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ENHANCING RESEARCH EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS:
INSIGHTS INTO BEST PRACTICES OF U.S. UNIVERSITIES

This study aimed to explore the best practices employed by U.S. universities to enhance research efficiency and effec-
tiveness and to determine their adaptive potential for Ukrainian higher education institutions. A systematic review meth-
odology was employed, incorporating a keyword-based strategy and a structured search process. Predesigned criteria were
used to select and exclude sources, and raw data was extracted for evaluation based on these criteria. Qualitative methods
were employed to synthesise the data. The findings highlight several key factors that contribute to research efficiency
and effectiveness. Interdisciplinary collaboration has emerged as a crucial element, with practices that facilitate the inte-
gration of knowledge and interaction across various domains and stakeholders demonstrating significant levels of trans-
ferability. Research funding and legal considerations were identified as significant contributors to research efficiency.
Understanding the impact of funding source changes, complying with federal regulations, and ensuring transparency
in fund utilisation were found to be crucial for maximising research productivity. Strategies related to research funding
and legal considerations exhibited moderate transferability levels. Knowledge management practices and tools and their
utilising for knowledge creation, visualisation, and retrieval were identified as beneficial for research processes and out-
comes as they offer guidance for effective knowledge management strategies in higher educational institutions. These
practices demonstrated moderate transferability levels. Collaboration among universities, industries, and government
entities was highlighted as vital for driving innovation and knowledge creation in universities. Strategies fostering univer-
sity-industry-government interactions, promoting entrepreneurship, and supporting innovation ecosystems exhibited high
transferability levels. The role of research administrators in supporting researchers and managing research projects was
recognised as crucial. Providing training, increasing awareness, and offering ongoing education opportunities for research
administrators were identified as strategies with high transferability levels, contributing to improved research outcomes.

Key words: research efficiency, research effectiveness, U.S. universities, innovation, collaboration, technology, fund-
ing, interdisciplinary research.

Introduction. In the dynamic and competitive By examining the strategies, approaches, ini-
landscape of research today, universities holdacrucial ~ tiatives and training programmes implemented
position in fostering cutting-edge research and driv- by these institutions, this study aims to acquire
ing innovation [Rosowsky], [Sarpong, et al.], [United =~ valuable insights that can inform and guide aca-
Nations]. With the increasing complexity and mul-  demic institutions on a global scale. The concept
tidisciplinary nature of knowledge generation, it is  of research efficiency and effectiveness encom-
imperative for universities to continuously enhance  passes various facets of the research process,
their research efficiency and effectiveness [Huenneke  spanning from acquiring funding and allocating
et al.], [Jahanian]. This not only contributes to bol-  resources to fostering collaboration and dissem-
stering their academic standing but also plays a sig-  inating knowledge [Hinrichs-Krapels & Grant].
nificant role in advancing society as a whole. Con-  Focusing on the context of U.S. universities
sequently, the need arises to share the best practices  acknowledges the diverse and thriving research
employed by leading universities worldwide, partic-  ecosystem characteristic of these institutions,
ularly those in the United States, in order to optimise ~ which epitomise a strong commitment to research
research processes at higher educational institutions  excellence and innovation [Heaton et al.]. There-
in Ukraine [Shykhnenko & Sbruieva]. fore, it becomes relevant to identify and analyse

92



AkagewmiyHi cTyaii. Cepis «[lMegarorikay, Bun. 2, 2024

the key factors contributing to research efficiency
and effectiveness within U.S. universities through
a comprehensive review of existing literature, case
studies, and empirical data. Moreover, exploring
the role of technology, interdisciplinary collabora-
tion, funding mechanisms, research infrastructure,
vocational training programmes for future research
administrators and institutional support becomes
crucial in understanding how research efficiency
and effectiveness can be advanced. This study aims
to bridge this gap by examining successful initia-
tives and innovative approaches implemented by
U.S. universities, thereby unearthing novel ideas
and practices that can be adapted and implemented
in diverse academic settings.

Analysis of relevant research. Relevant liter-
ature reveals historical, theoretical, technological,
interdisciplinary collaborative, economic, financial,
legal and training research administrators-to-be
perspectives of research best practices of U.S. uni-
versities. The historical perspective highlighted in
the relevant scientific literature regarding the topic
of enhancing research efficiency and effective-
ness in U.S. universities focuses on the evolution
and development of research practices over time
[Foltz et al.], [Kupriyanova et al.]. Scholars have
examined the historical trajectory of research in
universities, tracing its growth, transformation,
and the emergence of best practices [Gorman].
This perspective sheds light on the historical fac-
tors that have shaped the research landscape in
U.S. universities.

The theoretical perspective emphasised in
the relevant scientific literature revolves around var-
ious theoretical concepts that underpin the under-
standing of research efficiency and effectiveness in
U.S. universities [Goetze]. Scholars have drawn
upon theories and models from disciplines such as
organisational theory, innovation studies, knowl-
edge management, and research policy to anal-
yse and explain the factors influencing research
efficiency and effectiveness [Boswell & Smith],
[Dei et al.], [Joulli¢ & Gould]. These theoretical
perspectives provide a foundation for understand-
ing the complex dynamics and interrelationships
between different elements of research processes
and offer framework for assessing and improving
research performance. Additionally, scholars have
also explored theoretical issues related to inter-
disciplinary collaboration, technology adoption,
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funding mechanisms, and research infrastructure
as key factors in enhancing research efficiency
and effectiveness [Clark & Wallace]. Theoretical
perspectives guide researchers in conceptualising
and studying research practices, identifying key
variables, and proposing interventions and strate-
gies to optimise research processes.

Technological advancements have emerged as
critical drivers of research efficiency and effec-
tiveness in U.S. universities [Huang], [Foltz et
al.]. These institutions have embraced digital
tools and platforms that streamline research work-
flows, enable efficient data analysis, and facilitate
interdisciplinary collaboration [Parti & Szigeti].
According to Park [Park], by leveraging technol-
ogies such as big data analytics, artificial intelli-
gence, and machine learning, U.S. universities
have accelerated the pace of discovery and inno-
vation. Exploring successful technological imple-
mentations within these universities offers valuable
insights for other academic institutions seeking to
optimise their research processes.

Interdisciplinary collaboration has also been
identified as a significant factor in enhancing
research efficiency and effectiveness. U.S. univer-
sities have recognised the importance of break-
ing down disciplinary silos and have established
research centres, initiated joint projects, and devel-
oped interdisciplinary training programmes [Rein-
holz & Andrews]. Roscorla [Roscorla] claims that
these initiatives foster knowledge exchange, stim-
ulate innovative thinking, and enhance the impact
of research outcomes. By investigating the strat-
egies and mechanisms employed by U.S. univer-
sities to encourage interdisciplinary collaboration,
valuable guidance can be derived for cultivating
a collaborative research culture in other academic
settings.

The analysis of relevant research showed that
the economic perspective of enhancing research
efficiency and effectiveness in U.S. universi-
ties can be inferred. The allocation of funds for
research and development (R&D) across differ-
ent fields and the sources of funding shed light
on the economic considerations associated with
research activities. The key points regarding
the economic perspective were based on the data
drawn from [Valavanidis and Vlachogianni]. The
researchers found that the expenditure on R&D
in several universities in the USA, such as Johns
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Hopkins University, University of Michigan, Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, University of Washington,
University of California San Diego, University
of California-San Francisco, Duke University,
University of California-Los Angeles, Stanford
University, and Columbia University in the city
of New York was significant. The total R&D expen-
diture for these universities ranges from approxi-
mately $889 million to $2.1 billion. Life sciences,
including biology and medicine, emerge as prom-
inent fields receiving substantial R&D funding
across multiple universities. Electrical engineer-
ing is another field that receives notable funding
at some institutions. The allocation of funds to sci-
entific fields, particularly life sciences, underscores
the economic importance of advancements in these
areas. The funding for R&D projects in U.S. uni-
versities comes from various sources. Federal gov-
ernment funding constitutes a significant portion
of the financial support for research, with amounts
ranging from around $1.1 billion to $1.8 billion.
Other sources include state and local government
funds, institution funds, business contributions,
nonprofit organisations, and other donors. The
diversification of funding sources reflects the col-
laborative and multidimensional nature of research
financing. The percentage of R&D funding allo-
cated to different fields varies across universities.
Life sciences consistently receive a significant
share, with some universities allocating over 50%
of their total R&D expenditure to this field. Other
fields, such as engineering, also receive substantial
funding but may account for a smaller proportion
compared to life sciences. These findings proved
that, in terms of economic perspectives, the U.S.
universities invested substantially in R&D and pri-
oritised the fields such as life sciences and engi-
neering. The funding sources and allocation strat-
egies demonstrate the financial considerations that
shape research activities within these institutions.
Understanding the economic dynamics and trends
in R&D funding can inform efforts to enhance
research efficiency and effectiveness, ensuring
the optimal utilisation of resources for impactful
academic and economic outcomes.

Acquiring funding is a critical aspect of research
efficiency and effectiveness. U.S. universities
have implemented diverse funding mechanisms,
including competitive grant programmes, industry
partnerships, and philanthropic support, to stim-
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ulate innovation and sustain research endeavours
[University-industry collaboration], [Harris &
Gallo], [Nugent et al.]. Examining successful strat-
egies employed by U.S. universities in attracting
and managing research funding informs best prac-
tices for optimising resource allocation and maxi-
mising research outcomes in other institutions.

The relevant scientific literature highlights
several legal considerations that impact research
activities and outcomes. These legal perspectives
encompass various aspects, including intellectual
property rights, compliance with regulatory frame-
works, contractual obligations, and ethical consid-
erations. Scientific literature emphasises the impor-
tance of understanding and protecting intellectual
property rights in research endeavours. Universi-
ties often have policies and procedures in place to
safeguard the intellectual property generated by
their researchers [Al-Maamari & Al-Ghuwairi].
This includes inventions, discoveries, copyrights,
patents, and trademarks. Proper management
of intellectual property ensures that researchers
receive appropriate recognition and economic ben-
efits while fostering innovation and collaboration.
Compliance with regulatory frameworks, such as
those related to human subjects research, animal
experimentation, biosafety, and export controls, is
crucial for research conducted in U.S. universities.
Researchers must navigate these legal require-
ments to ensure ethical conduct, protect the welfare
of participants, and maintain the integrity of their
research findings. Adhering to legal and ethical
guidelines promotes transparency, credibility,
and responsible research practices. U.S. universi-
ties often engage in collaborative research projects
with external entities, including other academic
institutions, industry partners, and funding agen-
cies [University-industry collaboration]. Legal
agreements, such as research contracts, material
transfer agreements, and confidentiality agree-
ments, govern the terms and conditions of these
collaborations.

Ethical considerations are intertwined with
legal perspectives in research. Scientific literature
emphasises the need for adherence to ethical prin-
ciples, such as informed consent, privacy protec-
tion, and data confidentiality. Research involving
human subjects, animals, or sensitive data requires
compliance with ethical guidelines, institutional
review boards (IRBs), and applicable laws.
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Respecting ethical norms ensures the well-being
of participants and promotes trust in the research
enterprise.

Research infrastructure, including state-of-the-
art laboratories, equipment, and research facili-
ties, significantly contributes to research efficiency
and effectiveness [Rosetta]. U.S. universities have
made substantial investments in developing robust
research infrastructure to support cutting-edge inves-
tigations [National Science and Technology Coun-
cil]. By analysing the infrastructure models, main-
tenance strategies, and resource allocation practices
of these universities, insights can be gained to guide
the development and management of research infra-
structure in other academic contexts.

Vocational training programmes for research
administrators and institutional support play a vital
role in facilitating efficient research operations
[Smith, 2019]. U.S. universities have implemented
training initiatives to equip research administra-
tors with the necessary skills to navigate com-
plex research environments [University of Ari-
zona]. Investigating these initiatives can inform
the development of similar programmes in other
academic settings, enhancing research manage-
ment and administration.

While research efficiency and effectiveness
are crucial for universities in driving innovation
and advancing society, there is a gap in the under-
standing of the best practices employed by leading
U.S. universities in achieving these goals. Exist-
ing literature has provided insights into research
efficiency and effectiveness, but a comprehensive
examination of the specific strategies, approaches,
initiatives, and training programmes implemented
by U.S. universities is needed. Furthermore, there
is a lack of studies focusing on the transferability
of these best practices to higher educational insti-
tutions in different contexts, such as Ukraine.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to
explore and gain valuable insights into the best
practices employed by U.S. universities in enhanc-
ing research efficiency and effectiveness. By
examining the strategies, approaches, initiatives,
and training programmes implemented by these
institutions, the study aims to inform and guide
academic institutions globally, particularly those
in Ukraine, in optimising their research processes.
The focus is on understanding the diverse and thriv-
ing research ecosystem of U.S. universities, which
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exemplify a strong commitment to research excel-
lence and innovation. The research questions for
this study were as follows:

1) What are the key strategies and approaches
employed by leading U.S. universities to enhance
research efficiency and effectiveness?

2) What are the best practices in disseminat-
ing knowledge and promoting research outputs
employed by U.S. universities?

3) To what extent can the best practices identi-
fied in U.S. universities be transferable to higher
educational institutions in Ukraine and other global
contexts?

Research Methods. This study relied on a sys-
tematic review methodology [Torres-Carrion et
al.]. The methodology utilised a strategy based on
keywords and involved a structured search process,
predetermined criteria for selecting and excluding
sources, extraction of raw data, evaluation of cho-
sen sources based on specific criteria, and synthe-
sis of data using qualitative methods [Kraus et al.].
In this systematic review, a search strategy was
employed to identify scholarly (peer-reviewed)
studies conducted or programmes or guidelines
implemented within the context of U.S. univer-
sities that examined approaches, initiatives, or
practices aimed at enhancing research efficiency
and effectiveness. The selected studies included
both empirical research and literature reviews for
further analysis. The search procedure involved
utilising various well-regarded academic data-
bases such as Scopus, Web of Science, and Google
Scholar. Search scripts were used for each data-
base in the study, as adapted from [Torres-Carrion
et al.]. Moreover, a direct search on Google was
conducted. The manual search involved review-
ing relevant journals, conference proceedings,
and citation lists of identified articles using specific
keywords related to research efficiency and effec-
tiveness, best practices, U.S. universities, innova-
tion, collaboration, technology, funding, and inter-
disciplinary research. This comprehensive search
strategy aimed to capture relevant literature for
the study.

The study ensured the appropriateness and excel-
lence of the chosen literature via the use of pre-
developed criteria for inclusion and exclusion.
The inclusion criteria were as follows: a) studies
conducted in the context of U.S. universities not
later than 20 years ago (the review would focus on



AkagewmiyHi cTyaii. Cepis «[lMegarorikay, Bun. 2, 2024

research conducted within the United States to spe-
cifically examine the best practices implemented in
U.S. universities; b) research efficiency and effec-
tiveness (the studies should explicitly address or
discuss the enhancement of research efficiency
and effectiveness in U.S. universities; this includes
strategies, approaches, initiatives, or interventions
aimed at improving various aspects of the research
process); ¢) best practices (the studies should iden-
tify, describe, or evaluate best practices employed
by U.S. universities to enhance research efficiency
and effectiveness; these can include organisational
strategies, funding mechanisms, collaborative
models, technological innovations, interdisciplin-
ary approaches, or any other practices that have
demonstrated positive outcomes; d) empirical
studies and literature reviews (the review would
consider empirical studies (quantitative, quali-
tative, or mixed methods) and literature reviews
that provide evidence-based insights into the best
practices of U.S. universities in enhancing research
efficiency and effectiveness); e) the transferability
score is higher than 40.

The exclusion criteria were as follows: a) stud-
ies conducted outside the context of U.S. univer-
sities (studies conducted in countries other than
the United States will be excluded, as the focus
is specifically on best practices in U.S. universi-
ties); b) studies not related to research efficiency
and effectiveness (studies that do not directly
address or discuss the enhancement of research
efficiency and effectiveness in U.S. universities
will be excluded); c) irrelevant topics or disci-
plines (studies that focus on topics or disciplines
unrelated to research efficiency and effectiveness,
such as teaching methods, student performance,
or administrative processes not directly linked to
research); d) opinion pieces and editorials (opinion
pieces, editorials, commentaries, and non-peer-re-
viewed publications).

The screening and selection phase took place
between February 2024 and the end of May 2024.
The author received generous support from three
colleagues who assisted in the search, screening,
and selection of relevant sources. In the begin-
ning, the selection procedure consisted of four dis-
tinct stages: identification, screening, evaluation
of source eligibility, and inclusion [McKenzie et
al.]. The search results were evaluated based on
the title and abstract to assess their potential rel-
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evance. The reviewers used the Checklist for Pre-
liminary Examination of Studies (see Appendix
A). The chosen articles then underwent a compre-
hensive review of the full text to determine their
suitability for inclusion in the literature review.
The final selection was based on how well the arti-
cles aligned with the research objectives and their
substantial contribution to the research efficiency
and effectiveness in U.S. universities.

The chosen articles were analysed to extract
and structure pertinent data related to recognized
themes, domains, or facets of research efficiency
and effectiveness. Essential information, including
author(s) and publication year, depiction of strat-
egies/approaches/initiatives/training programmes
that enhance research efficiency and effectiveness
within university research, and the potential trans-
ferability of best practices observed in U.S. univer-
sities to Ukrainian higher education institutions,
were carefully examined. A qualitative analysis
approach was utilised to identify patterns, similar-
ities, and unique contributions within the selected
literature. The extracted data were then synthe-
sised and interpreted to present a comprehen-
sive overview of the best practices employed by
U.S. universities in enhancing research efficiency
and effectiveness. Following that, three experts
were involved to assess the adaptation potential
(transferability) of the strategy/approach/initia-
tive/training programme by evaluating various fac-
tors using the researcher-designed checklist (see
Appendix B). Each factor includes specific assess-
ment criteria, and a 5-point Likert scale is provided
for rating the degree of alignment or suitability.
Experts used this tool to systematically evaluate
the transferability of the strategy/approach/ini-
tiative/training programme to higher educational
institutions in Ukraine and identify potential mod-
ifications or adjustments needed to ensure its rel-
evance and effectiveness within the local context
(see the descriptors of transferability levels in
Appendix C).

Results. The study identified 20 publications
that highlight strategies, approaches, initiatives,
best practices or training programmes to enhance
research efficiency and effectiveness in univer-
sity settings. Selected studies are presented below.
These articles encompass a range of domains
within university research, including interdisciplin-
ary collaboration, research funding and legal con-
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siderations, knowledge management, innovation,
raising funds, and the training of research adminis-
trators and managers. The experts recognised these
insights as transferable to higher educational insti-
tutions in Ukraine. The findings can be analysed
according to the transferability levels assigned to
the strategies, approaches, initiatives, and train-
ing programs for enhancing research efficiency
and effectiveness in U.S. universities. The trans-
ferability levels, ranging from Level 1 to Level 3,
indicate the potential applicability of these prac-
tices in higher educational institutions in Ukraine.

Level I Transferability

The integrated approach that embraces interdis-
ciplinarity and knowledge integration, as proposed
by Clark and Wallace [Clark & Wallace] holds
the highest transferability level (Level 1). This
approach offers a practical meta-framework for
interdisciplinary inquiry, emphasising the impor-
tance of integrating education and fostering collab-
oration to advance well-being for all.

The sustainability pathway model proposed by
Sarpong and colleagues [Sarpong et al.], which
emphasises the interplay of investment, talent,
and learning institutions in driving sustainable
growth and innovation, also falls under Level
1 transferability. This model highlights the need to
align R&D investments with talent development
and collaborative learning to establish an econom-
ically viable innovation system.

Level 2 Transferability

The study by Foltz and colleagues [Foltz et al.],
examining the factors influencing research effi-
ciency and technological progress in U.S. research
universities, holds a Level 2 transferability. Their
findings provide insights into the impact of changes
in funding sources on research performance and can
inform strategies to improve research productivity.

The investigation of the collaboration between
the federal government and academic research
institutions by Harris and Gallo [Harris & Gallo]
is also classified under Level 2 transferability. This
study highlights the importance of federal regula-
tions and requirements while acknowledging con-
cerns raised by academic institutions regarding
their unintended effects on research productivity.

The examination of knowledge management
best practices at Yale University, as presented
by Massicotte and Oas [Massicotte & Oas], falls
under Level 2 transferability. Their Process Frame-
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work and Service Knowledge Management System
offer insights into effectively supporting research
endeavours through high-quality knowledge man-
agement processes.

The exploration of knowledge management tools
and techniques, focusing on their contribution to
research efficiency and effectiveness in U.S. univer-
sities, also holds a Level 2 transferability. The high-
lighted tools and their capabilities for knowledge
creation, visualisation, and retrieval offer potential
benefits for improving research processes and out-
comes [Xu et al.].

The study investigating the impact of university-
industry  collaboration funding schemes on
the generation of commercially valuable research
outputs is categorised as Level 2 transferability
[Nugent et al.]. Their findings shed light on
the dynamics between collaboration schemes
andresearch outcomes, offering insights into strategies
for enhancing research efficiency and effectiveness.

The exploration of efficiency factors and outcomes
at the system, sector, and institutional levels in
U.S. universities, as examined by Kupriyanova
and colleagues, falls under Level 2 transferability.
Their comprehensive framework, along with
identified facilitators and barriers, provides guidance
for institutions aiming to improve research efficiency
[Kupriyanova et al.].

Tollestrup’s study explores the funding process
for U.S. federal government programmes, where
Congress evaluates bills annually to establish
or modify these programs, leading to various
funding methods affecting decision timelines
and predictability. The report elucidates these
approaches, exemplifying how funding relies on
the type of law in place: some laws create or modify
programs (authorisations), while others allocate
funds (appropriations) [Tollestrup]. Understanding
these law types and funding sources is pivotal for
enhancing research efficiency and management in
U.S. universities. This was assigned transferability
level 2 by the experts.

Level 3 Transferability

The proposal of a dynamic capabilities
framework for managing innovation ecosystems
in universities [Heaton et al.] falls under
Level 3 transferability. This framework guides
universities in adapting to evolving challenges
and highlights their transformative role in driving
success in innovation ecosystems.
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The exploration of the “Triple Helix” model
and its impact on university-industry-government
interactions, innovation, and knowledge creation
[Etzkowitz] is classified as Level 3 transferability.
This model  highlights the  importance
of collaborative relationships and the proactive
role of wuniversities in utilising knowledge
and expanding academic knowledge creation.

The analysis of the Duke Project Management
Community of Practice as a best practice in research
efficiency and effectiveness at Duke University
[Johnson et al.] holds a Level 3 transferability. This
practice has demonstrated its impact in providing
project management expertise and mentorship,
serving as a valuable resource across campus.

The recognition of the importance of valuing
and supporting research administrators through
increased awareness, more degree programs,
and ongoing education [Smith] falls under Level
3 transferability. This acknowledgment highlights
the role of educated administrators in securing
funding and assisting researchers, ultimately
enhancing research efficiency and effectiveness.

The findings from the study conducted by
[Thomas et al.] underscore the important role
of university spin-offs in harnessing the value
of scientific progress. The study delves into the initial
phases of 30 ventures co-founded by a distinguished
scientist-entrepreneur over a span of four decades. It
reveals how a star-scientist-entrepreneur identifies,
shapes, and seizes opportunities to empower
university spin-offs prior to their formal inception.
Aligned with the innovation domain of university
research, this study achieved a transferability level
of 3 based on expert evaluations.

Collectively, the findings suggest that adopting
and adapting these best practices and approaches
can significantly contribute to enhancing
research efficiency and effectiveness in higher
educational institutions in Ukraine. Policymakers,

administrators, and researchers can draw upon these
insights to develop tailored strategies and initiatives
that align with their institutional goals and priorities.
By implementing these practices, institutions can
foster interdisciplinary collaboration, improve
research funding mechanisms, enhance knowledge
management, promote innovation, and cultivate
a skilled research administration workforce, thereby
driving research excellence and impact in Ukraine.

Conclusion. Overall, the findings indicate that
a combination of interdisciplinary collaboration,
effective research funding mechanisms, knowledge
management practices, collaborative university-
industry-government networks, and training programs
for research administrators can significantly enhance
research efficiency and effectiveness. Implementing
these best practices in higher educational institutions in
Ukraine has the potential to drive research excellence,
foster innovation, and contribute to sustainable
development. However, it is essential to consider
the specific cultural, contextual, and institutional
factors in Ukraine when adapting these practices to
ensure their successful implementation and positive
impact on research outcomes. Future research can
delve into the challenges and barriers faced during
the implementation of the identified strategies,
approaches, initiatives, and training programs.
Understanding the factors that hinder successful
implementation can inform the development
of effective strategies to overcome these challenges
and ensure the transferability of best practices in
diverse settings.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Checklist for Preliminary Examination of Studies
Year
No. of the paper
Question Yes No

1. Was the study conducted within the past 20 years?

2. Is the study explicitly conducted within the United States?

3. Does the study mention or focus on U.S. universities?

4. Does the study address or discuss the enhancement of research efficiency and effectiveness?
5. Is there a clear emphasis on improving various aspects of the research process?

6. Does the study identify, describe, or evaluate best practices employed by U.S. universities?

7. Are organisational strategies, funding mechanisms, collaborative models, technological
innovations, or interdisciplinary approaches discussed?

8. Is the study based on empirical research (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods)?
9. Is the study a literature review that provides evidence-based insights?

Note: The study is included for detailed reading if the source scores at least 6 “yes” answers.
[ Include for the Detailed Reading [ Exclude
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Appendix B: Checklist for Assessing Adaptation Potential of a Strategy/Approach/Initiative/Training
Programme for Enhancing Research Efficiency and Effectiveness in Higher Educational Institutions
in Ukraine: Insights from U.S. Universities

5-point Likert Scale
1 2 3 4| 5

Adaptation Factors Assessment Criteria

*1. Degree of alignment with local cultural norms and values

*2. Consideration of educational traditions and practices

*3. Awareness of administrative practices in Ukrainian institutions
**1. Availability of necessary resources and infrastructure
Institutional Capacity **2. Alignment with existing expertise and capabilities

**3. Feasibility within available institutional resources

*#**]. Compliance with local higher education regulations

Legal and Regulatory *#*#2. Understanding of legal obligations in Ukraine

Environment *#%3. Consideration of intellectual property rights and ethical
considerations

Cultural and Contextual
Factors

***%]. Inclusion of stakeholder perspectives in decision-making
process

****) . Feedback from university administrators and faculty members
****3 Incorporation of student and researcher input

Stakeholder Engagement

Pedagogical *1. Alignment with local teaching and learning methods and practices
and Methodological *2. Suitability for instructional practices and preferences in Ukraine
Considerations *3. Adaptability to assessment methods used in Ukrainian institutions

*1. Alignment with national higher education and research strategies
*2. Addressing specific needs and goals of the country
*3. Contribution to national research priorities and initiatives

Note: Meanings assigned to values: *1 — Not aligned at all; 2 — Slightly aligned; 3 — Moderately (Partially) aligned;
4 — Aligned to a great extent; 5 — Fully aligned.

**] — Inadequate; 2 — Insufficient; 3 — Moderately sufficient; 4 — Highly sufficient; 5 — Fully adequate.

**%] — Not compliant at all; 2 — Partially compliant; 3 — Mostly compliant; 4 — Largely compliant; 5 — Fully compliant.

Relevance to National
Priorities

**%% ] _ Minimal involvement; 2 — Limited involvement; 3 — Moderate involvement; 4 — Extensive involvement; 5 — Full involvement.

Appendix C. (Accompanies the checklist in Appendix B). Descriptions of levels of transferability
a Strategy/Approach/Initiative/Training Programme for Enhancing Research Efficiency and Effectiveness
in Higher Educational Institutions in Ukraine

Level 1 Transferability (Scored 40-59):

The strategy/approach/initiative/training programme exhibits a moderate level of transferability, as
it considers cultural and contextual factors that can be adapted to align with local norms and values in
Ukrainian higher educational institutions. The strategy/approach/initiative/training programme also take
into account institutional capacity by considering the availability of necessary resources and alignment
with existing expertise. Additionally, the strategy/approach/initiative/training programme acknowledges
pedagogical and methodological considerations by evaluating the alignment with local teaching and learn-
ing methods and adaptability to assessment methods used in Ukrainian institutions.

Level 2 Transferability (Scored 60-79):

The strategy/approach/initiative/training programme demonstrates a high level of transferability, as
it incorporates legal and regulatory factors specific to the Ukrainian higher education system. It demon-
strates the compliance with local higher education regulations, understanding of legal obligations, and con-
sideration of intellectual property rights and ethical considerations. Furthermore, stakeholder engage-
ment is considered by including perspectives from university administrators, faculty members, students,
and researchers, ensuring a comprehensive decision-making process.

Level 3 Transferability (Scored 80-90):

The strategy/approach/initiative/training programme is designed with a significant level of transfer-
ability, as it addresses the relevance to national priorities in higher education and research strategies in
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Ukraine. It shows the alignment with national goals, contribution to national research priorities and ini-
tiatives, and consideration of specific needs of the country. The strategy/approach/initiative/training pro-
gramme also takes into account the importance of stakeholder involvement, with extensive feedback incor-
porated from various university stakeholders, including administrators, faculty, students, and researchers.
This comprehensive approach enhances the transferability of the strategy/approach/initiative/training
programme to enhance research efficiency and effectiveness in Ukrainian higher educational institutions.
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HIABUIMEHHA ECEKTUBHOCTI TA PE3YJIBTATUBHOCTI HAYKOBHX
JOCJIIZKEHDB: OIVIAl KPAIIOI'O JOCBIAY YHIBEPCUTETIB CIIIA

MeTor0 JOCTIKEHHS € BUBYCHHS HAMKPAIIMX MPAKTUK, IO 3aCTOCOBYIOTHCS aMEPUKAHCHKUMH YHIBEpPCUTETaMH
JUIsL ABUILECHHS e(DeKTUBHOCTI Ta Pe3yJIbTaTHBHOCTI JOCIHIKEHb, Ta 3’sCyBaHHS 1X aJanTallifHOr0 MOTEHLIiamy s
3aKJIaJIiB BHINOI OCBITH YKpaiHu. OOpaHO METOJOJIOTII0 CUCTEMATUIHOTO OIVISLY, IO BKIIFOYAE CTPYKTYPOBAHHUM Ipolec
MOIIYKY JUKEpen Ha OCHOBI KIIIOUOBHX ciiiB. Jns Binbopy niteparypu Oymno po3pobneno kpurepii. s cuHTe3y AaHHX
Oynu BHKOpHCTaHI sKicHI MeToad. OTpUMaHi pe3ylbTaTd BUCBITIIIOIOTH KIIOYOBI (h)aKTOPH, IO CIPUSIOTH €PEeKTHBHOCTI
Ta pe3yJIbTaTUBHOCTI HaykoBoi poboTH B yHiBepcuterax CIIIA. 3’scoBaHo, 10 MiKIUCIMIUTIHAPHA KOIAOOpaIlis
€ BUPIIIATLHAM €JIEMEHTOM, a TISTBHICTh, IO crpusie IHTerpallii 3HaHb 1 B3aEMOJIIT MiXK pI3HUMH 3aIliIKaBICHUMH CTOPOHAMH,
IEeMOHCTpY€E 3HAYHUH ITOTESHIIIaM IS afanTalii B YHIBEpCUTETCHKOMY CCpGIIOBI/IH.ll q)lHchyBaHH;I JOCTIiKEHb Ta TPaBOBi
aCIEKTH BU3HAYCHO BAKIMBUMHU YMHHUKAMH BIUIMBY Ha ¢()eKTHBHICTH JOCIIJHUIBKOI TIsIEHOCTI. PosymiHHS BILTHBY
3MiH y JDkepenax (iHaHCYBaHHS, TOTPUMAHHS (eaepalbHUX HOPM Ta 3a0e3MeYeHHs IPO30POCTi y BAKOPUCTAHHI KOIITIB
€ BI/IpiH_Ia.HLHI/IMI/I JUIsL TIOCWIICHHST PE3yJIBTaTHBHOCTI HayKOBHX Jocmimkens. Crparerii, moB’g3aHi 3 (biHchyBaHHﬂM
JOCITiIKEHb 1 IPABOBUMH aCTICKTAMU, TMPOAEMOHCTPYBAIH HOMlpHI/II/I HOTEHINAN A1 aganrarii. [HcTpymeHTH praBHIHHﬂ
3HAHHAMH T4 iX BUKOPHCTAHHSA JIIsi CTBOPCHHS, Bi3yaJi3allii Ta MONIYKY 3HAHb BH3HAHO KOPHCHHM I JIOCITi THAIBKAX
OPOIIECIB i Pe3yJbTaTiB, OCKUIBKM BOHU JIONIOMAraloTh BUPOONCHHIO C()EKTUBHHUX CTPATCTii YIpPABIIHHSI 3HAHHIMH
y 3aKiagax BHIIOI ocBiTH. Lli mpakTuK MpoIeMOHCTPyBaK IIOMIPHHUHI PiBEHb aIanTallii B YHIBEPCHUTETCHKII KOHTEKCT.
ChiBrpaIio MiX YHIBEpPCHTETaMH, IIPOMHCIOBICTIO Ta IEPKABHHUMH yCTaHOBAMH BiJ3HAYCHO KPUTUYHO BAKIIHBOIO
YMOBOIO ISl CTUMYITIOBAHHS IHHOBAI[Il Ta CTBOpEeHHs 3HaHb. CTparterii, o CIPUSIOTH B3a€MOAIl MiXK YHIBEPCUTETAMH,
TIPOMHMCIIOBICTIO Ta YPSJIOM, 320X0UYIOTh MiAMPHUEMHUIITBO Ta M ITPUMYIOTh IHHOBAI[IHI €KOCUCTEMH, TIPOICMOHCTPYBAITH
BUCOKHH pPiBeHb MOTEHIIANY Ui ajanTaiii. Poib aaMiHicTpaTopiB HAyKOBHX NOCHIIKEHb Y MiIATPUMIN JOCITIIHUKIB
Ta YIPaBIiHHI JOCIITHUIBKUMH TMPOEKTaMu Oyia BU3HAHA BUpilIanbHOW. [IpoBemeHHs TpoQeciiHUX TPEHIHTIB,
MiIBHIICHHS OOI3HAHOCTI Ta HAJaHHI MOXIMBOCTEH O€3IepepBHOTO HABYAHHS JUIS aMIHICTPaTopiB HAyKOBHX
JOCTI/KECHb BU3HAYCHO SIK CTpATerii 3 BUCOKMM MOTECHIIAIOM JUIS ajanTanii, OCKITbKI BOHU CIIPUSIOTH €(PEKTUBHOCTI
PE3YNbTaTiB YHIBEPCUTETCHKUX JIOCIIIKEHb.

Kntouosi cnosa: ehexTUBHICTh IOCHIAXKEHb, PE3YJIbTaTUBHICTb AOCHiKeHb, yHiBepcutet CLIA, inHOBamii,
criBIpals, TeXHONOr1i, hiHaHCYBaHHS, MIXIUCIUIUTIHAPHI JOCTIKEHHS.

102



