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Introduction 

Le présent document est un recueil d'exemples pratiques visant à fournir des outils 

réutilisables pour l'évaluation des connaissances acquises et de la qualité perçue des activités 

de formation dans les parcours d'apprentissage par problèmes. 

Fig. 1 BRAIN@WORK project poster 
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Comment et quand avons-nous évalué les activités de formation réalisées dans le cadre du 

projet BRAIN@WORK? Le schéma suivant présente les principales dimensions, les critères, 

les valeurs, les outils et le calendrier. 

Des explications théoriques, des informations contextuelles et une bibliographie 

sélectionnée sur l'évaluation de l'apprentissage authentique sont disponibles dans le document 

BRAIN@WORK "GUIDELINES POUR LES FORMATEURS. Stratégies et méthodologies 

pour soutenir les instructeurs dans le développement d'environnements d'apprentissage basés 

sur les problèmes". 

Voici quelques points de réflexion à rappeler en regardant les exemples : 

 L'évaluation authentique doit inclure des tâches, des performances ou des défis réels qui 

reflètent ceux des experts/professionnels. 

 L'évaluation authentique est basée sur des capacités observables et mesurables. 

 Les tests d'auto-évaluation peuvent être utiles avant et après le cours afin d'observer les 

progrès dans le développement des compétences individuelles. 

 Les listes de contrôle interactives permettent aux participants d'avoir une vue 

d'ensemble de leur situation individuelle par rapport à la charge de travail totale du 

cours.  

 Les questionnaires d'évaluation peuvent être utiles pour recueillir les perceptions et les 

suggestions des participants sur divers aspects du cours afin de l'améliorer.  

Fig. 2 Critères et données permettant d'évaluer le succès des cours. 
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Chapitre1: L'outil d'auto-évaluation 

Un questionnaire d'auto-évaluation a été utilisé pour mesurer l'évolution entre le début et 

la fin de la formation. Il a été réalisé individuellement par chaque participant aux deux phases 

du cours "Vers le problème" et "Au-delà du problème". 

Sur la base d'une échelle de notation, les participants sont invités à auto-évaluer leurs 

compétences ou leurs capacités, en leur attribuant une valeur de 1 à 4 :  

1 = Poor     2 = Basic     3 = Average    4 = Expert. 

 

Fig. 3 “Towards the problem” phase dans l'environnement d'apprentissage 

Fig. 4 “Beyond the problem” phase dans l'environnement d'apprentissage 
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1.1 Liste des questions 

1. Evaluate the credibility of a journal 

Knowledge 

I understand and recognize the elements of credibility of a scientific journal. 

Skill 

I am able to find information and data about credibility. 

Competence 

I am able to evaluate the credibility of a scientific journal. 

2. Evaluate the quality of a scientific journal 

Knowledge 

I understand and recognize the elements of quality of a scientific journal. 

Skill 

I am able to find information and data about quality. 

Competence 

I am able to evaluate the quality of a scientific journal. 

3. Evaluate the integrity of a scientific journal 

Fig. 5 Extrait de l'outil d'auto-évaluation tel qu'il se présente dans l'environnement d'apprentissage 
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Knowledge 

I understand and recognize the elements of integrity of a scientific journal. 

Skill 

I am able to find information and data about integrity. 

Competence 

I am able to evaluate the integrity of a scientific journal. 

4. Use bibliometrics as an evaluative technique 

Knowledge 

I know the different bibliometric indicators of a scientific journal. 

Skill 

I am able to find the bibliometric indicators of a scientific journal. 

Competence 

I am able to apply bibliometrics to evaluate of a scientific journal. 

1.2 Résultats de l'auto-évaluation : un exemple 

Après la fin des cours dans chaque pays, les résultats des auto-évaluations ante et ex post 

ont été comparés pour observer les progrès dans le développement des compétences 

individuelles. 

Fig. 6 Aperçu des résultats de l'auto-évaluation en Lettonie 
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Chapitre 2: Évaluation des connaissances acquises 

individuellement  

Le questionnaire "Évaluez vos connaissances" (“Assess your knowledge”) et une liste de 

contrôle interactive ont été complétés individuellement par chaque participant à la phase du 

cours intitulée "Au-delà du problème".  

2.1 Questionnaire “Assess your knowledge” [30'] 

Indicate for each of the following statements whether True or False 

 The quality of a scientific article depends on the quality of the journal in which it is 

published {FALSE} 

 Peer review is the quality control system for scientific research {TRUE} 

 The bibliographic citation count of a scientific article varies according to the database 

considered {TRUE} 

 Quartiles of scientific journals vary according to the subject area in which the journal is 

indexed {TRUE} 

 A publisher's membership to the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) it offers an 

indication of the publisher's integrity {TRUE} 

 A fraudulent or retracted scientific article cannot be highly cited {FALSE} 

 The Aim and scope section of scientific journals offers key information for submission 

{TRUE} 

 Self-citations do not influence the calculation of a journal's Impact Factor {FALSE} 

Multiple choice (3 choices) 

 The term Open in Open Science refers to {=openness of scientific research data, methods 

and results ~free accessibility of scientific articles ~publication of scientific research 

datasets} 

 The DORA Declaration is {=A declaration aiming to change the criteria for institutional 

evaluation of scientific research ~A document promoting open access publication of 

scientific research results ~A manifesto on the abuse of bibliometrics in institutional 

evaluation of scientific research} 

 Responsible metrics refer to: {=the appropriate and ethical use of quantitative indicators 

in the evaluation of scientific research ~the appropriate and ethical use of qualitative 



 
9 Assessment Tools 

 

indicators in the evaluation of scientific research ~the appropriate and ethical use of 

quantitative indicators in the evaluation of a scientific journal} 

 The citation maps are: {=a tool for analysing the relationships between a set of documents 

~graphical scheme of the bibliography of a scientific paper ~map of the citations received 

by a scientific article} 

 The European Union considers that: {=both the scientific process and all results of funded 

projects must be open to all ~all scientific results of funded projects must be reusable for 

all ~only scientific articles resulting from a funded European project must be open to all} 

 Think. Check. Submit is a checklist supporting the researcher: {=identifying reliable 

scientific journals for publication ~ identifying high impact scientific journals for 

publication ~ identifying open access scientific journals for publication} 

 Sherpa-Romeo is an archive containing: {=the open access policies of scientific journals 

and publishers ~the open access policies of open access journals and publishers ~the list 

of open access journals of scientific societies} 

 Which of the following bibliometric indicators is standardized? {=SNIP ~Impact Factor 

~CiteScore} 

 What is the number of Open Access journals indexed in DOAJ for the subject area of 

Microbiology? {=More than 90 ~Less than 10 ~Between 11 and 90} 

 Impact Factor is {=a non-standardized bibliometric indicator that provides a rough 

measure of the citation impact of a scientific journal ~a bibliometric indicator that can be 

used to assess the quality of a scientific article ~a bibliometric indicator whose value 

increases as the number of citations received by journals in the Scopus database increases 

~a standardized bibliometric indicator that does not allow for comparisons between 

scientific journals from different subject areas} 

Multiple choice (4 choices) 

 According to the Leiden Manifesto in research evaluation {=Percentiles are a robust 

method of normalisation for disciplinary comparison ~The same bibliometric indicators 

should be used ~for all disciplines ~Computer scientists would like to be able to count the 

citations of the books they publish ~The IF value is published with three decimal places 

because it is based on a very accurate citation calculation} 

 The term Altmetrics refers to: {=quantitative analysis of the uses of scientific articles on 

the internet ~qualitative analysis of the uses of scientific articles on the internet 

~qualitative analysis of the number of downloads of scientific articles ~qualitative analysis 

of posts related to scientific articles on social media} 
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Matching 

 Assign each scientific journal its Scopus quartile for the "Materials science" subject area 

for the year 2020 {=Journal of Biomedical Nanotechnology -> Q1 =Emerging Materials 

Research -> Q4 =Advanced Biology -> Q2} 

 Match each type of peer review with the exact description {=Blind Peer Review -> 

Reviewer knows author's identity but not vice versa =Double blind review -> Reviewer 

does not know author's identity and vice versa =Open peer review -> Reviewer knows 

author's identity and vice versa} 

Short answer 

 Find the most cited article in Web of science in the subject category "Nanoscience and 

nanotechnology" and indicate how many citations the article has received {=10062} 

 Find the most cited article in Web of science in the subject category "Nanoscience and 

nanotechnology" and indicate the title of the journal in which it is published {=Nature 

Nanotechnology} 

2.2 Check-list des activités 

Towards the problem 

Self-evaluation Tool [ex ante] [15']  

Introduce Yourself [e-tivity] [estimated time: 30']  

Live session 1 

Live session 1 [3H]  

The problem 

The value of matters [interactive video] [estimated time: 30']  

The value of matter [text of the problem]  

Live session 2 

Live session 2 [3H]  

Setting the problem 

What size is it? [estimated time: 30']  



 
11 Assessment Tools 

 

Finding a solution 

Evaluate digital content [subway map]  

Upload here your solution [estimated time: 30']  

Live session 3 

Live session 3 [3H]  

Beyond the problem 

Self-evaluation Tool [ex post] [15']  

Resources 

Knowledge Base [estimated time: 2H]  

Collaborative Glossary [estimated time: 2H]  

Building Knowledge [collaborative Journal] [estimated time: 12H]  

Discussion Board [integrative facility]  

eTutors' Fitness Room 

Discussion space  

Agenda for the professionals  
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Chapitre 3: Évaluation du travail d'équipe 

3.1 Les rubriques 

La rubrique suivante a été utilisée dans le cours "Comment choisir des revues scientifiques? 

Trouver, évaluer, sélectionner" organisé en ligne dans le cadre du projet européen "BRAIN @ 

WORK Information competence as booster for prospective scientists". L'objectif de la rubrique 

est d'évaluer la qualité de la réponse finale au problème donnée par chaque équipe de 

participants. 

1.  Identify relevant journals (RELEVANCE) 

LEVEL PARTIAL BASIC INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

SCORE 4-5 6-7 8-9 10 

INDICATOR The list of identified 

journals is limited and 

completely out of focus 

related to the research 

topic to be published 

The list of identified 

journals is limited and 

partially relevant to 

the topic of the 

research to be 

published, some 

journals are not 

compatible 

The list of identified 

journals is various and 

relevant to the topic of 

the research to be 

published 

The list of 

identified journals 

is extremely 

diversified, 

relevant to the 

research topic and 

considers the 

different subject 

areas and 

publication 

opportunities 

 

2.   Select coherent journals (COHERENCE) 

LEVEL PARTIAL BASIC INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

SCORE 4-5 6-7 8-9 10 

INDICATOR The list of identified 

journals disregards 

data and constraints 

included in the 

problem 

The list of identified 

journals considers 

only partially the data 

and constraints 

included in the 

problem 

The list of identified 

journals is coherent 

with data and 

constraints included 

in the problem 

The list of identified 

journals is coherent 

with data and 

constraints included 

in the problem and 

includes various 

options for each 

element 
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3. Making the evaluation criteria explicit (EVALUATION) 

LEVEL PARTIAL BASIC INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

SCORE 4-5 6-7 8-9 10 

INDICATOR The submitted scheme is 

confused, the various 

dimensions are not clearly 

distinguished (what to 

evaluate, how to evaluate) 

and the adopted 

evaluation criteria are not 

made explicit. 

The submitted 

scheme is quite clear, 

the various 

dimensions are only 

partially 

distinguished (what 

to evaluate, how to 

evaluate) and the 

adopted evaluation 

criteria are partially 

made explicit. 

The scheme 

presented is 

clear, it distinguishes 

clearly between the 

various dimensions 

(what to evaluate, 

how to evaluate) and 

makes explicit all the 

criteria used to 

attribute value to a 

journal. 

 

The scheme 

presented is 

clear and 

complete, 

distinguishes 

clearly between 

the 

various 

dimensions 

dimensions (what 

to evaluate, how to 

evaluate) 

adding additional 

parameters, 

making explicit all 

the criteria 

adopted to 

attribute value to 

a magazine and the 

values attributed. 

 

 

4.  Building an effective solution (EFFECTIVENESS) 

LEVEL PARTIAL BASIC INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

SCORE 4-5 6-7 8-9 10 

INDICATOR The work is 

incomplete; the 

strategy adopted 

shows some gaps and 

is uncertain; 

description 

absent or poor. 

The work is 

quite 

complete; the 

strategy applied 

sufficiently 

understandable and 

synthetically 

described. 

The work is complete 

and clear; 

the strategy 

applied is 

identified with 

precision and well 

described. 

The work is 

complete and 

extremely 

clear; the strategy 

applied 

identified with 

precision and 

easily 

repeatable. 
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5. Overall quality of work (QUALITY) 

LEVEL PARTIAL BASIC INTERMEDIATE ADVANCED 

SCORE 4-5 6-7 8-9 10 

INDICATOR Insufficient work Fairly complete work Complete and of a 

good standard 

Complete work, 

enriched beyond 

requests and of 

excellent level 

 

3.2 Exemples de travail d'équipe final  

Ce chapitre présente, à titre d'exemple, les travaux finaux produits par les quatre équipes 

qui ont participé à la version italienne du cours "Comment choisir des revues scientifiques? 

Trouver, évaluer, sélectionner". Le cours s'est déroulé entre septembre et octobre 2020. 

Les équipes ont réalisé et présenté leurs travaux - contenant les réponses données au 

problème et le raisonnement implicite - qui, à la fin du cours, ont été rassemblés dans une 

synthèse collaborative The Book of Knowledge (Le Livre de la Connaissance). Il comprend tous 

les travaux des équipes, la base de connaissances et le glossaire composés collectivement 

pendant le cours. 

En relation avec ces exemples, un aperçu de la manière dont ils ont été évalués est 

également présenté. 

Pour une meilleure compréhension des exemples, certaines données concernant les 

participants à ce cours peuvent être utiles. 

3.2.1 Données à propos des participants à la formaion en Italie 

 

Fig. 7 Les organisations des participants 
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Fig. 8 Les disciplines des participants 

Fig. 9 Niveau d'expertise auto-déclaré par les participants 
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Tab. 1 Les quatre étapes de la carrière décrites et définies dans la communication de la Commission européenne intitulée 

"Towards a European Framework for Research Careers". 

R1 First Stage Researcher (up to the point of PhD) 

R2 
Recognised Researcher (PhD holders or equivalent who are not yet fully 

independent) 

R3 
Established Researcher (researchers who have developed a level of 

independence) 

R4 Leading Researcher (researchers leading their research area or field) 

 

Source: 

https://cdn5.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/towards_a_european_framework_f

or_research_careers_final.pdf  

Pour plus d’informations à propos de ce cours : : 

https://www.brainatworkproject.eu/announcement/training-italy/ 

  

https://cdn5.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/towards_a_european_framework_for_research_careers_final.pdf
https://cdn5.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/policy_library/towards_a_european_framework_for_research_careers_final.pdf
https://www.brainatworkproject.eu/announcement/training-italy/
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3.2.2 Le Livre de la Connaissance (The Book of Knowledge) - Journal collaboratif 

Building Knowledge 

Site: Brain@Work - www.brainatworkproject.eu 

Course: How to choose scientific journals [BW PBC] [1IT] 

Book: Building Knowledge [collaborative Journal]  

Estimated time: 12h 

 

Table of contents 

Team 1 [blues] 

How to choose scientific journals 

Final presentation 

Learning process of Blues team 

Team 3 [reds] 

How to choose scientific journals 

Final presentation 

Learning process of Reds team 

Team 4 [oranges] 

How to choose scientific journals 

Final presentation 

Learning process of Oranges team 

Team 5 [yellowsuns] 

How to choose scientific journals 

Final presentation 

Learning process of Yellosuns team 
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Team 1 [blues] 

Value of a journal 

The value of a journal depends on the following four macro-value areas: 

1. the appropriateness (relevance) of content and purpose,  

2. the reliability and integrity  

3. the capacity for dissemination,  

4. performance and prestige. 

Relevance refers to the coherence of disciplinary 

areas and the pertinence of objectives and aims. 

Reliability and integrity are related to the type of 

peer-review, the composition of the editorial board, 

and adherence to integrity policies. 

Performance and prestige are expressed by the values 

of bibliometric indicators of impact and ranking. 

Dissemination capacity refers to open access 

publication and accessibility to the author's 

publication possibilities. 

Open access is understood both as an indicator of 

accessibility and as a performance enhancer. 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation criteria 

 The related values and valuation criteria are summarised in the following diagram, which also 

explains their interconnections. 
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Searching strategy 

In order to identify journals compatible with the research topic, it is suggested to use the Journal 

Citation Report database and identify all potential subject categories consistent with the 

research subject areas. 

Evaluation strategy 

The choice of the type of journal to publish in is made by applying the steps below and 

illustrated in the diagram: 

1. identification of the journals indexed in the JCR 

2. selection according to quartile ranking and JC Indicator 

3. no. of subject categories for indexing 

4. indexing in DOAJ 

5. adherence to COPE policies 

6. type of peer-review adopted 

7. comparison on the basis of the bibliometric indicators adopted 

  



 
20 Assessment Tools 

 

Final presentation 

 

 

 

Learning process  

1 - The value of matter 

The group discussed about the first scheduled topics, in particular we tried to answer the 

proposed questions, which were: 

1. What defines the value of scientific journal? 

2. How can you evaluate a scientific journal? 

3. Can publication aims, research assessment, open science influence the judgment? How? 

4. Which other factors can or should be taken into account? 
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A brief of the discussion is presented in the followings: 

Q1: What defines the value of a scientific journal? 

A1: We agreed that journal metrics (impact factor, acceptance rate, citation index, altmetrics) 

are a formal tool to define the value of a scientific journal. Another basic bibliometric indicator 

is Scimago Journal Rank (SJR) introduced as an alternative to impact factor. It is calculated 

both by counting the number of citations and by evaluating the prestige of the journal from 

which the citation received comes. 

Q2: How can you evaluate a scientific journal? 

A2: The answer links back to the first question, as formal metrics and rankings allow for the 

comparative evaluation of scientific journals. However, it has been noted that more journal-

specific parameters, such as the concordance between the content of an article to be submitted 

and the aim of the journal, the content of the articles already published in the journal and the 

composition of the Editorial and Scientific boards could play a role in selecting between two 

journals with comparable metrics. 

Q3: Can publication aims, research assessment, open science influence judgement? How? 

A3: The group agreed that these variables can greatly influence the choice of a scientific journal 

for publication, especially now that mass media communication provides wider access to 

scientific research for everybody, without the direct guarantee of good quality science and 

methodology. We also briefly discussed about the possible problem of "hot topics", as scientific 

journals, regardless of the declared aims, maybe more accepting towards articles on what is 

traditionally considered a hot topic (e.g. cancer genetics, therapeutics, pharmacology) or novel 

emerging trends (e.g. COVID-19 and immunology, CRISPR-Cas9 and gene editing 

technologies). 

Q4: What other factors can or should be taken into account? 

A4: We agreed that the process of peer-review and whether the journal is open access or not 

are factors to be taken into account. Also, the national or international nature of the scientific 

journal could be considered. Moreover, as most of the publishing companies are either 

European-or American-based, reflecting on the opportunity to publish with other (African-, 

Asian- or South American-based and regional) journals as a way of avoiding Eurocentrism in 

the dissemination of science and culture may be something to reflect upon. 

2 - What size is it? 

We agreed to discuss about these three journals, respectively: 

 one from the area of nanomaterials àNano Today; 

 one from the area of molecular biology àNATURE MEDICINE; 

 one from interdisciplinary journal from the overlapped areas, i.e. biosensors or applied 

microbiology --->International Journal of Nanomedicine 
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Data are provided for 2019 

IF analysis 

Nano Today: 16.907 (without self-citations 16.433); 

NATURE MEDICINE: 36.130 (without self-citations 35.752); 

International Journal of Nanomedicine: 5.115 (without self-citations 4.769). 

IF is all about number of citations and doesn't consider research field. It could be useful for a 

quick journals review, but a deeper analysis is required. 

Scimago Journal Ranking analysis 

Nano Today: 6.198; 

NATURE MEDICINE: 15.812; 

International Journal of Nanomedicine: 1.061. 

SJR accounts for citations prestige, resulting in a more suitable index compared to IF. 

Journal Ranking and quartile scores 

Nano Today: Q1 

 Q1 SJR: bioengineering, biomedical engineering, biotechnology, materials science, 

medicine (miscellaneus); nanoscience e nanotechnology, pharmaceutical science; 

 Q1 InCities: materials science, multidisciplinary, chemistry. 

NATURE MEDICINE: Q1 

 Q1 SJR: biochemistry, genetics and molecular biology + medicine (miscellaneus); 

 Q1 InCities: cell biology and molecular biology. 

International Journal of Nanomedicine: Q1 pharmacology, Q2 nanoscience 

 Q1 SJR: bioengineering, biomaterials, biophysics, drug discovery, medicine, organic 

chemistry, pharmaceutical science; 

 Q2 SJR: nanoscience e nanotechnology; 

 Q1 InCities: pharmacology and pharmacy; 

 Q2 InCities: nanoscience and nanotechnology. 

Quartile scores incorporate journals from very different IF or SJR. 

SNIP 

Nano Today: 2.948; 

NATURE MEDICINE 5.856; 

Internal Journal of Nanomedicine: 1.38. 

SNIP could be an interesting index because of its capability of referencing the prestige of the 

citation to other research fields. 
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3 - The evaluation map 

The attachment includes a ppt where Paul problem is assessed and studied by the group. 

At first, we established all the fundamentals criteria to determine if a specific Journal could 

satisfy Paul's team publication needs. 

Then, we focused on these criteria and we built a "staircase" towards the solution of the 

problem. 

At last, the results of this analysis are provided by means of a Journals list with their 

bibliometric indicators. 
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Team 3 [reds] 

 Value of a journal 

The value of a magazine depends on its quality and 

its ethics. Quality is represented by the following 

elements: 

 peer review process (most objective double-

blind review on evaluation), impact factor, 

bibliometric indicators, editorial members, 

acceptance rate, publisher reputation, 

indexing; 

 scientific rigour in the sense of the following 

aspects: research purpose, methods, analysis, 

tables, figures and citations. 

The ethical aspect is no further made explicit. 

Openness in terms of open access is a useful feature 

for increasing the visibility and citability of a 

research result. 

 

Evaluation criteria 

The following are identified as criteria: 

 type of peer-review 

 indexing 

 editorial board members 

 reputation of the publisher 

 acceptance rate 

 open access (as an additional criterion) 

 scientific rigour. 

Searching strategy 

The following strategies could be adopted to find journals to publish in: 

 search multidisciplinary bibliographic databases to find the journals in which the 

leading authors of that specific subject area publish; 

 find journals in which similar articles have been published and follow their network of 

relationships (within a publishing platform or via bibliographic databases); 

 use the publishers' 'journal selector tools' (search among the journals of that publisher). 

For instance: 

o https://journalfinder.elsevier.com 

o https://journalsuggester.springer.com 

o https://journalfinder.wiley.com/search?type=match 

o https://publication-recommender.ieee.org/home 
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 use tools that search across abstracts or keywords: 

o https://www.journalguide.com 

o https://www.edanz.com/journal-selector 

Evaluation strategy 

The choice of the type of magazine to publish in depends on the topic and the slant you want to 

give a certain result. It is made by applying the steps below and illustrated in the diagram: 

1. The first stage of the selection should consider quality criteria and scientific rigour 

2. The second phase uses bibliometric indicators (IF, Quartiles, SNIP, SJR) and their 

trends 

3.  The list of selected journals is validated using a journal comparison tool such as Scopus' 

'Compare Sources'. 
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Final presentation 
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Learning process  

1 - Value of a scientific journal 

Peer review process (more objective double-blind review on evaluation), impact factor, 

bibliometrics (important for quality but not decisive for a certain field), editorial members, 

acceptance rate, publisher reputation, indexing. 

The choice of the type of journal depends on the topic and the focus you want to give to a 

certain result (emphasising different aspects and depending on the collaborating figures, such 
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as the head of the research group). An open access journal may be preferable to gain more 

visibility for one's results (citations, making oneself known...). 

Another consideration may be the scientific rigour of the journal: research purpose, methods, 

analysis, tables, figures and citations. Or even ethical aspects concerning the journal. 

(Interesting article https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6913840/) 

2 - Tool to locate the journal 

Programmes that help you select the journal: 

 https://rushu.libguides.com/c.php?g=1075750&p=7835702: journal selection tool list 

 Jane: find journal by title and abstract in Medline (national library of medicine 

database). Search also by author (useful for collaborations) and articles (citations) 

 Think.Check.Submit Checklist: journal credentials 

 Be iNFORMEd: Checklist/Evaluating Journals: how many articles were cited, 

published, costs, credibility of the journal, peer review process (standards, timing...) 

 Publishing Your Work: Assessing Journal Legitimacy: open access journals for 

nursing publications 

 Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ): open access, search information by 

subject area 

 Edanz Journal Advisor, Elsevier Journal Finder 

 

To fill our gaps: use a search tool among those proposed (on a certain subject, if open 

access...), obtain information on the journal, publishers 

3 - What size it is? 

 Nanomaterials subject area: 

Nanomaterials, IF 4.446, SJR 0.858, Q1, SNIP 107.4% 

 

  

Domain Quartile Rank Percentile 

General Chemical Engineering Q2 73/281 74% 

General Materials Science Q2 147/460 68%  

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6913840/


 
31 Assessment Tools 

 

 Molecular Biology subject area: 

Journal of Molecular Biology, IF 4.76, SJR 3.268, Q1, SNIP 132.8% 

 

Domain Quartile Rank Percentile 

Biophysics Q1 8/129 94% 

Molecular Biology Q1 51/381 86% 

Structural Biology Q1 7/48 86%  

 

 interdisciplinary journal of Biosensors or Microbiology: 

Biosensors and Bioelectronics, IF 10.257, SJR 2.68, Q1, SNIP 187.9% 

 

Domain Quartile Rank Percentile 

Biomedical Engineering Q1 7/225 97% 

Biophysics Q1 3/129 98% 

Biotechnology Q1 8/275 97% 

Electrochemistry Q1 1/37 98%  

 

From: https://www.scopus.com/source/eval.uri ,https://academic-accelerator.com/ , 

https://www.journalindicators.com/indicators 

Limitations in the huge of journals that are in a specific topic, we should see a quartile and also 

the SNIP indicator. 

Source-normalized Impact per Paper (SNIP) is a field normalised assessment of journal 

impact. SNIP scores are the ratio of a source' save rage citation count and 'citation potential'. 

Citation potential is measured as the number of citations that a journal would be expected to 

receive for its subject field. Essentially, the longer the reference list of a citing publication, the 

lower the value of a citation originating from that publication. SNIP therefore allows for direct 

comparison between fields of research with different publication and citation practices. 

The Scopus database is the source of data used to calculate SNIP scores. 

SNIP is calculated as the number of citations given in the present year to publications in the 

past three years divided by the total number of publications in the past three years. A journal 

with a SNIP of 1.0 has the median (not mean) number of citations for journals in that field. 

SNIP only considers for peer reviewed articles, conference papers and reviews. 

Another kind of evaluation is the trends of these indicators (in particular for the IF and Quartile), 

for the "Biosensors and Bioelectronics" as a multidisciplinary journal, there is a growing trend, 

the opposite appears for "Journal of Molecular Biology".  

https://www.scopus.com/source/eval.uri
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4 - How to sort these journals? 

1. Biosensors and Bioelectronics 

2. Journal of Molecular Biology 

3. Nanomaterials 

The used criteria have been the use of the quartile, SNIP and IF over the time for each journal 

and related to the research field. 

If the journal is made up of researchers from different disciplines, I think it is more appropriate 

to choose a multidisciplinary journal, otherwise itis better to choose the journal of the sector in 

question and the research more vertically than that sector. 

Considering that the major research area at the Paul’s Unit are engineering nanocomposite 

materials with bio-responsive proprieties, developing nano biosensors and bio-hybrid materials, 

applying high-resolution imaging techniques for nanomaterials characterization, studying in 

vitro behaviour of nanomaterials, we select the multidisciplinary journal of Biosensor and 

Bioelectronics. This journal has the highest quartile and a good rank in different areas. 

5 - Identify journals e Compare sources 

Identification of journals starting from a topic: 

 Journals in which the leading authors of that specific subject area publish, making 

targeted searches in multidisciplinary bibliographic databases; 

 journals in which similar articles have been published and follow their network of 

relationships (within a publishing platform or via bibliographic databases); 

 publishers' 'journal selector tools' (search among that publisher's journals): 

o https://journalfinder.elsevier.com, 

o https://journalsuggester.springer.com, 

o https://journalfinder.wiley.com/search?type=match, 

o https://publication-recommender.ieee.org/home); 

 search by abstracts or keywords of several publishers: 

o https://www.journalguide.com 

o https://www.edanz.com/journal-selector  

The Scopus 'Compare sources' tool allows you to compare up to 10 journals at the same time 

based also on qualitative characteristics and metrics (e.g. CiteScore, SJR, SNIP, Citations, 

Documents, %Not cited, % Reviews). 

 SJR (SCImago Journal Rank): In addition to the number of citations, this metric 

considers the prestige/quality of the journal cited (iterative process) 

 SNIP (Source Normalized Impact per Paper): number of citations weighted by the total 

number of citations for that subject area. 

 CiteScore metrics: number of citations received in papers published up to three years 

weighted by the number of papers published in 3 years. Includes all types of papers, but 
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does not take into account the quality of cited journals and is not normalised for that 

field of research. 

 Documents, %Not cited, % Reviews take into account citations/publications in the last 

year.  

Source: https://libguides.library.cityu.edu.hk/researchimpact/scopus-compare-journal-tool 

 

  

https://libguides.library.cityu.edu.hk/researchimpact/scopus-compare-journal-tool
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Team 4 [oranges] 

Value of a journal 

The value of a journal depends on its relevance, the 

quality of the editorial process and its reputation. 

 

Relevance includes relevance to the research topic, 

interdisciplinary focus and the characteristics of the 

publishing authors. 

 

Quality of the process is related to peer-review 

characteristics, open-access publication options, 

editorial board composition, and editorial quality in 

terms of comprehension and clarity. 

 

Reputation is related to the journal's performance in 

bibliometric terms, its indexing levels, and 

acceptance rate. 

 

 

 

Evaluation criteria 

The values and respective valuation criteria adopted are as follows: 

 

RELEVANCE  QUALITY OF THE PROCESS REPUTATION 

 

 relevance to the topic 

 broadness of the 

subject area  

 notoriety of the 

authors 

 reliability of the 

authors 
 

 

 type of peer-review 

 open access (dissemination, 

visibility, article processing 

charge)  

 composition of the editorial 

board  

 editorial process 

(comprehension, clarity, 

consistency of title) 

 

 bibliometric indexes 

(Ranking in quantiles, 

SJR, SNIP, IF) 

 indexing in search 

engines 

 acceptance rate 

 

Evaluation strategy 

The choice of the type of journal to publish in is made by applying the steps below and 

illustrated in the diagram: 

1. identification of journals relevant to the topic 

2. evaluation of the peer-review process adopted 

3. journal impact analysis based on ranking (Q1) 
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4. analysis of the journal's performance based on the following indicators: SJR, IF, SNIP 

5. analysis of the disciplinary approach adopted 

6. evaluation of Open Access options 

7. overall assessment of the additional qualitative parameters identified (difficulties in 

 applying certain criteria) 
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Final presentation 
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Learning process  

1 - Value of a scientific journal 

We have highlighted three factors that in our opinion can identify the value of a scientific 

journal: 

 Impact factor: universally used to assess the quality of a journal based on the average 

number of citations per year of articles published in it. 
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 Relevance to the topic of interest: more specific assessment based on the type of topic 

covered by the journal and the proximity to the work to be published. 

 Publication of a reference author: based on the journal where a particular author, 

considered 'strong' on a topic, publishes. 

In our opinion, the open science approach can have a positive impact on the perceived value of 

a given scientific journal due to the likely increase in the readership of published articles and 

consequently the journal's impact factor. 

Additional factors that emerged from the discussion include the distinction between single-

blind and double-blind journals. The latter, in our opinion, lead to an increase in the value of a 

journal as they promote impartiality in the judgement of the actual value of published articles. 

2 - Evaluation of a journal to publish in 

Several insights emerged from our discussion, which we report below. 

With regard to interdisciplinarity, it is certainly a factor that influences the choice of scientific 

journal to publish in as it allows the team wishing to publish to have a wide audience interested 

in the different aspects that are covered in the article being submitted. From our discussion, 

different opinions emerged as to what extent interdisciplinarity can be a factor that 

increases/decreases the quality of the journal. According to some of us, interdisciplinarity does 

not detract from the quality per se, while for others it is an added value insofar as, with regard 

to areas such as basic biomedical research, it enables theoretical research to be brought closer 

to areas that enable its effective application and translation. Examples that emerged during the 

discussion of interdisciplinary journals are Nature, Science and Frontiers. 

After a careful reading of the Manifesto as a group, it emerges in our opinion that the methods 

generally used for quality assessment are standardised unevenly across fields. Evidence of this 

is the great difference in indices such as the impact factor or the H index between researchers 

in the sciences and the humanities and even within the same field. In our opinion, a possibly 

more effective approach would be to standardise within each specific field, considering the 

peculiarities of each field and the differences in data collection, processing and representation. 

It is also clear that the qualitative and quantitative evaluation of a researcher's work must go 

hand in hand in order to ensure an overall all-round judgement.  

The research presented in the Problem seems to belong to areas such as bioengineering, 

materials and nanomaterial sciences and biomedical sciences. If we had to summarise it in 

keywords we would choose: applied chemistry, polymer chemistry, bioengineering applied to 

the interaction between organic and inorganic components. 

From the list of evaluation elements reported, we agreed that among them, the ones that in our 

opinion should most influence the choice of journal to publish in are: 

 The peer review process: considered by all to be fundamental in ensuring a higher 

quality of the submitted paper. Different types of peer review emerged from the 

discussion: single blind, double blind, open peer review and collaborative peer review. 

Of these, most agreed that double blind is the most impartial type of review, although 

the open peer review method may allow for greater transparency of the review process.  
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 Impact factor: certainly the most widely used and readily available. However, being 

based exclusively on a quantitative measurement, it can lead to problems in assessing 

the real quality of the work, depending above all on the scope of the research. 

 Indexing: In our opinion, another important element is the visibility that a journal can 

guarantee to researchers who decide to publish in it. Greater visibility allows for greater 

dissemination of knowledge and a more effective and comprehensive critical analysis. 

3 - What size it is? 

Based on the suggested topics, we selected 3 journals: 

 Nano-micro Letters (material science – nanoscience and nanotech) which is an open 

access Q1 journal with a 2019 impact factor of12.3. On initial analysis, it seems to us 

to be a wide-ranging journal covering several areas potentially related to Paul's needs. 

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=2509&area=2500&type=j&ope

naccess=true 

 Frontiers in cellular and infection microbiology (medicine – infection diseases) also 

open access with a 2019 impact factor of4.1. It is a Q1 journal in its field and seems to 

us to be more sector-specific and therefore closer to the type of journal Paul is looking 

for. 

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=2725&type=j&openaccess=tru

e 

 Bioactive materials: (Biochemistry genetics and molecular biology, biotechnology) is a 

Q1 journal with a 2019 impact factor of 9.2 and seems to us to be closest to Paul's needs 

in terms of his topic of interest.  

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?area=1300&openaccess=true&type=j&c

ategory=1305 

A comparison of the impact factors shows that, despite the fact that all three are recognised in 

the first quartile (Q1), the journal Frontiers has a lower IF and this seems predictable given the 

interest in a more niche and non-trendy field (at least until early 2019). In contrast, Bioactive 

materials is a young journal with a high IF, probably due to the publication of content on a 

highly interesting and trendy topic, which is also demonstrated by the high IF growth year on 

year. In addition to this, Bioactive materials is also a multidisciplinary journal and this increases 

its attractiveness in our opinion. 

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=2509&area=2500&type=j&openaccess=true
https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=2509&area=2500&type=j&openaccess=true
https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=2725&type=j&openaccess=true
https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?category=2725&type=j&openaccess=true
https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?area=1300&openaccess=true&type=j&category=1305
https://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php?area=1300&openaccess=true&type=j&category=1305
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We also compared the journals we selected using the Scimago Journal Rank and, as visible in 

the table below, the ranking trend is slightly different to that of the impact factor. Being an 

index that evaluates citation prestige as well as number, we expected Bioactive materials to 

have a low SJR given its young age and visibility in the eyes of an initially small audience. 

However, the fast growth on this index confirms our idea of a journal with high attractiveness 

and interest. 

Using the same method, we also compared the three journals chosen on the basis of Source 

Normalized Impact for publication (SNIP): Bioactive materials in this case is the one with the 

highest SNIP index (2.9) followed by Nano-Micro Letters (2.1) and Frontiers (1.5). This index, 

also considering the prestige of citations from different fields and thus potentially the 

translatability and applicability of a study, is in line with the trend of the impact factor and 

reinforces our choice of Bioactive materials as the most suitable journal among others. 
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Team 5 [yellowsuns] 

Value of a journal 

The value of a journal depends on qualitative and 

quantitative elements. 

The qualitative elements are identified in the peer-review 

process, management time of the publication process and 

open access publication. 

The quantitative elements are identified in the indicators of 

performance and citation impact. 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation criteria 

The evaluation criteria adopted by our Team are based on the use of the following indicators: 

Scimago Journal Rank and SNIP. 

Searching strategy 

To identify journals for publication, we suggest using the semantic keyword search of the 

'selector tool' of Edanz, a publishing services company for researchers. 

Evaluation strategy 

The evaluation strategy exploits the potential of the journal comparison tool provided by the 

Scopus database. 
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Final presentation  



 
44 Assessment Tools 
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Learning process  

1 - The value of matter 

We provide our answer to the exploratory questions in the following: 

1. What defines the value of a scientific journal? 

It is not easy to define the value of a scientific journal in an absolute sense as this evaluation 

often varies according to the field of study. So, although there are bibliometric indexes and 

systems for categorizing journals, quality assessment should follow a dual approach: 

 quantitative, in numerical terms of scientific impact 

 qualitative, with respect to the judgment of peer-reviews or the publisher reputation. 

2. How can you evaluate a scientific journal? 

The quantitative approach is based on the evaluation of bibliometric indices. Among these the 

best known is the impact factor (IF) which represents the number of citations received in the 

current year for articles published in the previous two years divided by the total number of 

articles published in the same two years. In addition, there are the H-Index and the Citation 

Impact which respectively indicate the influence of the author and the article and the Altmetrics 

which represents the influence of the magazine / article / author outside the world of formal 

publishing. 

As the number of citations varies from field to field, it is necessary to normalize the indicators 

and the best method uses percentiles; each article is weighted on the basis of the percentile to 

which it belongs in the distribution of citations of the field to which it applies. 

The qualitative approach is based on the peer examination. It is a presentation by the researcher 

of his own work to others improving the ability to critically evaluate the work done and allows 

to discuss: i) methodological options, ii) results of the analyses. 

One parameter for assessing the quality of a journal is to check its membership of associations 

that support publishers and guide them in good publication practices in order to encourage more 

ethical and quality publication, such as the Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE). 

It is also good to check that the editorial board include well-known and renowned academics, 

and that the journal does not promise too short publication time. 

3. Can publication aim, research assessment, open science influence the judgment? How? 

All these parameters can influence the evaluation, in fact the aim of publication should be 

compatible with the topics covered in our article and it would be better if the journal had already 

published papers related to our research field, moreover the level of the journal must be 

appropriate to our paper. 

As mentioned above, the evaluation of research should not take too long and the acceptance 

rate of a paper should not be too high as this would indicate a low selectivity of the quality of 

the work. 

Finally, open access can also influence a journal's judgement. It is essential that journals using 

this method of publication use quality control systems for the work submitted to them, 

otherwise there is a risk that poor quality work will be published. 
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4. Which other factors can or should be taken into account? 

It might be useful to consider the circulation of the magazine and the channels it favours, as 

well as copyright rules. 

2 - Analysis of the problem 

Paul is a biologist with a PhD in materials science. 

His interdisciplinary team includes physicists, biologists, chemists and engineers on the study 

of nanomaterials for biology and their applications in various fields: 

 engineering nanocomposites materials with bio-responsive properties 

 developing nano biosensors and bio-hybrid materials 

 applying high-resolution imaging techniques for nanomaterials characterization 

 studying in vitro behaviour of nanomaterials. 

His team is writing a project proposal for a European Commission funding call. 

Title: “Fabrication of nanostructure with antimicrobial activity (biopolymer nanofibers and 

nanocomposites) and their application for infection disease management in healthcare” 

Conditions: 

 support the topics of the research team 

 foresee the requirements of the call for funding  

 Open access 

 High value 

 

3 - Selection of Journals 

Strategy 1: identify the journals in which the leading authors of that specific subject area 

publish, by making targeted searches in multidisciplinary bibliographic databases. We believe 

this strategy is applicable as soon as one is familiar with the field and therefore knows the 

leading authors. In this case, referring to a different field is not the most immediate strategy. 

Strategy 2: identify journals in which similar articles have been published and follow their 

network of relationships (within a publishing platform or via bibliographic databases). Again, 

this strategy is only successful if one refers to one's own research field. 

Strategy 3: use publishers' so-called 'journal selector tools': search tools made available to 

identify the most relevant scientific journals in which to submit, only among those published 

by the publisher. Examples: 

 https://journalfinder.elsevier.com 

 https://journalsuggester.springer.com 

 https://journalfinder.wiley.com/search?type=match 

 https://publication-recommender.ieee.org/home 

https://journalfinder.elsevier.com/
https://journalsuggester.springer.com/
https://journalfinder.wiley.com/search?type=match
https://publication-recommender.ieee.org/home
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This strategy does not allow a global view, limiting itself to selecting the chosen publisher's 

journals. 

Strategy 4: use similar tools that allow semantic searching by abstracts or keywords and that 

do not limit themselves to querying the set of publications of one publisher. Examples: 

 https://www.journalguide.com 

 https://www.edanz.com/journal-selector 

We decided to use this strategy because it allows us to access and compare journals of different 

publishers from a subject area. In particular, we used Edanz's general keyword search: 

https://www.edanz.com/journal-selector  

Par. 4 - What size is it? 

1. one from the area of nanomaterials 

Nanomaterials 

https://www.mdpi.com/journal/nanomaterials 

2. one from the area of molecular biology 

Journal of Molecular Biology 

https://www.journals.elsevier.com/journal-of-molecular-biology 

3. the latest one should be an interdisciplinary journal from the overlapped areas, i.e. 

biosensors or applied microbiology. 

Biosensors and Bioelectronics 

https://www.journals.elsevier.com/biosensors-and-bioelectronics 

We used the 2020 IF, SJR etc. data as the 2019 IF data were not available. 

Nanomaterials 

 IF 5.076 

 SJR 0.919 

 SNIP 1.129 

Journal of Molecular Biology 

 IF 5.469 

 SJR 3.189 

 SNIP 1.342 

Biosensors and Bioelectronics 

 IF 10.618 

 SJR 2.546 

 SNIP 1.771 

https://www.edanz.com/journal-selector
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It can be seen that IF is not an absolute metric. In fact, it must be relativised according to the 

field of the selected journal (it is a relative, not an absolute impact). 

Consequently, the division of IF values into quartiles is necessary to try to solve the problem 

of non-homogeneity of IF weight across disciplines. The positioning of the journal within the 

quartile will depend on the position of its IF in the distribution of IFs in a given subject area. 

The SJR indicator considers both the number of citations received by a journal and the 

importance or prestige of the journals from which these citations originate. Furthermore, it does 

not take self-citations into account. If we compare the IF of the first two journals, we see that 

there is not a strong difference and that both are in the Q1 band within the subject areas of 

reference. However, the prestige of the Journal of Molecular Biology is significantly higher 

than that of Nanomaterials and also of the interdisciplinary journal Biosensors and 

Bioelectronics, although the latter has a higher IF. 

The SNIP measures the impact of citations, normalising it according to the relevant discipline, 

allowing a comparison of journals in different subject areas. In particular, it compares the 

citations of each journal per publication with the citation potential of its field, defined as the set 

of publications citing that journal. SNIP, therefore, allows the direct comparison of journals in 

different subject fields, as the value of a single citation is higher for journals in fields where 

citations are less likely and vice versa. 
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3.2.3 Extraits de la Base de connaissance et du Glossaire 

Base de connaissances : Dépôt en cours où les apprenants et les enseignants peuvent partager 

toute ressource utile sur toutes les questions concernant le problème et les connaissances 

connexes. 

Glossaire collaboratif : Glossaire en cours de réalisation où chaque participant peut ajouter 

des entrées sur des concepts inconnus et, plus tard, compléter la définition/description 

correspondante. 

 

1. Documents (extraits) 

 

Link: https://sfdora.org/read/read-the-declaration-italiano/ 

Title: The Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA Declaration) 

Author or attribution: American Society for Cell Biology 

Description: 

The Declaration on Research Assessment(DORA) recognizes the need to 

improve the ways in which researchers and the outputs of scholarly 

research are evaluated. The idea to write the declaration was developed in 

2012during at the Annual Meeting of the American Society for Cell 

Biology in San Francisco. It has become a worldwide initiative covering 

all scholarly disciplines and all key stakeholders including funders, 

publishers, professional societies, institutions, and researchers. 

 

 

Link:  https://tinyurl.com/23zvmbsc 

Title: Open Science 

Author or attribution: European Commission 

Description: The Open science policy and ambitions of the EU 

 

 

Link: http://altmetrics.org/manifesto/ 

Title: The Altmetrics manifesto  

Author or attribution: J. Priem, D. Taraborelli, P. Groth, C. Neylon  

Description: Altmetrics is an emerging category of impact measurement premised 

upon the value of “alternative metrics,” or metrics based distinctly on the 

opportunities offered by the 21 century digital environment. Originally 

defined in contrast to the more established field of bibliometrics, 

altmetrics is fast becoming a fluid area of research and practice, in which 

various alternative and traditional measures of personal and scholarly 

impact can be explored and compared simultaneously. 
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Link: 
https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/resource-library/editorial-

policies/white-paper-on-publication-ethics/ 

Title: 
CSE’s White Paper on Promoting Integrity in Scientific Journal 

Publications 

Author or attribution: Council of Science Editors 

Description: 

CSE’s White Paper on Promoting Integrity in Scientific Journal 

Publications was first published in 2006 and the full document was 

updated in 2009 and again in 2012. Beginning May 4, 2018, the 

paper will be updated on a rolling basis as new sections are added 

and/or existing sections are updated to reflect new information or 

best practices.  

Scope of the work is to serve as a basis for developing and improving 

effective practices to encourage everyone involved in the scholarly 

publishing process to take responsibility for promoting integrity in 

scientific publishing  

 

 

Link: https://doi.org/10.3205/zma001104 

Title: 
Beyond the Impact Factor – What do alternative metrics have to 

offer? 

Author or attribution: Fabry, G., & Fischer, M. R. 

Description: 
The article briefly explains what is altmetric and its relevance to 

scientific communication. 

2. Outils, checklist et bases de données (extraits) 

 

Resource: CWTS Journal Indicators 

Link: https://www.journalindicators.com/indicators 

Author or attribution: Leiden University 

Description: 
It is a website where we can see some journals indicators like SNIP. 

There is also a download section for download a software to do that.  

 

Resource: Think, Check, Submit 

Link: https://thinkchecksubmit.org/journals/ 

Author or attribution: 

Think. Check. Submit. is a cross-industry initiative led by 

representatives from DOAJ,INASP, ISSN, LIBER, OASPA, STM, 

and UKSG. 

Description: 
Checklist to verify if you are submitting your research to a trusted 

journal 
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Resource: DOAJ Directory of Open Access Journal 

Link: https://doaj.org/ 

Author or attribution: DOAJ 

Description: 

The DOAJ (Directory of Open Access Journals) was launched in 

2003 with 300 open access journals. Today, this independent 

database contains over 16 500 peer-reviewed open access journals 

covering all areas of science, technology, medicine, social sciences, 

arts and humanities. Open access journals from all countries and in 

all languages are welcome  

 

 

Resource: Infographic, tool 

Link: 
https://www.editage.com/insights/7-common-types-of-academic-

peer-review 

Title: Seven common types of peer-review 

Author or attribution: Editage insight 

Description: 
This infographic lists and briefly explains themost common types of 

peer review used today.  

3.3 Résultats de l'évaluation finale des travaux en Italie 

A titre d'exemple, la figure ci-dessous montre comment les travaux finaux produits par les 

quatre équipes ont été évalués à l'aide de la rubrique présentée dans la section 3.1 de ce 

document.  

En ce qui concerne la manière d'utiliser cet outil d'évaluation, des conseils et un contexte 

théorique sont disponibles dans les "GUIDELINES FOR INSTRUCTORS. Stratégies et 
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méthodologies pour soutenir les instructeurs dans le développement d'environnements 

d'apprentissage basés sur les problèmes". 

 

 

Fig. 10 Exemple d'évaluation des travaux finaux   
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Chapitre 4: Évaluation du cours par les participants 

Cher participant, 

nous vous demandons de bien vouloir remplir ce questionnaire, qui nous permet d'évaluer 

l'activité réalisée et d'améliorer les initiatives futures. Le questionnaire se compose de cinq 

sections (Contenu, Méthodes d'enseignement, Organisation, Enseignants, Résultats) et d'une 

évaluation globale libre.  

Nous vous demandons de donner une note de 1 (pas du tout) à 4 (beaucoup) pour chacun des 

éléments indiqués dans chaque section.  

Avez-vous participé à l'ensemble du processus d'apprentissage ? 

OUI  NON 

Si non 

Pouvez-vous nous dire les raisons qui vous ont empêché de terminer le cours ? Veuillez 

les indiquer : 

 les aspects critiques 

 les motivations individuelles ou professionnelles ; 

 autres observations et suggestions 

Si oui 

1. CONTENU - (Échelle : pas du tout, un peu, beaucoup, énormément) 

Les sujets abordés dans le cours étaient : 

 Clairs et complets 

 Intéressants et engageants 

 Cohérents avec vos besoins et attentes et adaptés à votre niveau de connaissances 

 Proches de la réalité du travail et des problèmes réels 
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2. MÉTHODES D'ENSEIGNEMENT 

Pensez-vous que les méthodes utilisées étaient :  

 Adaptées aux tâches et aux objectifs 

 Visant à impliquer les participants, à comparer et à échanger des expériences 

 utiles au processus d'apprentissage 

 utiles pour le développement des compétences 

3. ORGANISATION 

Dans quelle mesure considérez-vous que les aspects suivants de l'organisation du cours sont 

satisfaisants ? 

 Adéquation de la durée, du calendrier des activités et des horaires 

 Gestion des ressources pédagogiques par rapport au temps prévu 

 L'exhaustivité et l'actualité des informations relatives au service 

 Efficacité de l'environnement d'apprentissage en ligne 

4. ENSEIGNANTS/FACILITATEURS  

Pensez-vous que les animateurs étaient :  

 Préparés et compétents 

 Capables de communiquer de manière claire et compréhensible 

 Capables de susciter l'intérêt et d'impliquer les participants 

 Attentifs aux besoins et/ou demandes des participants 

 Capables de gérer et de coordonner le groupe 

 Capable d'offrir des pistes de réflexion 

 Capable de fournir des informations utiles pour la vie professionnelle. 

5. RÉSULTATS 

Pensez-vous que le cours a été utile pour : 

 Les informations fournies 

 Les connaissances acquises 
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 Les compétences/capacités développées 

 L'intérêt suscité 

 L'applicabilité des contenus à l'activité professionnelle 

 Les réflexions stimulées 

6. ÉVALUATION GLOBALE 

Pourriez-vous faire une évaluation globale du cours, en indiquant :  

 les aspects positifs et critiques 

 les sujets que vous souhaiteriez approfondir 

 les autres observations et suggestions. 

 

The only way we can properly judge where we are is related to where we want to be. 

-Wiggins G., 1998 
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