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1 Introduction

The observation that: ‘Europe does not perform particularly well in terms of truly
outstanding research’ (European Commission Directorate General for Research
2005, p. 2) was the impetus behind the creation not only of the European Research
Area (ERA) and, linked to this, the European higher education research area
(EHEA), but also the European Research Council and its funding policy. Set in
motion by the Bologna Process, the whole point of these initiatives is to transform
Europe into a cohesive, world class powerhouse of the 21st century global
knowledge economy. As observed by Maria Helena Nazaré, President of the
European University Association:

Europe needs well-trained researchers to meet the challenges that we are facing. In a time of
crisis, it is essential that European universities have the capacity to train new researchers
who can think innovatively and creatively; researchers who will form an essential element
of overcoming our common challenges through new ideas and intellectual leadership
(Byrne et al. 2013, p. 6).

A key objective is to rival the research ‘super power’ status and output enjoyed
by the United States, along with more recently developed research-focused nations,
notably China and India (European Commission 2007).

Perceived as a crucial link between the EHEA and the ERA, doctoral education
is identified as the cornerstone upon which will be built Europe’s future world class
research excellence, and since 2003 it has been a key feature within the remit of the
Bologna Process. Along with early career research training more generally, it was
reprioritised at the Bergen and London ministerial conferences in 2005 and 2007
respectively, while the European University Association (EUA) convened a semi-
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nar in Salzburg in 2005 for the purpose of discussing doctoral programmes within
the Bologna process. In 2008 the EUA established a Council for Doctoral
Education with the remit of contributing to the development, advancement and
improvement of doctoral education and research training in Europe. More recently,
a set of Principles for Innovative Doctoral Training, defined with the help of
experts from university associations, industry and funding organisations, was
endorsed by the Council in Brussels in November 2011.

The first of these principles reads:

Striving for excellent research is fundamental to all doctoral education and from this all
other elements flow. Academic standards set via peer review procedures and research
environments representing a critical mass are required. The new academic generation
should be trained to become creative, critical and autonomous intellectual risk takers,
pushing the boundaries of frontier research (European Commission Directorate General for
Research & Innovation 2011).

Yet there is something of a mismatch between the aspirations and vision
expressed in this statement and consideration of how European doctoral education
may be developed, for the remaining six principles largely ignore issues related to
the quality of doctoral research. Indeed, the European Commission Directorate
General for Research & Innovation (2011) emphasises that principle 7, quality
assurance, ‘is not about the quality assurance of the PhD itself’.

This paper focuses on that evident mismatch. Innovative doctoral training, I
observe below, cannot be defined narrowly. With its focus on structures and sys-
tems, the Bologna discourse overlooks the vital issue of how we may directly
enhance the quality of researchers and, by extension, of research. I argue that the
quality of European research is crucial to raising its profile and ensuring that the
ERA becomes a serious contender within the highly competitive international
research community. Our best chances of ensuring that ‘the new academic gener-
ation may be trained to become creative, critical and autonomous intellectual risk
takers, pushing the boundaries of frontier research’ (European Commission
Directorate General for Research & Innovation 2011) lies in understanding how
researchers develop, and applying that understanding to specific policy initiatives.
Drawing upon my own research-informed theoretical perspectives, I propose a
researcher development model aimed at improving the quality of European
research, by enhancing the professionalism of future generations of European
researchers. I begin by outlining what we know about researcher development.

1.1 Understanding Researcher Development

Researcher development is an embryonic field of research and scholarship. Whilst
there is certainly a growing research-informed body of literature relating to research
and researchers, and the interaction between the two (e.g. Åkerlind 2008; Coleridge
et al. 2004; Drnach 2002; Fairweather 2002; Fox 1992; Fox and Mohapatra 2007;
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Hemming et al. 2007; Manathunga et al. 2007; McGrail et al. 2006; Rath 2009;
Wimsatt et al. 2009), we know relatively little about how researchers (particularly
academics as researchers) conduct their work and what attitudes they hold towards
it, and about the nature of their development and the process(es) whereby it occurs.
Moreover, research emanating from Europe, and relating to European contexts, is
under-represented. Notwithstanding the valuable contributions to the knowledge
base made by some Europeans (e.g. Abramo et al. 2009; Deem and Lucas 2007;
Gordon 2005; Rees et al. 2007; Vekkaila et al. 2012), the bulk of the literature
seems to be supplied by American and Australasian authors.

Tight (2008, p. 596) identifies higher education research, as ‘a developing field
of study’, which ‘could be conceived of as a partially explored territory through
which a variety of tribes traverse’. We may think of the narrower, more recently
emerged and hence more ‘developing’, researcher development as one such tribe—
or, to be more precise, the territory of the ‘tribe’ of researchers for whom it
represents a shared interest. Conceptually, it remains unchartered terrain, for the
question of what is meant by ‘researcher development’ has scarcely been scrutin-
ised in a scholarly manner; there is an acute shortage of proposed definitions of
researcher development from which to draw consensus or debate differences.
Having found no explicit stipulative definition, I have formulated my own con-
ceptual analysis of researcher development (presented in Evans 2011a, 2012,
2014a). Outlining its key elements below, I draw upon my conceptualisation in
presenting my argument for how the European research community may better
prepare, support and develop its early career—and indeed, experienced—
researchers to become, in the words of the European Commission Directorate
General for Research & Innovation (2011): ‘creative, critical and autonomous
intellectual risk takers, pushing the boundaries of frontier research’.

1.1.1 Conceptualising Researcher Development

I define researcher development very broadly and succinctly, as: the process
whereby people’s capacity and willingness to carry out the research components of
their work or studies may be considered to be enhanced, with a degree of per-
manence that exceeds transitoriness (Evans 2012). The words ‘may be considered
to be’ are intended to convey my interpretation of any form of development as
subjectively determined, in accordance with different needs, interests and agendas;
what a university’s strategic management team, for example, may consider to be
researcher development may be quite different from interpretations of it held by
individual academics, or academic development professionals.

My use of the word ‘people’ rather than ‘researchers’ is intended to convey
inclusiveness: researcher development is not only about making researchers better at
researching, it is also about transforming into researchers people representing other
constituencies. I choose the word ‘capacity’ rather than alternatives such as ‘skills’,
‘knowledge’, ‘attitudes’, ‘understanding’, ‘competence’ or ‘procedures’ not only
because it encompasses all of these—and more (McIntyre and McIntyre 1999)—but
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also because it implies the incorporation of consideration of externally-imposed or
externally-derived factors, such as resources or academic freedom or (professional)
status, whose improvement or enhancement contributes to defining the contextual
dimension of researcher development. My reference to people’s ‘willingness’ to
undertake research is perhaps superfluous, given that I interpret capacity as including
this, but I include it explicitly to factor in the importance of motivation and attitu-
dinal preparedness.

Researcher development constitutes a specific formof professional development—
it involves people’s development of the research-related elements of their profes-
sionalism and professional lives. It is therefore a sub-category of professional
development, so to understand it we need to understand professional development, or
human development, more broadly. The complex ecologies of people’s lives are
becoming increasingly recognised as the fusion of work and personal life; develop-
ment that occurs in a professional or work context, and that enhances one’s capacity to
undertake one’s work, must inevitably impinge upon or influence the attitudes,
viewpoints, knowledge, understanding, and skills that may be applied to one’s life as a
whole, and vice versa: a point that is implicitly incorporated into Eraut’s (2004) thesis
on workplace learning. My conceptualisation of researcher development—my
understanding of what it is—incorporates this more holistic interpretation of devel-
opment. Yet, ironically, in order to reveal its component parts, I illustrate this holism
through deconstruction.

Deconstructing Researcher Development: A Conceptual Model

My conceptualisation is illustrated in Fig. 1, as a model of my interpretation of the
componential structure of researcher development. Essentially it represents a basic
deconstruction of researcher development into three main components or elements:
behavioural development, attitudinal development and intellectual development.
I define each of these as, respectively: the process whereby people’s behaviour or
performance are modified; the process whereby people’s attitudes are modified;
and the process whereby people’s knowledge, understanding or reflective or
comprehensive capacity or competence are modified. I emphasise that each is

researcher
development

intellectual
development

behavioural
development

attitudinal
development

Fig. 1 The componential structure of researcher development: 1st tier components
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intended to be located under (or subsumed within) my overarching ‘umbrella’
definition of researcher development, presented above, and therefore must comply
with the conditions implied by it. This means that the term ‘modified’ should be
understood as ameliorative modification—change for the better, which constitutes
what may be considered the enhancement of researcher capacity. It also means that
the modificatory activity referred to in the three subsidiary definitions must be
specifically research-capacity-enhancement-focussed.

The behaviour- or performance-modification that constitutes the behavioural
component (see Fig. 1) of researcher development refers to the full range of
physical activity that forms part of what may be categorised as research activity or
performance. This component is about ‘doing’ research, in all its forms, and at all of
its stages. It includes both independent and interpersonal activity. Attitudinal
development and intellectual development, in contrast, involve mental activity.

To better explain each of these three components I identify their components, of
which I currently identify eleven, in total. These may be thought of as being foci of
change, or change dimensions. How these foci of change—these sub-components,
or second tier dimensions—relate to the three ‘first level’ or ‘first tier’ components
is illustrated in Fig. 2. My labels for the second tier components are intended to be
generic labels rather than narrowly stipulative. Their vertically-sequenced
arrangement is necessitated by space restrictions and does not imply any hierar-
chical positioning.

Processual change (see Fig. 2) is about change in relation to the processes that
constitute people’s research practice—how they ‘do’ or ‘go about’ the various
elements of research-related activity. It is likely to account for a large proportion of
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Fig. 2 The componential structure of researcher development: 1st and 2nd tier components
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research-related activity, which may be described using rather generic labels (e.g.
networking and collegial interaction, writing, reading, speaking, data collection,
data display, data reduction) or labels that are, to varying degrees, more specific and
that represent more—and different—micro levels of description or categorisation
(e.g. testing, observing, comparing, contrasting). Procedural change relates to
changes to people’s capacity to deal with or manage procedures within
research-related practice. Often such procedures will be imposed at institutional
level or within the wider discipline—such as research bids’ applications procedures.
Sometimes they may be self-imposed strategic procedures. Competential change
involves the increase or enhancement of research-related skills and competences,
such as the development or refinement of writing, analytical or presentation skills.
Productive change refers to change to people’s research output: to how much they
achieve, produce or ‘do’, such as an increase in published output or research grant
applications or increased involvement in conferences, seminars and research
networks.

Perceptual change refers to change in relation to people’s perceptions, view-
points, beliefs and mindsets—views about whether, for example, research should
have relevance and usefulness and impact upon policy and practice: whether it
should be ‘applied’ or ‘pure’; or about whether it may—and should—be done by
inexperienced and untrained amateurs/practitioners. Perceptual change relates, too,
to perceptions of research as a component of one’s work, or a constituent of one’s
professional identity; as such it incorporates self-perception. Drawing upon the
etymological derivative of the word ‘evaluation’, by evaluative change I do not
mean people’s capacity to evaluate, as a research process; rather, the term refers to
changes to people’s research-related values, including not only ‘grand’ values (such
as equality and social justice), but also the day-to-day minutiae of what they
consider important: that is, what matters to them, and what they like about, research
and researching. Motivational change refers to increases in people’s motivation and
levels of morale and (job) satisfaction in relation to their research activity.

By epistemological change I mean change to the bases of what people know or
understand in relation to research and researching, and to their research-related
knowledge structures, as well as the theoretical and conceptual frameworks within
which they locate and undertake their research activity. Rationalistic change is
about change to the extent of, and the nature of, the reasoning that people apply to
their research practice. Analytical change refers not specifically to data analysis
(which is a research process and therefore falls within the processual dimension),
but to change to the degree or nature of the analyticism applied to research-related
activity. Finally, comprehensive change involves the enhancement or increase of
people’s research-related knowledge and understanding.

Deconstructed in this way, we see researcher development as a
multi-dimensional process or agency, for its constituent parts—its dimensions—
become much more apparent. Knowing and understanding the complex ways in
which these may fuse together and interact to effect the process whereby people
develop as or into researchers is—or ought to be—invaluable to those responsible
for promoting this process. We may in fact conceptualise researcher development as
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the enhancement of researchers’ professionalism (just as professional development
more broadly may be thought of as the enhancement of people’s professionalism
Evans 2014b). Researcher professionalism would then be represented as having the
same basic componential structure as researcher development, for it is change (for
the better) in relation to one or more of its components or dimensions that con-
stitutes researcher development. Researcher professionalism may accordingly be
represented as in Fig. 3. This representation differs from that in Fig. 2 only in
relation to subtle distinctions in the labels used: researcher professionalism is de-
constructed into ‘components’ and ‘dimensions’ and researcher development into
‘development’ and ‘change’.

It is important to emphasise—as I demonstrate elsewhere, with examples (Evans
2011a, 2012)—that what constitutes researcher development is not dependent upon
change in relation to all of the eleven identified dimensions of researcher profes-
sionalism shown in Fig. 3. Yet whilst it is conceivable that some identifiable ‘units’
of individuals’ development as or into researchers may involve change in relation to
only one dimension, most are likely to involve the interaction of multiple dimen-
sions. Developing European researchers into ‘creative, critical and autonomous
intellectual risk takers’ who are inclined to push ‘the boundaries of frontier
research’—to repeat once again the vision articulated by the European Commission
Directorate General for Research & Innovation (2011)—may, for example, first
involve changing a researcher’s perceptions of what constitutes frontier research,
which may then lead to a change in relation to her or his values, as s/he begins to
appreciate the merits of undertaking such research, despite its risks. This may then
lead to changes in relation to her/his motivation to undertake such research and,
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motivated to embrace such changes to her or his research practice, s/he may
increase her or his knowledge and understanding of what such research involves,
which may then lead to her/his enhancing his or her research skills, as a result of
which s/he is able to change the processes within her or his research practice, and/or
the epistemological basis of her/his research. This hypothetical example illustrates
the kinds of sequences of change in relation to the dimensions of researcher
development that typically occur in each individual ‘developee’, whereby, as a kind
of chain reaction, change in relation to one dimension may kick-start change in
relation to another, and then another, and then another, and so on. I do not imply
that the example presented above—of perceptual change leading to evaluative
change, which then leads to motivational change, which leads to comprehensive
change, which leads to competential change, which leads to processual and/or
epistemological change—represents the most commonly-occurring change
sequence; I simply present it as a heuristic illustration of the multi-dimensionality of
researcher development, as indicated in the model (Fig. 2).

My model may be challenged by those who contest the specific form it takes, or
whose conceptualisations of researcher development are not aligned with mine.
I welcome such criticism and potential divergence; I neither seek nor advocate
unanimity, for it is through dialogue and debate that we will enhance our under-
standing of researcher development and how it occurs, and augment the researcher
development-related knowledge base, which, by extension, will advance the field.
Such knowledge and understanding should inform the agenda, and any frameworks
underpinning programmes, for the education and training of European doctoral—
and other early career—researchers. Yet in the absence of critiques or challenges to
my work, or of competing conceptual models, I locate my argument below within
the framework delineated by my own conceptualisation of researcher development
and its implications for developing European researchers. I outline those implica-
tions in the next section.

2 Training the “New Academic Generation”: Implications
of Understanding Researcher Development and How It
Occurs

Incorporating consideration of this conceptualisation of researcher development,
how then should we tackle the development of European researchers in alignment
with the ‘striving for excellent research’ agenda that promotes ‘creative, critical and
autonomous’ risk-taking in ‘pushing the boundaries of frontier research’ (European
Commission Directorate General for Research & Innovation 2011)?

We should tackle it not simply and solely by formulating guiding principles to
which the European research community is expected to sign up, for whilst they
represent a laudable attempt to promote European research excellence, the
Principles for Innovative Doctoral Training are too vague and general to impact
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meaningfully on research quality. Their emphasis on the form and structure of
doctoral programmes and development provision for doctoral students, at the
expense of consideration of what makes for excellent, frontier research, and how
early career researchers may be encouraged to pursue it, represents a short-sighted
and somewhat unambitious strategy that reflects simplistic and inadequate under-
standing of how research cultures are enhanced and strengthened and how
researchers develop. Byrne et al. (2013, p. 25) remind us that ‘[t]he goal of doctoral
education is to bring the doctoral candidate from the level of a talented Master’s
student capable of understanding and reproducing knowledge to a researcher
capable of producing knowledge independently’. This kind of development will not
be assured simply by agreed structures, procedures and guiding principles.

A key point that I reiterate throughout this paper is that researcher development
is multidimensional. As such, it is shot through with complexity, represented by the
countless permutations of sequences of dimensions of change that constitute single
‘episodes’ of individuals’ development. A researcher’s development throughout her
or his entire career is made up of countless such ‘episodes’, which are generally
experienced unconsciously, as fleeting moments that merge and coalesce to the
extent of becoming imperceptible. Ask a researcher to recall and trace the stages of
her development, and her response will focus on broad-brush, easily identifiable—
and quantifiable—events, milestones or achievements; she may observe that she is
much better at designing questionnaires than she once was, or better at formulating
research questions, and that she has increased her annual output of journal articles.
But she is most unlikely—without being prompted and questioned—to identify the
minute perceptual, cognitive, rationalistic or competential changes that, collectively
and cumulatively, formed the bases of and precipitated the multiple development
episodes that, collectively and cumulatively, constituted the development that she is
able to recognise in herself.

Yet, irrespective of whether they recognise my specific ideas or accept every
detail of my model, those who have an interest in, or are responsible for developing,
researchers need to understand something of the process that I call the ‘micro-level
development’ cognitive process of professional—or, more specifically, researcher—
development: ‘what occurs inside an individual’s head in order for her/him to
experience a single professional development “episode”’ (Evans 2014b, p. 183); ‘[b]
y “micro-level” professional development I mean the individual, singular “episodes”
that constitute, as far as they are discernible, the unitary components of “bigger
picture”, or wider scale, professional development’ (Evans 2014b, p. 186). I have
identified as a key element of this micro-level development process the individual’s
—the developee’s–recognition of something as a ‘better way’ of ‘doing’ things
(applying a broad interpretation of ‘doing’ to include mental as well as physical
activity). What I mean by ‘better’ is: better than what preceded, and than what is
superseded by, the newly-accepted and adopted practice: in the context of this paper,
research-related practice. By my definition, this represents the manifestation of
professional development (Evans 2014b) or, more specifically, researcher devel-
opment (Evans 2012). Whilst this recognition on the part of the ‘developee’ of a
‘better way’ is essential if attitudinal or intellectual change is to occur, behavioural
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change is possible to impose upon people, without their recognising it as a ‘better
way’. Such imposition is evident, for example, in many aspects of academic working
life in research-intensive universities in developed countries, such as where neo-
liberal policies create pressure on academics to relentlessly pursue research funding.
Whilst they may disapprove of such institutional policies, academics may comply
with them to the extent of changing their behaviour by applying for more grants.
Based on my definition of it, this behavioural change (representing productive
change—see Fig. 2) is likely to be categorised by university senior management as
researcher development. Yet for those academics who do not recognise increased
activity on funding applications as a ‘better way’, it would be categorised not as
development, but as deleterious to their research-related practice. So, whilst strategic
compliance may represent changed practice that may be considered by some
stakeholders to represent change for the better—and hence development—it does
not represent the most effective researcher development. The latter (effective
researcher development) occurs when hearts and minds are won over, and the
‘developee’, recognising it as potentially a ‘better way’ for her or him, buys into an
initiative. The most effective policies for developing the European researcher—
including training initiatives—will therefore be those that s/he is likely to buy into.

2.1 Promoting Recognition of a ‘Better Way’

How may those charged with, or responsible for, developing them encourage or
promote amongst researchers recognition that something represents a ‘better way’?
Such recognition relates to various different levels and dimensions of researchers’
consciousness, for ‘better’ is a relative descriptor; it may feasibly address any or all
of a range of issues that relate to, inter alia, processes, choices and standards in
doing research and that address, respectively, researchers’ how?, which? and to
what level?-focused questions (Evans 2014a).

First, developing as a researcher includes acquiring knowledge and under-
standing of how things operate in the world of research, and how to ‘do’ research—
including specific processes, such as grant application writing, research design and
method, analysis, writing for publication, and becoming acculturated within the
disciplinary research community. Illustrating the importance in the researcher
development process of recognising what represents a ‘better way’, and applying
this recognition to increasing one’s competence as a researcher, is a quote from an
interviewee in one of my recent research projects.1 He reminisces on how, in his
earliest days as a junior researcher, he had been supported and mentored by a
professor:

1The project, Leading professors: professorial academic leadership as it is perceived by ‘the led’
was funded by the UK’s Leadership Foundation for Higher Education and was carried out 2012–
2013. Its preliminary findings are presented in Evans et al. (2013).
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He [the professorial colleague] taught me to write.…The first thing I ever wrote for him, he
came into my room when I’d finished the first draft and – I’m exaggerating when I say, ‘He
threw it at me’; he didn’t – but he gave it me back and said, ‘When are you going to learn to
write about one thing?’ And I was a bit disappointed about that.

…And when he took it away and gave it back to me – rewritten – I could see why. It
was so much better. I mean, I just had to accept this was so much better than what I did.
And I guess for, maybe six months, he slowly – I mean, I guess, basically, I improved – but
he slowly did less and less in terms of redrafting my stuff, until, after a year or so, he never
touched it; he just left it to me (Evans 2014a, pp. 51–52, emphasis added).

Second, an important aspect of development as a researcher involves making
choices about a wide range of issues and tasks, such as: which funders to apply to;
which calls for tender to pursue and which to let go; which journals to submit to;
which conferences to attend; whom to network with; which tasks to prioritise and
which to place on the back-burner. Some choices will obviously represent a ‘better
way’ than others for the researcher, as is evident in the comments of an early career
academic (an interviewee in one of my research projects (see footnote 1)) who
regretted making the choices he had made in relation to what writing projects to
focus on, and recognised retrospectively what, for him, might have been better
choices or decisions:

I’ve found that, as a junior lecturer, I’ve been offered things that for various reasons I
thought I should say ‘Yes’ to…and that they’ve probably spread me a bit more thinly than I
would’ve liked to have been. I could probably have said, ‘No’ to a few articles and
chapters…and ended up with four really strong items for the REF2 (Evans 2014a, p. 53).

Third, in order to determine what, for them, constitutes ‘better’ research practice,
researchers need to know to what level they ought to be working; they need to know
what is considered good, and what is considered unsatisfactory practice. A standards
or quality yardstick is therefore necessary. This yardstick may take many forms, but
its key feature or property is that it illustrates a standard against which individuals
may judge their own performance; it facilitates the kind of comparison and intro-
spection that prompts one researcher to contemplate or consider the quality of his or
her own research output and recognise that there is room for improvement. Nicolin
et al. (2015) illustrate how junior physicists (doctoral students), working alongside
senior academics within the interdisciplinary and international European research
community within CERN, become acculturated into academic life and, learning
what expectations prevail, and what kinds and volume of scientific output constitute
the norm, become productive themselves. The CERN community constitutes one

2This is a reference to the UK’s research Excellence Framework (REF), which is the nationally
applied mechanism for allocating government funding to higher educational institutions based
upon the quality of their research activity. It occurs every few (5–7) years. For each of a range of
subjects in which it engages in research, each university is invited to submit as a key part of its
REF entry a profile of research output represented by academics’ selected publications (up to four
per academic). The quality of this output is judged by peer review subject panels.
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form of yardstick for those working within it, but a yardstick may also take the form
of knowledge and experience of the norms and standards that prevail in research
communities or cultures that are unfamiliar, representing a stark contrast to the
cultures within which one has spent one’s formative years. An early career Slovak
researcher, for example, describes his exposure to such a ‘new’ (to him) culture
during a prolonged visit to the USA—‘My time in the USA was in many respects an
eye-opener for me’ (Beňuš 2015)—and, drawing upon his observations and expe-
riences in a different continent, is able to discern weaknesses in, and to critique, the
research and academic cultures and communities in his native Slovakia.

Intellectual or academic leadership may also serve as a yardstick; individuals
manifesting such leadership will often be professors and other senior academics and
luminaries (Evans 2013, 2014a; Macfarlane 2012) whose work is considered to
exemplify high quality research and scholarship. But a yardstick may also be more
explicit, taking the form of clearly expressed standards of research performance and
researcher professionalism to aim for (rather like professional standards used in
other contexts, such as those applied to teachers in England Evans 2011b). It is the
latter that I propose as a framework for researcher development in Europe.

3 A “Better Way” for the European Researcher:
A Framework for Career-Long Development

‘The new academic generation’ (European Commission Directorate General for
Research & Innovation 2011) in Europe needs to be aware of the kinds of standards
that they should be striving for in relation to the different dimensions of their
research activity. On its own, a common agreed set of principles underpinning, and
structures aimed at ensuring consistency in, doctoral education across Europe will
not generate such awareness. To return to the example of early career academic,
Štefan Beňuš, despite such structures and principles being in place in his native
Slovakia, without a yardstick against which he was able to evaluate the Slovak
system and environment, he would have been much less aware of what he now
identifies as their weaknesses and much less equipped to fashion his own devel-
opment as an academic and researcher in line with internationally recognised
standards of good research. He writes (Beňuš 2015):

According to the Academic Ranking and Rating Agency of Slovakia (ARRA), there were
6144 doctoral students (or early career researchers) registered at state universities funded by
public funds, but their output is weak, which is mainly attributed by ARRA to doctoral
supervisors’ low publication and citation outputs

… . Academic identities in Slovakia must inevitably reflect the weak research cultures
that prevail and that yield unimpressively low research by the standards of many other
European and Anglo-Saxon research communities … prioritisation of research and aca-
demics’ research identities go hand-in-hand; where the first is low, the second is likely to be
weak.
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… The goalposts that help define the nature of academic work, by indicating direction
and focus, are unclearly visible to those academics in Slovak who want to participate in the
kinds of activities that academics in other European countries perform with skill and
understanding of what is required to succeed. Without such direction and focus, academic
identities remain confused and unclear, and their development and expansion are stifled.

As is implied by Beňuš’s (2015) perspective, if we are to achieve more consistent
development of early career researchers across Europe, and to encourage and pro-
mote their ‘striving for excellent research’ (European Commission Directorate
General for Research & Innovation 2011) and their production of pioneering
research, doctoral supervisors—those academics with whom early career researchers
interact, who are responsible for guiding and mentoring them, and whose standards
of scholarship they are most likely to emulate—need to be aware of, or be capable of
achieving, what the rest of the developed world considers good research. There is a
need then to indicate clearly to European researchers—not only to the next gener-
ation, but also to those responsible for developing this generation—these ‘goalposts’
to which Beňuš (2015) refers. It is therefore on these that we should be focusing, by
working towards agreeing and delineating the features of excellent research and, by
extension, the characteristics and qualities of excellent European researchers. In the
next section I show how this may be approached.

3.1 Delineating the Characteristics of Excellent European
Researchers: ‘Extended’ and ‘Restricted’
Professionality

In the 1970s Eric Hoyle published his heuristic models of what he identified as two
categories of English schoolteachers: ‘restricted’ and ‘extended’ professionals
(Hoyle 1975)—terms that have endured through the work of several researchers,
along with the basic perception underpinning them: that professional or practitioner
groups are heterogeneous in relation to the professionalism they manifest and the
quality of their practice. Much of my work has been influenced by Hoyle; I have
adapted, extended and applied his models to my work on teacher morale and job
satisfaction (Evans 1997, 1998) and professional development, and to my more
recent work on researcher development (Evans 2009, 2010, 2013). I draw upon
them here to indicate how the European academic community may develop yard-
sticks against which researchers of all levels of seniority and experience—not only
early career researchers—may measure their own achievements and progress
towards excellence.

3.1.1 The ‘Extended’ European Researcher

What defines ‘excellent research’? What are the characteristics of researchers who
are likely to excel: to go on to become ‘creative, critical and autonomous intel-
lectual risk takers, pushing the boundaries of frontier research’ (European
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Commission Directorate General for Research & Innovation 2011)? What does
such a person ‘look like’, professionally, academically and intellectually? Adopting
Hoyle’s (1975) terminology, I have labelled such a person the ‘extended’ profes-
sional or the ‘extended’ researcher (Evans 2009, 2010, 2013). Such a researcher
working within the social sciences, I have argued, would typically, inter alia:

• conduct highly rigorous research;
• draw upon basic and advanced research skills;
• strive constantly to develop and extend her/his methodological competence;
• adapt established research methods and develop methodology;
• generate and develop theory from research findings;
• perceive research methodology as a field of study in itself;
• strive constantly to apply deep levels of analysis to research data;
• recognise the value of, and utilise, comparative analysis, meta-analysis, syn-

thesis, replication, etc.;
• constantly reflect upon, and frequently revisit and refine, his/her own studies;
• have developed the skill of effective criticism and apply this to the formulation

of his/her own arguments;
• publish frequently in ‘high ranking’, peer reviewed academic journals;
• disseminate ground-breaking theoretical issues and contribute to, and take a lead

in developing, discourse on theory;
• recognise the applicability to a range of contexts (including, in particular work

contexts) of generic skills developed within and alongside research activity.

Expressed in this form, as a list of typical indicators of what may be considered
excellent or exemplary practice (in which respect it parallels the typical form, used
in Anglo-Saxon contexts, of presentation of professional standards for specific
workforces, such as teaching, e.g. AITSL 2011; DfES 2004; Scottish Executive
2005; Welsh Government 2011), this model of the ‘extended’ researcher may serve
as an aspirational guide and, by extension, as a potential motivator, for researchers
at any stage of their careers.

I do not propose this precise model, with the specific researcher characteristics or
‘standards’ listed above, as the one that the European research community should
adopt; rather, I present it as indicative of the kind of yardstick of researcher
excellence that could be formulated and promoted. The detail of the content must be
discussed and agreed, so that as many stakeholders as possible will have ownership
of it. This could be done at European level, with the aim of agreeing a model of the
characteristics of excellent European researchers generally, or it could be specific to
disciplines, or to national contexts, or even to institutions. Yet it is also important to
present developing researchers with both ends of the yardstick against which they
should be evaluating their own practice, indicating not only standards of practice
that are considered to represent, but also those considered to fall far short of,
excellence. The latter help elucidate the former and encourage introspection on the
part of the researcher.
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After Hoyle (1975), I therefore present two models, in order to counterbalance an
indicative model of the ‘extended’ European researcher with one of the ‘restricted’
European researcher (see Fig. 4). It is important to emphasise that the models should
be thought of as two extremes of a continuum, rather than as detached and dichot-
omised, ‘either-or’, categories. The characteristics are intended to be indicative,
rather than exhaustive, lists of what I identify elsewhere as the three components of
professionalism and, by extension, of professional development (Evans 2011b) and,
more specifically, of researcher development (Evans 2011a). They indicate the
behaviour, attitudes and intellectual capacity that any research community (e.g.

The researcher located at the ‘restricted’ 
extreme of the professionality continuum 
typically: 

The researcher located at the ‘extended’ 
extreme of the professionality continuum 
typically: 

conducts research that lacks rigour; conducts highly rigorous research;

draws upon basic research skills; draws upon basic and advanced research 
skills;

fails to develop or extend her/his 
methodological competence;

strives constantly to develop and extend 
her/his methodological competence;

utilises only established research methods; adapts established research methods and 
develops methodology;

fails to develop basic research findings; generates and develops theory from research 
findings;

perceives research methods as tools and 
methodology as a task-directed, utilitarian 
process;

perceives research methodology as a field of 
study in itself;

applies low level analysis to research data; strives constantly to apply deep levels of 
analysis to research data;

perceives individual research studies as 
independent and free-standing;

recognises the value of, and utilises, 
comparative analysis, meta-analysis, 
synthesis, replication, etc.; 

perceives individual research studies as finite 
and complete;

constantly reflects upon, and frequently 
revisits and refines, his/her own studies;

struggles to criticise literature and others’ 
research effectively; 

has developed the skill of effective criticism 
and applies this to the formulation of his/her 
own arguments;

publishes mainly in ‘lower grade’ academic 
journals and in professional journals/magazines;

publishes frequently in ‘high ranking’ 
academic journals;

is associated mainly with research findings that
fall into the ‘tips for practitioners’ category of 
output;

disseminates ground-breaking theoretical 
issues and contributes to, and takes a lead in 
developing, discourse on theory;

perceives research activity as separate and 
detached from wider contexts requiring 
interpersonal, organisational and 
cognitive skills.

recognises the applicability to a range of 
contexts (including, in particular work 
contexts) of generic skills developed within 
and alongside research activity. 

Fig. 4 Indicative characteristics illustrating the extremes of the ‘restricted’-‘extended’ professi-
onality continuum in relation to research
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disciplinary; institutional) may reasonably be expected to manifest. Members of that
community will inevitably be spread widely along the length of the continuum. It
would be reasonable to expect—with some exceptions—distinguished professors to
be located towards the ‘extended’ end and early career researchers/academics to tend
to cluster around the ‘restricted’ end. Yet the characteristics are intended to represent
and reflect individuals’ stances and attitudes towards research(ing), rather than
simply knowledge that correlates with length of experience or career status, so early
career researchers may feasibly be located towards the ‘extended’ end of the con-
tinuum—particularly in relation to attitudinal and intellectual characteristics—while
many veteran researchers may remain relatively ‘restricted’ throughout their careers.

Implicitly echoing my concern that structures and systems alone will not make
for enhanced research quality, Byrne et al. (2013, p. 13) argue that ‘universities
should support quality culture rather than simply develop quality assurance pro-
cesses’. My argument in this paper underpins and reflects my support for the
development of a very specific form of quality culture: a research-focused devel-
opmentalist culture. Such a culture within the European research community would
militate against inertia or complacency. It would incorporate recognition of the fact
that developing as or into an excellent researcher involves continually and relent-
lessly progressing, in relation to as many characteristics as possible—however these
may be defined or expressed—towards the ‘extended’ end of the continuum. This
may occur unconsciously, through what Eraut (2004) calls ‘implicit’ (workplace)
learning. It may also be instigated deliberately, as researchers recognise and accept
that where they currently find themselves on the ‘restricted’-‘extended’ continuum
does not represent the best they can strive for in terms of achieving their full
potential, so they take steps to rectify that. Such is the awareness that a develop-
mentalist research culture in Europe would foster: that all European researchers
have development needs throughout the entire length of their careers. Our best
chance of promoting and achieving what the European Commission Directorate
General for Research & Innovation (2011) calls ‘excellent’ and ‘frontier’ research is
to foster such a culture within and across the ERA and the EHEA and to acculturate
early career researchers into it.

As I imply above, the specific characteristics that constitute the models of
‘restricted’ and ‘extended’ educational researchers shown in Fig. 4 are not set in
stone; they may be formulated with a particular European research community in
mind—tailored to match specific needs or goals—and revised to correlate with
current contextual demands. Above all, an explicit model of the ‘extended’ edu-
cational researcher, defined by an agreed set of characteristics and disseminated
widely, has the capacity both to present the European research community with an
articulated vision of what is currently perceived as researcher excellence—thus
signalling the ‘right’ direction with which it should align itself—and, in doing so, to
motivate researchers of all career stages to embrace developmentalism, and embed
it within their mindsets, to the extent that it becomes part and parcel of their
practice.
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Providing the ‘unity in diversity’ that Bitusikova (2009, p. 23) calls for, such
models of ‘extended’ and ‘restricted’ researcher professionality could easily serve as
a common European model for doctoral education that is truly developmental—a
model that is aimed at unifying provision and standards by the application of a
common delineation of quality that would be the focus of researcher development. It
would help combat problems, such as those identified by Beňuš (2015) above, and
those identified by Krasniewski (2008) of a dilution of the quality of doctoral study
applicants in Poland resulting from rapid expansion of higher education, and, in
particular, of doctoral programmes. The analyticism and reflectivity that the models
promote are intrinsically development-focused, whilst being directed towards
improving quality and raising standards. Yet the generic nature of the
research-related skills and competences intended to be developed transcends specific
epistemological and methodological traditions, stances and allegiances. ‘Extended’
professionality is primarily quality-related, rather than substantively-determined.

Only by developing and promoting a yardstick for researcher excellence will
Europe have any chance of success in enhancing the quality of its research and in its
attempts ‘to harness more of the world’s best minds to motor the European econ-
omy’ (Robertson 2008, p. 10). Only by such a focus on research quality will we
foster a European community of ‘researchers who can think innovatively and
creatively; researchers who will form an essential element of overcoming our
common challenges through new ideas and intellectual leadership’ (Maria Helena
Nazaré, cited in Byrne et al. 2013, p. 6) and of researchers who are ‘creative, critical
and autonomous intellectual risk takers, pushing the boundaries of frontier research’
(European Commission Directorate General for Research & Innovation 2011).

Open Access This chapter is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
Noncommercial License, which permits any noncommercial use, distribution, and reproduction in
any medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.
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