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• 元起業家
• 元研究者
• 研究マネージャー兼URA

• 起業
• 研究
• 教育

• オープンリサーチの唱道者
• Metric Tide報告書共著
• 職業としての研究マネージ
メント

• ジョンスホプキンス大リ
サーチアドミニストレー
ション修士

• JoRMA（リサーチアドミニ
ストレーション関連の
ジャーナル）の編集委員



The Problem of Communication
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“The single biggest problem in communication 

is the illusion that it has taken place”

George Bernard Shaw

コミュニケーション
の問題

“コミュニケーションの最大の問題は、伝わったという勘違いだ”

バーナード・ショウ



DORA
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• 研究評価に関
するサンフラ
ンシスコ宣言
（DORA）



DORA
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https://sfdora.org/ https://sfdora.org/read/jp/

• Anna Hatch, DORA Community Manager

• 2012 … 18 Recommendations (not just 

JIF)
Draws attention to the problem and fosters progressive 

solutions

Demonstrates community support for change

Three key principles of DORA

Eliminate the use of journal-based metrics in 

research assessment

Capitalize on technology to enhance 

scholarly communication and evaluation 

of research

Assess research more holistically and on its 

own merits

• アナ・ハッチ氏（DORA コミュニ
ティマネージャー）

• 2012年に18項目の提案発表 (イン
パクトファクターだけではない)

問題に注意喚起し進歩的解決策を促す
変化に向けたコミュニティ支援を展開

DORAの3つの原則

１．ジャーナルベースの指標の利用
を研究評価の文脈から除外

２．学術出版と研究評価の幅を広げ
るために技術をフル活用すること

３．研究をより包括的に、それ自体
の真価によって評価すること

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/
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• Don’t use JIFs to assess articles…

• But also 17 positive recommendations!

Be explicit about the criteria used in evaluation 

[…] 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.

Consider the value and impact of all research 

outputs […] 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.

• 論文を評価するためにジャーナル
のインパクトファクターを使わな
い

• 17の前向きな提案も！

評価に使われる指標は明確に、特に若
手研究者にとって、論文の科学的内容
の方が出版指標やどのジャーナルに出
版されたかよりも重要

学術出版に加え、あらゆる研究成果の
価値とインパクトを考慮し、政策や実
践への影響など研究のインパクトの質
的指標を含む幅広いインパクト手法を
考慮すべき。

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/
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• 2018 DORA Reboot • 2018年にDORAが再起動

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/


DORA

@SimonRKerridge earma.org                     casrai.org 

https://sfdora.org/ https://sfdora.org/read/jp/

• Steering Group • 運営委員会

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/
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• Advisory Group • 顧問グループ

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/
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• Progress – Good Practice

• Consider more kinds of research 

outputs

• Limit the number of 

achievements

• Use brief narratives to describe 

accomplishments

• Be transparent about criteria

• Link with policies that encourage 

specific behaviours

• Provide context and guidance for 

assessors

• より多様な研究成果を考慮

• 業績の数を制限

• 研究成果を表す簡潔な説明文を利
用

• 指標について透明性を高める

• 特定の行動を奨励する政策と結び
つける

• 評価者に対し、背景説明やガイダ
ンスなどを提供

進展ーグッドプラクティス

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/
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• → cOAlition S

• https://www.coalition-s.org/

cOAlition S、Plan Sへ

誤った指標（ジャーナルインパクト
ファクターなど）を重視する間違った
褒賞システムにより、研究者がそうい
う行動に追いやられているということ
は我々も理解しています。だからこそ
サイエンスにおける動機付けや褒賞の
仕組みを根本的に見直すことを誓いま
すーDORAをその出発点として。

https://sfdora.org/
https://sfdora.org/read/jp/
https://www.coalition-s.org/


Metric Tide
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• Independent Review of the Role of 

Metrics in Research Assessment 

and Management

Metric Tide報告書

• 研究評価及び研究マネジメントにお
ける指標の役割に関する独立報告書



“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 potential 

contribution to the 

development of research 

excellence and impact…”

David Willetts, Minister for 

Universities & Science, 

Speech to UUK, 3 April 

2014

「英国高等教育財政審議会
(HEFCE)に、研究評価とマネ
ジメントにおける数値指標の
役割について見直すよう依頼
したことを報告します。この
見直しでは、様々な分野にお
ける指標の堅牢性や、優れた
研究の開発とインパクトへの
潜在的な貢献について検討す
ることとなります」

David Willetts（大学・科学大
臣） Speech to UUK, 3 April 

2014



Dr Liz Allen (Head of Evaluation, 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 Innovation, 
University of Sheffield) – representative of the Royal Society
Professor Roger Kain FBA (Dean and Chief Executive, School of Advanced Study, 
University of London) – representative of the British Academy
Dr Simon Kerridge (Director of Research Services, University of Kent) –
representative of the Association of Research Managers and Administrators
Professor Mike Thelwall (Statistical Cybermetrics Research Group, University of 
Wolverhampton)
Jane Tinkler (London School of Economics and Political Science) 
Dr Ian Viney (Head of Evaluation, Medical Research Council) – representative of 
Research Councils UK
Professor Paul Wouters (Centre for Science & Technology Studies, University of 
Leiden)

Steering Group

The review was chaired by James Wilsdon, Professor of Science 
and Democracy at the Science Policy Research Unit (SPRU), 
University of Sussex. He was supported by an independent steering 
group and a secretariat from HEFCE’s Research Policy Team:

運営グループ

見直しは、サセックス大学SPRUの
James Wilsdon教授がチェア。英
国高等教育財政審議会(HEFCE)

の研究政策チームの独立運営グ
ループと事務局のサポートを得る。

メンバー所属先は以下
・ウェルカム財団
・ウォーリック大学教員
・Nature誌編集長
・インペリアルカレッジ教員
・HEFCE研究政策長
・王立協会の代表
・英国学士院
・ARMA代表

・統計サイバーメトリクス研究グ
ループ
・LSE
・リサーチ・カウンシル代表
・ライデン大学



Our approach and evidence sources

• Steering group: diverse expertise and extensive involvement;

• Broad-based TORs – opening up, rather than closing down 
questions;

• Transparent – publishing minutes & evidence in real time;

• In-depth literature review;

• Formal call for evidence, open 1 May to 30 June 2014;

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

• Stakeholder engagement

– 6 ‘review’ workshops – including on equality & diversity, 
A&H. Invite fiercest critics!

– Intensive, ongoing stakeholder engagement;

– Social media, especially #hefcemetrics; @resmetrics

• Quantitative exercise relating REF outcomes to indicators of 
research;

• Linkage to HEFCE’s evaluations of REF projects;

• Interim findings; followed by full report in July.

アプローチと
エビデンス

• 多様な専門性のメン
バーが密に関与。

• 広範囲のTOR： 課題を
より開いていく方向へ

• 透明性： 議事録とエビ
デンスをリアルタイムで
公開

• 広範な文献レビュー
• エビデンスを公開募集
（153回答あり）

• ステイクホルダーの関
与（平等性、多様性、芸
術人文学などの批評最
先鋒のスピーカーを招
へいした検討ワーク
ショップ、SNSを活用し、

同時並行でステイクホ
ルダーが関与）

• REFの結果を研究の指

標に紐づける定量的エ
クササイズも。

• HEFCEによるREFプロ

ジェクトの評価にも関
連付け

• 中間報告のあと、
7月にフルリポート





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

https://responsiblemetrics.org
/the-metric-tide/



DRAFT Report structure

• Chapter 1: Measuring up
• Chapter 2: The rising tide
• Chapter 3: Rough indications
• Chapter 4: Disciplinary dilemmas
• Chapter 5: Judgement, peer review 

and game playing
• Chapter 6: Management by metrics
• Chapter 7: Cultures of counting
• Chapter 8: Science in transition
• Chapter 9: Reflections on the REF
• Chapter 10: Responsible metrics

報告書の構成

1章： 測定する

2章： 潮流の高まり

3章： 荒いしるし

4章： 分野のジレンマ

5章： 評価、ピアレビューと

操作的行動

6章： 指標によるマネジメント

7章： 計数の文化

8章： 過渡期の科学

9章： REFへの省察

10章： 責任ある指標



Summarizes our headline findings, and 
makes a set of targeted recommendations 
to HEIs, research funders (including 
HEFCE), publishers and data providers, 
government and the wider research 
community.
Within a framework of responsible metrics, 
the report concludes with clear guidance 
on how quantitative indicators can be used 
intelligently and appropriately to further 
strengthen the quality and impacts of UK 
research.

Ch10: Responsible metrics
10章 責任ある
指標

• 主要な調査結果をまと
め、高等研究機関、研
究資金配分機関（諮問
をしたHEFCEを含む）、

出版社やデータ提供者、
政府、広義の研究コ
ミュニティそれぞれに
対し対象を絞って提言
を行う。

• 責任ある指標の枠組
みの中では、報告書は
英国の研究の質とイン
パクトをさらに高めるた
め、定量的データをい
かにうまく適切に用い
るかということに関する
明確なガイダンスを
もって結ぶ。



But first, a few headlines on context:

• The description, production, reception and consumption 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 the call for evidence were ‘sceptical’);

• 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 continue 
to draw on it where appropriate;

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

• Need to behave responsibly, considering and pre-empting 
negative consequences.

• However:

– There is significant appetite and potential for 
greater/different use of indicators, metrics, data in the 
future…

– …if improvements can be made to the indicators 
themselves, the ethics of their use, and data 
infrastructure. 

まずは、背景について

• 「指標」の説明、生成、受容、消費
の各局面で大いに議論の余地が
あり誤解も多い。

• 報告書作成過程では多様かつ強
い意見が多く聞かれる（エビデンス
募集に応じた人の57%が懐疑的）。

• 研究評価は分野や文脈に基づく多
様性に配慮して実施すべき。

• 専門家による評価の価値を尊重す
べき

• 良質のデータ・インプットは、透明
性とオープン性、相互運用性を高
めることが重要。

• マイナスの結果を考慮し、先手を
打つ、責任ある行動が必要

• しかし、

• 将来的により多く、また異なる方
法による指標、データの利用へ
の潜在需要は大きい。

• 指標そのものが改善され、その
利用やデータインフラに関する
倫理基準が確立されれば。。



Towards guiding principles for metrics 
informed research evaluation, 
December 2014
Diana Hicks, Paul Wouters, Jonathan Adams, Ismael 
Rafols, Ludo Waltman and Sarah de Rijcke

1. Quantitative evaluation should support 
qualitative, expert assessment. Indicators do not 
substitute for informed judgment. Everyone retains 
responsibility for their assessments.
2. Measure performance in accordance with the 
research missions of the institution, group or individual 
researcher. 
3. Enable indicators based on the domestic 
literature to promote excellent locally relevant 
research.
4. Make data collection and analytical processes 
open, transparent and simple.
5. Allow those evaluated to verify data and 
analysis
6. Account for variation by field in publication and 
citation practices.
7. Base the assessment of individual researchers 
on qualitative judgment of their portfolio. 
8. Avoid misplaced concreteness and false 
precision.
9. Recognize systemic effects of assessment and 
indicators 
10. Scrutinize indicators regularly and, if needed, 
modify them

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

Research Choices: Indicators and 
Judgment Report

Key principles: Context matters; Do 
no harm; Transparency is critical; 
The judgment of scientific experts 
remains invaluable

Royal Society Science as an Open Enterprise 
(2012) 
https://royalsociety.org/policy/projects/science-
public-enterprise/Report/
Identified 6 areas for action:
• Scientists need to be more open among themselves and with 

the public and media
• Greater recognition needs to be given to the value of data 

gathering, analysis and communication
• Common standards for sharing information are required to 

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

be mandatory
• More experts in managing and supporting the use of digital 

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

growing amount of data being gathered

San Francisco Declaration on 
Research Assessment, 2012
http://www.ascb.org/dora-
old/files/SFDeclarationFINAL.pdf

A number of themes run through DORA’s 
recommendations, 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 
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
-

指標に基づく研究評価のための指針と
なる原則に向けて（2014年12月）

カナダ科学アカデミー（2012年）「研究の選択へ
の情報提供：指標と評価の報告書」

http://www.scienceadvice.ca/uploads/eng/assessments%20and%20publications%20and%20news%20releases/science%20performance/scienceperformance_fullreport_en_web.pdf
https://royalsociety.org/policy/projects/science-public-enterprise/Report/
http://www.ascb.org/dora-old/files/SFDeclarationFINAL.pdf


REF - Correlation 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 Analytical Services Directorate, HEFCE;

• Analysis was undertaken at the level of individual 
outputs., using article level scores from REF for all 
outputs with a DOI       (149,670  out of 
191,080  REF outputs);

• Article level metrics were provided by Scopus/Elsevier;

• The data was linked into staff characteristics from 
HESA;

• Data anonymised [DOIs and staff identifiers removed, 
HEI identifiers anonymised].

REF－相関プロジェクト

背景
• REF評価の結果と一連の数値指

標ベースの評価指標との相関の
程度を調査する

分析／データ
• HEFCEの分析サービス局が分析

• 個人のアウトプットのレベルで分
析され、REFの全アウトプットのう
ちDOIがあるものについて論文レ
ベルのスコアを利用。

• 論文レベルの指標は
Scopus/Elsevierが提供。

• データはHESAのスタッフ特性に紐
づけ

• データは匿名化



Variable name Description Type

citation_count Absolute number of citations per publication Numeric, continuous

fwci
Field weighted citation impact - this normalises citations in a 

field using the world benchmark in that field Numeric, continuous, bounded

Percentile
Top 1st, 5th, 10th, 25th, 50th, over 50th percentile of highly 

cited publications Categorical, numeric

SNIP Source normalized impact per paper Numeric, continuous, bounded

SJR SCImago Journal Rank Numeric, continuous, bounded

Collaboration
Single author, Same institution, Same country, At least one 

author from outside UK Categorical, character

Authors Number of distinct authors Numeric, continuous

AuthorCountries Number of distinct countries associated with authors Numeric, continuous, bounded

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

sector Binary

WIPO_patent_citations
Number of times cited by World Intellectual Property 

Organization Numeric, continuous

MendeleyRead Number of Mendeley article bookmarks/article sharing Numeric, continuous

SciDir_Dwnld
Number of ScienceDirect publication downloads or full-text 

views Numeric, continuous

ScopusFullTextClicks
No of full text requests on scopus.com (user must be subscribed 

to journal) Numeric, continuous

Tweet
No of times tweeted (this is not restricted to the reference REF 

dates) Numeric, continuous

GS_count
No of times cited on Google Scholar (this is not restricted to the 

reference REF dates) Numeric, continuous

List of indicators



Correlation project - overall

DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.1.3362.4162

相関プロジェクトー総括

• 相関が強かったのは、最大でも
0.382（38%）。これだけで判断を
するのは正確さに欠ける。



Correlation project - overall

DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.1.3362.4162

一般的により上位の
アウトプットはより上
位の分野重みづけ引
用指標（FWCI）を示

すが、個別のアウト
プットを見るとそうと
も言えない？



Costs of metrics-based research

• Common assumption that a metrics-based exercise would cost 
less;

• The collection of quantitative data and its processing to 
produce metrics and indicators is not itself cost free;

• Experience from REF2014 suggests that even relatively 
straightforward data sources often require considerable effort 
to validate and sometimes correct (eg citation data & HESA 
statistics);

• We understand that use of citation data in REF2014 
encouraged HEIs to use this information in their preparations 
for the exercise, which may have resulted in additional 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 selecting staff or outputs to be submitted 
for assessment

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

指標に基づくコスト

• 通説では、指標に基づいた評価は
コスト安という仮定がある。

• 指標を算出するための定量データ
の収集と加工は無料ではない。

• REF2014からの経験では、比較的

直接使えるデータソースであっても、
検証し、ときに修正するためにかな
りの労力を要する（引用データや
HESA統計など）

• REF2014は高等研究機関に対し、

評価のための準備にこの情報（？）
を使うよう促し、それが各大学での
追加コストにつながった可能性が
ある。

• 評価のコストは、評価のメカニズム
よりも枠組み（REFで提出対象とす

るスタッフや出版物の選択に関す
るコストなど）に関わるものもある。

• こういう特性が変わらなければ、ア
ウトプットの評価のために書誌情報
に基づく指標を利用することによる
コストの削減も相殺されてしまう可
能性がある。



Recommendations for UK REF

Outputs

• Continue providing panel members with bibliometric and 
other data to support peer review judgments;

• Increase sophistication of information provided;

• Provide more quantitative data to all panels, but leave them 
to decide how much (if any) is used.

Impact

• Encourage use of quantitative evidence to support case 
studies; build on DS/KCL work to specify sets of quantitative 
data that can be used in specific types of case study.

Environment

• Considerably enhance the use of quantitative  data in the 
environment section, such as….

• Increase the amount of contextual information to help 
panels interpret data.

Cost of the exercise would increase if more quantitative data 
was added alongside existing peer review.

英国REFへの提言

成果物

• 計量書誌情報などピアレビューの
評価を支援するため、審査パネル
のメンバーには継続して提供。

• 提供する情報の精度を上げる

• すべての審査パネルに対しより多く
の定量的データを提供しつつ、そ
れをどのように使うかはパネルに
任せる。

インパクト

• ケーススタディをサポートする定量
的エビデンスの利用を促し、DS/KCL

の成果に基づき、一定のタイプの
ケーススタディに使うことのできる
定量的データのセットを特定する。

環境

• 環境の欄で定量的データの利用を
拡大、

• パネル審査員のデータ解釈を助け
る説明情報を増やす

もし現在のピアレビューに追加してよ
り多くの定量的データが使われれば、
評価のコストは増加する。



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

https://responsiblemetrics.org
/the-metric-tide/



Leiden Manifesto
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http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/

“Research metrics can provide crucial information that would be difficult 

to gather or understand by means of individual expertise. But this 

quantitative information must not be allowed to morph from an instrument 

into the goal.”  April 2015

http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-

manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351

ライデン声明

「研究評価指標は個人の専門性
によってでは集めたり理解する
ことが難しい重要な情報を提供
する。しかし、この定量的情報
が道具から目的へと変化するこ
とを許してはならない」
2015年4月

http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/
http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351


Leiden Manifesto
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http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/

1) Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative, 

expert assessment. 

2) Measure performance against the research 

missions of the institution, group or researcher. [or 

region?]

3) Protect excellence in locally relevant research.

4) Keep data collection and analytical processes 

open, transparent and simple. 

5) Allow those evaluated to verify data and analysis. 

6) Account for variation by field in publication and 

citation practices. 

7) Base assessment of individual researchers on a 

qualitative judgement of their portfolio. 

8) Avoid misplaced concreteness and false precision. 

9) Recognize the systemic effects of assessment and 

indicators. 

10) Scrutinize indicators regularly and update them. 
http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-

manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351

ライデン声明

1) 定量的評価は定性的な専門家の評価の
支援に用いるべき

2) 研究機関、グループまたは研究者の研
究目的に照らして業績を測定すること

3) 優れた地域的研究を保護すること
4) データ収集と分析のプロセスをオープ
ン、透明、かつ単純に保つこと

5) 批評価者がデータと分析過程を確認で
きるようにすべき

6) 分野により発表と引用の慣行は異なる
ことに留意すべき

7) 個々の研究者の評定は、そのポート
フォリオの定性的判定に基づくべき

8) 不適切な具体性や誤った精緻性を避け
るべき

9) 評定と指標のシステム全体への効果を
認識すべき

10) 指標を定期的に吟味し、改善すべき

http://www.leidenmanifesto.org/
http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351


Open Access - Infrastructure

• Research Information Infrastructure

• iDs (eg)

• DOI

• ORCID

• OrgID

• ProjectID

• Standards (eg)

• OA licensing

• Funder rules

• Author contribution (CRediT)

• Context

• Outputs (eg IRs and subject area repositories)

• Data (eg Jisc RDSS)
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オープンアクセスのインフラ



The Way Forward…?

• More robust information infrastructure

• Standards

• Understanding (is 12 > 10?)

• Responsible Metrics

• Reproducibility

• Underlying data

• Detailed methodology

• Outlet agnostic

• Open peer review

• “Article” metrics (not outlet metrics)

• Incentivize “good” behaviors
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この先へ…？

• より堅牢な情報インフラ
• 標準
• 理解
• 責任ある指標

• 再現性
• 根本となるデータ
• 詳細の方法論

• アウトレット（出版先？）
に依存しない
• オープンピアレビュー
• 論文メトリクス（Outlet

（ジャーナル）のメト
リクスではなく）

• 善い行いを動機付けする



Snowball Metrics
• https://www.snowballmetrics.com/

• 35 Recipes, eg:

CITATION PER OUTPUT Average citations received by 

an item of scholarly output 

Citations per Output calculates the average citations 

received to date by each output that is part of a 

particular set.  

It is likely that citation data will not be available for all 

elements that constitute an institution’s Scholarly 

Output.  

A partial reflection of an institution’s activity is still 

valuable in providing an evidence-based support for 

decision making through benchmarking, since this 

limitation is likely to affect all comparators equally
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スノーボールメトリクス

35のレシピ。たとえば

アウトプット（出版物）ごとの引用：学
術出版の一つが受けた引用の平均

出版ごとの引用は、ある一定の集団の一
部である出版物ごとの現時点での引用の
平均として算出される。
引用データは研究機関の学術的アウト
プットを構成するすべての要素に対して
は得られないかもしれない。

研究機関の活動を部分的に反映すること
になるが、この限界がすべての比較基準
となるものに平等に影響することが予想
されるので、ベンチマーキングを通じた
決定（評価？）をエビデンスベースで支
援するうえでやはり価値がある。

https://www.snowballmetrics.com/


https://casrai.org/credit/

CRediT (Contributor 

Roles Taxonomy貢献
者の役割分類)は、14

の役割を含む高度な
分類法で、科学学術
出版の貢献者が通常
果たす役割を代表す
るものとして用いら
れる。この役割は、
それぞれの貢献者の
学術出版への特定の
貢献を表している。

背景
学術出版の著者を列記する書誌情報的通例は時代遅れとなり、研究者が出版物を
作成するための様々な貢献を表しきれていない。さらに、研究者、資金配分機関、
学術機関、編集者、出版社の間でも、研究への貢献にかかる透明性とアクセスを
向上することに関心が高まっている。



Term Definition

Conceptualization Ideas; formulation or evolution of overarching research goals and aims.

Methodology Development or design of methodology; creation of models.

Software Programming, software development; designing computer programs; implementation of 

the computer code and supporting algorithms; testing of existing code components.

Validation Verification, whether as a part of the activity or separate, of the overall 

replication/reproducibility of results/experiments and other research outputs.

Formal Analysis Application of statistical, mathematical, computational, or other formal techniques to 

analyse or synthesize study data.

Investigation Conducting a research and investigation process, specifically performing the experiments, 

or data/evidence collection.

Resources Provision of study materials, reagents, materials, patients, laboratory samples, animals, 

instrumentation, computing resources, or other analysis tools.

Data Curation Management activities to annotate (produce metadata), scrub data and maintain 

research data (including software code, where it is necessary for interpreting the data 

itself) for initial use and later re-use.

Writing – Original 
Draft

Preparation, creation and/or presentation of the published work, specifically writing the 

initial draft (including substantive translation).

Writing – Review & 
Editing

Preparation, creation and/or presentation of the published work by those from the original 

research group, specifically critical review, commentary or revision – including pre- or post-

publication stages.

Visualization Preparation, creation and/or presentation of the published work, specifically 

visualization/data presentation.

Supervision Oversight and leadership responsibility for the research activity planning and execution, 

including mentorship external to the core team.

Project 
Administration

Management and coordination responsibility for the research activity planning and 

execution.

Funding Acquisition Acquisition of the financial support for the project leading to this publication.



Percentage of papers with specific CRediT role

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Software

Visualization

Validation

Resources

Project administration

Funding acquisition

Data curation

Supervision

Investigation

Methodology

Formal analysis

Conceptualization

Writing - Review & Editing

Writing - Original Draft

% of papers

Each role reported in >50% articles (except software 40%)

Vincent Larivière, Cassidy Sugimoto, preliminary results

特定のCRediT役割を記載
した論文の割合
に関心が高まっている。
• 著作－初稿
• 著作－推敲と編集
• 概念化
• 形式的な分析
• 方法論
• 調査
• 監督
• データ収集・整理
• 資金獲得
• プロジェクト管理
• 資源
• 検証
• 可視化
• ソフトウェア



So what have we done at Kent? OSC

• Scholarly Communication covers the 

broad area of dissemination to and, 

crucially, engaging others with the 

fruits of our academic labours.  The 

aim of an Office for Scholarly 

Communication is to provide a one-

stop shop for supporting academic 

staff and researchers in maximising 

the impact, in the widest sense, of 

their work.  It includes information 

about academic and non-academic 

outlets, open access, research data, 

social media, public engagement, and 

university publishing.
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ケント大OSCで
やったこと

学術出版は、学術的な仕事の果
実を他者に広め、さらに重要な
こととして他者と関わるという
広いエリアをカバーする。学術
コミュニケーション室の目的
は、研究者に対し、広義の研究
のインパクトを最大化するため
の支援を集約した窓口を提供す
ること。学術的、非学術的な成
果発信、オープンアクセス、研
究データ、ソーシャルメディ
ア、普及・広報、大学出版など
の情報を含む。



So… What is an OSC?

@SimonRKerridge earma.org                     casrai.org 

ケント大
OSCとは？



What does OSC do?
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OSCの役割は？



OSC and related offerings

Your idea

(getting started)

Find

Collaborators

Get

Funding

Disseminate

your research

Manage

your Data

Technical

Requirements

Impact &

Sharing

Ethics Copyright

Existing

Partnerships

Kent Innovation

and Enterprise

External

Funding Sources

KRIMSON

(CRIS)
RDS SE

Project

Management
Corporate

Communications
Partnership

Dev Office

Funder

Requirements

Impact of

Works
Social

Media
Metrics

Toolkit

ORCiD ID
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OSCと関連業務



Kent – Academic Career Map
[behind a login]

Research and Innovation

• Development of a research 

culture

• Creation, dissemination and 

impact of knowledge and 

insights

• Internal or external 

engagement

• Innovation

• Income or income in kind
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ケント大
ー学術キャリアマップ

研究とイノベーション

• 研究文化の開発、醸成

• 知識・知恵の創造、普及、イン
パクト

• 学内・学外との関与
• イノベーション
• 収入、または現物収入



Kent – Academic Career Map
56 pages

One mention of “metric” (in SL [Assistant 

Professor])
• A sustained and significant record of research output of 

national/international excellence.

• Outputs which demonstrate impact by having an effect on, change or 

benefit to the economy, society, culture, public policy or services, health, 

the environment or quality of life, sometimes within but usually beyond 

academia.

• Qualitative and quantitative metrics or indicators that provide 

evidence for research success (as appropriate to relevant 

disciplinary benchmarks).

• Member of editorial boards of significant journals or academic presses 

including other modes of publication, or equivalent roles for other types 

of research outputs such as series editor, producer or curator roles. 

• Acted as a consultant or expert adviser to business, government, or 

public bodies. Consulted on policy matters at national/ international 

level.

• Evidence that application of knowledge has improved business or 

public sector performance and quality of life by informing public policy 

and government and/or through partnership with the voluntary sector, 

with business or in the cultural and heritage sector.
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ケント大

ー学術キャリア
マップ

「指標」への言及
…

• 研究の成功のエビデンス
を提供する定性的、定量
的指標（関連する分野の
ベンチマークに適合する
ものとして）

…



HuMetricsHSS

HuMetricsHSS takes the approach 

that metrics should only be used to 

measure a scholar’s progress 

toward embodying five values that 

our initial research suggests are 

central to all HSS disciplines:

• COLLEGIALITY

• QUALITY

• EQUITY

• OPENNESS

• COMMUNITY
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http://humetricshss.org/

HuMetricsHSS

HuMetricsHSSのアプローチ
は、すべての人文社会科学
分野の中心的課題として、
我々の初期の研究が提示す
る５つの価値を体現するた
め学者の進歩を測るために
のみ指標が使われるべき、
というもの。

• 同僚性
• 質
• 公平性
• オープン性
• コミュニティ

http://humetricshss.org/


HuMetricsHSS

COLLEGIALITY, which can be 

described as the professional practices 

of kindness, generosity, and empathy 

toward other scholars and oneself;
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http://humetricshss.org/

Christopher Long, 

Rebecca Kennison, 

Stacy Konkiel, 

Simone Sacchi, 

Jason Rhody, and 

Nicky Agate

同僚性とは、専門的実践
として表現できる、他の
研究者と自身に対する優
しさ、寛大さ、共感など

http://humetricshss.org/


HuMetricsHSS

QUALITY, a value that 

demonstrates one’s originality, 

willingness to push boundaries, 

methodological soundness, and the 

advancement of knowledge both 

within one’s own discipline and 

among other disciplines and with 

the general public, as well;
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http://humetricshss.org/

質とは、研究の独自性、境界
を押し広げる意思、方法論的
堅実性、自らの分野内及び分
野間、そして一般社会への知
識の進展を明示する価値。

http://humetricshss.org/


HuMetricsHSS

EQUITY, or the willingness to 

undertake study with social 

justice, equitable access to 

research, and the public good 

in mind;
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http://humetricshss.org/

公正性とは、社会正義、研究
への公正なアクセス、公共財
を念頭に置いて研究を行おう
とする意志。

http://humetricshss.org/


HuMetricsHSS

OPENNESS, which includes a 

researcher’s transparency, 

candor, and accountability, in 

addition to the practice of 

making one’s research OPEN 

ACCESS at all stages;
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http://humetricshss.org/

オープン性とは、研究をすべての
段階においてオープンアクセスに
するという実践に加え、研究者の
透明性、誠実さ、説明責任を含
む。

http://humetricshss.org/


HuMetricsHSS

COMMUNITY, the value of being engaged in one’s 

community of practice and with the public at large and 

also in practicing principled leadership.

@SimonRKerridge earma.org                     casrai.org 

http://humetricshss.org/

One might participate in a community by sharing data or code or primary 

source materials, by adding certain materials to a syllabus, or by opening up 

one’s own creative process (rather than just the product) to critique and 

conversation. And being part of a community means thinking beyond the now, 

proactively considering the preservation of all elements of the scholarly record 

(from blog posts to conference papers to tweets and vines), thinking forward to 

the publics and communities that might find value or interest in our work ten, 

fifty, or one hundred years from today

コミュニティとは、実務上のコミュニティに関与
し、一般社会とも関わり、道義に基づいたリーダー
シップを実践するという価値。

http://humetricshss.org/


Questions / Discussion

https://www.kent.ac.uk/osc/
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https://www.kent.ac.uk/osc/
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how and why the review came into being

who conducted it

and how we did it

Ch1: Measuring up



Gives a brief history of the role of metrics in 
research management, and the evolution of 
data infrastructure and standards to underpin 
more complex and varied uses of quantitative 
indicators.

It also surveys the main features of research 
assessment systems in a handful of countries: 
Australia, Denmark, Italy, Netherlands, New 
Zealand and the United States.

Ch2: The rising tide



looks in greater detail at the development, uses 
and occasional abuses of four categories of 
quantitative indicators:

bibliometric indicators of research quality;

alternative indicators of quality;

input indicators;

and indicators of impact

Ch3: Rough indications



Maps the diversity in types of research output, 
publication practices and citation cultures 
across different disciplines, and the implications 
these have for any attempts to develop 
standardized indicators across the entire 
research base.

It also considers the extent to which quantitative 
indicators can be used to support or suppress 
multi- or interdisciplinary research.

Ch4: Disciplinary 

dilemmas



Compares the strengths and weaknesses of 

the peer review system with metric-based 

alternatives, and asks how we strike an 

appropriate balance between quantitative 

indicators and expert judgement.

It also explores whether metrics exacerbate 

problems of gaming and strategic 

approaches to research assessment.

Ch5: Judgement, peer 

review and game playing



Charts the rise of more formal systems of 
research management within HEIs, and the 
growing significance that is being placed on 
quantitative indicators, both within institutions 
and as a way of benchmarking performance 
against others.

It looks specifically at university rankings and 
league tables as a visible manifestation of these 
trends, and considers how these can be applied 
in more responsible ways across the sector.

Ch6: Management by 

metrics



Assesses the wider effects this heightened 

emphasis on quantitative indicators may 

have on cultures and practices of research, 

including concerns over systems for 

performance management, and negative 

effects on interdisciplinarity, equality and 

diversity.

Ch7: Cultures of 

counting



Looks beyond HEIs to examine changes in 

the way key institutions in the wider 

research funding system are using 

quantitative indicators, including the 

Research Councils, research charities such 

as the Wellcome Trust, and the national 

academies.

It also looks to developments at the 

European level, and considers how 

government could make greater use of 

newly available quantitative data sources to 

inform horizon scanning and policies for 

research and innovation. 

Ch8: Science in 

transition



Provides a detailed analysis of the modest role 

that quantitative indicators played in REF2014, 

and considers a range of scenarios for their use 

in future assessment exercises.

It also outlines the results of our own 

quantitative analysis, which correlated the 

actual outcomes of REF2014 against 15 

metrics-based indicators of research 

performance.

Ch9: Reflections on REF



Correlation project - overall

DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.1.3362.4162



Correlation project - overall

DOI: 10.13140/RG.2.1.3362.4162



Impact

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

quantitative indicators alone;

Research impact in the REF is broadly defined, however, quantitative 

data and indicators are highly specific to the type of impact 

concerned;

Viewing quantitative data about impact needs to be seen in context, 

and is likely to require a narrative element;

There is potential to enhance the use of quantitative data as 

supporting evidence within a narrative 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 

quantitative 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 collection of 

data. 



Environment

There is scope for enhancing the use of quantitative data for the 

assessment of research environment if:

• panels are provided with sufficient context to enable their 

interpretation. As a minimum this needs to include information on 

the total size of the unit to which the data refers, and in some 

cases the collection of data specifically relating to staff submitted 

to the exercise may be preferable, albeit more costly.

The HE Funding Bodies should consider increased use of quantitative 

data for the assessment of research environment in the next national 

exercise. As well as collecting data on doctoral student numbers and 

research income, consideration should be given to other sources of 

data including, but not limited to:

• the age profile of staff; the representation of people with protected 

characteristics; bibliometrics measures of the academic impact of 

the whole set of publications from the assessed unit; quantitative 

data on

broader research impact that is collected in the Higher 

Education Business and Community Interaction 


