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Publish or Perish dilemma 

 

 



Keynotes 

 

Self-promotion game  
• Make your research public and visible! Create your own 

identifier, join the social networks, promote yourself 

 

Your role in the czech national assessment 
• Responsibility – have a complete and correct list of 

publications (Information System MU) 

 

Research Assessment (in a Nutshell) 
• Evaluated unit – you! Make the metrics familiar 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



Self-presentation at MU 

• ResearcherID profiles with affiliation to MU: ca 800 (including students) 

 

• Self-presentation in the university campus (CEITEC, F. of Sport Studies, 
Medical F., F. of Science, 511 respondents): 
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Why should I care about my online 
presentation? 

 

• To make your research and teaching activities known 

• To increase the chance of publications getting cited 

• To increase the chance of new contacts for research 
cooperation 

• To increase the chance of funding 

• To correct attribution, names and affiliations 

• To make sure that a much as possible is counted in 
research assessment 
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Researcher´s Ecosystem 

 



Problem… 

 

 

 

 

 

• Affiliation changes, missing affiliation 

• Frequent names 

• Common errors 

 

Source: W. Glänzel, 2015 
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Personal Digital Identifiers 

Administrative burden? NO! 
 
• Linking researchers and their work accross databases 
• Unambiguous identification in case of different name and affiliation variants 
• History of publication profile independent on the actual affiliation/employer 
• Statistical and bibliometric functions (cooperation, citation networks) 
• Export functions (lists of publication); import functions (from citation managers) 
• Are to be combined; data migration 

 

 

Universal identifier does not exist yet 
 

 
 
 
 

Identifiers used specifically by the database 
• Scopus Author Identifier 
• vedidk (IS R&D&I) 

 
 

Help: http://vyzkum.rect.muni.cz/cs/evaluace-vyzkumu/vedecke-vystupy (in Czech) 
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ORCID (Open Researcher and 
Contributor ID) 

 
• Orcid.org  

 
• Profile with persistent digital identifier  

 
• Today´s best choice – widely supported by funding agencies 

and publishers 
 

• Connection between databases, publications and other 
identifiers by your ORCID (ResearcherID, Scopus ID, ANDS, 
CrossRef, Metadata Search, Europe PubMed Central)  
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Usage of identifiers 

RIV ! 
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ResearcherID 

• www.researcherid.com  
 

• Profile developed by Thomson Reuters 
 

• Feedback to Web of Science for grouping author 
name variants or corrections to affiliations 
 

• Basic bibliometric functions 
 

• Suitable for regular Web of Science users 
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Other possibilities of (self)-
presentation 

 

Personal Identifiers – ORCID, ResearcherID 

 

Institutional Repository (Open Access in general) 

 

Social networks 
• Increasing visibility 

• Stay in touch with the community 



ResearchGate & Academia.edu 

• Community organized around selected topics 
• Social functions (following researchers, comments to paper drafts, discussions, 

questions around topics) – chance to start new collaborations 
• Metrics and source for alternative metrics (# downloads, # views, …) 
• Job offers 
• Publication list and sharing full texts (indexed by Google Scholar) 

 

ResearchGate 
• Researchgate.com 
• RG-score (total activity and interaction, plus publications) 
• Impact points (number of publications weighed by journals they are published in) 

 

Academia.edu 
• Academia.edu  
• You see the content without logging in 
• Google Scholar, LinkedIn, Facebook, Google+, Twitter, Skype, ... 
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Suggestions to be more visible on the web 

Suggestion 1 – Database Indexing 
Suggestion 2 – Research Documentation (IS MU) 
Suggestion 3 – Language (English) 
Suggestion 4 – We recommend the use of a correctly updated 
personal identifiers such as ORCID (or ResearcherID)  
Suggestion 5 – Self-marketing – communities (Academia, 
ResearchGate) 
Suggestion 6 – Self-marketing – social media (LinkedIn, blog, 
website) 
Suggestion 7 – Exploration of the use of „Google Scholar 
Citations“, especially for SSH 
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Czech National Evaluation 

Jeffrey Mervis, Science 2014;343:596-598 



Czech Evaluation Methodology – 
principles  

 
• Defines, which outputs are eligible for the Information System of R&D&I (RIV, not 

IS MU!!!) and how are they rewarded by points 
 

• Advantage: consistent structure of outputs for many years 
 

The goal is to define the share of every research organization on the whole research  
funding budget 
 
• Assessment in 2016 (outputs 2010-2015) influences funding in 2018 

 
• Evaluation methodology evolution: 

– 2010-2012 – strictly quantity-based counting; output = defined number of points 
– 2013-2016 – actual methodology, small share of panel/peer review 
– From 2018 (expected) – NERO – National Evaluation of Research Organizations, 

international experiences, professional design, partly Performance-Based Research 
Funding System 



Evaluation Methodology 

 

• Methodology 2013-2016 has 3 „pillars“: 

– Pillar I. – publications (metrics and peer review) 

– Pillar II. – excellence (peer review) 

– Pillar III. – patents, innovative outputs, policies 

 
Type of outputs (in czech): 
http://www.vyzkum.cz/storage/att/2DB911A3086BC7D47A5B5F462DC
9F041/Druh%20v%C3%BDsledku.pdf 
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Your role in the system 

 
• Make familiar with the output types and their 

definitions 
• Declare all your publication activities honestly 
• Behave ethically: 

– Declare correct affiliation 

• Don´t cheat the system:  
– Don´t produce fragmentary outputs 
– Don´t put quantity before quality 

• Don´t reduce your scientific attention to counting the 
points! 
 



National Evaluation Systems 



Recent Trends (World) 

• Increasing importance (public financing, complicated research 
systems) 
 

• Reducing the costs 
– Usage of indicators 

 
• Amphasis on profesionalization (agencies), relevance and reliability 

 
• peer-review (or informed peer-review) 

 
• Formative effect, low influence on core funding 

 
• Impact-based indicators (societal too) x Czech Republic (outputs) 

 



Metrics-based Peer review / panels 

Austria - BMWF    

Belgium (Fl) - EWI       

Czech Republic – RDI Council    

Denmark - FI       

Finland - MINEDU    

France - AERES 

Italy - ANVUR       

Netherlands – KNAW/NWO/VSNU    

Norway – RCN    

Spain - CNEAI       

Sweden - SRC    

UK - HEFCE       

European Parliament, STOA - Science and 
Technology Options Assessment 2014 



  No influence on core funding Influence on core funding 

  
Not linked to 

funding 
decisions 

Additional to 
the block grant 

Less than 
20% 

Between 
20% and 

50% 

More than 
50% 

Austria - BMWF          

Belgium (Flanders) - EWI         

Czech Republic          

Denmark - Agency for Science, 
Technology and Innovation (FI) 

         

Finland – Min. of Education & 
Culture (MINEDU) 

         

France - AERES          
Italy - ANVUR          
Netherlands – KNAW/NWO/VSNU          
Norway - RCN          
Spain - CNEAI          
Sweden - Vetenskapsrådet, SRC          
UK - HEFCE          

European Parliament, STOA - Science and 
Technology Options Assessment 2014 
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(Individual) Research Evaluation in a 
Nutshell 

Important strategic tool of R&D policies 

 

Who is afraid of the evaluation? 

• Not a repression tool  

• Valuable feedback & learning 

• Scientists often dispute, that they are able to measure the quality of their own 
research alone… 

 

Methods 

• Qualitative (peer/panel review, ISAB) 

• Quantitative (bibliometrics – indicators) 



Makro 
 
 
 
 
 
Meso 
 
 
 
 
 
Mikro 

global developments 
national R&D systems 
Policies 
Cross-sectional fields 
Research and grant 
programs 
academic fields 
universities, research 
institutes, funding agencies 
university 
institutes/departments 
target/status groups 
research groups 
individuals 
 
 
 
 
 

Peer review 

Bibliometrics 



Bibliometrics 

Ilustrace: David Parkins, www.nature.com 



Bibliometrics 

• Bibliometrics and scientometrics are sub-
disciplines of information science 
 

Set of quantitative methods applied to the media 
of scientific communication (journals, books, …) 

 
• Bibliometrics can provide tools to be applied to 

research evaluation, but is not designed to 
directly evaluate research performance 

• Does not replace qualitative methods 
• Can inform research strategies 
 
 



Bibliometrics in a Researcher´s Career 

 

• Habilitations  

• Professorial appointment procedures  

• Hiring procedures 

• Professional promotion 

• Self-promotion 

• Grant application procedures 

• Re-accreditation of PhD programs 

 



Benefits of bibliometrics for scientists 

Planning the career and developing publication strategies (especially for young scientists)  
 
Increasing the scientist’s visibility (ResearcherID, ORCID, Google Citations Profile, etc.)  

 
Mapping the research environment: 
• Which are the key players (authors, institutions, countries, etc.) in my research field?  
• What are the hot topics in my research field?  
• How visible are my publications? How can I increase their visibility (publication strategies)?  
• How big is the impact of my publications ?  
• How many citations do I need to belong to the „best“ (excellence)?  
• Who are my potential competitors/collaborators?  
• How does my research output fare in comparison to my competitors/collaborators?  
• … 
 
 

What can be measured: 
• Coverage (databases; WoS/Scopus)  
• Activity  (trends) 
• Visibility (JIF)  
• Impact (Top Percentiles)  
• Collaboration 

 

 
 
 
 



Databases and Sources 

 

• Bibliographic databases suitable for bibliometric analyses 

– Thomson Reuters (Web of Science) and Elsevier (SCOPUS) 

– Subject Specific Databases: MathSciNet (mathematics), SciFinder – CAS (chemistry, 
biochemistry), PubMed (medicine), ADS – Astrophysics Data System (astrophysics). 
Patents – Derwent (součást Web of Science), EPO- PATSTAT, USPTO, DEPATISnet, WIPO 

 

 

• Google Scholar as a data source 

– Alternative source for SSH 

– Extreme caution 

– In some fields high correlation with traditional databases 

 



Citation Index since 1960s – from books to online platform (Web of 
Science) 

 

 







Databases 

• Web of Science, SCOPUS 
• Importance for national assessment 
• Quality standard (journal selection process) 
• Responsible peer review process 
• Visibility 
• Easy citations tracking 

 
WoS (traditional, but less sources indexed) 

x 
SCOPUS (newer, more „european“, but not so strict 

selection process) 
 







Indicators – example 
 

There is no single indicator to express all! 
 
Journal evaluation (not individuals!!!) 
• Journal Impact Factor (JIF) + Quartile Rank 

 
Article-Level Indicators (impact) 
• Citation Impact – citations per publication (in a dataset) 
• Category Normalized Citation Impact – ratio of actual 

citations to expected citations rate, normalized to the field, 
year and type (1 = world average) 

• Percentiles 
 
• H-index 



Journal Impact Factor (Thomson 
Reuters) 

• Originally designed for better selection of subscribed journals 
 

Measures journal influence (according to the calculation), not quality or impact of research 
published in!  
   
IF is calculated by dividing the number of citations in the JCR year by the total number of 
articles published in the two previous years. 
 
• Often used as a proxy for the relative importance of a journal within its field; journals with 

higher IF are considered to be more important than those with lower ones 
 

Limitations: 
• 80/20 rule – high IF doesn´t directly lead to high citations count of the article 
• Calculation can be skewed by: 

– Review articles 
– Small number of highly cited articles 
– Aggreements between journals (mutual citations) 

• Very subject specific 
• … 

 



H-index 
• H-index measures productivity and impact 
• The value of h is equal to the number of papers (N) in the list that have N or more 

citations  
• For example, an h-index of 2 indicates that in the dataset, 2 papers were cited at 

least 2 times each  
• Different value, while excerpted from different sources 
 

Advantages 
• Cannot be influenced by small number of extremely highly cited article or big 

number of zero-cited articles 
• In terms of trend data can identify consitently excellent research in the field 
• Can identify „rising stars“ in the field  
 

Limitations 
• Subject-specific, cannot be compared between research fields 
• Rises with the age of the researcher; never falls down 



 
Colleague A     

 
• 1 article, year 2012, JIF 12,511 
• H-index 1 

•   
•   
•   
 
 
Colleague B 
• 1 article, year 2012, JIF 4,842 
• H-index 1  

•   
•   
•   
•   

 



 
Colleague A     

 
• 1 article, year 2012, JIF 12,511 
• H-index 1 

• Multidisciplinary 
• Citation count: 9 
• Multi-authored: 55 authors 
 
 
Colleague B 
• 1 article, year 2012, JIF 4,842 
• H-index 1  

• Specialized journal in category, locally relevant 
• Citation count: 30 
• Bilateral collaboration with leading university 
• Article is shared via Twitter comments 

 



Perspectives of bibliometrics 

 

• Appropriate indicators for the assessments of the social 
sciences, humanities and arts 

• Analysis of web visibility and Weblinks (webometrics) 

• „Usage” statistics (e.g., download, access, views, visits) 

• „Altmetrics“ (alternative metrics), e.g., based on 
discussion in social media (Mendeley, CiteULike, 
Twitter and others) 

• Social networks and tools (ResearchGate, 
academia.edu etc.)  



Conclusions 

 

• Use the bibliometric services for shaping your 
publication strategy 

• Use alternative metrics as a measures of 
impact (social networks) 

• You shouldn´t be evaluated by one indicator 

• Quality of research cannot be meaured by 
Journal Impact Factor 



Useful weblinks 

• www.vyzkum.cz  

• www.isvav.cz 

• www.webofscience.com 

• www.scopus.com 

• www.orcid.org 

• www.researcherID.com 

• http://www.harzing.com/pop.htm (Publish or Perish) 

• http://www.ascb.org/dora/  

• http://vyzkum.rect.muni.cz/cs/evaluace-vyzkumu 
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Error in the Assessment Design… 


