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—EU/NL Open Science policy context 

—Openness Profile concept (Knowledge Exchange WG) 

—EvaluaDve Inquiry (SES/CWTS)
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EU/NL Open Science, policy context
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a	new	approach	to	the	scien.fic	process	based	on	
coopera.ve	work	and	new	ways	of	diffusing	knowledge	
by	using	digital	technologies	and	new	collabora.ve	
tools.	The	idea	captures	a	systemic	change	to	the	way	
science	and	research	have	been	carried	out	for	the	last	
fi7y	years:	shi=ing	from	the	standard	prac.ces	of	
publishing	research	results	in	scien.fic	publica.ons	
towards	sharing	and	using	all	available	knowledge	at	
an	earlier	stage	in	the	research	process.	 

Research and 
Innovation 

– a vision for Europe

Open Innovation 
Open Science

Open to the World 
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For the pracDce of Open Science to become mainstream, it must be embedded in the 

evaluaDon of researchers at all stages of their career (R1-R4). This	will	require	

universi2es	to	change	their	approach	in	career	assessment	for	recruitment	and	
promo2on.	It	will	require	funding	agencies	to	reform	the	methods	they	use	for	
awarding	grants	to	researchers.	It	will	require	senior	researchers	to	reform	how	they	
assess	researchers	when	employing	on	funded	research	projects. This is about 
changing the way research is done, who is involved in the process and how it is valued; 
evolving from a closed compeDDve system to one that is more open and collaboraDve  

RecommendaDon:  
To	change	the	culture	and	further	engage	the	en.re	researcher	community	in	the	
prac.ce	of	Open	Science	a	more	comprehensive	recogni:on	and	reward	system	
incorpora:ng	Open	Science	must	become	part	of	the	recruitment	criteria,	career	
progression	and	grant	assessment	procedures	for	researchers	at	all	levels.  

Proposal: 
Open	Science	Career	Assessment	Matrix	(OS-CAM)	illustra.ng	the	range	of	evalua.on	
criteria	for	assessing	Open	Science	ac.vi.es	

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation of Research 
Careers fully acknowledging 

Open Science Practices 
 

Rewards, incentives and/or recognition for researchers 
practicing Open Science 
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The Career Evaluation Matrix 

It is important to go beyond Open Science and frame this discussion in the broad context of the 
evaluation of researchers. European and indeed national policy across Europe promotes the 
mobility of researchers across borders, disciplines and sectors. Combined with Open Science, this 
can only be achieved if a far more comprehensive assessment of researchers by their employers 
and funders is introduced. For example, researchers who spend time in industry are clearly 
hindered in attempting to move back to academia, as they do not focus on academic publications 
as part of their industry work. To take into account this broad agenda requires a multidimensional 
approach that includes a range of evaluation criteria for researchers in all sectors, in all scientific 
domains and at all career stages. This also applies to the recognition of Open Science activities In 
terms of the focus of the ERA Priority 3, the recognition of Open Science in the recruitment process 
of researchers will be critical. The same must hold for career progression and research grant 
assessment.  

There is often a focus on the emerging generation of doctoral candidates and postdoctoral 
researchers. However any changes to how researchers are evaluated must permeate through all 
stages of the researcher's career; in terms of the European Framework for Research Careers 
(EFRC) from First Stage Researcher (R1) through Recognised Researcher (R2) and Established 
Researcher (R3) to Leading Researcher (R4). This will be absolutely necessary if the practice of 
Open Science is to be embedded in the entire researcher community. In developing a system to 
evaluate and recognise engagement in Open Science, the full spectrum of OS activities must be 
taken into account. These include open access to publications, open data, open peer review, 
research integrity, citizen science and stakeholder engagement.  

In general, evaluating a researcher cannot be reduced to a number because their merits and 
achievements are a complex set of different variables, difficult to be summarised by a single figure. 
A better approach is through multi-dimensional criteria evaluation, taking into consideration what is 
expected from a researcher and what is relevant for his/her career/recruitment. 

The Open Science Career Assessment Matrix (OS-CAM) in Figure 1 represents a possible, practical 
move towards a more comprehensive approach to evaluating researchers through the lens of Open 
Science. This incorporates broader aspects of being an excellent researcher, such as service and 
leadership, research impact and contribution to teaching, many of which are starting to be included 
in research performing organisations’ job descriptions and promotion criteria. The OS Career 
Assessment Matrix (OS-CAM) describes how these broader aspects can be taken into account in the 
context of recognising researcher’s contributions to Open Science.   
 

Open Science Career Assessment Matrix (OS-CAM) 
Open Science activities Possible evaluation criteria 

RESEARCH OUTPUT 
 Research activity Pushing forward the boundaries of open science as a research topic 
 Publications Publishing in open access journals 

Self-archiving in open access repositories 
 Datasets and research 

results 
Using the FAIR data principles 
Adopting quality standards in open data management and open datasets 
Making use of open data from other researchers 

 Open source Using  open source software and other open tools 
Developing new software and tools that are open to other users 

 Funding Securing funding for open science activities  
RESEARCH PROCESS 
 Stakeholder engagement 

/ citizen science 
Actively engaging society and research users in the research process 
Sharing provisional research results with stakeholders through open 
platforms (e.g. Arxiv, Figshare)   
Involving stakeholders in peer review processes 

 Collaboration and  
Interdisciplinarity 

Widening participation in research through open collaborative projects  
Engaging in team science through diverse cross-disciplinary teams 

 Research integrity Being aware of the ethical and legal issues relating to data sharing, 
confidentiality, attribution and environmental impact of open science 
activities 
Fully recognizing the contribution of others in research projects, 
including collaborators, co-authors, citizens, open data providers 

 Risk management Taking account of the risks involved in open science 
SERVICE AND  LEADERSHIP 
 Leadership Developing a vision and strategy on how to integrate OS practices in the 

normal practice of doing research 
Driving policy and practice in open science 
Being a role model in practicing open science 

 Academic standing Developing an international or national profile for open science activities 
Contributing as editor or advisor for open science journals or bodies 

 Peer review Contributing to open peer review processes 
Examining or assessing  open research 

 Networking Participating in national and international networks relating to open 
science 
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Figure 1: Open Science Career Assessment Matrix (OS-CAM) representing the range of 
evaluation criteria for assessing Open Science activities 

 

The matrix provides a framework that can be used to develop evaluation systems that can be 
applied in various contexts: at individual level for the purpose of recruitment and promotion, at 
individual or group level in the evaluation of grant and fellowship applications or adapted to 
develop institutional funding allocation models or incentives focused on building open science 
capacity. 

The criteria are expressed as “doing” Open Science, but can be adapted to recognise a more 
introductory or advanced level. For example, they could range from “learning about OS” for First 
Stage Researchers, to “doing OS” for Recognised Researchers, “supporting others in OS” for 
Established Researchers and eventually to “shaping policy and practice in OS” for Leading 
Researchers.  

An important aspect of this approach is that the weighting for each criterion should reflect the 
background of the researcher being evaluated. For example, if a researcher is seeking a position in 
academia from industry then it will be unlikely that he/she has been heavily engaged in 
publications or open data, but will bring strengths in other areas. The open science criteria in this 
matrix illustrate the broad range of activities of researchers involved in Open Science. It is not 
expected that every researcher will be doing all of these activities. 

While the OS-CAM can be populated with numbers and weighting this can only be part of the 
process. In any evaluation process, the wide diversity of researchers’ experiences and capabilities 
are such that good decisions require qualitative judgement, preferably by a panel of independent 
researchers who, respecting the principles of openness, transparency and merit3, assess the range 
of a researcher’s achievements, whether this be for a new position, career advancement or for a 
funding grant.  

 

Conclusions 

For the practice of Open Science to become mainstream, it must be embedded in the evaluation of 
researchers at all stages of their career (R1-R4). This will require universities to change their 
approach in career assessment for recruitment and promotion. It will require funding agencies to 
reform the methods they use for awarding grants to researchers. It will require senior researchers 
to reform how they assess researchers when employing on funded research projects. This is about 
changing the way research is done, who is involved in the process and how it is valued; evolving 
from a closed competitive system to one that is more open and collaborative. Overall, a cultural 
change is needed in organisations and in the research community for the promotion of and 
engagement in Open Science.  

                                                 
3 https://cdn1.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/otm-r-finaldoc_0.pdf  

RESEARCH IMPACT 
 Communication and  

Dissemination 
Participating in public engagement activities 
Sharing research results through non-academic dissemination channels 
Translating research into a language suitable for public understanding 

 IP (patents, licenses) Being knowledgeable on the legal and ethical issues relating to IPR 
Transferring IP to the wider economy 

 Societal impact Evidence of use of research by societal groups 
Recognition from societal groups or for societal activities 

 Knowledge exchange Engaging in open innovation with partners beyond academia 
TEACHING AND SUPERVISION 
 Teaching Training other researchers in open science principles and methods 

Developing curricula and programs in open science methods, including 
open science data management 
Raising awareness and understanding in open science in undergraduate 
and masters’ programs 

 Mentoring Mentoring and encouraging others in developing their open science 
capabilities 

 Supervision Supporting early stage researchers to adopt an open science approach 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 Continuing professional 

development 
Investing in own professional development to build open science 
capabilities 

 Project management Successfully delivering open science projects involving diverse research 
teams 

 Personal qualities Demonstrating the personal qualities to engage society and research 
users with open science 
Showing the flexibility and perseverance to respond to the challenges of 
conducting open science 
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It	is	the	main	conten.on	of	this	report	that	the	primary	
explana.on	for	the	current	lack	of	uptake	lies	in	the	lack	of	
incen:ves	and	rewards	for	Open	Science	prac:ces.	

While	it	is	widely	acknowledged	that	Open	Science	ini:a:ves	
and	prac:ces	must	emerge	‘boCom-up’,	thus	aligning	with	
researchers’	experiences	and	needs,	top-down	legisla:on	
serves	a	crucial	role	as	a	framework	within	which	incen.ves	
can	be	posi.oned	and	mo.vated.  

It	is	impera:ve	that	a	balance	is	struck	between	top-down	
efforts	to	incen:vise	ac.vi.es	at	the	interna.onal,	na.onal	
and	regional	levels,	and	boCom-up	tools	devised	by	specific	
groups	to	take	account	of	the	needs,	expecta.ons	and	
background	knowledge	of	users	on	the	ground.	
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Open Science represents a new approach to the scienDfic 
process based on cooperaDve work and new ways of 
diffusing	knowledge	by	using	digital	technologies	and	
new	collabora:ve	tools. The idea captures a systemic 
change to the way science and research have been carried 
out for the last fi\y years: shi7ing	from	the	standard	
prac:ces	of	publishing	research	results	in	scien:fic	
publica:ons	towards	sharing	and	using	all	available	
knowledge	at	an	earlier	stage	in	the	research	process.	 

(European Commission, n.d.) 
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The Dutch NaDonal Plan Open Science outlines three key 
objecDves for research in the Netherlands: 

1. Full open access to scienDfic publicaDons (open access)  

2. Make data opDmally sharable and reusable 

3. Adapt evaluaDon and award systems to bring them into 
line with the objecDves of open science (reward systems)  

This last item is recogniDon that the NL open access and 
open data objecDves are dependent on researchers’ 
parDcipaDon, and that the present incenDve system is 
inadequate for supporDng this dependency. 
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Openness Profile

hbp://knowledge-exchange.info

KE Working Group- 
Open	Scholarship	and	Research	Evalua:on	

Josefine Nordling, chair (FI)  
Joonas Nikkanen (FI)  
Heidi Laine (FI)  
Lorna Wildgaard (DK)  
Frédéric Hélein (FR) 
Serge Bauin (FR)  
Jean-Francois Nomine (FR)  
Verena Weigert (UK)  
Bas Cordewener(UK)  
Sarah James (UK)  
Rachel Bruce (UK)  
Daniel Beucke (DE)  
Clifford Tatum (NL)
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Open Scholarship & research evaluation

—top down policy iniDaDves (e.g. OS-CAM) offer content and guidance  

—alignment dependent upon vast cultural change across all aspects  

—in spite of misalignment, many already contribute to open science today
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Open Scholarship & research evaluation

—top down policy iniDaDves (e.g. OS-CAM) 

—alignment dependent upon vast cultural change across all aspects  

—in spite of misalignment, many already contribute to open science today

KE Proposal: Openness Profile 

—bobom up resources that compliment policy  
—links contribuDons to contemporary RI infrastructure  
—disrupts noDon of authorship (the ‘C’ in ORCID = contributor)
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Conceived	as	resources	for	those	already	prac2cing	open	science: 

- format for documenDng contribuDons to open scholarship,  

- procedures for self-publishing these contribuDons as a digital object with a 
persistent idenDfier (DOI) 

- strategic use of contemporary research informaDon infrastructure to establish 
prominent placement of the published contribuDons (linked to ORCID record) 

Two	models	envisioned:	

- Flexible: A minimally structured text file for more descripDve contribuDons. This 
would enable a wide variety of contribuDons and would include space for 
explanaDon 

- Semi-structured: A curated set of DOIs for domains where research objects are 
more likely to have persistent idenDfiers (e.g. an ID for the collecDon of DOIs) 

Pilot plan: KE, ORICD, and RAiD (2019)
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Human readable 

Machine readable 
- repository/DOI  
- ORCID record (works)  
- ORCID ingested in CRIS  
- RAiD data documentaDon
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Openness Profile

By intervening at the level of infrastructure, the openness profile is situated to 

provide	resources	that	are	useful	to	those	presently	contribu2ng	to	open	

scholarship	while	also	being	available	for,	and	adaptable	to,	future	changes 

enacted by top-down research policy iniDaDves.  

Next steps — intervening in evaluaDon pracDces
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Evaluative Inquiry
09/11/2017, 08*04Home | science and evaluation studies research group
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The aim of the group is three-fold:

1. developing a conceptual framework on the politics and practices of contemporary research evaluation;

2. gaining a deeper empirical understanding of how (in)formal evaluation practices are re-shaping academic knowledge production;
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A crucial societal mission of the group is to shape contemporary debates on responsible research evaluation and metrics uses
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NL Standard Evaluation Protocol (SEP)
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- EvaluaDon events as instances of knowledge producDon in close interacDon 
with those who are being evaluated 

- Co-producDon orientaDon shi\s evaluaDon from strictly top-down event to a 
more dialogic process 

- Also shi\s evaluaDon from strictly rewarding past output to also enabling 
future-oriented planning 

- MulDple analyDcal methods selected on the basis of local context  

- Reconfigures role of evaluator (situated intervenDon)
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- Context sensiDve evaluaDons 

- Facing complexiDes and engagement head-on 

- Process, not carved in stone 

- NegoDaDon 

- Pro-acDve rather than reacDve 

- Inclusive (actors and content) 

- Contents rather than form 

- Learning rather than accountability 
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- EvaluaDon organized on the basis of local epistemic prioriDes and community values 

- Dialogue between researchers and evaluators regarding contribuDons to openness  

- ConfiguraDons of openness form the basis of assessment and reflecDon 

- EvaluaDon outcomes aimed at present and future role of openness in research 

- Evaluator and evaluated engage in reflecDon and co-creaDon of new trajectories
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