Ansvarlig bruk av bibliometri:
Hva åpner Leiden manifestet og DORA for?

DORA and Leiden
• DORA = The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment
• Leiden = The Leiden Manifesto for research metrics

DORA – assessment and evaluation
• “There is a pressing need to improve the ways in which the output of scientific
research is evaluated by funding agencies, academic institutions, and other
parties.”
• “Funding agencies, institutions that employ scientists, and scientists themselves,
all have a desire, and need, to assess the quality and impact of scientific outputs.
It is thus imperative that scientific output is measured accurately and evaluated
wisely.”

What is the difference between assessment and evaluation?
Assessment

Evaluation

• The process of collecting, reviewing
and using data for the purpose of
improvement

• “The systematic determination of
the quality* or value** of
something” (Scriven, 1991)

• Diagnostic

• Judgemental

• Process

• Product

• Formative

• Summative
* Quality = merit, or the intrinsic value of something.
** Value = worth, or the extrinsic value of something to somebody.

DORA – Themes
• The need to eliminate the use of journal-based metrics, such as Journal Impact
Factors, in funding, appointment, and promotion considerations;
• The need to assess research on its own merits rather than on the basis of the
journal in which the research is published; and
• The need to capitalize on the opportunities provided by online publication (such
as relaxing unnecessary limits on the number of words, figures, and references in
articles, and exploring new indicators of significance and impact).

DORA – What are you signing up to?
• “We invite interested parties across all scientific disciplines to indicate their
support by adding their names to this Declaration.”
• “The signatories of the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment support
the adoption of the following practices in research assessment…”

DORA – General Recommendation
1.

Do not use journal-based metrics, such as Journal Impact Factors, as a surrogate
measure of the quality of individual research articles, to assess an individual
scientist’s contributions, or in hiring, promotion, or funding decisions.
[Leiden Principles 1 – Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative, expert assessment,
7 – Base assessment of individual researchers on a qualitative judgement of their portfolio]

For funding agencies
2.

Be explicit about the criteria used in evaluating the scientific
productivity of grant applicants and clearly highlight, especially for
early-stage investigators, that the scientific content of a paper is much
more important than publication metrics or the identity of the journal
in which it was published.
[1, 2 – Measure performance against the research missions of the institution, group
or researcher, 5 - Allow those evaluated to verify data and analysis]

3.

For the purposes of research assessment, consider the value and impact
of all research outputs (including datasets and software) in addition to
research publications, and consider a broad range of impact measures
including qualitative indicators of research impact, such as influence on
policy and practice. [7]

For institutions
4.

Be explicit about the criteria used to reach hiring, tenure, and promotion
decisions, clearly highlighting, especially for early-stage investigators,
that the scientific content of a paper is much more important than
publication metrics or the identity of the journal in which it was
published. [1, 2, 5]

5.

For the purposes of research assessment, consider the value and impact
of all research outputs (including datasets and software) in addition to
research publications, and consider a broad range of impact measures
including qualitative indicators of research impact, such as influence on
policy and practice. [7]

For publishers
6.

Greatly reduce emphasis on the journal impact factor as a promotional tool … or by presenting the
metric in the context of a variety of journal-based metrics … that provide a richer view of journal
performance.

7.

Make available a range of article-level metrics to encourage a shift toward assessment based on the
scientific content of an article rather than publication metrics of the journal in which it was
published.

8.

Encourage responsible authorship practices and the provision of information about the specific
contributions of each author.

9.

Whether a journal is open-access or subscription-based, remove all reuse limitations on reference
lists in research articles and make them available under the Creative Commons Public Domain
Dedication.

10.

Remove or reduce the constraints on the number of references in research articles, and, where
appropriate, mandate the citation of primary literature in favor of reviews in order to give credit to
the group(s) who first reported a finding.

For organizations that supply metrics
11. Be open and transparent by providing data and methods used to calculate all metrics.
[4 – Keep data collection and analytical processes open, transparent and simple]
12. Provide the data under a licence that allows unrestricted reuse, and provide
computational access to data, where possible. [4]
13. Be clear that inappropriate manipulation of metrics will not be tolerated; be explicit
about what constitutes inappropriate manipulation and what measures will be taken to
combat this. [9? - Recognize the systemic effects of assessment and indicators]
14. Account for the variation in article types (e.g., reviews versus research articles), and in
different subject areas when metrics are used, aggregated, or compared. [6 - Account
for variation by field in publication and citation practices]

For researchers
15. When involved in committees making decisions about funding, hiring, tenure, or
promotion, make assessments based on scientific content rather than publication
metrics. [1, 2]
16. Wherever appropriate, cite primary literature in which observations are first
reported rather than reviews in order to give credit where credit is due.
17. Use a range of article metrics and indicators on personal/supporting statements,
as evidence of the impact of individual published articles and other research
outputs. [6]
18. Challenge research assessment practices that rely inappropriately on Journal
Impact Factors and promote and teach best practice that focuses on the value
and influence of specific research outputs. [1, 2, 7]

Leiden Manifesto
1.

Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative, expert assessment (1, 2, 4, 15, 18)

2.

Measure performance against the research missions of the institution, group or researcher (2,
4, 15, 18)

3.

Protect excellence in locally relevant research (-)

4.

Keep data collection and analytical processes open, transparent and simple (11, 12)

5.

Allow those evaluated to verify data and analysis (2, 4)

6.

Account for variation by field in publication and citation practices (14, 17)

7.

Base assessment of individual researchers on a qualitative judgement of their portfolio (1, 3, 5,
18)

8.

Avoid misplaced concreteness and false precision (-)

9.

Recognize the systemic effects of assessment and indicators (13?)

10. Scrutinize indicators regularly and update them (-)

What doesn’t DORA say?
• Does not preclude the use of bibliometrics, but puts limits on it
• Takes no stance on Open Access, Open Science (with the exception of promoting
“the need to capitalize on the opportunities provided by online publication” and
urging funding bodies and institutions to “consider the value and impact of all
research outputs”) – No requirement for any output to be made openly accessible.

What’s going on?
• Røttingen: «Når den åpne publiseringen vokser fram vil det også vokse fram
andre mål som kan være av betydning med tanke på forskningens
utbredelse. Hvor mange ganger er en artikkel lastet ned, hvor mange har
lest den? Slike tall kan være mer relevante enn hvilken kanal og hvor
mange og hvilke forskere som har sitert deg. Forskere og forskningen står
overfor store omveltninger i kjølvannet av kravet om open access og som
konsekvens av at flere forplikter seg til DORA-erklæringen»
• Forskningsrådet is using DORA to encourage OA/OS by reassuring
researchers that their work will be evaluated on its quality and merit, not
on the identity of the journal

DORA: The perspective from BI

Triple Crown Accreditation

EQUIS
• Appendix 1: Research Output
• Academic Research: List the names of academic journals and numbers of publications
of the core faculty for the two last completed years. Journals should be ranked
according to their relevance for the School (starting with 1 as the highest
category). The same ranking number may be assigned repeatedly in order to create
categories, either decided independently by the School or utilising an established
national system.

• Peer-Review Report 2015
• “The Peer-Review Team was impressed by the ten sample publications in the
Datasheet. These are all excellent, category 4 or 4* in the ABS ranking.”

AACSB
• Standard 2: “… allows schools flexibility to develop their own indicators of quality
for the portfolio of intellectual contributions.”
• But in practice, this usually means ranking articles according to the ABS level of
the journal and/or its FT status

Financial Times ranking
• European Business Schools Ranking
•
•
•
•

MBA Ranking (25%) – of which 10% = Research Ranking
EMBA Ranking (25%) – of which 10% = Research Ranking
MiM Ranking (25%)
Non-degree courses (25%)

• Research Ranking
• # publications in the 50 journals on the Financial Times list

• By contrast, alumni salaries account for 40%

But ultimately…
• Triple-crown accreditation is non-negotiable, but
• Equis accreditation procedures are explicitly in conflict with DORA
• AACSB is not explicitly in conflict with DORA, but sig. cultural change is required
• AMBA is not in conflict with DORA

• Our FT ranking is extremely important, but
• FT research ranking is in conflict with DORA

• Our remuneration system is based on maintaining accreditation and improving our
ranking
• It is therefore almost entirely journal-based

Consequences of adopting another approach

Lose
accreditation
status

Reduces
the value
of a BI
degree

Alumni
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lower

Fall in FT
ranking

What can we do about this?
• Lobbying accreditation bodies, raising awareness of DORA
• Change of organisational culture within BI (BIRA)
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BI Research Assessment
• With some effort, BIRA can be made DORA-compliant
• For example, BIRA:
• [Uses] quantitative evaluation [to] support qualitative, expert assessment (Leiden 1,
DORA 1)
• Consider[s] a broad range of impact measures including qualitative indicators of
research impact, such as influence on policy and practice (DORA 5, Leiden 7)
• Present[s metrics] in the context of a variety of journal-based metrics (DORA 6)
• Make[s] available a range of article-level metrics (DORA 3, 5, 7, 17, Leiden 6)
• [Is] open and transparent by providing data and methods (DORA 11, Leiden 4)

• In the future it may provide a DORA-compliant way to approach accreditation

