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Who we are?



What we want to do?

 Consider how best to ensure that research evaluation is meaningful, 

responsible and effective.



Why we want to do it

 Research is a global endeavour

 Research evaluation is also a global practice

 Many poor practices (university rankings, inappropriate use of journal 

metrics, skewed individual researcher evaluation) are global problems and 

require global solutions

 Individual countries simply cannot address them alone

 The INORMS REWG is an attempt to provide a united global voice



How we’re doing it?

 Ten colleagues allocated to 2 sub-groups

 Rankings – led by Justin Shearer (ARMS)

 Senior Manager Briefings – led by Laura Himanen (Fin-ARMA)

 Wider INORMS-RES-EVAL@jiscmail.ac.uk discussion list

 All encouraged to act as ambassadors within own countries

 All responsible for two-way links between INORMS REWG & national RMS

 All responsible for presenting at own national conferences

 Lots of support from ARMA!!

mailto:INORMS-RES-EVAL@jiscmail.ac.uk


Workpackage 1: Rating the rankers

 University rankings have global power

 Self-appointed

 Answer to no-one

 And yet:

 Funders use them to decide who to fund

 Credit-rating bodies use them to sway investments

 Students use them to decide where to study

 Academics use them to plan their careers

 Does this lead to meaningful, responsible & effective research evaluation?



Tackling the problem: Criteria for rating 

the rankers

 Available at: https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-

working-group/

 Five key themes:

 General approach

 Governance

 Methodologies

 Indicators

 Usability

 Consultation open 22 May – 10 June 2019

 Outcomes will inform methodology for rating the rankers

https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/


Workpackage 2: Briefing Senior 

Managers

 Responsible research evaluation discussions are often held by middle-

managers, practitioners or academics

 Those with the most influence over responsible research evaluation practice 

are very senior leaders

 Hard to access senior leaders; difficult to ‘train’

 No readily available materials by which leaders can be briefed



Briefing materials for senior managers

 Set of powerpoint slides with notes

 Short version (20 minutes)

 Longer version (60 minutes)

 Can be adapted to different settings

 Translated into as many languages as we can

 Better decision making through responsible research evaluation (VCOS model)

 What do you Value?

 Context-based evaluation

 Options for evaluating (quantitative & qualitative)

 Sense-check

 Review



Outcomes
 A lot of interest in rankings work

 Invitation to speak to UK Forum for Responsible Research Metrics

 Connection with LIBER Metrics Group

 Good response to consultation

 Sharing best practice

 Feeling the experiences of international colleagues

 Building international community

 Presentations forthcoming at:

 RMAN-J (Japan)

 SRA (USA)

 ARMS (Australia) 

 Spoken at: NARMA (Norway) & ARMA (UK)



What next?

 Working Group set to run until June 2020

 Lots more work to do!

 International Group on Journal Indicators – expressed interest

 Plan S – Responsible Metrics element requires Research Manager input

 Science of Science work – James Wilsdon recognises role for co-production with 

research managers and information specialists

 Should we continue as an International SIG?

 Should there be an INORMS International symposium on university rankings?
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