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FOREWORD

Research-intensive universities as centres of excellence 

and innovation are crucial to the competitiveness and 

cultural development of societies. The capacity of research 

universities lies in their breadth allowing the pursuit of 

interdisciplinary opportunities, in the investigator-driven 

approach enabling the emergence of new research themes 

and unleashing individual talent, and in research-based teaching guaranteeing a fl ow 

of new knowledge to the next generation. 

In Finland, the research mission of universities began to be realized in the eighties. In 

the middle of the nineties, public funding of research and development started to be 

signifi cantly increased, leading to a rapid improvement in the quality of research. The 

current challenges our universities are facing include building on strengths to develop 

internationally competitive spearheads of research, internationalising the researcher 

base, and transferring to society intellectual capital obtained through research. 

The Research Assessment Exercise 2005 reveals strengths, weaknesses and potential 

in the research activities of the University of Helsinki. Moreover, the evaluators 

have given valuable advice on key issues, such as structures that best foster quality 

research, novel collaborative alliances, development and sharing of state-of-the-art 

infrastructure, positions for new principal investigators, equal opportunities and 

leadership. The Assessment provides us a unique view of ourselves, and gives advice 

on how we can improve ourselves and reach strategic decisions to meet forthcoming 

challenges.

I take this opportunity to thank the staff of the units of assessment and central 

administration units for dedicating their time and efforts to produce the evaluation 

documents and organise the site visits of the panels, the Research Council of the 

University of Helsinki for supervising the Exercise, and the personnel of the Evaluation 

Offi ce for their excellent work. 

It is my special pleasure, on behalf of the University of Helsinki, to thank the evaluators 

for their outstanding work and remarkable commitment.

Marja Makarow
Director of the Research Assessment Exercise 2005
Professor of Applied Biochemistry and Molecular Biology
Vice-Rector for Research and Researcher Training 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In order to consolidate its position amongst 

leading research universities in Europe, the 

University of Helsinki has decided to subject 

its research to international assessments 

every sixth year. The assessment was carried 

out for the fi rst time in 1999, and the second 

time in 2005. The Research Assessment 

Exercise 2005 covered the research activities 

of 70 faculty departments and fi ve research 

institutes during the years 1999–2004. The 

quality of research was assessed numerically 

by comparing it to the European level. The 

concepts of 13 fi eld stations and research 

networks, in total, and the research 

activities of 6 research programmes were 

commented on verbally. The third mission, 

a legal obligation of universities in Finland 

since 2005, was included in the assessment 

as a pilot project. The units of assessment 

chose the activities that they perceived as 

third-mission accomplishments, and the 

evaluators commented on them verbally. 

The evaluation was performed by peer 

review, and conducted by 148 mostly 

international experts. They worked in 21 

panels, which spent one working week on 

site visits in Helsinki. The research-active 

staff comprised annually about 4,000 

researchers and Ph.D. students. Thus, the 

work resulting from 24,000 person years 

of research was assessed. The scientifi c 

output was published in 21,000 articles in 

refereed journals, 27,000 other scientifi c 

publications, 2,000 Ph.D. theses, 10,000 

popularised work and 600 text books. 

Almost half of the 75 units of assessment 

improved their rating from 1999. In 2005, 

the average grade of all units, on a scale 

of 1–7, was 5.8, wherease in 1999 it was 

4.6. One-fourth of the units obtained the 

maximum grade, 7. Thus, according to the 

criteria of the grades, the majority of the 

works submitted by each of these units 

for evaluation was of a high international 

level. 

The units that obtained the maximum grade 

will be rewarded fi nancially for 6 years. 

Those units that increased their rating to 

6 by at least two grades will be rewarded 

for 3 years, and the best faculties also for 3 

years. The rewards per unit of assessment 

will be about EUR 30,000–300,000 per year, 

depending on the number of research-active 

staff. The investment by the University of 

Helsinki in the rewards during 2007–2012 

will amount to EUR 15–18 million. 

In addition to assessing the quality 

of research, commenting on third-

mission accomplishments and giving 

recommendations for the future to the 

units, the evaluators have given valuable 

advice to the leadership of the university 

to promote internationally competitive 

research. 
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1. INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH ASSESSMENT EXERCISE 2005

1.1. The university system of Finland

The higher education sector of Finland, 

which has a population of 5.2 million, 

consists of 20 universities and 29 

polytechnics1. Half of the universities are 

multidisciplinary and half specialised. Only 

universities have the right to issue doctoral 

degrees. The universities are public and 

there are no tuition fees. They enjoy an 

autonomous status, which is refl ected for 

instance in that leadership is elected by the 

staff. The core budget of each university 

is negotiated annually with the Ministry 

of Education, and based mainly on the 

number of Master’s and Doctoral degrees 

envisaged to be awarded during the budget 

year. While universities are the major public 

organisations where research is carried 

out, several state research institutes are 

also engaged in fundamental and applied 

research. 

The Research Assessment Exercise 2005 of 

the University of Helsinki covers the years 

1999–2004. In the last year of this period, 

the R&D investment in the country was 

3.5% of the gross national product (Fig. 1), 

the second highest fi gure worldwide after 

Sweden. The share of public funding in 

this was 29%. Two-thirds were spent 

on higher education, and one-third was 

targeted to research and development, 

mostly through the Academy of Finland 

and the National Technology Agency. 

The Academy of Finland is the collective 

designation for the Research Councils, and 

funds fundamental research, whereas the 

National Technology Agency funds strategic 

research and development (Fig.1). Thus, a 

signifi cant share of the total budgets of the 

universities relies on competitive funding. 

According to the projections of the Ministry 

of Education, competitive research funding 

will increase somewhat in the coming years, 

whereas the university core budgets will 

not. 

1.2. The University of Helsinki in brief

With its 366 years, the University of Helsinki 

is the oldest and largest of the Finnish 

universities. It has 38,000 degree students 

and 60,000 continuing education and Open 

University students. In 2004 the University 

issued 2,350 Masters’ degrees and 398 

Doctoral degrees. In 2004 the core budget 

from the Ministry of Education was EUR 

303 million, and supplementary funding 

amounted to EUR 185 million (Table 1). The 

core budget was mainly used for teaching 

and administration, and for research in 

the form of time of salary holders. Thus, 

research activities were carried out during 

the assessment period mostly by extramural 

funds competed for by the researchers 

themselves (Table 1, supplementary 

funding). The University of Helsinki has a 

250-year-old privilege to run pharmacies, 

which generates private income (own 

assets in Table 1). A signifi cant part of this 

1. OECD thematic review of tertiary education. Country Background report for Finland. Publications of the 
Ministry of Education, Finland 2005:38. Helsinki University Press, Helsinki, 2006. ISBN 952-485-053-2 (PDF) 
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FIGURE 1. Research & 
development expenditure 
by sectors (Source: Statistics 
Finland, Science and 
Technology Statistics.) 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Ministry of Education, core funding 236,0 233,0 256,0 270,0 298,0 303,0

Faculties 166,0 161,0 178,0 192,0 207,0 207,0

Evaluated independent institutes 28,0 30,0 32,0 31,5 35,5 35,5

Other institutes 19,0 21,0 24,0 22,5 27,5 27,0

Administration 23,0 21,0 22,0 24,0 28,0 33,5

Supplementary funding 137,0 146,0 151,0 170,0 162,0 185,0

Academy of Finland 28,0 32,0 32,0 38,0 41,0 49,0

National Technology Agency 10,0 11,0 11,0 11,0 7,0 11,0

Ministry of Education 9,0 8,0 11,0 10,0 8,0 4,0

Other Ministries 11,0 13,0 12,0 13,0 14,0 14,0

Other domestic funders 7,0 3,0 5,0 8,0 6,0 8,0

EU, frame work programns 6,0 6,0 6,0 11,0 8,0 12,0

EU, structural funds 4,0 4,0 4,0 3,0 7,0 4,0

Other international funds 4,0 4,0 4,0 5,0 5,0 5,0

Paid services & misc. 45,0 46,0 48,0 52,0 46,0 54,0

Own assets 13,0 19,0 18,0 19,0 20,0 24,0

TABLE 1. Financies of the University of Helsinki, EUR millions
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resource is used to promote research and 

doctoral training.

In 2004, the number of staff was about 

7,500. Of these, 3,580 were researchers, 

teachers and Ph.D. students (Table 2) and 

the rest were engaged in administrative 

and support functions. The salaries of the 

1,699 position holders were funded from 

the core budget. All university positions 

must be subject to open competition, as no 

tenure track system exists in Finland.

Half of the academic staff, 1,881, were 

primarily Ph. D. students and post- doctoral 

researchers, who obtained their salary from 

supplementary funding (Table 2). Doctoral 

training has been one of the priorities in 

the national science policy. The research 

of Ph.D. students represents a signifi cant 

share of the scientifi c output, and was 

thus included in the assessment. However, 

doctoral training was not evaluated, 

since it has just undergone a nation-wide 

international assessment2.

The University of Helsinki has 11 faculties 

and 10 research institutes independent of 

the faculties, housed on four campuses 

(Table 3). Most of the independent 

institutes concentrate on research and 

doctoral training. They are able to fl exibly 

refocus their research on emerging 

fi elds. In some, research is organized in 

programmes, allowing easy integration 

of young principal investigators. Some are 

charged with development of core facilities. 

Most of the institutes are established for a 

fi xed number of years, the continuation 

being decided according to international 

evaluation. Half of them were subjected 

to numerical assessment of the quality of 

research, and half to verbal evaluation of 

the concept (Table 3). 

The leadership of the University of Helsinki 

consists of the Chancellor, the Rector, 

four Vice-Rectors and the Administrative 

Director. The highest decision-making body 

is the University Senate. It is chaired by 

the Rector and consists of representatives 

of professors (5), staff (4), and students 

(4), as well as optional external members 

(currently 1). The Research Council of the 

University advises the decision makers on 

targeting of the university’s own assets for 

research and researcher training, and on 

science policy issues. The Research Council 

prepares the triennial research policy 

document3 , and supervises the Research 

Assessment Exercises. 

1.3. Evaluation of the quality of 
research

The aim of the University of Helsinki 

is to consolidate its position amongst 

2. PhD Training and the Knowledge-Based Society: An Evaluation of Doctoral Education in Finland. 
Publications of the Finnish Higher Education Council 1: 2006. Tammer-Paino Oy, Tampere, 2006. 
ISBN 952-206-025-9 (PDF) 
3. University of Helsinki Research Policy 2004–2006. Helsinki University Press, Helsinki, 2004. 
ISBN 952-10-2227-2 (PDF)
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TABLE 2. Academic staff of the University of Helsinki in 2004

Position n women men

Funded from core budget

Professors 524 25% 75%

Lecturers 937 57% 43%

Assistants 238 62% 38%

Funded from competitive extramural resources

Mainly Ph.D. students &  

post-doctoral researchers 1881 54% 46%

TABLE 3. Faculties and independent institutes
Independent institutes marked with a star were subject to evaluation of the concept 
only. The two last institutes are located outside of the campuses. 

Faculties     Campus    

Theology     City centre

Law      City centre

Arts      City Centre

Behavioral Sciences    City centre

Social Sciences     City centre

Medicine     Meilahti

Science      Kumpula

Pharmacy     Viikki

Biosciences     Viikki

Agriculture & Forestry    Viikki

Veterinary Medicine    Viikki

Independent institutes

Alexander Institute for Russian Studies*  City centre

Collegium for Advanced Studies*   City centre

Finnish Genome Center*    Meilahti

Department of Seismology*   Kumpula

Helsinki Institute of Physics   Kumpula

Helsinki Institute for Information Technology Kumpula

Institute of Biotechnology   Viikki

Neuroscience Center    Viikki

Museum for Natural History   Helsinki 

Institute for Rural Research and Training*   Mikkeli and Seinäjoki
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the leading multidisciplinary research 

universities in Europe4. The university 

is one of the 12 founding members the 

League of European Research Universities 

(LERU)5. The evaluators were asked to 

compare the quality of research of each 

unit, performed during 1999–2004, to that 

of similar units in European universities 

and research institutions. The units of 

assessment were to be rated numerically. 

The total number of the units was 75, 

70 of which were faculty departments and 

5 independent institutes. The research 

activities of 6 research programmes were 

assessed verbally. In addition, the concept 

of 13 independent institutes, fi eld stations 

and research networks, in total, were 

commented on verbally. Teaching was not 

included, as it was assessed three years 

earlier, separately from research. 

Nearly 150 renowned scientists, mostly 

from European universities and research 

institutions, accepted the invitation to 

participate in the Research Assessment 

Exercise. They worked in 21 panels, and 

spent one working week on site visits in 

Helsinki.

An assessment concerning the quality of 

all research in a university was conducted 

in Finland for the fi rst time in 1999, when 

the University of Helsinki underwent an 

assessment. It was our university’s own 

decision to undergo Research Assessment 

Exercises every sixth year. Two other Finnish 

universities have decided to carry out a similar 

exercise, the University of Tampere in 2004 

and the University of Jyväskylä in 2005. 

 

1.4. The third mission 

Increasing the knowledge base of mankind 

is a value per se, but it should be a moral 

obligation to transfer new knowledge for 

the benefi t of society. The revised University 

Act from August 2005 stipulates that the 

Finnish universities have, in addition to 

education and research, a third mission, 

which is broadly defi ned as “dialogue with 

society”. Interaction with society has been 

embedded in the activities of universities 

throughout times. However, commercial 

exploitation of research fi ndings is relatively 

new in research universities. 

Signifi cant innovations originate mostly 

from fundamental research. Fundamental 

research is performed in universities, and 

the basis of ground-breaking research 

is top-quality education. Thus, research 

universities are key elements in the 

innovation system, and catalysts for 

economic development. Innovations are 

mostly perceived to be research fi ndings 

that can be commercially exploited, and 

thought to concern mainly natural science, 

biomedicine and bioscience. However, 

applicable inventions can sparkle from any 

discipline. The service sector for example 

represents a domain awaiting innovations. 

Researchers especially in the humanities and 

social sciences have served as experts and 

advisors for decision makers and popularised 

4. Strategy of the University of Helsinki 2004–2006. Helsinki University Press, Helsinki, 2003. 
ISBN 952-10-0962-4
5. League of European Research Universities, see www.leru.org
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science. Furthermore, fundamental medical 

research fi ndings have been translated into 

clinical practice. 

Interaction with society as a legal obligation 

is new, and the documentation of such 

accomplishments has not necessarily been 

systematic. This is why the third mission was 

decided to be included into the Assessment 

as a pilot exercise, not to be rated 

numerically. Units of assessment were free 

to choose the activities that they judged to 

be relevant, and the evaluators were 

asked to verbally comment on them. The 

collective data will serve as an information 

base for further defi nition of the third task, 

strategies to promote valuable activities, 

and to disseminate them to decision makers 

and society. 

1.5. Motivation for the Research 
Assessment Exercise 

The political tradition in Finland has 

emphasised equality between universities. 

However, the universities are now expected 

to profi le themselves and build on existing 

and emerging strengths. The challenge 

is to increase the quality of research 

to international level and to intensify 

interactions with those utilising research 

findings. Setting priorities for research 

areas must be based on solid data. The 

Research Assessment Exercise 2005 reveals  

strengths, weaknesses and new potential in 

the research activities of the University of 

Helsinki. In addition, the evaluators have 

identifi ed progress from the 1999 Exercise, 

provided recommendations for the future, 

and addressed issues of general importance 

concerning promotion of quality research in 

a university environment. 
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2. ORGANISATION OF THE EXERCISE

2.1. Governance and fl ow chart of the 
Exercise 

The Research Council of the University of 

Helsinki was charged by the University 

Senate to supervise the Research Assessment 

Exercises. A Steering Group was appointed 

to support the process. The technical 

execution of the Exercise was carried out 

by the Evaluation Offi ce (Appendix 1). 

The assembly of research disciplines under 

21 panels, as well as the selection of the 

evaluators was prepared by the Steering 

Group and finalised by the Research 

Council for the Rector’s formal decision. 

The Terms of Reference for Panels and 

Sub-Panels (Appendix 2), Guidance for 

the Units of Assessment (Appendix 3), 

and the Submission Form (Appendix 4) 

were prepared by the Evaluation Offi ce, 

discussed by the Steering Group and 

approved by the Research Council for the 

Rector’s decision. 

A flow chart outlining the Research 

Assessment Exercise 2005 is presented in 

Table 4.

2.2. Objectives

The general objectives, as described in the 

Terms of Reference for Panels and Sub-

Panels (Appendix 2), were as follows: 

• to evaluate the quality of research 

with regard to the international level 

of research in the fi eld

• to develop the University’s research 

activities

• to offer units the opportunity to 

receive international feedback on 

their research

• learning and developing of own work 

during the evaluation process 

• follow-up since the previous evaluation 

in 1999 

2.3. Evaluation process

The quality of research was evaluated 

using peer review. External international 

evaluators reviewed the quality of research 

as compared to the European level in the 

fi eld. The unit of assessment was a faculty 

department or an independent institute. 

2.3.1. Evaluation documents 

The evaluation documents, which the units 

of assessment prepared for the evaluators 

for desk work, consisted of information 

on staff, publications, doctoral theses 

and degrees, a self-assessment exercise, 

other academic activity, collaboration 

and funding during the period 1999–2004 

(Table 5). 

The document entitled ‘Guidance for the 

units of assessment’ provided advice to the 

units for the preparation and compilation 

of the evaluation documents (Appendix 3). 

The evaluation documents were submitted 

in paper format using the Submission 

Form (Appendix 4). The time allotted for 

the units for preparing the evaluation 

documents was from November 2004 to 

February 2005. 
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May 2004 University Senate’s decision on the evaluation of the 
research in 2005. Seminar for Deans, Vice-Deans and the 
Research Council.

August 2004 Assembly of research disciplines under 21 panels.

September 2004 Selection and invitation of panel members.
Information meetings on each campus.

October 2004 Preparation and approval of Guidance for the units of 
assessment.

November 2004 Preparation and approval of evaluator’s Terms of Reference.

November 2004–
February 2005

Preparation by the units of assessment of the evaluation 
material including the self-evaluation exercise. 

March 2005 Mailing of evaluation documents to panellists for desk work.

February 2005 Preparation of programme of site visits.

May-November 2005 Site visits and writing of evaluation reports by panellists. 

November-December 
2005

Editorial work on evaluation reports. 

December 2005 Preparation of the principles of fi nancial consequences of 
the results. 

January 2006 Preparation of evaluation reports for publication. 

February 2006 University Senate’s decision on principles of rewarding 
successful units and faculties.

March 2006 Publication of reports. Seminar for university staff. 

May 2006 International seminar on evaluation of university research.

TABLE 4. Flow chart of the Research Assessment Exercise 2005 

In the self-assessment exercise, the units 

were asked to report on the implementation 

of the recommendations of the Research 

Assessment Exercise 1999, to evaluate the 

unit’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities 

and challenges, and to evaluate the 

interaction between the research of the unit 

and society. The self-assessment exercise, 

the set of the unit’s best publications, 

information on the doctoral theses and 

degrees, as well as information on other 

academic activity and collaboration were 

new components as compared to the 

Exercise in 1999.

All evaluation documents were written 

in English. Publications in any language 

were accepted. It was acknowledged that 

in some cases it is not feasible to publish 

research in languages other than Finnish 

or Swedish, the two national languages of 

the country. 

The evaluators received from each unit of 

assessment the Submission Form containing 

the evaluation documents, a selection of 

the best publications, the self-assessment, 

Key Figures and the Annual Report of the 

University of Helsinki, as well as instructions 
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for desk work. The best publications of each 

unit were mailed to all panel members, 

except for books which were mailed to two 

members only. The selected compilation of 

all publications was available on the panels’ 

working premises in Helsinki during the site 

visits. Only publications registered in the 

university’s offi cial publication database, 

JULKI, were eligible for assessment. The 

panel members also received links to the 

key websites of the University of Helsinki 

and documents on Finnish research policy. 

They were expected to study the evaluation 

documents before the site visit, and had the 

opportunity to write preliminary notes on 

the Evaluation Form, which was sent to panel 

members in electronic format. The format 

of the Evaluation Form is available in the 

form of the individual Evaluation Reports 

available on the web (see section 2.6). 

2.3.2. Research-active staff

As in 1999, all units of assessment compiled 

a list of the research-active staff. The 

research output of this staff category was 

the basis for the evaluation. The research-

active staff included senior staff such as 

professors, lecturers and docents, as well 

as post-doctoral researchers and doctoral 

students. Visiting scholars and doctoral 

students were specified in the above 

groups. It was also possible to include 

members of the technical or administrative 

staff depending on their research activity. 

According to its choice, the unit could also 

include docents and doctoral students, who 

had contributed to the research output 

of the unit but were not employed or 

otherwise funded by it. 

TABLE 5. 

Contents of the evaluation documents

1. Staff
1a. Statistics on all staff of the Unit
1b.  List of research active staff

2. Publications
2a.  Description of the research profi le
2b. Complete list of publications
2c. Selected compilation of publications
2d. The best publications

3. Doctoral theses and degrees
3a. List of doctoral theses
3b. Number of doctoral degrees

4. Self-assessment exercise
4a. Implementation of the ’99 

recommendations
4b. Evaluation of strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and challenges
4c. Interaction between the research of 

the Unit and society

5. Other academic activity and 
collaboration

5a. Visits abroad
5b. Visiting academics
5c. Invited talks
5d. Editorial and other academic 

assignments

6. Funding
6a. Funding from the budget of the 

university 
6b. External funding

7. Description of the Programme 
(concerned only the Research 
Programmes of the Faculty of 
Medicine)

8. Description of the mission and 
structure of the Unit (concerned only 
Units which will be evaluated by a 
Sub-Panel)

9. Signature of the Head of the Unit
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The most signifi cant change as compared 

to the 1999 assessment was the inclusion 

of doctoral students in the research-active 

staff. The number of research-active staff 

per unit varied considerably, between 

three and 603. The average annual 

number of research-active staff included 

in the Assessment was 4,000. Thus, the 

achievements resulting from 24,000 

person years of research work was under 

evaluation.

2.3.3. Evaluation criteria

The evaluation criteria are listed in Table 

6 and are described in detail in the Terms 

of Reference (Appendix 2). The evaluation 

was based on the evaluation documents, 

site visits and interviews. The work of 

all research-active staff listed by a unit 

was subject to the evaluation. The panel 

members had the opportunity to request 

additional information during the site visit 

and interviews. 

2.3.4. Scientifi c quality of research

The panel’s main role was to evaluate the 

quality of research. The rating was based 

on the complete list of publications, the 

selected compilation of publications, a set 

of the best publications, doctoral theses 

and other academic activity, and the site 

visit and interviews. 

The total number of publications produced 

by the research-active staff during the 

evaluation period 1999–2004, according to 

the JULKI database, was over 60,000. Of those, 

35% were published in refereed journals. 

Thus, nearly one refereed publication was 

produced per one person year of research 

work. About 2,400 publications were 

monographs and approximately 2,000 more 

were Ph.D. theses (Table 7). 

The scientifi c quality of the research was 

rated numerically using the same scale 

(1–7) as in 1999 (Table 6). In this scale, 

“international level” refers to the level 

of research in European universities and 

research institutes. The panels were asked to 

compare the quality of research performed 

during 1999–2004 to the corresponding 

European level, but not against the unit’s 

research quality in the Research Assessment 

Exercise 1999. The units of assessment 

subject to quality rating were 70 faculty 

departments (the Faculty of Pharmacy has 

no departments) and fi ve independent 

institutes. Two of the latter, Helsinki 

Institute for Information Technology and 

Helsinki Institute of Physics, are joint units 

of several universities. The research of only 

those scientists affi liated to the University 

of Helsinki was evaluated. 

The research of six programmes, 

Cardiovascular Risk Factor Research 

Program, Developmental and Reproductive 

Biology Program, Molecular Medicine 

Research Program, The Molecular and 

Cancer Biology Research Program, 

Neuroscience Research Program, and 

Rational Drug Design Program was assessed 

verbally.

2.3.5. Interaction between research and 
society

The self-assessment exercise included 

a separate section for the reporting on 

the interaction between research and 

society. The panel members were asked 

to give verbal feedback on the interaction 
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TABLE 6. Rating scale (Source: Appendix 2)

7 The majority of the submitted works are at a high 
international level and virtually all others at a good 
international level.

6 At least one third of the submitted works are at a 
high international level and many others at a good 
international level, these together comprising a clear 
majority.

5 The majority of the submitted works are at least at a 
good international level and virtually all others at a 
fair international level.

4 At least one third of the submitted works are at a 
good international level and many others at a fair 
international level, these together comprising a clear 
majority.

3 The majority of the submitted works are at least at a 
fair international level.

2 A minority of the submitted works are at a fair 
international level.

1 None, or virtually none, of the submitted works are at 
a fair international level.

High international level means work which is apt to arouse 
serious interest within international academic communities 
and which in principle could, if offered, be published by 
the leading international publishers or in the leading 
international journals with the most rigorous editorial 
standard (but irrespective of where it has actually been 
published). 

Good international level means work which is of 
undisputed relevance for international academic 
communities and which could be published by well-known 
international publishers or in well-known international 
journals (but irrespective of where it has actually been 
published).

Fair international level means work which is of possible 
relevance for international academic communities and 
which has been published abroad or by well-known 
national publishers or in well-known national journals.
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between the unit’s research and society. 

They were asked to consider activities such 

as expert tasks, popularisation of science 

and commercial and non-commercial 

application of research findings. The 

feedback was based on the evaluation 

documents and interviews. More than 600 

text books and 10,000 popularized articles 

and works were published during the 

evaluation period (Table 7). Unfortunately, 

due to the lack of systematic documentation 

of patent families, start-up companies and 

research agreements, the panellists could 

not in general comment on commercial 

application of research fi ndings. 

2.3.6. Recommendations for the future 

The panellists were asked to give comments 

and suggestions for improving the quality 

of research in the future. Key issues 

were:

• what strengths and weaknesses does 

the unit have? 

• what opportunities and challenges 

does the unit have? 

• how should the unit improve its 

performance to carry out its research 

better?

2.3.7. Evaluation of concepts 

Several units were subjected to assessment 

of their concept only. This was mostly due 

to the fact that the individual researchers’ 

output had been evaluated in the context 

of departments they were affi liated to, 

or that the unit is not research-intensive. 

Such units were 5 independent institutes 

(Table 3), as well as 5 fi eld stations and 3 

research networks (Table 8). The concepts 

were assessed by sub-panels (see section 

2.4.). The sub-panels verbally evaluated the 

mission, structure and performance of the 

TABLE 7. Publications during 1999–2004
Codes refer to the JULKI classifi cation (see Appendix 3)

Type of publication Number*

Articles in journals with referee system (B1) 21367
Articles in compilation publications or

printed conference publications (B2) 14625
Articles, surveys and editorials in 

journals without referee system, 
and articles, surveys and book reviews in
journals with referee system (B3) 6809

Articles in department series of the university (B4) 695
Popularized articles (B5) 9674
Monographs and Ph.D. dissertations (A1, A2) 4400
Monographs edited or translated by author (A3) 1575
Textbooks (A4) 619
Popularised works (A5) 400 

*Information updated on February 8, 2006
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TABLE 8. Units subjected to concept assessment only
See also Table 3.

Field stations
Hyytiälä Forestry Field Station
Kilpisjärvi Biological Station
Lammi Biological Station
Tvärminne Zoological Station
Värriö Subarctic Research Station

Research networks
European Studies
Environmental Research Centre
Urban Studies

TABLE 9. Countries of affi liation of panel members

Country  Number of panel members

Sweden   30
USA   18
United Kingdom  17
Germany  15
The Netherlands  13
Finland    13
Norway   8
Switzerland  8
France   7
Estonia   3
Italy   3
Australia  2
Canada   2
Japan   2
Austria   1
Denmark  1
Hungary  1
Ireland   1
Liechtenstein  1
Russia   1
South Africa  1 
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unit, gave feedback on the interaction with 

society, and provided recommendations for 

the future.

2.4. Evaluators and panels

The evaluators were chosen from 

suggestions obtained from the Research 

Council of the University of Helsinki, the 

four Research Councils of the Academy 

of Finland, Rectors of the League of 

European Research Universities5, as well 

as from external high-profi le scientists. To 

avoid a confl ict of interest, the university’s 

publication database (JULKI) was checked 

for possible joint publications during the 

assessment period 1999–2004 between the 

evaluator candidates and researchers of the 

units of assessment. 

The panels and the sub-panels comprised 

of a total of 148 members (Appendix 5). 

The number of members per panel varied 

from four to ten. The sub-panels consisted 

mostly of a subset of the members of the 

relevant panels. About one-third of the 

panel members (32%) and panel chairs 

(29%) were women, and 12% had served 

in the Research Assessment Exercise 1999. 

The panel members came from 21 countries 

(Table 9). 9% were from Finland, 74% 

from elsewhere in Europe and 17% from 

outside of Europe. 18% were from LERU-

universities5 . Each campus was initially 

assigned a Campus Chair, as described in 

the Terms of Reference. However, due to 

the heterogeneity of research disciplines, 

especially in the City Center campus and 

Viikki campus, this concept proved to be 

too ambitious and laborious, and was thus 

omitted. 

 

Altogether 75 units of assessment were 

grouped under 21 panels, and 19 units 

under eight sub-panels (Appendix 6). The 

number of units of assessment per panel 

varied from one to nine. All in all, the 

exercise covered 94 units of assessment.

2.5. Site visits

The panels visited Helsinki during May-

November 2005 (Table 10). The site visits 

lasted from three to fi ve days, depending 

on the number of units to be assessed. 

On the fi rst day the Vice-Rector gave the 

panellists a general introduction to the 

Finnish university system, the University 

of Helsinki and the Research Assessments 

Exercise. The Deans, Vice-Deans or Directors 

of independent institutes then presented 

their units, whereafter the Coordinator 

of the Evaluation Office discussed the 

Terms of Reference and the evaluation 

criteria. The Panel Chairs were briefed by 

the Coordinator or Planning Offi cer on 

the programme and contents of the site 

visit, and the preparation of the evaluation 

report. 

During the site visit to the premises of the 

units, the panels met Heads of units, Deans 

and Vice-Deans, professors, lecturers, post-

doctoral researchers, visiting scholars from 

abroad, and doctoral students. About 

15% of the time allotted to each unit of 

assessment was reserved for general issues, 

and the rest was devoted to questions and 

answers. The issues that were discussed 

are presented in the Terms of Reference 

(Appendix 2, section 5.3). The list of issues 

was not intended to be exhaustive and 

other issues were welcome. Post-doctoral 
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Week
no.

Dates
Year 2005

Panel 
Field of Science

Panel 
Field of Science

19 May 9–13 Panel 1
Biomedicine and Forensic 
Medicine

20 May 16–20 Panel 2
Biosciences

22 May 30–June 3 Panel 3
Astronomy and Physics

23 June 6–10 Panel 4
Philosophy, Classical Philology, 
Women’s Studies

35 August 29–
September 2

Panel 5
Arts and Culture

Panel 6
History

36 September 5–9 Panel 7 
Clinical Medicine, Dentistry and 
Public Health

Panel 8 
Finnish Language and 
General Linguistics 

37 September 
12–16

Panel 9
Education

38 September 
19–23

Panel 10
Psychology and Speech Sciences

Panel 11
Mathematics, Statistics 
and Computer Science

39 September 
26–30

Panel 12
Chemistry

40 October 3–7 Panel 13
Law

Panel 14
Geography and 
Geology

41 October 10–14 Panel 15
Social Sciences

Panel 16
Foreign Languages and 
Swedish

42 October 17–21 Panel 17
Theology

Panel 18
Pharmacy

43 October 24–28 Panel 19
Veterinary Medicine

Panel 20
Forestry and Economics

45 November 7–11 Panel 21
Agricultural Sciences and Food 
Sciences

TABLE 10. Schedule of site visits
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researchers and doctoral students were 

interviewed in the absence of other staff, 

which was a new component as compared 

to the site visits in 1999. The evaluators 

interviewed all in all more than 1,700 

persons. 

The panels had the opportunity to visit 

working premises of the units of assessment, 

core facilities and other infrastructure, as 

well as libraries and laboratories. In addition 

to the four campuses in Helsinki, site visits 

were organised outside of Helsinki, to 

the Department of Translation Studies in 

Kouvola, to the Department of Ecological 

and Environmental Sciences in Lahti and to 

the Saari Unit of the Faculty of Veterinary 

Medicine in Mäntsälä. The representatives 

of fi eld stations and the Ruralia Institute, 

which are located far from Helsinki, were 

interviewed in Helsinki. The schedules of 

one site visit per campus are presented in 

Appendix 7 as examples.

2.6. Evaluation reports

The outcome of the evaluation is presented 

in the Evaluation Reports. The panels 

produced one consensus report for each 

unit of assessment, using the Evaluation 

Forms they had already available for 

desk work. In addition to answers to the 

questions presented in the Evaluation Form, 

the panels described their fi ndings and 

recommendations. Several panels chose to 

write general remarks in an introductory 

section.

The panel members fi nalised the reports 

during the site visit in Helsinki, and approved 

the fi nal version by e-mail correspondence, 

under the supervision of the panel chair. 

The reports were edited by the Coordinator 

and the Planning Offi cers. All Evaluation 

Reports and ratings were confi dential until 

publication. 

The individual Evaluation Reports of the 

units of assessment, together with this 

document, were published on 1 March, 

2006 at www.helsinki.fi /research2005. 

The Evaluation Reports are available only 

in electronic format.
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3. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

3.1. Summary of ratings of quality of 
research

The rating of each unit of assessment in 

2005 and 1999 is shown in Table 11. Please 

note that changes in the department 

structures have been carried out during 

the assessment period. Since 1999, several 

departments have merged and some new 

units have been established, as described 

in the footnotes to Table 11. In 1999 the 

number of units, the research quality of 

which was assessed, was 115, whereas in 

2005 it was 75. 

3.2. Comparison of results of 2005 
and 1999 

The percentage of the grades in 1999 and 

2005 are shown in Fig. 2. In 1999, 15% of the 

units got the maximum grade, 7. In 2005, 

27% of the units obtained the maximum 

grade. The average grade in 1999 was 4.6, 

whereas in 2005 it was 5.8. 

As many as 29 units improved their rating 

from 1999 (Fig. 3, dots above the diagonal 

line), whereas six units got a lower grade 

than in 1999 (dots below the line). 31 

units obtained the same grade as in 1999 

(groups of dots on the line). Seven units 

improved from 6 to 7. Five units improved 

from 4 to 6, and one from 3 to 6. The total 

number of each grade is given above the 

blue columns in Fig. 2. It should be noted 

that heterogeneity of research quality in 

large units is problematic. Though large 

units may have outstanding researchers, 

less successful groups lower the average 

grade. 
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Unit of assessment Grade
2005

Grade
1999

City Centre Campus
Faculty of Theology

- Department of Biblical Studies (27) 7 7

- Department of Church History (19) 6 5

- Department of Comparative Religion (17) 5 5

- Department of Practical Theology (24) 5 5

- Department of Orthodoxy and East European Church Studies (3) 5 5

- Department of Systematic Theology (26) 7 7

Faculty of Law

- Department of Criminal Law, Juridical Procedure and General Jurisprudential 
Studies (46)

5 5

- Department of Private Law (53) 6 5

- Department of Public Law (18) 5 5

- The Erik Castrén Institute of International Law and Human Rights (6) 7 a)

Faculty of Arts

- Department of Philosophy (39) 6 7

- Christina Institute for Women’s Studies (9) 6 a)

- Department of Classical Philology (24) 7 7

- Institute for Art Research (69) 6b) b)

- Institute for Cultural Research (27) 6 c)

- Department of History (40) 6 5

- Renvall Institute for Area and Cultural Studies (31) 5 5

- Department of Finnish (31) 7 7

- Department of Finno-Ugrian Studies (9) 6 4

- Department of General Linguistics (12) 5 5

- Department of Translation Studies (14) 4 2

- Department of English (38) 7 7

- Department of German (17) 6 4

- Department of Romance Languages (11) 6 3

- Department of Scandinavian Languages and Literature (20) 6 f)

- Department of Slavonic and Baltic Languages and Literatures (27) 7 6

- Institute for Asian and African Studies (20) 7 6

Faculty of Social Sciences

- Department of Communication (15) 5 3

- Department of Political Science (33) 6 4

- Department of Social Policy (25) 5 5

TABLE 11. Grades for quality of research of units of assessment 
The numbers in parentheses indicate the average annual number of research-
active staff, as given by the unit. Please see footnotes for changes in structures of 
departments. 
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- Department of Social Psychology (11) 6 6

- Department of Sociology (76) 6 6

- Department of Social Science History (33) 6 6

- Department of Economics (49) 6 6

- Department of Social and Moral Philosophy (30) 5 7

- Institute of Development Studies (15) 5 4

- Swedish School of Social Science (19) 5 e)

Faculty of Behavioural Sciences

- Department of Applied Sciences of Education (67) 5 5

- Department of Education (63) 7 5

- Department of Home Economics and Craft Science (16) 5 a)

- Department of Psychology (56) 7 7

- Department of Speech Sciences (13) 4 4d)

Kumpula Campus
Faculty of Science

- Department of Astronomy (26) 7 6

- Department of Physical Sciences (123) 7 6

- Department of Chemistry (154) 6 6

- Department of Mathematics and Statistics (82) 7 g)

- Department of Computer Science (92) 7 7

- Department of Geography (25) 5 4

- Department of Geology (59) 6 6

Independent institutes

- Helsinki Institute for Information Technology (14) 7 a)

- Helsinki Institute of Physics (45) 7 6

Meilahti Campus
Faculty of Medicine

- Haartman Institute (230) 5 h)

- Institute of Biomedicine (114) 5 i)

- Department of Forensic Medicine (24) 6 6

- Institute of Clinical Medicine (603) 6 j)

- Institute of Dentistry (34) 6 6

- Department of Public Health (93) 6 7

Viikki Campus
Faculty of Agriculture and Forestry

- Department of Forest Ecology (30) 7 7

- Department of Forest Economics (13) 5 4

- Department of Forest Resource Management (33) 6 6

- Department of Economics and Management (27) 4 3

- Department of Agrotechnology (7) 4 2n)

- Department of Animal Science (17) 4 4
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- Department of Applied Biology (47) 6 o)

- Department of Applied Chemistry and Microbiology (87) 7 6

- Department of Food Technology (25) 6 5

Faculty of Biosciences

- Department of Biological and Environmental Sciences (338) 5 k)

- Department of Ecological and Environmental Sciences (15) 4 5

Faculty of Pharmacy

- Faculty of Pharmacy (80) 4 4m)

Faculty of Veterinary Medicine

- Department of Basic Veterinary Sciences (25) 5 4

- Department of Clinical Veterinary Sciences (53) 6 4

- Department of Food and Environmental Hygiene (26) 7 6

Independent institutes

- Finnish Museum of Natural History (46) 3 l)

- Institute of Biotechnology (181) 7 7

- Neuroscience Center (38) 6 a)

a) The unit was not evaluated or rated in 1999.

b) The units under the Institute for Art Research were evaluated separately in 1999 (Aesthetics 6, Art History 5, 
Comparative Literature 5, Finnish Literature 4, Musicology 7, Theatre Research 3). Finnish Literature moved to 
the Department of Finnish in 2005. For this reason, Finnish Literature was rated separately in this exercise, and 
obtained the grade 6. 

c) The units under the Institute for Cultural Research were evaluated separately in 1999 (Archaeology 5, 
Ethnology 5, Folklore 6, Cultural Anthropology 5).

d) Department of Phonetics in 1999. The Department of Speech Sciences is new.

e) Social Science (4), and Politics and Communication Studies (3) were evaluated separately in 1999.

f) Languages (6) and Literature (3) were evaluated separately in 1999.

g) Mathematics (7) and Statistics (4) were evaluated separately in 1999.

h) Bacteriology and Immunology (5), Virology (6), Pathology (6), Medical Genetics (7) and the Transplantation 
Laboratory (5) were evaluated separately in 1999.

i) Anatomy (5), Pharmacology and Toxicology (4), Physiology (6) and Medical Chemistry (5) were evaluated 
separately in 1999.

j) Diagnostics and Therapeutics (6), Dermatology and Venereology (6), Surgery (5), Hospital for Children 
and Adolescents (6), Obstetrics and Gynaecology (6), Neurosciences (6), Phsychiatry (5), Ophthalmology and 
Otorhinolaryngology (5), Medicine (6), Oncology (5) and General Practice and Primary Health Care (3) were 
evaluated separately in 1999.

k) The structure of the department is new. In 1999 Biosciences (5), Ecology and Systematics (5) and Limnology 
and Environmental Protection (4) were evaluated separately.

l) Botanical Museum (3), Zoological Museum (4) and Dating Laboratory (5) were evaluated separately in 1999.

m) Department of Pharmacy in 1999.

n) Department of Agricultural Engineering and Household Technology in 1999.

o) The structure of the department is new. In 1999, Applied Zoology (5), Plant Biology (3) and Plant 
Production (4) were evaluated separately.
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FIGURE 2. Percentage of grades 
(1–7) in Research Assessment Exercise 
1999 (open columns) and in 2005 (blue 
columns). The fi gures above the open 
columns indicate the number of units 
which got the indicated grade in 2005.

FIGURE 3. Comparison of grades 
obtained by the units of assessment in 
1999 and 2005 
Each dot represents one unit of 
assessment. In each group of dots, 
all units have obtained the same 
combination of grades in 1999 and 2004. 
For instance the top left group of 9 dots 
represents nine units, which all had 
obtained a 7 in both assessments. The 
units above the diagonal line improved 
their grade in 2005, while those below 
the line got a lower grade in 2005 than 
in 1999. The units on the diagonal 
line received the same grade in both 
assessments. Please note that several 
units have been merged since 1999. In 
these cases the 1999 grade is the average 
grade of the merged units (see footnotes 
of Table 11). 
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4. FINANCIAL REWARDS 

The University Senate decided in February 

2006 the principles of the financial 

consequences of the results of the Research 

Assessment Exercise 2005. The principles 

were based on the recommendations of the 

Research Council of the university. 

The units of assessment that received the 

highest grade, 7, will be rewarded with 

an annual bonus for each of six years 

(2007–2012). The units which had improved 

their grade to 6 from 4 or 3, also will be 

rewarded, but for three years (2007–2009). 

Six best faculties, according to the weighted 

average of the grades obtained by their 

units, will be rewarded during 2007–2009. 

The faculties have to use the resource to 

promote quality research.

 

The total reward sum targeted directly to 

the units of assessment will be EUR 2 million 

annually. The amount of the reward per 

unit is relative to the number of research-

active staff during the evaluation period 

1999–2004, and varies between 30,000 

and 300,000 (Table 12). The total reward 

sum for the faculties will be EUR 1 million 

per year. The reward will be relative to 

the number of research-active staff of the 

faculty, excluding the staff of the directly 

rewarded units (Table 13). The rewards 

will be paid from the private funds of the 

university. 
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TABLE 12. The units of assessment to be rewarded during the indicated years

Unit Years

City Centre campus
Department of Biblical Studies 2007–2012
Department of Systematic Theology 2007–2012
Erik Castrén Institute of International Law and Human Rights 2007–2012
Department of Classical Philology 2007–2012
Finnish Literature* 2007–2009
Department of Finnish 2007–2012
Department of Finno-Ugrian Studies 2007–2009
Department of English 2007–2012
Department of German 2007–2009
Department of Romance Languages 2007–2009
Department of Slavonic and Baltic Languages and Literature 2007–2012
Institute of Asian and African Studies 2007–2012
Department of Political Science 2007–2009
Department of Education 2007–2012
Department of Psychology 2007–2012 

Kumpula campus 
Department of Astronomy 2007–2012
Department of Physical Sciences 2007–2012
Department of Mathematics and Statistics 2007–2012
Department of Computer Science 2007–2012
Helsinki Institute of Physics 2007–2012
Helsinki Institute for Information Technology 2007–2012

Viikki campus
Department of Forest Ecology 2007–2012
Department of Applied Biology 2007–2009
Department of Applied Chemistry and Microbiology 2007–2012
Department of Clinical Veterinary Sciences 2007–2009
Department of Food and Environmental Hygiene 2007–2012
Institute of Biotechnology 2007–2012

*) Finnish Literature was rated though it was part of the Institute of Art Research in 1999–2004. 
This was due to the fact that it has been moved to the Department of Finnish in 2005.
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TABLE 13. Weighted average grades of faculties 
The numbers in parentheses indicate the average annual 
number of research-active staff. The weighted average 
grade was calculated as follows. For each unit of the faculty, 
the number of research-active staff was multiplied with the 
grade. The sum of the products was divided by the total 
number of research-active staff of the faculty. For results in 
1999, please see http://notes.helsinki.fi /researcheval. 

Faculty Weighted average grade

Science (561) 6.53
Arts (438)  6.16
Theology (116) 6.08
Behavioral Sciences (215) 6.05
Veterinary Medicine (104) 6.01
Agriculture and Forestry (286) 6.01
Medicine (1098) 5.69
Social Sciences (306) 5.66
Law (123) 5.53
Biosciences (353) 4.96
Pharmacy (80) 4.00
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5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Since the Research Assessment Exercise 

1999, the University of Helsinki has 

undergone a signifi cant restructuring. The 

dispersed departments were concentrated 

onto four campuses, and a number of units 

were merged. The mergers have resulted in 

a higher critical mass in the departments, 

and cohabitation on the campuses has 

catalysed collaboration and sharing of 

large infrastructure. Since the Research 

Assessment Exercise 1999, the units 

throughout the university appear to have 

adopted the culture of systematic external 

assessments, and have followed the 

recommendations of the evaluators. All this 

has evidently resulted in an improvement 

in the quality of research in the University 

of Helsinki. In the case of 27% of the units 

of assessment, the majority of the works 

submitted for the evaluation was judged 

to be at a high international level. 

The evaluators of the 2005 Exercise have 

given recommendations to the units, and 

have also provided valuable advice to the 

university’s leadership on issues concerning 

enabling of internationally competitive 

research. They have addressed key issues 

such as structures that best foster quality 

research, academic career elements 

attracting young investigators to research, 

the significance of state-of-the-art 

infrastructure and strategic alliances, equal 

opportunities, as well as the importance of 

strong and committed leadership.

It is now up to the leaders of the units, 

faculties and the university to implement 

the recommendations in order to develop 

a strong research policy for the University 

of Helsinki.
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APPENDIX 1. Research Council, Steering Group and Evaluation Offi ce

Research Council of the University of Helsinki 2004–2006 
Vice-Rector Marja Makarow (Chair), Applied Biochemistry and Molecular Biology
Professor Risto Alapuro, Sociology (January 2004 – August 2005)
Professor Marja Airaksinen, Social Pharmacy
Professor Eila Helander, Church and Social Studies
Professor Katri Huitu, Particle Physics
Professor Marja-Liisa Hänninen, Environmental Hygiene
Professor Urpo Kangas, Civil Law & Family and Inheritance Law
(from September, 2004)
Professor Pauli Kettunen, Political History (from August 1, 2005)
Professor Mikael Knip, Pediatrics
Professor Hanna Kokko, Animal Ecology
Academy professor Markku Leskelä, Inorganic Chemistry
M.A. Tiina Metso, History (doctoral student) 
Docent Panu Minkkinen, Jurisprudence (January – July, 2004)
Professor Terttu Nevalainen, English Philology
M.Sc. Walter Rydman, Physics (doctoral student)
Professor Juha Sihvola, Collegium for Advanced Studies (from August, 2005)
Professor Hannu Simola, Sociology of Education
Professor Kaarlo Tuori, Jurispridence (January – August, 2004)
Professor Hely Tuorila, Sensory food science
Dr. Sipo Vanhanen (Secretary), Senior Planning Offi cer
 
Steering Group of the Research Assessment Exercise 2005
Professor Marja Makarow, Chair 
Professor Arto Mustajoki, Member
Head of Research Services Dr. Heikki Mäkipää, Member (June – December, 2004)
Head of Research Services Mr. Heikki Kallasvaara, Member (January – December 
Director of Department of Development Ms. Ulla Mansikkamäki, Administrative 
Advisor

Evaluation Offi ce 
Dr. Katri Haila*, Coordinator (April 2004 – March 2006)
Mr. Ruurik Holm**, Planning Offi cer (September 2004 – March 2006)
Ms. Reetta Niemelä, Planning Offi cer (August – November, 2005)
Ms. Saara Paatero-Burtsov, Project Secretary (November 2004 – September 2005)
Ms. Maria Colliander, Project Secretary (August – December, 2005)

*Absent from the evaluation of the Department of Applied Chemistry and Microbiology 

**Absent from the evaluation of the Department of Philosophy 
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APPENDIX 2. Terms of Reference

Terms of Reference for Panels and Sub-Panels
This document sets out the standard Terms of Reference applicable for all Panels 
and Sub-Panels. The contents of this document are relevant to all Campus Chairs, 
Panel Chairs, Panel members, Sub-Panel members, and to the units of assessment. 
This document should be read in conjunction with the Guidance for the units 
of assessment which will be used by the units of assessment (hereafter referred 
to as the unit) in preparing their evaluation documents. The unit refers to the 
department, institute, research station, research programme or network whose 
research is to be evaluated. 

1. Background and purpose
The University of Helsinki has eleven faculties which are located on four campuses: 
Faculties of Arts, Behavioural Sciences, Law, Social Sciences, and Theology on 
the City Centre Campus, Faculty of Sciences on the Kumpula Campus, Faculty 
of Medicine on the Meilahti Campus, and Faculties of Agriculture and Forestry, 
Biosciences, Pharmacy, and Veterinary Medicine on the Viikki Campus. The 
University has 38,000 undergraduate students and 7,300 staff. Research and 
researcher training are particularly prominent activities in the profi le of the 
University. The University of Helsinki is a member of the League of European 
Research Universities (LERU). LERU was founded in 2002 as an association of twelve 
research-intensive universities sharing the values of high-quality teaching within an 
environment of internationally competitive research.

As a part of its strategy, the University has decided to carry out the evaluation 
of all its research every six years. The fi rst research assessment exercise was done 
in 1999. The University of Helsinki has included qualitative criteria in addition to 
quantitative criteria in the internal model for allocation of funds. 

The present evaluation of the research of the University of Helsinki is due in 2005 
as approved by the University Senate on 19 May 2004. The evaluation combines 
an external assessment by international Evaluation Panels with an internal self-
assessment exercise. The purpose of the evaluation is to support the development 
of research in future. The main objectives of the external evaluation are: to examine 
the quality of the research of the units during 1999–2004, and to advise how to 
develop the University’s research in the future. The results of the external evaluation 
of the quality of research will have an effect on the funds within the University. 

2. Organisation 
On 19 May 2004, the University Senate approved the agenda for the research policy 
including the evaluation of the research in 2005. According to the Rector’s decision 
on the procedure (21 June 2004, 2004:139), the documents such as the list of Panel 
groupings, the list of invited Panel members and Terms of Reference, which are 
drafted by the Coordinator, have been discussed by the Executive Group and the 
Scientifi c Board and approved by the Rector. 
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On 21 June 2004, the Rector appointed an Executive Group, chaired by Vice-Rector 
Marja Makarow, to support the execution of the evaluation. The other Executive 
Group members are Director Ulla Mansikkamäki, Professor Arto Mustajoki and Dr. 
Heikki Mäkipää. 

The evaluation process is operationally coordinated by the Evaluation Offi ce 
based at the Department for Strategic Planning and Development. Dr. Katri Haila 
was appointed as a Coordinator (April 2004–March 2006), Mr. Ruurik Holm as a 
Planning Offi cer (September 2004–March 2006) and Ms. Saara Paatero-Burtsov as a 
Project Secretary (November 2004–March 2006). The Coordinator and the Planning 
Offi cer are available to answer questions regarding the evaluation process, and to 
assist the Evaluation Panels in meetings, site visits and in preparing the evaluation 
report, and editing of the fi nal evaluation report. The duties of the Project 
Secretary are to compile the evaluation documents, organise the site visits and 
provide administrative support.

3. International Evaluation Panels
The external evaluation will be carried out by 21 international Panels of 
independent high-level experts. The departments, independent research institutes, 
research stations and networks of the University will be evaluated by 21 Evaluation 
Panels (hereafter referred to as the Panels) and eight Sub-Panels (Rector’s decision 
on 23 August 2004). The list of Panel groupings and the units of assessment is 
presented in Appendix 1. 

The University has invited four renowned scientists to act as a responsible chair of 
each campus. The Campus Chairs are: Dr. Tim Hunt (Cancer Research UK, UK) at 
the Viikki Campus, Professor Endel Lippmaa (National Institute of Chemical Physics 
and Biophysics, Estonia) at the Kumpula Campus, Professor Martha Nussbaum 
(University of Chicago, USA) at the City Centre Campus and Professor Hans Wigzell 
(Karolinska Institute, Sweden) at the Meilahti Campus. The Campus Chairs act also 
as a chair of a Panel. The additional role of the Campus Chairs is to discuss with 
other Panel Chairs in order to adopt a broadly similar approach. Panel members 
have been invited from the list of nominations of the Scientifi c Board of the 
University, the Rectors of the LERU Universities, the Academy of Finland and the 
Campus Chairs. 

4. Objectives of the evaluation
The purpose of this exercise is to evaluate the quality of the research of the 
University of Helsinki (1999–2004) and to provide recommendations for the future. 

The evaluation has objectives as follows: 

• to evaluate the quality of research with regard to the international level of 

research in the fi eld

• to develop the University’s research activities

• to offer units the opportunity to receive international feedback on their 

research
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• learning and developing of own work during the evaluation process 

• follow-up since the previous evaluation in 1999 

5. Evaluation criteria
The basic unit to be evaluated by the Panels is a department or an independent 
research institute of the University (Appendix 1). Panels are asked to give: 1) a 
numerical rating and a written statement of the quality of the research (Section 
5.1), 2) a written feedback about the interaction between research and society 
(Section 5.2) and 3) recommendations for the future (Section 5.3). 

The Sub-Panels do not rate the scientifi c quality of research (Section 5.4), but give a 
written statement about the mission, structure and performance of the unit.

The Panel should reach a collective decision based on the Panel discussions. Panels 
should ensure that the evaluation takes into account all of the relevant material 
available to the panel. 

Throughout this document the evaluation documents are mentioned only in brief. 
For the full description of the research active staff and the evaluation documents 
please see the Guidance for the units of assessment which will be used by the units 
in preparing their evaluation documents.

5.1 Scientifi c quality of the research
The Panel’s main role is to evaluate the quality of research. The Panels motivate 
their numerical ratings in written statements which are written on the Evaluation 
Form. The written statements should be consistent with the numerical ratings. 
The quality rating is based on the following evaluation documents: complete list 
of publications, the selected compilation of publications, the sample of the best 
publications, doctoral theses and other academic activity. The panel members will 
have the opportunity to complete this information during the site visit. All research, 
whether basic or applied should be given equal weight.

The quality rating must refl ect the work of all of the research active staff listed 
in a unit. Panels should consider that a unit listing excellent researchers alongside 
others whose output appears to be low or non-existent, may receive a lower 
quality rating than if it had submitted only its demonstrably excellent staff. 

• Scientifi c publications in Finnish and Swedish. Panels will need to consider that 
in some cases it is not feasible to publish the results of research in languages 
other than Finnish or Swedish, which are the offi cial languages of Finland. These 
publications may still provide evidence of international excellence if they can be 
compared favourably with similar studies in other countries. Thus, the publications 
in Finnish or Swedish should not have a negative effect upon the rating as such. In 
case the limited international interest in a particular output is due to a real lack of 
depth and originality, it should be refl ected in the rating awarded.
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The Panels are encouraged to use the whole scale. The highest ranking should 
not be given unless the Panel concludes that the unit represents international 
excellence and is one of the top European departments or institutes in the fi eld.

The same rating scale (1–7) as in 1999 will be used. In this scale, “international 
level” refers to the level of research in a European institute. The following rating 
scale and accompanying descriptions will be used: 

7 The majority of the submitted works are at a high international level and virtually 
all others at a good international level.

6 At least one third of the submitted works are at a high international level and 
many others 
at a good international level, these together comprising a clear majority.

5 The majority of the submitted works are at least at a good international level and 
virtually all others at a fair international level.

4 At least one third of the submitted works are at a good international level and 
many others 
at a fair international level, these together comprising a clear majority.

3 The majority of the submitted works are at least at a fair international level.

2 A minority of the submitted works are at a fair international level.

1 None, or virtually none, of the submitted works are at a fair international level.

High international level means work which is apt to arouse serious interest within 
international academic communities and which in principle could, if offered, be 
published by the leading international publishers or in the leading international 
journals with the most rigorous editorial standard (but irrespective of where it has 
actually been published). 

Good international level means work which is of undisputed relevance for 
international academic communities and which could be published by well-known 
international publishers or in well-known international journals (but irrespective of 
where it has actually been published).

Fair international level means work which is of possible relevance for international 
academic communities and which has been published abroad or by well-known 
national publishers or in well-known national journals.

• Scientifi c quality of the Research Programmes of the Faculty of Medicine are 
evaluated according to the scale above without a numerical result. 
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5.2 Interaction between research and society
As a pilot exercise, the Panel is asked to write feedback about the interaction 
between the unit’s research and society. The feedback is based on all evaluation 
documents and interviews. In addition to scientifi c publications, the Panel should 
consider other activities such as expert tasks, popularised works and patenting. The 
statement about the interaction between the research and society will be written 
on the Evaluation Form. The Panel is asked to discuss the interaction between the 
unit’s research and society from the relevant aspects.

5.3 Panel’s recommendations for the future
Panel is asked to provide recommendations on the future development of the unit. 
Panel will need to consider that the recommendations are focused on the unit, not 
on the research groups or single researchers. The recommendations are written on 
the Evaluation Form. 

Key issues to be addressed are:

• what strengths and weaknesses does the unit have? 

• what opportunities and challenges does the unit have? 

• how should the unit improve its performance to carry out its research better?

The Panel will provide recommendations on 

• research - both single disciplinary and interdisciplinary research

• development of research environment and infrastructure 

• research active staff

• the role of doctoral/post-doctoral training in research

• other issues

5.4 Sub-Panels
The units of assessment are typically interdisciplinary research environments. Sub-
Panels (Appendix 1) are asked to give: 1) a written statement about the mission, 
structure and performance of the independent research institutes, networks 
or research stations (Section 5.4), 2) a written feedback about the interaction 
between the research and society (Section 5.2) and 3) recommendations for the 
future (Section 5.3). The evaluation is based on all evaluation documents (complete 
list of publications, the selected compilation of publications, doctoral theses, other 
academic activity and self-evaluation exercise), site visits and interviews. Sub-Panels 
do not rate the scientifi c quality of research. The statement will be written on the 
Evaluation Form.

The Sub-Panel should reach a collective decision based on the Sub-Panel 
discussions. Sub-Panels should ensure that the evaluation takes into account all of 
the relevant material available to the Sub-Panel. 
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6. Tasks, responsibilities and working arrangements of the 
Panels and Sub-Panels
In conducting the expert evaluation the Panel members and Sub-Panel members 
will base their examination on desk research at home and site visits in Helsinki. 
All evaluation documents are provided by the Evaluation Offi ce. For the full 
description of the research active staff and the evaluation documents please 
see the Guidance for the units of assessment which will be used by the units of 
assessment in preparing their evaluation documents.

6.1 Desk research
Desk research will be performed before the site visit. The material includes 

• facts of the research active staff of the unit 

• complete list of publications 

• selected compilation of original publications 

• sample of the best publications 

• list of doctoral theses and abstracts of the theses

• self-assessment exercise of the unit 

• previous research assessment exercise of the University of Helsinki (1999)

6.2 Site visits and interviews
A sample of researchers representing various phases of the researcher career will be 
interviewed during the site visit:

• Heads of Units, Deans, Vice-Deans (research) 

• Professors, University Lecturers, post-doctoral researchers, visiting scholars 

from abroad

• Doctoral students

The panel specifi c timetable will be provided by the Evaluation Offi ce. The Panel 
Chairs will receive an additional outline for the site visits. 

6.3 Confi dentiality
The Panel member undertakes not to make use of and not to divulge to third 
parties any non-public facts, information, knowledge, documents or other matters 
communicated to him/her or brought to his/her attention in the performance 
of the evaluation. The evaluation and the ratings are confi dential until the fi nal 
summary evaluation report is published.

6.4 Confl ict of interest
The Panel members are required to declare a confl ict of interest. The Panel member 
is disqualifi ed if the impartiality is endangered. If the Panel member is contacted 
by anyone from the unit of assessment, please discuss the issue with the Evaluation 
Offi ce. 
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6.5 Evaluation report and publicity 
The evaluation report is written on the Evaluation Form. The form is based on the 
evaluation criteria used by the University of Helsinki. 

• Panel will provide an evaluation report of each assessed unit including the 

main recommendations by the end of the site visit in Helsinki. 

• Evaluation reports will be edited by the Coordinator/Planning Offi cer, to 

permit the Panel to correct any factual errors. The Panel Chair confi rms and 

signs the fi nal report by two weeks after the site visit.  

• All evaluation reports and ratings are confi dential until publication. All 

evaluation reports and the fi nal summary report of the exercise 2005 will be 

published at the same time. 

• Evaluation reports will be published in the Publications of the University of 

Helsinki in electronic form (www.helsinki.fi ).

7. Timetable

May 2004 Planning of the evaluation process starts.

August and October 
2004

The Vice-Rector and Coordinator meet the Campus Chairs 
(Panels 1–4) and discuss the evaluation process.

August 2004 The Executive Group and the Scientifi c Board discuss 
the Panel groupings. The Rector approves the Panel 
groupings.

September 2004 Panel members are identifi ed. The Executive Group and 
the Scientifi c Board discuss the panel members. The Rector 
approves the panel members to be invited.

October 2004 Terms of Reference is prepared by the Coordinator 
and approved by the Rector. Guidance for the units of 
assessment is prepared by the Planning Offi cer.

November 2004–
February 2005

Rector’s decision on the fi nal memberships of the Panels 
and Sub-Panels.
Preparation of the evaluation material including the self-
evaluation exercise by the units on the campuses. The 
Evaluation Offi ce collects and compiles the material to the 
Panels.

March–May 2005 Panels’ desk (home) work with the evaluation documents.

May–June 2005 Panels 1–4 visit Helsinki. Site visits, interviews and report 
preparation.

September–November 
2005

Panels 5–21 visit Helsinki. Site visits, interviews and report 
preparation. 

September–November 
2005

The Scientifi c Board makes a proposal for the University 
Senate how the results of the exercise will be used in the 
University’s internal model for the allocation of funds. 

December 2005–
January 2006

The Coordinator and the Planning Offi cer prepare the 
fi nal summary report.

February 2006 Copy proof of the fi nal summary report. 

February–March 2006 The fi nal summary report, evaluation reports and ratings 
will be released at a public seminar. Implementation of 
the evaluation starts.
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8. Funds 
The evaluation is funded by the University of Helsinki. The University of Helsinki 
will pay an expert fee to the Campus Chairs, Panel Chairs and Panel Members. 
All travel expenses related to panels’ visits and accommodation in Finland will 
be covered or reimbursed by the University of Helsinki. The coordination of the 
evaluation is funded by the University of Helsinki.
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APPENDIX 3. Guidance for the units of assessment

How to prepare the evaluation documents
This document provides detailed guidance for the units of assessment about the 
submission of the evaluation documents. For further information concerning the 
Research Assessment Exercise 2005 please see: http://www.helsinki.fi /evaluation/
research2005/.

In the sequel, “Unit” refers to the unit of assessment and “Evaluation Offi ce” to the 
coordination offi ce of the evaluation. For the list of panels and units of assessment 
under each panel, see (Rector’s decision 167: 2004): http://www.helsinki.fi /
evaluation/research2005/tiedote300804.htm.

English is the working language of the evaluation because most of the panel 
members come from abroad. This means that all evaluation documents should 
be written in English, with the exception of publications, which can be in any 
language. Most panels will have a member with a good command of Finnish and 
Swedish; this will especially be the case in such fi elds where many publications are 
written in Finnish or Swedish. 

All the evaluation documents come for the exclusive use of the panel members.

The written evaluation documents are to be submitted in paper format using 
the Submission Form attached to these instructions. A short summary about the 
required information can be found below, followed by more detailed descriptions. 
The Submission Form should be submitted in ten (10) copies. The publications 
mentioned in the section 2c below should be submitted as appendices to the 
Submission Form, in two (2) copies. The publications mentioned in the section 2d 
below should also be submitted as appendices to the Submission Form, but in ten 
(10) copies. 

All the evaluation documents should be sent from the Unit to the Evaluation Offi ce 
(see the address below). The documents will be sent to the panel members in 
the form they are received from the Unit. The panel members will receive all the 
evaluation documents from the Evaluation Offi ce.

The deadline for submitting the Submission Form and appendices is February 28, 
2005. The documents shall be sent by mail to the following address:

Projektisihteeri Saara Paatero-Burtsov
HY tutkimuksen arviointi 2005

PL 4 (Fabianinkatu 24)
00014 Helsingin yliopisto

For further information concerning the submission of the evaluation documents, 
please contact (preferably by telephone) Ruurik Holm, tel. 191 21757, or Katri Haila, 
tel. 191 21721.
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I. Summary of the evaluation documents

1. Staff
1a. Statistics on all staff of the Unit
1b. List of research active staff

2. Publications
2a. Description of the research profi le
2b. Complete list of publications
2c. Selected compilation of publications
2d. The best publications

3. Doctoral theses and degrees
3a. List of doctoral theses
3b. Number of doctoral degrees

4. Self-assessment exercise
4a. Implementation of the ’99 recommendations
4b. Evaluation of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and challenges
4c. Interaction between the research of the Unit and society

5. Other academic activity and collaboration
5a. Visits abroad
5b. Visiting academics
5c. Invited talks
5d. Editorial and other academic assignments

6. Funding
6a. Funding from the budget of the university 
6b. External funding

7. Description of the Programme (concerns only the Research Programmes of the 
Faculty of Medicine)

8. Description of the mission and structure of the Unit (concerns only Units which 
will be evaluated by a Sub-Panel)

9. Signature of the Head of the Unit
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II. Detailed instructions 

1. Staff
1a. Statistics on all the staff of the Unit during the period 1999–2004. The names 
of staff members do not have to be listed here; it is enough to provide numbers of 
the staff members belonging to the following categories in each year during 1999–
2004. A person belonging to the staff for less than 12 months during a particular 
year in 1999–2004, say m months, will be counted as a m/12 of a member of the 
staff for that year. Leaves of absence are not counted as periods of belonging to 
the staff. The fi nal fi gures should be rounded to the nearest whole number.

• Research active staff (see 1b below for subcatecories; in Finnish: 

tutkimusaktiivinen henkilökunta)

• Teaching staff (teachers who are not members of the research active staff, e.g, 

lecturers) (lehtori; opetushenkilökunta)

• Technical support staff (opetuksen ja tutkimuksen tukihenkilökunta)

• Administrative staff (hallintohenkilökunta)

• Staff 

The category “Staff” is obtained by adding together the fi rst four categories.

1b. The list of research active staff during the period 1999–2004, which for each 
listed person indicates the name, title, the academic degree and the period of 
belonging to the research active staff. The list can thus contain names of persons 
who are not affi liated with the Unit any longer or are not research active at 
present. 

A person otherwise belonging to the research active staff should be counted in also 
during a leave of absence of maximum one year. However, these periods should not 
be included in the statistics on all the staff (see 1a). Leaves of absence should be 
indicated like periods of belonging to the staff, but marked with an asterisk (*).

The list of the research active staff is to be composed according to “The rules for 
composing the list of research active staff” (see below). The list should be grouped 
as follows:

Categories of the research active staff

Senior staff

Docents who are not members of the Senior staff

Postdoctoral staff

Doctoral students

Other research active staff

# Visiting scholars and visiting doctoral students who are members of the research 

active staff (see the rules below). Note that a visiting scholar or a doctoral 

student should always be listed in one of the fi rst fi ve groups as well.
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The rules for composing the list of research active staff
A general rule is that, in order to be counted in the research active staff, a person 
must have been eligible to submit to JULKI with the Unit as their affi liation in the 
JULKI document.

Persons under the following titles will always be listed in the research active staff:

• Academy Professor (In Finnish: akatemiaprofessori; category: Senior staff)

• Academy Research Fellow (akatemiatutkija; Senior staff)

• Assistant (assistentti; docents in Docents, other doctors in Postdoctoral staff, 
others in Other research active staff)

• Chief Research Scientist ( johtava tutkija; Senior staff)

• Clinical Teacher (kliininen opettaja, apulaisopettaja; Senior staff)

• Doctoral Assistant (tohtoriassistentti; docents in Docents, others in 
Postdoctoral staff)

• Group Leader (ryhmänjohtaja, työsuhde; Senior staff or Postdoctoral staff)

• Head of Research (tutkimuspäällikkö; Senior staff)

• Laboratory Director (laboratorionjohtaja; docents in Docents, others in 
Postdoctoral staff)

• Postdoctoral Research Fellow (tutkijatohtori; docents in Docents, others in 
Postdoctoral staff)

• Professor (professori; Senior staff)

• Research Director (tutkimusjohtaja, virka; Senior staff)

• Research Lecturer (tutkijalehtori; docents in Docents, other doctors in 
Postdoctoral staff, others in Other research active staff)

• Senior Curators (yli-intendentti; Senior staff)

• Senior Researcher (vanhempi tutkija; Senior staff)

• Specialist Researcher (erikoistutkija; docents in Docents, other doctors in 

Postdoctoral staff, others in Other research active staff)

• University Lecturer (yliopistonlehtori; Senior staff)

Moreover, the following persons should always be included in the research active 
staff: 

a) Postdoctoral researchers (category: Postdoctoral staff or Docents) belonging to 
either of the following groups:

• Persons with a doctoral degree who have been employed by the university as 
full-time researchers or assistant researchers for a period of no less than six 
months.

• Persons with a doctoral degree who, for a period of no less than six months, 
have fulfi lled the following two criteria: they a) have been affi liated with the 



47

Unit as full-time researchers or assistant researchers and b) have been receiving 
research funding from some other source than another university or research 
institute. 

Docents who do not fulfi l either of the above criteria, i.e., who have not been 
employed by the university and have not been receiving other funding, can be 
included in the research active staff for the period they are not holding a post in 
another university or research institute. The Unit can decide case by case whether 
to include these docents. It is worth observing that it is not necessarily advisable to 
include docents who do not have substantial publications from the period 1999–
2004.

b) Doctoral students (category: Doctoral students) belonging to either of the 
following groups:

• Persons with at least MA or MSc (or equivalent) degrees who have been 
employed by the university as full-time researchers or assistant researchers to 
do doctoral studies for a period of no less than six months.

• Persons with at least MA or MSc (or equivalent) degrees who, for a period of 
no less than six months, have fulfi lled the following two criteria: they a) have 
been affi liated with the Unit as full-time researchers or assistant researchers 
to do doctoral studies and b) have been receiving research funding from some 
other source than another university or research institute. 

These groups include, e.g., doctoral students employed by the graduate schools.

Doctoral students who do not fulfi l either of the above criteria, i.e., who have not 
been employed by the university and have not been receiving other funding, can 
also be included in the research active staff for the period they are not holding a 
post in another university or research institute. The Unit can decide case by case 
whether to include these doctoral students. It is worth observing that it is not 
necessarily advisable to include doctoral students who do not have substantial 
publications from the period 1999–2004.

According to its choice, the Unit can include also other members of the staff in the 
research active staff, for instance departmental amanuenses (amanuenssi). 

2. Publications
2a. Description of the research profi le (max. 2 pages). Here the Unit can summarize 
the main results of its research during 1999–2004 and provide a brief introduction 
to the contents of the selected compilation of publications (see 2c). 

2b. The complete list of publications, which should be assorted according to the 
subject (oppiaine), publication year and JULKI classifi cation code (see below). 
Hence, all the publications belonging to a particular subject should be grouped 
together and itemized further by year and JULKI classifi cation code. 



48

The JULKI codes are:

A1 Scientifi c or scholarly monographs and all dissertations, even if they are 

published in a department series.

A2 Scientifi c or scholarly monographs published in a department series.

A3 Scientifi c or scholarly monographs edited or translated by the person whose 

authorship is to be recorded.

A4 Textbooks.

A5 Popularised works.

B1 Scientifi c or scholarly articles in scientifi c or scholarly journals that use the 

referee evaluation system.

B2 Articles in scientifi c or scholarly compilation publications or in printed 

conference publications.

B3 Articles, surveys and editorials in scientifi c or scholarly journals that do not 

use the referee evaluation system. Articles, surveys and book reviews (at the 

discretion of the writer) in referee-journals.

B4 Articles in a department series at the University.

B5 Popularised articles.

2c. Selected compilation of publications

• A list of the contents of the selected compilation should be submitted in 10 

copies, using the Submission Form. The list should be itemized according to 

the subjects (oppiaine) in the Unit’s scope. Within each subject, the list should 

be itemized according to the JULKI codes from A1 to B5. 

• The publications themselves are to be submitted in two (2) copies. Articles 

should be submitted as bound in one or several volumes, 200–300 pages 

in each volume, grouped in the same way as the list (see above). Each such 

volume should thus be submitted in two copies. 

The selected publications should be chosen from the complete list of publications. 
The maximum number of publications in the compilation is twice the number of the 
research active staff.

The compilation should include one item from each member of the research active 
staff (or none, if none exists). In addition, the Unit can choose freely from the 
complete list of publications at most as many publications as there are members in 
the research active staff.

Example. The selected compilation will include at least one publication from any 
given member of the research active staff, provided that the person in question 
has publications in the JULKI database. If the Unit has 34 members in the research 
active staff, but only 31 of them have publications in the JULKI database, the 
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number of publications obtained this way is 31. In addition, the Unit can freely 
choose at most 34 publications from the complete list of publications. The 
maximum number of publications in the selected compilation is thus 65 in this case.

Observe that some panel members may request extra copies of some or all 
publications in the list. The Evaluation Offi ce will forward these requests to the 
Unit. 

2d. The best publications according to the Unit’s choice. One should submit the 
list of the publications by using the Submission form and the original publications 
in paper format as an appendix of the Submission Form (in 10 copies). The 
publications should be grouped by the subject (oppiaine) among which they 
count. 

The best publications should be among the publications of 2c. The sample of best 
publications is obtained in the following way: for each subject, one can include at 
most three (3) times as many publications as there are permanent professorships in 
the subject, with the exception that if there are no permanent professorships in the 
subject, one can include at most three (3) publications from that subject. Note that 
the author of a publication in 2d can represent any category of the research active 
staff.

3. Doctoral theses and degrees
3a. A list of doctoral theses defended in 1999–2004, including the abstracts of the 
theses. 

3b. The number of doctoral degrees awarded in each year of the period 1999–2004. 
A degree awarded jointly with another Unit is counted as half a degree. 

4. Self-assessment exercise
Self-assessment of the activity of the Unit during the period 1999–2004.

4a. A report (max. 2 pages) about the implementation of the recommendations of 
the Research Assessment Exercise 1999 (when applicable). 

4b. An evaluation (max. 2 pages) about the Unit’s strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and challenges from the professional, fi nancial and organizational 
aspects.

4c. An evaluation (max. 2 pages) of the interaction between the research of the 
Unit and society. Here one can, for example, describe the signifi cance of the 
research and the dissemination of its results for society in general. For instance, 
popularised works, expert’s tasks (In Finnish: asiantuntijatehtävä), patents, patent 
applications, licensing agreements and other industrial collaboration can be briefl y 
summarized here. 
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5. Other academic activity and collaboration
If it wishes, the Unit can use the database for Other Academic Activities (MUTI) of 
the University of Helsinki for gathering this information. The information should 
be itemized according to the following categories, which partly coincide with the 
MUTI classifi cation.

5a. List of visits abroad per year in 1999–2004. Visits to another university or 
research institute of the members of the research active staff during 1999–2004, 
with a minimum duration of three months. This listing should include only persons 
who either have retained their status as members of the research active staff (i.e., 
whose absence has lasted at most for one year) or have reclaimed it after their 
absence.

5b. List of academics visiting the Unit per year in 1999–2004. This group includes 
visiting scholars and doctoral students who have been affi liated with the Unit at 
least for three months during 1999–2004.

5c. The number of invited talks presented at international scientifi c conferences, 
symposia and meetings per year in 1999–2004. Note that an international 
conference, symposium or meeting can also take place in Finland.

5d. List of editorial assignments in international scientifi c journals and 
compilations, memberships of research councils of funding bodies and international 
scientifi c prizes for each member of the research active staff. Note that a journal 
published in Finland can also be international; the same applies to scientifi c prizes 
awarded in Finland.

6. Funding
For gathering this information from the years 1999–2004, the Unit should use the 
statistics maintained by the administration of the University of Helsinki (In Finnish: 
Helsingin yliopiston tilastot). This statistics is available at the Internet address

http://notes.helsinki.fi /halvi/tilast03.nsf?OpenDatabase.

Concerning the year 2004, the information is obtainable from the Unit’s 
bookkeeping.

However, some external funding (e.g., grants from private foundations) may be 
channelled directly to the funded researchers or research projects themselves. The 
Unit is requested to report this funding separately from other external funding in 
the category “Additional funding” (see 6b). 

If the Unit has been founded by merging two or more previously existing units 
into one during the period 1999–2004, it should use the combined statistics of the 
earlier units up till and including its founding year.
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6a. All funding of the Unit from the budget of the university in euros per year 
during 1999–2004. 

6b. External funding (Täydentävä rahoitus) in euros per year during 1999–2004, 
itemized according to the source of funding (below). The corresponding categories 
in the statistics of the university are indicated in the parentheses. For example, the 
category “Ministries of the Government of Finland” is obtained by adding up the 
fi gures in the categories “Muu OPM”, “Muut ministeriöt” and “Työllistämisrah.”

• Academy of Finland (Suomen Akatemia)

• National Technology Agency of Finland (Tekes)

• Ministries of the Government of Finland (Muu OPM, Muut ministeriöt, 

Työllistämisrah.)

• Funds of the University of Helsinki (Omat varat)

• Other domestic funding (Muu kotim. rahoitus)

• The European Union (EU suora + rakennerahastot, EU kansallinen rah.)

• Other international funding (Muu ulkom. rahoitus)

• Services (Maksullinen toiminta)

• Additional funding

7. Description of the Programme
This part concerns only the Research Programmes of the Faculty of Medicine. 
Description (max. 2 pages) of the Programme concerning its topics and goals. 

8. Description (max. 2 pages) of the mission and structure of the Unit 
(concerns only units which will be evaluated by a Sub-Panel). 
Please enclose separately the Annual Reports or equivalent documents of the Unit 
from 1999–2004 for describing the performance of the Unit.
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APPENDIX 4. Submission Form

Please read the Guidance for the units of assessment carefully before fi lling in the 
Submission Form. This form needs to be completed in order to make a submission. 
Please note that you can add lines into the tables below. This form must always be 
signed by the Head of the Unit.

This Submission Form shall be submitted by 28 February 2005 in ten (10) copies 
(original and nine copies), unless otherwise stated. The submissions will be 
accepted only in paper format, not in electronic format. The documents shall be 
sent by mail to the following address: 

Projektisihteeri Saara Paatero-Burtsov
HY tutkimuksen arviointi 2005

PL 4 (Fabianinkatu 24)
00014 Helsingin yliopisto

1. Staff
1a. Statistics on all the staff of the Unit during the period 1999–2004.

Category of the staff 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Overall 
number of the
research 
active staff
• Senior staff
• Docents who are not 
members of the Senior 
staff
• Postdoctoral staff
• Doctoral students
• Other research active 
staff
# Visiting scholars and 
visiting doctoral students
Teaching
staff
Technical support staff
Administrative
staff
Staff altogether
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1b. Categories of the research active staff.

Category of the research active staff Name Post Academic 
degree

Period(s)

Senior staff
Docents who are not 
members of the Senior staff
Postdoctoral staff
Doctoral students
Other research active staff
# Visiting scholars and visiting 
postgraduate students 

 

2. Publications
2a. Description of the research profi le (max. 2 pages).

2b. The complete list of publications which are grouped according to the JULKI 
codes:

A1 Scientifi c or scholarly monographs and all dissertations, even if they are 
published in a department series.
A2 Scientifi c or scholarly monographs published in a department series.
A3 Scientifi c or scholarly monographs edited or translated by the person whose 
authorship is to be recorded.
A4 Textbooks.
A5 Popularised works.
B1 Scientifi c or scholarly articles in scientifi c or scholarly journals that use the 
referee evaluation system.
B2 Articles in scientifi c or scholarly compilation publications or in printed 
conference publications.
B3 Articles, surveys and editorials in scientifi c or scholarly journals that do not use 
the referee evaluation system. Articles, surveys and book reviews (at the discretion 
of the writer) in referee-journals.
B4 Articles in a department series at the University.
B5 Popularised articles.
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Year and
JULKI code A1

Publications

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
Year and 
JULKI code A2

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
Year and 
JULKI code A3

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
Year and 
JULKI code A4

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
Year and 
JULKI code A5

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
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Year and
JULKI code B1

Publications

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
Year and 
JULKI code B2

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
Year and 
JULKI code B3

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
Year and 
JULKI code B4

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
Year and 
JULKI code B5

Publications

1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
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2c. Contents of the selected compilation of publications (which are enclosed 
separately, see the Guidance). Please group the selected compilation of publications 
according to the JULKI codes.
NB. The Unit’s choice from any JULKI code A1, A2, A3, A4, A5, B1, B2, B3, B4 or B5. 

JULKI code Selected publications

2d. List of the best publications (which are enclosed separately, see the Guidance) 
according to the Unit’s choice. 

3. Doctoral theses and degrees

3a. A list of doctoral theses defended in 1999–2004, including the abstracts 
of the theses.

Year Author, title and abstract of the thesis

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004
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3b. The number of doctoral degrees awarded in each year of the period 1999–2004.

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

4. Self-assessment exercise

4a. A report (max. 2 pages) about the implementation of the recommendations of 
the Research Assessment Exercise 1999 (when applicable).

4b. An evaluation (max. 2 pages) about the Unit’s strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and challenges from the professional, fi nancial and organizational 
aspects.

4c. An evaluation (max. 2 pages) of the interaction between the research of the 
Unit and society.
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5. Other academic activity and collaboration

5a. List of visits abroad per year in 1999–2004.

Year Person Destination of visit Period

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

5b. List of academics visiting the Unit per year in 1999–2004.

Year Person Institute of origin Period

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

5c. Number of invited talks.

Year Number of invited talks/unit

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004
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5d. List of expert assignments.

Year Person Assignment

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

6. Funding
6a. All funding of the Unit from the budget of the university in euros per year 
during 1999–2004.

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

6b. External funding (Täydentävä rahoitus) in euros per year during 1999–2004.

Year Academy of 
Finland

Tekes Ministries Funds of the 
U.of Helsinki

Other 
domestic 
funding

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

Year EU Other 
international 
funding

Services Additional 
funding

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004
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7. Description (max. 2 pages) of the Programme (only the Research Programmes of 
the Faculty of Medicine)

8. Description (max. 2 pages) of the mission and structure of the Unit (concerns 
only Units which will be evaluated by a Sub-Panel). 

Please enclose separately the Annual Reports or equivalent documents of the Unit 
from 1999–2004 for describing the performance of the Unit.

9. Signature of the Head of the Unit 
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APPENDIX 5. Panels and evaluators

City Centre Campus

Panel 4: Philosophy, Classical Philology, Women’s Studies 
Martha Nussbaum, University of Chicago Law School, Ernst Freund Distinguished 
Service Professor of Law and Ethics, USA, Chair
Marcia Baron, Indiana University, Department of Philosophy, USA
Angelos Chaniotis, University of Heidelberg, Seminar für Alte Geschichte und 
Epigraphik, Germany 
Nancy Cott, Harvard University, Radcliffe Institute, USA
Göran Sundholm, University of Leiden, Faculty of Philosophy, The Netherlands 

Panel 5: Arts and Culture
Börje Vähämäki, University of Toronto, Finnish Studies Program, Canada, Chair
Philip Gossett, University of Chicago, Robert W. Reneker Distinguished Service 
Professor, Department of Music and the College, USA 
Knut Helskog, Tromso Museum-Universitetsmuseet, Norway 
Lena Johannesson, University of Göteborg, Institutionen för konst- och 
bildvetenskap, Sweden
Peter McCormick, Internationale Akademie für Philosophie, Liechtenstein 
Jaan Ross, University of Tartu, Department of Arts, Estonia
Birgitta Skarin Frykman, University of Göteborg, Etnologiska institutionen,Sweden 
Ulo Valk, University of Tartu, Eesti ja vördleva rahvaluule öppetool, Estonia 

Panel 6: History
Torkel Jansson, Uppsala University, Historiska institutionen, Sweden, Chair
Edgar Hösch, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität, München, Abteilung für Geschichte 
Ost- und Südosteuropas, Germany
Petri Karonen, University of Jyväskylä, Department of History and Ethnology, 
Finland
Rosamond McKitterick, University of Cambridge, Faculty of History, UK 
Jane Ohlmeyer, Trinity College Dublin, Department of Modern History, Ireland
Hiroshi Momose, Hiroshima University, Japan

Sub-panel: Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies and Aleksanteri Institute 
– Finnish Centre for Russian and East European Studies (independent institutes)
Bernard Lategan, Stellenbosch Institute for Advanced Study (STIAS), South Africa, 
Chair
Boris Maksimovitsh Firsov, European University at St. Petersburg, Russia
Edgar Hösch, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität, München, Abteilung für Ost- und 
Südosteuropas Germany
Barbro Klein, Swedish Collegium for Advanced Study, Uppsala, Sweden
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Panel 8: Finnish Language and General Linguistics
Matti Leiwo, University of Jyväskylä, Finland, Chair
Marianne Bakro-Nagy, University of Szeged, Hungary
Östen Dahl, University of Stockholm, Sweden
Birgitta Englund Dimitrova, University of Stockholm, Tolk- och översättarinstitutet, 
Sweden

Panel 9: Education
Miriam David, Institute of Education, London University, UK, Chair
Harry Daniels, University of Birmingham, School of Education, UK
Pascal Marquet, Université Louis Pasteur - Strasbourg I, Département des Sciences 
de l’éducation, France
Sue McGregor, Mount Saint Vincent University, Department of Education, Canada
Leena Syrjälä, University of Oulu, Faculty of Education, Finland
Ewald Terhart, Westfälische Wilhelms-Universität Münster, Institut für 
Schulpädagogik und Allgemeine Didaktik, Germany

Panel 10: Psychology and Speech Sciences
Stan Maes, University of Leiden, Department of Psychology, The Netherlands, Chair
Barbara Dodd, University of Queensland, Perinatal Research Centre, Australia 
Anders Eriksson, University of Göteborg, Department of Linguistics, Sweden
Claes von Hofsten, Uppsala University, Department of Psychology, Sweden
Lars-Göran Nilsson, University of Stockholm, Department of Psychology, Sweden 

Panel 13: Law
Per-Ole Träskman, Lund University, Faculty of Law, Sweden, Chair
Antonio Gambaro, University of Milan, Instituto di Diritto Civile, Italy
Maarit Jänterä-Jareborg, Uppsala University, Faculty of Law, Sweden
Matti Niemi, Lappeenranta University of Technology, Department of Business 
Administration, Finland
Matti Niemivuo, Ministry of Justice, Finland
Judith Resnik, Yale University, Yale Law School, USA

Panel 15: Social Sciences
Michael Shapiro, University of Hawaii at Manoa, USA, Chair
Isa Baud, University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands
Glynis Breakwell, University of Bath, UK
James J. Fox, Research School of Pacifi c and Asian Studies, The Australian National 
University, Australia 
Peter Golding, Loughborough University, UK
Jorma Sipilä, University of Tampere, Finland
Göran Therborn, The Swedish Collegium for Advanced Study in the Social Sciences, 
Sweden
Theo Toonen, Leiden University, Faculty of Social Sciences, The Netherlands
Karin Widerberg, University of Oslo, Department of Sociology and Human 
Geography, Norway
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Sub-panel: Network for European Studies and Network for Urban Studies
Susan S. Fainstein, Columbia University, USA 
Göran Therborn, The Swedish Collegium for Advanced Study in the Social Sciences, 
Sweden

Panel 16: Foreign Languages and Swedish
Graham Caie, University of Glasgow, Department of English Language, UK, Chair
Peter Alberg Jensen, University of Stockholm, Department of Slavic Languages, 
Sweden
Tove Bull, University of Tromsø, Det humanistiske fakultet, Norway
Bernard Comrie, Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology, Department 
of Linguistics, Germany
Gunnel Engwall, University of Stockholm, Department of French and Italian, 
Sweden
Monika Fludernik, University of Freiburg, Englisches Seminar, Germany
Geoffrey Khan, University of Cambridge, Faculty of Oriental Studies, UK
Wolfgang Mieder, Department of German and Russian, University of Vermont, USA
Anders Pettersson, University of Umeå, Institutionen för litteraturvetenskap och 
nordiska språk, Sweden

Panel 17: Theology
Wendy Doniger, University of Chicago, Divinity School, USA, Chair
André Birmelé, Université Marc Bloch de Strasbourg, Faculté de Théologie 
Protestante, France
Marjatta Hietala, University of Tampere, Department of History, Finland
Henk Jan de Jonge, Leiden University, Faculty of Theology, The Netherlands 
Hartmut Lehmann, Max-Planck-Institut für Geschichte, Göttingen, Germany
Håkan Rydving, University of Bergen, Institutt for klassisk fi lologi, russisk og 
religionsvitenskap, Norway
Turid Karlsen Seim, University of Oslo, Faculty of Theology, Norway
Friedrich Schweitzer, University of Tübingen, Faculty of Protestant Theology, 
Germany

Kumpula Campus

Panel 3: Astronomy and Physics 
Endel Lippmaa, National Institute of Chemical Physics and Biophysics, Estonia, Chair
Helena Aksela, University of Oulu, Department of Physical Sciences, Finland
Barbara Hale, University of Missouri Rolla, Physics, USA
Klas Malmqvist, Lund University, Nuclear Physics, Sweden
Nikolai Piskunov, Uppsala University, Department of Astronomy & Space Physics, 
Sweden
Johanna Stachel, University of Heidelberg, Physikalisches Institut, Germany
Peter Wadhams, University of Cambridge, Department of Applied Mathematics and 
Theoretical Physics, UK
James Whitmore, Pennsylvania State University, Department of Physics, USA



64

Panel 11: Mathematics, Statistics and Computer Science 
Kjell-Ove Widman, Institut Mittag-Leffl er, The Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences, 
Institut Mittag-Leffl er, Sweden, Chair
Stefan Arnborg, Royal Institute of Technology, Department of Numerical Analysis 
and Computer Science, Sweden
Jane Gilman, Rutgers University, Department of Mathematics and Computer 
Science, USA
Steffen Lauritzen, University of Oxford, Department of Statistics, UK
Jochen Ludewig, University of Stuttgart, Institut für Softwaretechnologie, Germany
Guy Pujolle, Paris 6 University, Computer Science, France
Kaisa Sere, Åbo Akademi, Department of Computer Science, Finland
Heinz Siedentop, Ludwig Maximilian University Munich, Mathematisches Institut, 
Germany

Panel 12: Chemistry 
Jacques Weber, University of Geneva, Department of Physical Chemistry, 
Switzerland, Chair
Mikko Hupa, Åbo Akademi, Process Chemistry Centre, Finland
Kiyokatsu Jinno, Toyohashi University of Technology, School of Materials Science, 
Japan
Christine Willis, University of Bristol, Organic and Biological Chemistry, UK

Panel 14: Geography and Geology 
Kent C. Condie, New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology, Department of 
Earth and Environmental Science, USA, Chair
K. J. Gregory, University of Southampton, Geography, UK
Steven de Jong, University of Utrecht, Department of Physical Geography, The 
Netherlands
Wighart v. Koenigswald, University of Bonn, Institut für Paläontologie, Germany
Christiane Weber, l’ Université Louis Pasteur Strasbourg, Faculte de Geographie et 
d’ Amenagement, France

Sub-panel: Institute of Seismology (independent institute)
Kent C. Condie, New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology, USA

Meilahti Campus

Panel 1: Biomedicine and Forensic Medicine 
Hans Wigzell, Karolinska Institute, Sweden, Chair
Ari Helenius, Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zürich, Institute of Biochemistry, 
Switzerland
Peter Lachman, University of Cambridge, Microbial Immunology Group, UK
Patrice Mangin, University of Lausanne, Hospices /CHUV, Institut Universitaire de 
Medicine Legale, Switzerland
Annemarie Poustka, The German Cancer Research Centre (DFKZ), Division of 
Molecular Genome Analysis, University of Heidelberg, Germany 
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Ellen Solomon, King’s College, GKT School of Medicine, Division of Medical & 
Molecular Genetics, UK
Lars Terenius, Karolinska Institute, Department of Clinical Neuroscience, Sweden
Jean-Paul Thiery, Institut Curie, Cell Biology Department, France

Sub-panel: Finnish Genome Center (independent institute)
Hans Wigzell, Karolinska Institute, Sweden 
Annemarie Poustka, The German Cancer Research Centre (DFKZ), Division of 
Molecular Genome Analysis, University of Heidelberg, Germany 

Panel 7: Clinical Medicine, Dentistry and Public Health 
Anita Aperia, Karolinska University Hospital, Department of Woman and Child 
Health, Sweden, Chair
Cornelia van Duijn, Erasmus University of Rotterdam, Department of Epidemiology 
& Biostatistics, Genetic Epidemiology Unit, The Netherlands
Albert Hofman, Erasmus University Rotterdam, Department of Epidemiology & 
Biostatistics, The Netherlands and Harvard School of Public Health, USA
John Kjekshus, University of Oslo, Department of Cardiology, Norway
Björn Klinge, Karolinska Institute, Department of Odontology, Sweden
J John Mann, Columbia University, New York State Psychiatric Institute, Department 
of Neuroscience, USA
Birgitta Strandvik, Göteborg University, Department of Pediatrics, Sweden
Jouni Uitto, Thomas Jefferson University, Department of Dermatology and 
Cutaneous Biology, USA

Viikki Campus

Panel 2: Biosciences 
Tim Hunt, UK Cancer Research, UK, Chair
Per Andersen, University of Oslo, Department of Physiology, Norway
Michael Ashburner, University of Cambridge, Department of Genetics, UK
Paul M. Brakefi eld, Leiden University, Institute of Biology, The Netherlands
S. Dusko Ehrlich, Génétique Microbienne, INRA, France
Hans-Peter Lipp, University of Zürich, Institute of Anatomy, Switzerland
Celestina Mariani, University of Nijmegen, Plant Cell Biology, The Netherlands
Ian P. F. Owens, Imperial College London, Department of Biological Sciences, UK
Lisa Sennerby Forsse, The Swedish Research Council for Environment, Agricultural 
Sciences and Spatial Planning, Sweden 
Anna Tramontano, University of Rome, Department of Biological Sciences, Italy

Sub-panel: Kilpisjärvi Biological Station, Lammi Biological Station and Tvärminne 
Zoological Station (research stations)
Ian P. F. Owens, Imperial College London, Department of Biological Sciences, UK
Lisa Sennerby Forsse, The Swedish Research Council for Environment, Agricultural 
Sciences and Spatial Planning, Sweden 



66

Sub-panel: Environmental Research Centre (network)
Ian P. F. Owens, Imperial College London, Department of Biological Sciences, UK
Lisa Sennerby Forsse, The Swedish Research Council for Environment, Agricultural 
Sciences and Spatial Planning, Sweden 

Panel 18: Pharmacy
Henk Timmerman, Free University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands, Chair
Daniela Barlocco, University of Milan, Department of Pharmaceutical Chemistry, 
Italy
Dominique Duchene, Universite Paris-Sud, Faculte de Pharmacie, France
Mathias Hamburger, University of Basel, Institut für Pharmazeutische Biologie, 
Switzerland
Olavi Pelkonen, University of Oulu, Department of Pharmacology and Toxicology, 
Finland

Panel 19: Veterinary Medicine 
Kenneth W. Simpson, Cornell University, Department of Clinical Sciences, USA, Chair
Carlo Maria Mortellaro, University of Milan, Department of Veterinary Clinical 
Surgery, Italy
Birgit Nørrung, Danish Institute for Food and Veterinary Research, Denmark
Frans J. M. Smulders, University of Veterinary Medicine Vienna, Department für 
öffentliches Gesundheitswesen in der Veterinärmedizin, Austria
Arvid Uggla, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Faculty of Veterinary 
Medicine and Animal Science, Sweden

Panel 20: Forestry and Economics 
Alison Burrell, Wageningen University, Agricultural Economics and Rural Policy 
Group, The Netherlands, Chair
Jeffery Burley, University of Oxford, Oxford Forestry Institute, UK
Klaus von Gadow, Georg-August-Universität, Göttingen, Institut für Waldinventur 
und Waldwachstum, Germany
Karl-Gustaf Löfgren, University of Umeå, Department of Economics, Sweden
Helena Mäkinen, Turku School of Economics and Business Administration, 
Department of Economics, Finland
Mats Nylinder, The Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Institutionen för 
skogens produkter och marknader, Sweden 
E. Fred van Raaij, Tilburg University, Faculty of Social and Behavioural Sciences, The 
Netherlands
Joseph D. White, Baylor University, Department of Biology, USA

Sub-panel: Hyytiälä Forestry Field Station and Värriö Subarctic Research Station 
(research stations)
Jeffery Burley, University of Oxford, Oxford Forestry Institute, UK
Mats Nylinder, The Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, Institutionen för 
skogens produkter och marknader, Sweden 
Joseph D. White, Baylor University, Department of Biology, USA
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Panel 21: Agricultural Sciences and Food Sciences
Felix Escher, Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zürich, Institute of Food Science 
and Nutrition, Food Technology, Switzerland, Chair
Renato Amado, Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zürich, Institute of Food 
Science and Nutrition, Food Chemistry, Switzerland
Eva-Mari Aro, University of Turku, Laboratory of Plant Physiology and Molecular 
Biology, Finland
Nils-Georg Asp, Lund University, Kemicentrum Avd för näringslära, Sweden
Emmanuel Frossard, Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zürich, Institut für 
Pfl anzenwissenschaften, Switzerland
Ernst Kalm, Christian-Albrechts-University of Kiel, Institute of Animal Breeding and 
Husbandry, Germany
Bruno Nilsson, The Royal Swedish Academy of Agriculture and Forestry, Sweden
Hildgung Schrempf, University of Osnabrück, Angewandte Genetik und 
Mikrobiologie, Germany
Leif Sundheim, Norwegian Crop Research Institute, Norway

Sub-panel: Institute for Rural Research and Training; Mikkeli Unit, Seinäjoki Unit 
(independent institutes)
Felix Escher, Swiss Federal Institute of Technology, Institute of Food Science and 
Nutrition, Food Technology, Switzerland
Eva-Mari Aro, University of Turku, Laboratory of Plant Physiology and Molecular 
Biology Finland
Alison Burrell, Wageningen University, Agricultural Economics and Rural Policy 
Group, The Netherlands
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APPENDIX 6. Grouping of units of assessment under panels and sub-panels 

City Centre Campus

Philosophy, Classical Philology, Women’s Studies 

Department of Philosophy
Department of Social and Moral Philosophy
Christina Institute for Women’s Studies
Department of Classical Philology

Arts and Culture

Institute for Art Research (Aesthetics, Art History, Comparative Literature, Finnish 
Literature, Musicology, Theatre Research)
Institute for Cultural Research (Archaeology, Ethnology, Folklore, Maritime History,
 Museology)

History

Department of History
Department of Social Science History 
Renvall Institute for Area and Cultural Studies
Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies
Aleksanteri Institute – Finnish Centre for Russian and East European Studies

Finnish Language and General Linguistics

Department of Finnish
Department of Finno-Ugrian Studies
Department of General Linguistics
Department of Translation Studies

Education

Department of Applied Sciences of Education
Department of Education
Department of Home Economics and Craft Science

Psychology and Speech Sciences

Department of Psychology - including Cognitive Science
Department of Speech Sciences

Law

Department of Criminal Law, Juridical Procedure and General Jurisprudential 
Studies
Department of Private Law
Department of Public Law
The Erik Castrén Institute of International Law and Human Rights
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Social Sciences

Department of Communication
Department of Political Science
Department of Social Policy
Department of Social Psychology
Department of Sociology
Institute of Development Studies
Swedish School of Social Science
Network for European Studies
Network for Urban Studies

Foreign Languages and Swedish

Department of English
Department of German
Department of Romance Languages
Department of Scandinavian Languages and Literature
Department of Slavonic and Baltic Languages and Literatures
Institute for Asian and African Studies

Theology

Department of Biblical Studies
Department of Church History
Department of Comparative Religion
Department of Practical Theology
Department of Orthodoxy and East European Church Studies
Department of Systematic Theology

Kumpula Campus

Astronomy and Physics

Department of Astronomy
Department of Physical Sciences
Helsinki Institute of Physics

Chemistry

Department of Chemistry

Mathematics, Statistics and Computer Science

Department of Mathematics and Statistics
Department of Computer Science
Helsinki Institute for Information Technology

Geography and Geology

Department of Geography
Department of Geology
Institute of Seismology
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Meilahti Campus

Biomedicine and Forensic Medicine

Haartman Institute (Department of Bacteriology & Immunology, Department 
of Medical Genetics, Department of Pathology, Transplantation Laboratory, 
Molecular/Cancer Biology Laboratory, Department of Virology)
Institute of Biomedicine
Department of Forensic Medicine
Finnish Genome Center

Clinical Medicine, Dentistry and Public Health

Institute of Clinical Medicine
Institute of Dentistry
Department of Public Health

Biomedicine and Forensic Medicine & Clinical Medicine, Dentistry and Public Health

Cardiovascular Risk Factor Research Program
Developmental and Reproductive Biology Research Program
Molecular Cancer Biology Research Program
Molecular Medicine Research Program
Neurosciences Research Program
Rational Drug Design Research Program

Viikki Campus

Biosciences

Department of Biological and Environmental Sciences
Department of Ecological and Environmental Sciences
Finnish Museum of Natural History (Botanical Garden)
Institute of Biotechnology
Neuroscience Center
Kilpisjärvi Biological Station
Lammi Biological Station
Tvärminne Zoological Station
Environmental Research Center

Pharmacy

Faculty of Pharmacy 

Veterinary Medicine

Department of Basic Veterinary Sciences
Department of Clinical Veterinary Sciences
Department of Food and Environmental Hygiene
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Forestry and Economics

Department of Forest Ecology (Viikki Tropical Resources Institute)
Department of Forest Economics
Department of Forest Resource Management
Department of Economics and Management, Faculty of Agriculture and Forestry
Department of Economics, Faculty of Social Sciences
Hyytiälä Forestry Field Station
Värriö Subarctic Research Station

Agricultural Sciences and Food Sciences
Department of Agricultural Engineering and Household Technology
Department of Animal Science
Department of Applied Biology
Department of Applied Chemistry and Microbiology
Department of Food Technology
Institute for Rural Research and Training (Mikkeli Unit, Seinäjoki Unit) 



APPENDIX 7. Examples of site visit programmes
Panel 16: Foreign Languages and Swedish

Time Monday 10 October
University Main 
Building

Tuesday 11 October
City Centre Campus

Wednesday 12 October
City Centre Campus

Thursday 13 October
City Centre Campus

Friday 14 October
City Centre Campus

9.00–
11.00

Arrival in Helsinki

12.45 meeting with Dr. 
Katri Haila at the hotel 
(Panel)

Department of Romance Languages 
 (Unioninkatu 40 B, lecture room 28,
5th fl oor)

Department of English
 (Unioninkatu 40 B, lecture room 
13, 3rd fl oor)

Department of Slavonic 
and Baltic Languages and 
Literatures
(Unioninkatu 40 B, lecture 
room 22, 4th  fl oor)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 121)

11.00–
13.00

Department of German
(Unioninkatu 40 B, lecture room 35, 
5th  fl oor)

Department of Scandinavian 
Languages and Literature
(Unioninkatu 40 B, room 10, 3rd   
fl oor)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 
121)

13.00–
14.00

Lunch (Panel) 
(Runeberg-sali, 
Unioninkatu 34, 2nd 
fl oor)

Lunch (Panel)
(Fabianinkatu 37)

Lunch (Panel)
(Fabianinkatu 37)

Lunch (Panel)
(Fabianinkatu 37)

Lunch (Panel)
(Kirkkokatu 5)

14.00–
15.00

NB. from 13.30- 
Introduction to the 
University
Vice-Rector Marja 
Makarow

Info
Dr. Katri Haila
Introduction to the 
Faculty of Arts
Dean Aili Nenola
 (Runeberg-sali,
Unioninkatu 34, 
2nd fl oor, aud VII,  
Unioninkatu 34, 3rd 
fl oor)

Postdoctoral 
researchers
 (Group A)
(Unioninkatu 
40B, room C14, 
3rd fl oor)

Postdoctoral 
researchers
 (Group B)
(Unioninkatu 40 B,  
room C15, 3rd fl oor)

Institute for Asian and African 
Studies
(Unioninkatu 38 B, room 107)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 
121)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 121)

15.00–
16.00

Doctoral 
students
(Group A)
(Unioninkatu 
40B, room C14, 
3rd fl oor)

Doctoral students
(Group B)
(Unioninkatu 40 B,  
room C15, 3rd fl oor)

16.00–
17.00

Panel meeting 
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 121)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 121)

Departures (ca. at 4pm)

17.00–
18.00

Panel meeting 
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, 
room 121)

19.00–
21.00

Dinner (Panel) 19.15 transport from the hotel to the 
restaurant
19.30 Dinner hosted by Rector/Vice 
Rector (Panel)

Dinner (Panel) Dinner (Panel)



Panel 12: Chemistry

Time Monday 26 September
University Main Building

Tuesday 27 September
Kumpula Campus

Wednesday 28 September
Kumpula Campus

Thursday 29 September
City Centre Campus

Friday 30 September

9.00–
12.00

Arrival in Helsinki

13.45 meeting with 
Ms Reetta Niemelä
at Vironkatu 1 (Panel)

(–> 8.20–8.45
taxi from Vironkatu 1 to 
A. I. Virtasen aukio 1)

Department of Chemistry
(Chemicum, Room A128)

(–> 8.20–8.45
taxi from Vironkatu 1 to 
A. I. Virtasen aukio 1)

Facilities (Infrastructure)
at Kumpula Campus
(Chemicum, Room A128)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B, Room 121)

Departures

12.00–
13.00

Lunch (Panel)
UniCafe Chemicum
(A.I.Virtasen aukio 1)

Lunch (Panel)
(Kirkkokatu 5)

13.00–
14.00

14.00 Lunch (Panel) 
(Aud VII, Unioninkatu 34,
3rd fl oor)

Lunch (Panel)
UniCafe Chemicum
(A.I.Virtasen aukio 1)

Postdoctoral 
Researchers
(Group A)
(Chemicum, 
Room A128)

Postdoctoral 
Researchers
(Group B)
(Chemicum,
Room A118)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B, Room 121)

14.00–
15.00

14.30 Introduction to the 
Kumpula Campus and 
Chemistry
Vice Dean
Markku Löytönen

Info
Dr. Katri Haila
(Aud VII, Unioninkatu 34,
3rd fl oor)

15.45 Introduction to the 
University 
Rector Ilkka Niiniluoto

Department of Chemistry
(Chemicum, Room A128)

Doctoral 
students
(Group A)
(Chemicum, 
Room A128)

Doctoral 
students
(Group B)
(Chemicum,
Room A118)

15.00–
16.00

(–> 15.00– 15.20
taxi from A. I. Virtasen aukio 1 to 
Snellmaninkatu 14B)

Panel meeting & report preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B, Room 121)

16.00–
17.00

(–> 16.00 – 16.20
taxi from A. I. Virtasen aukio 1 
to Snellmaninkatu 14B)

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B, Room 121)

Panel meeting
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B, Room 
121)

Departures

19.00–
21.00

Dinner (Panel) 19.30 Dinner hosted by Rector/
Vice Rector (Panel)

Dinner (Panel)

 



Panel 7: Clinical Medicine, Dentistry and Public Health 

Time Monday 5 September
Meilahti Campus
Faculty Club 
8.20 transport from 
Vironkatu 1 to 
Haartmaninkatu 8 
Faculty Club

Tuesday 6 September
Meilahti Campus
Faculty Club
8.20 transport from Vironkatu 1 to 
Haartmaninkatu 8
Faculty Club

Wednesday 7 September
Meilahti Campus
Faculty Club
8.20 transport from Vironkatu 1 
to Haartmaninkatu 8
Faculty Club

Thursday 8 September
City Centre Campus & 
Lapinlahti 

Friday 9 September
City Centre Campus

9.00–
10.00

Introduction to the 
University
Vice-Rector Marja 
Makarow
Introduction to the 
Faculty of Medicine, 
Clinical Medicine, 
Dentistry and Public 
Health, HUCH

Dept of Obstetrics and gynecology Research programmes Report preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B,
Room 121)

11.40 transport from 
Snellmaninkatu 14 to 
Lapinlahdentie 1

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B,
Room 121)10.00–

11.00

NB.
coffee
Break

Dept of Neurosciences

11.00–
11.30

Dept of Diagnostics and 
Therapeutics

Dept of Oncology Graduate Schools

11.30–
12.00

Facilities (Infrastructure)
(Meilahti)

12.00–
13.00

Lunch at Meilahti (Panel) Lunch at Meilahti 
(Panel)

Dept of Psychiatry 
(Lapinlahti)
( Professor Isometsä’s 
room, 2nd fl oor)
13.00 transport from 
Lapinlahdentie 1 to 
Kirkkokatu 5

Lunch (Panel)
Kirkkokatu 5



13.00–
14.00

Dept of Medicine Depts of 
Ophthalmology and 
otorhinolaryngology

12.40 transport from 
Haartmaninkatu 8 to 
Mannerheimintie 172
Institute of Dentistry
(Ruskeasuo)
Collegium, 3rd fl oor

16.00 transport from 
Mannerheimintie 172 
to Snellmaninkatu 14

Lunch at Meilahti (Panel) Lunch (Panel)
Kirkkokatu 5

Panel meeting and report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B,
Room 121)

14.00–
15.00

Dept of Surgery Dept of Dermato-
venereology 
and allergy
15.00 transport from 
Haartmaninkatu 8 to 
Snellmaninkatu 14

Postdoctoral 
staff
(Group A)
Faculty Club

Postdoctoral 
staff
(Group B)
Faculty Club

Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B,
Room 121)

15.00–
16.00

Hospital for Children and 
adolescents
16.00 transport from 
Hartmaninkatu 8 to 
Snellmaninkatu 14

Dept of Public Health 

Dept of General practice 
and 
primary health care

Doctoral 
students
(Group A)
Faculty Club

Doctoral 
students
(Group B)
Faculty Club

16.00–
18.00

Info
Panel meeting 
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B,
Room 121)

18.00 transport from Haartmaninkatu 8 to 
Vironkatu 1

16.00 transport from 
Haartmaninkatu 8 to 
Snellmaninkatu 14
Panel meeting & report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14 B,
Room 121)

Departures (ca. at 16.00)

18.00–
19.00
19.00–
21.00

Dinner (Panel) Dinner hosted by Rector/Vice Rector
NB. 19.30!

Dinner (Panel) Dinner (Panel)



Panel 20: Forestry and Economics 

Time Monday 24 October
University Main Building

Tuesday 25 October
Viikki Campus

Wednesday 26 
October
Viikki Campus

Thursday 27 October
Hyytiälä/ City Centre Campus

Friday 28 
October
City Centre 
Campus

9.00–
11.00

Arrival in Helsinki

12.45 meeting  with Mr. Ruurik 
Holm (Panel)

Department of Forest Ecology 
(Viikki Tropical Resources Institute)
(Latokartanonkaari 7, Forest
Sciences Bldg, conference room, 
3rd fl oor)

Department of 
Economics and 
Management, Faculty 
of Agriculture and 
Forestry
(Latokartanonkaari 7, 
Forest Sciences Bldg, 
room 13)

Panel meeting 
& report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 
14B, room 121)

Sub-panel:
Hyytiälä Forestry Field 
Station
Värriö Subarctic Research 
Station
(Unioninkatu 37, 
room 1050)

Panel meeting 
& report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 
14B, room 121)

11.00–
12.00

Department of Forest
Resource Management
(Latokartanonkaari 7, Forest
Sciences Bldg, conference room, 
3rd fl oor)

Department of Forest
Economics
(Latokartanonkaari 7, 
Forest Sciences Bldg, 
room 13)

Panel meeting & report preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 121)

12.00–
13.00

Lunch (Panel)



13.00–
14.00

Lunch (Panel) 
(Runeberg-sali, Unioninkatu 34, 2nd 
fl oor)

Lunch (Panel) Lunch (Panel) Lunch (Panel) Panel meeting 
& report 
preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 
14B, room 121)14.00–

16.00
NB. from 13.30-
Introduction to the University
Vice-Rector Marja Makarow

Info
Dr. Katri Haila

Introduction  to the Faculty of 
Social Sciences

Introduction to the Faculty of 
Agriculture and Forestry 
(Runeberg-sali, Unioninkatu 34, 
2nd fl oor)

Facilities / Infrastructure Department of 
Economics, Faculty of 
Social Sciences
(Economicum, 
Arkadiankatu 7, room 
B416, 4th fl oor)

Panel meeting & report preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, room 121)

16.00–
17.00

Postdoctoral 
researchers 
(group A)
(Forest 
Sciences Bldg, 
conference 
room, 3rd fl oor)

Postdoctoral 
researchers 
(group B)
(Forest Sciences 
Bldg, room 433)

Panel meeting & 
report preparation
(Snellmaninkatu 14B, 
room 121)

17.00–
18.00

Doctoral 
students 
(group A)
(Forest
Sciences Bldg, 
conference 
room, 3rd fl oor)

Doctoral students 
(group B)
(Forest
Sciences Bldg, 
room 433)

Departures

18.00-
19.00
19.00–
21.00

Dinner (Panel) Dinner hosted by Rector/Vice Rector Dinner (Panel) Dinner (Panel)
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