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RIGID OVERSIGHT NOT THE WAY
TO ENSURE RESEARCH QUALITY

CHOLARLY publishing is a
structured, yet diverse, system.

While publishing research work

in peer-reviewed journals, one

should choose those journals
thatalign with disciplinary vari-

ations. At the same time, jour-

nals must uphold academic rigour and
ethical publishing practices by integrating
r review mechanisms and adherence to

stablished scholarly norms. ;

2 Amid growing concerns over the prolif-

I sournals that lacked
eration of predatory jo the University

igorous quality control, t
I.GII%al‘l’ts Co?mnission (UGC) introduced the
UGC-CARE (Oonsortiumfor Academicand
Research Ethics) list in 2018. The purpose

i ce a structured mechanig,m
;v ?S v;%?amlﬁom*nals so that prospective
I'?"-‘SEaI'ChEI'S can publish in them fully con-
fident about their scholarly merit.

Soon, however, it became apparent that
evaluating journal quality is a complex
and dynamic Process, shaped by dwerslt:,
academic perspectives defining reseﬁll‘ﬂI
engagement. Scholars mteract_mt‘r_l knowl:
edge in unigue ways. Defining journa:
quality in absolute terms is not a Ortltrali-
mensional process. Besides, Over"ce;lrn o
sation in curating a fixed list of JO B s

. by the UGC-CARE scheme h;ls clgi 0
i unintended consequ Y
mflisc:gs associated with fairness aeltlid hest;
fectiveness will be central to any fix et
of journals when implemented acrosls] m
tiple disciplines. The UGC-CARE scheme,
stablished to uphold research integrity
- encountered substantial criticism,
ha? icularly from scholars in non-STEM
paréls who contend that its evaluation
e ework does not fully accommodate
framdjsﬁnct nature of their research. -
(e ile UGC-CARE sought to provide
WL ¢ with a curated list of journals,
SChOIarWere raised about its methodo]q
doumls,ﬂjty to recognise journals acrosg
and 20" Coquitably A more dynamic and
discip: ent approach to journa] evalua.
e ould mitigate these issues, by only
tlo_I: is grounded in objective critepia anq
if levolvmg insight into disciplinary pe.
?:aﬂh needs. As policymakers, we operate
>, toggle between intervention anq ay,.
1 omy—aframework of rule versus flay.
?Oﬁity Regulatory bodies should not e.
ib ce 1121 processes that hinder progress,
fOr” tive Tegulation is about enabling in-

.ticﬂons evolve and innovate.
SﬂWe 5. focus on building a scholar-
el ic journal evaluation proc-
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essthat empowers researchers rather than
enforcing top-down directives. A rigid,
oPaque system discourages innovation and
undermines the capacity of scholars to
Publish their work in relevant journals.
Ding this in view, in December 2023,
the UGC set up an expert committee to re-
View the UGC-CARE scheme, reflecting a
shift towards a decentralised and flexible
model that sustains academicfreedom and
Institutional autonomy—a necessary step

Effective regulation is about

€nabling institutions to evolve, We
Should focus on building ascholar- g
driven, dynamic journal evaluation |
Process that empowers researchers |
father than enforcing top-down .
directives, This is why UGC dropped |
the CARE ljst of journals i

In building a globally competitive higher
education system. The expert committee
discovered that the UGC-CARE list was not
Just a centralised oversight; its drawback
Was its inability to adopt a responsive
ework driven by scholarly input The
committee noticed this rigidity 15kS ex-
cluding high-quality emerging journals
and Indian language journals, distorting
scholarly communication’s e state.

The effectiveness of journa] jndexing de-
pends on timely and transparent joUrnal
inclusion and exclusion gapjsions, which
the UGC-CARE lacked, Further the cont-
mittee detected delays, predator’y journals
persistence, and °Pague dem“i’;;;mkmg
process caused toubles f"’}fﬁ?ﬁmg .

Oversight in acadgmjc pul ol

Chalrman, University Grants Commission
b, and former Vice-Chancellor, INU

Improve credibility and trust within well-
dgf_mgd quality parameters, and not impose
rigidity, Accountability is not Synonymous
with €Xcessive control. The expertcommit-
tee fe}t Journal selection could be compati-
ble with a decentralised, scholar-driven ap-
proach even as hodies such as UGC can
provide broader suggestive barameters for
peer-reviewed journal selection. Aftor care-
fully examining the expert Committee’s rac.
ommendations, UGC decided to N0 longer
maintain or publish the UGC-CARE, jjst o
Journals. Instead, UGC provideq suggestive
Parameters for selecting Peer-reviewed
Journals suitable for theiy SPecific needs
Research fields are in constant flux. pe-
qUIring journals that accommodate tfleir
dynamic natyre, There is a clear link be-
tween ﬂ}e choice of journals to recognise
academic mmerit and the broader epistemo-
logical question of how knowledge is struc-
tured and legitimised. Without a UGeC- |
CARE list, journals can be evaluated not |
merely by their inclusion in a fixed index
but by their relevance, rigour and contribu-
tions to theijr respective disciplines,
at is academic autonomy? Most often,
the term refers to the ability of scholars to
make independent decisions about thejp
research and publication choices (for ex-
ample, “DrLata choosesjournals With hj
impact factors, while Dr Anand va];, :
open-access journals”). With the UG dfs
continuing the UGC-CARE list, e L
two implications of usingUGC'g :su LA
barameters: scholars and instituﬁggestlye
be responsible for Jjournal selecti0 i
scholars can pick Journals basedon' S
Sk thelt specific research froiqr 1€
disciplinary diversity S ang
With the end of UGC-CARW’s hi
+ S hie :
cal and centraliseq approach, schol;ragc i
now adopt con;ext-sensitive peer-reyj
Jjournal selection Using UGC’s sug i
barameters, integyyy; establishg
demic benchmarkg and emerging g;

best practiceg leads :

» Ieading to adaptiy,
ment models engyping inclusivity ?_naSSES&
arly DUthhmg (Views a‘repe}_soc 0l
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