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Research Assessment and Research Culture:

A Complex Relationship

’ Lo Research assessment plays a critical role
in shaping research culture

Fmerging awareness of need for
thoughtful evaluation

- Narrow definition of success are a core
cause of poor research culture

= . % I . Key aspects of achieving researcher
N o wellbeing and research success are
under-recognised

- Develop better research assessment
using the SCOPE framework
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Improving Research Culture in Norway

Key Initiatives
- NOR-CAM (Norwegian Career Assessment
Matrix)

. Holistic framework for academic career
assessment

- Aligns with Open Science transition
- Being implemented by Norwegian
universities
- Research Council of Norway Strategies
. Portfolio for the Research System

- Focus on open science, diversity, and
research integrity

Ongoing debates
- Language in academia: English vs. Norwegian

- Tension between quantity and quality in research
. "Free Scientist Movement" led by Maria Toft

- Aims for care and trust-based academic system

Challenges

- Intellectual harassment of early-career researchers
- Excessive co-authorship practices

. Research integrity
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Milestone publications supporting research
assessment reform

San Francisco

D*®RA

Declaration on Research Assessment

The San Francisco Declaration |
journals, recognizes the need ti
Francisco and subsequently cir
a worldwide initiative covering
DORA.

There is a pressing need to improve th
agencies, academic institutions, and (
scholarly journals met during the 4
Francisco, CA, on December 16, 2012}
Francisco Declaration on Research Af
indicate their support by adding their |
and varied, including: research artic|
property; and highly trained youny
scientists themselves, all have a desi
thus imperative that sci¢

nature International weekly journal of science

Archive N Volume 520

NATURE | COMMENT

Bibliometrics: The
metrics

Diana Hicks, Paul Wouters, Lud(
22 April 2015

Use these ten principles to guidi
colleagues.

@ PDF R Rights & Permission

Subject terms: Careers - Rese|

scopey i
&R
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THE HONG KONG

PRINCIPLES
FOR ASSESSING RESEARCHERS

fae) FOSTERING RESEARCH INTEGRITY )

What are the HKP?

The Hong Kong Principles (HKP) were developed as part of the 6th World Conference
on Research Integrity. They werq

researchers are rewarded for sp

entepestenvon—— /=5 RUS[EMIERTT @ RERSERMIFG
trengthen r rch integrit
strengthen research integrity EEHE.E'— '.'-: EJE : EEE?\EE::H EDH

20y 202k

Asgess responsidie
research practices

Research is in
ind elife have meta-tesearch

The SCOPE
Framework

A five-stage process for evaluating
research responsibly

Recognize essectial The University of Glasgow's academic promotion critera rewards

sl g researchers for particpation i peer review and other relsted actwties
' 9 (e.g. journal editorship).




Educating leaders and policymakers

- Understanding the limitations of
assessments, especially commercial
rankings

- Critically evaluating the reliability of
commercial data providers

- Relying more on community-provided
guidance and infrastructures

- RRA Is important:

- Maintaining institutional autonomy
- Valid Decision-making

- Evaluation costs time and money- make sure
they're meaningful
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We need to build trust In research assessment

The SCOPE
Framework

A five-stage process for evaluating
research responsibly

scop@

yrms.net/research-

TOUR EVALUATION
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A one-page overview of the five-stage

SCOPE Framework

START WITH WHAT YOU VALLUE

EVALUATE

PROBE

The SCOPE Principles

The five stages of SCOPE operate under three

main principles:

1. Evaluate only where necessary.
Evaluation is not ahwoys the right sirotegy. When it
comes ha incentivising behaviours, for example, it moy
be mone Fruithd to enoble them than fo evaluate them.

1, Evaluate with the evaluated.

Ary evaluotion should be co-designed and co-
interpresed by the communities being evoluated.

3. Draw on evaluation expertise.

'We should apply the some rigour to gur evoluations
that we opply to our ocodemic reseanch.

START with what you value

* Cleordy articulote what you wolue obout the enfity
being evoluated

* Mot with ovoiloble data sources (the
Streethight EFect’)

inorms.net,/ rasearch-evaluation-group sessn e

COMNTEXT
OMSIDERATIONS

OPTIONS
FOR EVALUATING

CONTEXT considerations

* Enzure your evaluation is context-specific

* WHO are you ewaluoting? |Ensity size and discipline)
= WHY are you evoluating?
OPTIONS for evaluating

* Consider both quantitative and qualitative options
* Be coreful when using guanisies 1o indicote gualities
PROBE de=ply
= WHO might your evoluation opprooch
discriminate ogainst
= HCW might your ewoluation opprooch be gamed?
= WHAT might the unintended corseguences be?
* COMSIDER the cost-beneh of
the evaluation

EVALUATE your evaluation

* Did your evoluation ochieve its oims#

* Was it formative oz well os summative?
# Use SCOPE to evaluate your evoluation.

|rv;r113

f;‘l-.dll,la’-ﬂlr_]r
group

Putiiching perner
rracrald

https://inorms.net/scope-tramework-for-research-evaluation/
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The SCOPE
framework ftor

responsible
research
evaluation
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The INORMS REG is a
group of research
managers from 16
international Research
Management Societies

and Associations

We represent groups from UK, Norway, the US, Canada, China, Japan, Australia, Finland, Denmark,
Malaysia, Germany, South Africa, Brazil, Ukraine, the Philippines, and Sweden.
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Q Fvaluate only where necessary

Three
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Draw on evaluation expertise
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Context consideration: the unit and the purpose

Country HEI Group Individual
Anﬂl',rsis To understand
ﬁ.dvc:-::nc}r To show oft
AE-ECI-UHfﬂI:]iIil‘}F To monitor
Acclaim To benchmark
Ada ptation To incentivise
. Low impact
Allocation To reward

. Medium impact
. High impact
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Context consideration: discipline

SCO p@
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research
evaluation

group

Country HEI

Advocacy To show off

Accuun’rﬂhihr}r To monitor

Acclaim
Ada ptation

Allocation

. Mediumimpnc'r
. High impact



COPE

Start with what yvou
value



The Streetlight
Eifect

Don't let data dictate
your path; let your
mission guide your
metrics.

THIS IS WHERE YOU
LOST YOUR WALLET?

NO, T LOST IT IN THE PARK.,
BUT THIS IS WHERE THE LIGHT IS.

norms

research
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Starting with what we value

WHQO'S "WE'? SURFACING WHAT WE VALUE

- The evaluators - What do we value about [X]?
- What don't we value about [X]?

- The evaluated

L. - What value results when we have [X]?
_ Research beneficiaries

» How can you tell when we don't/ have

- Other stakeholders X]?
Demographicg & inc‘usivity - What does [X] look & feel like?
- Why would we care about [X]?

inorms

research
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SCOPE
Options for evaluating



- Is your indicator a suitable proxy for
what you are evaluating?



OPTIONS for evaluating

Approaches should offer fair proxies for the value under evaluation - and in the
context

No evaluation is perfect.
- Should involve human judgement
- Be honest about uncertainty

- Consider both quantitative and qualitative options
- Citations # quality

Consider time-frame

Fvaluate with the evaluated

Inorms

research
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SCOPE
PROBE deeply



The Rationale

(Y51

10 AVOI

Many of the problematic approaches to
research evaluation that currently
dominate the research ecosystem could

/

nave been avoided if they were ‘probed

for harmful impacts and possible

unintended consequences at their
INnception.




PROBE

1. Who might this discriminate against?

2. What might the unintendeo
consequences be”?

3. How might this be gamed?
4. What is the cost-benefit?




Assessing for
discriminatory
effects

The discriminatory effects of some forms
of evaluation, are well-documented. Such

evidence can support evaluators to put in
place mitigating actions




Example: Assessing the openness of research
oroupS

Open
Source

Open
Methods / Open Peer
. Review
. ..- Open
Open Data: \ Education
i / o\ &
Access
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Citation biases NAULe .

Home ‘ News & Comment ’ Research ‘ Careers & Jobs ‘ Current Issue ‘ Archive ‘ Audio &

Understanding the Extent of Gender Gap in Citation; EiDEEEIIESCIPEIPLD)

| One journal now asks authors to explain citation gap.

Men cite themselves more than women do

The apparent trend has been on the rise over the past two decades.

By Rachael Pells for Times Higher Education  // August 16,2018

Research into the gendered citation patterns of academics has confirmed what many have long
suspected - that male authors tend to cite other men over women in their article bibliographies. But

Dalmeet Singh Chawla

B AV\AAAS Become a Member

HOME > NEWS > WOMEN CITED LESS OFTEN IN NEWS THAN MEN, STUDY FINDS

Women Cited Less Often in News Than Men,

SCieIlCG Contents ~ News ~ Careers ~ Journals ~

m Facebook 0 Twitter m Linkedin & Google Email g Share 0 &9 Print

Tlll: PE\\" Despite riSing numbers Of women in the Workforce ahn( CREDIT: SHIRONOSO\/-‘ISTOCI(PHOTC
oI e N 3 Of theday still largely reflects a male perspective, a ney Female academics with partners less |ike|y to
TRUSTS Excellence in Journalism finds. collaborate internationally

(et i By Beryl Lieff Benderly | Oct. 22,2015, 1:30 PM

sCopeys~




(Geographical
coverage

Arianna Becerril-Garcia,
Responsible Research

Assessment Conference,
GRC, November 2020

Global North

.
81.6%

18.4% @
Global South

Journals

(based on SJR-Scopus)

Structural inequity
In research assessment
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Disciplinary coverage

Table 3. Percentage of citations found by each data source, relative to the total number of citations found
overall and by broad areas.

% of citations found (relative to N)

N Google Microsoft . . Web of
Scholar Academic Scopus  Dimensions Science COcCi
Humanities,
Literature & Arts 89 337 87 39 31 29 25 18
Social Sciences 406,661 88 47 40 36 = 20
Business,
Economics & 235,338 88 47 34 32 29 19
Management
Engineering &
Computer Scionce 691,164 88 63 61 54 48 30
Physics &
Mathematics 317,320 90 57 64 59 59 36
Health & Medical , 4 ;57| g5 63 59 58 51 27
Sciences
Life Sciences &
Earth Sciences 571.817 89 68 64 63 60 32
Chemical & Material
Sciences 253,990 90 69 75 72 72 32

Google Scholar, Microsoft Academic, Scopus, Dimensions, Web of Science, and OpenCitations’ COCI: a multidisciplinary
comparison of coverage via citations. Martin Martin et al. (2019)



Events Reports & Data Admissions Diversity S

es Guaranteed Transfer Plan

Médical Republic CLINICAL | THEHILL~ | KNO :  blew presientauts
MARCH 2016
1-|1AHE GOLD STANDARD: WHAT NEWS FACULTY
R
KNOW ABOUT PEE ' o
YOu SHOULD The Peer-Review Crisis
REVIEW
m The peer-review system, which relies on unpaid volunteers, has long been stressed. COVID-

19 has made it worse. Possible solutions include paying reviewers or limiting revise-and-

nna resubmits Are than~ and-Aids on structural problems?

RUBY PROSSER SCULLY —

_— e

.ndard, and
When 1s Peer Review the Gold Standard

by 1

published on
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Assessing for
unintended
consequences

Another way of approaching
unintended conseguences is
to explicitly explore the
following common
unintended consequences of
research evaluation

(Adapted from Muller, J. T. (2018). The
Tyranny of Metrics. Princeton Press)

Goal displacement - what are you not evaluating
that may get overlooked as a consequence”?

Short-termism - what long term aims may be
missed as a consequence of focusing on short-
term evaluation goals?

Discouraging risk-taking and innovation - will the
evaluation work against creativity and
serendipitous opportunity-taking?

Discouraging co-operation and common purpose
- will the evaluation lead to greater cooperation or
less?
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SCOP
Evaluate &
evaluate vour evaluation



EVALUA'TE evaluations using SCOPE

- Did the evaluation approach bring new
insight to what you value?

- In what contexts might you evaluate your
evaluation?

- What is your options for evaluating your
evaluation?

- Can you probe the evaluation outcomes
to identity any unintended consequences
or discriminatory effects?

iInorms
research
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Responsible Research 1. Educate leaders and policymakers on:

Assessment: Building a
Healthier Research Culture

- Limitations of assessments, and caution with commercial
poroviders and rankings

2. Develop a healthier research ecosystem that:

- Foster integrity, collaboration and innovation

Incentivize open research practices

Advancing Equity, Diversity and Inclusion

Enhancing research quality

Supporting career development

Allows for failure

Serves humanity

3. The SCOPE framework as one way of achieving these ends

iInorms
research
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Discussion: Explore some options for
evaluating the things
you value about research culture.



Discussion: Probing your options.

Avoid harmful impacts and possible unintended consequences

1. Who does the chosen approach discriminate against?
2. How might this approach be gamed?
3. What might the unintended consequences be?




What do you believe is the
biggest barrier to
implementing resporab\e
research assessment in your
institution?
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Email: tanja.strom@oslomet.no
Tanja Strom LinkedIn: linkedin.com/in/tanja-strem-3805822
Orcid: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2937-858X



https://www.linkedin.com/in/tanja-str%C3%B8m-3805822
mailto:ttanja.strom@oslomet.no
https://www.linkedin.com/in/tanja-str%C3%B8m-3805822

What improvements
would you like to see
in research assessment practices?
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