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“Wellcome and its partners in RoRI
should be commended for taking an 
important first step. They have 
recognized that there are problems in 
research culture and that these need 
to be fixed. RoRI will help to probe 
some of the causes of distress, and
suggest solutions. Now, other funders 
and research-management societies 
must join the mission…” 
Nature editorial, 1 October 2019
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Our five aims for the pilot phase (2019-
2022)

Research 
role

Translation 
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innovation 
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2019-2022: 3 themes, 5 flagship projects6

Decision-making, allocation & evaluation

Balance & prioritisation

Research cultures, open scidence, EDI







Go Meta? 
Mapping the 
changing 
landscape for 
research on 
research



RoRI 2022 and beyond

Mission: Global network for translational RoR – focus on how research is being
financed, undertaken,  communicated and ëvaluated

Consolidate and extend consortium; horizon 5-10 years

Cross-sector, plural, shared ownership

Transdisciplinary, multi-method, co-design;

Translational work, relevant and applicable by multiple actors;

A safe environment for experiment, taking risks & collaboration;
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James Wilsdon, Director of RoRI; Gert V Balling (Novo Nordisk), Katrin 
Milzow (SNSF), Sarah de Rijcke, Co-Chairs of RoRI



RoRI Phase 2: current partners update

Confirmed Core Partner 
& Member of the CIC

University of Sheffield

Novo Nordisk Foundation

SNSF

Digital Science

Confirmed Core Partner

Leiden University

Volkswagen Foundation

CIHR

Michael Smith Health 
Research BC

FNR-Luxembourg

Wellcome

NWO & ZonMW
(Netherlands)

Core Partner likely

Chan Zuckerberg 
Initiative

Core or Project – live discussions

NRF-South Africa
UK Research & Innovation (UKRI)
Cancer Research UK
SSHRC-Canada
British Academy
Sloan Foundation
Moore Foundation (US)
India Alliance
Israel Science Foundation
African Academy of Sciences

Project Partners

FWF-Austria
EMBO
NIHR-UK
ARC-Australia



May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan

Timeline and Milestones

14

20-22 Jun 
workshop prio
16/17 projects 

6 Oct
PB priorisation

10 projects

Partner  
discussions

Longlist of 26 
projects

Cont’d scoping & 
development of 

outline proposals

Cont’d exchange 
among partners and 
furter refinement of 

proposals

1 Dec
Eval by int. 

reference group

Identify 1st set
of projects for

2023

Offical 
announce-

ment





Members of international reference panel

– Fiona Fidler, Professor & ARC Fellow, University of Melbourne & co-founder AIMOS
– Sergio Salles-Filho, professor at University of Campinas, Brazil
– Chiara Franzoni, Professor in the School of Management at the Polytechnic of Milan
– Chonnettia Jones, President and Executive Director, Addgene
– Vincent Larivière, professor of information science at the University of Montréal.
– Danil Mikhailov, Executive Director, Data.org
– Brian Nosek, Director, Center for Open Science
– Laura Rovelli, Coordinator, Latin American Forum for Scientific Evaluation (FOLEC) and
member of the Board of DORA

– Cassidy Sugimoto, Professor and Tom and Marie Patton School Chair in the School of Public
Policy at Georgia Institute of Technology

https://findanexpert.unimelb.edu.au/profile/3224-fiona-fidler
https://www.som.polimi.it/professor/chiara-franzoni/
https://www.linkedin.com/in/chonnettiajones/
https://www.cwts.nl/people/vincentlariviere
https://data.org/people/danil-mikhailov/
http://data.org/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brian_Nosek
https://www.interacademies.org/person/laura-rovelli
https://spp.gatech.edu/people/person/sugimoto-cassidy


Evaluating a narrative CV pilot project
-- Wolfgang Kaltenbrunner (CWTS)

• SNSF has conducted a narrative CV 

experiment in 2020

• Narrative sections, no full publication list, 

regulated use of metrics…

• Lots of data: Survey with applicants and 

reviewers, interviews, participant 

observation



Participant observation

• Reviewers regularly fell back on “traditional” information available online

• Narrative elements more used to supplement more traditional types of info

• … but note that panel members were more senior and partly members of SNSF…



Surveys and interviews

• CV preferences seem to partly be a question of seniority

– Applicants and reviewers with less experience expressed systematically 

more positive opinions about the narrative elements

• CV preferences partly a question of status (type of reviewer)

– Conflict about the authority to decide how peer review should be done

– Reviewers who are members of SNSF were much more negative about 

narrative elements and other innovations than guest reviewers and 

external reviewers (who screened individual applications)



Conclusions so far

• Changing CV practices will involve rethinking the entire design of review 

process, incl. composition of panels, time available for review 

• Practices are malleable, but are likely to change only slowly

• Need to disentangle the politics of reform from the politics of peer review

• We don’t know how learning effects on the applicant side will affect new 

CV practices once they stop being experiments

• … but this is just the beginning! 



Funder Data Platform & CRITERIA
Vincent Traag (CWTS)



CRITERIA project
Gender differences in research funding



Funding programmes

Single applicants only 
(i.e. not team-based)

Focused on research 
(i.e. not equipment, 

infrastructure, travel)

Open to all research 
(i.e. not specific call on 

specific topic)

Minimum data 
availability

In total 44 funding programmes across 9 funders



Program of Research

Evaluation criteria

Process

Context

Experience & track record

Eligibility

Reviewer guidance

Grant conditions

e.g. methodological strength

e.g. has interview stage

e.g. can be held part-time



VS

Off-platform track On-platform track

Two tracks

- No personal details
- Only funding rates per gender

Simple model, no controls

- Personal details
- Funding decision (yes/no)
- Enriched by linking to Dimensions

- Publication statistics
- Citation statistics
- Field information
- Matched institutional information

Model with control variables



CRITERIA
Research team

FDP





Comparison

Odds ratio of funding men over women { > 1 men more likely to be funded than women
≈ 1 men equally likely to be funded as women
< 1 men less likely to be funded than women



No clear gender differences



Criteria that may 
affect gender 
differences

Interview stage

Letter of recommendation

Explicit diversity measures



Thank you for your attention!

Join us: www.researchonresearch.org




