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Introduction

Collaboration among researchers across international
borders has, with the growth of electronic methods for
communications and sharing of data, blossomed
beyond the wildest dreams of scientists. Networks can
now easily focus on global health issues by developing
consortia that bring research skills from many nations
together.

As these collaborative efforts proceed, there is a
need for two types of evaluation. Certainly there must
be a focus on the scientific outcomes of the research
projects undertaken by these consortia; each project
can be assessed on the extent to which the stated
objectives were met, as well as on the success of
dissemination efforts and on future research activities.
There is also a need to establish evaluation strategies
to assess the success of the consortium itself; in this
paper, we explore the efforts that have been made to
evaluate research consortia.

Background—Evaluation is important to NIH

The University of Illinois at Chicago, in partnership
with the Institute of Occupational Health; Marzeyev
[nstitute for Hygiene and Medical Ecology; Institute
for Pediatrics Obstetrics and Gynecology; Institute of
Endocrinology and Metabolism; and Centers for
Radiation Medicine; embarked on the planning for an
international research consortium to address issues of
Energy Security and Health Protection in Ukraine.
Support for the planning of this Global Environmental
and Occupational (GEO) Health Hub was provided
by the U. S. National Institutes of Health Fogarty

International Center. Evaluation will be significant
component of the GEO Health Hub going forward.

Global Health Research collaborations between
universities in the United States and those in other
countries have, for more than 40 years, been
encouraged and supported by the Fogarty International
Center (FIC), which was established as a department
within the National Institutes of Health in 1968. In
2002, Fogarty’s Division of International Science
Policy, Planning, and Evaluation (DISPPE) developed
a «Framework for Program Assessment (Evaluation
and Review)» [ 1] to enable researchers to understand
the agency’s program evaluation process. This
document, although designed to facilitate program
planning in general, includes strategies that can and
should be considered in the evaluation of research
partnerships and consortia. The framework document
identifies four areas that should be used to assess and
document the effectiveness of FIC programs, and
performance indicators that would be appropriate for
each area.

Program Planning is an important step in the
creation of a consortium. From an evaluation
standpoint, it is crucial to document how the planning
process was undertaken, the roles of stakeholders,
and vision and goals that emerged.

Program Management encompasses many of the
important functions of the consortium, such as project
selection and recruiting talent. Specific evaluation
questions would address the development of funding
announcements, the composition and function of
project review and selection committees, the role of
the consortium project manager, the establishment of
performance indicators for projects, and the
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monitoring of financial and human subjects
regulations.

Partnerships and Communication are at the heart
of a collaborative research center. FIC emphasizes the
importance of selecting the right partners. The
evaluation efforts will describe how the partners are
chosen, and identify the strengths each brings to the
consortium. Similarly, the methods for sharing
information and the means of communications
between the partners must be effective; this will be
another focus of the evaluation.

Results of the Program requires an evaluation of
the specific research projects undertaken by the
consortium; outcomes to be assessed will not only
include the extent to which project objectives were
attained, but also examples of related research
productivity such as publications, presentations, and
awards received. In addition, it will be important to
evaluate increased research capacity, as measured by
the number of trainees completing degrees or
advanced educational activities. Finally, it will be
essential to assess the influence of projects on health
policy and on ongoing health research.

FIC recognizes the importance of Program
Assessment; all FIC funded projects are expected to
conduct regular program evaluations and project reviews.

Another Evaluation Framework for Research
Consortia

Ateam of researchers from the HMO Cancer Research
Network (CRN) [2] have proposed a framework for
evaluating multicenter consortia that can be applied
to international collaborations as well. They developed
an evaluation methodology that focused on five areas;
participant surveys administered to over 500
administrative and scientific staff over a 5-year period
provided the data for analysis. The purpose of the
evaluation was not only to assess outcomes, but also
to provide formative feedback that could be used for
ongoing quality improvement.

Extent of Collaboration and Quality of
Communication. In this domain, surveys included
questions that assessed the effectiveness of the
Network Steering Committee, cooperation among
research sites, and ease and quality of communications.

Performance of Projects and Infrastructure.
Evaluation questions here focused on effectiveness of
project leadership, organization, meetings, and
within-project communications and group work.

Data Quality. Here again, the evaluation addressed
the specific research projects; in particular, the
processes for collecting, monitoring, and analyzing
data.

Scientific Productivity. One important measure of
success of a research collaboration is publications in
peer-reviewed journals and presentations at national
and international meetings. The evaluation process
can elicit not only the numbers of these outcomes,
but also the extent to which the consortium leadership
has facilitated the creation of scholarship.

Impact on Member Organizations. In a research
consortium, each partner has expectations for the
achievements of the consortium as a whole, but also
for their own organization. The evaluation must
include an assessment of partner satisfaction,
development of ongoing research relationships and
projects, and enhancement of organizational
reputation.

The results of the CRN evaluation identified
«in-person contact; transparent decision-making
processes; efficient use of communication modalities;
and creating opportunities for all collaborators to play
an active role in the consortium’s research and
operations» [2] as key indicators of success. A
comprehensive evaluation that explores the domains
identified by CRN researchers can provide valuable
feedback to international research consortia.

Recent Evaluation Studies of Research
Collaborations

Evaluation studies of research collaborations often
focus on project outcomes, rather than on the
collaborative process. Katsouyanni’s 2008 article [3]
reports numbers/percentages of internationally
co-authored publications; results show a dramatic
increase between 1985/86 and 1995/96. In the
discussion, the author suggests a focus on evaluation
that addresses the characteristics of collaborative
research, as opposed simply to outcomes. Similarly,
Maher’s 2010 evaluation of the ALPHA network [4]
provided extensive outcome data on specific projects
and their research findings regarding collaborative
research on HIV/AIDS in Africa, but no detailed
description of the evaluation of the collaborative
process is presented. Marjanovic (2013) presents a
«real-time» evaluation strategy used in the African
Institutions initiative [5]. The evaluation not only
included a baseline assessment of each of the research
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partners to wunderstand their management,
governance, scientific skills, and human resources
capacity, but also was followed up by evaluation
workshops, teleconferences, email, and telephone
interviews to collect data. Mayhew (2008) reported
the results of an evaluation study conducted to assess
a South Africa-Thailand-London research partnership
[6]. In addition to determining the number of
publications, workshops, and courses offered, this
evaluation included semi-structured interviews that
addressed some of the more process-oriented
outcomes, such strengthening partnerships. A 2007
study that describes the Colombian Neonatal
Research Network [7] includes some evaluation
results categorized as «observed benefits of
international collaboration» and «perceived barriers
during the international collaborative effort»; some of
the responses address the domains described earlier
in this paper. However, little is said about the actual
evaluation process; creation and purposes of research
collaborations are more prevalent—not only in the
medical and public health literature, but also in areas
such as public affairs [8].

Overall, despite the presence of numerous
theoretical models for program evaluation [9], most
studies of research consortia evaluate whether
specific objectives were met, rather than how they
were met.

Using a Logic Model for Evaluation

The Logic Model, created as a tool for program
planning in the 1970’s, is now commonly used for
program evaluation. It illustrates the relationship
between program Inputs (what we invest), Outputs
(including Activities, Participants Served); and
Outcomes/Impacts (short, medium, and long term),
all in the context of a particular situation or
environment.

In planning for the GEO Health Hub, we developed
the Logic Model found in Figure.

Discussion/Conclusions

Evaluating the effectiveness of a global research
consortium presents challenges. In general, the
literature describing research collaborations is
focused on the outcomes of the specific research
projects undertaken by the consortium, and the
consortium is considered effective if the individual

projects are successful. This type of evaluation is
certainly necessary, but not sufficient to address all
the aspects of global research consortia. We would
utilize focused questions and established evaluation
techniques and methods to assess the effectiveness of
the consortium as a whole.

Formation of the consortium: partners; mission;
and goals. One aspect of the evaluation will be to
understand how the consortium came into being. An
assessment conducted during the early stages of the
development of the consortium will demonstrate the
issues considered central to the mission of the
consortium, the methods utilized to select partners,
and the research goals.

Collaboration, communications, infrastructure,
and management. Ongoing evaluation can be used
to provide insights into the inner workings of the
consortium. Stakeholders, including research
partners and consortium staff, should be interviewed
or surveyed on a regular basis in order to confirm
that the systems and structures of the consortium
are performing as they should. These formative
evaluations may be used in continuous quality
improvement efforts.

Project selection and implementation. Since the
consortium will be judged, at least in part, on the
success of the research projects it supports, an
evaluation of the processes employed in the selection
and implementation of these research projects will be
needed. Once the projects have been identified and
are underway, an evaluation of the project
management, communications mechanisms, and
infrastructure may be used to help in the monitoring
function. At the end, an evaluation will be done to
measure congruence between project objectives and
results, and to display important visible outcomes
such as publications and presentations.

Sustainability. Certainly one organizational
mission of any global multidisciplinary research
consortium is to survive. In order to achieve this, the
consortium must not only demonstrate success in its
research efforts, but also prove that it is capable of
securing additional funding to support ongoing
projects. A comprehensive evaluation will provide
the tools and information that can be used in
sustainability efforts.

The importance of evaluation cannot be under-
estimated. Continuous improvement and long-term
sustainability of global research consortia depend on
high-quality, comprehensive evaluation efforts.
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CTPATEriS1 OUIHOBAHHS1 MDKHAPOAHOINO AOCAIAHNWUBLKOIMO LEHTRPY 3
FAOBAABHNX NPOBAEM MEAVNUVHN AOBKIAAS] | NPOMECINHONO 3A0OPOB’S.
OCTAHHI AOCSITHEHHS1

TLUeHTp robanbHOro 3A0poe’s, YHiBepcuTeT WwTaTy IaaiHomc, Koneak meanumHmn, Yikaro, CLUA

2lllkona rpOMaACkKoOro 3A0poB’'s, YHiBepcuTeT wtaTy WAAiHoic, Yukaro, CLUA

CraTTsl npeacTaBisi€ OIJisil JiTepaTypy 3 HagaHHs iH(popMallii 111010 CTBOPEHHS Ta BIPOBAIKEHHS IUIaHY OL[iHIOBaHHS
MiXKHApPOJIHOTO AOCTiIIHUILILKOTO KOHCOPLIiyMY.

CniiBpoOiTHULITBO Pi3HUX TOCTITHUKIB, HE3BaXAl0UM Ha MiXKHAPOJHI KOPJOHU, — MOCUJIEHHS MOXJIMBOCTEN CIJIKYBaHHS
Ta OOMiHY JaHWMU TIEPEBAXKWJIO yCi HAMOLIBIIN CITOAiBaHHS BYCHUX. BUKOPUCTOBYIOUM KOMIT'IOTEPHI Mepexki MOXKHA 3
JIETKICTIO 30CePeIKYBaTUCS HA TI00ATbHUX IPOOIeMax 3M0POB s Uepe3 CTBOPEHHST KOHCOPIIiyMiB, 1110 JO3BOJISIE 00’ € THYBATH
JIOCSITHEHHSI TOCIAHULBKOL AisSJIBHOCTI Pi3HUX KpaiH.

[To Mipi pO3BUTKY CYMiCHUX 3yCUJIb € TTOTpeda y 1BOX TUIIAX OLiHIOBaHHS. BoHU MaloTh OyTH chOKyCcOBaHi Ha pe3ysbraTax
HayKOBHUX MPOEKTiB, 3 SKUMU MPALIOIOTh KOHCOPIIIYMU; KOXEH MPOEKT OLIiHIOEThCS B Tilt Mipi, y sIKili OyJI1 JOCATHYTH LIiJIi,
a TaKOX 3aJIeXXHO Bill YCHIillIHOCTi PO3IMOBCIOMKEHHS 3YCWJIb Ta MalOyTHBOI JOCHiITHUIBKOI aKTUBHOCTI. € TaKoX
HEOOXiIHICTb Yy BCTAHOBJIEHHI CTpaTerii OLiHIOBaHHS [JI1 BU3HAUEHHSI CaMOro KOHCOPILiymy; Yy 1iif cTarTi aBTOpHU
iHhOPMYIOTH PO 3yCUJLIIS, SIKi Oy HaJaHi AJIs1 OLIHIOBAHHS JOCTiIHULIBKUX KOHCOPLIiyMiB.

VYuiBepcutet wrary utiHoiic B Yukaro Ta naptHepu — IHctutyt meauuunu npaui HAMH Ykpainu, IHCTUTYT ririenu i
MeanuHoi ekoJjorii iMmeHi O. M. MapszeeBa HAMH VYkpaiuu, IHctutyt neapiatpii, akymepcrtsa i riHekosiorii HAMH
VYkpainu, [HcTuTyT eHmokpuHosorii Ta ooMiHy peyoBuH imeHi B. Il. Komicapenka HAMH VYkpainu, HauioHanibHuii
HayKoBUil 1eHTp paniauiiiHoi MenuuuHu HAMH VYkpaiHu posnoyanu TiaHyBaHHS CTBOPEHHSI MiXHapOJHOIO
JOCTiTHUIIKOTO KOHCOPLIiyMY IIJISI BUPIIIEHHSI TTUTaHb €HEproOe3NeKu Ta 3aXKMCTy 3I0poB’s B YKpaiHi. IligTpumky y
IJIaHyBaHHi Takoro LIeHTpy 3 m1o6anbHUX Mpo0JieM MeIUIIMHK TOBKiLIA Ta mpodeciiinoro 3mopos’s (GEO Health Hub))
Oyne HamaBatu HanionanbHuii tieHTp iMmeHi @orapri HanionanbHoro incturyty 3nopos’st CILIA. OuiHka aisiibHOCTI Gyme
BaXXJIMBUM KOMITOHEHTOM Y po3BuTKy GEO Health Hub.

KarouoBi ciioBa: MisKHAPOIHUI TOCHITHUIBKUIA KOHCOPIiyM, MporpamMa OI[iHIOBaHHSA, JIOTiYHA MO/IEJIb,
ITenTp 3 rao6aapHUX MPOOJIEM MeIUIUHU TOBKiJUIA i mpodeciiitHOro 3Mopos’s
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CTPATErnst oOuUEHKN MEDXKAYHAPOAHOIO NCCAEAOBATEABCKOINo KOHCOPLIMLYMA
No NMOBAABHLIM NPOGAEMAM MEAUUVHLI OKPY)KAIOWEN CPEALI

N NPOGMECCNOHAABHOINO 3A0POBLSI. NOCAEAHVNE AOCTWKEHUS1

ILleHTp rAoBanbHOIro 3A0poBbS), YHMBepcuTeT wraTa aanHomc, Koanemk meanumHbl, HYukaro, CLUA

2llIkona obLLecTBeHHOro 3A0poBbs, YHusepcuTeT wraTta VaanHoice, Yukaro, CLUA

JlaHHas cTaThs MpeacTaBisieT 0030p JMTEpaTyphl il MHGOPMUPOBAHUS O CO3MaHUM U BHEAPEHUHU IJIaHA OLEHKU
MEXIYHAapOAHOTO MCCIIEA0BATENILCKOTO KOHCOPIIMyMa.

COTpyIHUIECTBO Pa3NTUIHBIX HCCenoBaTeIeil, HeB3Upast Ha MEXXIyHAPOIHbIE TPAHUIII, C YCUJIEHUEM METOIOB OOIIEHUS
1 oOMeHa JTaHHBIMU, MPEBLICUIIO BCE caMble OOIbINNE OXUIAHUS yIeHBIX. C MOMOIIBIO KOMITBIOTEPHOI CETH MOXKHO JIETKO
COCPEIOTOYUTBCS Ha TJI00abHBIX MPOOJeMax 3A0POBbsI Uepe3 CO3MaHMe KOHCOPLUYMOB, YTO MO3BOJISIET OOBEIMHUTDH
TIOCTUZKEHUST UCCIEN0BATENbCKOM AESITETbHOCTU PA3IMYHBIX CTPaH.

[To Mepe pa3BUTHS COBMECTHBIX YCUJIUI BO3HMKAET HEOOXOMMOCTD JIBYX BUIIOB OlIeHUBaHUS. ECTECTBEHHO, OHU JOJIXKHBI
ObITb C(HOKYCUPOBAHbI Ha pe3yJbTaTaX HayYHbIX MPOEKTOB, HaJl KOTOPBIMU PaOOTAIOT TaKWe€ KOHCOPLMYMBI; KaXIbli
TPOEKT OLIEHUBAETCS B TOU Mepe, B KaKOU ObUT JOCTUTHYTHI 1IN, a TAKXKe TT0 YCIIEITHOCTA PACTIPOCTPAHEHUSI YCUITUH 1
OymyIieil mccienoBaTebCKO akTUBHOCTU. KiMeeTcss Takke HEOOXOAMMOCTh B YCTAHOBIEHWM CTPATETUU OLEHKU ISt
onpeJiesieH!sI CAaMOTr0 KOHCOPIIMYMa; B JaHHOU cTaThe aBTOPbl MHGOPMUPYIOT 00 YCUTUSIX, KOTOPbIE ObUIM MPEANPUHSITHI
IUTST OLIEHKU MCCIIEA0BATEIbCKUX KOHCOPLIMYMOB.

Yuusepcuret mtara Mnmunoiic B Yukaro u naptHepbl — MHcTuTyT MenuivHel Tpyna HAMH Ykpaunsl, MTHCTUTYT TUTMEHbI
U MeIULIMHCKOM 3Konoruu umMeHu A. M. MapseeBa HAMH Ykpaunbl, MHCTUTYT nenuaTpuu, akyluiepcTBa U TMHEKOJIOTUI
HAMH VYkpaunsl, MHcTUTYyT 3HIOKpuHONOorMU U obMeHa BeulecTB uMmeHu B. Il. Komuccapenko HAMH VYkpaunb,
HauuvoHanbHbIli HaydyHbIM LIEHTP paauMaiiMoHHo MenuuumHbl HAMH VYkpauHbl Hauvanu TJaHMpOBaHUE CO30AaHUS
MEXIYHAPOAHOTO MCCIIEN0BATETLCKOTO KOHCOPLIMYMa ISl PEILIeHNsT BOIIPOCOB IHEProOe30MacHOCTU U 3allUThI 310POBbSI B
Vkpaune. [lonnepxky B rulaHupoBaHud Takoro LleHTpa mo miobanbHBIM MpobaeMaM MEAMLIMHBI OKPYXAIOIIEeH cpelbl 1
npodeccronanbHoro 310poBbst (GEOHealth Hub) Gynet okasbsiBath HarmmoHanbHbI ieHTp nMeHU Poraptit HarmmonaibHOTro
uHctutyta 310poBbst CLLIA. Onenka aesitebHOCTU OyIeT BaXHbIM KoMIoHeHTOM B pa3Butuu GEOHealth Hub.

KaroueBbie cioBa: MeKAYHAPOAHBINA MCCIENOBATEIBCKUII KOHCOPIMYM, IIPOrpaMMa OL[€HKH, JIOTHYECKas MOJeJb,
ITenTp mo ri00aJbHBIM HNPOOJIEMaM METUIMHBI OKPYSKaIoUiel cpeabl U NPodeCcCHOHATBHOIO 3{0POBbS

Haditiwna: 12.10.2014 p.

KonrakTtHa ocoba: Enxicon M., LleHTp ro6aibHOrO 300poB’st, YHiBepcuteT 1mrarty ltiHoiic, Komemk Mequiinam,
Yukaro, CLIA.
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