Comparative Overview of Academic Search Engines and Databases
Google
· Pros: High accessibility, provides real-time updates, and is free of charge.
· Cons: Often yields a high volume of non-peer-reviewed or low-quality results.
Google Scholar
· Pros: Specifically indexes primary scientific literature; integrates with SFX (Link Resolver) for Charles University (CU) holdings; tracks citation counts and provides "cited by" links for impact assessment.
UK-A-Ž (Discovery Service of Charles University)
· Pros: * Direct access to full-text articles via SFX.
· Includes the CU Digital Repository (theses and dissertations), which is essential for searching local research and Czech-language results.
· Localized user guides available in Czech for easier navigation.
· Quick abstract previews (magnifying glass icon) and integrated citation tools (Citation-Pro).
· Integration of PlumX Metrics for tracking altmetrics and the broader citation impact of publications.
· Cons: The export process to citation managers like EndNote can be less intuitive compared to specialized databases.
PubMed
· Pros: * Extensive coverage of biomedical and chemical literature, making it a primary tool for molecular biology and pharmacology.
· Free public access.
· Integration with sequence databases: Publications are directly linked via PMID (PubMed ID) to genomic and proteomic data (NCBI Gene/Protein), which is crucial for laboratory research.
· Easy access to abstracts, direct links to full-text versions, and personalized library management through myNCBI.
· Cons: Manual export to EndNote requires multiple steps; lacks native forward/backward citation-tracking features.
Web of Science (WoS)
· Pros: * Considered the "gold standard" for citation analysis and mapping.
· Direct access to Journal Impact Factor (JIF) and other high-level metrics.
· Superior EndNote Integration: Offers the most seamless workflow for moving publications into the EndNote web version (available via CU license) and utilizing the Word "Cite While You Write" plugin.
· Links to full texts via SFX.
· Cons: * Indexing Lag: There is often a significant delay before high-impact publications are indexed in the database.
· Access: Requires a costly institutional license (accessible only through university authentication).
Scopus (https://www.scopus.com/)
· Pros: * Extensive Coverage: Offers a broader range of journals and conference proceedings compared to Web of Science, including many European and regional titles.
· Author Profiles & Metrics: A primary platform for tracking an author’s H-index and citation counts (essential for academic evaluations and grant applications).
· Advanced Visualization: Provides built-in tools for analyzing research trends and comparing journal performance (e.g., CiteScore).
· Direct Access via SFX: Seamless linking to full-text articles through Charles University institutional access.
· Integration with Mendeley: As an Elsevier product, it offers excellent compatibility with the Mendeley reference manager.
· Cons: * Access: Requires a paid institutional license (available via CU).
· Historical Data: While expanding, its coverage of very old citations (pre-1970) can be less comprehensive than some specialized archives.
· Export to EndNote: While possible, it sometimes requires more manual field mapping compared to the native integration seen in Web of Science.

