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What we have learned

?—'Since the Science of Science Policy (SoSP) research program was
launched in FYOL1,
we have learned the following:

i Qualitative methods (peer review, expert judgment, logic models,
strategic planning, case studies, committee of visitors, etc.) remain the
gold standard for policy makers who use decision support tools when
making R&D investments and policy decisions.

i The best emerging quantitative decision support tools (risk analysis,
dynamic modeling, network analysis, datamining, etc.) rely heavily upon
expert judgment and advice from the scientific community to be
successful.

u Considerable progress has been made on process metrics for science
program management, but outcome/impact measures are still in their
Infancy.

u The traditional tools of R&D evaluation (bibliometrics, innovation
indices, patent analysis, econometric modeling, etc.) are seriously
flawed and promote seriously flawed analyses.




What we have learned

i There is very little capacity within the Federal government to conduct
science policy analysis and evaluation. This is caused by both
resource constraints (total Federal investment in this area is less than
$20 million/year) and an absence of a defined set of effective practices.

i Perhaps the greatest barrier to effective analysis is the absence of
reliable data.

i The scientific community is skeptical about the use of new decision
support tools, but is open to a discussion, particularly one that centers
on decision support tools that are scientifically rigorous and
transparent.

i There is great confusion about the problem set being tackled, primarily
because there is great confusion about the definition and use of key
terms (i.e., innovation, discovery, basic research, mission-driven
research, etc.).

u There is no agreed upon model of national innovation. This means that
there is no agreement about what makes one system more innovative
than another.

i Because of the above, reports | i
provide seriously flawed analyses and misguided advice to
science policy decision makers.




b Qualitative Methods i Gold Standard

Qualitative methods (peer review, expert judgment, logic
models, strategic planning, case studies, committee of
visitors, etc.) remain the gold standard for policy

makers who use decision support tools when making
I policy decisions.
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