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Abstract 

In recent years, increasing concerns have been raised regarding the impact of university rankings and 
bibliometrics indicators in the scientific disciplines of Social Sciences & Humanities (SSH), particularly 
in relation to their suitability as measures of research assessment. Building on these concerns, this paper, 
through an extensive literature review and critical analysis, examines how the contemporary institutional 
framework of higher education—shaped by university rankings and bibliometric measures—affects the 
so-called ‘research culture’ within SSH. The study also explores the consequences of these practices on 
the publication process itself, with particular emphasis on the pressures and challenges faced by 
scientific researchers. Furthermore, it offers an international perspective on current approaches to the 
evaluation of scientific research. 
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Introduction  

In 2023, Christina Koulouri, the Dean of Panteion University, made a public statement 

regarding the utilization of university rankings as a metric for the quality assessment of 

scientific research, and the adverse consequences they have on on the disciplines of 

Social Sciences and Humanities. In her statement, she asserted that: 

There is a constant flow of reports in the press and on various websites concerning the 

position of Greek universities in international rankings. While it is true that Greek 

scientists enjoy international prestige and recognition, and that the country has 

achieved a significantly high number of research results in relation to its population, 

the numbers mask certain unspoken truths that are not only relevant to Greece, but to 

the majority of European countries. The first truth is that, due to the dominance of 

English, scientific work produced in 'minoritized' languages such as Norwegian, 

Danish, Greek and even French and German is no longer evaluated as equivalent to 

scientific work in English. Behind this reality lies the economic power of international 

publishing houses, which determine international rankings through their journals. The 

EU has already reacted to this practice and these elements such as the impact factor of 

each journal and the h-index factor are being taken less and less into account when 

evaluating research proposals for funding. The second truth is that the system of 

international rankings is based on the model of the Scientific disciplines such as the 

Positive Sciences, where publications are small articles signed by many authors. The 

result is that the robust multi-page monographs by one author, which are the tradition 

of the Humanities and Social Sciences, are devalued. A 400-page book corresponds to 

40 articles but is not evaluated as the equivalent of even one article! This is an 

unacceptable bias that degrades the scholarly work of lawyers, historians, 

philosophers, sociologists, etc. [...] 

Although the Dean’s public statement does not explicitly clarify this point, the 

foundations of international university rankings appear to be based on a predominantly 

quantitative methodology, which is widely utilized within the scientific community. 

Bibliometric analysis. Bibliometric analysis (or bibliometrics) is introduced as an index 

for the purpose of comparing national and global scientific knowledge, thereby 

facilitating the establishment of national and international rankings of higher education 

institutions (Abramo et al  2011; Walters 2017; Wilbers et Brankovic 2021).  In order to 

provide a preliminary conceptual description of bibliometrics, it would be essential to 
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argue that it constitutes the application of quantitative methods to the examination of 

scientific research. Using statistical and mathematical techniques, bibliometrics (a) 

delves into the data related to the production, dissemination and use of scientific 

research (Price 1976) and facilitates (b) its evaluation (Glänzel 2003). Also, it facilitates 

(c) the monitoring of emerging trends and (d) the broader mapping of the research 

landscape (E.J. Newman 2001). Concurrently, bibliometric analysis enables the 

comprehensive representation of the research landscape to the greatest extent feasible 

(Eva et Wiebe 2019; Leydesdorff et Milojević 2013; Sīle et al 2017). In recent years, 

bibliometric analysis has attracted the interest of many scientific fields. This is primarily 

due to the substantial increase in research output, which has led to a growing need for 

more objective evaluation methods (Baldwin 2018; Fleck 2013; Vessuri et al 2014). In 

this context, 'objective' is understood to signify a quantifiable and standardized 

approach to the evaluation of scientific work (Bornmann et Leydesdorff 2014). The 

increased utilization of bibliometric analysis within the scientific community has been 

further bolstered by the technological transformations of recent decades, which facilitate 

the collection and analysis of substantial data (Colquhoun, 2014; Martín-Martín et al 

2016; Priem et Hemminger 2010). Consequently, bibliometric analysis is emerging as a 

potent instrument in the deciphering of the intricate realm of academic research. 

However, as is the case with any methodology, a thorough approach is necessary to the 

utilization of university rankings and thus bibliometrics, which allows us to navigate the 

weaknesses of their application.  The present study aims to contribute to the existing 

national2 and international (eg. Bensman 2008; Blockmans 2007; Gläser et Oltersdorf 

2019; Hicks 2005; Scott 2015) scientific literature by providing new research insights of 

the research subject.  

More specifically, The present paper will direct its focus towards the public 

statement made by the Dean, with particular emphasis on the following three issues: (a)  

the system of international rankings is based on the model of the Scientific disciplines 

such as the Positive Sciences,  (b)  the tradition of the Humanities and Social Sciences, 

are devalued, and (c) The EU has already reacted to this practice and these elements 

such as the impact factor of each journal and the h-index factor are being taken less 

and less into account when evaluating research proposals for funding. The research 
 

2 Τhere is a paucity of references in the Greek literature, the most notable of which are Stamelos and 
Kyprianos (2008) and a report published in Greek by the Quality Assurance Unit of Panteion (in Greek):  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lO-E7MkBPWZ2kH7xl94Pj6oBA5rirv0N/view 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lO-E7MkBPWZ2kH7xl94Pj6oBA5rirv0N/view
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study extends theoretically the arguments put forward by the Dean of Panteion 

University through in-depth analysis. The analysis is achieved through a thorough 

literature review (Baumeister et Leary 1997; Snyder 2024), encompassing a systematic 

synthesis of previous research findings directed to analyze multiple research subjects 

and indicating areas where further research is required. Thus, focusing to the arguments 

stated by the Dean of Panteion and following the method of literature review, the study, 

on a first level, underscores the discrepancy between scientific research orientations and 

the quantitative assessment (biblometrics and ranking systems) of research outputs in 

higher education (chapter 2). On a second level the study explores how SSH 

researchers, operating in a competitive and precarious academic environment, face 

challenges such as the diminishing value of their research work (regarding publication 

venues and language) and the necessity of strategic publishing—prioritizing high-

impact journals or fragmenting research—to maximize visibility and impact (chapter 3). 

In addition, and in line with the aforementioned critique, the study illustrates 

international perspectives and actions of the scientific community and political actors, 

towards reviewing and adjusting scientific research assessment methods (chapter 4).  

1. The ambiguous meaning of impact & outcome: the utilization and misuse of 

bibliometrics & university rankings  

In line with the concerns articulated in the aforementioned statement by the Dean of 

Panteion University according to the fact that the system of international rankings is 

based on the model of the Scientific disciplines such as the Positive Sciences (referring 

to issue (a) -see introduction) , it has been indicated (Olmos-Penuela et al 2014; 

Sabharwal 2013; Sivertsen 2009) that any comparisons of the processes and impact of 

scientific research between different research domains and different-similar types of 

publication (cf. the Dean’s text on the comparison of scientific article and monograph) 

give rise to concerns, particularly with regard to the manner in which the scientific 

value of the research output in each scientific discipline is accentuated. Upon these 

arguments, there are critics emphasizing the necessity for research to be evaluated 

according to the specificities of the publication culture that is established by each 

research discipline.  

As posited by Benoît Godin and Christian Doré (2005: 8), evaluation should be 

based on a combination of the concepts of outcome and impact of scientific research.  
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The result of the research process (outcome) is the generation of knowledge, with the 

impact of this result being the advantages that accrue from it (impact). To illustrate this, 

consider the result of a Social Anthropology research study on the causes of poverty in a 

local community (outcome). In this case, the relevant administration or authority could 

then utilize this outcome to address the issues faced by that community (impact). In a 

similar manner, a research study in the field of technological sciences that focuses on 

the development of a software programme (outcome) can subsequently be applied by a 

technology company to optimize its own system (impact) (op cit: 8). Although, as 

outlined by Belcher and Halliwell (2021), despite the differential research scope in 

between scientific disciplines, the concepts of outcome and impact of scientific research 

are frequently merged, thus giving rise to an ambiguous meaning.   

This ambiguity can be recognized in the quantifiable and standardized approach 

of the evaluation of scientific work, namely, in the use of bibliometrics and the 

formulation of university rankings (B. M. Belcher et al 2021 Wanzer 2021).  In general, 

the international ranking of universities is determined by a combination of research 

output and the number of citations received for that work, with the H-index being the 

index that determines the result (Meho et Rogers 2008). If the entire research staff of an 

institution does not have a high H-Index, it means that the university will also have low 

impact rates (Raan 2005). Consequently, the H-index, which is the combination of the 

percentage of publications that are included in the bibliometric databases and the total 

citations these publications have received, determines the international ranking of a 

university (Lazaridis 2010). This ranking has been used up to the present period both by 

national and transnational bodies (Wilbers et Brankovic 2021). The use of the ranking 

system by each national educational agency for the evaluation/funding of scientific 

research has an essential purpose, namely the pursuit of international recognition of 

domestic university institutions (Harvey et Green 1993).  

This recognition is essentially defined as the presence of domestic university 

institutions within the global ranking of universities that demonstrate the greatest 

international production and impact in scientific research (Wilbers et Brankovic 2021). 

Each country, by highlighting the high performance of the research output of its 

university institutions in its territory, highlights its research and scientific excellence 

compared to other countries (Hammarfelt et Hallonsten 2023). For this reason, 

according to Hammarfelt et Hallonsten (2023) the selection criteria for public funding 

of scientific research by university institutions depend on both the research output rates 
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and the international recognition of the results of scientific research. In order to enhance 

or preserve its elevated standing within prominent ranking lists (e.g., Times Higher 

Education, Scimago-Journal & Country Rank), a university institution must demonstrate 

consistent or sustained high performance in research output. The performance of a 

university institution is determined by the research output rates of its research staff. In a 

similar vein to the university rankings, international ranking lists have been developed 

to highlight the performance and, by extension, the value of the scientific research of 

individual researchers (Shahbazi-Moghadam et al 2015).  

The critique of the universities ranking systems (as it may concern the 

ambiguous meaning of impact & outcome) as posited by Watermeyer and Derrick 

(2022), centers on the promotion of the concept and content of the value or excellence 

of scientific research (Research Performance). This critique underscores the notion that 

valuable research is understood as productive and efficient research. According to Ball 

(2012), the valuation of research is predicated on the equation of value with output, 

signifying that an increase in research output is associated with greater acclaim, 

elevated international rankings, and, consequently, augmented funding. This 

relationship serves to orient research activity towards a model of research behavior 

governed by the laws of the market (Vogopoulou et al 2023).  

In essence, the manner in which the assessment of research quality and value is 

demonstrated in ranking systems appears to be contributing to the proliferation of 

industrialized knowledge production (Mechoulan et Citton, 2013). Therefore, the 

operational dynamics and utilization of ranking systems are indicative of a scientific 

industry model that prioritizes impact rather than the outcome of the research process 

(Ellis et al 2014; Franck 2019).  Thus, while adopting a market-oriented attitude aims to 

increase efficiency and subsequent impact, it poses serious challenges and dilemmas 

related to what we might call the 'nuclear characteristics’ of academic research. 

Especially, the research personnel in scientific disciplines of SSH seem to be more 

vulnerable in the institutionalized contemporary methods of research evaluation.  
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2. Disadvantages for the scientific researchers in the Social Sciences & Humanities 

fields due to the misuse of bibliometrics as a method of evaluation 

2.1 Degradation of the SSH publication culture through the use of bibliometrics 

According to Beigel (2014), in recent decades and increasingly since the beginning of 

the 21st century, the English-language scientific articles published in high-impact 

scientific journals have largely replaced in many scientific fields the research and 

scientific value of other forms of publication, such as books, edited volumes and 

monographs.   However, as the Dean of Panteion university points out in her statement 

(referring to the issue (b); “the tradition of the Humanities and Social Sciences, are 

devalued-see introduction), certain scientific disciplines, mainly oriented towards the 

SSH, are considered particularly vulnerable in this environment, as they follow a 

different research culture and therefore different patterns and rhythms of publication. In 

general, the genuine significance of research is frequently acknowledged when its 

outcomes are disseminated within the global scientific community and beyond (Abramo 

et al 2019). The practice of scientific publication is central to the creation and 

dissemination of scientific output. Consequently, the knowledge dissemination through 

publication creates a continuous feedback loop that leads to the advancement of 

scientific understanding of the respective research topic (Taubert et Weingart 2017). 

This scientific interaction contributes to the development and refinement of knowledge, 

as well as the evolution of scientific paradigms over time (Simon 2022). Furthermore, 

publications serve primarily as a means of recognition and reward for the research 

activity and work of the researcher, and secondarily is counted as a contribution of the 

researcher to the conduct of future research (Banks 2021). 

Scientific publishing encompasses a variety of forms of research expression, 

including scientific articles (González-Albo et Bordons 2011), conference proceedings 

(Lee et Brusilovsky 2019), monographs (Warner 1996), and scientific volumes/books 

(Jin et Choi 2014). It should be noted that with the continuous evolution and 

development of digital media, other types of publication have emerged over the years. 

Key examples of this include the posting of research results on personal blogs and 

social media pages (Goyanes et al 2022). Each type of publication is tailored to the 

particular research needs of the author(s) (Morillo 2020). For example, conference 

proceedings capture the results of the discussions of a conference in a direct and concise 
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manner, whereas scientific articles follow a more elaborate form of analysis that 

requires more time to process (González-Albo et Bordons 2011).  

In the same frame of comparison, scientific articles are texts of careful and 

thorough analysis, but are limited to just a certain aspect of a research problem. In 

contrast, monographs and scholarly edited volumes are studies that contain a wide range 

of different interpretations of a research problem (Warner 1996). Alongside this, the 

communication and hence the dissemination of scientific research is shaped by a 

complex of research traditions, which is defined by the specificities of each scientific 

discipline. These research traditions lead to the development of diverse publication 

practices, which in turn serve to communicate the respective concerns and research 

findings of each discipline (Becher 1994; Fyfe 2015). Put differently, different patterns 

of communication between scientific areas give birth to different patterns of 

publication.  

For instance, within the majority of research disciplines in the Natural or 

Medical Sciences, it is a prevailing practice to disseminate research findings through the 

medium of scientific journals (Glänzel 2002; Mendoza 2021; Sivertsen 2009). 

Meanwhile, within the research disciplines of the Technological Sciences, it is more 

customary to employ conference proceedings as a means of publication (Vardi 2009; 

Vrettas et Sanderson, 2015). On the other hand, in disciplines of SSH the use of 

monographs and books prevail as a means of publication and appears to be more 

widespread than in other scientific disciplines (Hicks 2005). The publication of 

scientific articles and conference proceedings is more frequent in the above-mentioned 

scientific fields, as these publications are well suited to the rapid production rates that 

characterize these disciplines, given the constant emergence of new knowledge that 

serves to reinforce or develop a new scientific paradigm (González-Albo et Bordons 

2011; Sivertsen 2019).  

On the contrary, for research areas within the SSH that are more oriented 

towards 'theory' than 'application', it is common to use monographs and scholarly 

volumes as publication media because, unlike scholarly articles (which limit the scope 

of analysis), they allow for in-depth analysis of complex social, political and economic 

issues (Bonaccorsi et al 2017; Dorta-González et Dorta-González 2013; Sivertsen 

2019). In this way, as Stichweh (1992) notes, publication patterns are part of each 

discipline's research tradition, as they reflect the priorities, values and practices that 

shape scholarly activity in each discipline. 
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The primary issue under scrutiny in this discourse pertains to inclusivity and the 

repercussions of publication patterns. According to Hicks (2005: 480), as scientific 

domains evolve and proliferate alternative avenues for publication beyond scientific 

journals, they concomitantly experience a diminution in coverage by bibliometric 

databases. Consequently, bibliometric databases, which predominantly derive from data 

from scientific journals, are not particularly effective in accurately reflecting research 

activity (Engels et al 2018). The issue of non-multicoverage has been identified since 

the theoretical design of the bibliometric method. This is because since the introduction 

of the primary model, the impact factor (in 1963) was derived solely from data from 

peer-reviewed journals. Within this model, which was essentially a list of citation data, 

titles of journals that had the greatest research impact were collected (Garfield 2006). In 

practice, this list included journals whose published articles had received the most 

citations compared to the total number of scientific articles published in other journals 

with fewer citations (Garfield et Sher 1963). More than half a century after and despite 

the integration of alternative publication media into the two most prominent 

bibliometric databases (WoS, Scopus), the issue remains unresolved, as an 

overwhelming preponderance of scientific journals is identified in comparison to 

alternative publication types, such as books, edited volumes, monographs and 

conference proceedings (Kulczycki et al 2018).  

Thus, according to Schott (1998)-because of the non-multi- publication -

coverage, the adoption of bibliometrics as an institutionally accepted international 

scientific system for the evaluation of scientific knowledge results in the unequal 

distribution of scientific recognition and the subsequent unequal distribution of the 

benefits of recognition for both the higher education institution and the research 

personnel that are part of it. Closing, it is a matter of concern that Eugene Garfield, as 

the originator of the bibliometric system for evaluating the impact of scientific research, 

has asserted that the utilization of impact factor and related bibliometric indicators for 

purposes beyond the mapping of research impact (see introduction) is likely to result in 

the generation of biased outcomes (Baykoucheva 2015). 

2.2 Concerns upon the hegemony of English as a writing language of scientific 

publications 

Beyond the challenge of the limited coverage in bibliometric databases and the 

degradation of publication patterns, researchers also face a significant obstacle in the 
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publishing process related to the choice of writing language. Historically, the 

predominance of English as the preferred language for scientific publication since the 

mid-20th century can be attributed to a shift in publication strategies adopted by 

researchers worldwide. For instance, as Garfield (1988) documented, during the 1960s 

in France, the number of French-language journals was higher, yet those written in 

English had a higher impact. Recognizing this shift, beginning in the mid-1970s, an 

increasing number of French scientists began publishing their work in English. This 

transition was driven by the recognition that English had emerged as the international 

language of science (Garfield 1988). 

 In a similar vein, research conducted in 1987 (John 1987) revealed that for 

scientific journals in the fields of economics and health sciences, less than a quarter of 

all authors were found not to write in English. Despite the fact that these studies were 

conducted decades ago and involved only one database, that of the ISI (based on Impact 

Factor data), the problem remains to this day. In the present day, a large volume of 

scientific publications, which do not have English as a writing language, is outside the 

scope of both Scopus and WoS databases. In particular, despite the expansion of 

bibliometric data over time, a significant proportion of publications in WoS (95.37%) 

and Scopus (92.64%) are in English (Vera-Baceta et al 2019).  

The consequence of this phenomenon, as also highlighted by the Dean of 

Panteion in her text (see introduction), is that languages other than English, such as 

German, Chinese, French, Russian, Japanese, Spanish, etc., are seldom used as 

languages for international communication within the scientific community (Gordin 

2017). From the 1970s onwards (Zitt et al 1998), and more intensively from the 1990s 

onwards (Marginson 2022), the scientific community as a whole moved further and 

further away from the idea of publishing research in the domestic writing language 

(other than English writing) as well as from publishing research through domestically-

based publishers of scientific publications. In addition, non-English-speaking writers 

must allocate more time (e.g. learning scientific terminology and language expression) 

and financial resources than English-speaking writers to prepare research outcomes 

(Faraldo Cabana 2018).  

Thus, non-English-speaking authors are disadvantaged by limited resources and 

time, variables that often exclude them from opportunities to publish their research. In 

contrast, native English-speaking researchers typically do not write in languages other 

than English. Instead, they publish their work in English-language journals and with 
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English-speaking publishers. Consequently, English-speaking authors can be considered 

part of an "elite" that exploits the ability to think and write in their native language 

(Gordin 2017). Therefore, given that scientific publication in English as the writing 

language has become the central unit of evaluation of scientific research, the reputation 

of native English-speaking scientists has increased disproportionately (Gordin 2017).  

For example, Mason and Margaret's (2021) study found that most journals from 

English-speaking regions that rank highly in the international list of Scopus and WoS 

databases, include a greater number of scientific articles by researchers from within the 

core English-speaking countries. Conversely, there is a paucity of scientific researchers 

from outside English-speaking countries. Furthermore, in high impact journals, as 

opposed to lower impact journals, there are statistically far fewer scientific articles in 

non-English language journals (Huttner-Koros 2015; Vera-Baceta et al 2019). 

The issue of writing language, as outlined above, is most strongly identified as a 

concern for researchers in the SSH. This is due to the fact that their research interests 

are focused on issues of local interest, such as the analysis of local community 

structures. Consequently, these researchers are required to publish their results in 

another writing language (Zitt et al 1998). In particular, a substantial proportion of 

research conducted within the SSH focuses on the analysis of political, cultural, 

economic and social phenomena on a local to national scale (Kulczycki et al 2020).  

It is therefore imperative that the language employed in such writing is 

commensurate with the intended readership. For instance, a research study that concerns 

the opinion of the inhabitants of a local community in northern Greece on an issue of 

environmental interest, with the research objective of informing the rest of the 

population of the country, will utilize Greek as the language of address. Hence, there are 

scientific articles published in Greek SSH journals which, by virtue of the fact that they 

deal with issues of the local community, use Greek as the language of address. These 

journals, due to their limited scientific scope, possess a low impact factor and, 

consequently, are not included in the Web of Science and Scopus databases. Thus, the 

significance and the quality of the research work in this case are distorted, being 

perceived as lower quality due to its non-compliance with the criteria of the research 

assessment systems.   
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2.3 Concerns upon Publication strategy 

Another issue that scientific researchers encounter arises from the institutional demand 

to demonstrate the value of their research outcomes not only through the medium of 

scientific publications, but also through the impact of those publications in the scientific 

community (Reed et Fazey 2021; Sutton 2020). A case in point is the pressure to 

publish in a high-impact journal as a condition of attaining a teaching position, a grant, 

or to undergo the general evaluation of an institution (Aksnes et al 2019; Xanthoulis 

2025). As scientific researchers are essentially pressured by the evaluation endeavors, 

whether for a teaching position, a grant, or the general evaluation of an institution to 

demonstrate the value of their research activity through the quality of scientific 

publication, they choose to publish in a high-impact journal. Equally, researchers may 

avoid publishing in low-impact journals due to concerns that their research may be 

undervalued by the assessment systems, which consider research of lower impact to be 

of inferior quality. The emphasis on selecting a high-impact journal gives rise to 

concerns regarding marginalization and the challenges associated with operating small-

impact journals (Mason et al 2021).  This is due to the fact that small-scale scientific 

publications suffer from a lack of visibility and therefore a lack of 'scientific prestige'. 

This means that they are left out of the relatively small core of publications with the 

highest impact, which are selected from the WoS and Scopus databases (Pranckutė 

2021). Being in an already precarious position, small-format journals cannot cope with 

the competition, resulting in both their degradation and their rejection as a means of 

publication by scientific researchers (Bredan et al 2014; Mason et al 2021). 

Alongside this, the exclusive focus on high-impact publications gives rise to 

significant concerns. The primary consideration pertains to the policies and roles that 

have been initiated by numerous publishing houses. More specifically, due to the 

desired high popularity for their growth and stabilization in international lists (Scopus, 

WOS), many scientific publishing houses choose unjust measures to select or reject an 

article. In particular: 

1.  It has been observed in many cases (Wouters et al 2019) that publishers incite 

authors to cite published articles from the scientific journal in which they intend 

to publish their research, irrespective of the relevance of these references to the 

subject of the research analysis.  
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2. Furthermore, it has been observed (Falagas et Alexiou 2008) that high visibility 

publishers seek the publication of scientific articles mainly from researchers 

with a high H-index, irrespective of whether the results contribute to novel 

insights. Consequently, many researchers are rejected due to a low impact index, 

despite the potential for their contributions to offer novel insights. 

3. In addition, in order to enhance the H-Index of their respective journals, many 

publishers select to publish articles that respond to current research issues of the 

contemporary period, resulting in the downgrading of research from many areas 

of research analysis that do not have high visibility. (Lariviere et Sugimoto 

2018). An illustrative example of this situation is the scandal involving 

complaints by the scientific community against the international publishing 

house Elsevier, which, in order to increase the impact of scientific journals under 

its auspices, exerted excessive influence on what scientific researchers choose to 

conduct research for (by accepting or rejecting a scientific article via the process 

of peer review) (Buranyi 2017; Fazackerley 2023).    

Another concomitant issue that has come to the fore in recent years, with regard 

to the strategy of publication, pertains to the practices of segmenting research output 

(salami slicing) (Urbanowicz et Reinke's 2018). For the case of the SSH, in line with 

Adam’s (2022) analysis, this strategy encompasses two distinct facets. From a positive 

perspective, publishing fragmentary research material can be beneficial for the analysis 

of a large amount of qualitative data. Bearing in mind that a researcher may have 

accumulated a large base of qualitative data relevant to the analysis of a comparable 

social, political or economic issue, he or she can divide this information into different 

other complex research pursuits that are directly or indirectly related to the existing 

object of analysis. Thus, instead of publishing a scholarly volume or monograph, a 

researcher chooses to publish a series of scholarly articles, each of which focuses on a 

particular research perspective of the research topic under consideration. However, 

Adams (2022) also highlights a potential drawback: an emphasis is placed on enhancing 

research productivity, where the quantity of research material produced rather than its 

quality is prioritized, in order to achieve heightened researcher visibility, (see also 

Franck 2019).  

Given the necessity for SSH researchers to produce a sufficient number of 

scientific articles, it is conceivable that, due to academic competition, some researchers 

may opt to publish more articles, regardless of whether this is in fact necessary. To 
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illustrate this point, consider a survey based on quantitative data (e.g., a questionnaire) 

that addresses specific questions and objectives. While the research outcomes could be 

published as a single scientific article, it is chosen to be disseminated in multiple pieces. 

This phenomenon is often referred to as the 'salami slicing' of research publication. The 

purpose of this practice is to increase the number of publications on a researcher's 

record and to maximize their impact (H-Index). However, according to Urbanowicz and 

Reinke's (2018) the practice of dividing research findings across multiple publications 

has led to a diminution in the value of these results. This phenomenon presents 

challenges not only for the authors of research but also for the reading public, who, due 

to the fragmentation of findings across numerous publications, are unable to perceive 

the broader context of the research and consequently fail to comprehend the 

significance and meaning of the findings. 

3. Perspectives for reviewing evaluation methods: an international debate 

As mentioned by the Dean of Panteion University, The EU (and the international 

Scientific community-author’s note) has already reacted to this practice and these 

elements such as the impact factor of each journal and the h-index factor, with these 

factors being taken less and less into account when evaluating research proposals for 

funding (referring to issue (c)-see introduction).  In recent years, there has been 

considerable controversy and mobilization within and beyond the scientific community, 

with the main demand being that the methodology of bibliometric analysis, as it has 

been developed to date, both in theory and in its practical application at the level of 

educational policy, should not be the main factor in the evaluation of research. The 

impetus for this shift in perspective was initiated by a coalition of editors and publishers 

of scientific periodicals at the annual convocation of the American Society for Cell 

Biology (ASCB) in San Francisco in 20123. This coalition subsequently formulated a 

series of proposals, designated the 'San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment' 

(DORA). The fundamental principle proclaimed by DORA emphasized the necessity 

for an alternative measurement plan that would diverge from the prevailing bibliometric 

method (see also Wilsdon et Rafols 2013).  

 

3 For further information see: San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment, https://sfdora.org/read/  

https://sfdora.org/read/
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In 2014, two years after the establishment of DORA, a conference was held in 

Leiden (Netherlands) with a focus on the problematic use of bibliometric indicators and 

the limited availability of databases used as a measure for the purpose of evaluating 

research quality4. The conference resulted in the presentation of the so-called "Leiden 

Manifesto", a document which was drafted by experts in the field of bibliometrics and 

scientific research evaluation (Hicks et al 2015). The most recent and prominent 

initiative by the international scientific community in opposition to the prevailing 

system of evaluating research quality was the conference of scientists held in Hong 

Kong in 2020, titled 'Hong Kong Principles for Assessing Researchers'. This conference 

advocated, firstly, the need for a more inclusive model of assessment that takes into 

account the diversity of research outputs (i.e. diversity in the publication patterns of 

research work) and, secondly, the identification and assessment of all possible research 

data that are derivatives of a research activity (Moher et al 2020). 

In view of the mounting critical voices within the academic community, 

European Union institutions have emphasized on the necessity for a more effective 

approach to the evaluation of scientific research. This has ultimately been formalized 

through an agreement signed in July 2022 by prominent EU institutions, such as the 

EUA (European University Association), Science Europe and the European 

Commission, amongst others. This agreement acknowledges the necessity to curtail the 

utilization of bibliometric metrics in the assessment of scientific research5. The key 

commitment of this agreement, as posited by Rafols and Gallart (2022), emphasizes the 

necessity for the evaluation of scientific research to reflect the diversity of 

contemporary research and the varied contexts in which it is conducted. To this end, the 

Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment (CoARA) was established. The 

processes of CoARA's project are currently underway. The overarching objective, 

which is estimated to be finalized by the end of 2027, entails the comprehensive review, 

enhancement and development of the criteria, methodological instruments and 

evaluation procedures, all of which are to be aligned with the specifications that have 

been mutually agreed upon in the framework of the project. The CoARA project has 

 

4 For further information see:  STI 2014 Leiden - 19th International Conference on Science and 
Technology Indicators’. STI 2014, http://sti2014.cwts.nl/Home/. 
5 The agreement: Reforming research assessment: The Agreement is now final: https://research-and-
innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/reforming-research-assessment-
agreement-now-final-2022-07-20_en  

http://sti2014.cwts.nl/Home/
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/reforming-research-assessment-agreement-now-final-2022-07-20_en
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/reforming-research-assessment-agreement-now-final-2022-07-20_en
https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/news/all-research-and-innovation-news/reforming-research-assessment-agreement-now-final-2022-07-20_en
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garnered the participation of over 350 organizations across more than 40 countries. 

These encompass public and private funding bodies, academic institutions, research 

centers, institutes, and other organizations or associations engaged in scientific 

research6. 

Conclusion  

To summarize, the present paper extends the public arguments put forward by the Dean 

of Panteion University, regarding the negative impact of utilization of biblometric 

method for the quality assessment of scientific research, through in-depth analysis by 

means of literature review. In particular, analyzing the first two arguments of Dean 

(argument (a) & (b) ⎯	 see introduction) it can be observed that different universities, 

departments, disciplines and groups of scientific researchers give rise to different types 

of research 'cultures', meaning that they support different methodologies, research 

approaches, follow different pathways for the production and dissemination of research 

results and thus different ways of publishing research output (see also chapter 2. & 3.1). 

However, bibliometrics, as an assessment tool, does not account those differences, 

focusing solely on the impact rather than the outcome of scientific research (chapter 2.). 

As a result, the framework behind the process of a quantified and standardized 

evaluation and funding procedure that is used to create university rankings based on 

bibliometric indicators, primarily aligns with the prevailing codes of values that 

characterize scientific fields of Applied Sciences (e.g., STEM) and does not take into 

account the specificities found in research areas of different orientations such as the 

scientific disciplines of SSH (chapter 2& 3.1.).  

In addition, the present paper argued that the researchers who follow a 

combination of: using a specific publication tradition (writing in high impact scientific 

journals), using a specific writing language (English), and operating in a particular 

region of publishers and scholars (Anglo-Saxon regions), constitute part of a ‘research 

elite’ that has the largest slice of the visibility pie, meaning higher position to any 

international university ranking (chapter 3.2). Furthermore, in the present condition of 

the need for continuous production of research output (chapter 2 & 3.3) and in a 

competitive environment for pursuing a university position or/and research project 

 

6  Further information about the participant institutions/organizations/groups: https://coara.eu/about/  

https://coara.eu/about/
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funding, where the winner is the one with the highest number of publications and, even 

better, publications in high-impact journals, it seems a logical choice for a researcher to 

use unfair/unethical tactics to publish his/her research results (Chapter 3.3). In this 

context of intense competition for research funding, it is not surprising that some 

scientific researchers resort to unethical practices, such as the publication of research 

results in high-impact journals (Chapter 3.2) or/and the fragmentation of research 

material (‘salami slicing’) (Chapter 3.3), with the intention of maximizing their impact 

(H-index), thereby increasing the likelihood of success in comparison to their peers.  

Given the escalating intensity of the issues mentioned above over recent decades, 

a debate is ongoing concerning the reform of the assessment of scientific research. In 

particular as articulated by the Dean of Panteion (see argument (c) in the introduction), 

and as analyzed in the present paper, the issue of evaluating research outcomes has been 

addressed by the academic community (eg, DORA, the Leiden Manifesto, and the Hong 

Kong Principles for Assessing Researchers), as well as intergovernmental institutions 

(see the agreement of European Institutions and the establishment of CoARA) (see 

chapter 4). As the international debate for research assessment continues to evolve, 

critical examination and action of institutional reform becomes essential to ensure that 

the core values and goals of scientific research are maintained in a changing 

academic/political context. 
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