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Leiden Manifesto

• “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.” 

#ARMAConf2017
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http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351


Leiden Manifesto
• 1) Quantitative evaluation should support qualitative, expert 

assessment. 
• 2) Measure performance against the research missions of the 

institution, group or researcher. [SRK: or country/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. 
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Metric Tide Recommendations

1 The research community should develop a more 
sophisticated and nuanced approach to the 
contribution and limitations of quantitative indicators. 
Greater care with language and terminology is needed. 
The term ‘metrics’ is often unhelpful; the preferred term 
‘indicators’ reflects a recognition that data may lack 
specific relevance, even if they are useful overall. (HEIs, 
funders, managers, researchers) 

#ARMAConf2017



Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

2 At an institutional level, HEI leaders should develop 
a clear statement of principles on their approach to 
research management and assessment, including the 
role of quantitative indicators. On the basis of these 
principles, they should carefully select quantitative indicators that are 
appropriate to their institutional context. Where institutions are 
making use of league tables and ranking measures, they should 
explain why they are using these as a means to achieve particular 
ends. Where possible, alternative indicators that support equality and 
diversity should be identified and included. Clear communication of 
the rationale for selecting particular indicators, and how they will be 
used as a management tool, is paramount. As part of this process, 
HEIs should consider signing up to DORA, or drawing on its 
principles and tailoring them to their institutional contexts. (Heads of 
institutions, heads of research, HEI governors) 



Metric Tide Recommendations

3 Research managers and administrators should 
champion these principles and the use of responsible 
metrics within their institutions. They should pay due 
attention to the equality and diversity implications of research 
assessment choices; engage with external experts such as those at 
the Equality Challenge Unit; help to facilitate a more open and 
transparent data infrastructure; advocate the use of unique identifiers 
such as ORCID iDs; work with funders and publishers on data 
interoperability; explore indicators for aspects of research that they 
wish to assess rather than using existing indicators because they are 
readily available; advise senior leaders on metrics that are 
meaningful for their institutional or departmental context; and 
exchange best practice through sector bodies such as ARMA. 
(Managers, research administrators, ARMA) 

#ARMAConf2017



Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

4 HR managers and recruitment or promotion panels 
in HEIs should be explicit about the criteria used for 
academic appointment and promotion decisions. 
These criteria should be founded in expert judgement and may reflect 
both the academic quality of outputs and wider contributions to policy, 
industry or society. Judgements may sometimes usefully be guided 
by metrics, if they are relevant to the criteria in question and used 
responsibly; article-level citation metrics, for instance, might be useful 
indicators of academic impact, as long as they are interpreted in the 
light of disciplinary norms and with due regard to their limitations. 
Journal-level metrics, such as the JIF, should not be used. (HR 
managers, recruitment and promotion panels, UUK) 



Metric Tide Recommendations
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9 There is a need for greater transparency and 
openness in research data infrastructure. A set of 
principles should be developed for technologies, 
practices and cultures that can support open, 
trustworthy research information management. These 
principles should be adopted by funders, data providers, 
administrators and researchers as a foundation for further 
work. (UK HE Funding Bodies, RCUK, Jisc, data 
providers, managers, administrators) 



Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

10 The UK research system should take full 
advantage of ORCID as its preferred system of 
unique identifiers. ORCID iDs should be mandatory 
for all researchers in the next REF. Funders and HEIs 
should utilise ORCID for grant applications, management 
and reporting platforms, and the benefits of ORCID need 
to be better communicated to researchers. (HEIs, UK HE 
Funding Bodies, funders, managers, UUK, HESA) 



Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

14 Further investment in research information 
infrastructure is required. Funders and Jisc should 
explore opportunities for additional strategic investments, 
particularly to improve the interoperability of research 
management systems. (HMT, BIS, RCUK, UK HE 
Funding Bodies, Jisc, ARMA) 



Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

15 HEFCE, funders, HEIs and Jisc should explore 
how to leverage data held in existing platforms to 
support the REF process, and vice versa. Further 
debate is also required about the merits of local collection 
within HEIs and data collection at the national level. 
(HEFCE, RCUK, HEIs, Jisc, HESA, ARMA) 



Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

18 The UK research community needs a mechanism to carry 
forward the agenda set out in this report. We propose the 
establishment of a Forum for Responsible Metrics, which would 
bring together research funders, HEIs and their representative 
bodies, publishers, data providers and others to work on issues 
of data standards, interoperability, openness and transparency. 
UK HE Funding Bodies, UUK and Jisc should coordinate this forum, drawing in 
support and expertise from other funders and sector bodies as appropriate. The forum 
should have preparations for the future REF within its remit, but should also look more 
broadly at the use of metrics in HEI management and by other funders. This forum 
might also seek to coordinate UK responses to the many initiatives in this area across 
Europe and internationally – and those that may yet emerge – around research 
metrics, standards and data infrastructure. It can ensure that the UK system stays 
ahead of the curve and continues to make real progress on this issue, supporting 
research in the most intelligent and coordinated way, influencing debates in Europe 
and the standards that other countries will eventually follow. (UK HE Funding Bodies, 
UUK, Jisc, ARMA) 



Metric Tide Recommendations
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15 HEFCE, funders, HEIs and Jisc should explore 
how to leverage data held in existing platforms to 
support the REF process, and vice versa. Further 
debate is also required about the merits of local collection 
within HEIs and data collection at the national level. 
(HEFCE, RCUK, HEIs, Jisc, HESA, ARMA) 



Metric Tide REF Recommendations
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17 a. In assessing outputs, we recommend that 
quantitative data – particularly around published 
outputs – continue to have a place in informing peer 
review judgements of research quality. This approach 
has been used successfully in REF2014, and we 
recommend that it be continued and enhanced in future 
exercises. 



Metric Tide REF Recommendations
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17 b. In assessing impact, we recommend that HEFCE 
and the UK HE Funding Bodies build on the analysis 
of the impact case studies from REF2014 to develop 
clear guidelines for the use of quantitative indicators 
in future impact case studies. While not being 
prescriptive, these guidelines should provide suggested 
data to evidence specific types of impact. They should 
include standards for the collection of metadata to ensure 
the characteristics of the research being described are 
captured systematically; for example, by using consistent 
monetary units. 



Metric Tide REF Recommendations
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17 c. In assessing the research environment, we 
recommend that there is scope for enhancing the use 
of quantitative data, but that these data need to be 
provided with sufficient context to enable their 
interpretation. At a minimum this needs to include 
information on the total size of the unit to which the data 
refer. In some cases, the collection of data specifically 
relating to staff submitted to the exercise may be 
preferable, albeit more costly. In addition, data on the 
structure and use of digital information systems to 
support research (or research and teaching) may be 
crucial to further develop excellent research 
environments. 



Other Metric Tide Recommendations

#ARMAConf2017

5 Individual researchers should be mindful of the limitations of particular indicators 
6 Like HEIs, research funders should develop their own context-specific principles for the use of 
quantitative indicators in research assessment and management 
7 Data providers, analysts and producers of university rankings and league tables should strive for 
greater transparency and interoperability between different measurement systems. 
8 Publishers should reduce emphasis on journal impact factors as a promotional tool, and only use 
them in the context of a variety of journal-based metrics that provide a richer view of performance. 
11 Identifiers are also needed for institutions, and the most likely candidate for a global solution is 
the ISNI, which already has good coverage of publishers, funders and research organisations. 
12 Publishers should mandate ORCIDs and ISNIs and funder grant references for article 
submission, and retain this metadata throughout the publication lifecycle. 
13 The use of DOIs should be extended to cover all research outputs. 
16 BIS should identify ways of linking data gathered from research-related platforms (including 
Gateway to Research, Researchfish and the REF) more directly to policy processes in BIS and 
other departments, 
19 Research funders need to increase investment in the science of science policy. 
20 One positive aspect of this review has been the debate it has generated. As a legacy initiative, 
the steering group is setting up a blog (www.ResponsibleMetrics.org) as a forum for ongoing 
discussion of the issues raised by this report. 



Metric Tide recommendations on REF
Outputs
• Continue providing panel members with bibliometric and other data to support 

peer review judgments;
• Increase sophistication of information provided;
• Offer 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 & Burden of the exercise would increase

… if more quantitative data were added alongside existing
peer review.

#ARMAConf2017



Metrics
• Please read The Metric Tide

• Metrics cannot (yet) replace peer review
• But can help inform it
• But more metrics ADDS BURDEN
• What is the cost benefit?

• Research Information Infrastructure
• ORCID iD – Yes!
• But other iDs needed too: DOI, Org, …
•  more robust data… for REF2027 / 2033

• Is 12 > 10 ?
• If the error bar is 2 – not necessarily

#ARMAConf2017



REMEMBER The Correlation Project
new analyses were done… for all submitted outputs…

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 is being 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].

#ARMAConf2017



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
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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/KCL study);

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

#ARMAConf2017



Metric Tide recommendations on REF

#ARMAConf2017

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.
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