DORA and reform of researcher evaluation

Let's change
what we value
INn research.

"‘ Sign

* 4DORA

AN

——

Stephen Curry & Anna Hatch

ACT Matching Event Careers | 29 Oct 2020




One general recommendation:

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.

DORA: the declaration

17 positive recommendations for different stakeholders:

funders

e institutions

* publishers

e data providers

e researchers

https://sfdora.org/read/

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.

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

gualitative indicators of research impact, such as influence on policy and
practice.


https://sfdora.org/read/

DORA: the organisation

e sfdora.orqg
e Launched in 2013

« >16,500 individuals and >2,000 organisations have signed

 From 2017: significant new financial support

« 1.2 members of staff (plus an intern)

 International steering group & a global advisory board (all volunteers)
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DORA: our roadmap for action

DORA session at ASCB|EMBO (Dec 2018)
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e Recruit more signatories

Research Assessment: Reducing

bias in the evaluation of
* Develop and promote best practice in research researchers

assessment

» Extend the global and disciplinary impact of DORA

A workshop run by DORA identified a number of ways to reduce bias in hiring and
funding decisions.
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By Anna Hatch (DORA), Veronique Kiermer (PLOS), Bernd Pulverer (EMBO),
Erika Shugart (American Society for Cell Biology), and Stephen Curry (Imperial
College London)

Introduction

Hiring and funding decisions influence academic priorities directly by setting
research agendas. They also shape priorities indirectly hy affecting the diversity
of the scientific workforce, which in turn influences the questions that

https://elifesciences.org/inside-elife/1fd1018c/research-
assessment-reducing-bias-in-the-evaluation-of-researchers



https://elifesciences.org/inside-elife/1fd1018c/research-assessment-reducing-bias-in-the-evaluation-of-researchers
https://elifesciences.org/inside-elife/1fd1018c/research-assessment-reducing-bias-in-the-evaluation-of-researchers
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DORA: developing and promoting best practice

DORA/HHMI joint meeting (Oct 2019)
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Meeting

Driving Institutional Change for Research Assessment Reform

4

October 21 - 23, 2019

Summary

What is this meeting about?

e DORA and the Howard Hughes Medical Institute (HHMI) are convening a diverse
group of stakeholders to consider how to improve research assessment policies
and practices.

» By exploring different approaches to cultural and systems change, we will discuss
practical ways to reduce the reliance on proxy measures of quality and impact in
hiring, promotion, and funding decisions. To focus on practical steps forward that
will improve research assessment practices, we are not going to discuss the well-
documented deficiencies of the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) as a measure of

quality.

Summary
Agenda

Background
reading

Participant
commentary

Participants

https://sfdora.org/assessingresearch/

More info, ideas & resources at: https://sfdora.org/
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Research Culture: Changing how we
evaluate research is difficult, but not
impossible
Annz Hatch ®, Stephen Curry ®
LORA, United states; Imoernal Ccllege, United Kingdom
Feature Article + Aug 2, 2020
ted 0 Vie I annotzatens ({0 t f DOL: 1 4
Abstract
Of Interest
The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) Research
was published in 2013 and described how funding agencies, Culture: A
institutions, publishers, crganizations that supply metrics, and Selection of
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https://elifesciences.org/articles/58654

Framework for action:

« understand the obstacles to changes in the way research is assessed

« experiment with different approaches
e create a shared vision when revising policies and practices
« communicate that vision on campus and beyond



https://sfdora.org/
https://elifesciences.org/articles/58654
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https://elifesciences.org/articles/58654

DORA: we collaborate

Royal Society - Resumé for Researchers
THE ROYAL SOCIETY

Home Fellows Events Grants, Schemes & Awards Topics & policy

Résumé for Researchers

Opening up conversations about researcher
evaluation

Résumé for Researchers has been created to support the evaluation of individuals’ varied
contributions to research. Find out more about the background to the tool in our blog.

Module 1 — How have you contributed to the generation of knowledge?

This module can be used to explain how you have contributed to the generation of new ideas and
hypotheses and which key skills you have used to develop ideas and test hypotheses. It can be
used to highlight how you have communicated on your ideas and research results, both written and
verbally, the funding you have won and any awards that you have received. It can include a small
selection of outputs, with a description of why they are of particular relevance and why they are
considered in the context of knowledge generaticn. Outputs can include open data sets, software,
publications, commercial, entrepreneurial or industrial products, clinical practice developments,
educational products, policy publications, evidence synthesis pieces and conference publications
that you have generated. Where outputs have a DOl please only include this.

Module 2 - How have you contributed to the development of
individuals?

Module 3 - How have you contributed to the wider research
community?

Module 4 - How have you contributed to broader society?

https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/research-culture/tools-
for-support/resume-for-researchers/


https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/research-culture/tools-for-support/resume-for-researchers/
https://royalsociety.org/topics-policy/projects/research-culture/tools-for-support/resume-for-researchers/

DORA: we are helping to create new tools and processes for evaluation

COMMON
MYTHS ABOUT

EVALUATION

Hiring, promation, and
tenure decisions are
largely made on “merit.”

Quality research is
easy to recognize and
rises to the top

JIF and other similar
Jjournal-based indicators

measure research quality

Researchers mostly care
about journal reputation

Assessment practices
will naturally improve
over time

RETHINKING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT

IDEAS FOR ACTION

Assassing research and researchers, especially in research-intensive
institutions, frequently relies on indicators like Journal Impact Factor
(JIF) and similar measures as proxies for quality in research, promoticn,
and tenure (RPT) decisions. But a closer examination indicates that the
perceived value of JIF is often grounded in five common myths:

Large volumes of applications for faculty searches make it difficult for evaluators
to distinguish between top-lier candidates, and unintended bizses—Ilike the halo
effect, availability, and confirmztion bias—influence cecision making.

Nove| research, including breakthrough Nobel-prize winning work?, often becomes
influential (and cited) outside of the JIF measurement window®, and findings with
significant societal im pact are not always published in journals with a high JIF.

JIFs are intended to reflact overall journal measures, and do not provide reliable or
stientifically sound information about individuzl articles or researchers®.

Forly percent of research-intensive institutions in North America mention JIF in RPT

documents, but interprét it incansistently to mean quality, importznce, or prestige®.

Faculty members claim tc prioritize peer readership when publishing, yetthe
perception that their peers value prestige and a reliance on university rankings
puts pressure on researchers to publish their work in high impact factor journals’.

*Invisible work® like service is typicz!ly nat valued in RP1, yet disproportionately
falls on women and other scholars historically excluded from research™ .

Bzsed on a model of current post-doc to faculty ansitions, faculty diversity will
not significantly increase until 208C without active intervention',
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https://sfdora.org/resources/

RETHINKING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT

UNINTENDED &5 BIASES

Bample: Chery picking information from a LV
o oor e the dew newe alrealy s, o dismissing
y>tential waming signs because 3 andidate

has alrcady been decepled 53 qeed IR

Whey it's prablematic: O.r initial conzeptions are often
bazec on subjective experiences and limitad data.

Failing to gathar and ccrsider countar-evidonce makes
us mese | hely to fall Into old ways o' thinking

: We often take the path of least resistance
i unless thera are strong reasons mot to

- Example: Lontinuing to use ataticrs from
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. recogaizadly flawed paoczsses beczuse the efort
+ 12 F thern or adopt rew ones is perceind aswo
+ much efior

: Tackling these

infrastructural and
institutional implications
of common biases can '
help promote and support
maore equitable
o0 praclices:
Incumbent processes and
perceptions have the advantage

Many institutions have deep legacy
traditions that become normalized over
time, but these organizational habits can
also keep new ideas and people out.

What can institutions do?

¢ Make the bencfits of naw benaviers
concrete, salient, and ezsy to grasp

* Recognize where old assumptions
may overly reward those who are
more traditionally successful, at the
expense of new or more diverse talent

e Se:, publicize, and adhere to measurable
goals that ‘oo« bayond tizd/tlonal ncrms
of success when reviewing potantial

cendidates 10 hinaden the cool of

Judgment and decision-making biases that impact how we weigh options and make chuices have been shown to
rasult in inequitable review, promotion, and hiring practices. While recognizing these biases at a personal level
is important, creating new structural and institutional conditions to reduce bias can be even more valuable.

: Resources often flow to those
: who already have them

¢ Examples: Highly ditee ref2ences moy
5 be mamecitn iv part hevanns rosean
: seethat they're highly citec. Fesearchers
= witha long track ‘ccord ¢f grants “cecive 3
i cispreporionato amoun: 3’ naa furding

: Why it's problematic Wha pecplz lack
+  thatime or mativation 10 et res 15, this can
' race a0oets 40 MSDUNES even ess ecultable

. Once metrics are accepled as a way lo gauge value,

thay start to lose mezning s objective maasures
Eample: Fewarc systems hiak rely on casily messunable
Jaalilivge dcn cilalines anc 3ablisyng in highed F
2ablications=—can lezd oeaple to "game” the system

Why it's problematic: Wren quantiative measures hase an
2atsize impac: o0 how peapls are remarded, & can increase
the iemptation to focus 012 narroa set of ectivities and
‘educe irvesimantin othy’ meeningful, but loss rewirdad,
achivzments

“Objective” comparisons are
not necessarily equitable

Qualities that can be measured or ranked are
tempting bacause they feel less subjective,
but can feed a false sense of precision.

What can institutions do?

® Balance the use of guantitative metrics with
qualitative inputs, 'ike narrativa C's, that
capture mere intangible qualities

» Selectstendarcs besed on a wide set of
inpute rather than a narrow or anaccotal sat

* Recognize where setting specfic, quantifiable
goa's may be reinforcing soma behaviors at
the axpensc of others
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DORA: we are an important part of a bigger picture

Blog

The intersections between DORA, open
scholarship, and equity

August 18, 2020

Introduction

does not mention the term ‘open scholarship.” And yet DORA and open scholarship are
becoming increasingly entwined'"). DORA’s ambition is to improve research evaluation
practices but the practicalities of implementation make it impossible to separate the
evaluation of research from questions about who and what research is for, who gets to
be involved, and how it should best be carried out, all of which have to take account of
the power dynamics that shape the scholarly landscape. Equally, progress towards open
scholarship, which aims to make the products and processes of academic work as

The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA), published in May 2013,

https://sfdora.org/2020/08/18/the-intersections-
between-dora-open-scholarship-and-equity/

Open
Scholarship

Who has a say?
Focus on outputs:

in?
qualities and Who gets in:
varieties Who has the
power?
DORA Research culture:
' people & values
reform of
research Equity &
assessment inclusion
Bias & injustice:
challenging history

& stereotypes
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