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Editorial 

The future of science will be determined primarily by the methods and tools that can be used to 
effectively analyze the huge amounts of data generated by the common use of digital media in scholarly 
communication, conversations, work processes and social structures. These characteristics, which are 
subsumed under the term data-intensive science, change the nature of scientific work in the most 
sustainable way. And most importantly, such expressions as the fact that scientific collaboration is 
increasingly embedded in a globally connected environment and the growth rate of scientific output in 
the top ten countries is increasing exponentially and this output is expressed above all by non-traditional, 
highly dynamic, interconnected assets such as data sets, software, ontologies, slides, videos, blog entries, 
are responsible for the manifold challenges for Scientometric investigations.  COLLNET 2018 has met 
these challenges and provided an excellent opportunity to discuss the phenomena of collaboration in 
science, their impact on productivity, innovation, and benefits, and outcomes for individuals, 
institutions, and economies worldwide. 

The COLLNET Conference Series and the active COLLNET community have been playing for almost 
two decades an outstanding role in scholarly communication for improving co-work and collaboration 
among researchers and practitioners all over the world. This global interdisciplinary research network 
is to comprise the prominent scientists, who work at present in the field of quantitative science studies. 

COLLNET 2018 was also a great opportunity for both researchers and practitioners to share experiences, 
ideas, and research results on all aspects of Webometrics, Informetrics and Scientometrics and to open 
new avenues for possible research collaborations in the future. 

This Procedia includes selected papers presented at the 14th International Conference on Webometrics, 
Informetrics and Scientometrics (WIS) & 19th COLLNET Meeting, which took place during 05 to 08 
December 2018 in the University of Macau, Macau. The Conference was organized by the Department 
of Computer and Information Science, University of Macau, in collaboration with Digital Information 
Research Labs, India and the COLLNET Coordination Centre, Germany. The organizing committee and 
the editors are grateful to the delegates who had submitted and presented papers. 

Bernd Markscheffel 
Hildrun Kretschmer 
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Gender gaps in international research collaboration. A bibliometric 
approach 

Dag W. Aksnes, Fredrik Niclas Piro and Kristoffer Rørstad 

Dag.w.Aksnes@nifu.no 

Fredrik.Piro@nifu.no 

Kristoffer.Rorstad@nifu.no 

Nordic Institute for studies in Innovation, Research and Education, Økernveien 9, 0653 Oslo, Norway 

Abstract 
This paper addresses gender differences in international research collaboration measured through international co-
authorship. The study is based on a dataset consisting of 5,554 Norwegian researchers and their publication output 
during a three-year period (43,641 publications). Two different indicators are calculated. First, the share of 
researchers that have been involved in international collaboration measured by co-authorship, and second, the 
share of their publications with international co-authorship. We then develop an index which takes both these 
indicators into account: The Gender Difference Collaboration Index. The study shows that there are distinct gender 
differences in international research collaboration in Norway at an overall level. However, when the data is 
analyzed by scientific field, academic position and publication productivity of the researchers, the gender 
differences are less pronounced and in some cases, women have higher collaboration rates than men. The 
differences are largest for personnel in recruitment positions and for less productive researchers.  

Introduction 
Men and women have been shown, in numerous studies, to perform differently according to 
various indicators related to the process of scientific publishing. In particular, female 
researchers on average are less productive and publish fewer publications than men. This has 
been demonstrated in numerous studies (for example, Kyvik & Teigen, 1996; Piro, Aksnes & 
Rørstad, 2013; Sugimoto et al., 2013). The pattern seems to be universal across fields and 
nations, although the differences vary. As an example, Rørstad & Aksnes (2015) showed that 
adjusted for position and age, female researchers in Norway on average publish 10 to 20 percent 
less than men. The question of whether women are less cited than men has also been analyzed 
in several studies. Here, the results are less clear, and findings vary. As an example, a previous 
Norwegian study found only small gender differences (Aksnes et al., 2011), while a global 
analysis based on articles with first and last authors showed lower citation rates for female 
authors (Larivière et al. 2013). Lagging behind in terms of scientific production and impact 
represent a major problem, as these two factors are decisive for e.g. academic promotion and in 
the evaluation of research proposals among funding agencies (European Commission, 2015). 

In this study, another dimension is analysed: gender differences in international 
collaboration. This issue has become ever more important to study, due to the steady increase 
worldwide in research collaboration in groups and networks, hence also growth in paper co-
authorships (Leydesdorff & Wagner, 20008) and in interdisciplinary research (Lee & Bozeman, 
2005). International research collaboration has been shown to be advantageous to researchers’ 
productivity and scientific impact (e.g. Abramo, D’Angelo & Di Costa, 2009; Abramo, 
D’Angelo & Solazzi 2011; Adams 2012; Kyvik & Reymert, 2017; Larivière et al., 2013. 

© 2019 by the authors. – Licensee Technische Universität Ilmenau, Universitätsbibliothek/ilmedia, Germany.
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Nevertheless, the knowledge on gender differences in international research collaboration is 
inconclusive (Poole & Bornholt, 1998, Larivière et al. 2011, Vabø, 2012).  

Expanding the knowledge gaps on gender gaps 
In this study, we draw upon the methodological approach of three previous studies – presented 
below – using a Norwegian dataset with additional variables missing in these studies. In this 
way, we are able to provide a better understanding of gender differences in international 
research collaboration. 

Larivière et al. (2013) used Web of Science (WoS) data from the period 2008-2012 to 
study differences in international co-authorship in 5,5 million papers with more than 27 million 
authorships. The dataset included information on the gender of the authors. Females were 
shown to be less frequently listed as first authors (roughly 2/3 of the papers had male first-
authors), and less inclined to participate in international collaborations. In sum, these factors 
contributed to lower citation rates among women. Needless to say; such a large-scale study did 
not include individual data of the authors, such as academic position. The authors state (p.213) 
that “it is likely that many of the trends we observed can be explained by the under-
representation of women among the elders of science. After all, seniority, authorship position, 
collaboration and citation are all highly interlinked variables”.   

A second study, is Abramo, D’Angelo & Murgia’s (2013) analyses of international co-
authorship among Italian professors, based on WoS publications from 2006 to 2010. In this 
study, academic discipline and institutional affiliation were taken into account, documenting 
gender differences in international collaboration across scientific fields (all hard sciences and 
economics). Interestingly, female researchers were shown to have a greater capacity to 
collaborate in all other collaboration forms being analysed, except for the international 
dimension. This study only included researchers in tenured academic positions.  
A third relevant study is Uhly, Visser and Zippel’s (2017) investigation of gender differences 
in international research collaborations in academia. This study, unlike the former two, included 
individual data on age (as well as academic discipline), but not academic position. This study 
applied a different methodological approach and was based on answers from a survey (ten 
countries analysed with 13,000 respondents in total), where the informants answered yes or no 
to the question “Do you collaborate with international colleagues?”. This makes the results 
difficult to compare with the two former studies.  As the authors state, the measurement of 
international collaborations is highly dependent on the survey respondents’ interpretations of 
the question, as contrasted by use of publication data where such bias does not exist (Melin & 
Persson, 1996). At the same time, most studies on gender differences in research collaboration 
have been conducted based on surveys (Abramo, D’Angelo & Murgia, 2013).  

The main result of Uhly and colleague’s (2017) study is that women engage less in 
international collaboration than men, and that the degree of female international collaboration 
is dependent on a complex set of individual factors (such as partner employment status and 
children). The results lead the authors to conclude that ‘glass fences’ are apparent in “in the 
access to international research collaboration, as women are significantly less likely than men 
to participate in this elite activity” (p.761).  
In our study, we aim at filling a knowledge gap in the understanding of gender differences in 
international research collaboration by comparing international paper co-authorship among 
men and women at Norwegian universities. Important dimensions of the study are:    

• The application of a database which, in contrast to WoS, has complete coverage of all
peer-reviewed scientific and scholarly publication output, including books, edited
volumes and conference series. This means that we able to provide a better coverage of
the Social Sciences and Humanities, in particular.
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• We analyse the issue at the level of fields and disciplines. The importance of comparing
by fields has been documented by e.g. Kyvik & Reymert (2017) and Abramo, D’Angelo
& Murgia’s (2013), with the latter study arguing (p. 819) that gender differences in
international cooperation “could be due to certain factors that characterize each
discipline, beginning from the percentage of women in the total research staff”.

• We take the academic position of the researchers into account. Two previous Norwegian
studies have found that older academic staff are less inclined than their younger
colleagues to participate in international research networks (Kyvik & Reymert, 2017;
Kyvik & Olsen, 2008).

In sum these factors enable us to test, first, whether there are gender differences in international 
collaboration, and, second, whether the differences vary by academic position (which is 
strongly correlated with age) and research field. In addition to this, we add a third main 
explanatory variable: scientific productivity, as we believe international collaboration may be 
more manifest among established researchers with high scientific productivity. Such a 
decomposed analysis based on these factors might add important knowledge to the 
understanding of gender differences, because while there may be gender differences at the 
overall level, or by one factor alone, it is not unlikely that the gender differences show 
covariation with other factors. Here, we try to isolate such factors in a multivariate analysis. 

Data and methods 
The study is based on the bibliographic Cristin database (The Norwegian Science Index) that 
has been developed as part of a current research information system for all public research 
institutions in Norway. The database has a complete coverage of all peer-reviewed scientific 
and scholarly publication output, including books, edited volumes and conference series (see 
Piro et al. 2013 for further details). In addition to bibliographic data on the publications, the 
database contains information on individual characteristics of the researchers (gender, age, and 
institution). The researchers were assigned to five broad domains (Social sciences, Humanities, 
Natural sciences, Technology and Medical/health sciences), based on the field distribution of 
their publication output.  

The data material consists of 5,554 researchers from the four largest universities in 
Norway (University of Oslo, University of Bergen, University of Tromsø – The Arctic 
University of Norway and The Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU)). 
The study is limited to professors, associated professors, postdocs and PhD students with at 
least one publication during the time period analyzed. Their publication output during the period 
2015-2017, in total accounts for 43,641 publications (Table 1).  

Table 1: Distribution of researchers and publications by gender fields and gender 
Number of researchers Number of publications 

Major fields Men Women Total Men Women Total 
Humanities 420 363 783 2,009 1,445 3,454 
Social sciences 513 522 1,035 2,709 2,357 5,066 
Natural sciences 902 408 1,310 10,815 3,016 13,831 
Technology 662 183 845 6,545 1,572 8,117 
Medical and health sciences 747 834 1,581 7,719 5,454 13,173 
Total 3,244 2,310 5,554 29,797 13,844 43,641 

Female researchers constitute 41.6 per cent of the study population, while they only account for 
31.7 per cent of the publications. The female shares of the researchers vary greatly by field. It 
is highest in Medical and health sciences (52.8 per cent), Social sciences (50.4 per cent) and 
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Humanities (46.4 per cent); considerably lower in Natural sciences (31.1 per cent) and 
Technology (21.7 per cent). The female shares of the publication output, however, does not 
coincide be representation of researchers. Women publish less than men in all fields, while it is 
in Technology where female researchers publish most equally to men: 21.7 per cent women 
account for 19.4 per cent of the output, i.e. a publication output just 2.3 percentage points lower 
than expected based on representation of researchers. This female under-representation of the 
publications is moderate in Social sciences (3.9 percentage points) and Humanities (4.5); and 
high in Natural sciences (9.3) and Medical and health sciences (11.3).  

The analyses are carried out by fields of research, academic positions, and their 
scientific production. The latter is a factor that we find essential when studying gender 
differences in international collaboration. Without a stratification of the study population to 
different levels of scientific production, important nuances are lost. We have split the sample 
in three groups based on publication volume. The first group, is the researchers with (on 
average) less than a publication a year (31.5 per cent of the sample), the second group is the 
researchers with 1-3 publications a year on average (46.3 per cent of the sample), and the third 
group is the bulk of very productive researchers with on average of more than 3 publications 
each year (22.1 per cent of the sample).  

The unit for the analyses is the individual researchers. For each person we calculate 
whether they have published at least one publication involving international co-authorship (i.e. 
having co-authors affiliated with institutions in other countries) during the period. In other 
words, all individuals count equally as one unit in the analysis regardless of how many 
publications they have published. By this, we avoid that the analysis is biased towards highly 
productive researchers. However, such a dichotomous measure is deprived of essential 
information. Whilst it provides us the shares of men and women that are involved in 
international collaboration, we do not know anything about the degrees of internationalization 
among the individuals. For example, in two groups (100 men and 100 women), we may find 
that 54 per cent of the men have international co-authors, while 57 per cent of the women have 
international co-authors. Women here appear to be more international oriented than men.  

If, on the other hand, the measure is the percentage of international co-authored 
publications, we may find that in the female group, on average 35 per cent of the publications 
have international co-authors, while 39 per cent of the men’s publications have international 
co-authors. We now have two results that pull in different directions. We believe both measures 
are important to consider. The first is a measure of how many individuals that have international 
co-authors, while the second is a measure of how many publications that have international co-
authors. The two factors provide complementary information on gender differences in 
international collaboration. What is needed is measure that takes both factors simultaneously 
into account. We therefore suggest a simple measure combining both presence and scope of 
international collaboration, which we call the Gender Difference Collaboration Index (GDCI). 
The GDCI is calculated as:  

𝐺𝐷𝐶𝐼 =
(𝑚 𝑖𝑛𝑡

𝑚
 ∗  

∑ (
𝑝𝑢𝑏 𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑛

𝑝𝑢𝑏 𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑛
)𝑚

𝑛=1

𝑚
)

− 
(𝑤 𝑖𝑛𝑡

𝑤
 ∗  

∑ (
𝑝𝑢𝑏 𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑛

𝑝𝑢𝑏 𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑛
)𝑤

𝑛=1

𝑤
)

Where m/w is the total number of men/women in the study sample, and m int/w int is the number 
of men/women with international collaboration. Pub tot is the total number of publications and 
pubs int is the number of publications with internationally collaboration. The GDCI varies 
between -1 (complete gender difference in favor of women) to 1 (complete gender difference 
in favor of men).  
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We first present gender differences in both sets of analysis (gender differences based on 
dichotomous distribution of yes or no with regard to international collaboration, and gender 
differences based on shares of publications with international collaboration), before we present 
GDCIs for each indicator in multivariate analyses.  

Results 
Overall, 56 per cent of the female researchers were involved in international collaboration 
measured by co-authorship. The corresponding figure for men was 66 percent. Thus, our study 
shows that overall male researchers more often are involved in international collaboration than 
their female colleagues. However, as expected there are large differences across domains 
(Figure 1). International collaboration is much more frequent in the Natural sciences, Medical 
and health sciences and Technology compared with Humanities and Social sciences. This holds 
for both genders. In the Humanities less than one third of the researchers have publications 
involving international collaboration. There are gender differences in all domains. The gap is 
largest in the Social sciences where the proportion for men is 44 per cent and 36 per cent for 
women. The gap is smallest in Humanities (the difference is three percentage point).   

Figure 1. Proportion of researchers involved in international collaboration by fields and gender 

Figure 2 shows the corresponding figures using the proportions of publications involving 
international collaboration as indicator.  Gender differences are observed across the two 
different measures but now the gender differences are reduced. The most evident reduction in 
gender gaps is observed in Natural sciences, where a seven-percentage point higher share of 
men was involved in international collaboration (Figure 1), while the share of the publications 
that involve international collaboration is just two percentage points higher for men (Figure 2). 
Similar results are observed when we study academic position instead of scientific domain (not 
shown in figures). 

In Tables 2-4 we present the results split by gender, publication volume, scientific 
domain and academic position simultaneously. In Tables 2-4 we only report numbers for groups 
with more than 20 researchers. In Table 2 we report the percentage of men/women that have 
collaborated internationally (yes or no,), while we in Table 3 report the shares of publications 
with international co-authors. 
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Figure 2. Average proportion of international co-authorship per individual by fields and gender 

Table 2: Proportion of researchers involved in international collaboration by fields, academic 
position, publication productivity and gender 

Fields 1-2 publications 3-9 publications 10+ publications Total 
Positions Men Women Men Women Men Women 
Humanities 12 % 11 % 38 % 39 % 77 % 74 % 32 % 
Professors 13 % 17 % 38 % 35 % 73 % 74 % 38 % 
Associate professors 9 % 16 % 46 % 45 % 32 % 
Postdocs 27 % 
PhD students 8 % 6 % 15 % 
Social sciences 20 % 13 % 50 % 45 % 78 % 85 % 40 % 
Professors 25 % 21 % 55 % 49 % 85 % 87 % 53 % 
Associate professors 19 % 10 % 46 % 43 % 87 % 35 % 
Postdocs 54 % 45 % 
PhD students 14 % 13 % 40 % 29 % 19 % 
Natural sciences 60 % 59 % 87 % 83 % 100 % 98 % 81 % 
Professors 75 % 91 % 90 % 100 % 97 % 93 % 
Associate professors 55 % 87 % 84 % 98 % 81 % 
Postdocs 65 % 70 % 88 % 91 % 83 % 
PhD students 55 % 56 % 79 % 70 % 65 % 
Technology 38 % 27 % 60 % 62 % 95 % 90 % 65 % 
Professors 73 % 97 % 91 % 85 % 
Associate professors 21 % 60 % 93 % 64 % 
Postdocs 69 % 71 % 
PhD students 43 % 29 % 51 % 49 % 47 % 
Medical/health sci 43 % 46 % 79 % 76 % 98 % 98 % 73 % 
Professors 30 % 83 % 80 % 97 % 96 % 88 % 
Associate professors 30 % 45 % 78 % 75 % 100 % 100 % 74 % 
Postdocs 64 % 78 % 82 % 79 % 
PhD students 45 % 41 % 70 % 71 % 54 % 
Total 37 % 33 % 66 % 63 % 95 % 93 % 62 % 
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Table 3: Average proportion of international co-authorship per individual by fields, academic 
position, publication production and gender 

Fields 1-2 publications 3-9 publications 10+ publications Total 
Positions Men Women Men Women Men Women 
Humanities 8 % 8 % 13 % 13 % 24 % 26 % 12 % 
Professors 9 % 13 % 12 % 13 % 23 % 22 % 14 % 
Associate professors 6 % 10 % 17 % 15 % 13 % 
Postdocs 11 % 
PhD students 8 % 5 % 9 % 
Social sciences 15 % 10 % 20 % 17 % 25 % 27 % 17 % 
Professors 18 % 16 % 20 % 18 % 29 % 32 % 21 % 
Associate professors 16 % 8 % 21 % 16 % 25 % 16 % 
Postdocs 18 % 16 % 
PhD students 9 % 10 % 16 % 14 % 11 % 
Natural sciences 51 % 49 % 53 % 57 % 66 % 67 % 56 % 
Professors 64 % 53 % 55 % 67 % 69 % 60 % 
Associate professors 43 % 53 % 54 % 57 % 51 % 
Postdocs 58 % 62 % 56 % 65 % 61 % 
PhD students 48 % 48 % 51 % 54 % 51 % 
Technology 34 % 22 % 27 % 29 % 40 % 40 % 32 % 
Professors 33 % 41 % 43 % 38 % 
Associate professors 18 % 26 % 32 % 27 % 
Postdocs 38 % 41 % 
PhD students 39 % 25 % 21 % 24 % 27 % 
Medical/health sci 37 % 38 % 42 % 40 % 53 % 49 % 43 % 
Professors 20 % 43 % 43 % 52 % 49 % 47 % 
Associate professors 26 % 37 % 35 % 34 % 53 % 50 % 38 % 
Postdocs 53 % 48 % 45 % 50 % 
PhD students 40 % 35 % 44 % 42 % 39 % 
Total 31 % 27 % 34 % 32 % 50 % 45 % 35 % 

In both tables, there is a clear association between the publication volume and international 
collaboration. Therefore, there is also a clear tendency that the degree of internationalization 
concurs with academic position, where foremost professors have the highest shares. Comparing 
academic fields, researchers in Humanities (32 per cent) and Social Sciences (40 per cent) have 
the lowest shares of international co-publications, and Technology (65 per cent), Medical and 
health sciences (73 per cent) and Natural sciences (81 per cent) being far more international 
(Table 2). The same rank order is also found when comparing shares of publications that 
involved international co-authorship (Table 3). Here, the lowest share is found in Humanities 
(12 per cent) and the highest in Natural sciences (56 per cent).  
In most fields, and in most academic positions, shares of international collaboration are highest 
among men. There are (at the overall level, i.e. by fields not taking academic position into 
account) only three categories where women rank higher than men on both measures (Tables 2 
and 3): Researchers with 1-2 publications in Medical and health sciences, researchers with 3-9 
publications in Technology, and researchers with 10 or more publications in Social sciences. 
There are also a few categories where the two indicators show deviating patterns and one gender 
has the highest proportion on one indicator and lowest on the other. In Table 4 we therefore 
present GDCI values in all categories (with more than 20 researchers), so that we can find one 
unified expression of the gender inequality. In addition to GDCI values, we report size- adjusted 
GDCIs (summed to 100, based only on cells with n≥20, where GDCIs are adjusted for sample 
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size, i.e. the GDCIs are multiplied by the number of respondents). This enables us to identify 
in which categories the origins of the gender equality can be found, and we may decompose the 
relative contribution of each category to the total inequality. For example, a very high gender 
inequality based on a very small sample, adds very little explanation to the total inequality, 
whereas a low/modest inequality in a very large sample, may add much explanation for the total 
gender inequality.  

Table 4:  Gender Difference Collaboration Index (GDCI) across fields, academic position and 
publication production 

The first observation in Table 4, is that it is in the group of less productive researchers (1-2 
publications) that we find the highest source of gender inequality. In the two publication output 
groups that we consider the most important ones, the gender inequality is much higher among 
the most productive researchers (36 per cent of total size adjusted GDCIs) compared to the 
middle group (3-9 publications, 23 per cent). The common characteristics for most categories 
where women have higher GDCIs than men, is that the relative contribution of the females does 
not add much to the total numbers, as the GDCIs in favour of women are primarily based on 
very low samples (often in combination with low GDCIs). If we discretionary choose 5 per cent 
size adjusted GDCI as the threshold for important gender inequality, there are only two 
categories (female postdocs in Natural sciences and associate professors in Medical and health 
sciences with 1-2 publications) where women have substantial higher size adjusted international 
collaboration index than men. Among men, on the other hand, there are numerous such 
examples. The strongest contributions to men’s higher degree of international collaboration is 
found for PhD students in Technology and Medical and health sciences (1-2 publications) and 
professors in Medical and health sciences (10 or more publications).  

At a more general level, we would like to emphasise three main findings of Table 4: 
First, we find the strongest gender differences in internationalization in Medical and health 
sciences. Here, among the least productive researchers, women have more international 
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collaboration, but the pattern is opposite for researchers with 3-9 publications, and the male 
dominance becomes even more pronounced for the most productive researchers, especially 
professors (17 per cent of total GDCIs).  

Second, in the Natural sciences, the gender inequalities are almost completely opposite. 
Here, women are more international collaborative in the mid-group (3-9 publications), and at 
the level of the most productive researchers there are no gender differences at all. In both 
Humanities and the Social Sciences, women are more international than men in the most 
productive group, but the differences are so small, that they hardly contribute to the overall 
gender inequality.  

Third, much of the gender imbalance stems from researchers with just 1-2 publications, 
and especially from researchers in recruitment positions. Male PhD students contribute to 11.5 
per cent of total size adjusted GDCIs in Technology, in Medical and health sciences the 
corresponding figure is 9.6 per cent. 

Discussions and conclusions 
Our study shows that there are distinct gender differences in international research collaboration 
in Norway. However, women and men are not equally distributed. Women account for higher 
proportions of personnel with lower academic ranks and with lower publication productivity. 
In these groups, the propensities to collaborate internationally are lower for both genders. As a 
consequence, the gender differences are smaller when academic position and productivity are 
taken into account. Still, in the majority of categories where fields, academic positions and 
productivity are analysed separately, shares of international collaboration are slightly higher for 
men than for women.  

If one wants to address solutions to reduce the gender gap in international collaboration, 
it is important to take both measures of international collaboration into account (how many have 
been involved in international collaboration, and the frequency of such collaborations), and 
analyse different layers that may contribute to lower international collaboration for women. Our 
results suggest that gender differences are particularly pronounced at an early phase of the 
researchers’ careers, and less pronounced at later stages. At the level of fields, the gender gap 
is largest within Medicine and health sciences.  
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Abstract 
In recent years, the number of press releases from universities has generally increased over time. How academic 
research is reported in the media is a big concern for management at universities and for research on the diffusion 
of scientific knowledge. In this study, we investigate the current situation and analyze the relation between press 
releases and their coverage in two major national newspapers in terms of the source article’s altmetric attention 
score, citation, subject field, and collaboration network from 2011 to 2014. 

Introduction 
  To chieve accountability and as one of the strategies to secure research funds and to increase 
university enrolment, the number of universities making an effort to publish press releases to 
announce research findings has grown rapidly in recent years, and the number of press releases 
related to top-tier universities in Japan has generally increased over time (Nishizawa and Sun, 
2012). How academic research is reported in the media is a big concern for management of 
universities and for research on the diffusion of scientific knowledge. In our previous studies, 
we investigated the relation between university press releases and two major Japanese national 
newspapers from 2007 to 2012 (Nishizawa and Sun, 2014), and the relation between the 
Altmetric Attention Score (AAS) (Altmetric, 2018) of the source article in press releases and 
coverage in newspapers in 2012. It has been shown that research published in journals with 
high Eigenfactor values tend to be announced in university press releases (Nishizawa and Sun, 
2016), and the AAS of publications tends to have a positive correlation with instances of being 
featured in newspapers (Nishizawa and Sun, 2017).  
  In this study, after updating the current situation of university press releases from 2005 to 
2015, we identified each source article in press releases from 2011 to 2014 through their Digital 
Object Identifier (DOI), and investigated the relation between press releases and their coverage 
in two national newspapers, Mainichi Shimbun and Yomiuri Newspaper, in terms of their AAS 
score, citation counts, subject fields, and collaboration network. 

Data and Methods 

Press releases 
  Table 1 shows the number of press releases in the Nikkei press release (Nikkei press release, 
2018) database from 2005 to 2015 that contain the query word “大学 (university).” As reported 
in Nishizawa and Sun (2014, 2015), the number of press releases concerning universities has 
increased suddenly in recent years. 

Table 1: Number of the press releases found using the query word “university” 
���� total 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Press release (UNIV) 14582 1154 1097 1216 1209 1244 1299 1429 1472 1417 1375 1670
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Newspaper 
  We drew data from the corpora of two major national newspapers (Yomiuri Shimbun and 
The Mainichi) in Japan (Nichigai Associates, Inc., 2018). The organization’s name was 
extracted from the article’s text body using the name identification database described 
previously (Nishizawa and Sun, 2016). 

Correspondence between the press releases and newspapers 
  Our method and extraction results for articles mentioned in both newspapers and press 
releases were described in Nishizawa and Sun (2014). The number of articles that corresponded 
to the press releases from 2011 to 2014 and the newspaper article are shown in Table 2. 

Altmetric Attention Score and Cited numbers in Web of Science 
  In this research, the DOIs of journal articles announced in press releases were picked out 
from the body of the press release text. When DOI information was not found in the press 
release text, the journal article’s DOI was identified based on the article title, author information, 
and journal information. We found the Altmetric application-programming interface key from 
Altmetric.com and obtained altmetric data in JavaScript Object Notation format through an 
https protocol. Altmetric.com offers many altmetric indexes, and the AAS is used in this study. 
Similarly, the number of citations for articles was extracted from the Web of Science (WoS) 
(Clarivate Analytics) using DOIs. 
  Table 2 shows the number of DOIs identified in the press releases, the number in which AAS 
was obtained and the number in which the cited number was obtained, together with the number 
of correspondences with the newspaper article. 

Table 2: Number of identified DOIs, corresponding newspaper articles, AASs, and cited 
numbers 

Results and Discussion 

Impact of corresponding newspaper articles 
Figure 1 shows the frequency distribution of Log10 (AAS) (1a): the specific DOI, (1b): the 

corresponding newspaper article, (1c): without corresponding newspaper article is also shown. 
Similarly, Figure 2 shows the frequency distribution of Log10 (cited number) (2a): the specific 
DOI, (2b): the corresponding newspaper article, (2c): without corresponding newspaper article 
is also shown. Although it is a preliminary result, both (b) corresponding newspaper articles 
show high AAS and cited numbers, respectively. Table3 shows the result of the t-test against 
with/without corresponding newspaper articles for AAS ((1b: with News), (1c: without News)), 
and cited numbers ((2b: with News), (2c: without News)) for combined data from 2011 to 2014, 
respectively. As shown by the P value of the table (t-test: 95% confidence interval, two sided), 
the difference in the mean value is significant, and the mean value is higher when there are 
newspaper articles, especially in AAS. 
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Figure 1. Distribution of log10 (Altmetric Attention Score)

Figure 2. Distribution of log10 (Cited number) 

Table 3: Result of t-test against with/without corresponding newspaper articles 

Co-authorship status of the source article of Press Release 
  In the previous report, we have reported about the mean value and standard deviation of AAS 
for the co-authorship status of the article in the press release (Nishizawa and Sun, 2017). In that 
report, we examined the relation between the co-authorship status and the value of AAS only 
with data from 2012, but in this report, we extended the data from 2011 to 2014 and also 
examined the relation between AAS and cited numbers in the WoS.  
  The co-authorship status of the article announced in the press release is classified as shown 
in Table 4, and the mean values of AAS and the cited number for each category and their 
standard deviations were obtained. In the previous report, we used the correspondence author 
and the country of the author’s institution to classify the categories, but this time we used the 
RA (Reprint author) term of WoS instead of the correspondence author. As RA is one person, 
it is not classified as a category corresponding to Japan-foreign entity corresponding to the last 
code 2. The co-authorship status of the article announced in the press release is classified as 
shown in Table 4, and the mean values of AAS and the cited number in WoS for each category, 
as well as the standard deviations were obtained. 

Table 4: Affiliation of co-authorship of the journal articles 
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The results are shown in Table 5. As for AAS, there is no significance in the result of the t-test 
(95% confidence interval, two sided) for the difference between the mean value of 3 and 4 of 
the IntCollab code. However, in other results, the mean value of AAS and the cited number 
showed a significant difference when co-authored internationally. However, the corresponding 
ratio with newspapers is slightly higher in code 4 (no Japanese organization), but no big 
difference is observed. As there is a difference in not only AAS but also cited number, the 
degree of attention of international co-authors is higher than that of co-authorship only in Japan, 
with respect to the source articles of press releases, and furthermore, foreign-authored papers 
are more when it was found that attention was high. 

Table 5: Differences of AAS and cited number in WoS for the co-authorship status of the article 
in press release 

Newspaper covered rate for Journals and Journal category 
Table 6 shows the number of reports on journal titles in the source paper of the press release 

and the number of corresponding newspaper reports and their ratios for the top reported journals. 
In addition to Multidisciplinary Sciences journals, such as Nature and Science, the coverage 
rate of astronomy and geoscience magazines, such as Astrophys. J. and Nat. Geosci., and other 
biological systems such as Nature Genet., Neuron, Cell, and Curr. Biol is high. Meanwhile, the 
coverage rate is low for leading physics and chemistry journals, such as Phys. Rev. Lett. and 
Angew. Chem. - Int. 
  Table 7 shows the reported number of source papers in press releases summarized in the 
category of WoS, and the corresponding number of newspaper reports and the rate that they 
were covered. However, because the WoS has multiple field categories assigned to one journal, 
it is a duplicate count. Table 5 shows that the coverage rate in newspapers varies greatly 
depending on the field category. In addition to the interests of readers, this may be related to 
external factors such as Nobel laureate awards and earthquake disasters. Analysis of the strength 
of the correlation between these is a future task. 

Conclusion 
  We identified the DOIs of the source articles in press releases announcing research findings 
sent out by Japanese universities and investigated AAS and cited number of the articles. We 
investigated the differences between co-authorship status, corresponding rate to newspaper, 
AAS value, and the cited number on the source article of the press release.  
  As for the corresponding rate, articles by the author of overseas organizations (No Japanese 
Organization) were somewhat higher, but no big difference was observed. However, the values 
of AAS and citations tended to be significantly higher for “Japanese Organization only,” “Int. 
Nat. Collab.: Japan-based entity,” “Int. Nat. Collab.: Foreign-based entity,” and “No Japanese 
Organization.” In the source article of the press release, there was a tendency for the author of 
an overseas institution to have higher attention, but this seems to not be directly related to the 
corresponding rate in the newspaper. 
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  Those with high AAS and citations tended to be covered by newspapers, and those especially 
published in some specific journals tended to be covered by university press releases. As for 
future work, we will take into consideration external factors to analyze what kind of cause the 
press release is linked to in the newspaper publication. 
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Abstract 
Bibliometrics enables quantitative analysis of research achievements by applying mathematical methods to 
publishing behaviour whose results can be compared within certain limits. This paper uses a bibliometric analysis 
to examine the publication performance of scientists at the Technical University of Ilmenau. The publications in 
the Web of Science for the period 2012-2016 is used as the data basis. With the help of various indicators, an 
objective picture of the research activities in the above-mentioned period is attempted to be drawn. The results of 
the bibliometric analysis are used for comparisons at different levels and then presented in different rankings. All 
collected data are stored in a data base structured form so that it is available as a starting point for future 
investigations. 

Introduction 
The number of scientific publications is increasing exponentially, whereas the receptiveness of 
the individual scientists remains limited. At the same time, there is a desire to evaluate scientific 
achievements, for example to gain an overview of research, to recognize trends in advance and 
to be able to assess the efficiency of research (Tunger, 2013). 
At the beginning of the 20th century, the first bibliometric analyses were carried out, which 
made it possible to make statements about the quantity of the various publications (Nix, 2010). 
These analyses make it possible to evaluate a research achievement, among other things by 
citations and the number of already published own publications, whereby with increasing 
citation rate the supposedly most important contributions within a research area can be made 
recognizable. This in turn can be an impulse for other scientists to take a closer look at these 
publications (Tunger, 2013). 

Due to rising research costs, it is nowadays necessary to present oneself as an institution with 
strong publishing and reputation in order to a) increase one's visibility and b) effectively raise 
additional research funds (third-party funds) (Havemann, 2009). Furthermore, there are ranking 
procedures for educational institutions, such as the CWTS Leiden Ranking (CTWS, 2017) or 
the Shanghai Ranking (Shanghai, 2017), in which the world's most influential universities are 
measured by publication output, among other things.  
It is therefore becoming increasingly important to monitor the quantitative research 
performance of one's own institution at different levels of granularity (subject area, institute, 
faculty) on the basis of publication output in order to be able to assess status and 
competitiveness and to identify conclusions for potential expansion possibilities in research 
(Nix, 2010).  

Methodology and Indicators 
For a basic understanding of bibliometric analysis, a literature review according to Webster & 
Watson (2002) is carried out. This includes the collection of basic information on bibliometrics, 
the delimitation of terms and potential indicators. The following search terms are used: 
Bibliometrie, Kennzahlen, Analyse and the corresponding English terms bibliometrics, 
indicators and analysis.  
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The search engines used are Google Scholar and SpringerLink, which search for the above-
mentioned search terms. In order to limit the text sources acquired in this way, criteria are 
selected that highlight potentially important articles. These are checked by means of backward 
and forward analysis for further publications to be examined. The following criteria were 
important in the selection process: 

 Basics / Basic knowledge of bibliometrics
 Indicators
 Evaluation of indicators / criticism
 Current status of the publication
 Normalization

In order to understand and carry out bibliometric analysis, the basics of bibliometrics are 
necessary and a selection of indicators are required, which is why the publications are examined 
with regard to them. Furthermore, the identified indicators must be checked for suitability with 
regard to the object of investigation. Advantages and disadvantages must be weighed against 
each other. In order to be able to analyse across departments, one need information about the 
normalization of the calculated indicators (see Tunger, (2013), Ball, (2006)). 

The following bibliometric indicators were used in our bibliometric analysis identified as a 
result of the literature search and finalized as a result of a discussion of the practicability of 
these indicators: 

 Publications per Faculty
 Publications per Institute
 Publications by chair
 Publications per Author
 Citation rate
 Average citations per author
 h-index
 g-index
 hg index
 rational h-index
 Field normalized citation rate
 Percentage of publications cited by an author
 Percentage of uncited publications by an author
 Number of publications through collaboration.

Data collection 
For the evaluation of an institution, a comprehensive set of indicators is needed to carry out the 
complex evaluation as accurately and objectively as possible. Each of these indicators requires 
a specific set of data that can be used to calculate the above-mentioned indicators. The analysis 
of the indicators showed that two distinct objects of investigation - the Author (A) and their 
publications (P) - are needed. The author includes first name, surname and the assigned subject 
areas, while the publication contains title, date, number of citations and the names of the 
authors. With the help of this data, the presented indicators can be determined almost 
completely. Table 1 shows an exact list of which indicators require which data. 
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Table 1: Data required by indicators 
Indicator Necessary data 

Publications per Faculty A, P, 

Publications per Institute A, P, 

Publications by chair A, P, 

Publications per Author A, P 

Citation rate A, P 

Average citations per author A, P 

h-index A, P 

g-index A, P 

hg index h-Index, g-Index

rational h-index A, P 

Field normalized citation rate 
A, P, average citation per 
publication per field 

Percentage of publications cited by an author A, P 

Percentage of uncited publications by an author A, P 

Number of publications through collaboration. A, P 

It must also be taken into account that departments or institutes of different faculties may have 
different communication habits that cannot be directly compared with each other and that cross-
disciplinary analyses are highly negligent without considering the different publication habits. 
It is therefore indispensable to normalise key indicators in order not to distort the overall picture. 
The average citation habits required for normalization (field normalized citation rate) are 
determined using Web of Science. The search entry is differentiated according to the respective 
years and filtered according to the total number of German contributions. These search results 
are classified into the respective scientific categories such as chemistry or mathematics. 

For the period 2012 - 2016, the search in all selected databases with the search terms for the 
address "Ilmenau" and with the wildcards "Il*me*au" to catch possible spelling errors delivered 
a total of 3138 publications. The data from the Web of Science was extracted on 04-02-2017 
using a web crawler and stored as an XML file. Figure 1 shows an example of the XML 
publication structure. 

Figure 1: XML publication sample 

Because the address details in the WoS are not stored in a standardised form and can differ from 
publication to publication, for example it is possible that one document contains the complete 
details of subject areas, institute and faculty, while others contain only the reference to the 
"Technische Universität Ilmenau", it was necessary to check each of the publications and to 
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precisely allocate them to the institutional units of TU Ilmenau. This mapping was achieved 
with a multi-stage procedure, the first source being the website of the departments of the 
individual institutes and faculties, in order to identify the current employees of the departments. 
In addition, existing electronic telephone directories for the years 2012 - 2016 were used to 
identify the employees for this period. As there were still a number of authors who could not 
be clearly assigned, an attempt was made to identify them with their institutional description 
using further scientific databases (SpringerLink...). All in all, 2907 publications (99.35%) with 
a specific assignment of author, publication and institution could be made available for analysis. 

Data processing and analysis 
The data for bibliometric analysis is mapped and stored in a relational database system to ensure 
sustainability. The powerful query and report functions simplify the evaluation of the data. The 
Access 2016 database consists of the two main elements author and publication. The university 
table refers to institutional elements such as faculties, institutes and departments. The semantics 
of the manifold m:n relationships (e.g. such that a department belongs to several institutes, 
while an institute can consist of several departments, staff-department, staff-publication) leads 
to a series of further intermediate tables, so that the final database consists of a total of 21 tables, 
twelve tables containing all the necessary data to store the publications and the authors. The 
other tables serve to store the calculated indicators. 

Results 
This section presents and compares distinct results of the respective indicators for the 
bibliometric analysis of the publication behaviour of the TU Ilmenau. 
The publications are analysed on four levels of aggregation. First, the faculties as a whole are 
examined and the associated publications are summed up. The same is done with the institutes, 
the departments and the authors. Figure 2 illustrates the overall publishing rate for each faculty 

Figure 2: Publishing rate per faculty 

Table 2 illustrates the top ten institute according to the publishing rate. As can be seen and as 
was to be expected for a Technical University, the publication landscape is dominated by the 
technical and scientific institutes. 

0

50

100

150

200

250

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

186 181

210

179 180

100

140

188

141
157

105 105 107 117 109113

143 135 126 136

21 18 21 20
31

EI IA MB MN WM

Proceedings of 14th International Conference on Webometrics, Informetrics and Scientometrics & 19th COLLNET Meeting 2018 
>> Collaboration - Impact on Productivity  and Innovation <<

- 24 -



Table 2: Top ten institutes (publishing rate) 
 Institute total 

1 Institute for Information Technology 460 

2 Institute for Physics 353 

3 Institute for Computer and Systems Engineering 221 

4 Institute for Microelectronics and Nanoelectronics 173 

5 Institute for Chemistry and Biotechnology 170 

6 Institute for Biomedical Engineering and Informatics 161 

7 (Inter-departmental) Institute of Materials Science and Engineering 142 

8 Institute for Thermodynamics and Fluid Mechanics 140 

9 Institute for Theoretical Computer Science 135 

10 Institute for Mathematics 130 

The Technical University of Ilmenau lists 138 departments assigned to the respective institutes. 
There are five departments, which have published more than 100 publications during the whole 
period of the study. 

Table 3: Top departments with more than 100 publications 
 Departement total 

1 Electronic Measurement Engineering Group 154 

2 Biomedical Engineering Group 146 

3 Communications Research Laboratory 120 

4 Group for Complexity Theory and Efficient Algorithms 116 

5 Chemistry Group 107 

A total of 2907 publications were published by 1314 authors. Table 4 lists the top five authors 
with the highest number of publications. 

Table 4: Top five scientists (publishing rate) 
 Scientist Total 

1 110 

2 105 
3 100 
4 97 
5 

M   D
M   H
J     H
R    T
U    R 80 

Table 5 shows a list of the top 5 cited papers from different academic fields. 

Table 5: Top five cited papers 
 Paper Total citation 

1 Controllable Disorder Engineering in Oxygen-Incorporated MoS2 
Ultrathin Nanosheets for Efficient Hydrogen Evolution 

427 

2 Vacancy Associates Promoting Solar-Driven Photocatalytic Activity 
of Ultrathin Bismuth Oxychloride Nanosheets 

255 

3 Binary copper oxide semiconductors: From materials towards 
devices 

144 

4 Graphene Transistors: Status, Prospects, and Problems 136 
5 First-principles investigation of the size-dependent structural 

stability and electronic properties of O-vacancies at the ZnO polar 
and non-polar surfaces 

120 
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In order to make the results from different scientific fields comparable with each other, the 
absolute values of the publications were normalized with the field-normalized citation rates, in 
keeping with the field-dependent publication habits and thus enabling an objective comparison. 
A result greater than 1 therefore means an above-average value for citation per publication in 
Germany. The citation habit for the Institute of Physics for 2013 is 13.68. The publication of 
the Three-Dimensional Nanostructuring Group of the Institute of Physics:“Controllable 
Disorder Engineering in Oxygen-Incorporated MoS2 Ultrathin Nanosheets for Efficient 
Hydrogen Evolution” thus received more than 31 times the average citation. Using this 
standardization approach, it was possible to compare indicators based on the publication output 
like h-index, g-index or hg-index of scientists throughout the university of different research 
areas like Chemistry, Mathematics or Economics. 

At this point, we do not present in detail the results of the other publication-related indicators 
in preference to two indicators that can also be interpreted as qualitative. The ratio of cited 
publications to the total number of publications can be seen as a quality criterion for scientific 
output if we assume a certain basic quantity of publications. Of 1314 authors, 882 have at least 
one citation for a publication they have produced. A total of 431 scientists who have published 
between one and 13 publications are not cited. 219 authors have published a publication that 
has also been cited. 87 authors have published a publication that has been cited, as well as a 
publication that has not been cited. In the case of 85 scientists, exactly one cited publication is 
compared with 2 to 52 publications that were not cited. It is interesting to compare authors who 
have published more than 50 publications. The citations are put in relation to the total number 
of publications. Figure 19 shows this ratio for authors with a number of publications > 50.  

Table 6: Scientists with the highest ratio of cited papers with more than 50 publications 
 Scientist cited uncited ratio (%) 

1 51 9 85 
2 62 11 85 
3 46 10 82 
4 52 12 81 
5 61 19 76 
6 

H  H
Y   L
M  K
P   S
U   R
A   B 38 15 72 

Further interesting conclusions about the way of scientific work can be made by analysing the 
collaboration behaviour of authors. For this purpose, the number of publications that were 
created in co- or multiple authorship was measured. The number of publications created through 
collaboration is intended to show how often employees of the TU Ilmenau cooperate. No 
difference is made here between cross-university and intra-university publications. 

Table 7: Top five scientists in multiauthorship 
 Scientist Total 

1  M  H 105 
2  R    T 97 
3  U    R 80 
4  H    H 60 
5  F     R 57 
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We have further investigated these collaboration networks in further examinations. Figure 3 
shows the result of a visualization of the collaboration network with VOSViewer1. 

Figure 3: Co-Authorship Network of TU Ilmenau 2012 – 2016 (threshold 10) 

Obstacles 
The correctness of the underlying data material is a requirement for high-quality bibliometric 
analysis. In our specific example we had to deal with a number of error sources typical for such 
bibliometric investigations. 

Accuracy of the data 
 The data required for the bibliometric analysis were not always available in correct

form. The author names were neither available on the website of the Technical
University of Ilmenau, nor on the Web of Science, where they were one hundred percent
error-free. Since each department maintains its own employee list online, there was no
standardized form of representation and an automated extraction of the names was
therefore not possible (use of different separators in the name separation). Especially
with foreign names, there were often uncertainties as to which parts belong to the first
name and which to the last name. As long as not all authors are registered in standardized
repositories (ORCID, Researcher-ID or Scopus Author ID or similar), the solution can
only consist of time-consuming manual post-processing. In our case, the author data
filtered out of the website were compared with those of the telephone lists. If a person
from the telephone lists did not exist with a complete first and last name in the employee
list, the system searched for the last name and the first letter of the first name. If a hit
was found, we manually checked whether this corresponded to the correct person.
Similar problems with the assignment of names occurred in the Web of Science.

1 The detailed outline of the results of the data science analysis of the available data sets will be the content of 
another publication in the pipeline. 
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Incorrectly written names were checked manually. For this purpose, a list was 
programmed to save these exceptions and then transferred it to the Access database.  

 An essential requirement for the correct automated extraction of data from the Web of
Science, was the correct pre-structuring with appropriate separators (bsw. comma
between first and last name). If such a separator does not exist, the corresponding
attribute in the raw XML file remains empty and the assignment must be completed
manually. Especially often such a manual check was necessary for names from other
cultures.

 For a number of publications, the authors contained references to institutional units that
could not be assigned to them. In order to be able to guarantee the affiliation, all
Ilmenau-related authors of a publication were first collected. The authors were then
compared with the existing staff database (consisting of the data from the TU Ilmenau
website and the telephone lists for the years 2012 to 2016). If there was an entry with a
complete first and last name, the search was based on the number of departments. If this
search yielded only one result, it was assigned to the employee. Otherwise, this data was
collected and later assigned manually. A tool was programmed to select the right authors
and subject areas.

Duplicate entries 
 When collecting the data, it was found that publications (either as e-books or as articles

available elsewhere) were published twice in the Web of Science. In order to filter these
out, identical publications were searched for and the publication date as well as the
names of the authors were checked. If they matched, all identical publications were
combined into one. In concrete terms, this means that one publication was removed from
the database and the citations were grouped.

Missing data 
 Some addresses were not available in the publications, and therefore had to be added,

i.e. also that no references were available. In order to correct this, the employee list was
searched for hits and the author names were additionally checked by an additional
Google search to ensure assignment. The author names were examined with the help of
third-party sources (such as SpringerLink and Google Scholar) in which the reference
to the corresponding addresses was available and an assignment of the institutional
affiliation ("affiliation") could be carried out.

Summary and Future Work 
With the help of a bibliometric analysis, a cross-disciplinary comparison of the publication 
performance of the TU Ilmenau was carried out. The available results allow the publication 
output of the past five years to be analysed and the strengths and weaknesses of scientists and 
their corresponding organisational units to be uncovered. There are considerable differences in 
publication behaviour between the different university tiers. A number of factors that have 
contributed to these results are relevant for the present results. The size of the departments and 
institutes can be an advantage over the smaller sized units and can have a direct influence on 
the position in the respective ranking, since the number of actively publishing employees can 
correlate with the amount of publication output within a period. By means of normalization, the 
indicators of specific groups were made comparable despite different citation habits. In this 
paper, a series of indicators were used to describe the research landscape at TU Ilmenau as 
objectively as possible. The Data acquisition was one of the most complex parts of the work. A 
number of programs were developed to convert the raw data into a usable form suitable for 
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bibliometric analysis. In order to provide consistent and correct data for the analysis, the data 
was manually checked in several stages (after each processing step) in order to minimize 
potential sources of error. For the future, further use of the data, they were stored in a structured 
form in a database.  
This database can be used as a basis for further investigations. It can serve as a basis to re-
examine publication behaviour at regular intervals, to draw comparisons and to work out trends 
and tendencies. It was also used for the work currently being completed on more content-
oriented analyses, which have a more Data Science-specific character, to answer such research 
questions like: If there are changes in research areas, are there overlapping research areas that 
offer the potential for new opportunities for scientific cooperation, or how detailed the research 
landscape of a university can be analysed by including more content specific elements like 
keywords and abstracts. 
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Abstract 
There is a significant relationship between the development of countries and their investment on research and 
development (R&D). Often, investments on science is seen as a resource of national prestige in countries. An 
outstanding part of spending go to the universities as part of science policy utilization. For that, most of 
investigations on return of investments (ROI) on science focus on universities as the main authorities of scientific 
endeavor. The main issue is that, calculating ROI of R&D is not as simple as the industry of service sectors. In 
industry and service input and output of the process is clearly calculable. For example a manger in industry sector 
is able to calculate the cost of product and services. But in science it is not simple to calculate the cost of products 
because of variety and complexity of resources allocated for its production. A paper as an output of a scientific 
endeavor easily is not calculable in terms of financial formula. Sometimes a scientific finding save the life of 
millions of people and provide society with bunch of opportunities and guide the communities towards prosperous 
life. These are not simply calculable in term of ROI investigations. Most of scientometrics studies focuses on the 
determined document based outputs of the R&D systems. Since financial inputs play crucial role in progress of 
R&D systems, taking them in account when calculating the efficacy of this system will provide us with clearer 
image of R&D performance. This research aimed to focus more on financial aspects of R&D performance in 
universities forward utilizing some sort of knowledge economy framework. For that, we strive to formulate the 
expenditure has been carried out in various levels of a university which results in a unit of scientific paper, highly 
cited paper, fruitful actors, and etc. we have focused on the Tarbiat Modares University (TMU) a fully accredited 
state university for graduate studies with more than 7000 students and almost 1000 faculty members.  TMU always 
ranks between top 3 Iranian universities. 
Keywords: Return of Investment, Framework, Scientometrics 

Introduction 
Most of scientometrics studies focuses on the determined document based outputs of the R&D 
systems. Since financial inputs play crucial role in progress of R&D systems, taking them in 
account when calculating the efficacy of this system will provide us with clearer image of R&D 
performance. This research aimed to focus more on financial aspects of R&D performance in 
universities forward utilizing some sort of knowledge economy framework (Hassanzadeh, 
Akhgar and Navidi, 2014). For that, we strive to formulate the expenditure has been carried 
out in various levels of a university which results in a unit of scientific paper, highly cited 
paper, fruitful actors, and etc. 
Return on Investment (ROI) is defined as the ratio of gains from investment and is used 
normally as an index to measure the performance and evaluate the efficiency of an investment 
on some project or initiative or compare the efficiency of a number of different investments. 
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ROI was formulated to measure the amount of return on a particular investment, against the 
investment’s cost. Return on investment is divided by the investment costs. The result is 
expressed as a percentage or ratio. The classic formula is as following: 

ROI = (𝐆𝐚𝐢𝐧 𝐟𝐫𝐨𝐦 𝐈𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭 − 𝐂𝐨𝐬𝐭 𝐨𝐟 𝐈𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭) 

𝐂𝐨𝐬𝐭 𝐨𝐟 𝐈𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭 
× 100

In the formula, "Gain from Investment” refers to the proceeds obtained from the sale of the 
investment of interest. Because ROI is measured as a percentage, it can be easily compared 
with returns from other investments, allowing one to measure a variety of types of investments 
against one another (Investopedia: ROI, 2018).  

ROI can be used in conjunction with Rate of Return, which takes in account a project’s time 
frame. One may also use Net Present Value (NPV), which accounts for differences in the value 
of money over time, due to inflation. The application of NPV when calculating rate of return 
is often called the Real Rate of Return. 

Social return on investment 
Traditional ROI formula was criticized because of its deficient in calculating the real return 
and benefits of the investments. Some investors and businesses have taken an interest in the 
development of a new form of the ROI metric, called "Social Return on Investment," or SROI 
which intended to cover social and environmental metrics that currently do not reflected in 
conventional financial accounts. It was initially developed in the early 2000s and takes into 
account broader impacts of projects using extra-financial value. Social return normally 
generalizes the return measures to social context and helps understand the value proposition of 
certain ESG (Environmental Social & Governance) criteria used in socially responsible 
investing (SRI) practices. Undertakings for sustainability in terms of expenditures on 
infrastructures to reduce energy consumptions and other types of investments which may not 
be returned completely but have an immediate cost which may negatively impact traditional 
ROI - however, the net benefit to society and the environment could lead to a positive SROI. 
(Investopedia: ROI, 2018).  

Social media has imposed a big change to social relationships and social network as an 
emerging concept deals with centrality and betweenness of actors in a network. In a social 
network people interact with each other by seeing and liking or mentioning posts and updates. 
These are new flavors of ROI that have been developed for particular purposes but are not 
accounted in terms of traditional formula. Similarly, marketing statistics ROI tries to identify 
the return attributable to advertising or marketing campaigns. So-called learning ROI relates to 
amount of information learned and retained as return on education or skills training. As the 
world progresses and the economy changes, several other niche forms of ROI are sure to be 
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developed in the future (Investopedia: ROI, 2018). We can add other ROI indexes such as 
gained expertise, best practices, shared knowledge and savings because of repeated 
experiences.  

Social return on investment (SROI) is a collection of techniques for measuring values that are 
not traditionally reflected in financial statements. These values may include social and 
environmental factors. They have been set to determine how effectively an enterprise leverage 
its capital and other resources to create value for the community beyond the organizational 
borders. While a traditional cost-benefit analysis is used to compare different investments or 
projects, SROI is used more to evaluate the general progress of certain developments, showing 
both the financial and social impact the corporation can have (Investopedia: SROI, 2018). 

SROI is useful to corporations because it can improve program management through better 
planning and evaluation. It can also increase the corporation’s understanding of its effect on 
the community and allow better communication regarding the value of the corporation’s work 
(both internally and to external stakeholders). Philanthropists, venture 
capitalists, foundations and other non-profits may use SROI to monetize their social impact, in 
financial terms. 

A general formula used to calculate SROI is as following: 

SROI = (𝐬𝐨𝐜𝐢𝐚𝐥 𝐢𝐦𝐩𝐚𝐜𝐭 𝐯𝐚𝐥𝐮𝐞 – 𝐢𝐧𝐢𝐭𝐢𝐚𝐥 𝐢𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭 𝐚𝐦𝐨𝐮𝐧𝐭) 

𝐢𝐧𝐢𝐭𝐢𝐚𝐥 𝐢𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭 𝐚𝐦𝐨𝐮𝐧𝐭 
× 100

Assigning a money value to the social impact can present problems, and various methodologies 
have been developed to help quantify the results. The Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), for 
example, is one method that converts and organizes qualitative information into quantitative 
values. 

While the approach varies depending on the program that is being evaluated, there are four 
main elements that are needed to measure SROI: 

• Inputs, or resources investments in your activity (such as the costs of running, say, a
job-readiness program)

• Outputs, or the direct and tangible products from the activity (for example, the
number of people trained by the program)

• Outcomes, or the changes to people resulting from the activity (i.e., new jobs,
better income, improved quality of life for the individuals; increased taxes for, and
reduced support from, the government)

• Impact, or the outcome less an estimate of what would have happened anyway

Proceedings of 14th International Conference on Webometrics, Informetrics and Scientometrics & 19th COLLNET Meeting 2018 
>> Collaboration - Impact on Productivity  and Innovation <<

- 33 -

https://www.investopedia.com/terms/p/privatefoundation.asp


Research and development and ROI 
Despite other businesses, research and development is a process which results in a particular 
product or service. Output of a research initiative may be translated into an innovative process 
or improvement in a social service. Sometimes a research project terminate without a tangible 
achievement but leaves outstanding experiences for new projects. These kind of gains always 
is ignored in ROI calculations. In addition to experiences, some other gains also is achieved 
through research and development which are important but do not counted in ROI formula. A 
new formula will be as following.  

R&DROI = 
(𝐆𝐚𝐢𝐧 𝐟𝐫𝐨𝐦 𝐈𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭+𝐒𝐨𝐜𝐥𝐢𝐚𝐥 𝐈𝐦𝐩𝐚𝐜𝐭 𝐕𝐚𝐥𝐮𝐞+𝐍𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐨𝐧𝐚𝐥 𝐏𝐫𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐢𝐠𝐞+𝐏𝐞𝐫𝐩𝐞𝐭𝐮𝐚𝐭𝐞𝐝 𝐠𝐚𝐢𝐧𝐬) − 𝐂𝐨𝐬𝐭 𝐨𝐟 𝐈𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭) 

𝐂𝐨𝐬𝐭 𝐨𝐟 𝐈𝐧𝐯𝐞𝐬𝐭𝐦𝐞𝐧𝐭 
×

100

The R&D returns not only include direct returns on investments but covers social impacts of 
the investment and organizational and national prestige which influencing the gains from the 
investment. Companies with higher expenditure on research and innovation, get more 
attentions and supports from customers because of the potential impact of R&D on quality 
measures. In other hand, governments indicating their likelihood to sustainable development 
and science advancement by increasing R&D budgets and briefing it as a measure to increase 
their popularity among voters and taxpayers.  

Research design 
Besides depicting descriptive representation of background data for TMU, this research mainly 
was carried out using scientometrics techniques to analyze scientific performance of the 
university in terms of papers published in international peer review journal, citation to 
documents, citation and self-citation per paper, national and international collaboration rate 
and so forth. In addition we have done co-authorship analysis to depict individual and collective 
performance of faculty members. The data was extracted from Thomson Reuter’s Web of 
Science (WoS) database. In the second phase, we have analyzed the expenditures of the 
university on R&D to calculate the cost of each scientific achievement in terms of outputs and 
outcomes. Applications like Bibexcel, Notepad+, SPSS and other bibliometrics analysis kits 
have been performed. Finally, we approached to propose an ROI model of R&D expenditures 
in the university.  

Findings 
Tarbiat Modares University as a higher education institute which provides only postgraduate 
studies, is the second ranked university among Iranian universities. Research policies in the 
university tended to focus on quality research and publishing in world class impacting journals. 
Findings indicated that, researchers affiliated with TMU, have been published 12394 
documents in the sources indexed in WoS from the beginning of the university up to 2015. In 
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general, among the 11 types of documents, journal papers includes almost 84 percent of 
publications. Besides the publications in national journals which almost all are in Persian and 
are counted in a separate citation database1, more than 99 percent of documents have been 
published in English.  
The first document published was in 1994 near to 4 years after the establishment of the 
university. The main increase in publishing starts from year 2000 and 2015 witnesses the most 
publications by TMU researchers. Publications by researchers affiliated with the university 
have been increased from 107 in 2000 to 2500 in 2016. This indicates more than 20 fold growth 
in terms of tangible research out puts.  

Figure 1. increase in scientific production by Tarbiat Modares University (Clarivate 
Analytics, 2015) 

Expenditure in research affairs as an index of input measures shows an increase in terms of 
1000 dollar per paper. This means that, from year 2000 to 2016 expenditure per paper has been 
increased and this may interpreted as decrease in researchers' productivity and based on such a 
conclusion, university research policy makers, may be advised to decrease expenditure on 
research infrastructures.  

1 Iran recently has been established a citaion analysis system under title ISC which stands for Islamic countries 
Science Citation in southern city Shiraz. This organization in collaboration with journal publishers in islamic 
countries and in accordance with Organization of Islamic Coperation (OIC) bodies strives to analyze the R&D 
outputs and performance.  
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Figure 2. Mean expenditure per paper in Tarbiat Modares University (Saber and 
Hassanzadeh, 2016) 

But based on new R&DROI formula we should consider the social impact and organizational 
and national prestige of the publications. Each publication in a prestigious journal, creates an 
opportunity to promote the university. Beyond that, findings of research which is reflected in 
scientific social networks may be used to solve several problems worldwide. Social impact and 
prestige as an element of return in research expenditures persuade policy makers in 
organizational and national levels to endure their support of research affairs.  

Figure 3. Share of research and technology expenditures by items, different science areas and 
degree 
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Expenditure on research tremendously varies from bachelor to PhD degrees. While in bachelor 
degrees only 6 to 8.5 percent of expenditures goes to research affairs, this rate hikes to more 
than 45 percent in PhD degrees. The increase in investment on research in higher degrees has 
its roots in the tendency of these courses to focus on research and scientific out puts. Students 
entering in post-graduate studies mainly approaching towards a research initiatives. The more 
university authorities engaging in research impact, the more return on investment is realized. 
Emphasizing on research impact will increase the return rate as well.  

Figure 4. Expenditure on research in different science areas by degree (1000 $) 
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Figure 5. Total expenditures by degrees (1000$) 

Expenditure on education including research and development increases moving from bachelor 
to PhD degree. Share of research from total expenditures increase in higher degrees. 
Tremendous increase in expenditures on research and development initiatives in universities 
only can be justified by entering the new components to the formula as explained in the 
previous section. By including organizational, national prestige and contribution to the global 
knowledge which in turn contributes to the global sustainability we will be able to calculate 
return of investments on research and development. Quantifying all factors which deserve to 
be included in the formula will result in a comprehensive ROI model.  

Concluding remarks 

R&D expenditures also shows the same journey as the publications. R&D expenditure well 
predict the scientific outputs but the main problem is that, financial investment in universities 
comes from various sources with various objectives. While government and social service 
sector expenditure on R&D targets national prestige and public responsibility on science, 
industry investment more intended to develop a prototype or a process kit. Formulating these 
heterogeneous elements in a framework will be the outstanding contribution to the 
scientometrics discipline.  
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A new model of ROI for research and development will include following components: 

A. Investments
1. Research personnel salary
2. Technical infrastructure including scientific resources, materials, laboratories

and etc.
3. Miscellaneous costs
4. Investments

B. Gains
1. Direct incomes
2. Social impact
3. Sustainability measures
4. Knowledge and learning
5. Savings in future projects
6. Skills and competencies

Since some of the mentioned components are qualitative they need to be qualified, consolidated 
and formulated towards a comprehensive model.  
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Table 1. Degree of patentee ranking
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Table4. Betweenness of patentee ranking

As shown in Figure 3, the patentee's network is drawn with the betweenness as an index. 
The node size represents the patentee's betweenness centrality. Samsung Electronics, 
Kodak and Philips play a very important control role in the network. Merck, Siemens, and 
other 12 companies have formed a cooperation circle structure, effectively promoting 
OLED technology research and development, but this has also formed a barrier to other 
enterprises. Within the circle structure, there are many patent holders in Samsung, 
including various subsidiaries and related independent patent holders. Samsung Group 
controls many related technical resources. Chinese OLED enterprises should deepen their 
cooperation with related companies in the network, strengthen the distribution of foreign 
patents, strive to obtain authorization for core patents or sign licensing agreements, and 
break through the intellectual property barriers and restrictions in international trade. 
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Abstract

The development of the Open Access (OA) journals system, its advantages, anddisadvantages 
are discussed. The bibliometric statistics on Russian research performance(RP) were collected 
from the Science Citation Index – Expanded (SCI-E) for the period 2008-2017. During this 
period, Russian researchers published about 34,160 articles in Gold OAjournals which share in 
the total Russian research performance (303,877 articles) accounts for11.2 percent. The usage 
pattern of Gold OA journals shows a stable growth rate of publications from 7.8% in 2008 up to 
13.7% in 2017. Despite the high cost of OA publications, the Russian Academy of Sciences has 
the highest share (58.6%) of OA papers. We assume that this is an impact of a robust 
international collaboration of Russian researchers with the US (31%), Germany (29%) and other 
industrialized countries that cover the cost of collaborative publications. Among the funding 
organizations that aim to promote Russian participation in the OA system a critical role belongs 
to the Russian Science Foundation, the Russian Foundation for Basic Research as well as to 
CNRS (France), the US National Science Foundation and others. The international collaboration 
and government appropriations for research in universities had substantial impact on citations 
score: share of Gold OA highly cited articles amounted to 52% out of the Russian total RP. 
Leading Research Areas (RA in SCI-E) of Gold OA publications turned out to be entirely 
different compared with a disciplinary structure in total Russian RP. As an example, one of the 
most critical research areas in the world - "Scientific Technologies" ranked the third place 
compared to the ninth place in the total Russian RP. Russian scientists widely use the highest 
quality foreign journals of the Gold OA system indexed in SCI-E, the only Russian OA journal 
indexed in SCI-E is “Physics of Condensed Matter” which has the highest share of all Russian 
publications in Gold OA journals.

© 2019 by the authors. – Licensee Technische Universität Ilmenau, Universitätsbibliothek/ilmedia, Germany.

https://doi.org/10.22032/dbt.39296
https://doi.org/10.22032/dbt.39337


Introduction

Open Access system (OA) is one of the hot topics discussed by well-established publishing 

companies and scholars’ community. As G. Eysenbach noted in 2006, the Open access system 

has the potential to accelerate recognition and dissemination of research findings, but its actual 

effects are controversial. Some researchers stated that Gold OA journals are cited more highly 

than printed journals (Sotudeh,  2015); other reports (Moed 2007, Bjork 2012, Solomon 2013, 

Wray 2016) give evidence that OA journals attract less citations. According to Solomon DJ 

(2012) article-processing charge (APC) is the central mechanism for funding the OA system. 

Many researchers discussed the high cost per page in various OA journals. This cost is much 

higher in well-established journals and low in developing countries. As a consequence of the low 

cost per page, the number of predator journals is growing. This is why information 

specialists and bibliometricians should play an important role in the special education program 

on traditional and new publishing system. 

Among recent bibliometric studies of OA system we refer particularly to Prof. G. Lewison’s

(2015) presentation at the ISSI conference in China in 2017. The author investigated the growth 

of Gold OA journals and disciplinary domain that embraced this new system and which country 

benefited from free access to OA publications. Countries were selected according to their 

research performance (RP) in Web of Science (WoS) and divided according to their gross 

national product per capita into four groups: high income countries, upper middle income, 

middle income and low-income countries. All publications were assigned to five major fields of 

science. The interesting result is that richer countries publish less in OA journals in all domains 

than poor countries. As an example, the USA turned out to be below the world average in all five 

major fields, but Brazil was above average in all areas except for physics, and India has been 

above average in physics, biomedical research and engineering. Russia was above average only 

in physics. In January 2018 Dr. Archambault E. published a comprehensive longitudinal study on 

availability of Green OA journals focused on comparison of two bibliographic databases Web of 

Science and Scopus with the special database (designed by his company) whose goal was to 

facilitate retrieval of Gold and Green OA articles published in peer-reviewed journals. According 

to his findings, articles published in 2014 were available free in health sciences (about 60%), 

followed by natural sciences (55%), applied sciences (45%) in 2016. Disciplinary domains of art 

and humanities were significantly less available (24%) www.science-metrix.com

- 120 -

Proceedings of 14th International Conference on Webometrics, Informetrics and Scientometrics & 19th COLLNET Meeting 2018 
>> Collaboration - Impact on Productivity  and Innovation <<



In the Directory of Open Access journals (DOAJ) there are 132 Russian journals. Only one of 

them “Physics of Condensed Matter” is indexed in the Web of Science (WoS) Core Collection 

and in Journal Citation reports (JCR). 

It is worthwhile to notify that since 2006 Russian government took a few initiatives to reform 

two main Russian research bodies the Russian Academy of Sciences (RAS) and the Higher 

Education Sector. One of the most critical action was taken by President of the Russian 

Federation V. Putin (Decree 599, 2012) was assignment of a new project, denoted as Project 5-

100, when special funding was transferred to a selected group of universities (Moed H., 2018). 

The Russian government assigned 44 billion Rubles (around 730 million US$) for the Project 5-

100 implementation for the period 2013-2016. After two tiers of competition 14 universities 

were selected; in a later phase, one was added. Each year, all universities were divided into 3 

groups according to their results. Each university belonging to the first group receives about 960 

MLN Rub.; universities in the second group receive 450-540 MLN Rub each. Finally, each 

university of the third group obtains about 100 MLN Rub. Meanwhile, it was a significant 

reduction of research personnel and budget of RAS. Bibliometric indicators play an important 

role in the evaluation of the efficiency of government reforms (Moed H., 2018).  

Since 2016 a new option of Web of Science was introduced marking Open Access publications 

in Gold Open Access journals (Gold OA) and Green Open Access journals (Green OA). We set 

up a goal of our paper to overview trends in usage pattern of Gold Open Access journals as a tool 

for scientific communications and its impact on bibliometric performance indicators by Russian 

scholar community during the period 2008-2017.  

Methods.

The primary sources of bibliometric statistics were resources produced by Clarivate Analytics: 

Science Citation Index –Expanded (SCI-E), Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) and Arts & 

Humanities Citation Index (A&H CI) that are part of the Web of Science (WoS) Core Collection. 

A search was performed on March 17.2018. Due to the significant difference in Russian research 

performance (RP) between SCI-E (about 33,000 records) and SSCI (about 1,200 records) and 

A&H CI (300 records) yearly, our analysis was focused on the records indexed only in SCI-E. 

Since 2016 Gold OA records are marked in the WoS, we used this marking to differentiateOA 

and non-OA records and trace the evolution of OA usage. Open Access journals are divided into 
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two groups: Gold OA and Green OA journals in WoS. Our analysis was focused on Gold OA 

journals that accounts for 95% of all OA records affiliated with Russia. Only articles and reviews 

(A&R) as a more critical type of publications were selected for the analysis. Bibliometric 

indicators were as follows: total Russian publication counts (research performance - RP), OA 

publications counts and it’s share, distribution of total RP and Gold OA publications by leading 

organizations, collaborative countries, and funding agencies; the percentage of Gold OA highly 

cited articles. 

Special attention was paid to careful visual and manual verification of names of organizations 

and funding agencies. In our paper, we are focused on publication counts and do not assess 

citation impact, an aspect of the great importance of a fully-fledged bibliometric assessment 

study (Moed et.others, 2018)  

Results and Discussion

A growth rate in 1.43 fold in research performance (RP) in SCI-E (1,651,875 publications) was 

observed in 2017 compared with 2008 (1,157,506 publications). The growth in the Gold OA 

publications was slightly higher - 1.73 folds. Russia occupies 15th place by RP and 29th place in 

Gold OA publications in SCI-E, 2017. 

The trends of evolution of Gold OA publications share in the world in three main databases SCI-

E, SSCI and A&HCI (column 2), separately in SCI-E ((column 3) and in total Russian RP 

(column 4) are presented in Table 1.

- 122 -

Proceedings of 14th International Conference on Webometrics, Informetrics and Scientometrics & 19th COLLNET Meeting 2018 
>> Collaboration - Impact on Productivity  and Innovation <<



Table 1. Trends of evolution of Gold OA publications, WoS, 2008-2017. 

Year

Share of  Gold ОА (A&R) 

in SCI-E, SSCI,  

A&HCI, (%)

Share of Gold ОА

(A&R)  in SCI-E, (%)

Share of Gold ОА

(A&R) in total 

Russian RP in SCI-E, (%)

1 2 3 4

2008 19.7 21.08 7.79

2009 20.65 22.14 8.38

2010 21.49 23.10 8.90

2011 22.33 24.0 9.49

2012 23.65 25.44 11.10

2013 24.54 26.3 11.62

2014 25.53 27.3 12.94

2015 25.7 27.4 13.19

2016 25.44 26.74 13.27

2017 25.68 26.58 13.7

During 2008-2017 Russian researchers published more than 34,500 documents in Gold OA

journals. Our finding indicates that an average share of Gold OA publication in Russia is still 

approximately twice less than in the world according to SCI-E in 2017. Trends on the Russian 

publication’s growth in Gold OA journals in SCI-E are presented in Fig.1.
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Figure 1. Growth trends in Russian Gold Open Access publications and total Russian research 

performance, SCI-E.

It was observed that the growth (in 2.36 folds) in absolute number of Russian publications in the 

Gold OA journals is significantly higher than the growth (in 1.3 folds) of total Russian RP during 

2008-2017. There are many factors – financial, age, language barrier - that influence an author’s 

decision whether to submit the manuscript to a regular journal or to Gold OA. 

Two lists of twenty leading organizations (ranked by publications counts) in entire Russian RP 

and Gold OA publications were compiled with a respective share in Gold OA publications and in 

total Russian research performance. These data are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2. The leading organizations by share of Golden OA publications, WoS, 2008-2017. 

All publications of Russian authors Publications only in Gold OA journals

Rank Organizations, combined Share, 
%

Rank Organizations, combined Share, 
%

In total 303,877 publications 100% In total 34 ,160 
publications

100%

1 Russian Academy of Sciences 56.6 1 Russian Academy of Sciences 58.6
2 Moscow State University 12.0 2 Moscow State University 17.7
3 St. Petersburg State University 4.3 3 Centre National de la Recherche 

Scientifique (CNRS)
12.0

4 St. Petersburg Scientific Center, 
Russian Academy of Sciences

4.2 4 Helmholtz Association 9.5

5 Centre National de la Recherche 
Scien- tifique (CNRS)

3.5 5 University of California System 9.0

6 Novosibirsk State University 3.5 6 Universite Paris Saclay Comue 8.8
7 National Research Center 

Kurchatov Institute
3.2 7 National Research Center 

Kurchatov Institute
8.6

8 Joint Institute for Nuclear 
Research

2.9 8 United States Department of 
Energy (DOE)

8.6

9 Helmholtz Association 2.7 9 Joint Institute for Nuclear 
Research

8.0

10 Ioffe Physical-Technical Institute, 
Russian Academy of Sciences

2.7 10 Alikhanov Institute of 
Theoretical and Experimental 
Physics

7.9

11 Lebedev Physical Institute, 
Russian Academy of Sciences

2.5 11 CNRS National Institute of 
Nuclear Particle Physics IN2P3

7.6

12 Moscow Institute of Physics and 
Technology

2.3 12 Max Planck Society 7.6

13 National Research Nuclear 
University MEPhI

2.1 13 Instituto Nazionale di Fisica 
Nucleare

7.6

14 Ural Federal University 1.9 14 Konstantinov Petersburg 
Nuclear Physics Institute, 
National Research Center 
Kurchatov Institute

7.2

15 Universite Paris Saclay Comue 1.8 15 Lebedev Physics Institute, 
Russian Academy of Sciences

7.1

16 University of California System 1.8 16 Sapienza University Rome 7.1
17 United States Department of 

Energy (DOE)
1.8 17 CEA (Commissariat à l'énergie 

atomique et aux énergies 
alternatives)

6.9

18 Max Planck Society 1.8 18 Consejo Superior De 
Invesatigaciones Cientificas 
CSIC

6.9

19 Russian Academy of Medical 
Sciences

1.8 19 European Organization for 
Nuclear Research (CERN)

6.5

20 Alikhanov Institute of Theoretical 
and Experimental Physics

1.8 20 St. Petersburg Scientific Center,
Russian Academy of Sciences

6.5
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As it was mentioned in many papers (Graham 1995, Karaulova 2016, Markusova, 2014) the 

Russian Academy of Science (RAS) is the leading basic research body. Its leading role is 

confirmed by high share 56.5% and 58.5% correspondently in total Russian RP and Gold OA 

publications during 2008-2017. Nevertheless the RAS budget was cut off, and increased slightly 

in 2018. No wonder that the RAS share of Gold OA publications decreased significantly from 

65.8 per cent % to 53.9 % correspondently in 2012 to 2017.  

As was mentioned above, the significant investment in Program 5-100 stimulated the tremendous 

growth of universities’ publications in 2012-2017. These fifteen universities’ share of Gold OA 

publications increased from 14.8% in 2012 to 31.54% in 2017. The impact of financial 

investments on the pattern of Gold OA usage is displayed in Fig.2. 

Figure 2. Share of Gold OA publications by the RAS and universities included in Program 5-

100, SCI-E, 2008-2017. 
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There are fourteen foreign organizations among the top twenty (Table 2) that had collaborative 

papers in Gold OA publications and only six of them are among the top in total RP.  This finding 

provides indirect evidence that international scientific collaboration allow Russian researchers to 

overcome the financial obstacle.

Disciplinary distribution of Russians publications was traditionally focused on “hard sciences” 

(Markusova, 2018). To investigate the disciplinary difference /or similarity in research priorities 

there were selected top 50 Research Areas among Gold OA publications and total Russian 

research performance. Our findings show that leading Research Areas (RA) of Gold OA

publications were entirely different compared with disciplinary structure in total Russian RP. As 

an example, one of the most critical research areas in the world - "Scientific Technologies" 

ranked third compared to the 9th place in the total Russian RP. Another striking result was that 

share of RA “Oncology is 5-fold higher than in total Russian research performance, this is partly 

due to strong collaboration of the Russian National Cancer Research Center with National 

Institutes of Health (NIH).

It is well-known that the governments of the European Union countries and the USA actively 

promote the OA system for disseminating knowledge obtained at taxpayers' expense. Our data 

demonstrate a significant influence of various funding agencies on the number of publications in 

Gold OA journals as compared with total Russian RP during 2008-2017. The share of funding 

agencies reached 79.8 % among publications in Gold OA journals and 61.8% in total RP. Among 

the most active Russian funding organizations is the Russian Foundation for Basic Research in 

collaboration with CNRS (France), the National Science Foundation (USA), the National 

Institutes of Health (USA) and the Russian Science Foundation (RNF) established only in 

2013.   An average amount of RNF grant is about $100,000 per year that is five folds more than 

an average grant of RFBR.

According to Wagner C.(2017) international projects account about 20% of national government 

spending on scientific research. International collaboration of Russian researchers have a

significant impact on opportunity to be published in Gold OA journals. Our data demonstrate the 

higher percentage of these publications compared with the share of industrialized countries in 

total Russian RP. These data are presented at Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Share of international collaboration in Russian Gold Open Access publications and in 

total Russian research performance, SCI-E, 2008-2017. 

This chart demonstrates clearly the growing activity of Russian collaboration between industrial 

countries in Gold OA publications. The share of each of the countries - USA and Germany - has 

increased almost three fold compared to their share in total Russian research performance. The 

international collaboration had the impact on citations score: share of Gold OA highly cited 

articles amounted to 52% out of the Russian total RP.

Conclusions 

Trends in the usage pattern of Gold OA journals revealed a stable growth rate of publications 

from 7.8% in 2008 up to 13.7% in 2017. Despite high Gold OA publications cost the Russian 

Academy of Sciences had the highest share (56.5%) of OA papers. However, a significant 

decrease in its share in Gold OA publications from 65.1% to 52.9% was observed 

correspondingly from2012 to 2017.  
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Gold OA publications doubled in 2017 compared with 2012. Our findings indicate an impact of a 
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robust international collaboration of Russian researchers with the USA (31%), Germany (29%) 

and other industrialized countries that cover the cost of collaborative publications. Leading 

Research Areas (RA in SCI-E) of Gold OA publications were entirely different as compared with 

a disciplinary structure in total Russian research performance. The implications of our analysis 

provide a better empirical basis for science policy with respect to disseminating the results of the 

Russian research using Gold OA system.  
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