  and  Self-­‐‑Determination  Theory:  A  
Framework’,  International  Journal  of  Public  Sector  Management,  29/3:  238-­‐‑254.  

Backes-­‐‑Gellner,  U.  and  Schlinghoff,  A.  (2008)  ‘Monetary  Rewards  and  Faculty  Behavior:  
How  Economic  Incentives  Drive  Publish  or  Perish’,  Southern  Management  Association  
(SMA)  Proceedings:  725–30.  



Brunn-­‐‑Jensen,  C.  (2011)  ‘Making  Lists,  Enlisting  Scientists:  The  Bibliometric  Indicator,  
Uncertainty  and  Emergent  Agency’  Science  Studies,  24/2:  64-­‐‑84.  

Butler,  L.  (2003)  ‘Modifying  Publication  Practices  in  Response  to  Funding  Formulas’,  
Research  Evaluation,  12/1:  39–46.  http://doi.org/10.3152/147154403781776780  

Butler,  L.  (2004)  ‘What  Happens  When  Funding  is  Linked  to  Publication  Counts?’  In  
Handbook  of  Quantitative  Science  and  Technology  Research  (pp.  389–405).  Dordrecht:  
Kluwer  Academic  Publishers.  http://doi.org/10.1007/1-­‐‑4020-­‐‑2755-­‐‑9_18  

Cattaneo,  M.,  Meoli,  M.,  and  Signori,  A.  (2016)  ‘Performance-­‐‑Based  Funding  and  University  
Research  Productivity:  the  Moderating  Effect  of  University  Legitimacy’,  The  Journal  of  
Technology  Transfer,  41/1:  85–104.  http://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-­‐‑014-­‐‑9379-­‐‑2  

Cerasoli,  C.  P.,  and  Ford,  M.  T.  (2014)  ‘Intrinsic  Motivation,  Performance,  and  the  Mediating  
Role  of  Mastery  Goal  Orientation:  A  Test  of  Self-­‐‑Determination  Theory’,  The  Journal  of  
Psychology,  148/3:  267-­‐‑286.  

Cerasoli,  C.  P.,  Nicklin,  J.  M.,  and  Ford,  M.  T.  (2014)  ‘Intrinsic  Motivation  and  Extrinsic  
Incentives  Jointly  Predict  Performance:  A  40-­‐‑Year  Meta-­‐‑Analysis’,  Psychological  Bulletin,  
140/4:  980-­‐‑1008.  

Cleere,  L.  and  Ma,  L.  (2018)  ‘Output-­‐‑Based  Research  Support  Scheme  (OBRSS):  Results  from  
the  First  Two  Years  of  Implementation’,  Journal  of  Data  and  Information  Science,  3/4:  73-­‐‑83.  

Dahler-­‐‑Larsen,  P.  (2012)  The  Evaluation  Society.  Stanford,  California:  Stanford  Business  
Books.  

Dahler-­‐‑Larsen,  P.  (2014)  ‘Constitutive  Effects  of  Performance  Indicators:  Getting  beyond  
unintended  consequences’,  Public  Management  Review,  16/7:  969–986.  
http://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.770058  

de  Rijcke,  S.,  Wouters,  P.  F.,  Rushforth,  A.  D.,  Franssen,  T.  P.,  and  Hammarfelt,  B.  (2016)  
‘Evaluation  Practices  and  Effects  of  Indicator  Use—A  Literature  Review’,  Research  
Evaluation,  25/2:  161–169.  http://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvv038    

Department  of  Business,  Enterprise  and  Innovation.  (2018)  ‘The  Research  and  Development  
Budget  (R&D)  2016-­‐‑17’  Retrieved  from  https://dbei.gov.ie/en/Publications/Publication-­‐‑
files/R-­‐‑D-­‐‑Budget-­‐‑Survey-­‐‑Report-­‐‑2016-­‐‑2017.pdf    

Espeland,  W.  N.,  and  Sauder,  M.  (2007)  ‘Rankings  and  Reactivity:  How  Public  Measures  
Recreate  Social  Worlds’,  American  Journal  of  Sociology,  113/1:  1–40.  
http://doi.org/10.1086/517897  

Eyal,  O.,  and  Roth,  G.  (2011)  ‘Principals'ʹ  Leadership  and  Teachers'ʹ  Motivation:  Self-­‐‑
Determination  Theory  Analysis’,  Journal  of  Educational  Administration,  49/3),  256-­‐‑275.  

Franzoni,  C.,  Scellato,  G.,  and  Stephan,  P.  (2011).  Changing  incentives  to  publish.  Science,  
333:  702-­‐‑703.  DOI:  10.1126/science.1197286  

Frey,  B.  S.,  Homberg,  F.,  and  Osterloh,  M.  (2013)  ‘Organisational  Control  Systems  and  Pay-­‐‑
For-­‐‑Performance  in  Public  Service’,  Organization  Studies,  34/7:  949-­‐‑972.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613483655    

Gagné,  M.,  and  Deci,  E.  L.  (2005)  ‘Self-­‐‑Determination  Theory  and  Work  Motivation’,  Journal  
of  Organizational  Behavior,  26/4:  331–362.  http://doi.org/10.1002/job.322  

Good,  B.,  Vermeulen,  N.,  Tiefenthaler,  B.,  and  Arnold,  E.  (2015)  ‘Counting  Quality?  The  
Czech  Performance-­‐‑Based  Research  Funding  System’,  Research  Evaluation,  24/2:  91-­‐‑105.  

Hammarfelt,  B.,  and  de  Rijcke,  S.  (2015)  ‘Accountability  in  Context:  Effects  of  Research  
Evaluation  Systems  on  Publication  Practices,  Disciplinary  Norms,  and  Individual  
Working  Routines  in  the  Faculty  of  Arts  at  Uppsala  University’,  Research  Evaluation,  24:  
63-­‐‑77.  http://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvu029  



Hammarfelt,  B.,  Nelhans,  G.,  Eklund,  P.,  and  Åström,  F.  (2016)  ‘The  Heterogeneous  
Landscape  of  Bibliometric  Indicators:  Evaluating  Models  for  Allocating  Resources  at  
Swedish  Universities’,  Research  Evaluation,  25/3:  292–305.  
http://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvv040  

Hammarfelt,  B.  (2018)  ‘Taking  Comfort  in  Points:  The  Appeal  of  the  Norwegian  Model  in  
Sweden’,  Journal  of  Data  and  Information  Science,  3/4:  85-­‐‑95.  https://doi.org/10.2478/jdis-­‐‑
2018-­‐‑0023    

Hammarfelt,  B.,  and  Haddow,  G.  (2018)  ‘Conflicting  Measures  and  Values:  How  Humanities  
Scholars  in  Australia  and  Sweden  Use  and  React  to  Bibliometric  Indicators’,  Journal  of  the  
Association  for  Information  Science  and  Technology,  69/7:  924-­‐‑935.  

Hangel,  N.,  and  Schmidt-­‐‑Pfister,  D.  (2017)  ‘Why  Do  You  Publish?  On  the  Tension  Between  
Generating  Scientific  Knowledge  and  Publication  Pressure’,  Aslib  Journal  of  Information  
Management,  69/5:  529-­‐‑544.  DOI:  10.1108/AJIM-­‐‑01-­‐‑2017-­‐‑0019  

Hazelkorn,  E.  et  al.  (2013)  ‘Recognising  the  Value  of  the  Arts  and  Humanities  in  a  Time  of  
Austerity.  Irish  National  Report’,  HERAVALUE.  Dublin:  Higher  Education  Policy  
Research  Unit  (HEPRU),  Dublin  Institute  of  Technology.    

Hicks,  D.  (2012)  ‘Performance-­‐‑based  university  research  funding  systems’,  Research  Policy,  
41/2:  251–261.  http://doi.org/10.1016/J.RESPOL.2011.09.007  

Hicks,  D.  et  al.  (2015)  ‘The  Leiden  Manifesto  for  research  metrics’,  Nature,  520:  429-­‐‑431.  
HEA  (Higher  Education  Authority).  (2017)  ‘Review  of  the  allocation  model  for  funding  

higher  education  institutions’,  Available  at  http://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2018/01/HEA-­‐‑
RFAM-­‐‑Final-­‐‑Report-­‐‑for-­‐‑Publication.pdf  

Horodnic,  I.  A.,  and  Zait,  A.  (2015)  ‘Motivation  and  Research  Productivity  in  a  University  
System  Undergoing  Transition’,  Research  Evaluation,  24:  282-­‐‑292.  

Krog  Lind,  J.  (2019)  ‘The  Missing  Link:  How  University  Managers  Mediate  the  Impact  of  a  
Performance-­‐‑Based  Research  Funding  System,’  Research  Evaluation,  28/1:  84-­‐‑93.  

Kuvaas,  B.  (2008)  ‘A  Test  of  Hypotheses  Derived  from  Self-­‐‑Determination  Theory  Among  
Public  Sector  Employees’,  Employee  Relations,  31/1:  39-­‐‑56.  

Liefner,  I.  (2003)  ‘Funding,  Resource  Allocation,  and  Performance  in  Higher  Education  
Systems’,  Higher  Education,  46/4:  469–489.  http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1027381906977  

Ma,  L.,  and  Ladisch,  M.  (in  press)  ‘Evaluation  Complacency  or  Evaluation  Inertia?  A  Study  
of  Evaluative  Metrics  and  Research  Practices  in  Irish  Universities’,  Research  Evaluation.  
DOI:  10.1093/reseval/rvz008  

Molas-­‐‑Gallart,  J.  (2012)  ‘Research  Governance  and  the  Role  of  Evaluation:  A  Comparative  
Study’,  American  Journal  of  Evaluation,  33/4:  583-­‐‑398.  

Müller,  R.,  and  de  Rijcke,  S.  (2017)  ‘Exploring  the  Epistemic  Impacts  of  Academic  
Performance  Indicators  in  the  Life  Sciences’,  Research  Evaluation,  26/3:  157–168.  
http://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvx023  

Musselin,  C.  (2018)  ‘New  Forms  of  Competition  in  Higher  Education’,  Socio-­‐‑Economic  Review,  
16/3:  657-­‐‑683.  DOI:  10.1093/ser/mwy033  

O’Brien,  C.  (June  6th,  2018)  ‘Irish  Universities  Tumble  Down  Latest  Set  of  World  Rankings’,  
The  Irish  Times.  Retrieved  from  https://www.irishtimes.com/news/education/irish-­‐‑
universities-­‐‑tumble-­‐‑down-­‐‑latest-­‐‑set-­‐‑of-­‐‑world-­‐‑rankings-­‐‑1.3521708    

Penfield,  T.,  Baker,  M.  J.,  Scoble,  R.,  and  Wykes,  M.  C.  (2014)  ‘Assessment,  Evaluations,  and  
Definitions  of  Research  Impact:  A  Review’,  Research  Evaluation,  23/1:  21–32.  
http://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvt021  



Quan,  W.,  Chen,  B.,  and  Shu,  F.  (2017)  ‘Publish  or  Impoverish:  An  Investigation  of  the  
Monetary  Reward  System  of  Science  in  China  (1999-­‐‑2016)’,  Aslib  Journal  of  Information  
Management,  69/5:  486-­‐‑502.  DOI:  10.1108/AJIM-­‐‑01-­‐‑2017-­‐‑0014  

Ryan,  R.  M.,  and  Deci,  E.  L.  (2000)  ‘Self-­‐‑Determination  Theory  and  the  Facilitation  of  
Intrinsic  Motivation,  Social  Development,  and  Well-­‐‑Being’,  American  Psychologist,  55/1:  
68–78.  http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-­‐‑066X.55.1.68  

Sauder,  M.,  and  Espeland,  W.  N.  (2009)  ‘The  Discipline  of  Rankings:  Tight  Coupling  and  
Organizational  Change’,  American  Sociological  Review,  74/1:63-­‐‑82.    

Schneider,  J.  W.  (2009)  ‘An  Outline  of  the  Bibliometric  Indicator  Used  for  Performance-­‐‑Based  
Funding  of  Research  Institutions  in  Norway’,  European  Political  Science,  8/3:  364–378.  
http://doi.org/10.1057/eps.2009.19  

Schneider,  J.  W.,  Aagaard,  K.,  and  Block,  C.  (2016)  ‘What  Happens  When  National  Research  
Funding  is  Linked  to  Differentiated  Publication  Counts?  A  Comparison  of  the  Australian  
and  Norwegian  Publication-­‐‑Based  Funding  Models’,  Research  Evaluation,  25/3:  244-­‐‑256.  
http://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvv036        

Shao,  J-­‐‑F.,  and  Shen,  H-­‐‑Y.  (2012)  ‘Research  Assessment  and  Monetary  Rewards:  the  
Overemphasized  Impact  Factor  in  China’,  Research  Evaluation,  21/3:  199-­‐‑203.  

Sīle,  L.,  et  al.  (2018)  ‘Comprehensiveness  of  National  Bibliographic  Databases  for  Social  
Sciences  and  Humanities:  Findings  from  a  European  Survey’,  Research  Evaluation,  27/4:  
310-­‐‑322.  https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvy016    

Sivertsen,  G.  (2016)  ‘Publication-­‐‑Based  Funding:  The  Norwegian  Model.  In  Research  
Assessment  in  the  Humanities’  (pp.  79–90).  Cham:  Springer  International  Publishing.  
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-­‐‑3-­‐‑319-­‐‑29016-­‐‑4_7  

Sivertsen,  G.  (2017)  ‘Unique,  but  Still  Best  Practice?  The  Research  Excellence  Framework  
(REF)  from  an  International  Perspective’,  Palgrave  Communications,  3:  1-­‐‑6.  DOI:  
10.1057/palcomms.2017.78  

UHR.  (2004)  ‘A  Bibliometric  Model  for  Performance-­‐‑based  Budgeting  of  Research  
Institutions  :  Recommendation  from  the  committee  appointed  by  the  Norwegian  
Association  of  Higher  Education  Institutions  on  assignment  from  the  Ministry  of  
Education  and  Research’  Oslo:  UHR.  

Vansteenkiste,  M.,  et  al.  (2007)  ‘On  the  Relations  among  Work  Value  Orientations,  
Psychological  Need  Satisfaction  and  Job  Outcomes:  A  Self-­‐‑Determination  Theory  
Approach’,  Journal  of  Occupational  and  Organizational  Psychology,  80:  251-­‐‑277.  

Woelert,  P.,  and  Yates,  L.  (2015)  ‘Too  Little  and  Too  Much  Trust:  Performance  Measurement  
in  Australian  Higher  Education’,  Critical  Studies  in  Education,  56/2:  175–189.  
http://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2014.943776  

Woelert,  P.,  and  Millar,  V.  (2013)  ‘The  Paradox  of  Interdisciplinarity  in  Australian  Research  
Governance,’  Higher  Education,  66/6:  755–767.    

Wood,  F.  (1990)  ‘Factors  Influencing  Research  Performance  of  University  Academic  Staff’,    
Higher  Education,  19/1:  81–100.  

Zacharewicz,  T.,  Lepori,  B.,  Reale,  E.,  and  Jonkers,  K.  (2018)  ‘Performance-­‐‑Based  Research  
Funding  in  EU  Member  States—A  Comparative  Assessment’,  Science  and  Public  Policy,  
46/1:  105-­‐‑115.    http://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scy041  

  


