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Overview

 The negative impact of poor research evaluation 

practice on open research

 The problem of leaping to ‘open’ alternatives

 The INORMS SCOPE framework: a practical solution



Campbell’s Law

 "The more any quantitative social indicator is used for 

social decision-making, the more subject it will be to 

corruption pressures and the more apt it will be to distort 

and corrupt the social processes it is intended to monitor."

OR

 What you measure is what you’ll get



The research evaluation food chain

Global
rankings

Governments

Funders

Universities

Researchers

Data 

vendors



What’s wrong with publication-dominant 

research evaluation systems?



They discourage bibliodiversity

Review of the Research Excellence Framework Evidence Report (2018) 

Technopolis Group



They skew the scholarly record

From Professor Dorothy Bishop presentation to King’s Open Research Conference 

June 2020



From Professor Dorothy Bishop presentation to King’s Open Research Conference June 2020

…which distorts science 



They disadvantage the global south
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They disadvantage those for whom 

English is a second language



Google Scholar, Microsoft Academic, Scopus, Dimensions, Web of Science, and 

OpenCitations’ COCI: a multidisciplinary comparison of coverage via citations. Martin 

Martin et al. (2019)

They disadvantage those in Arts & 

Humanities



They lead to closed outputs rather than 

open



Heather Morrison et al, 2021, https://sustainingknowledgecommons.org/2021/06/24/open-

access-article-processing-charges-2011-2021/

They lead to a link between JIFs and APCs 









Transparency ‘leaderboard’…





Measuring openness: Challenge #1

Openness and quality are not the 

same thing



“Open science is just good science”. 

(Always?)

“Closed science is bad science”.

(Really?)

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

(Erm, yes?)



Measuring openness: Challenge #2

Is openness mature enough to be 

measured?



Introducing the INORMS SCOPE model

Start with what you value

Context considerations

Options for evaluating

Probe deeply

Evaluate
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Start with what you value

Not what others’ value

Not with what you used to value

Not by the availability of data



The Streetlight effect:

Measuring by available data not by mission



What do we value about open?

 Openness itself, or what openness leads to?

Loughborough University 

Open Research Position Statement



Context: Why and what are you 

measuring? 



Understand who & why you’re 

evaluating



Contexts for evaluating open research

Purpose Example

Analysis: to understand Studying the uptake of open research 

practices

Advocacy: to ‘show off’ Promoting the number of items on your 

institutional repository

Accountability: to monitor Monitoring open research trends in your 

research group 

Acclaim: to benchmark Comparing your OA engagement with other 

HEIs

Adaptation: to incentivise Setting funder OA policy expectations

Allocation: to reward Including OR requirements on RPT criteria 



Options: you have them!

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

 Quantitative measures are for quantifiable things…

 Citations, publications, money, students

 Qualitative measures for qualifiable things…

Quality, excellence, value

 Be careful if using quantitative indicators as a proxy for 
qualitative things

 Citations ≠ quality

 Ranking position ≠ excellence



OPTIONS for evaluating 

Open Research in these contexts



Analysis: COKI Open Knowledge 

Dashboards



Advocacy: Open Hero badges



Accountability: 

Leiden Open Access Ranking



Acclaim: Reporting guidelines league 

table



Adaptation: UK REF Open Access Policy

https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-

analysis/reports/Documents/2017/monitoring-transition-open-access-2017.pdf



Allocation: Promotion criteria
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PROBE

Who might this 

discriminate against?

What might the 

unintended 

consequences be?

How might this be 

gamed?

What is the cost-

benefit?



E- Evaluate your evaluation

Evaluation is cyclical and iterative

Use SCOPE to re-evaluate your 

evaluation



Three 

principles of 

SCOPE

Evaluate only where necessary

Evaluate with the evaluated

Draw on evaluation expertise



Thanks for listening

 Dr Elizabeth Gadd

 Chair, INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group

 Research Policy Manager, Loughborough University, UK

 Email: E.a.gadd@lboro.ac.uk

 Twitter: @LizzieGadd

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

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

