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Progress or pitfall? UGC's decision to

scrap CARE list draws mixed reactions

arch papers were deemed ‘In. :

mom Aacademician said removing ES o Ted = 3
Ftimes dia.com v r not Nng on the :
: :ﬁ:ﬁﬁﬁmﬁ&% UGC-CARE list. argued that
© Hyderabad: The University asuniversities could formula- the framework lacked rels- :

Grants Commission's deci- vance and validity “Even :
{  sion 1o abalish the UGC Con- tetheirown guidelines,be-  yhen it was justoneof theop-

sortium for Academic and Re- == nefiting only themseives tions, as it was mentioned
i search Ethics (UGC-CARE) that mere inclusion inthelist :
i has not been well received by was not sufficient. quality of -

. the city's academicians, who
: termed it 3 step backward.
. Thev questioned the loglc be-
°  hindasking higher education
¢ institutions (HEIs) 1o develop
. their own mechanisms for

evaluating the quality of pub-
:  lications and journals,

© ‘Could lead to misuse’

They szid this could lead
10 misuse, as universities or
: institutes would have the aut-
! hority todecide where faculty
: members or students can
:  publish. “This is nothing but
diluting the requirements for
promotions, making it easior
for anyoneto become a profes-
sor. The UGC-CARE was in-
roduced to curb the practice
of publishing in predatory Jo
urnals to meet academic re

quirements. This decentrali-
sation opens the door for mi-
suse, as there Is no longer a
mandate to publish in Jisted"
journals,” said Manohar, a
professor at Osmania Univer-
sity and president of the
Osmuanla  University Tues
chers Association.

He said removing UGC-
CARE would have an impact
onquality of research, asuni-
versities could formulate the
ir own guidelines, benefiting
themselves rather than main-
taining academic standards.

“Looks like haste decision’
Officials from the Telang:

ana Councilof Higher Educa-

thon expressed concerns, sta-
ting that abolishing VGC-CA
RE could lead to faculty mem

bers publishing In any
Jjournal just to meet criteria,
“This looks ke a decision ta.
kim in haste,” said V Balakis-
taReddy, chalrman, council.

However, some welcomed
the move, arguing that UGC-
CARE wus never transpa-
ront, “A journal was added to
the list if a professor recom-
mended it, and some were re-
moved the following year
There wis no trunsparency in
how journals were added or
removed.” said D Ravinder,
former vicechancellor of
Osmunls University adding
that a peerreview mecha-
nism should be the way for-
ward, a peactice followed
worldwide.

Ruvinder, who fuced back-
lush when some of his rese-

work matterad. Some faculty -
members with vested inter
estscreated an issue."hesaid.

‘Academic freedom’ :
The UGC discontinued :
the list based on an expertpa- :
nel's recommendations follo
wing criticism over lack of :
transparency It now recom-
mends that HEIs develop the- -
ir own institutionsl mechs :
nisms for evaluating quality
of publications and journals. :
“Institurions can create -

evaluation models that consi- -

der the characteristics of 44
ferent disciplines and accom- :

modate rapidly evolving 8- °
elds. This allows for academic -
freedom iIn journal selec-

thon,” sald Mamidala Jaga
desh Kumar, UGC chairman
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