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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 activity

 Many poor practices around the world (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

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


Work package 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/


Work package 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
 May also be useful as basis for training others – e.g., research managers
 Better decision making through responsible research evaluation (VCOS model)

 What do you Value?

 Context-based evaluation

 Options for evaluating (quantitative & qualitative)

 Sense-check

 Review



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

 Possibility of extending Working Group for 1-2 years.

 Considering an INORMS International symposium on university rankings



Input welcome from SRAI Members

 Feedback on deliverables invited

 Rating the rankers criteria

 Content of Senior Manager briefings

 Guidance as to whether the Symposium idea is a good one and if so, how to 
make this happen?

 How to change perceptions of other rankings ‘users’ ?

 Students

 Funders

 How to get access to Senior Managers to provide the briefing?



Thanks for listening

Dr Elizabeth Gadd
Chair, INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group
Research Policy Manager, Loughborough University, UK
E.a.gadd@lboro.ac.uk
@lizziegadd
https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/

Dr Baron Wolf
Member, INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group
Asst. Vice President for Research Strategy & Data Analytics, University of Kentucky, USA
baron.wolf@uky.edu

mailto:E.a.gadd@lboro.ac.uk
https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/
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 World University Rankings

 What’s the problem?

 What are we doing about it?

 Senior University Leaders

 What’s the problem?

 What are we doing about it?



World University Rankings – what’s the 
problem?

 They seek to identify the ‘best’ without defining what that looks like

 They don’t measure what matters

 The indicators aren’t always valid

 The weightings are arbitrary

 The methods and data are not transparent

 They don’t compare like with like

 They use discriminatory data sources

 They embed the status quo

 Shall I go on?







Rank these:



University rankings



“Never mind the quality, feel the width”
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How world university rankings are used

 By students - Where to study

 By employers - Who to employ

 By academics -Where to work

 By research funders -Who to fund

 By Universities -Who to recruit

 By Governments -Allocating resource

 By Credit rating bodies -Who to invest in



By students

 “research indicates that applicant behaviour is very 
much conditioned by rankings; slight changes can cause 
perceptible ebbs and flows in the number and quality of 
applicants, especially international students.”

 Hazelkorn, E. (2008) Learning to live with league tables and ranking: the 
experience of institutional leaders. Higher Education Policy , vol.21, pp.193-
216. doi:10.21427/D7PP7Z



By employers

 “Of our graduate recruiter informants, 25% 
used league tables to shape their marketing 
strategies.”

 University of Sussex. 2006. “Needs of Employers and Related Organisations for 
Information about Quality and Standards of Higher Education: Report to 
HEFCE by the University of Sussex School of Education.”



By universities



By academics

 “High-quality future faculty are also more attracted 
to highly ranked institutions, making ‘recruitment 
easier because of their good reputation’ because 
‘success breeds success’. [Also] good staff leave 
because they are disappointed by the rankings”

 Hazelkorn, E. (2008) Learning to live with league tables and ranking: the 
experience of institutional leaders. Higher Education Policy , vol.21, pp.193-
216. doi:10.21427/D7PP7Z



 From Marope, P. T. M. (Priscilla Toka Mmantsetsa), Peter J. Wells, Ellen. Hazelkorn, and Unesco. 
2013. Rankings and Accountability in Higher Education : Uses and Misuses. UNESCO Publishing.

By governments



By credit rating bodies



The research evaluation food chain

World
rankings

Governments

Funders

Universities

Researchers

Data 
vendors



What’s the solution?
Rating the rankers
 What if Rankers are no longer at the top of the 

food chain?

 Rate the rankers criteria: 
https://inorms.net/activities/research-
evaluation-working-group/

 Key themes:

 Responsibility

 Transparency

 Measuring what matters

 Rigour

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


Responsibility 

 Engage with the ranked. 

 Declare any conflict of interests. 

 Respect the ownership of underlying data

 Open to correction. 

 Deal with gaming. 



Transparency

 Transparent aims. 

 Transparent methods. 

 Transparent data availability. 

 Open data. 

 Financially transparent. 



Measure what matters

 Drive good behaviour. 

 Measure against mission.

 One thing at a time

 No monotonic indicators

 Tailored to different audiences. 

 No unfair advantage. 



Rigour

 Rigorous methods. 

 No sloppy surveys. 

 Defines “University”. 

 Validity. 

 Sensitivity. 

 Honest about uncertainty. 



Next steps

 Finalise criteria for rating

 Pilot criteria on one Ranking

 Qualitative and quantitative approach

 Revise criteria

 Invite five ranking bodies to self-assess alongside expert assessment

 Release scores and data in Summer 2020



Senior Managers – what’s the problem?

 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





University leaders as competitors

 "The ongoing transformation is not only about playing the competitive game, 
but also about shifting the role of university presidents into becoming 
competitors…. As they become competitors, they develop a new 
understanding of their role and become more interventionist. But members of 
their institution often contest this new role. In order to legitimize their 
actions, university leaders often point to the outcomes of competition to 
justify their decisions. The different competitive schemes in which their 
institutions partake become steering instruments. Competition leads them to 
be more strategic, but by the same token the results of the competition help 
them implement and legitimize their strategy."

New forms of competition in higher education. Christine Musselin. Socio-Economic Review, Volume 16, 
Issue 3, July 2018, Pages 657–683, https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwy033

https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mwy033


Introducing the INORMS SCOPE model

Start with your values

Context

Options

Probe

Evaluate

1

2

3

4

5



START with what you value



START with what you value
 Not with the data you have available

 The Streetlight Effect

 Not what others value

 University autonomy: use it or lose it

“If my h-index is the answer, what is the question?”



The streetlight effect



START with what you value
 Not with the data you have available

 The Streetlight Effect

 Not what others value

 University autonomy: use it or lose it

“If my h-index is the answer, what is the question?”



CONTEXT



Understand who & why you’re 
evaluating



Use of FWCI in measuring to understand

International Comparative Performance of UK Research Base – 2016 report on 2011-2014 data
https://www.elsevier.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/507321/ELS-BEIS-Web.pdf

https://www.elsevier.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/507321/ELS-BEIS-Web.pdf


Use of FWCI to identify staff for redundancy…



Do we need to evaluate at all?
 Huge growth in incentivising behaviour through measurement

 Campbell’s Law: “The way you measure me is the way I’ll behave”

 Measuring is not always the best way to incentivise behaviour







OPTIONS



Options
 Is your measure a suitable proxy for what you’re measuring?

 Quantitative measures are for quantifiable things…
 Citations, publications, money, students

 Qualitative measures for qualifiable things…
 Quality, diversity, excellence, value

 Beware using quantitative indicators as a proxy for qualitative 
things
 Citations ≠ quality

 Ranking position ≠ excellence





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)



PROBE



Probe for potential negative impacts

1. Who does this discriminate against?

2. How could this be gamed?

3. What might the perverse incentives and consequences be?

4. Do the benefits of measuring outweigh the cost of measuring?

5. Is evaluating research actually going to make it any better?





Does the cost outweigh the benefit?

1 citation 
tool

1 
research 
metrics 

post

£90,000 
p.a. 

1 “FAR” 
tool

1 
Research 
Impact 

Librarian

$175,000 
pa



Probe for potential negative impacts

1. Who does this discriminate against?

2. How could this be gamed?

3. What might the perverse incentives and consequences be?

4. Do the benefits of measuring outweigh the cost of measuring?

5. Is evaluating research actually going to make it any better?



You don’t fatten a pig by weighing it

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

http://www.kittlingbooks.com/2011/02/scene-of-crime-with-leighton-gage.html
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/3.0/


EVALUATE your evaluation…



Next steps

 Framing exercise with Senior Leaders of UK and Finnish universities

 Webinar to pilot the SCOPE methodology with Research Managers

 Ultimately, outputs available to all – CC-BY

 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



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/


Get involved!
 “Light a candle” in your own setting

 Join the conversation:

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

 Lis-Bibliometrics@jiscmail.ac.uk discussion list

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


Thanks for listening

 Dr Elizabeth Gadd

 Chair, INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group

 Research Policy Manager, Loughborough University, UK

 E.a.gadd@lboro.ac.uk

 @lizziegadd

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

mailto:E.a.gadd@lboro.ac.uk
https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/




Ranking media hype



Let me fix that for you

Runner who starts race ahead of others 
finishes first



Responsibility 

 Engage with the ranked. Has a clear mechanism for engaging with both the academic faculty 
at ranked institutions and their senior managers, for example, through an independent 
international academic advisory board, or other external audit mechanisms.

 Self-improving. Regularly applies measures of quality assurance to their ranking processes 

 Declare any conflict of interests. Provides a declaration of potential conflicts of interest as 
well as how they actively manage those conflicts. 

 Respect the ownership of underlying data. Those submitting data for ranking purposes do 
not lose ownership of that data and are given options as to what secondary uses might be 
made of it. 

 Open to correction. Data and indicators should be made available in a way that errors and 
faults can be easily corrected. Any adjustments that are made to the original data and 
indicators should be clearly indicated. 

 Deal with gaming. Has a published statement about what constitutes inappropriate 
manipulation of data submitted for ranking and what measures will be taken to combat this. 



Transparency

 Transparent aims. States clearly the purpose of the ranking, what it seeks to 
measure, and their target groups. (BP) 

 Transparent methods. Publishes full details of their ranking methodology, so that 
given the data a third party could replicate the results. (CWTS, DORA, BP) 

 Transparent data availability. Provides detailed descriptions of the data sources 
being used, inclusion and exclusion parameters, date data snapshots were taken, 
and so on. 

 Open data. Makes all data on which the ranking is based available in an open 
standard non-proprietary format and, where possible, use open standard 
definitions and classifications (e.g. for subjects, publication types, etc.) to aid 
interoperability and comparability, and so that those being evaluated can verify 
the data and analysis. (LM, DORA, BP) 

 Financially transparent. Publishes details of all sources of income from 
consultancy services, training, events, advertising, and so on. 



Measure what matters

 Drive good behaviour. Seeks to enhance the role of universities in society by measuring what 
matters, driving positive systemic effects and proactively seeking to limit any negative 
impacts such as over-reliance on rankings for decision-making. 

 Measure against mission. Accepts that different universities have different characteristics –
mission, age, size, wealth, subject mix, geographies, etc, and makes visible these 
differences, so that universities can be clustered and compared fairly. (LM, BP, Blank, Shen) 

 One thing at a time. Does not combine indicators to create a composite metric thus masking 
what is actually being measured.

 No monotonic indicators for which a good value will depend on the mission of a university. 

 Tailored to different audiences. The ranking provides different windows onto the data that 
may be relevant to different audiences. For example, by providing an opportunity to focus in 
on teaching elements for students. 

 No unfair advantage. Makes every effort to ensure the approach taken does not discriminate 
against organisations by size, disciplinary mix, language, wealth, age and geography. For 
example, the use of bibliographic databases that do not have global representation. 



Rigour

 Rigorous methods. Data collection and analysis methods should pass tests of scientific rigour, 
including sample size, representation, normalisation, handling of outliers, etc. 

 No sloppy surveys. Limit use of unverifiable survey information and ensures that where they 
are used that the methods are sound and unbiased, e.g. samples are large, representative 
and randomly selected; questions are reliability-tested and measure what they seek to 
measure. 

 Defines “University”. When using multiple data sources to take measurements, uses a 
consistent definition of university across the different data sources. (E.g., universities with 
multiple campuses - including off-shore, or those with teaching hospitals) 

 Validity. Indicators have a clear relationship with the characteristic they claim to measure. 
For example, teaching quality should not solely be indicated by staff-student ratios. 

 Sensitivity. Indicators are sensitive to the nature of the characteristic they claim to measure.  

 Honest about uncertainty. The types of uncertainty inherent in the methodologies used, and 
of the data being presented should be described, and where possible, clearly indicated using 
error bars, confidence intervals or other techniques, without giving a false sense of precision. 
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