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Introducing ‘SCOPE’ – five steps to 
evaluating responsibly

Dr. Baron Wolf
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Introducing the INORMS SCOPE model

Start with your values

Context

Options

Probe

Evaluate
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Start with what you value

uNot what others’ value
uNot by the availability of data
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Start with what you value

uNot what others’ value
uNot by the availability of data
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The Streetlight effect:
Measuring by available data not by mission
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Context: Why and what are you 
measuring? 
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Context: Why and what are you 
measuring?

DISC
IPLIN

E!
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Options: you have them!

u Is your indicator a suitable proxy for what you are 
evaluating?

u Quantitative measures are for quantifiable things…
u Citations, publications, money, students

u Qualitative measures for qualifiable things…
u Quality, excellence, value

u Be careful if using quantitative indicators as a proxy for 
qualitative things
u Citations ≠ quality
u Ranking position ≠ excellence
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P – Probe deeply

1.Who does this discriminate against?
2.How might this be gamed?
3.What might the unintended 

consequences be?
4.Does the cost of measuring outweigh 

the benefit?

9

E- Evaluate your evaluation

uEvaluation is cyclical and iterative
uUse SCOPE to re-evaluate your 

evaluation
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For more information

u INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group website

u Dr. Baron G. Wolf, Asst. Vice President for Research & Director of Research 
Analytics, University of Kentucky, USA baron.wolf@uky.edu

u Laura Beaupre, Director, Research Analysis & Reporting, University of Guelph, 
Ontario, Canada lbeaupre@uoguelph.ca
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Who we are
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https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/
mailto:baron.wolf@uky.edu
mailto:lbeaupre@uoguelph.ca
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Rating the Rankers: Evaluating Global 
University Rankings

Laura Beaupre

1

Motivation for the work

u Rankings agencies’ products form a basis for stories told about universities

u Universities’ behaviours AND decisions are shaped by products’ 
outputs/results

u Products have become widespread because they have potential to be useful

u But most products have some deficiencies which are limiting

u We would like to see rankings that are useful to research managers, that 
better meet the needs of institutions globally
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Progress to date

u Articulate a set of values of things that are important to us, research 
managers

u International involvement, like CARA

u Developed, tested, validated this set of values

u Literature review to summarize common problems with rankings products

u Pilot for small number of rankings products

u Invited rankings agencies to participate

u Rated how well rankings products aligned to our values

u Engaged independent expert review
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Key findings

u No global ranking agency fully met the community’s expectations of best 
practices for responsible rankings

u Ranking agencies rated against our 4 key values:

u Governance

u Transparency

u Measuring What Matters

u Rigour

u While some agencies fared better/worse than others within a specific 
area, overall, there are gaps between their performance and the needs of 
the research management community
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Where to find our work

u Initial findings: Rethinking the Rankings (ARMA News, October 2020)

u University Rankings Need a Rethink (Nature, November 2020)

u Mis-measuring our universities: how global university rankings don’t add up
(Center for Open Science, March 2021)

u Developing a method for evaluating global university rankings (Scholarly 
Assessment Reports Journal, April 2021)

u Paper describing the full methodology, pilot results
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For more information

u INORMS Research Evaluation Working Group website

u Dr. Baron G. Wolf, Asst. Vice President for Research & Director of Research 
Analytics, University of Kentucky, USA baron.wolf@uky.edu

u Laura Beaupre, Director, Research Analysis & Reporting, University of Guelph, 
Ontario, Canada lbeaupre@uoguelph.ca
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https://arma.ac.uk/rethinking-the-rankings/
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-020-03312-2
https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/gxbn5/
https://www.scholarlyassessmentreports.org/article/10.29024/sar.31/
https://inorms.net/activities/research-evaluation-working-group/
mailto:baron.wolf@uky.edu
mailto:lbeaupre@uoguelph.ca
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Who we are
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Rankings agencies selected for pilot

u Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU),

u CWTS Leiden

u QS World University Rankings (QS WUR)

u Times Higher Education World University Rankings (THE WUR)

u U-Multirank, and

u US News & World Report Best Global Universities
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Engagement with ranking agencies

u Level of engagement varied widely

u Some reluctant to participate in our pilot, but others were very interested to 
see results of our test and how they did

u Interesting responses to the work

u We are curious to see what becomes of our work, by articulating the values 
and providing the results of our pilot/test

u Probably our best audience is the research management community
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Next steps

u Initial WG had 2-year term

u Exploring continuation as a network or taskforce

u Source funding for sustainment

u Join forces with other organizations

u Seeking partners outside of research managers for wider perspective

u Universities are so much more than their rank!
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