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1. Strucne o obecnych principech hodnoceni
2. Institucionalni hodnoceni

« Ugely, struktury, principy, dimenze

« Cesko a Evropa, Cesko, Britanie
3. Bibliometricka podpora
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Vyznam hodnoceni pro rizeni METODIKA @

Stanoveni priorit Rizeni lidskych
VaV zdroju VaV

Bez kvalitniho hodnoceni
nebude kvalitniho fizeni

Efektivni porizovani
a vyuzivani
infrastruktur VaV

Spravne nastaveneé
motivace ve VaV




Evaluation in general should )
inform the whole policy cycle ‘e

Issue identification

Issue identification
Feedback Issue framing

Feedback Issue framing

Effectiveness and
ex-postimpact L e —

assessment

Policy measure
identification

Policy measure

Ll il identification

Interim evaluation Impact assessment

Policy measure

development and
adoption

Policy measure
Implementation development and
adoption

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Rozdilné typy hodnoceni ve VaV METODIKA ®
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Hodnoceni Hodnocem
programu
jednotlivcu a
. o ucelové
tymu
podpory
Kultura hodnoceni
(bez hodnoceni
nebude kvalitni
rFizeni)
Hodnoceni Hodnoceni
ucasti v projektl
mezinarodnich ucelové
sitich VaVv podpory
_ 4




Different evaluations and purposes L

L PN

* Hodnoceni projektt a grantu

* Ex-ante, ex-post
* Hodnoceni programu podpory VaV

* Ex-ante, interim, ex-post
* Hodnoceni velkych (sdilenych) infrastruktur

* Ex-ante, interim, ex-post
* Hodnoceni zapojeni zemé do mezinarodnich siti VaV
* Hodnoceni v institucich VaV (v.v.i.)

* prubézné / ad-hoc

* VaV nebo i vzdélavani?

* externi / interni (internal governance)

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Komponenty institucionalniho hodnoceni

Hodnoceni
vystupli a
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svéty i

Hodnoceni

Hodnoceni vstupt VaVv

VVSIGdkﬁ d a—V-y'H-i'll'\‘a"n-i

dopadi VaVv infrastruktur

Vo
Institucionalni

hodnoceni

Hc?dtlocen’l’ Hodnoceni

mezma.rod,nlho Eeni
zapojeni a o
pozice instituce Instituce
Hodnoceni
rozvojového
, 5 I T potencialu a
Odstiny modré odliSuji miru zaméri
toho, jak o daném aspektu instituce

informuje stavajicim systém
institucionalniho hodnoceni.
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Rozdilné urovnée rizeni systéemu VaV METODIKA ®

Strategie, financovani, ex-
post hodnoceni zdméru,
infrastruktura

Financovani, dohled,
strategické usmérnovani,
infrastruktura

Rizeni (véetné lidskych Vyzkumné a dalsi
zdrojli), motivace organizace

Motivace, efektivni
vyuzivani infr.




Informace v rizeni na
systému VaV

N

vyssich urovnich

c Rozhodovani o e Verejna b
financovani obhajoba role
VaV a verejné
podpory
. Vyuzivani a p
Vykon obori potreba
VaV vuci svétu infrastruktur
VaV
Védecky V
vykon,
produktivita a
(" prinosy N
segmentd VaV
e Rozhodovani o Rozhodnuti o
zapojeni do podpore
mezinarodnich lidskych zdroju
siti VaV
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Institucionalni hodnoceni (rozlisujme!) ueroxse

* Uroven hodnoceni
* vysoka skola, soucast, katedra, tym, jednotlivci

* ustav / pracoviste, tym, oddéleni, jednotlivci

* Dimenze hodnoceni
* uroven vstupu (lidé, penize, zarizeni)
* fizeni / fungovani (internal governance)

* Vize rozvoje

* vystupy



The role and function of the EM AL,

L PN
* The key function of an evaluation system is to support public
R&D governance in the attainment of its strategic objectives, i.e.

* To strengthen R&D capacity

* To foster excellence in research

* To foster its alignment with the societal needs

* To support the growth and competitiveness of the Czech Republic
° By:

* Assessing past research performance

* Supporting future performance improvement

—> Provide incentives for positive change in the R&D system reflecting the
strategy
—> Provide strategic information for policy making and R&D management

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014 10



Evaluation (assessment) for a METODIKA ®
. . ® ®
PRFS Is necessarily more narrow ®e0®

‘General’ evaluation Evaluation in a PRFS

Is part of a policy intervention: it acts
upon previously identified failures and
steers research behaviour to tackle these
by providing incentives

Informs policy making on the failures
in the system and recommends

possible policy interventions

Has no effects directly linked to the

evaluation Is intended to create effects

Has no consequences of gaming or Has inevitable consequences of gaming
unintended effects and may lead to unintended effects

Gives information on the positioning
of the evaluated objects in the

national/international context

Sets the evaluated objects in competition
to each other

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014 =



Evaluation in the context of a
funding mechanism

Information
Management
& potential
Membership of
research
community
Research
excellence
Research
performance
Societal
relevance

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014

Peer
review

« Star rating
4 » Strategic

feedback

« Star rating
4 » Strategic
feedback
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Ratings tend to use 4-5 points
Score | Meaning Research quality Relevance to society Viability
1 World leading/| The research unit has been The research unit makes | The research unitis
excellent shown to be one of the few an outstanding excellently
most influential research groups | contribution to society. equipped for the
in the world in its particular field. future.

2 Very good The research unit conducts very | The research unit makes | The research unit is
good, internationally recognised | a very good contribution | very well equipped
research. to society. for the future.

3 Good The research unit conducts The research unit makes | The research unit
good research. a good contribution to makes responsible

society. strategic decisions
and is therefore
well equipped for
the future.

4 Unsatisfactory| The research unit does not The research unit does The research unit is
achieve satisfactory results in not make a satisfactory not adequately
its field. contribution to society. equipped for the

future.

Example: Netherlands

[ X

©

)
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Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Absolutni kritéria hodnoceni REF’14 .. .%
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4* Quality that is world-leading in term of originality, significance, aﬂcblig?)ur

3* Quality that is internationally excellent in terms of originality, significance,
and rigour but which falls short of the highest standards of excellence

2* Quality that is recognized internationally in terms of originality,
significance, and rigour

1* Quality that is recognized nationally in terms of originality, significance,
and rigour

U/C Quality that falls bellow the standard of nationally recognized work. Or
work which does not meet the published definition of research for the
purpose of this assessment. 14



Some effects of PRFS HETOOIKA @

2] PAPR
* Positive
Improved research and management attention to productivity and quality
Performance focus and individual and collective levels
Restructuring towards high-quality performers
Greater transparency about performance
* Negative
Focus on producing indicators rather than science, encouraging ‘gaming’
Narrowing of the career path, with growing influence of research managers
Squeezing out the heterodox and interdisciplinarity
Matthew Effect encourages lock-ins

Research indicators often used in relation to teaching

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Who does what e e
. . . . New Norway / Norway /
Australia Austria Belgium (FL) - Finland Italy Netherlands Zealand evaluations PRFS Sweden UK -
(2014) (2014) BOF (2014) (2014) (2014) (2014) (2014) (2014) (2014) (2014) (2014)
" Purpose
Performance
assessment X X X X X X X X X X X
Inform funding X X X X X X X X
\ Main function
Formative X X X X X X X
Summative X X X X
\ Formative function
National R&D X X X X X X
governance
Institutional
R&D X X X X X X X
management
\ Summative function
R&D quality X X X X X X X X X X X
R&D capacity
building X X X X X X X X
Research X X
excellence
Societal X X X X
relevance
' Notes
Performance | Performance Performance Performance Separate PRFS — simple, EEVI\ZIS in
contracts agreements contracts contracts 10% of funding 2015
16

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



National and institutional ETODIKA @
evaluations tend to be distinct Py

* National evaluations typically
Are commissioned by national research funders or their principals
Compare performance with other countries at the field level
Collect strategic information to support research policy interventions
Are summative with respect to the institutional level

Lean heavily on bibliometric methods — with selective use of peer review

* Institutional evaluations
Are commissioned by institutions or their principals
If they benchmark (often they don’t), compare with other institutions

Try to explain performance at a level of detail that is formative, in order to support
institutional research management

Tend to use informed peer review (though note that modern research
management routinely monitors performance by bibliometric means

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



It’s unusual to compare different e
types of research organisations (RO) ‘egee

* Types of organisation

* Universities / Higher Education Institutions

Scientific research institutes

Research and Technology Organisations (RTOS)

Government laboratories

NB that hybrid forms are increasingly appearing

* Different types of RO are rarely benchmarked against each other
* Differences in mission or function
* Different principals and accountability
* Different mix among types of research and between research and non-research
activities
* Legal form is irrelevant — evaluation is based on function

* See, for example, the Norwegian institute PRFS, which separates institutes from

universities but ignores legal form

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014 18



Typical institutional research ETODIKA @
evaluation approaches by RO type Py

* Universities
Focus on quality, interaction with teaching
Preference for peer review
* Scientific research institutes
Ditto, but no emphasis on teaching unless PhD education is provided
°* RTOs
Economic performance, social impacts, customer feedback, research quality
Predominance of social scientific methods; peers if quality is a major issue
* Government labs

Mission performance, usefulness to policy formation processes, social impacts,
research quality

Predominance of social scientific methods; peers if quality is a major issue

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Why use peers? st
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* Legitimacy in the scientific community
* Ability to address context, for example at institutional level
* Understanding inter-field differences

* Ability to be formative

* Drawbacks include
Those evaluated generally have to do work as part of the process
Need to ensure independence (research funders devote significant effort to this)
Expensive, especially if site visits are involved
Shortage of peers

Occasional misbehaviour at the individual level — typically constrained by the use
of panels



Unit of analysis . e
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* Depends on the purpose of the evaluation

* Tendency to avoid the individual level — that produces erratic results
and undermines institutional autonomy

* Some systems require tactical decisions about including individual
researchers, with intra-institutional and personal consequences

* Decisions to include organisations are normally policy-based. You
can’t ‘volunteer’ (and usually you can’t avoid assessment, either)

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Recent Czech focus on outputs is T
& @
unusual ®eo®

UK (REF)

Society
Italy (VQR)

Denmark

_ Czech Republic
Innovation

Finland Belgium/FL (IOF)

Norway (PRI)
Belgium/FL (BOF)

Research Norway (HEI)

fgiign

Sweden

P

I Outputs ' I Systgmlp&process l I Impacts '
indicators

22

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Britské hodnoceni REF 2014
ﬂe F@@ﬂ"—{ﬂ’ The research of 194

Research Extellence Framework UK uni'ﬂ'erﬁitiES was 355355'&(1

They made 1,911 submissions including:

» 52,061 academic staff
* 191,150 research outputs
« 6,975 impact case studies

The overall quality of submissions was judged,
on average to be:

30% world-leading (4%)
46% internationally excellent (3%)
20% recognised internationally (2*)

3% recognised nationally (1%)

METODIKA @

23



Britské hodnoceni REF 2014 s

IDEA - Ins
@ & resulcs.ref.ac,uk/(S{utq0gi3n3sr Lilwfr3edolr ]} jResults/Select Uoa c | |Q Search ‘ ﬁ’ E ‘ ‘ﬁ* [ R4 =
@ Most Visited |5 | Latest Headlnes | & | Economics and Financ... | | Mews | | Danowo | | Resources Google | |Ruzme S Seznam | (MNERY | | TRIPS | | R&D | |RIA | | IDEA | | Grants | | EU-SYSDEM | | Cost Ben | | GHK >
Skip ta: main content ]

REF2014,

Research Excellence Framework

Publications  Results & submissions Expert panels Equality & diversity  About the REF FAQs Contact

Home » Results & submissions » Select UOA
Results &

submissions — View results by UOA

introduction  Select unit of assessment

analysis

* 1 - Clinical Medicine

» 2 - Public Health, Health Services and Primary Care

» 3 - Allied Health Professions, Dentistry, Nursing and Pharmacy
+ 4 - Psychology, Psychiatry and Neuroscience

» 5 - Biological Sciences

» 6 - Agriculture, Yeterinary and Food Science

« 7 - Earth Systems and Environmental Sciences

» 8 - Chemistry

+ 9 - Physics

10 - Mathematical Sciences b

11 - Computer Science and Informatics

» 12 - Aeronautical, Mechanical, Chemical and Manufacturing Engineering

13 - Electrical and Electronic Engineering, Metallurgy and Materials
» 14 - Civil and Construction Engineering

» 15 - General Engineering

16 - Architecture, Built Environment and Planning

17 - Geography, Environmental Studies and Archaeology

18 - Economics and Econometrics

-

19 - Business and Management Studies
* 20 - Law
+ 21 - Politics and International Studies
s 22 - Social Work and Social Policy
» 23 - Sociology
v 24




©
Britské hodnoceni REF 2014 o« e

submissions 18 - ECconomics and Econometrics =

Introduction @ UOA summary sheet

Analysis Overall profiles | ReINGINEH BT ETa gl WAL

% of the submission P

Expand = g Category

Select institution link 0 all meeting the standard for: . g . .« [ 1= [ u/c ] A ax
z et . aff
to view submission profiles
4% 3* 2% 1* UuJ/cC submitted

Birkbeck College @ Overall 7 52 36 4
University of @ Overall 10 59 30 1
Birmingham
University of Bristol ¢ Overall 44 42 12 0
Brunel University &> Overall 1 30 57 12
London

Overal 47 49 3 1 0 27.00

Outputs 545 394 51 1.0 0.0
Impact 50.0 50.0 0.0 o.0 oo NN
Environment 125 875 0.0 0.0 o.0 NN 25




Druhy pilir soucasné Metodiky
hodnoceni 2013-2015 oA

O. B
* RozSifeni pocCtu panelu.
* Cca 1 promile vysledku je tfeba navysit.

* PocCet pfedkladanych vysledku za instituci by se musel vztahnout k
pocCtu jejich védeckych pracovniku v ramci oboru.

 Na VS hodnotit na trovni sougasti: tedy fakult a Ustavu.
* Vystupy hodnotit na absolutni Skale kvality svétovym standardd oboru.
* V panelech zvysit zastoupeni solidni védcu ze zahranici.

* Honorare panelistu zvysit.

* Logisticka podpora prace panelu profesionalniho charakteru.

* Hodnoceni delat jen jednou za nekolik let.



Why use bibliometrics? uerooic o
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* Comparatively low cost —and the cost is declining

* Need not involve work by those evaluated

* Can produce fine-grained ratings and rankings — though arguably this is
spurious precision

°* However

Inter-field comparisons are problematic

Use of indicators is generally unsophisticated and sometimes problematic (for
example, Journal Impact Factors)

Lack of context indicators and conventions for handling them
Hence, they provide a much more partial picture than peer review

Unhelpful for formative evaluation

* Emerging conclusion: use ‘informed’ peer review

Source: Technopolis, Presentation by Erik Arnold (Technopolis) , Jan 7, 2014



Bibliometrie informuje o METODKA ©

] o0 &

*Poctu a kvalite publikaci (v casopisech a
sbornicich; WoS/Scopus)

*Rozsahu a kvalité akademického ohlasu
(citace)

*Rozsahu a kvalite spoluprace a mobility

*Mezioborovosti



Bibliometricka opora inst. hodnoceni
(pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV CR)

RESULTS OF THE I. STAGE OF EVALUATION AND BIBLIOMETRIC PARAMETERS

INSTITUTE: Institute of Mathematics AS CR, v.w.i.

TEAM: Teamno.1 HEAD: Jaroslav Novak

TOTAL NUMBER OF OUTPUTS: 24 EVALUATED OUTPUTS: 14 EVALUATED RESULTS: 3

QUALITY GROUPS OF OUTPUTS AND RESULTS

QUALITY PROFILE

2 30
QUALITY 1 2 3 4 5 a
QUTPUTS 6 |7 |22 [ [s § 20
RESULTS 1 J2 Jo Jo 1 :
E=l 22
£ 10
E 6 7 8 2
0
1 2 3 4 5
Quality Groups
Quality of Outputs by Quality of Outputs by
Journals Ranking Intensity of Citations
40 45
w35 240
2 EES
2 30 2
2 18 20 19
a2 <]
= Sas
5 20 i S 59
215 2 215 e
E 10 20 E 10 22
Z s 5 5 10 zs 3 =
7
o L3 2 0 £ K
1" 1 2 El 4 1= 1 2 34
Quartile (decile) Quartile (decile)
Not Evaluated Evaluated Not Evaluated Evaluated
Quality of Outputs by
. . . Outputs OQutputs Average
Citation Sources Field Structure of (Eval:‘ated [nutp numbir of
Outputs
0,9
. i ) Evaluated) | co-authors
2 o8 Electrochemistry 4 6 7
207 0 Biochem. Mol.Biol 8 15 10
§ 0,6 ! Mol.Oncology 4 7 6
g 0,5 Chem.Analytical 15 21 5
s o4 Chem. Physical 4 3 6
S 03 0,3
s 0,5
g 02
Loa 0,2
0
Top2s TOPSO Not Cited

Journal quality
Not Evaluated Evaluated

Quality Profile: number of outputs vs quality groups (5 groups) Quality of Outputs by Journals Ranking: number
of outputs in quartieles (1-4) or top decile (1*) by AIS of journals. Quatlity of Outputs by Intensity of Citations:
number of outputs in quartiles (1, 2, 3-4) or top decile (1*) of the list of outputs ordered by the number of
citations. Quality of Outputs by Citation Sources: fraction of citations of all outputs in top quartile (TOP25) or
top half (TOPS0) of list of journals ordered by AIS; fraction of not cited outputs is added. Field Structure of
Outputs: number of outputs of the team in different categories.

%
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Zasady bibliometrického hodnoceni  weox @

* Vypovidaci schopnost a vérohodnost podminuje

* kvalita vstupnich dat (ovéfeni a ovéritelnost)

* adekvatni zohlednéni oborovych specifik

* adekvatni benchmarking (srovnavat srovnatelné)

* Ukazovat spise vykon (tj. pocty vystupu)

5 roduktivitt (vstupylvstupy!

* Sledovat spisSe profil (distribuci) indikator a ne priméry

LOow AVERAGE
PERFORMERS PERFORMERS PERFI

| (m

:{ “—mﬁ;
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Bibliometrie vs. peer-review vystupu gimm‘.
L

Kvalita a vyznam vysledkl vyzkumu je zatizena neurcitosti

* stochasticky (chybovost) element nelze vyloucit,

* ale Ize ho redukovat poCtem pozorovani,

* ale pozorovani jsou draha = nutny kompromis

* -> vyuziti zakona velkych Cisel a kombinace metod

* Impaktni faktor cas ~ renomeé & narocnost peer-review ~ odhad kvality/vyznamu

* citovanost ~ ohlas akademické komunity ~ odhad kvality / vyznamu

dodatecne peer-review ~ zlepSeni odhadu (snizeni miry chybovosti)
Bibliometry (IF,...)

1 2 3 4

Accurate and precise Accurate but imprecise
']

# Citations

Inaccurate but precise Inaccurate and imprecise



Bibliometricka opora inst. hodnoceni METOD;A‘.

(pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV CR) 0‘ ‘o

RESULTS OF THE |. STAGE OF EVALUATION AND BIBLIOMETRIC PARAMETERS

INSTITUTE: Institute of Mathematics AS CR, v.v.i. TEAM: Teamno.1l HEAD: Jaroslav Novak

TOTAL NUMBER OF QUTPUTS: 24 EVALUATED OUTPUTS: 14 EVALUATED RESULTS: 3
QUALITY GROUPS OF OUTPUTS AND RESULTS QUALITY PROFILE

: 30 -
QUALITY 1 |2 |3 |4 |s a
OUTPUTS 6 |7 |22 |8 |s § 20 -
RESULTS 1 [2 Jo Jo |1 .

*E 10 - 22

z 6 7 8 2

0
1 2 3 5

4
Quality Groups




Bibliometricka opora inst. hodnoceni

(pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV CR)

Number of Outputs

Fraction of Total Citations

35
30
25
20
15
10

0,9
0,8
0,7
0,6
0,5
0,4
0,3
0,2
0,1

Quality of Outputs by
Journals Ranking

3

m Not Evaluated

.
1* 1 2 3 4

Quartile (decile)
m Evaluated

Quality of Outputs by
Citation Sources

0,3

0,3

TOP25 TOPS0
Journal quality

Not Cited

®
METODIKA @
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Quality of Outputs by
Intensity of Citations
45
40
235
=9
S 30 13
Qs
© 20
g 15 14
E 10 5
Z 5 3
LR & @
1* 1 2 3-4
Quartile (decile)
Not Evaluated M Evaluated
Outputs Outputs Average
E:tld S:::.lcture of (Evaluated | (not number of
pu ) Evaluated) | co-authors
Electrochemistry 4 6 7
Biochem. Mol.Biol 8 15 10
Mol.Oncology 4 7 6
Chem.Analytical 15 21 5
Chem. Physical 4 3 6




Priklad bibliometrické opory ®
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Inst. hodnoceni (pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV CH. .‘
o0

QUALITY OF OUTPUTS BY JOURNALS

Institute of Molecular Epigenetics AS CR

25

20

il
=
g 15
=
o
[T
[=]
-4
=
= 10
=1
=

5

[#]

1* 1 2 3 4
QUARTILES (TOP DECILE)
HTeam 1 B Team 2 B Team 3 M Team 4 B Team 5 B Team & M Team 7 M Team 8 Team 9 Team 10

This plot is presented as an agregate of bibliometric data for convenience of evaluators; the columns represent outputs (not
productivity) and cannot be directly compared to each other.



Priklad bibliometricke opory L Se

Inst. hodnoceni (pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV 8R) @

QUALITY PROFILES

Institute of Molecular Epigenetics

25

20

[
1n

=
]

Humber of Out puts

[
5
3
2
1 1
1
o
1 F 3 4
Ouality Groups

B Team 1 M Team 2 Il Team 3 M Team 4 M Team 5 N Team & Taam 7 Taam & Team 9 Tearm 10

Thiz plot is prezented as an agregate of data from the |. stage of evaluation for convenience of evaluators in the Il stage; the columns
represent outputs (not productivity) and cannot be directly compared to each other.



Priklad bibliometrické opory €0

METODIKA @

Inst. hodnoceni (pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV ng .
®

QUALITY OF OUTPUTS BY INTENSITY OF CITATIONS

This plot is presented as an agregate of bibliometric data for convenience of evaluators; the columns represent outputs (not
productivity) and cannot be directly compared to each other.



Priklad bibliometricke opory G
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Inst. hodnoceni (pracovni verze pro hodnoceni AV 8R) @
L

Quality Profile: number of outputs vs quality groups (5 groups) Quality of Outputs by Journals Ranking: number
of outputs in quartieles (1-4) or top decile (1*) by AIS of journals. Quatlity of Outputs by Intensity of Citations:
number of outputs in quartiles (1, 2, 3-4) or top decile (1*) of the list of outputs ordered by the number of
citations. Quality of Outputs by Citation Sources: fraction of citations of all outputs in top quartile (TOP25) or
top half (TOPS0) of list of journals ordered by AIS; fraction of not cited outputs is added. Field Structure of
Outputs: number of outputs of the team in different categories.
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PROJEKT NARODOHOSPODARSKEHO USTAVU

Studie 3/2012

Kde se v CR déla nejlepsi vyzkum?
0.8. 2012 (DOPLNENO 20.12.2012)2

STEPAN JURAJDA a DANIEL MUNICH




CC-Organicka chemie (58)

PRACOVISTE Top H S D Celkem Poradi ﬂlt.pnfadf:
AVCR-Ustav organicke chemie a .. 56 223 154 23 400 1 1
UPa-Fakulta chemicko-technolog.. 14 36 36 23 95 4 3
UK-Prirodovedecka fakulta 12 41 18 8 67 3 4
VSCHT-Fakulta chemicke technol.. 9 51 36 28 115 2 2
MU-Prirodovedecka fakulta 8 27 15 9 51 5 6
AVCR-Ustav chemickych procesu .. 3 20 13 6 39 b 7
UP-Prirodovedecka fakulta 1 17 14 21 52 7 5
UK-Farmaceuticka fakulta v Hra.. 1 11 11 5 27 8 9
VSCHT-Fakulta potravinarske a .. 1 5 7 2 14 9 10
AVCR-Mikrobiologicky ustav AV .. 1 5 4 2 11 10 11
UTB-Fakulta technologicka 0 4 9 20 33 11 8
CD-Makromolekularni chemie (30)

PRACOVISTE Top H S D Celkem Poradi ﬂlt.pnfadf:
AVCR-Ustav makromolekularni ch.. 66 234 114 41 389 1 1
UK-Prirodovedecka fakulta 8 24 9 1 34 3 4
UTB-Fakulta technologicka 3 32 40 12 84 2 2
AVCR-Ustav fotoniky a elektron.. 3 4 0 0 4 7 9
AVCR-Mikrobiologicky ustav AV .. 3 3 0 0 3 9 10
VUT-Fakulta chemicka 2 12 7 6 25 5 5
MU-Prirodovedecka fakulta 2 5 1 0 6 6 7
VSCHT-Fakulta chemicke technol.. 1 21 18 15 54 4 3
UPa-Fakulta chemicko-technolog.. 0 3 6 2 11 3 6
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Tabulka A5: Doplnék studie CERGE-EI IDEA Kde se v CR déld nejlepsi vyzkum?

Oborové vysledky podle poctu ¢lankd v hornim decilu dle IF

Sloupec Top, podle kterého jsou doplnéné tabulky rfazeny, nové uvadi pocet ¢lanka (v prepoctu za spoluautorstvi instituc
a zaokrouhleny na celd cisla) v horni desetiné casopisi dle IF. Top je tedy cilenéjsi ukazatel excelence nez pavodni sloupe
H, ktery i nadale udava pocet clanku v impaktovanych ¢asopisech WoS daného pracovisté v letech 2006-2010 a to
¢asopisech v horni tietiné v fazeni podle vyse IF ¢asopisu v daném oboru. Sloupce S a D uvadéji pocty ¢lank( v ¢asopisect
ve stiedni a dolni tietiné dle IF. Sloupec Celkem s¢ita pocet viech ¢lanki sloupct H, S, D. Sloupec Pofadi pfipomina
poradi pracovist v fazeni podle sloupce H. Sloupec Alt.pofadi, stejné jako v pavodni studii udava fazeni pracovist podle
poctu viech ¢ldnkd (Celkem). Sloupec Obori udava pocet obor, ve kterych se dané pracovisté nachazi mezi prvnimi
deseti v CR pii fazeni podle H. Tabulky uvadi hodnoty pro typicky deset pracoviit s nejvyssim poctem H v aboru.
Vysledky jsou uvddény pro obory podle déleni pouZivaného v informacnim systému RIV. Dvoupismenné zkratky obor(
odpovidaji kodim RIV, viz www.vyzkum.cz. Ddle v zdvorce za nazvem obhoru uvadime pocet pracovist, ktera v daném
oboru publikovala alespori jeden ¢lanek v ¢asopise s impakt faktorem. U spole¢enskovédnich obort, tj. AD aZ AO,
uvadime v ramci poznamkového aparatu nékteré priklady spornych fazeni do RIVu. Jde o ilustraci vyznamné role
expertniho vhledu, ktery by mél bibliometrické tidaje doprovazet. Nicméné expertni posouzeni viech vysledkl ve viech
oborech jde jiZ daleko za hranice moZnosti této jednoduché prehledové prace.



Pozor na! %ETOD.K,;’E_;

* Mala €isla
* Sebecitovanost
e samotnych autoru a spfiznéncu
 Casopisu a jejich svazku (zvySuje IF)
* Publikace ve spfiznénych ¢asopisech a shornicich
* Velké megakolaborace = velké autorskeé tymy
* VedlejSi role spoluautoru
* Malé obory
* Obory nedostatecné pokryté WoS a Scopus
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