




Assessment Context

• San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA, 2012)

• Coalition for Advancement in Research Assessment (CoARA, 2022) (500+ organizations) 

THREE MAIN REASONS

• BAD FOR SCIENCE (negative correlations with some research quality indicators – replication success, reporting 

errors, presence of HARKing) (Brembs et al., 2013; Dougherty & Horne, 2022; Kepes et al., 2022)

• BAD FOR PEOPLE (publish or perish culture affects the quality of life; disregard other activities and outputs)

• BAD FOR BUSINESS (flourishment of predatory journals/publishers)

Relying solely on quantitative elements number of papers (quantity), and the JIF (a proxy for quality) is detrimental to 
the evolution of science/assessment of people



Threats of moving away from a scientometric view

• Distorted or irrelevant rankings (see U-Multirank)

• Threats to the university’s prestige

• Absence of a real peer-review culture (in some countries)



Principle 1: 
Academic 

contributions 
are multifaceted

Principle 3: Use 
(a) 

methodological 
rigor, (b) impact, 
and (c) quantity

Principle 2: 
Quantitative 

indicators needs 
to used 

responsibly

Principle 4: 
Value quality 

over impact and 
quantity



Being inclusive and rigurous



A two-stage proposal



Open Science-related tools are essential for meeting the rigor criteria
(a necessary condition for quality)

• Independently verified reproducibility (open materials, script provided, available datasets, 
FAIRness)

• Preregistration 
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