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Comparative Analysis of Latvian Research Evaluations (2013–2019–2025)

Overall system performance: clear upward trajectory
Across the three evaluation cycles, Latvia’s research system demonstrates a consistent and significant improvement in performance, organisation, and international orientation:
· 2013: The system was characterised by low average scores (mostly around 2), high fragmentation, limited international visibility, and weak publication performance
· 2019 evaluation: Marked improvement, with most scores shifting to level 3, increased publication output, better infrastructure, and stronger international engagement
· 2025 evaluation: A more mature system with scores concentrated between 3 and 4, growing international competitiveness, and stronger societal engagement. 
Table 1 Share of top performing units
	Evaluation cycle
	Share of units with score 4–5

	2013
	10%

	2019
	25%

	2025
	42%



Figure 1 shows a clear and sustained upward shift in the distribution of overall scores across the three evaluation cycles, illustrating the structural improvement of Latvia’s research system over time. In 2013, the system was dominated by low-performing units, with around 65% of scores in the 1–2 range and only a very small share achieving high scores (4–5), reflecting the fragmentation, limited international visibility, and weak research capacity highlighted in the 2013 evaluation. By 2019, the distribution had shifted markedly, with the majority of units moving into the mid-range (score 3 at ~46%) and a notable increase in high-performing units (25%), consistent with reported improvements in infrastructure, publication output, and international engagement. The 2025 results show a further consolidation of this trend, with low scores reduced to around 13% and high scores rising to 42%, indicating a maturing system with stronger research quality and more internationally competitive units. At the same time, the persistence of a large share of score 3 suggests that while overall performance has improved significantly, much of the system remains at a “good but not yet excellent” level, echoing expert findings that future progress will depend on strengthening international scientific impact, increasing critical mass, and focusing resources to achieve higher levels of excellence.
Figure 1 Shares of overall scores
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This reflects a structural shift from a weak-to-moderate system toward a solid mid-to-high performing system. At the same time, a persistent pattern remains:
· Strong societal and economic impact
· More moderate international scientific impact
Comparison by evaluation criteria
Research quality scores
Figure 2 shows a clear and progressive improvement in research quality across the three evaluation cycles, reflecting the overall strengthening of Latvia’s research system. In 2013, research quality was predominantly assessed as low, with around 60% of units scoring 1–2 and only about 10% reaching the highest levels (4–5), consistent with the evaluation’s findings of limited international publication output and weak integration into global research networks. By 2019, the distribution had shifted substantially: the share of low scores declined to around 35%, while the majority of units moved into the mid-range (score 3 at 45%) and a growing proportion (20%) achieved high-quality ratings, reflecting increased publication activity and improved quality. The 2025 results show a further strengthening of quality, with low scores reduced to approximately 15% and high scores rising to around 35%, indicating that a significant share of units now operate at a very good international level. However, the continued dominance of score 3 suggests that while quality has improved markedly, many units have not yet reached top-tier international excellence, echoing expert observations that further progress will depend on greater focus, stronger critical mass, and increased engagement in high-impact, internationally visible research.
Figure 2 Shares of research quality scores
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Impact on the scientific discipline scores
Figure 3 shows a clear improvement over time in the impact of Latvian research on the scientific discipline, but also highlights that this remains one of the most challenging dimensions. In 2013, performance was predominantly weak, with around 65% of units scoring 1–2 and only about 5% achieving high impact (4–5), reflecting the limited international visibility, low citation impact, and weak integration into global research networks identified in the evaluation. By 2019, there was a noticeable shift, with low scores decreasing to around 42% and a more balanced distribution emerging between mid-level (3 at 40%) and higher scores (18%), indicating increased publication output and growing engagement in international collaboration. The 2025 results show further progress, with low scores reduced to approximately 25% and high scores increasing to around 30%, suggesting that more units are contributing meaningfully to their disciplines at an international level. However, compared to other dimensions such as social or economic impact, the distribution still shows a relatively large share of mid-level scores, confirming expert findings that international scientific impact remains structurally constrained by factors such as limited critical mass, modest participation in leading international consortia, and relatively low success in highly competitive funding schemes.
Figure 3 Shares of impact on the scientific discipline scores
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Economic impact scores
Figure 4 shows that economic impact has been a consistent strength of Latvia’s research system across all three evaluation cycles, with a clear and steady improvement over time. In 2013, performance was already relatively solid compared to other dimensions, with the majority of units scoring at the mid-level (around 45% at score 3) and a notable share (about 15%) achieving high impact, although a substantial proportion (around 40%) still scored in the lower range. By 2019, the distribution improved significantly, with low scores dropping to around 10% and high scores increasing to approximately 35%, reflecting stronger engagement with industry, increased participation in applied research, and better alignment with national priorities such as the Smart Specialisation Strategy. The 2025 results show a further strengthening, with only about 5% of units in the low category and nearly half (around 45%) achieving high economic impact, indicating a mature and well-functioning interface between research and the economy. This trend aligns with expert findings that Latvian institutions are particularly effective in knowledge transfer, collaboration with public and private sectors, and delivering applied research outcomes, even if these activities are often more incremental than breakthrough in nature.
Figure 4 Shares of economic impact scores
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Social impact scores
Figure 5 shows that social impact has been a consistently strong dimension of Latvia’s research system, with steady improvements across all three evaluation cycles. In 2013, performance was already relatively solid compared to other criteria, with half of the units scoring at the mid-level (around 50%) and a notable share (20%) achieving high social impact, although a still significant proportion (30%) remained in the lower category. By 2019, the distribution shifted upward, with low scores declining to around 20% and high scores increasing to approximately 30%, reflecting growing engagement of research institutions in policy development, public discourse, and societal challenges. The 2025 results show further consolidation of this strength, with only about 10% of units in the low category and nearly half (around 45%) achieving high social impact. This confirms expert observations that Latvian research is particularly well embedded in the societal and policy context, contributing actively to evidence-based decision-making, public sector development, and broader societal resilience. At the same time, the strong performance in this dimension also highlights a distinctive feature of the system: its ability to generate meaningful societal value even in cases where international scientific impact may be more limited.
Figure 5 Shares of social impact scores
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Research infrastructure and environment scores
Figure 6 shows a marked and sustained improvement in research infrastructure and environment across the three evaluation cycles, reflecting one of the most significant structural transformations in Latvia’s research system. In 2013, performance in this dimension was relatively weak, with around half of the units (50%) scoring in the lowest category (1–2), indicating insufficient infrastructure, fragmented research environments, and limited support systems for researchers. By 2019, the situation had improved substantially, with low scores reduced to approximately 25% and the majority of units (around 50%) reaching the mid-level, alongside a growing share of high-performing environments (about 25%). This improvement corresponds to major national and EU-funded investments in research infrastructure and institutional consolidation. The 2025 results show further progress, with low scores declining to around 15% and high scores increasing to approximately 35%, indicating that most institutions now operate within adequately developed and, in many cases, strong research environments. However, expert assessments also highlight that while “hard” infrastructure has improved significantly, there remain challenges in the “soft” aspects of the research environment, such as career development, mentoring, and stable research funding, which continue to affect the overall effectiveness and sustainability of research performance.

 Figure 6 Shares of research infrastructure and environment scores[image: ]


Development potential scores
Figure 7 shows a steady strengthening of development potential across the three evaluation cycles, suggesting that Latvia’s research system has not only improved its current performance but also its capacity for future growth. In 2013, the distribution was relatively mixed, with a large share of units (around 45%) in the low category (1–2) and only about 20% demonstrating high development potential (4–5), reflecting uncertainties around strategic direction, limited resources, and fragmented institutional structures. By 2019, the pattern shifted, with a significant increase in mid-level scores (around 50%) and a rise in high-potential units to approximately 30%, indicating improved strategic awareness, better alignment with national priorities, and more structured institutional planning. The 2025 results show a further positive shift, with low scores reduced to around 10% and high scores increasing to approximately 40%, suggesting that a growing share of institutions now have credible and realistic pathways for further development. This aligns with expert observations that institutions are increasingly able to define clearer research strategies and build on existing strengths, although continued progress will depend on addressing structural constraints such as limited funding, fragmentation, and the need to build critical mass in priority areas.
Figure 7 Shares of development potential scores
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Comparison by discipline
Agriculture, forestry and veterinary sciences
Agriculture shows a stable but moderate performance profile across all three evaluation cycles. In 2013, scores were concentrated in 2–3, reflecting a solid but not highly internationalised system. By 2019 and especially 2025, there is a clear shift toward score 3 and an increase in score 4. According to expert commentary, the field is strongly applied, nationally relevant, and stable, but constrained in achieving top-tier international excellence. 
Figure 8 Agriculture, forestry and veterinary sciences overall scores by year
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Engineering and technology
Engineering demonstrates a gradual but uneven improvement. In 2013, low scores (1–2) dominated, indicating fragmentation and limited research quality. By 2019, performance shifts to mid-level (3), and in 2025 there is a clear rise in score 4, although heterogeneity remains. 
Figure 9 Engineering and technology overall scores by year
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Medicine and health sciences
In Medicine, from a mixed distribution in 2013, the field shifts significantly toward scores 4–5 by 2025, with a noticeable increase in top performers. This reflects the emergence of internationally competitive centres, improved infrastructure, and stronger collaboration, as highlighted in the evaluation reports.
Figure 10 Engineering and technology overall scores by year
[image: ]

Natural sciences
Natural sciences display a consistent and balanced improvement. The 2013 distribution is relatively weak, but by 2019 and 2025 there is a strong concentration in scores 3-4. This indicates the development of internationally competitive units.
Figure 11 Natural sciences overall scores by year
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Social sciences
Social sciences show significant improvement but remain structurally constrained. In 2013, low scores dominate, reflecting fragmentation and weak international impact. By 2025, most units reach score 3 and a growing share achieves 4. 
Figure 12 Social sciences overall scores by year
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Humanities and arts
Humanities follow a steady upward trend similar to social sciences, but with slightly stronger disciplinary positioning. The shift from scores 1-2 toward 3-4 is clear across the evaluation cycles. 
Figure 13 Humanities and arts overall scores by year
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