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Pilot study – Leiden Manifesto (LM) as a consumer label

(Presented at NWB 2017)



LM as a
consumer label

Consumer label from: Clare, G. P. & Burghardt, K. 
Getting the Message: Front of Package Labeling. 
Management, 4(5): 112-122 (2014)



Pilot study: 2 cases

Dept. of Forensic Medicine

Analyzing department-level publication 
output, collaboration, and impact.

Professor T. I. A. Sørensen

Analyzing publication output and impact 
of a researcher.

Source: http://maxpixel.freegreatpicture.com/Business-
Feedback-Opinion-Group-Communication-2044702



Pilot study conclusions:
Does LM work as a consumer label?

• ... 

• Reliability of subjective interpretations of LM?

• ...





Analysis of interpretations of Leiden Manifesto

(Work in progress)



Three studies using the ten LM principles in practice

Evaluation of the ResearchGate Scores (ResearchGate Scores)

Orduna-Malea, E., Martín-Martín, A., Thelwall, M., & Delgado López-Cózar, E. (2017). Do ResearchGate Scores create 
ghost academic reputations? Scientometrics, 112(1), 443–460. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2396-9

Evaluation of the Brazilian graduate evaluation system implemented by the Federal Agency for 
Support and Evaluation of Graduate Education (Brazilian graduate evaluation system)

de Oliveira, T. M., & Amaral, L. (2017). Public Policies in Science and Technology in Brazil: challenges and proposals 
for the use of indicators in evaluation. In R. Mugnaini, A. Fujino, & N. Y. Kobashi (Eds.), BIBLIOMETRICS AND 
SCIENTOMETRICS IN BRAZIL: SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH ASSESSMENT INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE ERA OF BIG DATA (pp. 
189–217). https://doi.org/10.11606/9788572051705

Evaluation of the evaluation procedures for individual researchers: The case of the Italian 
National Scientific Qualification (Italian National Scientific Qualification evaluation procedure)

Marzolla, M. (2016). Assessing evaluation procedures for individual researchers: The case of the Italian National 
Scientific Qualification. Journal of Informetrics, 10(2), 408–438. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2016.01.009

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2396-9
https://doi.org/10.11606/9788572051705
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2016.01.009


Overlap, continuum, and contradictions across LM interpretations
Leiden Manifesto Principles ResearchGate Scores vs. Brazilian 

graduate evaluation system

ResearchGate Scores vs. Italian National 

Scientific Qualification evaluation 

procedures

Brazilian graduate evaluation system vs. 

Italian National Scientific Qualification 

evaluation procedures

1) Quantitative evaluation should 

support qualitative, expert 

assessment

 = same interpretation

2) Measure performance against 

the research missions of the 

institution, group or researcher

3) Protect excellence in locally 

relevant research  = some overlap in the interpretation

4) Keep data collection and 

analytical processes open, 

transparent and simple

5) Allow those evaluated to verify 

data and analysis  = continuum but not contradicting interpretations

6) Account for variation by field in 

publication and citation practices

7) Base assessment of individual 

researchers on a qualitative 

judgement of their portfolio

 = contradicting interpretations

8) Avoid misplaced concreteness 

and false precision

9) Recognize the systemic effects of 

assessment and indicators

10) Scrutinize indicators regularly 

and update them

3 * Indicators are updated regularly. Information on when and how is publicly available. 

Include information on years of scientific career, 
experience, and activities from the users’ 
portfolio. ≠ Selection of best publications.



Analysis of statements in the documents

Negation handling

Principle 4: “RG Score is not transparent. Both indicators and weights keep under commercial secret” = 
Indicators and the calculation of them must be transparent for users.

General vs. detailed statements

Principle 6: “currently variations by field are not considered” vs. 
“CAPES establ ishes the general  principles for evaluation,  such as the standard of  the Evaluation Form, i ts requirements and ge neral  i tems that must be included in al l  areas.  However,  each of  the 49 areas can customize its criteria and indicators,  as long as it  fol lows the 
minimum required in the regulat ions.
Thus,  areas may give dist inct ive importance to intel lectual  products.  Areas belonging to the Humanit ies general ly give higher wei ght to books.  Computer Science is one area that punctuates strongly scient i f ic  conferences.  B iotechnology values heavi ly the prod uct ion of  
patents,  considering their innovat ive character.  Indicators for each of  the items also vary.  In any case,  al l  the product ion of  the program is considered for evaluat ion purposes,  not only scient i f ic  art ic les,  but also books,  conferences papers,  technica l  and art ist ic product ion.  
In the case of  master’s professional programs there is dif ferent iat ion in the evaluat ion items.  Technical  products are valued mo st and there is a greater variety of  types of  graduate work,  which can be a software development,  technical  report ,  protocol ,  pr oduct ion of  didact ic 
or instruct ional material .
There is no a priori  dif ferent iat ion on weight assessment of  intelelectual products as a funct ion of  language of  the publ icat ion.  Some areas recommend that publ icat ions be written in Engl ish,  aiming f or greater internat ional izat ion of  the program, but this is  not mandatory.
Those publ icat ions indexed in internat ional databases such as Web of  Science and Scopus are evaluated based on avai lable bibl iometr ic metrics .  However,  the committees also consider databases with greater regional coverage,  such as Scielo (Scient i f ic  Electronic L ibrary 
Onl ine) .  Non-indexed ones are evaluated for their local  or regional impact ,  considering the importance of  the content developed and the object ives of  the research.
For example,  within the area of  Agrarian Sciences,  the development of  an agricultural  technique in a drought region or the plant i ng of  a specif ic cult ivar for a part icular region can have a signif icant impact local ly and regional ly ,  but not at  a nat ional le vel .  The output (an 
art ic le or book) f rom this research wi l l  probably not have a large number of  c itat ions,  but that does not mean that i t  has no t had relevant results .  The same is val id for the valorizat ion of  programs in Tropical  Medicine,  in Braz i l ian publ ic health l i te rature,  teaching of  local  
history among others,  in which the less disseminat ion does not mean lack of  qual ity or prest ige.”

Term interpretation

Principle 10: “algorithm”, “metrics”, “criteria for activities”, “criteria and parameters” = indicators 



Next steps

2. LM interpretations’ compliance with LM

3. Overlaps or contradictions in a LM interpretation:

Brazilian graduate evaluation system



Template to support responsible metrics in bibliometric analysis

(Work in progress)



Template



Workflow



Design and examples of LM principles

Principle 1: Quantitative 
evaluation should support 
qualitative, expert assessment.

Principle 2:  Measure performance 
against the research missions of the 
institution, group or researcher. 



Result and background information 
and examples of LM principles

Principle 4: Keep data collection 
and analytical processes open, 
transparent and simple.

Principle 5: Allow those evaluated 
to verify data and analysis.



Thank you for 
your attention

Consumer label from: Clare, G. P. & Burghardt, K. 
Getting the Message: Front of Package Labeling. 
Management, 4(5): 112-122 (2014)


