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ABSTRACT

Online publishing is an important factor in determining a university’s ranking internationally. In formulating an effective strategy,
academics need to understand the systems and criteria that are taken into account to determine the position of higher education
institutions. This study was conducted to examine the understanding of PGRI University of Yogyakarta (UPY) lecturers toward
the online publishing platform and the university ranking system as a measurement to identify their awareness of this field.
This study used a quantitative method through a questionnaire involving 30 respondents from UPY lecturers. This study is
analyzed by using descriptive analysis. The results of the study showed that the mean score of the awareness on online publishing
platforms and the level of understanding of the respondents’ university ranking system was at a high level. In conclusion, the
findings of the study showed the knowledge and understanding of UPY lecturers on the online publishing system are good.
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INTRODUCTION

In these recent years, there has been a significant improvement
in the world ranking system of universities. This is due to the
increment in the number of universities and the development
of information technology that affects globalisation in higher
education institutions as well as impacting the ranking system
around the world (Sadlak, 2006). From the perspective of
Hazelkorn and Gibson (2017), higher education has been
partly transformed by globalisation from a community and
nation-building institution to an internationalised sector
fundamental to matters of competition and reputation for
entities, nations, and graduates. However, the current existing
university ranking system is not necessarily intended to
create competition, but rather to improve the system in a
university and to provide an impetus for academics to grow
internationally (Rozman & Marhl, 2008).

According to Huang (2011), the ranking system can be
known as an efficient, convenient, and easily understandable
evaluation method. It brings good impacts in assisting to
compare and contrasting the performance of the universities
that are being evaluated. Besides, the ranking system helps the
university to detect their problems and identify the gap to be
solved. By university ranking, also influences to get into the
collaboration from a company who deciding as a partner and
a funding body to invest in the research area. Therefore, the
university ranking system plays an important role as to provide
a quantitative and popular way to benchmark the quality and
reputation of the institutions nationally and globally.

Among the main criteria in improving the reputation of
the university ranking is through the publication of online

journals and become a reference in the field of research. It
is also supported by Wu (2013) that the primary outcome of
educational institutions is to generate knowledge through
publications and citations in high-indexed journals. Thus,
there is recognition for authors through the H-index as an
evaluation of the results of referenced papers.

In addition, Rahardja et al. (2019), the H-index is an index
that measures the productivity of published articles, where it
is based on the number of articles published by scholars and
the number of citations obtained from other articles from
year to year. The higher the citation rate in other published
articles, the higher the frequency of the H-Index to be able
to contribute to improving the quality of the study paper
(Zhang, 2013). However, if a scholar can publish many journals
but has a low number of citations then it will result in a low
H-index.
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In general, there are over 20 global university ranking
reports or organizations, which every have their own
methodology, data resources, and indicators. However, the
most prominent global ranking bodies are Google Scholar
(Webometrics), Scopus (QS World University), and Web
of Science (Times Higher Education & Academic Ranking
of World Universities). Through these databases, it allows
scholars to have citation accounts, find out the identities of
academics who refer to their research papers, and also extend
the networks with other researchers (Ale Ebrahim etal., 2013).
Besides, the value of the H-index will be updated automatically
from time to time for each journal, proceeding and book
published in the database. Thus, Azman et al. (2014), this
database evaluates the university ranking system into several
criteria, which are visibility, presence, openness, and excellence
of the cited papers as presented in Figure 1.

For detail of the measured criteria for the university
ranking system, the visibility is based on academic materials
such as journals, books, or any proceedings which easy to
access and download from the online platform. Secondly, for
presence, it is evaluated by the published work that can be
retrieved from the various platforms which are the university
repository, faculty website, Google Scholar, Scopus, and others.
Meanwhile, openness is related to the website that provides
files that are easy to access and download whether in PDF,
Doc, Docx, or other formats. Besides, for excellence, it is for
work that has been published in a high-impact journal at the
international level and gives a lot of impact on the university
ranking system.

Thus, the impact of online publishing plays an important
role in the development of the university. However, there are a
few improvements that can be made by UPY in improving its
university ranking internationally such as the academician’s
awareness of online publishing, techniques for writing and
publishing a scientific paper, strategies of the online publishing
system, and others. However, by understanding on how the
inner workings of rankings, and monitoring them on an
ongoing basis, the university can develop its practices in ways
that ultimately will influence the ranking.

The accounts’ ID for the Google Scholar, Scopus Database,
ResearchGate and Publons/Orcid is vital where in order to
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Fig. 1: Link online publications with the university rating system
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show their visibility works as they have a large of members
and wide coverage of publications in proceedings, books and
journals as presented in Table 1. The more index ID account
the author has the better chances to disseminate their research
works finding. The platform index ID account helps a lot
the author to make sure their research works to be read and
acknowledge via citation as well as have more potential to build
up good networking internationally.

Hence, this study was conducted to identify the UPY
academics’ level of understanding in publications through
online platforms such as Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web
of Knowledge, and also the university ranking system to
successfully achieve in becoming a world-class university.
This is to ensure that they are aware and clear on the
methodology of university ranking calculation. The aims of
the research are to investigate the knowledge of UPY lecturers
on online publishing platforms and to identify the level of
understanding for the university ranking system among the
UPY academicians.

MEeTHODOLOGY

This study used is a descriptive quantitative method by
surveying the knowledge and level of understanding of
lecturers at UPY in online publishing strategies. Through a
quantitative approach, it allows the researcher to measure the
responses of the respondents involved in the study based on the
questionnaires presented by analysing the problems studied
concisely and accurately (Patton, 1990).

To collect the research data, the researcher used a
questionnaire method in obtaining feedback from UPY
lecturers. The questionnaire has three main sections which
are Section A (Background), Section B (Knowledge of Online
Publishing Platforms), and Section C (Knowledge of University
Ranking System). Besides, the researchers used a Likert scale,
with 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for unsure, 4 for
agree, and 5 for strongly agree. The population of the UPY
lecturer is 100. In total, there are 30 respondents were involved,
that is from UPY lecturers from different faculties.

Meanwhile, the collected research data from the
questionnaire were analysed using the Statistical Package

Table 1.:Accounts’ ID for the Google Scholar, Scopus Database,
ResearchGate and Publons in Term Number of Members and Publications

Index ID Account Members Publications

Google Scholar 100 million 114 million English
(Khabsa & Giles, 2014) language documents
Scopus 17 million 81 million

(Elsevier, 2021)

ResearchGate 20 million 135 million
(ResearchGate, 2021)

Publons (Publons, 2021) 3 million 21,000 of the world’s best

journals
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for Social Science (SPSS). SPSS used in this study involves
data analysis using the reliability test, mean values, standard
deviations and to assist in descriptive statistics. Reliability of
the criteria was investigated as well. The Cronbach’s alpha (a)
reflects the consistency of the set of items, which theoretically
arange from 0 to 1. Ifa is near 0 then the quantified answers
are not reliable at all, and if it is close to 1 the answers are
very reliable. As a rule of thumb, if a 0.8, then answers
are reliable (Leontitsis & Pagge 2007). The mean value for
a-Cronbach in this study is 0.935, which is higher than
required. According to Sidek (2002), descriptive analysis is
often conducted to provide a systematic description of the
facts and characteristics of a population or field of interest
factually and accurately. In addition, Goolamally and Ahmad
(2002) stated that the interpretation of the mean score for the
descriptive analysis was conducted based on the mean scale
interval of high level (3.67 to 5.00), medium (2.34 to 3.66),
and low (1.00 to 2.33).

ResearRcH FINDINGS

Respondent Background

Respondents’ background includes gender, faculty, year of
service, the number of publications, and index ID account
owned. In total, a total of 30 respondents out of 100 lecturers
UPY were involved. Table 2 shows the data of the sample
according to the background of the respondents. Through
the data, male respondents are more than female respondents
which are 23 lecturers (76.7%) are male while only 7 lecturers
(23.3%) are female. This indicates that there is a significant
difference in involvement between the number of male
respondents which is higher than female respondents.

Based on the faculty background of the lecturers who
participated in this study, the highest percentage was 80%
with a total of 25 lecturers from the Faculty of Teaching and
Education. Meanwhile, there are also lecturers from other
faculties, with a total of 5 lecturers from the Faculty of Science
and Technology (16.7%) and only one lecturer from the Faculty
of Agriculture (3.3%).

Furthermore, the findings of the study showed the teaching
experience of UPY lecturers according to their year of service.
The findings indicated that 20 lecturers (66.7%) have teaching
experience between one to five years. Then, it was followed by
8 lecturers (26.7%) who have teaching experience between 6 to
10 years. There is a lecturer (3.3%) who has teaching experience
between 11 to 15 years and also one lecturer (3.3%) who has
teaching experience for 21 years and above. This shows that the
majority of UPY lecturers are still new to the field of education,
which is 5 years and below.

The number of publications published by UPY lecturers
was also studied. According to the data obtained, 2 lecturers
(6.7%) did not have any publication, 3 lecturers (10%) had 1
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publication and 3 lecturers (10%) had 2 publications. Then, he
was followed by 4 lecturers (13.3%) who have 3 publications
and 18 lecturers (60%) who have publications of 4 and above.
Therefore, based on the information obtained, most UPY
lecturers already have online publications with several
publications between 4 and above.

For the index ID account owned by lecturers at UPY, a total
of 15 lecturers (50%) only has an account at Google Scholar.
While for other lecturers, at least they have more than one
index ID account either Scopus Database, ResearchGate, and
Publons/ Orcid. However, there are 5 lecturers (16.7%) who
have all the index IDs of Google Scholar, Scopus Database,
ResearchGate, and Publons/ Orcid.

Table 2: The study sample according to the background of the
respondents (N = 30)

Types of Percentage
Respondent Profile Frequency (f) (%)
Gender Male 23 76.7
Female 7 23.3
Postgraduate 0 0
Faculty Education 0 0
Faculty of Business 25 80.0
Faculty of Teaching 5 16.7
and Education 1 3.3
Faculty of Science and
Technology
Faculty of Agriculture
1 to 5 years 20 66.7
6 to 10 years 8 26.7
Teaching 11 to 15 years 1 33
Experience 16 to 20 years 0 0
21 years and above 1 3.3
Number of None 2 6.7
Publication 1 3 10.0
2 3 10.0
3 4 13.3
4 and above 18 60.0
Id Index Google Scholar 15
Account Google Scholar, 2 50.0
Database Scopus 3 6.7
Google Scholar, 1 10.0
ResearchGate 3 33
Google Scholar, 1 10.0
Publons/ Orcid 5 33
Google Scholar, 16.7
Database Scopus,
ResearchGate
Google Scholar,
Database Scopus,
Publons/ Orcid
Google Scholar,
Database Scopus,
ResearchGate
Publons/ Orcid
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The Knowledge of Online Publishing Platform Among
UPY Lecturers

Based on Table 3, the analysis of the study findings shows
the level of knowledge of UPY lecturers on online publishing
platforms through the medium of Google Scholar, Scopus,
and ResearchGate. The overall mean of lecturers’ knowledge
of online platforms was at a high level, with a mean of 3.83
(SD = 0.55). This explains that respondents are already
knowledgeable about the online publishing platforms used
for assessment in the university rating system internationally.

The highest mean is 4.53 which referring to two statements
which are the lecturers know that Google Scholar works as an
index database and lecturers also often use the Google Scholar
application in their careers. For the second-highest mean,
with a mean value of 4.43 (SD = 07.3) with the statement that
lecturers know that through Google Scholar, they can update
the publication of articles either automatically and manually.

Therefore, Harzing and Van der Wal (2008) strongly
encourage both individual academics and university
administrators to take Google Scholar-based impact measures
into account when evaluating the impact of both journals
and individual academics in the areas of management and
international business where theylead to a more comprehensive
and possibly more accurate measure of true impact.

While based on the four (4) comparison on Google, Google
Scholar (GS), Ebsco Discovery Service (EDS), and Library
and Information Science Abstracts (LISA) where they were
compared based on query results in terms of precision, relative

recall, coverage, and full-text access. Google turned out to be
the best while Google Scholar was close behind and followed
by LISA and EDS (Pulikowski and Matysek, 2021).

For the lowest mean value is a mean of 2.83 (SD = 1.21)
which is related to the statement that the lecturers do not need
the help of others while using Scopus. This means that the
majority of respondents disagree with the statement. Thus,
lecturers are still not fully competent to use Scopus on their
own and still need the guidance of others. Figure 2 presented
the 13 authors from UPY managed to publish 12 papers in 2019
butin 2021 they have improved a lot in term of number author
involved and publication number increase as well.

The free access provided by the Scopus will help a lot
to identify the status of the journal either valid for Scopus
indexing or fall under the discontinued list. Before the author
submit any paper where the publisher claim to be Scopus index,
the author are required to check the status via sources (https://
www.scopus.com/sources) or Scimago website (https:/www.
scimagojr.com). Thus, the author able to ensure the paper have
been upload to Scopus database with the correct name and
right affiliation where this is important matter to give merit
point to the higher education of the institution.

The mean value for the item regarding on the ResearchGate
is 3.40 above shows that the lecturers of UPY are alert the
benefits and being able to upload all the writing materials such
as articles, proceedings, or discussion material’ where able to
share the research works and create the academic community
to have the feedbacks and response. ResearchGate become

Table 3: Knowledge of Online Publishing Platform Among UPY Lecturers

No Statement Mean Standard Deviation
L. I know that Google Scholar works as an index database. 4.53 0.57

2. I was once exposed to the usage of Google Scholar. 4.10 0.71

3. I often use Google Scholar in my career. 4.53 0.63

4. I have reviewed and updated my profile on Google Scholar. 4.37 0.81

5. I know that through Google Scholar I can add my article publications automatically and manually. 4.43 0.73

6. The components in the Scopus Database are very easy to understand and apply. 3.73 0.74

7. I know how to use the Scopus Database as a medium in finding suitable journals to publish articles. 4.03 0.76

8. I do not need other’s assistance when using Scopus. 2.83 1.21

9. I often use Scopus Database in searching the scientific material for my research. 3.90 1.12

10. I am very satisfied using the Scopus Database. 3.80 1.06

11. I am adept at using ResearchGate online. 3.40 0.93

12. I know the advantage of ResearchGate is being able to upload all my writing such as articles, 3.50 1.04

proceedings, or discussion material.

13. I always use ResearchGate to expand my network of contacts from other universities. 3.40 1.00

14. If compared to other databases, I think ResearchGate is easier to use. 3.40 0.97

15. I often use ResearchGate as a medium to connect and follow other academics. 3.47 1.07

Overall 3.83 0.55

Mean
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essential for visibility and the advantages is helps to reconnect
the networking and able to communicate and leverage their
recognition expertise.

The Understanding of UPY Lecturers towards the
University Ranking System

Table 4 shows the knowledge of lecturers in the university
ranking system through databases such as Webometrics and
QS World University Rankings. The overall mean was 3.91
(SD = 0.82). The highest mean was 4.10 (SD = 0.84) which is
almost all respondents agreed to the statement of the easier
the publication material access and download, it increasingly
affects the position of the university in Webometrics. Thus,
Webometrics covering more than 31,000 Higher Education
Institutions worldwide, (Webometrics, 2021). If the web
performance of an institution is below the expected position
according to their academic excellence, university top

term of the open access and transparency policy, promoting
substantial increases of the volume and quality of their
electronic publications via repository library database. UPY
rank at 134 out of 2593 Indonesia University registered under
Webometrics ranking (Webometrics Indonesia, 2021).
However, there were two similar statements for the
lowest mean value of 3.73 (SD = 1.11) which respondents
admitted that they had checked the latest university position
in Webometrics. This indicates that respondents do not agree
with this statement, indicating that lecturers are less concerned
with checking the latest position of the university at the
ranking system. Besides, the lowest mean is also 3.73 (SD=
1.01) for the statement that the higher the number of citations
of publications online, the higher possibility to improve the
university’s position in the QS World University Rankings.
Thus, this proves that lecturers are not yet aware of the impact
of the number of online citations on the university ranking

management should improve their visibility via website in ~ system. UPY have notlisted in the QS World Ranking and for
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Table 4: Knowledge of University Rating System

No Statement Mean Standard Deviation

L. I am aware that Webometrics is a system for measuring or evaluating a university’s ranking. 4.07 1.08
I know that Webometrics ranks based on university websites, university repositories, Google

2. Scholar, and others. 4.00 0.91

3. All publications that can be obtained online are very influential in the Webometrics system. 4.07 0.94

4. I have checked the university’s latest current rankings on the Webometrics website. 3.73 1.11
I found that the easier the publication material was to access and download, the more it influenced

5. the university rankings in Webometrics. 4.10 0.84

6. I understand that QS World University Rankings entry data comes from the Scopus Database. 3.97 0.89

7. University rankings can be checked using the QS World University Rankings. 3.77 1.07

8. I know the function of QS World University Rankings. 3.80 1.16
I know QS World University Rankings assesses the number of academic papers published in

9. international high -impact international journals 3.90 0.99
The greater the number of citations of publication materials online, the greater the university’s

10. position in the QS World University Rankings. 3.73 1.01

Overall

Mean 3.91 0.82

Pegem Journal of Education and Instruction, ISSN 2146-0655 197



The Online Publishing Strategies in Improving the Higher Education Institution Ranking

time being there are 16 universities out of 5190 universities in
Indonesia listed in the QS World Ranking (QS, 2021; Sinta,
2021).

CONCLUSION

Through this study, it is hoped that it can help the UPY
management in identifying the level of understanding of
lecturers on online publications. It is important to plan
further actions and strategies in raising awareness to enhance
UPY’s position at the university ranking system. Also, this
is important as an improvement in forming an excellent
education hub not only in Indonesia but also at the world
level. Through the feedback, it was found that most of the
respondents have a good level of knowledge and understanding
of the online publishing system. As a suggestion, UPY
management is encouraged to hold workshops in groups and
in an organized manner to guide UPY lecturers in improving
their awareness. However, this goal requires the ability and
competence of university staft as it is continuous process to
improve the quality of the institutions.
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