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Plan S: the beginning, middle or end of 

responsible research evaluation?





Roadmap

• Research evaluation – the root of all evils?

• Doing research evaluation well

• Who is responsible for responsible evaluation?

• Responsible research evaluation – the fix for a 

broken scholarly communication system?

• Plan S – the route to responsible research 

evaluation?

• Does Plan S have what it takes?



If research evaluation is the answer, 

what is the question?

• How do you improve the reproducibility of 
research?

• How do we encourage greater equality and 
diversity amongst research communities?

• How can we enable greater global 
collaboration?

• How do we encourage blue skies thinking and 
creative problem-solving in academia? 

• How do we protect the mental health of 
academia’s most precious resource?



Munafò, Marcus R., et al. 

2017. “A Manifesto for 

Reproducible Science.” 

Nature Human Behaviour 1 

(1): 1–9. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/s4156

2-016-0021.



https://africanarguments

.org/2018/07/30/shockin

g-absence-global-south-

scholars-international-

journals/
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“California is 
burning. The Arctic 

is melting. Our 
species, without 
any ambiguity, is 
precipitating it’s 

own extinction.  Do 
you honestly think 

that our current 
crop of politicians, 

our explorers, 
artists or rock 

stars, are going to 
save us? No.  The 
scientists are the 
only hope for the 

future.”

https://www.facebook.com/BBCRadio4/videoshttps:/www.facebook.com/BBCRadio4/videos/598775240595476/?v=598775240595476/598775240595476/?v=598775240595476


Responsible research evaluation 

(RRE) is not just about being nice

• RRE leads to better decisions:

– Comparing SSH with STEM on citation counts…

– Comparing early & late-career academics on h-

index…

– Judging anyone by their ResearchGate score…

– …just isn’t going to lead to a sensible decision, let 

alone a fair one.



Routes to RRE



"nothing will do more to foster change in accordance 
with the principles set out in this report than concerted 
work and institutional change in the area of rewards 

and incentives” 

DOI: 10.2777/836532



Who’s responsible for responsible 

research evaluation?

• Publishers

• University rankings

• Citation benchmarking tools

• Research funders

– Including national research evaluation schemes

• …but it mainly ends up being seen as the 

responsibility of HEIs



Publishers



Use of AI to boost JIFs



University 

rankings



Citation benchmarking tools



Funders 



National research evaluation 

schemes



Effectiveness of national level 

response



Unspecified credit for doing 

research metrics responsibly in REF



Response to DORA
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Statements on responsible metrics
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International response to DORA
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Fixing research evaluation has to be 

a global enterprise

• Irresponsible research evaluation is a global 

phenomenon

• Fixing it is going to take a global effort

• INORMS Research Evaluation WG 

• Plan S





Author: Catriona McCallum









Two ways to fix research evaluation 

(and thereby usher in OS)

1. Don’t judge output quality based on the outlet 

it’s published in (e.g. through the JIF)

2. Introduce new measures of quality and 

openness instead.

And this is the Plan S approach,



Route 1:

“COAlition S supports the intentions of the San 

Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment 

(DORA) that research needs to be assessed on its 

own merits rather than on the basis of the venue in 

which the research is published.  cOAlition S 

members intend to sign DORA and implement 

those requirements in their policies.”

Plan S Implementation Guidance



Route 2:

“The Funders will monitor compliance and sanction 

non-compliance”

10th principle of Plan S



What will this mean in practice?



So that’s good news right?

• In principle, yes!

• In practice, some challenges



Challenges with Route 1: RRE 

mandates

• Are you being asked to promise or prove 

your commitment?

• Are you actually publicly committing to valuing 

research on it’s merits by signing DORA & the 

Leiden Manifesto?

• Is it even possible to tell organisations what 

principles to hold?



Promise or prove?



DORA & Leiden Manifesto: bad metrics?
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Challenges with Route 2: measuring 

openness

• Openness and quality are not the same thing

• Measuring both leads to double the metrics

• Is openness mature enough to be measured?

• Wasn’t openness supposed to be it’s own 

reward?



“Open science is just good science”. 

(Always?)

“Closed science is bad science”.

(Really?)

“If it’s not open, is it really research?”

(Erm, yes?)
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Challenges with Route 2: measuring 

openness
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Plan S: the beginning, middle or end 

of responsible research evaluation?



The beginning?

• Plan S explicitly mandates RRE for the first time

• It might initiate engagement with the broader 

RRE agenda for many HEIs

• It may have an effect on National Research 

Evaluation Schemes such as Norway and 

Finland’s



The middle?

• Calls for RRE are not new (DORA 2012)

• Plan S-type mandates are a step on the journey 

– a milestone?

– A game changer?

• But not the beginning and perhaps not the final 

word



The end?

• Is Plan S the end of voluntary engagement with 

RRE?

• IF RRE becomes a compliance issue, will it 

result in a tick-box culture?

• Is RRE ONLY about measuring research based 

on intrinsic merits?



Other opportunities to do research 

evaluation badly

• University KPIs based on rankings

• Collaboration indicators for non-collaborating 

disciplines

• Use of h-index for assessing grant proposals

• Doing appraisal, promotion and recruitment 

based on citation performance and income 

generation

• Need I go on?



The end?

• Is Plan S the end of voluntary engagement with 

RRE?

• IF RRE becomes a compliance issue, will it 

result in a tick-box culture?

• Is RRE ONLY about measuring research based 

on intrinsic merits?

• Is measuring research on its intrinsic merits 

(through peer review) any better than 

metrics?





”I recently was told about a rising star in a US university 

who proudly told her colleague that she rejected all the 

articles that came her way because she did not want her 

competitors to get ahead.”





Alan Dix
University of Birmingham and Talis

http://alandix.com/ref2014/

Doing metrics responsibly

ARMA Liverpool 2017 

metrics are 

rubbish 

but …
people are worse

(far)



Responsible metrics 

+ 

peer review = 

best chance of responsible research 

evaluation



This Photo by Unknown Author is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND

Better to light a candle than 

curse the darkness.

http://trymon1980.deviantart.com/art/candle-in-the-dark-510767292
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/


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

• Addressing two big agendas:
– Ranking the rankers

– Educating decision-makers

• NARMA Representative:
– Tanja Strøm

– tanja.strom@oslomet.no

https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/
mailto:tanja.strom@oslomet.no


Thank you for listening
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