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The Agreement

◼ Developed in collaboration between 
Science Europe and the European 
University Association

◼ Facilitated and supported by the 
European Commission

◼ Published on 20 July 2022, officially 
opened for signature on 28 September

◼ Implementation will be promoted by the 
Coalition for Advancing Research 
Assessment (CoARA) – to be constituted 
on 1st December
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Three contexts for research assessment

1. “The assessment of research performing organisations and 
research units”

2. “The assessment of research projects”

3. “The assessment of individual researchers and research 
teams”



Direct responsibilities for the three contexts

1. Organizational evaluation

2. Project funding 

3. Recruitment and promotion

?



The purposes of the assessment: Mainly allocation of limited 
resources in competitive contexts

1. Organizational evaluation

▪ “Allocating funding; public investment accountability; informing 
decisions on research priorities and improving the definition and 
implementation of research strategies”

2. Project funding 

▪ “Allocating funding, informing project management and future 
research funding decisions, and making prize and award decisions”

3. Recruitment and promotion

▪ “Allocating funding, recruitment and hiring promotion, professional 
development review, and prize and award decisions”



What should be assessed?

◼ Changes in assessment practices should enable recognition of 
the broad diversity of:

▪ valuable contributions that researchers make to science and for the 
benefit of society, including diverse outputs beyond journal 
publications and irrespective of the language in which they are 
communicated;

▪ practices that contribute to robustness, openness, 
transparency, and the inclusiveness of research and the 
research process including: peer review, teamwork and 
collaboration;

▪ activities including teaching, leadership, supervision, training 
and mentoring.
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The four core commitments

1. Recognise the diversity of contributions to, and careers in, 
research in accordance with the needs and nature of the 
research

2. Base research assessment primarily on qualitative evaluation 
for which peer review is central, supported by responsible use 
of quantitative indicators

3. Abandon inappropriate uses in research assessment of journal-
and publication-based metrics, in particular inappropriate uses 
of Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and h-index

4. Avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research 
assessment
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Peer review

◼ Peer review is the most robust method known for assessing 
quality and has the advantage that it is in the hands of the 
research community. 

◼ To address the biases and imperfections to which any method is 
prone, the research community re-assesses and improves peer 
review practices regularly. 

◼ Moving towards assessment practices that rely more heavily on 
qualitative methods may require additional efforts from 
researchers. 

◼ Researchers should be recognised for these efforts and their 
contributions to reviewing peers’ work should be valued as part 
of their career progression.



Indicators

◼ Indicators may be used responsibly:

▪ …  responsible use of quantitative indicators can support 
assessment where meaningful and relevant, which is context 
dependent

◼ Indicators can be used in more qualitative research assessment

▪ … (e.g. narrative and evidence-based CVs, new assessment 
frameworks and indicators)

◼ They can even be qualitative:

▪ … qualitative indicators (such as case studies, narratives or 
statements)

▪ … diversify indicators (Open science badges; Publons, ORCID, open 
peer review; CRediT; Reporting guidelines e.g. EQUATOR Network) 
and metrics (Altmetrics, PlumX)

◼ But no publication-based indicators are mentioned as potentially 
useful in responsible research assessment



Metrics

◼ Metrics are mostly used inappropriately:

▪ … Inappropriate uses of journal- and publication-based metrics in 
research assessment should be abandoned (repeated 5 times). 

◼ Metrics negatively affects the research culture: 

▪ … Assessment processes relying predominantly on journal- and 
publication-based metrics are known to result in a ‘publish or 
perish’ culture that falls short of recognising diverse approaches 
and could come at the expense of quality 

▪ … may negatively affect the quality and impact of research

▪ … may be exacerbated by the pressure on research systems due to 
the very limited amounts of funding available compared to the 
pipeline of talented researchers 



Metrics = Bibliometrics?
An analysis of core commitment 3

◼ Not only bibliometrics:

▪ … ‘Inappropriate uses’ include relying exclusively on author-based 
metrics (e.g. counting papers, patents, citations, grants, etc.) to 
assess quality and/or impact

◼ But the recurring examples are only from bibliometrics:

▪ …moving away from using metrics like the Journal Impact Factor 
(JIF), Article Influence Score (AIS) and h-index as proxies for 
quality and impact.

◼ Bibliometrics is ‘publication-based’ by definition:

▪ … Inappropriate uses of journal- and publication-based metrics
in research assessment should be abandoned.

◼ The words ‘statistics’ or ‘bibliometrics’ are never used in the 
Agreement, only ‘publication-based metrics’

Bibliometrics is the use of statistical methods to analyse

books, articles and other publications, especially in regard 

with scientific contents. (Wikipedia)



Metrics 
A comparison with the DORA Declaration and the Leiden Manifesto

◼ The DORA declaration only addresses the use of journal-based 
bibliometrics in individual assessment contexts:

▪ … the need to eliminate the use of journal-based metrics, such as 
Journal Impact Factors, in funding, appointment, and promotion 

considerations

◼ The Leiden Manifesto emphasizes the positive use of 
bibliometric information in its first principle:

▪ ….Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative, expert 
assessment. Quantitative metrics can challenge bias tendencies in 
peer review and facilitate deliberation. 

◼ The Agreement seems to abandon bibliometrics in general 
from research assessment in all contexts. There is no 
mentioning or example of appropriate uses of bibliometrics. 
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The relevance for Recruitment and promotion

Depending on the aims and profile of the research organization, all 
of these qualifications may be relevant:

▪ …valuable contributions that researchers make to science and for 
the benefit of society, including diverse outputs beyond journal 
publications and irrespective of the language in which they are 
communicated;

▪ …practices that contribute to robustness, openness, transparency, 
and the inclusiveness of research and the research process 
including: peer review, teamwork and collaboration;

▪ …activities including teaching, leadership, supervision, training and 
mentoring.



The relevance for Recruitment and promotion

Core commitments 1-3 are relevant and needed:

1. Recognise the diversity of contributions to, and careers in, 
research in accordance with the needs and nature of the research

2. Base research assessment primarily on qualitative evaluation for 
which peer review is central, supported by responsible use of 
quantitative indicators

3. Abandon inappropriate uses in research assessment of journal-
and publication-based metrics, in particular inappropriate uses of 
Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and h-index

4. Avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research 
assessment



Report available in English at www.uhr.no

https://www.uhr.no/en/front-page-carousel/nor-cam-a-toolbox-for-recognition-and-rewards-in-academic-careers.5780.aspx


Relevance of bibliometrics versus peer judgement
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Bibliometrics is used responsibly at Norwegian universities



The relevance for Project funding

In research project proposals, the experience and merits 
documented in research publications are most relevant:

▪ …valuable contributions that researchers make to science and for 
the benefit of society, including diverse outputs beyond journal 
publications and irrespective of the language in which they are 
communicated;

Research publications may also document:

▪ …practices that contribute to robustness, openness, transparency, 
and the inclusiveness of research and the research process 
including: peer review, teamwork and collaboration;

However, most importantly, the originality and feasibility of the 
research proposal itself is essential in the assessment. This 
documentation is neglected in the Agreement. 



The relevance for Project funding

Only core commitment 2 is directly relevant, at least in Norway 
and at the EU level, but core commitment 3 may be relevant in 
other countries:

1. Recognise the diversity of contributions to, and careers in, 
research in accordance with the needs and nature of the research

2. Base research assessment primarily on qualitative evaluation for 
which peer review is central, supported by responsible use of 
quantitative indicators

3. Abandon inappropriate uses in research assessment of journal-
and publication-based metrics, in particular inappropriate uses of 
Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and h-index

4. Avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research 
assessment



The relevance for Organizational evaluation

The context of organizational evaluation seems to be included in 
the Agreement only because of core commitment 4:

4. Avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research 
assessment

The primary concern seems to be individual level research 
assessment:

…Recognising that the international rankings most often referred to by 
research organisations are currently not ‘fair and responsible’, the 
criteria these rankings use should not trickle down to the 
evaluation of individual researchers, research teams and 
research units.



Individual level effects of the rankings are not possible

The context of organizational evaluation seems to be included in 
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Recognising that the international rankings most often referred to by 
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individual researchers, research teams and research units.



The relevance for Organizational evaluation

The description of the purposes of organizational evaluation is 
mainly focused on summative purposes:

“Allocating funding; public investment accountability; informing 
decisions on research priorities and improving the definition and 
implementation of research strategies”



Formative organizational assessment

◼ A professional definition:*

▪ “An organisational assessment is a systematic process for obtaining 
valid information about the performance of an organisation and 
the factors that affect performance. 

▪ It differs from other types of evaluations because the assessment 
focuses on the organisation as the primary unit of analysis. 

▪ Organisations are constantly trying to adapt, survive, perform, and 
influence. However, they are not always successful. 

▪ To better understand what they can or should change to 
improve their ability to perform, organisations can conduct 
organisational assessments.

* As defined by BetterEvaluation, a global not-for-profit organisation working to improve the 
practices worldwide, in the document Evaluating the Performance of an Organisation written by 
Katrina Rojas and Julia Laidlaw. 
https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/theme/organisational_performance

https://www.betterevaluation.org/en/theme/organisational_performance


The relevance for Organizational evaluation

None of the four commitments may actually be relevant:

1. Recognise the diversity of contributions to, and careers in, 
research in accordance with the needs and nature of the research

2. Base research assessment primarily on qualitative evaluation for 
which peer review is central, supported by responsible use of 
quantitative indicators

3. Abandon inappropriate uses in research assessment of journal-
and publication-based metrics, in particular inappropriate uses of 
Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and h-index

4. Avoid the use of rankings of research organisations in research 
assessment

Instead, professional use of statistics and expertise in 
organizational evaluation may be highly relevant.



Relevance of bibliometrics versus peer judgement
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No visible contact with relevant research



My assessment of the Agreement

Context Implemen-
tation
potential

Under-
standing

Relevance
and appli-
cability

Knowledge 
base

Organizational
evaluation

Weak Poor None Void

Project funding Strong Partial Partial Anecdotal

Recruitment and 
promotion

Strong Good Good Anecdotal

The Agreement advocates ‘research on research’, but only locally 
within the assessing organizations. There seems to be no contact 
with the relevant fields of research and their contributions to 
evidence-based design and appropriate practices and indicators.


