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PREFACE

Initiated by Professors Olle Persson and Peter Ingwersen, bibliometric researchers in the
Nordic countries have arranged annual Nordic workshops on bibliometrics since 1996. The
general scope of the Nordic Workshop on Bibliometrics and Research Policy is to present
recent bibliometric research in the Nordic countries, to create better linkages between the
bibliometric research groups and their PhD students, and to link bibliometric research with
research policy.

The workshop language is English and the workshop is open to participants from any nation.
The 22nd Nordic Workshop on Bibliometrics and Research Policy (NWB’2017) was organized
by Federation of Finnish Learned Societies, Helsinki University Library and University of
Tampere Research Centre for Knowledge, Science, Technology and Innovation Studies. It was
held at the House of Science and Letters, in Helsinki, on November 8-10th, 2017 with more
than 140 participants.

In total, we received 53 submissions. After reviewing the submissions, the program committee
decided which papers were to be presented orally and which as poster presentations. 29
papers were accepted as oral presentations. These, as well as 2 invited keynote talks and 16
posters, are presented as abstracts in these proceedings. The posters and oral presentation
slides are also available for viewing and peer-feedback at figshare (with citable DOIs):

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.3896053
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.3896050

We would like to thank all authors for their submissions, the session chairs and the keynote
speakers, Fredrik Piro and Jesper Schneider, for their contributions to the workshop,
photographer Jussi Männistö and the volunteers, for their diligent efforts during the
workshop. Further, we would like to thank the sponsors for their generous financial support,
without which the Nordic workshops could not be organised in their current form.

The NWB’2017 website is at http://blogs.helsinki.fi/nwb-2017/
Follow on twitter as #nwb2017, and on flickr as nwb2017.

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.3896053
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.c.3896050
http://blogs.helsinki.fi/nwb-2017/
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KEYNOTE 1

Comparing Nordic universities and higher education
sectors using bibliometric indicators –

Results from the latest NORIA-net -report

Fredrik Piro
Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research and Education (NIFU)

fredrik.piro@nifu.no

Abstract
Since 2009, the Nordic Council of Ministers’ agency NordForsk has funded a Nordic
network of bibliometricians, whose task has been to provide Nordic higher education
institutions and related agencies with updated, transparent and standardized
publication and citation numbers, for comparison across institutions and countries. In
2017, the network released its third report: “Comparing Research at Nordic Higher
education institutions using Bibliometric Indicators” building on the reports from
2011 and 2014, basically using the same methodology but adding more information:
more institutions, more years, more indicators and more subject fields. In the former
reports, the scientific output of the universities was analysed among nine subject
fields. These have now been reclassified into 16 new fields in order to provide more
nuanced information. The current report should not be seen as an update of the
former two reports, rather it replaces these reports. The presentation at NWB will go
through the main findings of the report.

Profile

Fredrik Niclas Piro, Senior researcher at NIFU, is a political scientist with a Ph.D. in
public health medicine. He works at NIFU’s bibliometric group. Since 2010, he has
coordinated and edited the reports of the Nordic NORIA-net on comparison of Nordic
higher education institutions using bibliometric indicators. His research interests
include bibliometrics, studies of European Research Framework Programmes, and
measuring of research in hospitals.
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KEYNOTE 2

‘Science in Crisis’?
The current challenges of research integrity in the ‘soft’

empirical sciences and how to study them

Jesper Schneider
Danish Centre for Studies in Research & Research Policy,

Department of Political Science Aarhus University
jws@ps.au.dk

Abstract
A ‘crisis in science’ has been proclaimed, and although the litany of problems is
attracting considerable attention, their scope and causes are unclear. Is there really a
‘crisis’ in experimental physics, and if so, is it comparable to the one claimed for, e.g.,
social psychology? Individual cases of obvious misconduct, i.e., fabrication,
falsification, and plagiarism, capture much public attention. However, such cases are
relatively rare, and the damaging consequences of so-called questionable research
practices (QRPs) for the quality and trustworthiness of science-based knowledge may
be much more severe with potentially high societal costs. QRPs are central for the
current ‘crisis’ and better understanding of them is paramount for improving
research credibility. QRPs present themselves in subtle ‘shades of gray’; some are
intentional, others unintentional, and some are more harmful than others. The
prevalence of QRPs as well as the interpretation of their importance are likely to be
field specific, dependent on the discrete epistemic cultures in which they emerge.
Their prevalence could also be associated with institutional and national differences,
including amplifiers related to governance structures such as performance
assessment schemes. While phenomena such as publication pressures and hyper-
competition are potential causal factors the current evidence is, at best, scanty. The
keynote will address the main challenges of QRP, especially in relation to misuse and
misunderstandings of statistics in the ‘soft’ sciences, but also potential consequences
for understandings of impact and ‘research quality’, as well the potentials to study
these issues with scientometric approaches.
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Profile

Professor Jesper W. Schneider has a background in Information Science with a PhD-
degree from the Royal School of Library and Information Science (RSLIS) in Denmark
in 2005. He worked at RSLIS until 2011, where he moved to Aarhus University to
become a researcher at the Danish Centre for Studies in Research and Research Policy
(CFA) at the Department of Political Science. Jesper W. Schneider’s main research
interests are in scientometrics, research evaluation, scholarly communication,
sociology of science, quantitative research methods, statistics, as well as research
integrity. For a decade, he has worked at the interface between research within these
areas and research evaluations and advisory work for public science policy authorities
and private funders. He is an advisor to the Danish Ministry of Education and
Research and has been central to the implementation and monitoring of the Danish
publication indicator. Likewise, he and his colleagues at CFA, have evaluated the
corresponding Norwegian publication model and especially focused their research on
potential adverse effects of such indicators. Currently, Jesper W. Schneider is PI of
large research project funded by the Danish government entitled: “Practices,
Perceptions, and Patterns of Research Integrity” (PRINT). The focus of the project is to
study the prevalence, varieties and potential causes of questionable research
practices. The projected is funded by 1 million Euro and will run for 2 years.
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Classification Model of Spanish Scientific Journals in
Social Sciences and Humanities

Elías Sanz-Casado, Daniela De Filippo & Rafael Alexandre
Carlos III University of Madrid

Research Institute for Higher Education and Science, (INAECU-UC3M-UAM)
INGENIO (CSIC-UPV)

elias@bib.uc3m.es

Abstract
The publication of the results of research in Social Sciences and Humanities (CSyH)
presents differences with other areas: research (local or national), documentary
typology (books, monographs), habits of collaboration (individual or with little
institutional collaboration) and language (vernacular). These particularities make the
production visibility in CSyH smaller than in other areas since it is not collected in
international databases. Likewise, this limits the evaluation of researchers and
institutions, because it is not possible to obtain indicators to know and compare
productivity, collaboration or impact.

To overcome these limitations, we propose a classification of national
scientific journals from 2 dimensions and 12 indicators based on quantitative criteria.
This classification is based on the previous experience developed by the Spanish
Foundation for Science and Technology (FECyT) with the creation of the Seal of
Quality for Spanish scientific journals. However, although this Seal is useful to
identify the most prestigious journals, it does not allow to make classifications or
comparisons between the journals. For the evaluation and classification of accredited
journals we propose a methodology based on the analysis of impact and visibility of
journals. To obtain indicators in each of these dimensions, databases such as Web of
Science, SCOPUS, SCIELO, Google Metrics, ERIH plus, MIAR and Latindex are used as
sources of information. From these sources we obtain indicators on coverage in each
database, citations, H index and quartile. We also analyse their implications for the
evaluation and we discuss the advantages and limitations, comparing it with other
initiatives in European countries.
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Facilitating influence and transparency in an annual
journal ranking process

Vidar Røeggen
The Norwegian Association of Higher Education Institutions,

Stortorget 2, N-0155 Oslo, Norway
vidar.roeggen@uhr.no

Gunnar Sivertsen
Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research and Education (NIFU)

P.O. Box 2815 Tøyen, N-0608 Oslo, Norway
gunnar.sivertsen@nifu.no

Abstract
The so-called “Norwegian Model” (Schneider 2009; Ahlgren et al. 2012; Sivertsen
2016), which so far has been adopted at the national level by Denmark, Finland and
Norway, partly also by Belgium (Flanders) and at the local level by several Swedish
universities, includes a bibliometric indicator which is intended to represent all fields
of research comprehensively and comparably. One component of the indicator is a
journal ranking process that involves the academic community at regular intervals.

After “light” assessments of the experiences with the model in the
Danish and Flemish contexts in 2012 (Sivertsen & Schneider 2012; Technopolis Group
2013), the Norwegian model was evaluated extensively in Norway in 2013 with
regard to its design, effects, organization, and legitimacy (Aagaard et al. 2014;
Aagaard et al. 2015). Three major problems were identified, all which have been
followed up by The National Board of Scholarly Publishing in Norway, the
representative academic body with the responsibility for the administration and
further development of model. One problem concerned the construction of the
indicator, another its local use. The third problem was a lacking transparency and
legitimacy of the annual journal ranking process (Aagaard et al. 2015):

With regard to the administrative organization of the Indicator, background research
and interviews with key stakeholders highlighted issues such as transparency in the
nomination process, the representation in individual committees, and the placement
of channels among committees as important challenges. The greatest challenge
appears to be found in relation to the nomination of channels at Level 2. In particular,
within research areas that are small or fall between several committees, it is often
felt that there is a lack of influence on these nomination processes.
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The problem has been solved by extending the already existing
Norwegian Register for Scientific Journals, Series and Publishers with an internet
portal with interactive tools for information and collaboration in the journal ranking
process. The portal is at the same time the central place for all updated information
about the indicator. It has been designed and implemented in collaboration with the
Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD): https://npi.nsd.no/

The portal was originally inspired by Denmark’s solution to the same
problem, but it extends interactivity and influence to the Norwegian academic
community at large. We will demonstrate the Norwegian solution online at the
Nordic Workshop in Helsinki. We will also report from the so-called Nordic List
project, which is funded by Nordforsk to create shared Nordic resources for the
registers of scholarly publication channels in each country. One of the resources is
direct collaboration with the Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ).

References

Aagaard K., Bloch C. W., Schneider J. W., Henriksen D., Lauridsen P. S., Ryan T. K. (2014).
Evaluation of the Norwegian Publication Indicator (in Danish). Oslo: Norwegian Association of
Higher Education Institutions.

Aagaard, K., Bloch, C., & Schneider, J. W. (2015). Impacts of performance-based research
funding systems: The case of the Norwegian Publication Indicator. Research Evaluation, 24(2),
106-117.

Ahlgren, P., Colliander, C., Persson, O. (2012). Field normalized citation rates, field normalized
journal impact and Norwegian weights for allocation of university research funds.
Scientometrics, 92(3): 767-780.

Schneider, J.W. (2009). An outline of the bibliometric indicator used for performance-based
funding of research institutions in Norway, European Political Science 8 (3): 364-378.

Sivertsen, G. & Schneider, J.W. (2012). Evaluering av den bibliometriske forskningsindikator.
Oslo: NIFU.

Sivertsen, G. (2016). Publication-Based Funding: The Norwegian Model. In M. Ochsner, S.E.
Hug, H.D. Daniel (Eds.), Research Assessment in the Humanities. Towards Criteria and
Procedures (pp. 79-90). Zürich: Springer Open.

Technopolis Group. (2013). Evaluation of the Flemish Academic Bibliographic Database for the
Social Sciences and Humanities (VABB-SHW). Executive Summary. Amsterdam: Technopolis
Group.

https://npi.nsd.no/
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Experiences with the rating of publication channels for
the Nordic Model. With a response to a proposal for

automated ratings from Saarela et al. (2016).

Janne Pölönen
Tieteellisten seurain valtuuskunta, Snellmaninkatu 13, 00170 Helsinki, Finland

janne.polonen@tsv.fi

Gunnar Sivertsen
Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research and Education (NIFU),

P.O. Box 2815, 0608 Tøyen, Oslo, Norway
gunnar.sivertsen@nifu.no

Abstract

Norway, Denmark and Finland use the “Norwegian model” of block-grant allocation
that links national publication data to a weighted quality index of publication
channels. In each country, the rating of the publication channels is the responsibility
of experts in the field. Nordforsk is presently funding a Nordic collaboration project
where we merge the lists, compare ratings and study the possibility of sharing
information, thereby reducing the workload and improving the data quality.

In a parallel project in Finland, Saarela et al. (2016) have used new
techniques to demonstrate that Scopus-based IPP, SNIP and SJR, in combination with
the Danish and Norwegian levels, allow for good prediction of the Finnish expert-
ratings. They suggest that automatic rules could replace or assist the expert
qualitative judgment to improve the transparency and objectivity and to save man-
hours and money in the Norwegian model.

In this presentation, we will present the experiences with expert-
based assessments and Nordic collaboration so far and discuss the following topics:

1. Why involve expert panels in the evaluation and what is their task?
2. How large part of the publication channel lists is covered by metrics for

journals?
3. Under what conditions can expert based ratings be expected to be correlated

with citation based journal metrics. Where do we find exceptions?
4. What metrics are already used to inform the panels, and what other

information could be appropriate?
5. What are the main challenges with involving panels in the rating process?
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6. To what degree would automated rankings improve the evaluation process?
7. To what degree would the creation of Nordic versus national panels improve

the process?

References

Ahlgren, P., Corriander, C., & Persson, O. (2012). Field normalized citation rates, field
normalized journal impact and Norwegian weights for allocation of university research funds.
Scientometrics, 92(3), 767–780.

Saarela, M., Kärkkäinen, T., Lahtonen, t., Rossi, T. (2016) “Expert-based versus citation-based
ranking of scholarly and scientific publication channels”, Journal of Informetrics, 10 (2016),
693–718.
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University presses in the context of research evaluation

Jorge Mañana-Rodríguez &  Elea Giménez-Toledo
Research team on Scholarly Book (ILIA)

Spanish National Research Council
jorge.mannana@cchs.csic.es

Abstract

This work focuses on the evaluation of scholarly publishers and, specifically,
university presses. Given the different nature of University Presses from other types
of scholarly publishers, this study intends to: 1) describe and analyze how university
presses  are evaluated in the Norwegian, Finnish and Danish evaluation systems, both
in the normative dimension of evaluation (i.e. whether there are specific provisions
related to university presses as a distinct type of publisher) and in the levels assigned
to that type of publisher (within each country’s categorization and across countries).
That analysis allows identifying convergences and divergences, both in terms of
research policy (normative dimension) and in the results of applying that policy. For
that purpose the (publicly available) general normative concerning the evaluation
system for scholarly books will be presented; particular attention will be paid to,
university presses.  The category of University Presses in the three evaluation
systems will be obtained and compared. A second objective is: 2) to briefly present
how a thematic classification of scholarly publishers has been attained in Spain and
which differences can be observed in the classification by field. Despite the different
approaches in the construction of the evaluation systems in the Nordic countries and
Spain,  assuming similar differences in quality (in a broad sense) across disciplines, it
is discussed how the three evaluation systems could benefit from a thematic
classification of the scholarly publishers,  in general, and University Presses in
particular (taking into account their marked multidisciplinarity).
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Measuring the visibility of conference papers using
Scopus and the Conference Proceedings Citation Index

Martijn S. Visser
Centre of Science and Technology Studies (CWTS),

Leiden University, Kolffpad 1, 2333 BN Leiden, the Netherlands
visser@cwts.leidenuniv.nl

Abstract

Citation indexes commonly used in bibliometric studies such as Scopus and Web of
Science have substantially extended their coverage of non-journal literature in the
last decade. Nevertheless, standard bibliometric indicators are still not very well
accepted in fields where journal articles do not constitute the single most important
outlet channel for scholarly communication. Researchers active in those fields often
point out the superior coverage of Google Scholar or domain specific databases that
offer a more comprehensive representation of their publication output and
corresponding citation scores. However, the use of those alternatives in bibliometric
studies is problematic because of their limited scope in the case of domain specific
databases or because global benchmark values needed for the normalization of
citation scores are lacking as in the case of Google Scholar.

The analysis to be presented in the workshop assesses the adequacy of
Scopus as well as the Conference Proceedings Citation Index (CPCI) that is part of the
Web of Science, to measure the visibility of researchers affiliated with three
technological universities in the Netherlands. The analysis is based on publication
data extracted from local research information systems of these universities and
relates to various fields that are poorly covered by traditional journal based
databases. We focus not only on the coverage of these publications and their impact
but also on data quality, in particular the reliability of the citation links.

Preliminary results show that coverage of proceedings papers in
Scopus is on average twice as high as in the Web of Science. One explanation might
be that the CPCI fails to identify important conferences because of the poor quality of
the citation linkage procedure for conference papers. This hypothesis will be further
explored and discussed at the workshop.
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Evaluation of research publications and publication
channels in astronomy and astrophysics

Eva Isaksson
Helsinki University Library, University of Helsinki, Finland

Eva.Isaksson@helsinki.fi

Henrik Vesterinen
University of Tampere, Finland

Abstract

Astronomy is the oldest of natural sciences. Astronomers have mostly a clear idea of
what should be counted as astronomy. Their preferred bibliometric tool is the NASA
Astrophysics Data System. Others use products like Web of Science and Scopus, along
with related analytics tools to evaluate astronomy. The results are tainted by
inherent problems in the chosen classification system.

The most common challenges and pitfalls are reviewed. In Web of
Science, the inclusion of journals like Physical Review D and Physics Letters B in the
astronomy and astrophysics category mean that a large number of High Energy
Physics papers are starting to distort the outcomes. In Scopus, the fractionalizing of
articles between subject categories causes a different kind of distortion.

We have looked into a set of astronomy publications covering 95% of
the total output for the field of astronomy and astrophysics for Sweden, Denmark,
Finland and Norway for 2000-2015. We provide some results for sets of journals
using InCites, SciVal, VOSviewer and Altmetric Explorer.

Norway, Denmark, and Finland have created journal and publisher
ranking systems that are used in national funding models. Differences in how
astronomy journals are weighed in these systems seem to be related to the volume
of papers published on a national level.
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Publishing across disciplines: A comparison of
organizational and cognitive classification in the social

sciences and humanities

Tim Engels & Raf Guns
Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), Faculty of Social Sciences,

University of Antwerp, Antwerp (Belgium)
tim.engels@uantwerpen.be, raf.guns@uantwerpen.be

Abstract

The VABB-SHW is a comprehensive database of Flemish SSH publications, in which
publications are assigned to disciplines based on the departmental affiliation of the
authors. This organizational classification stands in opposition to a cognitive
classification, in which a publication (channel) is classified according to its contents
(Daraio & Glänzel, 2016).

In this presentation we explore the differences between the
organizational VABB classification and a cognitive classification based on the OECD
Fields of Science (FOS). Since VABB disciplines and FOS disciplines are mostly aligned,
we can determine which publications have a non-matching VABB and FOS discipline.
We refer to these as ‘outside own field’ (OOF) publications.

Our results show that OOF publications are a relatively common
phenomenon, but that large disciplinary differences exist. While 70% of journal
contributions in the humanities are published in humanities journals, this is the case
for only 53% of publications from the social sciences. The share of OOF publications is
highest for communication studies and lowest for law. The comparison of different
kinds of classifications provides a new way of characterizing disciplines as well as
knowledge exchanges between adjacent disciplines.

References

Daraio, C., & Glänzel, W. (2016). Grand challenges in data integration—state of the art and
future perspectives: an introduction. Scientometrics, 108(1), 391–400.
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Methodological challenges in bibliometric cross-country
comparisons of social sciences and humanities using

national data

Linda Sīle
Centre for R&D Monitoring, University of Antwerp

Campus Middelheim – E.107. Middelheimlaan 1 – 2020 Antwerp, Belgium
Linda.Sile@uantwerpen.be

Abstract

Typically, publications in the social sciences and humanities (SSH) tend to be written
more in national languages as opposed to English or other lingua franca. Similarly,
the types of publications often are much more diverse. These two are assumptions
that can be best studied using national data and, preferably, by means of
comparisons of two or more countries. However, cross-country comparisons using
national data, as we will show, contain a range of methodological challenges.

Interest in SSH publication patterns led to an exploratory study, the
preliminary results of which are presented here. The study aimed to acquire a
general insight into differences and similarities in publication patterns within SSH
across 13 European countries (among them: Denmark, Finland, Norway, and
Sweden). The aim was pursued by means of a questionnaire containing questions on
national databases in the respective countries and series of bibliometric indicators
(e.g., the share of publications in English, the share of co-authored publications).

The preliminary findings point to considerable differences in designs of
national databases and practices of data registration and processing. Hence, an
accurate interpretation of cross-country comparison of indicators is not achievable
without an examination of the role that the differences in, say, classifications of
publication types, play in the resulting indicators. Such methodological challenges are
the focus of the presentation.

Keywords: bibliometrics, social sciences and humanities, publication patterns,
comparison, national databases, methodology.
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Diversity of Research Evaluation Systems in Europe

Michael Ochsner
FORS, Lausanne and ETH Zurich, Switzerland

ochsner@gess.ethz.ch

Emanuel Kulczycki
Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznań, Poland

Aldis Gedutis
Klaipeda University, Lithuania

Abstract

Various countries implemented national research evaluation systems during the last
decades. In some countries, evaluation is less centralized whereas, in other countries,
evaluation is organized at the level of institutions exclusively. To get an overview of
this diversity, several typologies for research evaluation systems have been
suggested (Coryn et al., 2007; Geuna & Martin, 2001;2003; Hicks, 2010; 2012; von
Tunzelmann & Mbula, 2003). In this presentation, we want to point out two
weaknesses of these typologies and suggest a classification that is able to reflect
diversity while still highlighting similarities.

The first weakness relates to the selection of countries. So far, the
typologies focussed on a few countries, usually those for which information and data
is available. The other weakness is that they do not include discipline-specific
adaptations of the evaluation procedures, such as, e.g., no use of metrics in social
sciences and humanities.

We will present a classification for research evaluation systems that
has been developed using a two-round Delphi-like survey among specialists in
research evaluation in 33 European countries. The classification can differentiate
along dimensions that reflect country diversity as well as differentiation between
groups of disciplines. The results show that while there are commonalities in
research evaluation systems, there is much diversity in the organization of research
evaluation across Europe if many dimensions are included.

References
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Abstract

Increased attention to Open Science in research policy raises questions about how to
incorporate Open Science in research evaluation. There is recognition among policy
circles of the need for better alignment between the objectives of open science and
the criteria used for evaluating the outcome of research [1, 2]. Key factors
contributing to the need for better alignment include researchers’ publishing
practices, wherein journal prestige is prioritized ahead of openness [3], and the
additional effort entailed in opening up resources embedded in particular research
practices [4]. Both point to a complex relationship between reputational incentives
and the focus on impact in research evaluation. Recent contributions addressing this
issue generally characterize the solution as a need to incentivize implementation of
Open Science and/or expand research evaluation criteria to include aspects of
openness [2]). However, it remains unclear how to facilitate evaluation of open
science across heterogeneous research settings. In this presentation, I outline an
“evaluative inquiry” approach to the assessment of open science. The evaluative
inquiry framework [5] treats evaluation events as instances of knowledge production,
in close interaction with those who are being evaluated. This co-production
orientation shifts evaluation from strictly top-down to a more dialogic process, and
from strictly rewarding past output to also mobilizing future-oriented research
planning. The aim of this approach is to situate evaluation in the context of local
epistemic priorities, thereby linking evaluation to research practices rather than to
administrative tasks. In this way, evaluation is enrolled in both the implementation
and assessment of open science.
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Abstract

This paper deals with the causes of the national differences in the level of scientific
research. The level of scientific research is defined as the citation-impact of
publications. The paper is based on a scrutinity of the explanation models presented
in the relevant literature: 1) the number of talented researchers, 2) the amount of
research funding, and 3) the conditions of research environment (modes of research
funding, the time available for research, the infrastructure, the economies of scale,
concentration, national and international cooperation, etc.). The explanatory power
of the models is critically examined based on the results of empirical studies and
mutual comparison. The paper is part of a research project “Why is Finland not
successful in international science comparisons?”. The empirical part of the project is
carried out by comparing Finland to Switzerland, the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden
and Norway. The research includes some ideas on how to improve Finland’s position
in international science comparisons.
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Abstract

Co-authorship data is commonly applied for providing indicators of international
scientific collaboration. The extent of such collaboration varies significantly across
domains and disciplines. Usually, the databases Web of Science (WoS) or Scopus have
been applied when analyzing collaboration bibliometrically.

In this study, we have used the Norwegian Cristin database as an
alternative data source for studying international collaboration.  In contrast to WoS
and Scopus, this database has complete coverage of all peer-reviewed scientific and
scholarly publication output, including books. Collaborative aspects of the Norwegian
research system are analyzed using this database, with an emphasis on
characteristics at field, subfield levels and institutions. The results are compared with
similar indicators based on the set of publications indexed in WoS and Scopus. The
proportion of internationally co-authored publications is significantly lower in the
Cristin dataset than in the corresponding WoS and Scopus datasets, particularly this
holds for the humanities and social sciences (Figure 1). Thus, the results one obtains
on the extent of collaboration varies depending on the database used. The analysis
also shows that the various Norwegian HE-institutions are affected differently by this
issue.

Explanations and implications of the findings will be discussed. Factors
relating to the coverage of the databases, publication patterns and languages are
relevant. It is emphasized that the limitations of WoS and Scopus need to be taken
into account when using them in comparative bibliometric analyses.
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Proportion of internationally co-authored publications by domains. Total Norway
2015-2016 based on different databases (preliminary findings, N= 45898).
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Abstract

Since their creation in 2007, European Research Council (ERC) Starting,
Consolidator and Advanced grants have increasingly become a measure of
prestige for universities. The number of ERC grantees a university gets per
year can now appear as a proxy to its research excellence. As universities are
putting a lot of effort to best support their applicants for ERC grants, they are
looking for ways to (i) pre-select the researchers who have the best chances
to have a successful application and (ii) proactively identify potential
applicants who were not considering an application.

Both the University of Aarhus and the University of Helsinki have
analyzed the bibliometric performance of past ERC grantees to try and identify
their “performance profile”. The objective of this study would be to build on
those past analyses to (i) update results from past analyses (2014-2015 in this
case) to analyze the evolution of grantees’ performance for a given type of
grant and panel, (ii) compare grantees’ profiles between panels and (iii) try
and identify to most relevant metrics for such an assessment.

This presentation explores those different elements, articulated
into these main parts:

ERC grant structure and growing importance of those grants for universities
Comparison of methods and results
Analysis of Helsinki University
Analysis of Aarhus University
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Abstract

The effects of performance-based research funding systems (PRFS) are much
debated (Aagaard & Schneider 2017). It is often assumed that PRFS create an
increasing pressure to publish among academics (Fanelli & Larivière 2016). In Finland
publications have been a criterion in the government’s block grant funding for
universities since 2007, and the share of funding allocated on the basis of
publications has multiplied after that.

To study if there is a pressure to publish and resulting inflation of
scientific publications in the Finnish research community, we analysed personnel,
publication and citation data on Finnish universities, and found that the average
publication productivity among Finnish university staff has not increased from 1998
to 2016 (Pölönen & Auranen 2017). We also looked at the Web of Science
publications in 1998-2014, and found that publication productivity of academics is
not exceptionally high in Finland, compared to Sweden, Denmark and Norway.
Citation impact has not remarkably decreased in Finland compared to the other
Nordic countries since the introduction of the publication indicator in 2007.

PFRS may increase the pressure to publish (or experience of it) by
raising the standards with regard to peer-review and publication channels. But also
other factors contribute to pressure to demonstrate research prowess. Researchers
face harsher competition for positions partaken by an increasing number of domestic
and foreign researchers. A large share of universities’ research funding in Finland is
competitive project funding, and often funding proposals are evaluated by
international experts who appreciate publishing in leading international outlets.
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Abstract

Introduction
Leiden Manifesto (LM) is ten principles to guide quantitative research evaluation.1

Universities have launched policies on responsible metrics inspired by LM.2 As
supplement or alternative to these top-down implementations, we explore a bottom-
up approach.

Objective
A sound bibliometric analysis that meets the requests from clients, e.g. management
and researchers at a university, can be a demanding task. The foci of bibliometricians
and clients do not always overlap.3,4 We test if LM can be used as a “consumer label”
on a bibliometric analysis, providing clients with information about the contents and
facilitating responsible use. The goal is to improve how applied bibliometrics are
conducted and used.

Methodology
We select two typical cases from Copenhagen University Library Bibliometric Service.
The first is a bibliometric analysis of the research from a department at the
university. The second is a calculation of an h-index for a research proposal. LM is
used as a “consumer label” for both analyses.
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Selected results
Based on the two cases, we see the following potentials in using the ten LM
principles as a “consumer label” on a bibliometric analysis.

- Evaluation of own practice. E.g. bibliometricians could do more to ensure that those
evaluated verify and thus legitimize the analysis (Principle 5).

- Advise clients on use of the analysis. E.g. remind clients that not all research activities
and publications are covered and how this can affect the results and use of the
analysis (Principle 3).

- Emphasize division of responsibilities. E.g. it is the responsibility of the client to
supply the research mission and of the bibliometrician to select appropriate
indicators (Principle 2).3
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Abstract

Gender disparity in terms of citation performance has been widely documented in the
scientific literature. Some research suggests that women’s publications are cited at
lower rates than men’s publications, whilst others have found the opposite results or
no differences. The process of scientific citations seems to be subject to considerable
biases. As an example, it is believed that information about authors with regard to
country or university might have a negative effect on the number of received citations.
The research topic of an article is also believed to have an effect on received citations.
Thus, biases may also be due to the research topic of an article.

Females and male researchers differ in their research interests. This
study aims to investigate whether there is a gender bias in citing scholars, when
controlling for the availability of information about authors (i.e. affiliation, biography,
and photographs) and the topic of their papers. There are three objectives. First, to
compare the number of citations received by female and male authors. Second, to
compare female and male authors’ citations received based on the availability of
authors’ information. Third, to compare female and male authors’ number of citations
received in papers with similar topics.

The dataset of this study is composed of a sample of articles and reviews
published by the top 5 % of highly productive authors in the field of chemistry,
retrieved from the WOS database between 2012 and 2014. In order to control for the
impact of author byline order, we only focused on those records where the productive
author was the corresponding author.

Keywords: Bibliometrics, citation bias, authors’ information, topic similarity, gender
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Abstract

Over  the last  decades scientific  integrity  became a  hot  issue in  science policy.   The
physicist J.H. Schön who co-authored more than 90 papers, was at the beginning of
the century at the center of a famous fraud case.  In September 2002 an investigation
commissioned by Bell Labs, his employer concluded that 17 papers contained
manipulation and misrepresentation of data. They were retracted along with an
additional 14 papers based on them. As is frequently the case, some of these papers
remain cited even several years after retraction.

In this study using natural language processing tools, the full text of the
subset of the citing articles published in Elsevier journals is used to analyze the in-text
distribution of the citations to Schön’s retracted oeuvre, and their precise mention.
Between the publication year and 2016 these papers were cited in Elsevier journals
211 times (self-citations were excluded) and mentioned 998 in the text of the citing
articles.

This in-text distribution evolves over time with 2004 as caesura: after
that year most references were located in the introduction and before they were more
evenly distributed throughout the text. Each mention in the text was classified: 87%
were  neutral  with  no  judgment  on  the  cited  work’s  validity,  7%  were  negative  or
mentioned fraud, and 6% were positive. However the latter category contains mostly
theoretical work on models.

In ongoing work the evolution of the distribution of in-text references
of retracted papers by Schön is benchmarked using a stratified random sample from
the same Elsevier journals.
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Abstract

Rousseau and Rousseau (2017) have proposed the concept to metric-wiseness which
is defined as a researcher’s capacity to use the characteristics and formats of
scientometric indicators to present their own research value. They conducted a pilot
study in the area of agricultural economy and showed various interesting differences
in the respondents’ knowledge about indicators. However, this concept has not been
investigated across various fields of science yet. Thus, my findings might be a
relevant contribution showing how researchers use metrics in various fields.

In this presentation, I would like to share the results of my research on
metric-wiseness. I have analyzed 3,695 documents (82,710 pages in total) of the so-
called self-presentations from  the  academic  promotion  procedures  in  all  fields  of
science in Poland (the 2011–2016 period). I have used the MaxQDA and SPSS software
to code and analyze the documents.

The results of my analysis make it possible to answer the following
questions: What are differences between the different fields of science in using
scientometric indicators for reporting research portfolio? What are differences
between the female and male scholars in using scientometric indicators? and – finally
– Is the metric-wiseness related with the publication patterns (publication types)?

My findings prove that in general there are significant differences
between ‘hard sciences’ and ‘soft sciences’ in the metric-wiseness patterns. For
instance, scholars from medical sciences are „heavy users” of scientometric indicators,
whereas scholars from the humanities write the shortest self-presentations and almost
do not use scientometric indicators.
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Abstract

We show that the activity index should better be replaced by an F-type measure,
namely the harmonic mean of the country’s share in the world’s publication output in
the given domain and the given domain’s share in the country’s publication output.

We recall that the activity index (AI) of country C with respect to a given
domain D is defined as:

the country’s share in the world’s publication output in domain D divided by the
country’s share in the world’s publication output in all domains.

The mathematical framework of the AI, though with other meanings
and sometimes slightly transformed, e.g., the relative specialization index, has been
used in many contexts

We consider the following parameters (for a given publication window)

α : the number of publications by country C in domain D

β : the total number of publications in the world in domain D

γ : the number of publications by country C

δ : the number of publications in the world and in all domains

Then:

AI
a a

b g
g b

d d

= =

What is the meaning of this indicator? The activity index of the USA in
chemistry may increase just because another country has an increase in articles on
biology (leading to an increase in δ). Hence a change in the activity index can happen
for reasons which have nothing to do with the country or the domain one is interested
in. This observation is important for policy reasons as fluctuations in the value of the
AI for a given country and domain are never the result of that country’s policy with
respect to D alone. There are uncontrollable external factors at play.
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Consequently counterintuitive results may occur. It may happen that if
a country’s activity in a domain increases and nothing else changes the AI nevertheless
decreases: see the following table.

α
(increased)

α
(decreased)

α 190 200 180

β 200 210 190

γ 200 210 190

δ 400 410 390

AI 1.9 1.859 1.945

F 0.95 0.9524 0.9474

A new proposal: the F-activity measure

We think that researchers are generally not interested in the AI but in the ratios (α/β)
and (α/γ).  Forming their harmonic means, which is conceptually the same as the F-
measure with respect to Recall and Precision in IR, leads to the following indicator:

2 2 2
1 1
/ /

F a
b g b g

a b a g a b

= = =
++ +

< 1

Theorem.

If α increases then the F-measure increases.

Proof.

Let λ > 0 then we have to show that

2 2( )
( ) ( )

a a l
b g b l g l

+
<

+ + + +

2 2 4 2 2 2 2
2 QED
ab al al ab ag lb lg
a b g

Û + + < + + +
Û < +

Reconsidering the example we calculate the F-value (see last row of table) and notice
that all counterintuitive results disappear.
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Abstract

Based on the scholarly output in Norway, we aim to determine the total amount of
free online articles, and prove whether there exists a citation advantage for these.
We also investigate whether these articles receive more mentions on social media
platforms such as tweets, Facebook entries or blog posts.

The total scholarly publication output of Norway is indexed by CERES,
the Current Information System in Norway. Based on DOIs provided by CERES, we
searched a) Google Scholar for freely available full texts and their citation counts, and
b) altmetric.com for mentions of these articles. We analysed the extracted data by
publishing year, citation counts, full text availability, full text provider and social
media mentions. In addition to publication data, CERES also provides data on the
contributing authors, such as gender, age, affiliation and position. We show how
these parameters affect the scholars’ social media impact.

Dependent on subject field, we find that as much as 70 % of all articles
are freely available in one version or another. We also find a clear advantage for
open publishing; on average, these documents receive almost 30 % more mentions
on social media platforms and twice as many citations, indicating that open
publishing and social engagement is the future of scholarly communication.
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Abstract

Open Access is becoming more and more accepted, both in the academic community
and in science governance. In this study we compare two studies of Open Access
publishing, under two different mandates. The data collection in both studies
differed, while the methodology to calculate indicators for three relatively small
countries in Europe was similar. The indicators relate to output and impact measures,
for Denmark, the Netherlands, and Switzerland. The choice for these three countries
is made on the basis of the similarities between the science systems, the organization
of the local university system, the funding structures, and the fact that these three
countries are, after the US, the three countries that have dominated global rankings
on the national level for almost 20 years.

The data for the study stem from two different studies. The first was a
study commissioned by the Dutch government, in order to monitor the development
of Open Access publishing by the Dutch academic community, after the declaration
of the Dutch Open Access mandate in 2014. The second set of data stems from a
recent study measuring the impact of publications registered in the OpenAIRE
system, and forthcoming from European FP-7 funding. Results between the two
studies differ, mainly due to the differences in the level of analysis and the definition
and operationalization of Open Access in both studies.
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Abstract

People familiar with the Twitter account @RealPeerReview might associate it with
online cultural wars, representing the “alt-right” side of that war. According to Nagle
(2017), the other side is the “identitarian privilege-checking left” (p. 75) whose main
preoccupation is “gender fluidity and providing a safe space to explore other
concerns like mental ill-health, physical disability, race, cultural identity, and
‘intersectionality’” (p. 69). The @RealPeerReview Twitter account, associated with
such online personalities as Milo Yiannopolous and Dr. Jordan Peterson, “publishes
the titles and abstracts, sometimes with funny quotes, of absurd academic papers
typically from cultural studies or theory-based journals, on everything from feminist
analysis of glaciers to fat masculinities” (Nagle 2017, p. 84).

In this paper, we take a deliberatively different framing to this
phenomenon. Instead of viewing @RealPeerReview as a vehicle engaged in online
culture wars, we study it as a revelatory case of contemporary research
dissemination. Even though the dissemination is mostly negative, @RealPeerReview
still popularizes a myriad of scholarly publications.

Assessment of scholarly impact has traditionally focused on citations in
scientific articles, but recently other types of metrics have emerged (e.g. Sugimoto et
al, 2017). Altmetrics is one of the prominent new metrics, measuring attention of
research articles in social media outlets. We find that @RealPeerReview constitutes
to a majority of the social media attention to many of the linked papers. We discuss
whether any publicity is good publicity, as the old proverb claims, and provide
questions for the future application of Altmetrics in research practice.
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Abstract

Dissemination of research data is an important aspect of open research and
publishing practices. Data publishing impacts sharing, collaboration between data
creators and data users, transparency, reproducibility and accountability of research.
How data are handled is therefore an important aspect of the Responsible Research
and Innovation agenda of the European Union. Worldwide, researchers are meeting
new opportunities of accessing, sharing, re-using, interpreting data and data citing.
Currently in the Web of Science citations of data amount to 20% of the cited
references in the social science and to 7% in the arts & humanities (White paper,
2015). In the frame of the COST-action ENRESSH, a review of the data sharing SSH
journals and platforms is conducted. The review consists of two parts: (1) an
overview of SSH journals and platforms that focus on publishing and sharing data,
and (2) an analysis of the data policies of a random sample of SSH journals. For the
latter analysis we looked up the online author instructions and journal policy for the
year 2017 of a random set of SSH journals selected from the Finish journal list. Per
journal, the existing data-publishing policy is examined in light of established
processes. We paid particular attention to data journals and journals special sections
for data papers and for supplementary materials. Where relevant, the open data
policy and supplementary material policy were examined and a comparison has been
made between standard subscription based journals and open access journals in this
regard. We will present first findings of this review during the workshop.
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Abstract

There is a growing interest to disseminate and evaluate research data. This has led to
an urgent need to develop practices and infrastructure. There are several on-going
projects and initiatives targeting to enabling research data metrics, such as project
Mildred at the University of Helsinki and Data Citation Roadmap for Finland. I am
currently conducting a data metrics survey at the Helsinki University Library, and will
present its viewpoints and preliminary results.

Open science movement and funder mandates have raised the profile
of sharing research data. Lately researchers themselves have actively promoted the
idea that also other research outputs than traditional publications should be
considered as acknowledged sources for scientific reward system. Firstly, this is due
to promoting science and secondly, due to demonstrating research impact. However,
together with this growing interest to disseminate and evaluate research data
similarly to research publications, there are obstacles in realizing them.

At this stage it is evident that the University of Helsinki needs to:

· take data management into consideration throughout the research process,
not only in parts of it

· understand the dynamic and varied nature of research data
· improve its infrastructure, e.g. data management and data storage services
· develop metadata practices in order to achieve open, linked high-quality

metadata and also to enable precise identification.
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Abstract

Introduction and contribution
The development towards open science including open data and open publishing,
emphasizes the importance of proper data management plans and related practices.
This study focuses on investigating academic researchers’ and doctoral students’
experiences and attitudes towards data management, especially regarding open
data, in Finland.

Methods

This study is part of an international project on Data Literacy and Research Data
Management. The survey instrument, consisting of 24 questions, was created by
researchers from England, Turkey and France. LimeSurvey online platform was used
for data collection. The survey (in English, Finnish and Swedish) was distributed by
utilising the higher education institutions’ and research organisations’ personnel
involved in the development of the national data management tool (Tuuli-project
2016). The data were collected in June and July 2017. The statistical analysis was
conducted by using IBM SPSS Statistics. From the respondents 469 answered all of
the questions.

Results
In general, many informants are uncertain of the issues related to open research data
management. Although numerous institutes and funding bodies recommend
openness of research conventions, not all informants are aware of this. Almost half
(48.5%) consider themselves familiar with the open access requirements. Third
(35.2%) are not comfortable and willing to share their research data with others.
Only few have had training on e.g., data management plans (8.1%) or metadata
(3.3%) but many would like to. The results could be beneficial for universities and
other research organizations in promoting open data initiatives.
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Abstract

In this paper, I propose to use a model of epistemic virtues, as developed by Linda
Zagzebski and Miranda Fricker1, to clarify the question of impact in the humanities
and how it can be evaluated. The model will be developed through the concept of
social capacities (as used by Bennworth et al.2) through the following hypothesis:
Social capacities can be usefully understood by a theory of epistemic virtues. In the
paper I will attempt such an analysis using concrete cases of “pathways to impact”
collected in the COST network ENRESSH3.
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Abstract

Many scientometric studies are based on publication counts of scientists, institutions,
etc. in order to analyze their productivity (by publication counts) and impact (by
citation counts) or to determine their visibility. Thereby, visibility is a fluid concept
which has been defined in different ways during the last years. Since the internet
age, a part of an author’s visibility is her or his online visibility. How can online
visibility be measured? Often (e.g. Ingwersen, 2000), authors’ (scientific) publications
within an information service (mostly Web of Science or Scopus) are counted in order
to determine their visibility, their productivity or even their “quality.” Such an
approach is based on the degree of coverage in the respectively considered
database. To take all of an author’s scientific publications into account, it is possible
to calculate the relative visibility of an author in different online information services
(Dorsch, 2017); however, does this really make such a big difference?

To apply the indicator on a broader audience, we investigated the
online visibility of nine randomly chosen ISSI (International Society for Informetrics
and Scientometrics) Scientific Committee authors in WoS, Scopus and Google
Scholar. Therefore all scientific publications of each author, published within the time
period from January 1, 2007, until December 31, 2016, were selected from the
personal publication lists of the authors. Compared to the number of publications in
their personal publications lists, it arises that visibility values vary greatly, depending
on the chosen information service.

Purpose of the presentation will be the discussion of the relative
visibility indicator, its methodology and the results of the study.
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Abstract

While societal impact is on the agenda of evaluators for some years, the importance
granted to impact in the UK’s Research Excellence Framework in 2014 led to the
implementation of societal impact as an important criterion in research evaluation
procedures, grant awarding processes and journal policies all over Europe.
Specialized workshops are offered at universities where scholars can learn how to
improve or showcase the (direct) impact of their research.

In this presentation, I will argue that while societal impact of research
is an important issue, the conceptualization of it in current research evaluation
practices and the science policy discourse is not only vague and difficult to capture or
measure but is flawed in its very heart. The focus on societal impact in its current
form leads to numerous adverse effects such as goal displacement, task reduction or
selectivity of topics. It also favours some disciplines over others and takes an
enormous amount of effort and time to be captured.

The main reason for many of these issues lies in the ecological fallacy
inherent in the concept. While research has, finally, to have societal impact and
universities need to serve the society, it is not on the level of the research project,
that research should have a (direct) impact, but research as such must have an
impact. I will suggest a re-conceptualization of societal impact that reduces the
above-mentioned adverse effects on the research systems the current
conceptualization is likely to have and will lead to more efficient policy transfer.
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Abstract

To what extent are audiences around the world engaging with Arctic research? Public
and government support is vital for securing long-term funding, but traditional
bibliometrics such as citation counts and journal-level indicators do little to
demonstrate how the research produced is being shared and received amongst a
broader audience.

This study examines the altmetrics data -- online attention to
individual research outputs from sources including public policy outlets, the
mainstream media, social networks and other scholarly and non-scholarly platforms -
- for Arctic research over a 2 year period. The results show where this research is
having an influence on public policies around the world, and enable us to gather
valuable insights into how scientific findings are being communicated by
international press outlets.

We then evaluate the extent to which these data can be used to
support future funding applications, inform outreach, engagement and
communication strategies, and to help forge new collaborations, both geographical
and disciplinary.
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Abstract

Performance-based funding systems are designed to encourage research and
innovation. The Norwegian Model has been implemented in Belgium (Flanders),
Denmark, Finland, Norway, among others, at aggregated level. Whilst the long-term
effects of Norwegian model are still in question, it is generally agreed and expected
that the number of publication in prestigious channels and their impact will increase.
University College Dublin in the Republic of Ireland has recently adopted the model
using the Danish list, implemented at individual level. The output-based research
support scheme rewards individual researchers based on number of publications and
supervision of doctoral students. A “ranked publication channel list” was created for
all research areas, including peer-reviewed journals and academic book publishers.
Each publication is ranked as level 1 or 2, largely based on the Danish ratings, but
also factors such as journal impact factor and inputs from consultation with academic
staff. In this presentation/poster, we will discuss the process of the implementation
of the model and challenges, including the construction of the ranked publication
channel list, consultation process, and model modifications in the second year of
implementation. We will also address questions pertaining to the balance between
knowledge fields, local and international collaboration, and future evaluation of the
model.
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Abstract

Bibliometric analysis (BA) has been used increasingly as a tool within the scientific
community. Interplay is vital between those involved in refining bibliometric
methods and the recipients of this type of analysis. A sufficient number of studies
have been completed, and with the resulting literature, it is now possible to
analyse the bibliometric method by using its own methodology.
Bibliometric articles are classified in accordance with a modified version of Derrick’s,
Jonker’s and Lewison’s (DJL) method [1]. Production as well as citations patterns
reflect working methodologies in different disciplines within the specialized Library
and Information Science (LIS) field, as well as in the non-specialist (non-LIS)
professional field. The amount of cross-referencing between the LIS and the non-LIS
field is modest in publications outside their main categories of interest, i.e.
discussions of various bibliometic issues or strict analyses of various topics.

The impact in the different groupings is judged by means of citation
analysis using normalized data and an almost linear increase can be observed from
1994 onwards in the non-LIS category. A keyword analysis identifies the most
popular subjects covered by bibliometric analysis, and multidisciplinary articles are
shown to have the highest impact. Analyses published by authors from ‘up-and-
coming’ countries show an overweight of papers that relate to issues on industrial
applications.
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Abstract

The library of Wageningen University & Research (WUR) delivers bibliometric analysis
for various evaluations throughout the institution. The current self-developed system
is based on Web of Science and Essential Science Indicators Baselines1. During the
last national evaluation critical comments on the current system have been made
and lead to a project in which the WUR-system was compared to two commercial
systems, namely InCites and SciVal. In the project we studied what the effect will be
on the bibliometric indicators when shifting to one of the commercial systems.

In the project we analysed the publications of 14 chair groups and the
research institutes – currently the main level for evaluation – with the three available
systems. The WUR-system provides a Mean Normalised Citations Score and the share
of top 10% and top 1% most cited publications.

Groups from the social sciences and groups in applied sciences
(institutes) profit from a change from Web of Science as a citation database to
Scopus resulting in better coverage of the scientific articles. For some groups Staff
Publications results in higher Mean Normalized Citation Scores and for the other
groups SciVal results in higher scores. Again groups from the social sciences and
groups in applied sciences benefit from a change in system from Staff Publications to
SciVal. Groups in more fundamental sciences score lower in systems with more
differentiated categories like SciVal and InCites. This can be explained by the
distribution of the publications over more and smaller categories with higher citation
baselines compared to ESI-baselines.
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Abstract

Established in 2010, Aalto University is a new university with centuries of experience.
It was created from the merger of three Finnish universities and today it consists of
six schools: School of Arts, Design and Architecture; School of Business; School of
Chemical Engineering; School of Electrical Engineering; School of Engineering and
School of Science with nearly 20 000 students and 4 700 employees, 390 of which are
professors. Aalto University has a tenure track system with clearly set evaluation
criteria and selection process. The tenure track evaluation criteria is based on the
principles of predictability, transparency, and comparability with international
standards.

Bibliometric analysis have been an integrated part of Aalto University
recruiting processes since 2011 and the bibliometric service portfolio has evolved to
support the different phases of the tenure track system. The services are all a result
of collaboration between several sections of the university: the Management
Information Services (MIS) unit coordinates the bibliometric analysis and
collaboration partners include HR, the Learning Centre (Library), Research and
Innovation Services (RIS), and the selection committees of the schools. In the
publication analysis the international bibliometric indicators are used and the overall
methodology follows the policies highlighted e.g. in the Leiden Manifesto and the
Acumen Portfolio. The poster will give an overview of the current bibliometric service
portfolio, the respective partnerships of the service in question, and volume of the
service.

The poster will focus on the recently launched new service, the Talent
Search that aims to identify and attract good candidates to apply for a tenure track
position at Aalto University. Talent Search brings together the knowhow of the
School´s search committee, HR recruiting specialist, and the bibliometric information
specialists of MIS. Based on the descriptive information about the post given by the
selection committee the information specialists prepare a search strategy in the
bibliometric databases to track down potential candidates. The dialogue with the
selection committee continues until the result matches the intended scope of
candidates in terms of their tenure track level and publication activity. The HR
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specialist is subsequently responsible of personally contacting the identified suitable
candidates to market the open position. Aalto Talent Search service specifications
were introduced in 2015 and the first appointment based on its results took place in
2017.



49

Measuring Open Access in Finland

Jyrki Ilva
National Library of Finland

jyrki.ilva@helsinki.fi

Abstract

The Finnish Open Access monitoring efforts are integrated with the national data
collection conducted by CSC for the Ministry of Education and Culture. The
publication data collected from the CRIS of each participating organization can be
browsed at Juuli (www.juuli.fi), a discovery interface developed by the National
Library of Finland.

Starting from 2016, two separate fields have been used for indicating
the OA status of each publication. One of the fields indicates whether the publication
is OA via a Gold or a Hybrid channel, and the second field is used for indicating
whether it has been deposited into a repository.

The OA definition used in the data collection has been made as clear
as possible:

· The publication should be at least free to read
· Gold/Hybrid and Green OA are all accepted
· Embargoes are allowed for Green OA
· Depositing into an institutional or a subject-based repository is OK, but

papers available at sites like Research Gate or Academia.edu don’t count
· The OA version must be peer-reviewed to qualify

According to the current dataset for the year 2016, 28.9 % of all peer-
reviewed articles produced within the Finnish universities were reported as being
OA. The amount of overlap between Gold/Hybrid and Green OA was higher than
expected - about 60 % of the articles deposited into repositories were already OA via
Gold/Hybrid channels. The share of OA articles was highest within the natural
sciences (36 %) and lowest in engineering and technology (21 %).
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Abstract

The poster will present the possibility of the application of information visualisation
(InfoVis) techniques in bibliometrics on the example of CYTBIN, the Polish
bibliographic database developed at University of Silesia. The aim of InfoVis is to
produce visual representations of data in order to gain both general and specific
knowledge regarding the analysed field. The following graphs will be shown:

· Co-citation map – the graph will be generated using the co-citation metrics.
The nodes will represent scientific articles, while the weighted edges will
show the co-citation similarity. The PageRank will be calculated and used to
define the size of article titles. The map will be looking like a „cloud of words”
(titles) but the location of titles will not be random and their size will not
depend on the frequency of occurrences. This technique will show the
possibilities of clustering of thematically related scientific articles;

· Collaboration network (Erdős number graph) – the graph will present the
Erdős number of the given Polish scientist. The orbital layout will be used.
The scientists who collaborated with her directly will be shown in the first
orbit, while the second one will present the scientists who collaborated with
her co-workers. The edge thickness will show the strength of scientific
cooperation in terms of articles co-authoring. For the purpose of comparison,
the same information will be given in tabular form.
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Abstract

Citations support a research system to provide the necessary recognition and reward
for data work, in addition to providing attribution detail, facilitating access, fostering
collaboration, and ensuring transparency and reproducibility.

Tracing Data Project has used the FORCE11 Data Citation Synthesis Group: Joint
Declaration of Data Citation Principles (2014) as a point of departure and a framework,
recognising several action points for embedding good data citation practices to the
Finnish research ecosystem. The action points have been further developed into
stakeholder specific recommendations. They are supported by a data reference model,
that indicates both mandatory and optional information elements. The
recommendations and the data reference model form together a data citation
roadmap for the Finnish research community.

As a general measure the Tracing Data Project recommends that both individual and
organisational members of the Finnish research community endorse the FORCE11 data
citation principles and that one of the stakeholders takes on the responsibility of
translating the principles to national languages.
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Abstract

Citation Indexes are well-known tools for academic search, and has also been widely
used for citation analysis and quantitative research evaluation. These indexes have,
however, until now only been based on bibliographic data and not the full text of
documents. That is, the indexes can show who refers to who and facilitates the
counting of number of citations received, but not why the citations were given. Full
scientific text is, however, becoming increasingly available and this allows for
extraction of the citation contexts around each reference in a citing paper. In this
position presentation I reflect on the new possibilities offered by Citation Context
Analysis (CCA), e.g. for enhancing the scientific information search process, and
extended citation impact measures for research evaluation, as well as the problems
of CCA, e.g. the data coverage and extraction challenges and ethical concerns.
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Abstract

This study examines the impact of open access (OA) research publications of Nordic
regions using gold, green and hybrid OA publications from Web of Science. Until very
recently, the Web of Science included a “gold” OA filter option representing only a
fraction of OA. Currently, Web of Science partnered with Impact Story allowing WoS
users to access approximately18 million verified, legal open access articles via
Impactstory’s oaDOI knowledgebase. In this study, we identify recently published top
performing OA articles and reviews (year of publication 2014) from Denmark, Finland
Norway, Sweden, Iceland and Nordic region. We define as top papers performing
above the world average, normalized by research area, publication year and
document type.  We analyze the journals in which OA Nordic papers were most
heavily published in and the journals’ academic status (journal impact factor), the
subject area categorization of the OA research output, the collaboration networks of
Nordic OA papers and the major funding bodies that have been acknowledged by the
Nordic OA papers.
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Abstract

In research assessment and job applications, researchers are required to submit their
curriculum vitae (CV) and publication lists as part of the evaluation process. Typically,
the CV and publication list are presented as two seperate documents, listing
chronologically academic activities and publications. Relational and contextual
information are perhaps added in a short narrative, but primarily there is a
dislocation between the two documents.

Increasingly, evaluations are managing large volumes of data and it is
important for the evaluand to create insight from their existing data. In this case, the
relationships between publications and academic activites matter more than the
individual activity.  In order to leverage relationships in CV and publication data, we
explore the usefulness of OrientDB, a multimodel noSQL database with a graph
database engine, that claims to be simple and effecient to use. OrientDB provides the
possibility to work with multiple types of data in different formats and combine the
power of graphs with documents and geospatial models. As a result, one has a
greater influence on visualizing the relationships between precise fields in the CV and
publication data.  The aim is to explore if using OrientDB can present a
supplementary infographic in evaluation using CV and publication information
visually, as an analytical tool to create maps, giving the evaluand the opportunity to
draw thematic connections between job experience/career goals and publication
activites.
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Abstract

Prioritizing quantity of publications over quality by many researchers is an
unintended effect of the national evaluation in Czech Republic. Simple journal-level
indicators behind the evaluation procedures over-simplify the complex view at
research performance. Many research organizations accepted these indicators for
internal analysis and assessment of the quality of research.

In opposition to this trend, Masaryk University progressed in
implementing qualified bibliometrics with professional tools and approaches into
decision-making procedures and strategies at all levels.

In the poster, we demonstrate sample analyses and their outputs at
the Masaryk University, especially the exercise of identifying research excellence and
focus areas. We used two approaches. Firstly, “bottom-up” approach, deduction of
impactful research topics by analysing citation data in the whole publication record
together with a validation of highly cited publications of MU authors in their other
production. Besides this, we unsuccessfully tested application of CWTS microfields
for identifying impactful topics by pre-defined keywords.

As a “top-down” approach, we reviewed and consulted results of our
analysis with vice-deans for research before making final decision. Results of both
approaches matched very well. Identification of excellent research topics is now
being used for official university marketing and web presentation. University
environment accepted bibliometrics stepwise as a useful research-supporting tool
and accepted emphasis on individual excellence. Important discussions started about
research performance and demand for further bibliometric monitoring. The most
progressive result is that professional bibliometrics will be part of newly designed
internal research evaluation.
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Abstract

The Label for Peer-reviewed Scholarly Publications is aimed at academic publishers
who wish to mark out the peer-reviewed books and articles they have published. A
Finnish equivalent for the Guaranteed Peer Reviewed Content (GPRC) label in
Belgium, the Peer-review Label was introduced and registered as a trademark of the
Federation of Finnish Learned Societies (TSV) in October 2014.

A 2014 survey targeted at Finnish scholarly publishers showed that
less than 60 percent used independent reviewers who were external to the editorial
board. Also, there seemed to be some discrepancy in what was considered peer-
review. Thus, the objective of introducing the Label was to uniform the peer-review
practices used in Finnish scholarly publishing with the best and ethically sound
international standards, thereby promoting transparency in academic quality
assurance. Moreover, the Peer-review Label makes it easier for users of research
literature, such as students, researchers, libraries, and administrative actors, to
separate peer-reviewed publications from professional and popularized works. The
Label is a practical tool for the national publication data collection of universities and
research institutes.

The Label has proved to be useful for Finnish scholarly publishers. All
major academic book publishers, as well as about half of all Finnish scholarly journals,
have adopted it by now. In a recent survey aimed at Finnish learned societies 22
percent of respondents said it is an important service for them, while 46 percent
deemed it to be very important.
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Abstract

Pharmacy is a multidisciplinary research field which combines natural sciences,
health sciences and social sciences to study drugs and pharmaceutical preparations.
There are several subdisciplines within pharmacy, e.g. biopharmaceutics,
pharmacology, pharmaceutical biology, pharmaceutical chemistry, pharmaceutical
technology, industrial pharmacy and social pharmacy.

My PhD project focuses on publishing practices in different
subdisciplines within pharmacy. There is lack of research about publishing behavior
at the subdisciplinary level. However, it might be vital for example in research
evaluation to recognize that there can be different publishing practices also within
the disciplines. The central research question is: are there differences in publication
practices between the subdisciplines, and if so, what kind of differences in terms of
quantity indicators (e.g. number and type of publications) and structural indicators
(e.g. publication and citation patterns) are there?  The aim of the study is also to test
and reflect the suitability of the theories of scientific cultures by Becher and Whitley
(Becher 2001, Whitley 2000) at the subdiscipline level.

I will compare the power of different publication databases to offer
research data for studying publishing practices between subdisciplines. The features,
advantages and shortcomings of different databases are evaluated – how suitable
are they for answering the research questions. What kind of technical,
methodological, legal and ethical questions are there when selecting a certain
database or databases?  The databases included in the evaluation are international
databases Scopus and Web of Science, Nordic national publication databases Juuli,
Cristin, SwePub and Danish National Research Database and selected organizational
databases from Nordic institutes and universities.
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Abstract

The focus of this poster is twofold. Firstly, bibliometric and altmetric indicators,
available in Scopus, for publications on occupational safety and health (OSH).
Secondly, an analysis of references in articles indexed in Scopus. Is there any
correlation between references and the number of citations and altmetric indicators?
The problem has been analysed on the basis of articles on OSH published in 2016 and
2017 by authors affiliated to Polish institutions, in journals available in the Library of
the Central Institute for Labour Protection – National Research Institute (CIOP - PIB) .
Scopus was searched in September 2017.
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Abstract

The Danish PhD programme is divided into two: a conventional PhD where the
student is employed solely at a university, and an industrial PhD where the student
divides his or her time between the university and a company in cooperation with
which the thesis is written. PhD education is said to have different raisons d'être
rooted in both academia and society, for which reason the expected outcomes of the
programmes naturally vary. This poster analyses the systematic difference between
the PhD programmes in publication quantity during and after the PhD.

The analysis was originally assigned by the Vice-Dean for Research and Head
of the PhD School at the Faculty of Business and Social Sciences, University of
Southern Denmark. We studied the output of PhDs at the faculty finishing between
2009 and 2016 including similar numbers of conventional and industrial PhD students
from the same research groups to try to get comparable data from similar fields of
study. We looked for difference in publication numbers during and after the PhD.

We found that conventional PhDs publish more during the PhD than do
industrial PhDs (P<0.05; without outlier P<0.1). Publication numbers after the PhD
and for the whole period observed showed no significant difference between
conventional and industrial PhDs. However, since small sample studies have a high
risk of false negatives, we cannot dismiss that a difference would not reveal itself,
were more comparisons to be made especially considering the difference during the
PhDs shown here.
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