
ERC information meeting

François Maniquet

Leuven, December 8, 2011

François Maniquet ERC



My ERC experience: I) 2008

François Maniquet ERC



with consequence:
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II) 2010

François Maniquet ERC



with consequence:

Conclusion:
- 2 panel evaluations,
- 8 referee evaluations.
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1) 8 referees
- know me,
- know my works
- are from the field:

Conclusions: they didn’t blindly look at publications and citations, they
weighted these statistics by taking the field into account.

Panel evaluation: ”While not necessarily subscribing to each and every
opinion expressed, the panel found that they provide a fair overall
assessment, ...”
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2) About the trade-off between being credible and being innovative:

- (2008) ”Overall, a well-constructed proposal, with a high chance of
success, but perhaps lacking in ambition since it follows very much in the
line of the PI’s existing research.”

- (2010) ”Poverty has been an intractable problem, and so this
proposal–which could contribute to effective anti-poverty policy—has a
potentially high payoff. At the same time, the proposed research seems
likely to be doable, in view of the PI’s previous accomplishments.”

My conclusion: the emphasis is more on the innovative side.
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3) Panel evaluations:

2008: ”The panel thought that the proposed research is strong and
worthy of funding, and that the principal investigator has an excellent
track record. The proposal was not ranked very high, since the third part
of the proposal did not seem to fit very well with the first two.

The panel recommended that the proposal be retained for funding with a
grant not exceeding 800,000 Euros, reducing the number of Ph.D.
students to one. It also felt that the proposed travel figures were rather
high.”

2010: ”The panel found the PI?s plans to develop a preference-based
measure of poverty (topic three) to be very interesting and potentially
highly significant. However, the panel concluded that the part of his
research proposal devoted to the persistence of poverty was not thought
through sufficiently carefully. For this reason, the panel decided to fund
only the research relating to topics one and two of the proposal. The
budget will be cut accordingly.”

My conclusion: a trade-off between being focused and propose ideas
they like.
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