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“I	
  can	
  announce	
  today	
  that	
  I	
  
have	
  asked	
  HEFCE	
  to	
  
undertake	
  a	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  
role	
  of	
  metrics	
  in	
  research	
  
assessment	
  and	
  
management.	
  The	
  review	
  
will	
  consider	
  the	
  robustness	
  
of	
  metrics	
  across	
  different	
  
disciplines	
  and	
  assess	
  their	
  
potenAal	
  contribuAon	
  to	
  the	
  
development	
  of	
  research	
  
excellence	
  and	
  impact…”	
  
	
  
David	
  Wille9s,	
  Minister	
  for	
  
Universi>es	
  &	
  Science,	
  
Speech	
  to	
  UUK,	
  3	
  April	
  2014	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  	
  



	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Steering	
  Group	
  
	
  
The	
  review	
  will	
  be	
  chaired	
  by	
  James	
  Wilsdon,	
  Professor	
  of	
  Science	
  and	
  Democracy	
  at	
  
the	
  Science	
  Policy	
  Research	
  Unit	
  (SPRU),	
  University	
  of	
  Sussex.	
  He	
  will	
  be	
  supported	
  by	
  
an	
  independent	
  steering	
  group	
  and	
  a	
  secretariat	
  from	
  HEFCE’s	
  Research	
  Policy	
  Team:	
  
	
  
Dr	
  Liz	
  Allen	
  (Head	
  of	
  Evalua>on,	
  Wellcome	
  Trust)	
  
Dr	
  Eleonora	
  Belfiore	
  (Associate	
  Professor	
  of	
  Cultural	
  Policy,	
  University	
  of	
  Warwick)	
  
Dr	
  Philip	
  Campbell	
  (Editor-­‐in-­‐Chief,	
  Nature)	
  
Professor	
  Stephen	
  Curry	
  (Department	
  of	
  Life	
  Sciences,	
  Imperial	
  College	
  London)	
  
Dr	
  Steven	
  Hill	
  (Head	
  of	
  Research	
  Policy,	
  HEFCE)	
  
Professor	
  Richard	
  Jones	
  FRS	
  (Pro-­‐Vice-­‐Chancellor	
  for	
  Research	
  and	
  Innova>on,	
  
University	
  of	
  Sheffield)	
  –	
  representa>ve	
  of	
  the	
  Royal	
  Society	
  
Professor	
  Roger	
  Kain	
  FBA	
  (Dean	
  and	
  Chief	
  Execu>ve,	
  School	
  of	
  Advanced	
  Study,	
  
University	
  of	
  London)	
  –	
  representa>ve	
  of	
  the	
  Bri>sh	
  Academy	
  
Dr	
  Simon	
  Kerridge	
  (Director	
  of	
  Research	
  Services,	
  University	
  of	
  Kent)	
  –	
  
representa>ve	
  of	
  the	
  Associa>on	
  of	
  Research	
  Managers	
  and	
  Administrators	
  
Professor	
  Mike	
  Thelwall	
  (Sta>s>cal	
  Cybermetrics	
  Research	
  Group,	
  University	
  of	
  
Wolverhampton)	
  
Jane	
  Tinkler	
  (London	
  School	
  of	
  Economics	
  and	
  Poli>cal	
  Science)	
  	
  
Dr	
  Ian	
  Viney	
  (Head	
  of	
  Evalua>on,	
  Medical	
  Research	
  Council)	
  –	
  representa>ve	
  of	
  
Research	
  Councils	
  UK	
  
Professor	
  Paul	
  Wouters	
  (Centre	
  for	
  Science	
  &	
  Technology	
  Studies,	
  University	
  of	
  
Leiden)	
  



Our	
  approach	
  and	
  evidence	
  sources	
  
•  Steering	
  group:	
  diverse	
  exper>se	
  and	
  extensive	
  involvement;	
  
•  Broad-­‐based	
  TORs:	
  opening	
  up,	
  rather	
  than	
  closing	
  down	
  

ques>ons;	
  
•  Transparent:	
  publishing	
  minutes	
  &	
  evidence	
  in	
  real	
  >me;	
  
•  In-­‐depth	
  literature	
  review;	
  
•  Formal	
  call	
  for	
  evidence,	
  open	
  1	
  May	
  to	
  30	
  June	
  2014;	
  

–  153	
  responses;	
  44%	
  HEIs;	
  27%	
  individuals;	
  18%	
  learned	
  
socie>es;	
  7%	
  providers;	
  2%	
  mission	
  groups;	
  2%	
  other	
  

•  Stakeholder	
  engagement	
  
–  6	
  ‘review’	
  workshops,	
  including	
  on	
  equality	
  &	
  diversity,	
  A&H.	
  

Invited	
  fiercest	
  cri>cs!	
  
–  Intensive,	
  ongoing	
  stakeholder	
  engagement;	
  
–  Social	
  media,	
  especially	
  #hefcemetrics;	
  	
  

•  Quan>ta>ve	
  exercise	
  rela>ng	
  REF	
  outcomes	
  to	
  indicators	
  of	
  
research;	
  

•  Linkage	
  to	
  HEFCE’s	
  evalua>ons	
  of	
  REF	
  projects;	
  
•  Interim	
  findings;	
  followed	
  by	
  full	
  report	
  in	
  July.	
  
	
  

	
  





The	
  Metric	
  Tide:	
  	
  
Report	
  of	
  the	
  Independent	
  
Review	
  of	
  the	
  Role	
  of	
  
Metrics	
  in	
  Research	
  
Assessment	
  &	
  Management	
  



Report	
  structure	
  

•  Chapter	
  1:	
  Semng	
  the	
  context	
  
•  Chapter	
  2:	
  The	
  use	
  and	
  abuse	
  of	
  metrics	
  
•  Chapter	
  3:	
  Research	
  management	
  in	
  HEIs	
  	
  
•  Chapter	
  4:	
  The	
  research	
  funding	
  system	
  
•  Chapter	
  5:	
  The	
  future	
  of	
  the	
  REF	
  
•  Chapter	
  6:	
  Conclusions	
  &	
  recommenda>ons	
  

	
  



But	
  first,	
  a	
  few	
  headlines	
  on	
  context:	
  
•  The	
  descrip>on,	
  produc>on	
  and	
  consump>on	
  of	
  ‘metrics’	
  is	
  contested,	
  

complex	
  and	
  open	
  to	
  misunderstandings;	
  
•  There	
  are	
  deep	
  feelings	
  within	
  the	
  community;	
  diverse	
  and	
  strong	
  

opinions	
  voiced	
  throughout	
  the	
  review	
  (e.g.	
  57%	
  of	
  those	
  responding	
  to	
  
our	
  call	
  for	
  evidence	
  were	
  ‘scep>cal’);	
  

•  Research	
  assessment	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  implemented	
  with	
  due	
  regard	
  for	
  the	
  
variable	
  geometry	
  of	
  research	
  (specific	
  to	
  disciplines	
  &	
  contexts);	
  

•  Need	
  to	
  respect	
  the	
  value	
  of	
  expert	
  judgement,	
  and	
  con>nue	
  to	
  draw	
  on	
  
it	
  where	
  appropriate;	
  

•  High	
  quality	
  data/inputs	
  are	
  essen>al,	
  with	
  greater	
  emphasis	
  on	
  
transparency,	
  openness	
  and	
  interoperability;	
  

•  Need	
  to	
  behave	
  responsibly,	
  considering	
  and	
  pre-­‐emp>ng	
  nega>ve	
  
consequences.	
  

	
  
•  However:	
  

–  There	
  is	
  significant	
  appe>te	
  and	
  poten>al	
  for	
  greater/different	
  use	
  of	
  
indicators,	
  metrics,	
  data	
  in	
  the	
  future,	
  and…	
  

–  If	
  improvements	
  can	
  be	
  made	
  to	
  the	
  indicators	
  themselves,	
  the	
  
ethics	
  of	
  their	
  use,	
  and	
  data	
  infrastructure	
  	
  (which	
  is	
  currently	
  too	
  
unsophis>cated).	
  



Canadian	
  Academy	
  of	
  
Sciences	
  (2012)	
  Informing	
  
Research	
  Choices:	
  Indicators	
  
and	
  Judgment	
  report	
  
Informing	
  Research	
  Choices:	
  Indicators	
  
and	
  Judgment	
  Report	
  	
  

Key	
  principles:	
  Context	
  ma9ers;	
  Do	
  
no	
  harm;	
  Transparency	
  is	
  cri>cal;	
  
The	
  judgment	
  of	
  scien>fic	
  experts	
  
remains	
  invaluable	
  

Royal	
  Society	
  Science	
  as	
  an	
  Open	
  Enterprise	
  
(2012)	
  
h9ps://royalsociety.org/policy/projects/science-­‐
public-­‐enterprise/Report/	
  	
  
Iden>fied	
  6	
  areas	
  for	
  ac>on:	
  
•  Scien>sts	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  open	
  among	
  themselves	
  and	
  with	
  

the	
  public	
  and	
  media	
  
•  Greater	
  recogni>on	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  given	
  to	
  the	
  value	
  of	
  data	
  

gathering,	
  analysis	
  and	
  communica>on	
  
•  Common	
  standards	
  for	
  sharing	
  informa>on	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  

make	
  it	
  widely	
  usable	
  
•  Publishing	
  data	
  in	
  a	
  reusable	
  form	
  to	
  support	
  findings	
  must	
  

be	
  mandatory	
  
•  More	
  experts	
  in	
  managing	
  and	
  suppor>ng	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  digital	
  

data	
  are	
  required	
  
•  New	
  soqware	
  tools	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  developed	
  to	
  analyse	
  the	
  

growing	
  amount	
  of	
  data	
  being	
  gathered	
  

San	
  Francisco	
  Declara\on	
  on	
  
Research	
  Assessment,	
  2012	
  
hHp://www.ascb.org/dora-­‐old/files/
SFDeclaraAonFINAL.pdf	
  	
  	
  

A	
  number	
  of	
  themes	
  run	
  through	
  DORA’s	
  
recommenda>ons,	
  which	
  are	
  to	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  
full	
  at	
  the	
  above	
  webpage:	
  
	
  

-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  eliminate	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  journal-­‐
based	
  metrics,	
  such	
  as	
  Journal	
  Impact	
  
Factors,	
  in	
  funding,	
  appointment,	
  and	
  
promo>on	
  considera>ons;	
  
-­‐-­‐-­‐	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  assess	
  research	
  on	
  its	
  own	
  
merits	
  rather	
  than	
  on	
  the	
  basis	
  of	
  the	
  
journal	
  in	
  which	
  the	
  research	
  is	
  published;	
  and	
  
-­‐	
  





REF	
  chapter:	
  general	
  points	
  
•  Diverse	
  views	
  on:	
  

–  purposes	
  of	
  the	
  REF	
  (&	
  need	
  for	
  a	
  richer	
  account	
  of	
  these)	
  
–  how	
  and	
  whether	
  quan>ta>ve	
  indicators	
  of	
  research	
  quality	
  

should	
  feature	
  in	
  the	
  assessment;	
  
•  Concerns	
  over	
  perceived	
  and	
  actual	
  burden	
  of	
  REF,	
  including	
  

opportunity	
  costs;	
  
•  Some	
  see	
  metrics	
  and	
  indicators	
  as	
  a	
  means	
  to	
  reduce	
  burden/costs;	
  
•  Recogni>on	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  increasing	
  opportuni>es	
  to	
  gather	
  and	
  use	
  

indicators	
  and	
  quant	
  data	
  within	
  research	
  assessment	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  past;	
  
•  Metrics	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  peer	
  review?	
  	
  

–  A	
  majority	
  feel	
  that	
  peer	
  review	
  should	
  remain	
  central.	
  So	
  adding	
  
metrics	
  means	
  burden	
  increase,	
  rather	
  than	
  dilu>on!	
  

•  Concerns	
  over	
  unintended	
  consequences	
  of	
  metrics/indicators;	
  
•  Concerns	
  that	
  some	
  disciplines	
  will	
  be	
  disadvantaged.	
  
	
  

	
  



Outputs	
  

•  It	
  is	
  not	
  currently	
  feasible	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  research	
  outputs	
  
using	
  quan>ta>ve	
  indicators	
  alone;	
  

•  Disciplinary	
  coverage	
  of	
  cita>on	
  databases	
  s>ll	
  falls	
  short	
  of	
  what	
  is	
  
required,	
  especially	
  for	
  outputs	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  journal	
  ar>cles;	
  

•  Real	
  concerns	
  over	
  bias	
  and	
  resultant	
  effects	
  on	
  equality	
  and	
  diversity;	
  
•  No	
  set	
  of	
  numbers,	
  however	
  broad,	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  capture	
  the	
  

mul>faceted	
  and	
  nuanced	
  judgments	
  on	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  research	
  
outputs	
  that	
  the	
  REF	
  currently	
  provides;	
  

•  However,	
  quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  do	
  have	
  a	
  place	
  in	
  informing	
  peer	
  review	
  
judgments.	
  This	
  approach	
  has	
  been	
  used	
  successfully	
  in	
  REF2014,	
  and	
  
we	
  recommend	
  that	
  it	
  be	
  con>nued	
  and	
  enhanced	
  in	
  future	
  exercises.	
  

	
  



Correla\on	
  project	
  

Why?	
  
•  To	
  establish	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  the	
  outcome	
  of	
  the	
  REF	
  

assessment	
  correlates	
  with	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  metrics-­‐based	
  indicators	
  of	
  
research	
  

Analysis/data	
  
•  Analysis	
  by	
  Analy>cal	
  Services	
  Directorate,	
  HEFCE;	
  
•  Analysis	
  is	
  being	
  undertaken	
  at	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  individual	
  outputs.,	
  

using	
  ar>cle	
  level	
  scores	
  from	
  REF	
  for	
  all	
  outputs	
  with	
  a	
  DOI	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
(149,670	
  	
  out	
  of	
  191,080	
  	
  REF	
  outputs);	
  

•  Ar>cle	
  level	
  metrics	
  were	
  provided	
  by	
  Scopus/Elsevier;	
  
•  The	
  data	
  was	
  linked	
  into	
  staff	
  characteris>cs	
  from	
  HESA;	
  
•  Data	
  anonymised	
  [DOIs	
  and	
  staff	
  iden>fiers	
  removed,	
  HEI	
  iden>fiers	
  

anonymised].	
  



Variable	
  name	
   Descrip\on	
   Type	
  
cita\on_count	
   Absolute	
  number	
  of	
  cita>ons	
  per	
  publica>on	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

fwci	
  
Field	
  weighted	
  cita>on	
  impact	
  -­‐	
  this	
  normalises	
  cita>ons	
  in	
  a	
  
field	
  using	
  the	
  world	
  benchmark	
  in	
  that	
  field	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous,	
  bounded	
  

Percen\le	
  
Top	
  1st,	
  5th,	
  10th,	
  25th,	
  50th,	
  over	
  50th	
  percen>le	
  of	
  highly	
  
cited	
  publica>ons	
   Categorical,	
  numeric	
  

SNIP	
   Source	
  normalized	
  impact	
  per	
  paper	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous,	
  bounded	
  

SJR	
   SCImago	
  Journal	
  Rank	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous,	
  bounded	
  

Collabora\on	
  
Single	
  author,	
  Same	
  ins>tu>on,	
  Same	
  country,	
  At	
  least	
  one	
  
author	
  from	
  outside	
  UK	
   Categorical,	
  character	
  

Authors	
   Number	
  of	
  dis>nct	
  authors	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

AuthorCountries	
   Number	
  of	
  dis>nct	
  countries	
  associated	
  with	
  authors	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous,	
  bounded	
  

CrossAcademicCorporate	
  
At	
  least	
  one	
  author	
  from	
  academia	
  and	
  one	
  from	
  the	
  corporate	
  
sector	
   Binary	
  

WIPO_patent_cita\ons	
  
Number	
  of	
  >mes	
  cited	
  by	
  World	
  Intellectual	
  Property	
  
Organiza>on	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

MendeleyRead	
   Number	
  of	
  Mendeley	
  ar>cle	
  bookmarks/ar>cle	
  sharing	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

SciDir_Dwnld	
  
Number	
  of	
  ScienceDirect	
  publica>on	
  downloads	
  or	
  full-­‐text	
  
views	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

ScopusFullTextClicks	
  
No	
  of	
  full	
  text	
  requests	
  on	
  scopus.com	
  (user	
  must	
  be	
  subscribed	
  
to	
  journal)	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

Tweet	
  
No	
  of	
  >mes	
  tweeted	
  (this	
  is	
  not	
  restricted	
  to	
  the	
  reference	
  REF	
  
dates)	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

GS_count	
  
No	
  of	
  >mes	
  cited	
  on	
  Google	
  Scholar	
  (this	
  is	
  not	
  restricted	
  to	
  the	
  
reference	
  REF	
  dates)	
   Numeric,	
  con>nuous	
  

List	
  of	
  indicators	
  



Correla\on	
  project	
  
	
  
What	
  we	
  have	
  established	
  to	
  date	
  and	
  what	
  next?	
  
	
  
•  Unsurprisingly,	
  there	
  is	
  limited	
  coverage	
  in	
  some	
  disciplines	
  

within	
  the	
  cita>on	
  database	
  used,	
  especially	
  for	
  Panel	
  D	
  
subjects	
  and	
  law;	
  

•  Raw	
  correla>ons	
  vary	
  in	
  strength	
  depending	
  on	
  UOA	
  and	
  
metrics	
  examined;	
  

•  However	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  look	
  at	
  prac>cal	
  predic>ve	
  power	
  
rather	
  than	
  sta>s>cal	
  correla>ons;	
  

•  We	
  are	
  therefore	
  building	
  a	
  model	
  to	
  ascertain	
  the	
  poten>al	
  
predic>ve	
  ability	
  of	
  the	
  metrics.	
  Once	
  built,	
  the	
  model	
  will	
  be	
  
run	
  at	
  UoA	
  level,	
  and	
  will	
  also	
  consider	
  gender	
  and	
  ECR;	
  	
  

•  Our	
  analysis	
  is	
  yet	
  to	
  be	
  completed	
  but	
  will	
  be	
  published	
  as	
  
an	
  annex	
  alongside	
  out	
  main	
  report	
  in	
  July.	
  



Impact	
  
•  It	
  is	
  not	
  feasible	
  to	
  assess	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  research	
  impact	
  using	
  

quan>ta>ve	
  indicators	
  alone;	
  
•  Research	
  impact	
  in	
  the	
  REF	
  is	
  broadly	
  defined,	
  however,	
  

quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  and	
  indicators	
  are	
  highly	
  specific	
  to	
  the	
  type	
  of	
  
impact	
  concerned;	
  

•  Viewing	
  quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  about	
  impact	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  seen	
  in	
  
context,	
  and	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  require	
  a	
  narra>ve	
  element;	
  

•  There	
  is	
  poten>al	
  to	
  enhance	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  as	
  
suppor>ng	
  evidence	
  within	
  a	
  narra>ve	
  case-­‐study-­‐based	
  approach	
  
to	
  impact	
  assessment;	
  

•  HE	
  Funding	
  Bodies	
  should	
  build	
  on	
  the	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  impact	
  case	
  
studies	
  from	
  REF	
  2014	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  set	
  of	
  guidelines	
  on	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  
quan>ta>ve	
  evidence	
  of	
  impact	
  (cf	
  Digital	
  Science/KPI	
  study);	
  

•  These	
  guidelines	
  should	
  provide	
  suggested	
  data	
  to	
  evidence	
  
specific	
  types	
  of	
  impact	
  and	
  could	
  also	
  include	
  standards	
  for	
  the	
  
collec>on	
  of	
  data.	
  	
  

	
  



Environment	
  
•  There	
  is	
  scope	
  for	
  enhancing	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  for	
  the	
  

assessment	
  of	
  research	
  environment	
  if:	
  
–  panels	
  are	
  provided	
  with	
  sufficient	
  context	
  to	
  enable	
  their	
  

interpreta>on.	
  As	
  a	
  minimum	
  this	
  needs	
  to	
  include	
  informa>on	
  
on	
  the	
  total	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  unit	
  to	
  which	
  the	
  data	
  refers,	
  and	
  in	
  some	
  
cases	
  the	
  collec>on	
  of	
  data	
  specifically	
  rela>ng	
  to	
  staff	
  submi9ed	
  
to	
  the	
  exercise	
  may	
  be	
  preferable,	
  albeit	
  more	
  costly.	
  

•  The	
  HE	
  Funding	
  Bodies	
  should	
  consider	
  increased	
  use	
  of	
  quan>ta>ve	
  
data	
  for	
  the	
  assessment	
  of	
  research	
  environment	
  in	
  the	
  next	
  na>onal	
  
exercise.	
  As	
  well	
  as	
  collec>ng	
  data	
  on	
  PhD	
  student	
  numbers	
  and	
  
research	
  income,	
  considera>on	
  should	
  be	
  given	
  to	
  other	
  sources	
  of	
  
data	
  including,	
  but	
  not	
  limited	
  to:	
  
–  the	
  age	
  profile	
  of	
  staff;	
  the	
  representa>on	
  of	
  people	
  with	
  

protected	
  characteris>cs;	
  bibliometrics	
  measures	
  of	
  the	
  
academic	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  whole	
  set	
  of	
  publica>ons	
  from	
  the	
  
assessed	
  unit;	
  quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  on	
  broader	
  research	
  impact	
  that	
  
is	
  collected	
  in	
  the	
  Higher	
  Educa>on	
  Business	
  and	
  Community	
  
Interac>on	
  Survey	
  (HEBCIS).	
  

	
  



Costs	
  of	
  metrics-­‐based	
  research	
  

•  Common	
  assump>on	
  that	
  a	
  metrics-­‐based	
  exercise	
  would	
  cost	
  less;	
  
•  The	
  collec>on	
  of	
  quan>ta>ve	
  data	
  and	
  its	
  processing	
  to	
  produce	
  

metrics	
  and	
  indicators	
  is	
  not	
  itself	
  cost	
  free;	
  
•  Experience	
  from	
  REF2014	
  suggests	
  that	
  even	
  rela>vely	
  

straighworward	
  data	
  sources	
  oqen	
  require	
  considerable	
  effort	
  to	
  
validate	
  and	
  some>mes	
  correct	
  (eg	
  cita>on	
  data	
  &	
  HESA	
  sta>s>cs);	
  

•  The	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  REF	
  (Technopolis,	
  2015)	
  indicate	
  that	
  
the	
  use	
  of	
  cita>on	
  data	
  in	
  REF2014	
  encouraged	
  HEIs	
  to	
  use	
  this	
  
informa>on	
  in	
  their	
  prepara>ons	
  for	
  the	
  exercise,	
  which	
  resulted	
  in	
  
addi>onal	
  costs	
  locally;	
  

•  Some	
  costs	
  of	
  assessment	
  are	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  structure,	
  rather	
  than	
  the	
  
mechanism	
  of	
  assessment,	
  e.g.	
  significant	
  costs	
  to	
  HEIs	
  associated	
  
with	
  selec>ng	
  staff	
  or	
  outputs	
  to	
  be	
  submi9ed	
  for	
  assessment	
  
(Technopolis,	
  2015);	
  

•  If	
  these	
  features	
  remain,	
  the	
  reduc>on	
  in	
  cost	
  that	
  resulted	
  in	
  using	
  
bibliometrics	
  to	
  assess	
  outputs	
  might	
  be	
  rather	
  modest.	
  



Underpinning	
  infrastructure	
  

•  If	
  metrics	
  are	
  to	
  be	
  used,	
  it	
  is	
  cri>cal	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  as	
  accurate	
  &	
  
reliable	
  as	
  possible,	
  otherwise	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  mistrusted	
  

•  How	
  underlying	
  data	
  is	
  collected/processed	
  is	
  very	
  important	
  
•  We	
  therefore	
  need:	
  

–  Unique,	
  disambiguated,	
  persistent,	
  verified	
  iden\fiers	
  
–  Agreed	
  standard	
  data	
  formats	
  
–  Agreed	
  standard	
  data	
  seman\cs	
  

•  If	
  we	
  are	
  to	
  end	
  up	
  with:	
  
–  Agreed	
  standard	
  metrics	
  

	
  



Our	
  provisional	
  recommenda\ons	
  on	
  REF	
  

Outputs	
  
•  Con>nue	
  providing	
  panel	
  members	
  with	
  bibliometric	
  and	
  other	
  data	
  

to	
  support	
  peer	
  review	
  judgments;	
  
•  Increase	
  sophis>ca>on	
  of	
  informa>on	
  provided;	
  
•  Provide	
  	
  informa>on	
  to	
  all	
  panels,	
  but	
  leave	
  them	
  to	
  decide	
  how	
  

much	
  (if	
  any)	
  if	
  used.	
  
Impact	
  
•  Encourage	
  use	
  of	
  quan>ta>ve	
  evidence	
  to	
  support	
  case	
  studies;	
  build	
  

on	
  DS/KCL	
  work	
  to	
  specify	
  sets	
  of	
  quant	
  data	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  in	
  
specific	
  types	
  of	
  case	
  study.	
  

Environment	
  
•  Considerably	
  enhance	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  quan>ta>ve	
  	
  data	
  in	
  the	
  

environment	
  sec>on,	
  such	
  as….	
  
•  Increase	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  contextual	
  informa>on	
  to	
  help	
  panels	
  

interpret	
  data.	
  



What’s	
  next	
  for	
  the	
  review?	
  
•  S>ll	
  in	
  listening	
  mode…	
  
•  Final	
  report	
  out	
  on	
  9	
  July,	
  with	
  launch	
  event	
  in	
  London.	
  

The	
  full	
  report	
  will	
  :	
  
•  Outline	
  key	
  findings	
  (including	
  but	
  also	
  beyond	
  the	
  REF);	
  
•  Set	
  out	
  a	
  recommenda>ons	
  for	
  target	
  groups:	
  HEIs;	
  funders;	
  

research	
  managers;	
  publishers;	
  data	
  providers;	
  libraries	
  &	
  
informa>on	
  managers;	
  government	
  departments.	
  

•  Quan>ta>ve	
  evalua>on	
  should	
  support	
  qualita>ve,	
  expert	
  
assessment.	
  Indicators	
  do	
  not	
  subs>tute	
  for	
  informed	
  judgment.	
  
Make	
  data	
  collec>on	
  and	
  analy>cal	
  processes	
  open,	
  transparent	
  and	
  
simple.	
  Account	
  for	
  varia>on	
  by	
  field	
  in	
  publica>on	
  and	
  cita>on	
  
prac>ces.	
  Avoid	
  misplaced	
  concreteness	
  and	
  false	
  precision.	
  

•  Neither	
  ‘pro-­‐’	
  nor	
  ‘an>-­‐’	
  but	
  in	
  favour	
  of	
  responsible	
  metrics	
  (link	
  to	
  
RRI	
  	
  agenda);	
  

•  No	
  instant	
  solu>ons;	
  a	
  15-­‐year	
  transi>on	
  to	
  a	
  more	
  mixed	
  economy.	
  

	
  



The	
  Metric	
  Tide:	
  	
  
Report	
  of	
  the	
  Independent	
  
Review	
  of	
  the	
  Role	
  of	
  
Metrics	
  in	
  Research	
  
Assessment	
  &	
  Management	
  



	
  	
  

James	
  Wilson	
  
David	
  Walker	
  









‘Debates about risk are often 
highly technical while, at the 
same time, being at least as 
much about values and choices, 
about who benefits and who 
pays. Social, political and 
geographical contexts matter 
hugely….When governance 
goes wrong, we can miss out 
on major potential benefits, or 
suffer needlessly.’ 
Sir Mark Walport & 
Claire Craig, 
Government Office for 
Science (2014) 
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•  Modelled on similar efforts in 2010 (e.g. Royal 
Society’s ‘Scientific Century’ report); 

•  Inclusive working group and review group chaired by 
Paul Boyle; 

•  Keyed into science & innovation strategy and 2015 
spending review; 

•  Wide distribution to policy, corporate, HE and other 
opinion formers. 
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•  Challenges facing the UK – trade, creativity, 
exchange, equity, and opportunity –met by deploying 
social science knowledge,  skills and methods of 
inquiry  

•   To thrive we must marry progress in technology and 
the physical and life sciences with insights from 
studying behaviour, place, economy and society.  

•  Advancing and applying science depends on profits, 
policies, markets, organisations and attitudes…social 
science themes.  
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Recommendations I 
•  Ringfence and expand the public research budget by 

at least 10% above inflation over the next Parliament; 
•  Dedicate extra investment to interdisciplinary 

research (links to Nurse review); 
•  ESRC’s share should reflect its value for money; 
•  Create Whitehall chief social scientist or equivalent; 
•  Invest in data, maintain birth cohort & longitudinal 

studies; 
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Recommendations II 
•  New strategic framework for social sciences needed 

combining research, data, supply & demand, including 
people; 

•  Strengthen UK Strategic Forum to coordinate this 
new strategy; 

•  Social scientists should be recruited on to all 
departmental scientific advisory committees; 

•  Departments should publish their research interests 
and needs.  
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James	
  Wilson	
  
David	
  Walker	
  


