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Playing the Evaluation Game or Gaming the 
Assessment Regime: How Does SSH Respond 

to Metrics?  

Emanuel Kulczycki 
Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznań, Poland 

In my presentation, I will use the concept of ‘evaluation game’ developed in my recent 
book (‘The Evaluation Game: How Scholarly Metrics Shape Scholarly 
Communication’, CUP 2023) to show how this concept can enrich our understanding 
how researchers, institutions and other stakeholder respond to pressures generated 
by metrics and research evaluation exercises.  

The evaluation of researchers and universities elicits a diverse array of responses to 
assessment expectations. Some metric-based systems successfully motivate 
researchers to adapt their publication strategies and target higher-quality, more 
reputable outlets.  

In contrast, other researchers strive to adhere to evaluation rules and satisfy metrics-
based expectations with minimal personal cost, often resulting in numerous, 
occasionally low-quality publications in less reputable venues. However, a substantial 
portion of such practices should not be labeled as “gaming” but rather as “playing the 
evaluation game.”  

The term “gaming” fails to accurately capture the manner in which researchers alter 
their scholarly communication practices in response to publication pressures and 
evaluative metrics. Researchers publish more low-quality pieces instead of aiming to 
publish one outstanding paper because what really matters to keep their position 
(from the perspective of the evaluation regime that they are subject to) is the quantity 
of papers. In other words, researchers who engage in the evaluation game are not 
driven by a desire to maximize profits, but rather by a desire to maintain their current 
standing, which serves as their primary motivation.  

Gaming is a strategy to maximize profits (including financial) which is fully in line with 
the rules, but it is often combined with finding loopholes in the legal system (e.g., 
through unforeseen but permitted interpretations of the rules). Thus, gaming, 
although perfectly legal, can be seen as unethical in that it violates scientific ethos 
(=disciplinary loyalty).  

The evaluation game like gaming is fully compliant with legal principles but is not as 
easy to evaluate in moral terms as is gaming. The goal of players of the evaluation 
game is most often to maintain the status quo (e.g., keep their jobs, meet evaluation 
requirements) by following the rules at the ‘lowest possible cost’, not to maximize 
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profits. Following the rules at the ‘lowest possible cost’ is crucial in the distinction 
between ‘playing the evaluation game’ and ‘gaming’.  

Assessment of the ethical aspects of playing the evaluation game, however, must take 
into account additional structural dimensions, that is, how the institution—whose rules 
are met through playing the game—provides resources for the work needed to meet 
its requirements. 

I wrote The Evaluation Game to offer a fresh take on the origins and effects of metrics 
in academia, as well as to suggest ways to improve research evaluation. In my 
presentation, I will argue that simply designing better and more comprehensive 
metrics for research evaluation purposes won’t be enough to halt questionable 
research practices like the establishment of predatory journals, guest authorship, or 
superficial internationalization, often seen as „gaming” the research evaluation 
systems. It is not the metrics themselves, but the underlying focus on economics that 
is driving the transformation of scholarly communication and academia itself.  

I aim to demonstrate that a deeper understanding of the reasons behind the 
transformation of research practices can guide toward better solutions for governing 
academia and defining the values that should shape its management. This is a crucial 
task today, as pressures on academia continue to mount and more countries are 
either implementing or considering the introduction of national evaluation regimes. 
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Understanding Evaluation Criteria: A 
Comprehensive Analysis of the 

Implementation of Tenure-Track 
Professorships at German Universities  

 
Carolin Luksche 

 German Centre for Higher Education Research and Science Studies,  
Hannover, Germany 

 Claudia Begemann 
German Centre for Higher Education Research and Science Studies,  

Hannover, Germany 

 Jasmin M. Kizilirmak 
German Centre for Higher Education Research and Science Studies, Hannover, Germany 

and Institute for Psychology, University of Hildesheim, Hildesheim, Germany 

 Julia Röwert 
University of Kassel, INCHER 

INTRODUCTION  
Germany has long employed a system where postdocs could only be hired as full 
professors at a very late stage in their careers, typically after having earned a second 
degree post PhD, the “habilitation”. Since 2002, the implementation of the junior 
professorship has notably led to a significant decrease in the age at initial 
appointment, however, this did not ensure early-career researchers a permanent 
position within academia. Now, the tenure-track professorship position is supposed 
to address this issue. The legal framework for a tenure-track and thus the guarantee 
for a permanent position at the same university after a positive evaluation was already 
established through the junior professorship, but so far universities made limited use 
of this possibility. Additionally, 2016, the new tenure-track professorship model was 
enticed for universities through a federal-state program comprising 1,000 positions. 
The initially fixed-term tenure-track professorship opens the possibility of permanent 
employment after success in usually two predetermined evaluation procedures. 

Prior to this, such a career trajectory was not viable within German universities, 
thereby altering the landscape of professional careers in academia (see Kauffeld et 
al. 2018, p. 293; Bloch et al. 2021). The model introduced a new break-it-or-make-it 
moment, typically earlier in the career. It also shifted the decision-making from the 
hiring commission as the only appointing institution within the universities, expanding 
it to other instances, such as faculties or tenure boards. The criteria and application 
also changed from a competitive system of candidates applying for a job to a goal-
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oriented system, where a hired scientist needs to achieve these goals to keep the job 
and receive tenure.  

Eight years after the introduction of this program, there continue to be discussions 
about decision-making processes and legal structures at German universities, 
especially in the context of tenure-track (Nickel 2016). In the discussion among 
practitioners, it is emphasized that the new career path and the associated definition 
of evaluation criteria must be fair in order to be a success (Borgwardt 2021). However, 
there is hardly any research on the new career path on which to base these 
discussions (Thaller et al. 2022; Franke-Nanic et al. 2022). Therefore, we want to take 
a closer look at the extent to which the evaluation processes in tenure-track 
professorships contribute to the perception of fairness. 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The theoretical foundation of the research project is interdisciplinary, combining 
political and psychological approaches. Through the examination of political 
research, the focus is particularly on the implementation and execution of evaluation 
criteria at German universities – thus, standards that enable a perception of fairness. 
Starting from a top-down process, the structures for the introduction of a tenure-
track professorship were addressed on three levels: (1) the federal government and 
the states, which, in their agreement to promote 1,000 Tenure-Track professorships, 
call on universities to develop a long-term personnel concept; (2) the state university 
laws of each federal state, which regulate the legal framework for Tenure-Track 
professorships; (3) and the universities themselves, which have the freedom to define 
and negotiate evaluation criteria. The theory provides a framework to understand how 
political decisions influence reality and their effects on the actors on the ground, here, 
the professoriate with tenure-track. 

The perception of fairness has been researched in psychology and is divided into 
different types: While distributive fairness refers to the fairness of the result and the 
conditions for the distribution of goods along the way, the concept of procedural 
fairness focuses on the fairness of decision-making and the opportunity to contribute 
to the process (Bierhoff, 2022). Furthermore, informational fairness refers to the 
transparency of the handling of information (ibid.). This concept provides a 
theoretical foundation to analyze the perception of fairness.  

The interplay of political implementation and a psychological perspective on fairness 
mediated by disciplinary differences allows for a comprehensive link between micro- 
and meso-level, capturing both structural conditions and their impact on the 
perception of individuals. 

DATA, MEASUREMENT AND METHODS  
This article employs a mixed-methods design to (1) elucidate the formal norms 
existing due to the tenure-track professorship model and (2) analyze the influence of 
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these norms on the perception of fairness by tenure-track professors. The empirical 
data primarily originates from two sources: A systematic qualitative document 
analysis of the tenure-track statutes of the 16 higher education laws in Germany and 
35 regulations of German universities that have introduced the tenure-track model, 
as well as results from a panel study by the DZHW on professors’ careers (prof*panel). 

For the document analysis, the first step was to examine whether and what 
information the sixteen state higher education laws provide regarding the evaluation 
criteria in a tenure-track model. Regarding the university’s statutes, it was 
investigated whether they are (1) transparent, (2) comparable or divergent, and (3) 
what patterns can be identified.  

Complementing this rather objective qualitative assessment, we analyzed the 
perceived fairness from N = 424 survey respondents who were on a tenure-track at 
the time of assessment (06-09/2022). The concept of fairness was captured by 
distributive and procedural fairness: With regard to distributive fairness, tenure-track 
professors were asked about the perceived fit of the criteria to their profile and 
whether the criteria were easy to implement at the given time. Procedural fairness 
was measured by asking about the tenure-track professors' perceived ability to 
influence the design of the evaluation criteria. Informational fairness was measured 
by asking about the perceived transparency of the evaluation criteria. 

PRELIMINARY RESULTS  
None of the 16 state higher education laws explicitly address the evaluation criteria in 
the tenure-track process. However, all state higher education laws contain provisions 
for quality assurance in appointment procedures for professorships and refer to them. 
Only two states go beyond the provisions of general appointment procedures in their 
norms for quality assurance. Notably, no federal state explicitly names specific 
content for criteria. The analysis of a sample of 35 universities revealed regarding (1) 
transparency that all 35 universities establish general quality aspects and standards 
that can be specified and weighted by the responsible actors depending on the profile 
of the professorship. In terms of (2) comparability or strong divergence, clear 
differences were already noticeable. The results provide an initial insight into the 
patterns that can be identified (3). The regulations show differences in the degree of 
formalization (detail level) of the provisions. A high degree of formalization exists 
when a university has formulated and operationalized its criteria concretely and in 
detail for each task complex. The document analysis shows that most university 
regulations have a relatively low degree of formalization and mainly contain catalogs 
of criteria (template formats) with generally formulated requirements in the areas of 
research, teaching, and academic self-administration.  

The preliminary analysis of the survey data regarding the perceived fairness of the 
tenure-track evaluation criteria provided the following results: Regarding distributive 
fairness, 40% of the respondents agreed that they perceived that the criteria fit their 
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profile, while 36% disagreed. Nevertheless, the majority of 60% found the criteria easy 
to implement, while only 14% thought this was not the case. With regard to procedural 
fairness, only 34% reported the ability to influence the evaluation criteria’s design, 
whereas 55% responded that this was not the case. However, the perceived 
transparency of the evaluation criteria per se was considered transparent by the 
majority of 61%, while 24% of the tenure-track professors perceived them as non-
transparent. Overall, while the perceived influence on the criteria’s design and fit to 
research profile was not considered very high by the majority, most respondents still 
perceived them as transparent and easy to implement. 
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Navigating Evaluation Frameworks in 
Humanities and Social Sciences: A 
Comparative International Analysis 

Xin Xu 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

Alis Oancea 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

Gemma Derrick 
University of Bristol, United Kingdom 

James Robson 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

Antonin Charret 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

Jessica Pilgrim-Brown 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

Lingxuan Chen 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

INTRODUCTION 
This paper presents findings from the project ‘Research on Research: the role and 
mission of research in higher education’, which is part of the ESRC-funded Centre 
for Global Higher Education (CGHE). In this paper, we focus on one strand of the 
research project. It discusses and compares how humanities and social sciences 
(HSS) researchers navigate through the formal research evaluation frameworks in 
England, Norway, Italy, Hong Kong SAR, Australia and New Zealand. 

RESEARCH CONTEXT 
Research assessment exercises and performance-based funding schemes are 
powerfully shaping the understandings and practices of research, researchers, 
research cultures, and research governance, by stakeholders like governments, 
publishers, funders, universities, academics, and administrators around the world 
(Hicks et al. 2012; Jonkers & Zacharewicz, 2016; Oancea, 2019).  

However, previous research revealed that the evaluation frameworks do not always 
match with the scope, value, purpose, nature, epistemologies, methodologies, and 
impact of HSS research (Reale, et al., 2018; Sivertsen, 2016). HSS researchers’ careers, 
lived experiences, and positions within the research ecosystems thus have been 
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influenced and shaped by the evaluation frameworks. This paper examines this issue 
from a comparative perspective of different types of research assessment 
frameworks in six research systems around the world. 

METHODOLOGY 
This paper reports findings based on the analysis of 69 interviews with stakeholders 
from different sectors in the research ecosystems, and 98 interviews from 12 case 
studies, which include two higher education institutions in each of the six studied 
systems (England, Norway, Italy, Hong Kong SAR, Australia and New Zealand). The 
interviews were conducted between 2021 and 2023. The stakeholders interviewed 
include leadership from ministries and other government agencies, research 
assessment agencies, data and publishing industry, research funders, unions, 
academies, etc., with diverse disciplinary training backgrounds. Case study 
participants were selected due to their diverse research experience across a range 
of academic disciplines (Humanities, Social Sciences, STEM, and Medical Sciences) 
and held a range of positions in the selected higher education institutions: early 
career, mid-career and established researchers, head of departments and research 
groups, academics with senior leadership positions and senior administrators in 
charge of the research strategy.  

This paper mainly draws on interviews with participants from the HSS backgrounds, 
but also includes discussions about HSS research with other participants. Semi-
structured interviews were conducted online, each lasting on average over an hour in 
duration; and some were complemented by follow-up interviews to explore additional 
topics. Interviews were transcribed in full, and the transcripts were analysed 
thematically in NVivo and via hand notes. The analysis then followed a combination 
of both deductive and inductive coding and an iterative process. We developed the 
coding framework based on the review of the literature, prior research, and 
preliminary analysis. The coding framework was complemented with open coding, to 
add categories and themes emerging from the analysis. Inter-coder checks were 
conducted within the research team. This study has ethical clearance from the 
University of Oxford’s ethics committee and is being conducted in the light of shared 
principles of respect, diversity, equity and epistemic humility. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 
The analysis of interviews revealed both challenges that HSS researchers face, and 
enabling factors for HSS across the six systems, where research assessment and 
funding frameworks differ from each other. Some of the common challenges included 
the mismatch between the evaluation criteria and the common HSS research 
practices, the unbalanced funding and resources between HSS and other disciplines, 
and the misalignment between the evaluation frameworks’ definitions of ‘good 
research’ and the diverse understandings and practice of ‘good research’ across HSS 
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fields. However, some challenges were specific to certain systems. For instance, for 
the research systems where English is not the official language nor the first language 
of many HSS researchers, some experienced tension between the evaluation 
frameworks’ emphasis on ‘international’ publications and Anglicisation, and the fact 
that their research orientation fits better with the local/domestic scholarship 
community. Findings also revealed the other side of the coin, when at times, some 
parameters set in the research evaluation frameworks may be particularly attuned to 
patterns of activity more typical of HSS research, or when the evaluation frameworks 
align well with HSS researchers’ preferred ways of conducting research, and their 
understandings of the nature of research. 
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BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES  

There have been substantial efforts to explore the concept of research quality and 
impact in Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH) (e.g. Hug et al. 2013; Muhonen et al. 
2020; Ochsner et al. 2013) and expand the notion of research in research evaluation 
systems. Nevertheless, those systems still tend to overlook and disadvantage 
significant forms of SSH. These include practice-based research (PBR), which is a 
form of research conducted by practitioner-researchers (or teams composed of 
researchers and practitioners) as part of their professional practice to improve the 
outcomes of that practice. On the one hand, the societal impact of PBR has been 
increasingly highlighted due to its close relation to real-life practice and its ability to 
bridge the research-practice gap (Joyce and Cartwright 2020). On the other hand, 
many PBR studies often fail to meet the criteria of research quality typically used in 
research evaluations (Oancea and Furlong 2007; Wyse et al., 2021) due to their 
practical orientation and focus on external (rather than internal) validity.  

One of the main challenges to expand the concept of research in evaluation systems 
to include PBR-relevant criteria is the lack of cross-disciplinary understanding of the 
quality and impact of PBR. Due to PBR’s primary focus on local, contingent and 
stakeholder-oriented contexts, knowledge about PBR’s quality and impact has been 
developed within disciplinary silos and thus remains fragmented and unstructured. 
This study is part of a research project (project number: 501-D203-20-5004310) 
which aims to increase knowledge about PBR practices and outcomes, and thus set 
the stage for the development of cross-disciplinary PBR evaluation criteria. This 
study focuses on exploring the relationship between research and practice in 
practice-based SSH studies.  

METHODS  
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The study uses bibliometric analysis of PBR publications and an AI-assisted scoping 
review of 127 PBR studies. Bibliometric analysis was applied to verify: (1) to what 
extent PBR has been used in SSH research and (2) in which research fields PBR has 
been most prominent. To identify PBR publications, we developed a search query 
based on a narrative review and using Prophy.Science, which is an AI driven platform 
that provides a state of the art semantic and conventional article metadata analysis. 
We included selected concepts in the search query which was used to search titles, 
abstracts and author keywords (the “Topic” field) in the Web of Science database. We 
used the University of Warsaw’s in-house version of the WoS.  

The bibliometric analysis allowed for the identification of research fields where PBR 
has been most prominent. This study focuses on the analysis of two such fields in the 
SSH: “Education and Educational Research” (EER) and “Theatre” (T). We collected 
PBR publications using the WoS Citation Topics by selecting two Meso topics: EER 
and T. There were 575 publications in EER and 178 in T. To select PBR studies, two 
authors first screened abstracts and then full texts (173 in EER and 78 in T) using the 
following inclusion criteria: (1) empirical studies reporting findings of PBR, (2) studies 
conducted by practitioners/ practitioner-researchers or researchers in collaboration 
with practitioners, (3) studies written in English, and (4) published in 2004-2023. 
For the scoping review, we used the Covidence software, which allows two 
researchers to independently assess the relevance of studies. Finally, 74 studies in 
EER and 53 in T were included in the scoping review. Data from the articles were 
extracted both manually and with the support of ChatGPT 4.0, which was used to 
summarize and extract key information including the PBR approach, model, methods, 
participants, and researcher status. This AI-assisted phase allowed for a quick initial 
review, aiding in the identification of trends and methodologies. However, 
recognizing AI’s limitations, we conducted a thorough manual analysis for accurate 
interpretation and to draw conclusions that align with our research goals.  

PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

The bibliometric analysis shows that PBR has been most frequently used in Clinical & 
Life Sciences (CLS) and SSH. In terms of the number of articles, the most important 
Meso topics were: Nursing, Psychiatry & Psychology, Education & Educational 
Research, Diabetes and Allergy, while in terms of the importance of the PBR for the 
Meso topic (the share of PBR studies within all studies in that Meso topic) the leading 
disciplines were: Theater, Nursing, Psychiatry & Psychology, Auto-inflammatory 
Diseases, and Art. The analysis demonstrates that PBR has been particularly 
important for Theatre scholars: the increase in the number of PBR Theatre studies in 
the last two decades (relatively to all Theatre studies) was by far the largest of all SSH 
and STEM fields. This growth can be linked to the inclusion of higher art education 
institutions into research evaluation systems and the progressive academisation of 
art disciplines (Lewandowska et al. 2023).  
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The qualitative analysis of PBR studies in T and EER focused on the occupational roles 
and research engagement of practitioners and researchers in PBR studies. We 
identified four different types of PBR: "Professional PBR": Practitioners use PBR to 
explore and improve their professional practice (e.g. a teacher examines her teaching 
methods using PBR) (47% of studies in EER, 19% of studies in T); "Collaborative PBR": 
Researchers (academics) conduct PBR collaboratively with practitioners (e.g. 
teachers, artists) (23% in EER, 81% in T); "Evaluation of PBR": Practitioner-researchers 
conduct PBR projects to evaluate the effectiveness of PBR (e.g. an academic teacher 
explores how participation in PBR projects affects their students’ teaching skills) (15% 
in EER); "Peer PBR": PBR conducted by a group of peers working in the same setting 
(e.g. school, theatre, community o practice) usually to improve the organizational 
aspects of practice (15% in EER). This typology demonstrates that there are variations 
in how practitioners and stakeholders collaborate within PBR, and highlights the 
specificities of SSH practice-based research which should be taken into account in 
the evaluation process.  
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The Geographic Focus of SSH Books in the 
Library of Congress 
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Kai Li, Brian Dobreski 
School of Information Sciences, University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN, 37996, USA 

As one of the three de facto national libraries of the United States, the Library of 
Congress LoC)is one of the world's largest libraries. Its primary mission is to “serve 
Congress with the highest quality of research, analysis, information, and confidential 
consultation to support the exercise of its legislative, representational, and oversight 
duties in its role as a coequal branch of  government.” To support this critical mission, 
the library has developed its collection with a strong national interest in mind (Aikin, 
2010; Cronin, 1966). In light of this policy orientation and the sheer size of the 
collection of the Library of Congress, we are investigating the geographical coverage 
of its book collection in the social sciences, humanities, and the arts (SSH) and how 
the shift of the coverage may mirror the changing national and foreign policies of the 
United States, as well as the foci of U.S. political discourse. 

In this extended abstract, we present the preliminary results from this project, 
providing descriptive views on the geographic focus of books in the collection 
published between 1970 and 2019. In particular, we examine the following questions: 

1. How has the geographic distribution of the LoC's SSH collection changed 
over time? 

2. How do evolutions in the geographic focus of the collection reflect or 
coincide with the economic developments and historical events in those 
countries? 

3. How are the top countries associated with specific SSH fields in the LoC 
collection, and what patterns emerge? 

We obtained data from the LoC's 2019 metadata dump of its book collection (Library 
of Congress, 2019), which consists of 11.28 million full metadata records of books 
encoded in the Machine-Readable Cataloging (MARC) format. We used the Library 
of Congress Classification number (which includes 22 major categories that cover all 
major knowledge domains) in the metadata records to determine the disciplinarity of 
the book. We mapped the categories into the major knowledge domains (i.e., Science 
and technologies, Social Sciences, and Humanities). We found that the majority of 
records belong to SSH (82.5%), which is the focus of the present study. From the 
original dataset, we only acquired 6.2 million SSH books that were published between 
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1970 and 2019 and were fully curated by librarians based on the Encoding Level code. 
In this collection, subject labels were supplied by professional librarians using the 
Library of Congress Subject Heading (LCSH), one of the most popular controlled 
vocabularies for subject information in library collections. Whereas LCSH includes 
various types of subject information, such as personal names and work titles, our 
study particularly focuses on topical subject terms (recorded in field 650 of MARC 21 
format) and geographical subject terms (in field 651), the two most frequently used 
categories of subject information in our data. For topical subject terms, subject codes 
such as geographic names and geographic subdivisions can provide information on 
the geographic focus of books, e.g., the geographic name could be Belgium and the 
geographic subdivision could be Antwerp, in addition to another main topical subject. 
For geographic subject terms, it can take forms such as ‘Knox County (Tenn.)’, which 
requires some processing before matching to a country.  

We extracted all geographical information for the two metadata fields (using the 
subfield z of 650 and subfield a of 651) and matched them with country-level names 
in the Geonames dataset. Among 3.6 million books with any geographic information 
in fields 650 and 651, 98.2% of them are linked with at least one entry in Geonames, 
representing places around the world that the books discuss. 

Our results show that the LoC collection has become increasingly more diverse in its 
geographical focus over time (Figure 1a). In the 1970s, the vast majority of books were 
focused on three primary regions: North America (28%), Western Europe (17%), and 
Northern Europe (12%). However, four decades later, while North America remains 
the most represented area, its share has reduced to 22%, closely followed by East 
Asia (15%). Regions such as Eastern Europe, Western Asia, Southern Europe, South 
Asia, and Southeast Asia have also seen their representations increase by 1-3 
percentage points from the 1970s to the 2010s (Figure 1b).  

On the level of individual countries, we analyzed the top 20 countries featured in LoC 
books and their changes over time (Figure 1c). This analysis reveals a fascinating 
alignment between changes in the proportion of LoC books concerning specific 
countries and those countries' historical developments. For example, there was a 
significant increase in the share of books about Japan during the 1980s, coinciding 
with Japan's economic and technological boom and its trade frictions with the U.S. 
Similarly, for Mainland China, a marked increase is noted post-Reform and Opening-
up, with another surge, cooccur with China’s entry into the World Trade Organization 
in the new century. Additionally, an intriguing correlation is observed between the 
rising proportion of books about certain non- Anglophone countries and an increase 
in publications in those countries' native languages. 

Do some countries feature more prominently in certain topics? To explore this, we 
utilized the classification number from the data based on the Library of Congress 
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Classification (LCC) to examine topical preferences across various countries (Figure 
1d), by using the revealed comparative advantage index.  

We observed the following patterns. Notably in Social Sciences and Humanities 
(SSH), European countries, particularly Italy, show a higher representation in books 
on the domain of Music and Fine Arts. Countries in Western Asia, the Aegean Sea 
bordering regions, and North Africa are more frequently represented in the domain 
of History. Additionally, Western and Central African countries appear more 
prominently in the domain of Political Science. 

Figure 1. The geographic focus of SSH books in the Library of Congress. a. the 
regional profile of the content of LoC collections in three decades; b. change in 

proportions for various regions from 1970 to 2015. Lines smoothed by 3-year moving 
averages; c. the proportion of some countries in all LoC collections over time (black 
line) and their publishing languages (colored area); d. representative topics of some 
regions, with colors indicating a higher-than-expected preference for the selected 

topic. 
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The preliminary results presented above uncover the dynamic evolution of global 
knowledge representation in the LoC book collection, one corpus that has rarely been 
examined in scientometrics and science of science. In summary, we observe an 
increasing diversification of geographic focus in collections of the Library of 
Congress, shifting from a primary focus on North America and Europe in the 1970s to 
a wide coverage of multiple regions around the globe. We discuss the evolution of 
books on Japan and China and how it coincides with their historical developments. 
Moreover, with examples from SSH, we show how topics of books may be more  
representative in certain countries which may illustrate specific interest towards 
certain countries in US political discourse. Overall, we provide a first attempt at 
delineating the geographic focus of the Library of Congress which may serve as a 
potential barometer to interpret US political and legislative trends.  

In our next phase of research, we'll explore the geographic focus of the U.S. LoC's 
collection at the state level. We aim to see if changes in the volume and content of 
books about specific states mirror shifts in U.S. domestic politics and whether this 
focus is evenly distributed across the country. We hope to discern how the library's 
collection aligns with the changing landscape of U.S. political discourse. 
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Towards a Situated Notion of Research 
Quality: An Exploratory Study of Three 

Journal Quality Frameworks 

Patricia Alonso-Álvarez 
Department of Documentation and Library Sciences, Carlos III University of Madrid, Spain 

INAECU Institute, UC3M-UAM, Spain 

Based on its perceived objectivity, WoS and Scopus have been largely perceived as 
sources of journal authority (Lillis & Curry, 2010). However, its status has recently 
been contested due to its linguistic, geographical, and disciplinary biases 
(Archambault et al., 2006; Chavarro et al., 2017; Asubiaro et al., 2023). Academic 
literature on journal quality has also started to pay more attention to qualitative 
criteria –based on the fulfillment of specific conditions that vary depending on the 
evaluator (Pölönen et al., 2021)– as opposed to quantitative/objective criteria –based 
on citations (e.g., Garfield, 1999; Saha et al., 2003). In a recent study, Dunleavy (2022) 
identifies quantitative criteria with ‘research impact’ rather than ‘research quality’, 
which is highly related to the internal policies of journals. Qualitative criteria thus 
serve as guidelines to assess if a journal meets specific quality standards. Moreover, 
in the last years, many scholars and organizations have argued that quantitative 
metrics are heavily context-dependent and proposed new evaluation methods based 
on mixed or qualitative evaluations (e. g. Hicks et al., 2015; or COARA, 2022). 
However, when qualitative criteria are used, other difficulties arise –i.e. there is no 
unique framework used by scholars or indexing platforms, but many, depending on 
the evaluator’s priorities. An example of the significant differences between 
evaluators is the simultaneous inclusion of the same journals in allowlists and 
blocklists (Strinzel et al., 2019). Following previous literature on the topic, this project 
distinguishes research impact from research quality and explores the subjective 
criteria employed by several Journal Indexing Systems (JIS). This exploratory analysis 
specifically studies three quality frameworks: the Web of Science (WoS) journal 
evaluation process; the Scopus content policy and selection; and the Journal 
Publishing Practices and Standards (JJPS), employed by the Journals OnLine project 
(JOL), a network of local journal platforms to help Southern journals increase their 
global visibility and improve their publishing practices. 

Following previous literature on the topic (for instance, Moradzadeh et al., 2022), this 
study uses thematic analysis to identify themes and subthemes regarding journal 
quality. The analysis was conducted in three steps. First, I read the quality criteria of 
the three frameworks and coded their topic. Coding categories were not developed 
apriory but inductively as a result of an iterative process where new codes were 
created until the saturation point was reached. Second, I classified the topics into 
broader concepts. Third, the codes and concepts were compared with previous 
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literature on the topic to verify that they were consistent with previous research. The 
analysis resulted in 33 quality criteria classified into five main themes: (i) journal 
content and structure, (ii) journal policies, (iii) scientific rigor, (iv) editorial structure, 
and (v) publication volume and availability. The results show that, although sharing 
some common criteria, each evaluation system analyzed has different priorities and 
understandings of what quality means and what the minimums a journal must 
accomplish. Giving traditional JIS the monopoly of journal quality creates profound 
asymmetries between journals and regions. It also contributes to a hierarchical 
perception of science, where journals outside these indexes are automatically 
associated with mediocrity. The emergence and growth of alternative JIS have 
offered other perspectives and highlighted the biases traditional indexes present, 
challenging WoS’s and Scopus’s objectivity and their position as the only valid 
cognitive authorities (see Asubiaro & Onaolapo, 2023; Asubiaro, Onaolapo & Mills, 
2024; Chavarro, Rafóls & Tang, 2017; and for the specific case of this project Alonso-
Álvarez, 2024). This analysis shows the existence of similarities between the quality 
criteria employed by traditional and alternative JIS and the presence of other more 
subjective factors that depend on the JIS’s priorities. 

Moreover, ignoring that specific quality criteria and guidelines have been developed 
in concrete socio-historical contexts and represent a limited conception of how 
science should be produced and disseminated reduces quality to a unique vision and 
promotes WoS and Scopus as reference points for journal and editorial standards. It 
also places traditional indexes as the only credible sources of knowledge and, 
therefore, as cognitive authorities (see Chavarro, 2017, pp. 45-49). Therefore, this 
article claims a ‘situated’ nature of quality, which, echoing Albornoz and colleagues 
(2020), needs to be contextualized, and claims a ‘critical reflective process for 
identifying and assessing how different forms of epistemic injustice are deeply 
embedded in the current global knowledge production system’ (Albornoz, Okune & 
Chan, 2020, p. 66). Ignoring this situated nature might also constitute what Medina 
(2017) identifies as a semantically produced epistemic injustice, as quality aspects 
conceived by different communities would be removed from the meaning of research 
quality. 

The analysis of the quality criteria used by different academic databases contributes 
to the discussion on measuring research excellence and offers a new perspective on 
the objectivity of quality criteria. Therefore, comparisons between different quality 
frameworks can help to show the existence of multiple approaches to research 
quality, which can be further explored by historical and contextual analysis. This 
project plans on expanding the analyses presented here to include other alternative 
and regional indexes to further explore their scientific and journal quality perspectives 
and thus advance towards a situated notion of research quality. 
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Their Role in the Dissemination of Canadian 
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INTRODUCTION 

Approximately 600 journals associated with the social sciences, arts and humanities 
(SSAH) are based in Canada (Larivière et al., 2021). The vast majority are independent 
from commercial structures and are run by university departments, learned societies 
and professional associations. They contribute to maintaining scholarly publishing in 
French, one of Canada’s official languages, with more than half accepting French-
language articles. The importance of these domestic journals is acknowledged by 
federal and Québec funding agencies, providing funding for a total of almost 150 
journals. Despite a long-standing tradition of publishing in domestic journals, some 
of these have recently been acquired by foreign-based commercial publishers, 
possibly motivated by an interest in stabilizing their financial situation or by the 
likelihood of being indexed by the dominant bibliographic databases, such as Web of 
Science. In parallel, increasing numbers of French-Canadian researchers sense an 
urgency to publish in English in ‘high-impact’ journals based abroad (Larivière, 2018). 
These trends are likely to compromise the diversified and resilient Canadian scholarly 
publication ecosystem in the long term. 

The aim of our study was to detail the specific role of domestic SSAH journals for 
Canadian researchers. Specifically, we aimed to evaluate the characteristics of 
Canadian-authored articles, including the scope of the research, language, and open 
access (OA). The relatively poor quality of indexing of domestic SSAH journals (van 
Bellen, 2023) necessitated a comparative approach, which included three samples 
of journals, each only including articles signed by at least one Canadian author. The 
first sample represented non-profit domestic journals, which included the Canadian 
SSAH journals disseminated on Érudit (erudit.org), Canada’s national research 
dissemination platform with close to 300 scholarly journals. The second sample was 
composed of the domestic journals published by the five major commercial 
publishers: Elsevier, Springer Nature, Wiley, Taylor & Francis, and SAGE. The final 
sample included foreign-based journals published by the same commercial 
publishers. 
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METHODS 

We used the Dimensions database as a source for the commercial publishers’ journals 
(Digital Science, 2018) and internal data from Érudit for the analyses of non-profit 
journals. We limited the samples to the publication years 2015-2021. The scope of 
each article was defined by the presence of words referring to Canada or its provinces 
or territories, either in the title or the abstract of the article. OA status was retrieved 
using Unpaywall (Priem & Piwowar, 2018). Finally, we identified the ‘working language' 
of each author, which was based on the language of the institution of affiliation, 
including French, English, Other, or a combination of these. 

For Canadian researchers, domestic journals are of particular interest for the 
publication of research on national or regional topics (Figure 1). Proportionally, they 
are two to three times more likely to present research on Canadian topics compared 
to foreign-based journals. 

A marked difference is also observed in OA availability. When published in domestic 
non-profit journals, more than 80% of Canadian researchers’ articles are available in 
OA (Figure 2). In contrast, commercial publishers’ journals present only 16-27% of 
Canadian articles in OA. National non-profit journals generally do not charge ‘article 
processing charges’, in contrast to many commercial journals which generally adopt 
an ‘author-pays’ approach. Such a model has been shown to be very costly for 
Canadian authors, or the libraries and funders that support them (Butler et al., 2022). 

Figure 1: Proportion of Canadian articles having a Canadian scope, for different 
journal types and disciplines. 
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Regarding language, commercial journals relatively rarely allow publishing in French, 
and this is even the case for those that are published in Canada. Maintaining a healthy 
ecosystem of domestic non-profit journals is directly related to the willingness of 
French-language researchers to publish in their language, because French-language 
publishing is one of the main characteristics of these journals. We found multiple 
factors are linked to the use (or not) of French by Canadian researchers, such as the 
geographic and linguistic origins of co-authors as well as the scope of the research 
(Figure 3). The use of French is most frequent when Canadian francophone 
researchers publish together on a national/regional topic: more than half of those 
articles are in French. Unsurprisingly, a collaboration between French-Canadian and 
foreign- based researchers using other languages leads very rarely to a publication 
in French, at only 4% to 5% of the articles. Interestingly, an international francophone 
collaboration, for example Canada-France, does not (at all) guarantee an article in 
French: French articles are proportionally only half as frequent compared to a national 
francophone collaboration (Figure 3). It appears that the scope of the research topic 
strongly influences the language of publication. The use of French is much more 
frequent for articles presenting a national or regional topic, irrespective of the 
composition of the authorship. 

Figure 2: Types of open access at the article-level, for different journal types and 
disciplines. 
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CONCLUSION 

For Canadian researchers, the domestic non-profit journals stand out in terms of the 
prevalence  of national topics, the possibility to publish in French and the accessibility 
to open access. Our data suggest that, for researchers at French-language 
institutions, the attraction of English-language publishing in foreign-based journals 
is strongly linked to the origin of their collaborators, in addition to the scope of the 
research. Thus, current governmental funding opportunities to stimulate international 

Figure 3: Proportion of articles in French, signed by at least one Canadian 
francophone author, for different types of collaboration and scopes of research. The 
percentage and the colour represent the proportion of articles in French; the size of 

the circle represents the total number of articles. 
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collaboration may contribute to the shift in research scope from national to 
international which would, as a corollary, negatively affect the use of French in 
publishing. 

Canadian SSAH research policies value cross-sectoral research, the creation of 
national and international research networks, the development of scientific 
communication for the public, the promotion of open access and the integration of 
best practices in terms of equity, diversity and inclusion. In Canada, non-profit 
journals fulfil many of these, and they often seem better suited in this respect than 
commercial and foreign-based journals. For this reason, policies should be developed 
to promote the use of these journals by Canadian researchers, firstly by revising the 
ways in which researchers are evaluated, but also by stimulating research on national 
themes. Similarly, in a context of precarity for many domestic journals, support from 
government bodies, universities and learned societies should reflect the benefits 
these journals bring to Canadian society. 
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Editorial Boards of Italian Legal Journals:  
A Case Study in Civil Law 

Ginevra Peruginelli 
Institute of Legal Informatics and Judicial Systems  

of the National Research Council of Italy (IGSG-CNR) 

Tommaso Agnoloni 
Institute of Legal Informatics and Judicial Systems  

of the National Research Council of Italy (IGSG-CNR) 

INTRODUCTION 
Academic journals are essential for validating research, managing peer review, and 
influencing scholars' career trajectories through publication decisions (Card and 
DellaVigna, 2020; Horbach and Halffman, 2020; Zhang et al., 2021b). However, there 
is a noticeable dearth of comprehensive information regarding the composition and 
characteristics of scholarly journal editorial boards. Instances of gender 
underrepresentation on editorial boards, alongside authors' preferences, in scholarly 
production, for the journals of which they are editors, raise concerns about whether 
peer-review systems are fair. Such biases underscore the significant impact editors 
wield in shaping the scientific discourse. 

Despite the wealth of scientific literature examining the influence and consequences 
of editorial work, data on editorial boards are fragmented and lack standardized 
accessibility, hindering systematic analysis. Nevertheless, various studies have 
explored aspects such as gender representation, international diversity, economic 
disparities, social networks, institutional affiliations, and publication ethics within 
editorial boards (Feeney et al., 2019; Okagbue et al., 2018; Horton, 2003; Baccini et 
al., 2020; Goyanes and de-Marcos, 2020; Bishop, 2020). 

OBJECTIVE 
This investigation is situated within the framework of editormetrics. Specifically, our 
study investigates the composition of editorial bodies within a selection of Italian law 
journals. We focus on dimensions such as gender, affiliation and career profile, as well 
as on the existence and extent of networks induced by co-occurrence of members 
of editorial bodies among journals. The focus is on the representation of diversity and 
inclusivity in editorial bodies of Italian law journals on the specific branch of civil law. 
Chosen for investigation, this field of law stands out due to its traditional nature and 
expansive scope, covering a variety of topics such as contract law, property law, 
obligations, successions, family law.  In particular, we specifically identify: 

- the share of women and men as editors in chief or part of the board of 
directors; 
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- the specific position of the members of editorial bodies (academic or 
professional); 

- whether there are differences in academic position between editors in chief 
and board of directors and scientific committee; 

- the distribution of the involvement of each individual in several journals; 

- the allocation of members from foreign institutions within the editorial bodies; 

- the existence of a cluster of universities that leads the civil law journals; 

- the extent to which editorial board members of specific journals are authors 
of contributions in the same journals (“self publication”). 

DATA SOURCES 
The following data sources were used to carry out this survey: 

- The DoGi - Dottrina Giuridica database by the Istituto di Informatica Giuridica 
e Sistemi Giudiziari (IGSG-CNR). Throughout its history, DoGi has indexed 
approximately 700 journals during various periods. Currently, about 250 law 
journals are actively indexed. [http://dati.igsg.cnr.it/dogi] (hereafter DoGi) 

- The research personnel database managed by the Ministry of Universities and 
Research [http://cercauniversita.cineca.it/php5/docenti/cerca.php] (hereafter 
CINECA) 

DATA COLLECTION AND SOME ENCOUNTERED DIFFICULTIES 
Based on the DoGi dataset, the set of journals on civil law was extracted (39 law 
journals). For each journal, the individuals comprising the following bodies were 
identified through a search on the publishers' or journals' websites: editor in chief, 
board of directors, scientific committee, editorial committee. During our analysis, we 
encountered this terminology and the roles and functions of these bodies were not 
always clear. Nonetheless, it's certain that all these entities contribute to the 
organization, scientific quality, and governance of the journal investigated. 

The composition and functions of these bodies vary across journals, making it difficult 
to identify editors in chief and members of the different bodies. Data lacks uniform 
structure, hindering machine readability. Disparities are observed across publishers 
and within the same publisher, with roles and affiliations only occasionally indicated. 
As a result, extensive manual search and data normalization were required to address 
these discrepancies. 

An enhancement of the editors' dataset was undertaken to deduplicate authors, 
attribute gender, and enrich the dataset with additional features, such as affiliations 
and career information obtained through cross-referencing with research personnel 
databases and web searches. Normalization and disambiguation of editors' names 
involved a semi-automatic process, which included automatic clustering of similar 
names and manual disambiguation of ambiguous clusters. 
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To attribute affiliations and careers, searches were conducted within the CINECA 
database. For names not found, web searches were performed, posing challenges in 
determining individual roles and positions. The names not found in the CINECA 
database, which includes only active university personnel, comprise adjunct 
professors, professors emeriti, and legal professionals (judges, lawyers, etc.). For this 
last category, roles were assigned without affiliations. Considerations were also made 
for deceased individuals still listed on editorial boards. 

SOME RESULT  
The analysis particularly focused on two bodies seen as representing the Italian 
scientific community within academic journals: editor in chief and the board of 
directors. The belonging to either of the two bodies (EC & BD) has been considered 
as a unique object of analysis. A total of 341 individuals were identified, with 90 
participating in EC & BD of multiple journals. Among these, 13 were found to be in EC 
& BD of 4 or more journals. Notably, all 13 individuals held positions as full or 
professors emeriti. Furthermore, 251 individuals were involved in only one EC & BD.  

Regarding the academic profile within the EC & BD, 54% of individuals were identified 
as full professors, while 13% were categorized as professors emeriti. This latter 
category holds importance in Italian academia, particularly within scientific 
committees, as it enhances the prestige of the journal. The significant presence of 
professors emeriti adds an intriguing dimension to the analysis, as EC & BD are 
inherently active bodies within scholarly publishing. 

Gender analysis was focused specifically on the editorial leadership, to assess the 
representation of women as editors in chief of journals, comprising 152 individuals. 
32 (21%) were women and 120 (79%) were men. Women were represented in 16 out 
of the 39 journals, with 11 journals having only one woman. No women were present 
among the editors in chief for the remaining 23 journals.  

In terms of co-occurrence of members of the board of directors among different 
journals, it was observed that 11 out of the 39 journals examined shared four or more 
individuals. This reveals the existence of a cluster of strongly connected journals 
which is evident in the visual exploration of the network of journals constructed by 
establishing edges among journals for each shared board member. 

Regarding the affiliation of individuals, our focus was on the composition of the 
scientific committee, which, from a perspective of diversity and inclusion, should 
include experts with both national and international provenance. As concerns 
geographical coverage the highest percentage of individuals is affiliated with 
universities in Rome (6 universities) and Milan (4 universities). This distribution raises 
questions about the geographical representation and diversity within the scientific 
committees of these journals 
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Another critical analysis currently undergoing refinement is related to “self-
publication”. Preliminary analysis of 5 journals revealed that a significant percentage 
of individuals belonging to all the 4 bodies under investigation were also authors in 
the same journal, with some making a relevant number of contributions (up to 10 non 
editorial articles). 

CONSIDERATIONS 
This research represents the first systematic analysis of editorial board composition 
within the legal domain in a national context. While studies on the significance of 
editorial boards in legal scientific journals are scarce, our examination sheds some 
light on crucial editormetrics issues. Incorporating editormetrics into research 
evaluation can broaden recognition beyond traditional publications, aligning with 
evolving research evaluation principles. Future investigations could compare Italian 
law journals of different legal branches to explore potential differences among 
subfields and identify distinct editorial board clusters. 
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International Collaboration in SSH: Looking 
Further Than the Web of Science 

Peter Aspeslagh 
Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), Faculty of Social Sciences,  

University of Antwerp, Belgium 

In 2019, a new parameter was added to the Flemish performance-based research 
funding system for universities to incorporate international collaboration in Flemish 
research publications. Therefore, the Flemish Academic Bibliographic Database for 
the Social Sciences and Humanities (VABB-SHW), compiling academic SSH 
publications and serving as an instrument for funding distribution, required an 
extension with author affiliation data for all co- authored SSH publications. As less 
than half of the targeted VABB-SHW publications are included in the Web of Science 
(WoS), author affiliations had to be collected alternatively for the remaining 
publications (almost 25,000 for a ten-year time window). As a result, the 
implementation of the internationalization parameter not only led to data about 
Flemish international SSH collaboration outside the WoS, but also delivered a 
methodology for a multifaceted affiliation data collection operation. 

The arrival of complementary author affiliation data enhances insight in international 
co- authorship in the Flemish academic SSH landscape. The nature of VABB-SHW – 
a strict differentiation between WoS and non-WoS publications - allows a mutual 
comparison on multiple levels, among them academic discipline, language and 
publication type. As the amount of international collaboration in SSH is much 
debated, author affiliation data for a broader range of publications, including those 
beyond the WoS, can now provide a more precise idea of the degree of international 
collaboration in terms of co-authorship. 

The project showed that the retrieval of author affiliation data for non-WoS 
publications requires a multidimensional approach. Matching with alternative citation 
databases (Scopus, Crossref, …) is one component of the strategy, but by far the only 
one. Web searches, consulting university repositories, visiting academic libraries and 
even direct communication with authorsare necessary steps to obtain a 
comprehensive dataset. Furthermore, data retrieval goes hand in hand with 
consistent data registration: all affiliated organizations were mapped to unique (ROR) 
organization identifiers. Missing links were discovered as a substantial part of the 
organizations could not be coded with the available set of identifiers. A codification 
of the methodology, both for retrieval and registration, may contribute to assist future 
projects. The poster will zoom in on insights in Flemish international SSH 
collaboration. 
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A Bibliometric Map of Local Research in the 
Social Sciences and Humanities 

Raf Guns 
University of Antwerp, Belgium 

Classifications and visual representations (or maps) of the structure of science have 
a long tradition, dating back at least to the work of Auguste Comte. Current maps of 
science are typically based on processing large amounts of data on research projects, 
publications, or other entities (Klavans & Boyack, 2009). This implies that a map may 
underrepresent research areas that are only partially covered in the data source used. 

The social sciences and humanities (SSH) have been less well-represented in maps 
of science due to biases in source data in terms of language, publication type and 
discipline. Rather than relying on citation data (e.g., Leydesdorff et al., 2011), I propose 
that comprehensive national databases (Sīle et al., 2018) are a suitable data source, 
if abstracts are included. 

I present a map that is based on publications submitted to VABB-SHW, a 
comprehensive database of Flemish SSH publications. Abstracts are processed with 
a multilingual embedding model (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019), such that publications 
in different languages can be included. Embeddings are clustered into topics using 
HDBSCAN. Topics comprise between 99 and 1823 publications, and are labelled by 
GPT-3.5-Turbo, similar to Van Eck & Waltman (2024). Finally, topic embeddings are 
reduced to two dimensions using UMAP, allowing them to be visualized.  

The resulting map reflects the structure of Flemish SSH and can visually summarize, 
for instance, the importance of Web of Science in each topic. 
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The Assessment of Innovative Scholarly 
Outputs 

Maciej Maryl 
Magdalena Wnuk 
Tomasz Umerle 

This paper contributes to the discussions about the evaluation and recognition of 
innovative scholarly outputs in social sciences and humanities. Against this backdrop, 
it reports on the current work of OPERAS Innovation Lab, which conducted case 
studies dedicated to innovative scholarly outputs and prototyped their evaluation. 

Each case study will be presented as a reproducible workflow for researchers willing 
to engage with similar formats and face related challenges. Specifically, it will detail 
issues around: (1) setup and planning; (2) consecutive steps leading to establishing 
an innovative project; (3) evaluation guidelines; (4) sustainability considerations. This 
presentation will focus mostly on the assessment aspects of three case studies in 
question.  
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Improving the Quality and Accessibility of 
Metadata of Ukrainian Academic Events: 
Analysis of Organizational Practices and 
Preferences of Organizers and Scholars 

Sabina Auhunas 
TIB - Leibniz Information Centre for Science and Technology 

and University Library, Germany 

Ukraine's academic sector is undergoing significant modernization, aligning its 
research and education with global open science standards (Government of Ukraine, 
2022). These changes are especially visible in the development of the Ukrainian 
Research Information System (CRIS), which focuses on improving metadata 
structures about scientists, publications, projects, Universities, improving registers of 
academic events (conferences) and improving their quality through feedback from 
organizers and scholars (Kaliuzhna and Augunas, 2022). 

The aim of the study is to explore and analyze organizational practices and requests 
among academic event organizers and scholars in Ukraine regarding the 
management of descriptive metadata, with a particular focus on how these practices 
facilitate or inhibit compliance with the principles of open science. 

Our study, conducted between August and October 2022, involved an online survey 
with 543 event organizers and 727 scholars. Employing descriptive statistics, 
comparative analysis, and qualitative content analysis via RStudio, the research aimed 
to assess and improve academic event management (Auhunas, 2024).  

A notable finding was the differing preferences for event formats between scholars 
and organizers. While nearly 30% of scholars favored hybrid formats, combining 
online and offline elements, only about 14% of organizers preferred this approach. 
This suggests scholars' preference for the flexibility offered by hybrid formats, 
whereas organizers leaned towards traditional, in-person events for their perceived 
benefits in direct interaction.  

The research highlighted the crucial role of metadata quality in enhancing academic 
event quality and relevance. However, it identified a significant gap in this area, with 
a considerable proportion of both organizers and scholars (over 22% and nearly 40%, 
respectively) rating the current state of metadata quality as very poor. This finding 
underscores an urgent need for improvements in metadata management within 
Ukraine's academic environment.  

In conclusion, the study emphasizes the need for advanced tools for integrating and 
managing academic event information at national and international levels. Addressing 
metadata quality issues and adapting to the evolving needs of academia is essential 



 

 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 39 
 

to improve the efficiency of organizing and participating in academic events in 
Ukraine. This research provides unique insights into academic event organization and 
metadata management, offering valuable recommendations for enhancing these 
processes in the future. 
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The Evaluation of Spanish Scientific Journals 
in Social Sciences and Humanities 

María Ángeles Coslado Bernabé 
Spanish Foundation for Science and Technology, Spain 

Virginia de Pablo 
Spanish Foundation for Science and Technology, Spain 

The Spanish Foundation for Science and Technology (FECYT), as an instrument for 
implementing science, technology, and innovation policies of the Ministry of Science 
and Innovation of Spain and the European Commission, carries out the process of 
Evaluation of the Editorial and Scientific Quality of Spanish Scientific Journals. This 
activity has been conducted biennially since 2008 with the main objective of 
improving the editorial policies of journals. To date, eight editions have been 
completed, evaluating approximately 1300 titles. The objective of this study is to 
analyse the representation of Spanish scientific journals in Social Sciences and 
Humanities and their quality through participation in this process and their success 
rate.  

The characteristics of this system include voluntary evaluation, having an ISSN, 
delimitation of the geographical scope to journals published in Spain, covering any 
topic, and a minimum age of 5 years of continuous publication. This system provides 
Spanish journals with a guide to good editorial practices based on international 
standards (Coslado et al., 2010; FECYT, 2023). These criteria address aspects related 
to quality in editorial processes, policies on open access, visibility and impact, and 
gender perspective (Coslado et al., 2023).  

The sample used reflects that 11.50% are journals in Life Sciences, 7.05% in 
Experimental Sciences, 41.47% in Social Sciences, and 39.99% in Humanities. 
Therefore, slightly over 80% of the journals evaluated over these years correspond to 
journals in Social Sciences and Humanities.  After these 8 evaluation processes, 634 
Spanish scientific journals currently hold certification, of which 5.06% belong to the 
field of Life Sciences, 5.75% to Experimental Sciences, 42.33% to Social Sciences, 
and 46.31% to Humanities. Based on all the above, it is concluded that scientific 
journals in the fields of Social Sciences and Humanities are widely represented in the 
Spanish publishing landscape and exhibit high success rates compared to other 
knowledge areas.  
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BACKGROUND  

Reform of research assessment and evaluation is a necessary step towards 
embedding open research across the research ecosystem, a point recognised by the 
Council of the European Union and Ireland’s National Framework on the Transition to 
an Open Research Environment. Transparent practices are integral to an open 
research environment for the benefit of both research quality and research impact. 
To mainstream the adoption of open research practices, an evaluation system that 
appropriately recognises the broad range of outputs beyond publications is required. 
Currently in Ireland, there is a gap in infrastructure for training the research 
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community on the responsible use of research metrics (RURM) for recruitment, 
research assessment and career progression.  

AIMS  

Our project aims to improve awareness within the Irish research ecosystem of RURM 
principles through the development of an online training module about RURM for 
everyone involved in research including researchers at all career stages, technical 
officers, and research managers / administrators.  

METHODS  

This project uses a co-design process to identify the needs and priorities of the 
intended audience, preferred delivery method, and mechanisms for effective 
engagement on this topic. Co-design is via a series of focus groups with members 
of the research communities at three Irish research performing organisations (Dublin, 
Munster, Atlantic region). In line with FAIR principles, this project aims to reuse and 
adapt existing materials related to RURM. Based on co-design input, existing media 
identified through a scoping review framework will be investigated for reuse or 
adaptation in the development of the training. Additional required materials will be 
developed by the project educational technologist in consultation with the 
multidisciplinary project team. Universal Design for Learning principles will be used 
throughout to maximise accessibility of materials.  

RESULTS AND CONCLUSION  

Ultimately, the project will produce an Open Education Resource for adaptation by 
research institutions across Ireland, providing a key training and capacity-building 
resource to support the necessary cultural change, and inform how stakeholders 
across the research system can embed open research principles as part of all 
research assessment practices, including:  

(i) transparency of research evaluation criteria, data sources and metrics, and the 
use of open and clearly defined metrics where possible;  

(ii) recognition of broader outputs / contributions beyond publications (data 
sharing and software, etc.); and  

(iii) evaluation of research outputs based on their intrinsic merit rather than 
publication venue, to eliminate potential disadvantage to those who publish 
through less-established high quality open channels and platforms. 
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Institutional Responsible Research 
Assessment Efforts And The Response From 

SSH Disciplines – The Case Of Masaryk 
University 

Michal Petr 
Natálie Hílek 

Petra Mořkovská 
Monika Kuchlei Sieberová    

Research Office, Masaryk University, Czech Republic 

 

Since the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment was published, the idea 
of responsible research assessment (RRA) and its conceptualisation has grown in the 
academic community. It has been crowned with the Coalition on Advancing Research 
Assessment (CoARA) and SCOPE framework. RRA recommendations are general in 
nature, while implementation differs in each country's legislative and historic-cultural 
context. However, the same central-level values are sometimes hardly ensured at 
lower levels, i.e., in the organisational components and units. At the same time, we 
know that reform can only be achieved when change happens everywhere. 
Implementing these principles within the university is a central theme of our 
contribution. RRA is a concept, but what is the right balance between top-down 
implementation of common RRA principles and performing a precise approach to 
respecting research quality notions in each discipline? Is following the 
recommendations enough to achieve perceived responsibility in evaluation? Isn't too 
much diversity in evaluating research quality and environment in different disciplines 
elusive for the institution's management? Our poster does not offer simple answers. 
However, we use a case of the first run of the newly designed Masaryk University 
(MU) institutional evaluation to document the response of SSH disciplines to the 
evaluation system built on RRA principles. Firstly, we deliver the overview of MU 
system of evaluative activities and a more detailed specification of the Internal 
Research and Doctoral Studies Evaluation (IRDE). We describe the policy implications 
and impacts of the IRDE on SSH faculties and discuss the aspects of assessing the 
quality of research in SSH and how it fits RRA ideas. For this purpose, we conducted 
semi-structured interviews with vice-deans of six SSH faculties at Masaryk University. 
The poster is oriented foremost on practical applications and impact on strategies. 

Historically, research evaluation in the Czech Republic has chiefly been based on a 
publication indicator, which resulted in publication points and their conversion into 
money. This model was used at many universities and translated into their 
management. Since 2017, the new national evaluation method combines quantitative 
and qualitative approaches. The role of this methodology is firstly to monitor R&D 
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performance annually and secondly to have research organisations undergo a robust 
evaluation by evaluation panels over a five-year cycle. Neither the procedures nor the 
results of the national research evaluation methodology can be easily applied within 
institutions, as it has a different mission and level of detail. Some universities, 
therefore, experiment with more or less innovative approaches in their internal 
research assessment.  

In 2022, Masaryk University underwent a first run of the newly designed institutional 
evaluation system. Evaluation activities at Masaryk University now form a triad of 
components with three primary purposes, each with its processes and tools: research 
evaluation (IRDE), funding (performance indicators), and monitoring 
(bibliometrics). The logic of this system is that even though these purposes are 
complementary, we use different tools for different purposes. Research evaluation is 
separate from funding and is not affected by bibliometrics, which tracks trends and 
creates profiles for annual system analysis and R&D monitoring. We use a set of 
performance indicators for funding, but they have only a partial weight in the budget, 
and we transparently communicate their exclusive role in the system. In doing so, we 
aim to create an environment where we reduce undesirable research incentives. 
Research evaluation has a clear objective – to provide robust and valid feedback 
unencumbered by bibliometric parameters and financial incentives.  

IRDE is based on peer review without the influence of bibliometrics and is designed 
to recognise the diversity of disciplines. Self-evaluation reports are predominantly 
narrative and differentiated at units and doctoral degree programmes. MU faculties 
and institutes participated in the design process from the beginning. They had the 
opportunity to customise self-evaluation reports and include all relevant information 
adapted to their specific needs. The implementation of the first run was followed by 
evaluating the evaluation and communicating the outputs. We consulted with the 
creators of the SCOPE protocol (INORMS Research Evaluation Group), organised a 
conference dedicated to responsible evaluation (Science for Society), and prepared 
a summary report that critically evaluated the IRDE. The report includes the results of 
a questionnaire survey among evaluators and members of the MU academic 
community and suggestions for future improvements. All these follow-up activities 
allowed us to monitor different approaches to evaluation procedures, get feedback 
from various disciplines, and learn a lot, which we want to share in our poster. The 
response from SSH faculties to this model of the evaluation system is diverse. Some 
SSH faculties as a consequence transformed their historical structures towards 
research groups and topics (Sports, Economics). As for methods, regardless of the 
current trends, some SSH disciplines see bibliometrics as relevant for identifying 
quality as they consider usual in STEM fields (Social Sciences, Economics); others 
call for bigger formativity and freedom in expressing the notions of quality 
(Education, Law). Despite this, a high level of inclusivity may result in gaming with 
the panel members and a somewhat blurred interpretation of the evaluation results.  
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In the poster, we discuss the experiences and impacts of the evaluation and the 
response of SSH disciplines to institutional efforts for responsibility in evaluation and 
the present system of evaluative activities with different missions. Our contribution 
is focused on sharing the experiences of the Faculty of Arts, Faculty of Social 
Sciences, Faculty of Law, Faculty of Business and Administration, Faculty of Education 
and Faculty of Sports Studies. We will mention a few questions regarding specificities 
of research evaluation in SSH, e.g., internationalisation, the role of bibliometrics, 
positive lists of publishers/journals, problems of different organisational structures 
and differences between old and new (widening) EU countries in the context of 
institutional research assessment. We argue that talking about responsible evaluation, 
design and methodology and identifying research quality is strongly bound to 
knowing why and who we want to evaluate. This affects on the one hand managerial 
(decision making, research policy, finance) and the other hand academic (feedback, 
research strategies) aspects and expectations, i.e. where the inclusivity and diversity 
meet the desired functions of the evaluation. 
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Digital OA Monographs In Poland:  
Challenges Of Evaluation 

Marta Świetlik 
Digital Humanities Centre IBL PAN, Poland 

Magdalena Wnuk 
Digital Humanities Centre IBL PAN, Poland 

Monographs – on the contrary to journal publishing – have so far been on the margins 
of the digital and OA revolution in Poland (and in Europe in general) (Morka and Gatti 
2021). Due to the additional costs of preparing professional electronic publication 
formats (e.g. epub) as well as strong tradition of a printed book as more prestigious 
(Maryl i in., 2020), polish publishing houses rarely publish scientific monographs in 
open access and even more reluctantly they turn to such publications formats as 
born-digital monographs or other innovative outputs. Some of the consequences are 
that OA humanistic monographs and digital outputs are less visible in databases, 
reach smaller audiences, even in the respected fields, and have lower impact factors, 
which sums up to be considered less profitable.  

Our poster will present the main results of the two-year project "OPERAS-PL", led by 
the national node of the OPERAS infrastructure. The project’s main goal was to 
increase the availability and impact of Polish research outputs in the humanities, with 
a particular focus on monographs. In the research phase, aimed at recognizing 
challenges, pain points and needs in monograph publishing, we implemented various 
techniques and methods, such as a survey, interviews and design thinking workshops, 
which provided in-depth insight into stakeholders' needs, expectations and ways of 
thinking about solutions. Provided methodology could be reusable in the study and 
recommendations for publishing houses in different environments. 

The poster will contribute to the discussion on evaluation models for the humanities 
research outputs, particularly monographs. Digital monographs, although they meet 
the definition of the Polish regulation on the evaluation of the quality of scientific 
activity, are not considered equivalent to printed scientific monographs. The final 
stage of the OPERAS-PL project leads to the proposal for new evaluation rules that 
will take into account the specifics of innovative forms of digital scholarly 
communication. New evaluation standards for OA monographs and innovative digital 
outputs (e.g. digital monographs) – developed in cooperation with the scientific 
community and the other stakeholders (publishers, research institutions, libraries, 
public administration and researchers) are to be presented to policymakers in order 
to implement adequate changes in the Polish evaluation system at the national level. 
With potential changes in evaluation of open science communication, researchers 
and scientific institutions will be more willing to test innovative solutions, which is 
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currently one of the most important conditions for effective communication of 
scientific research results. 
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Assessing The Impact Of Humanities And 
Social Sciences On Technological Frontiers 

Through Patent Citations 

Abdelghani Maddi 
GEMASS – CNRS – Sorbonne University, France 

Chérifa Boukacem-Zeghmouri 
Université Claude-Bernard-Lyon-1, EA Elico, Villeurbanne, France 

Research evaluation in Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS) has long been the 
subject of lively debates within diverse scientific communities. The inherent 
specificities of these disciplines, their diverse publication practices, and the variety 
of outputs, ranging from academic articles to books, and including more ephemeral 
forms such as blogs and reports, pose significant challenges for conventional 
evaluation systems heavily reliant on quantitative indicators derived from 
international databases like Web of Science (WoS) or Scopus.  

Yet, at the heart of this debate, the assessment of the technological impact of HSS 
remains largely unexplored. This gap presents an opportunity to deepen our 
understanding of the unique contributions of these disciplines to technological 
innovation. This study is dedicated to transcending the constraints of conventional 
databases by examining the usage of scientific output in HSS within inventive 
activities. It aims to introduce an alternative dimension that values scientific 
production in HSS, analyzing its application in inventive endeavors, and thereby 
providing a fresh perspective on the intersection of HSS with the technological 
innovation process.  

The analysis reveals that HSS have a substantial impact on invention patents, 
constituting 11.36% of cited publications. An emerging trend is the growing 
prominence of environmental sciences within HSS cited in patents. Additionally, 
political sciences play a significant role, shaping technological advancements 
through international agreements and national policies. 
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Creating The Metrics We Wish To See In SSH: 
Encouraging Wikimedia Impact With Metrics 

And The Wikimedia Impact 

Brett Buttliere 
University of Warsaw, Poland 

Matthew Vetter 
Indiana University of Pennsylvania, United States 

Sage Ross 
WikiEducation, United States 

Wikimedia holds a unique position in the knowledge space, being open, trusted, and 
actually quite accurate in general. Unfortunately, researchers and scientists rarely 
engage with Wikimedia, sometimes even banning it from the classroom, despite the 
fact that they often purport to want to make their knowledge open and accessible to 
the public. Rather than ban this amazing resource, we encourage academics to 
accept that Wikipedia is where the public looks for knowledge, and to make it as good 
as possible. We believe an important aspect in academics not engaging is a lack of 
professional incentives to do so. Thus, our team is building and creating metrics of 
contribution and impact that are easily digestible to e.g., academic funders and 
universities in the form of Wikimedia Impact Metrics (WIMs) and the Wikimedia 
Impact Tracker (WIT). 
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Exploring The Collaboration Networks Of 
Female Scholars In Digital Humanities Using 

LinkedIn Data  

Aria Zijin Li 
Trinity College Dublin, Ireland 

Jennifer Edmond 
Trinity College Dublin, Ireland 

Digital humanities (DH) is an interdisciplinary field utilizing digital technologies to 
explore humanities questions. Its relative consolidation, strong informal networking, 
and well-developed presence on digital platforms make it an interesting target for 
bibliometric analysis, despite inherent data biases. This study will assess various data 
sources, including Linked-In, the DARIAH Knowledge Graph, and the index of DH 
Conferences, to evaluate their potential to reveal new knowledge about DH. In 
specific, the paper will focus is on examining ease of access and relevance of the 
results in the context of female advancement in the field, in particular through their 
development of networks, professional advancement, brokerage and support roles, 
co-authorship, and harnessing of infrastructural connections.  

Although the work will not present a complete analysis of each of the data sources, it 
aims to identify research questions applicable to them and present a methodology 
for assessing their utility. The study will ultimately explore the factors that influence 
the formation and development of women’s professional networks and contribute to 
understanding the gender dynamics and diversity issues in DH. It will also open up a 
discussion about data sources ‘beyond the obvious’ that might be used for the 
investigation of smaller fields with a strong presence of the humanities. 
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Embedding Open Research Practices: 
Perspectives From An SSH Publisher 

Becky Hill 
Taylor & Francis, United Kingdom 

Liz Allen 
Taylor & Francis, United Kingdom 

Over the last decade or so, we have seen increasing adoption among actors across 
the research system towards more open and collaborative ways of working. This shift 
towards open research has been driven by a combination of research funder policies 
and incentives, the opportunity to rapidly share and discover research presented by 
technology, and greater public demand for access, transparency, and inclusiveness 
in research. This adoption has been set against a backdrop of significant moves to 
improve and reform how research is valued and assessed, with a number of influential 
global initiatives (such as DORA and COARA) that aim to revisit how we evaluate 
research and researchers – which crucially, include a focus on research practices and 
governance that are central to open research (e.g. publishing open access, sharing 
data and resources, making a much broader range of research objects and outputs 
available).  

Open research opportunities have historically aligned better with the working 
practices of the life sciences, focused on quantitative data sharing, replicability, and 
the publication of study protocols and methods papers. Equally, there are benefits to 
openness and transparency in the Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH), but the use 
case, need and challenges can vary significantly. Routledge and Taylor & Francis, have 
a heritage and substantial publishing portfolio in SSH and have been experimenting 
with a diverse range of pathways to enable a transition to open research; specifically 
for researchers in the Humanities and Social Sciences, with the aim to contribute 
towards responsible research practices.  

Join Becky Hill and Liz Allen (Taylor & Francis), for an overview of how a scholarly 
publisher is progressing with open research to deliver a sustainable transition for 
Humanities and Social Sciences research. We’ll introduce examples of the ways in 
which Routledge, Taylor & Francis, and F1000 are adapting their services to introduce 
open data policies specifically designed for SSH research, enable a breadth of article 
types to make research in all its forms and formats as discoverable and accessible as 
possible, facilitate open peer review within specific subject communities, and pilot 
community-based models to enable open monograph publishing. We will introduce 
scholarly publishing solutions that have been designed with openness, transparency, 
and the discoverability of SSH research outputs at their core, as well as providing 
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credit and visibility for researchers for all the contributions that they make to 
research. 

Publishers can play a key role in making open research practices possible and simple 
to achieve for SSH researchers, but for meaningful change to happen, those practices 
need to be a recognized and rewarded part of our research culture and incentivized 
in research assessment systems. Collaboration among all stakeholders across the 
research system is essential to deliver the promise of open research. This 
presentation is intended to present a diversity of models, designed to enable a 
sustainable shift to open research, to spark discussion, and to create ideas that can 
help to shape practical and robust responses to the challenges we collectively face.  
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Unravelling The Diversity of Scholars in the 
Humanities: Profiling Humanists Based on 

Their Publication Patterns 

Wenceslao Arroyo-Machado 
Department of Information and Communication Sciences, University of Granada, Spain 

Daniel Torres-Salinas 
Department of Information and Communication Sciences, University of Granada, Spain 

Elvira Gonzalez-Salmon 
Department of Information and Communication Sciences, University of Granada, Spain 

Nicolas Robinson-Garcia 
Department of Information and Communication Sciences, University of Granada, Spain 

INTRODUCTION 

This study builds upon the understanding that scholars in the Humanities have a 
distinct publication behavior from the rest of fields which challenges the use of 
bibliometric methods to analyze their performance and dynamics (Franssen & 
Wouters, 2019). More specifically, we focus on the analysis of publication patterns in 
these fields. We aim to understand to what extent the longstanding assumption that 
humanists have a more diversified output in terms of publication types (Nederhof, 
2006) holds when considering authors’ complete publication record.  

Furthermore, we aim at looking into differences within Humanities fields. For this, we 
focus on a sample of over 50,000 scholars from Spanish-speaking countries within 
the 1950-2021 period. Our goal is twofold. First, we want to profile humanists by field 
and overall based on their publication patterns. Second, we aim at exploring potential 
characteristics related to these profiles. Mainly we will be looking into generational 
shifts and topic-related factors which may influence publication patterns. We do this 
using a unique dataset extracted from Dialnet, one of the largest bibliographic portals 
of scientific literature for the Social Sciences and Humanities in Spanish speaking 
countries. This database is characterized by, among other things, its manually curated 
author profiles which allow an individual level approach, going beyond common 
publication-level analyses on publication patterns. 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

A complete dataset of publications and authors assigned to Humanities fields was 
provided by Dialnet, a bibliographic database covering around 2,500 journals for 
Spain and South America in the Social Sciences and Humanities (Arroyo-Machado & 
Robinson-Garcia, 2024). Also, Dialnet includes books, book chapters and proceeding 
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papers along with journal articles. Furthermore, as a regional platform, it covers non-
English literature. Here we work with a set of 39,753 researchers who started 
publishing from 1950 onwards distributed across 13 research fields. Figure 1 shows 
the distribution of publication by type and language. 

	

We analyze humanists’ publication patterns based on 8 variables which can be 
grouped in the following way:  

1. Authored publications, that is, number of journal articles, proceedings 
papers, book chapters and books.  

2. Edited publications, that is, books and conference proceedings.  

3. Outreach of the output, that is, share of publications indexed in Web of 
Science or Scopus (referred to as mainstream publications), and share of 
non-English publications (referred to as local publications).  

We then apply an archetypal analysis to our complete dataset as well as by discipline. 
Archetypal analysis (Eugster & Leisch, 2011) is a method which identifies archetypes 
or extreme profiles from a given dataset. Unlike clustering methods, it does not assign 
cases to each archetype, but indicates the distance (𝛼 score) between cases and 
each archetype. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS  

Figure 2 reveals four distinct researcher profiles, each with unique publication 
patterns. Most researchers align with archetypes 1 (34.1%) and 3 (57.1%), representing 
highly productive segments of academia, while archetypes two (1.5%) and four (7.3%) 
are less prevalent. Archetype 1 predominantly consists of seasoned researchers who 
primarily author books and local publications. Archetype two represents early-career 
scholars, notably from Language & Linguistics and Philology, who contribute mainly 

Figure 1. Distribution of (A) type of publications and (B) language of publications 
by discipline. Data filtered to scholars with publications since 1950 and with more 

than one publication. 
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to local conference proceedings and display a broad distribution across productivity 
percentiles.  

Archetype 3 is the most representative of the Humanities, denoting researchers with 
a strong inclination towards publishing papers in local venues. This archetype cuts 
across all disciplines, especially Music, Philosophy, and Anthropology. 55% of its 
academics have less than 12 years’ experience in the field. These researchers are also 
highly productive. In contrast, archetype 4 is composed of those publishing papers 
in mainstream journals. While not as widespread, disciplines like Paleontology and 

Figure 2. Archetypal analysis of Spanish Humanists: (A) Publication patterns and 
preferences of each archetype; (B) Detailed features of each archetype, including the 𝛼 
score for all humanists, highlighting those closest to the specific archetype, along with 

the average age and productivity percentile for humanists within that archetype. 
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Translation Studies feature prominently in this group, which exhibits a relatively young 
academic age and medium to high productivity levels.	

DISCUSSION AND FURTHER STEPS  

This study examines the publication patterns of over 50,000 humanists from 
Spanish-speaking countries. Archetypal analysis was used to categorize these 
scholars into distinct profiles, each representing a unique approach to academic 
publishing. The analysis highlights a significant trend towards local and regional 
publication avenues, challenging the prevailing view that global, English-language 
journals are the primary or most prestigious outlets for scholarly dissemination. This 
preference for regional platforms and non-English publications in the Humanities 
suggests that these venues are not just alternatives but essential components of 
scholarly communication in these fields. 

The findings indicate a dynamic landscape in humanities publishing, with varying 
approaches observed among scholars at different career stages. Established 
researchers tend to favour traditional forms of publication, such as books and book 
chapters, which have long been fundamental in humanities scholarship. In contrast, 
emerging scholars, particularly in rapidly evolving disciplines, are inclined towards 
more diverse and, in some cases, mainstream publication formats. This shift may 
signify a generational change in publishing strategies, reflecting a balance between 
traditional scholarly values and the demands of a global academic audience. These 
divergent patterns underscore the complexity of evaluating humanities research, 
challenging the suitability of standard bibliometric methods, which often favor 
articles in high-impact, English-language journals, and overlook the richness and 
diversity of humanities scholarship. 

The investigation into these patterns is currently in progress. The focus is on exploring 
generational differences, delving into specific research topics within the Humanities, 
and assessing the statistical significance of these variations, taking into account 
factors such as publication type and language. This ongoing research is instrumental 
in identifying the most influential factors shaping publication patterns in the 
Humanities. As these are preliminary results, the study continues to evolve, with the 
aim of further deepening our understanding of this dynamic and multifaceted field. 
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The Berlin Science Survey. Mapping The 
Differences in Research Cultures Between 

Social Science, Humanities, and Other 
Subject Groups 

Jens Ambrasat 
Robert K. Merton Center for Science Studies, Humboldt University, Germany 

Denise Lüdtke 
Robert K. Merton Center for Science Studies, Humboldt University, Germany 

The Berlin Science Survey is a trend study to monitoring the transformation of 
research culture(s) in the Berlin research area. It is designed to evaluate how higher 
education policy measures within the framework of the Excellence Strategy affect 
research cultures. However, it does not focus on individual measures, but looks at the 
effects on research cultures as a whole. A particular focus of the project is on 
unintended effects of science policy management, especially when comparing 
disciplines. The pilot study conducted in 2022 among 1,098 scientists from all 
disciplines has already provided interesting comparative insights into the attitudes 
and practices of scientists with regard to the topics open science, knowledge transfer 
and cooperation. The second wave is currently underway, which will provide 
additional insights into working cultures and research quality.  

The empirical paper compares the social sciences and humanities with other subject 
groups with regard to various facets of research cultures. We are investigating 
attitudes, motives and practices in the areas of open science, knowledge transfer and 
research cooperation. On the one hand, the empirical results illustrate the well-known 
cleavage between the two cultures, but differentiate this further. In particular, the 
intermediate role of the social sciences (quasi as a third culture) between the 
sciences and the humanities becomes apparent. In addition, depending on the 
subject area, further significant lines of differentiation become visible within the 
sciences between the life sciences, natural sciences and engineering sciences, which 
should be relevant for research evaluation and university policy management. 

Against the background of the empirical results, we argue that, beyond the old 
division between SSH and science, various research contexts should be considered 
in more detail and taken into account more adequately in research evaluation. 
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Internationalisation of Chinese Humanities 
and Social Sciences: Contextual Agency and 

In-between Dilemmas 

Xin Xu 
University of Oxford, United Kingdom 

RESEARCH CONTEXT 
The landscape of global research is evolving, with China’s rising prominence 
challenging the established Anglo-European dominance. However, the remarkable 
growth in science and engineering contrasts with the humanities and social sciences 
(HSS), where Chinese research, despite gaining some visibility, remains less 
pronounced internationally.  

This is against a backdrop of the complexities in Chinese HSS research, which has 
been influenced by an array of factors including imperial governance, Sinic tradition, 
Marxism-Leninism, and the impacts of Western cultures through globalisation. Unlike 
the sciences, HSS research in China is deeply entrenched in cultural and ideological 
contexts, making its internationalisation a more nuanced challenge. This challenge 
stems from the need to navigate between endogenous knowledge, national agendas, 
political correctness, and Western academic norms. This presentation will delve into 
the challenges, dilemmas, and opportunities in Chinese HSS. 

CONCEPTUAL LENSES 
This paper synthesises Chinese and English scholarship to explore the conceptual 
lenses of ‘contextual agency’ and ‘glonacal’ (global-national-local) agency heuristics. 
It argues that agency should be understood as contextual, where agents and 
structures coexist within the same entity, embracing a ‘tian ren he yi’ approach. It 
then develops the ‘glonacal’ agency heuristic, which emphasises agency as 
contextual but not fully contextualised, moving beyond traditional organisational 
theory models. This perspective views universities not just as strategic actors within 
multilayered spaces but also as entities capable of exercising agency across global, 
national, and local scales, with the potential for interchangeable roles between agent 
and context.  

The conceptual framework thus calls for a nuanced understanding of the dynamics of 
internationalising Chinese humanities and social sciences, recognising the 
multifaceted interplay between global influences, national policies, institutional 
expectations, and individual academic endeavours. It highlights the importance of 
acknowledging and engaging with diverse epistemologies and the value of pluralised 
knowledge, advocating for epistemic justice and the enrichment of the global 
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academic community through a more inclusive and comprehensive understanding of 
contextual agency.  

METHODOLOGY 

The paper draws on findings from a study with a mixed-methods approach, including 
the analysis of 75 interviews with academics, university administrators, and journal 
editors, alongside 172 university policy documents and a comprehensive corpus of 
national policy documents spanning from the 1960s to 2020. 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 
The findings reveal a multifaceted picture of Chinese HSS's internationalisation at the 
global, national, institutional and individual scales. On the global scale, the 
international collaboration in humanities and social sciences (HSS) is less prevalent 
compared to the sciences, attributed to single-author publishing habits and 
numerous challenges including linguistic, cultural, and epistemological barriers. 
Western ideologies and cultures, diffused globally, perpetuate a form of cultural 
(neo)colonisation, where English remains the dominant academic language, 
presenting significant hurdles for non-Anglophone research and researchers, 
particularly from China.  On the national scale, Chinese HSS research is deeply rooted 
in both traditional Chinese philosophies and modern Western influences. Despite 
efforts towards endogenisation and respecting Chinese epistemic traditions, Western 
ideologies have significantly shaped the institutionalisation of HSS in China. 
Government policies oscillate between promoting international visibility (‘going out’) 
and reinforcing endogenisation (‘Chinalisation’), reflecting a complex interplay of 
embracing global standards while striving to maintain a distinctly Chinese scholarly 
identity.  

On the institutional scale, universities in China are influenced by global narratives and 
national policies, and demonstrate varying degrees of autonomy in their approach to 
internationalising HSS. While aligning with global standards and national agendas, 
some institutions and departments actively seek to balance international exposure 
with maintaining the integrity of indigenous knowledge, demonstrating a nuanced 
engagement with global and national imperatives. On the individual scale, academics 
and researchers operate at the confluence of global, national, and institutional 
directives, exercising agency within this multifaceted context. While there is a general 
alignment with national priorities and the pursuit of international engagement, there 
is also a discernible effort to resist the homogenisation of scholarship and to preserve 
the uniqueness of Chinese HSS research. This includes balancing the push for 
international publications with contributing to local and national discourses, and 
challenging the dominance of Anglo-European perspectives in global academia.  

To conclude, the internationalisation of Chinese HSS is a dynamic process influenced 
by a constellation of factors at the global, national, institutional, and individual levels. 
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The concept of ‘in-betweenness’ emerges from this paper as a useful framework for 
understanding the oscillations between internationalisation and endogenisation, 
global engagement and national identity, and epistemological openness and 
ideological vigilance. This ‘in-between’ space is characterised by possibilities for 
hybridity and innovation, reflecting a dynamic and evolving landscape of Chinese HSS 
in the global academic community. This nuanced understanding challenges binary 
perceptions of global academic practices and underscores the importance of 
pluralised knowledge and epistemic diversity in the global scholarly community. 
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A Comparative Analysis of The Evolution Of 
Co-Authorship Practices In Social Sciences 
and Humanities in Four European Countries 

Cristina Arhiliuc  
University of Antwerp, Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), Belgium 

Tim C. E. Engels 
University of Antwerp, Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), Belgium 

Emanuel Kulczycki 
Adam Mickiewicz University, Scholarly Communications Research Group, Poland 

Przemysław Korytkowski 
West Pomeranian University of Technology, Poland 

Anna Maziarczyk 
National Research Institute, Poland 

Janne Pölönen 
Federation of Finnish Learned Societies, Finland 

Gunnar Sivertsen 
Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research and Education, Norway 

This study compares the evolution of co-authorship practices in journal articles in the 
social sciences and humanities (SSH) over more than a decade in four European 
countries: Finland, Flanders (Belgium), Norway, and Poland. National databases with 
complete records of scholarly publications are applied because they more 
comprehensively cover the two areas of research and local research publications than 
is found in the international citation databases such as Scopus and Web of Science. 

SSH publications are traditionally single-authored or have few co-authors because 
they more often aim at interpretation rather than explanation and focus on theoretical 
and qualitative problems. Based on earlier observations, our hypothesis is that the 
use of co-authorship is increasing, but the trends may differ among countries, and 
that such differences may partly depend on funding and assessment systems with 
differing counting methods, e.g., full, fractional, or modified fractional counting of co-
authored publications (Sivertsen et al., 2019). We aim to explore the trends and their 
possible differences and explanations in this comparative study. 

We will be aware that other factors than policies may influence the trends in co-
authorship practices. The technological development enabling more intense 
international science communication and publishing, the emergence of new 
methodologies and sub-disciplines in the SSH such as Digital Humanities, as well as 
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the growing emphasis on interdisciplinary research, may also influence a shift towards 
increased co-authorship in the SSH. 

Trends in co-authorship practices in the SSH have been studied previously. At a global 
level through publications indexed in Web of Science’s Social Science Citation Index 
(SSCI), Henriksen (2016) noted that, in the social sciences, the average number of 
authors per publication was increasing, but with large disciplinary differences. The 
highest number of authors were observed publications based on the use of 
experiments, large data sets, statistical methods and/or team-production models. 
Pölönen et al. (2017) found that co- authorship patterns in the SSH differed at country 
level between Finland and Flanders but could not attribute these differences to 
national funding schemes. In a recent regional study of Flanders, Arhiliuc & Guns 
(2023) show that the share of co-authored publications in both social sciences and 
humanities journals has increased during the years 2000-2019, but the trend seems 
to reach a plateau during the last years, possibly due to an adaptation to the 
aforementioned factors.  

The present study will fulfil a preliminary study presented at the Nordic Bibliometric 
Workshop 2023 by Engels et al. (2023) which used data from the Flemish VABB-
SHW (years 2000-2021, i.e. 22 years) and the Polish PBN (years 2013-2021, i.e. 9 
years). Here we add data from the Norwegian Cristin database (years 2011-2021, i.e. 
11 years) and from the Finnish VIRTA database (years 2011-2021, i.e. 11 years). The data 
is standardized for analysis, aligning the local discipline classification to a modified 
version of OECD FOS (field of science) that expands Humanities disciplines. Only 
journal articles are included to ensure minimal ambiguity in attribution of publications 
to disciplines. The FOS classification of journals will be consistently applied across 
the four countries, meaning that all journals with articles from two or more of the 
countries will be given the same classification. 

For the number of authors per publication as the dependent variable, we will apply a 
Collaborative Index (CI), which calculates the average number of authors, as well as 
the Revised Collaborative Coefficient (RCC), which normalizes the CI to diminish the 
impact of outliers. 

The main independent variables are the country, the discipline, the publication year, 
and the language of the publication. The language variable will be needed to test the 
assumption that the publications in English are more collaborative potentially due to 
international collaboration, while the local ones maintain a larger proportion of 
publication with one author or a few authors. The country affiliation of co-authors is 
thereby also an important variable (while the national database determines the 
primary affiliation of a publication). The disciplines will be studied individually as well 
as aggregated to the two main areas of the social sciences and humanities. Our local 
knowledge of national level traditions, policies and funding and assessment regimes 
in each of the four countries will provide important contextual information. 
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Our previous study (Engels et al., 2023), comparing co-authorship trends between 
Poland and Flanders, noted significant differences in the frequency of co-authored 
publications. Flanders shows a higher average number of authors per publication, a 
higher RCC value, and larger share of collaborative articles. However, the evolution 
of both average author count and RCC indicate a surge of co-authorship in Poland, 
contrasting with Flanders’ more gradual increase. We aim to contextualize these 
results in broader context of co-authorship trends in Norway and Finland and conduct 
similar analysis for these countries to facilitate the discussion about how variations in 
research policies and national research context have potentially influenced the trends. 

To conclude, our goal is to build on our prior work by incorporating additional 
countries for more comprehensive analysis. At the conference, we will seek to 
encourage wider participation from nations with detailed SSH publication records to 
facilitate a broader examination of co-authorship patterns globally. 
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Assessing Awareness, Engagement, and 
Training Needs in Open Research Practices: A 
Study of Irish Researchers in Social Sciences 
Across Quantitative and Qualitative Methods 

Dounia Lakhzoum, Dermot Lynott, and the Tropic Consortium* 
Maynooth University, Ireland 

BACKGROUND 

In recent years, Open Research has emerged as a prominent concern and gold 
standard across various disciplines (Hardwicke et al., 2021), spurred by the failure to 
successfully replicate studies across numerous academic disciplines (Tincani & 
Travers, 2019). Such failures have prompted efforts to evaluate replicability across 
diverse fields, ranging from economics (Camerer et al., 2016) to biology (Errington 
et al., 2021), resulting in considerable variations in successful replication rates (30%-
90%). Consequently, researchers have recognised the imperative to adopt 
responsible research practices to ensure transparency, rigor, and reproducibility of 
findings (Gopalakrishna et al., 2021). Large-scale nationwide surveys have been 
undertaken to gauge engagement with Open Research Practices (ORPs). In the 
Netherlands, Gopalakrishna and colleagues (2021) conducted a survey of 
researchers, revealing substantial differences in engagement across various 
practices and disciplines. Similarly, in the UK, Norris and colleagues (2022) identified 
a gap between awareness of specific practices and their actual implementation. To 
date, no study has comprehensively assessed the levels of engagement with ORPs 
among Irish researchers. 

To address this gap, our study introduces a preregistered survey evaluating ORPs 
across a spectrum of disciplines, ranging from the hard sciences to social sciences, 
including both qualitative and quantitative research methodologies. Incorporating 
practices throughout the research life cycle, from study pre-registration, and open 
materials to preprints, and open access publications, the survey aimed to gather 
insights from researchers across Ireland. Furthermore, we aimed to gain an 
understanding of Irish researchers’ experiences with open research, and their 
perceived training needs. 

The survey is part of a larger project and will inform the development of a tailored 
open research training programme, acknowledging differences in experiences, 
needs, and perspectives across diverse disciplines and research methodologies. This 
inclusive approach ensures a nuanced understanding of ORP awareness and 
engagement, with specific attention to identifying training disparities among 
individuals who engage in different research methodologies. 
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Here, we present preliminary findings for Irish researchers in the social sciences, 
capturing researcher awareness of specific open research practices, level of 
engagement in those practices, the impact of preferred methodology (qualitative vs 
quantitative), and the extent to which researchers perceive barriers to entry. 

METHOD 

We collected data from 307 participants from 16 research institutions in Ireland, which 
includes a total of 97 researchers from the social sciences. The survey probed the 
awareness and adoption of various practices by individual researchers. The study also 
explored the associations between researchers; practices, their field of study, their 
primary methodologies (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods), their self-
reported capability, opportunities, and motivations regarding engagement in ORPs. 
Finally, we also gathered data on people’s training experiences, and desires for ORP 
training. The full list of survey questions can be found here (https://osf.io/chxgd/), on 
the project’s webpage. The survey received ethical clearance from Maynooth 
University. 

RESULTS 

Preliminary findings emphasise a general interest in open research across all fields of 
social sciences. Despite reported constraints such as limited time (67% considered 
time to be an issue), lack of financial support (87% reported a lack of financial 
support), poor incentives from institutions (75% reported a lack of incentives), and 
minimal recognition (86% reported a lack of recognition), researchers in social 
sciences generally express intentions to apply ORPs to their research. 

Awareness of open research practices ranged from 98% (Open Access) to 44% 
(Registered Reports), while level of engagement ranged from 77% (Open Access) to 
17% (Registered Reports). However, there were disparities depending on whether 
researchers generally used quantitative or qualitative methodologies. Figure 1 
highlights a significant gap between the awareness and actual implementation of 
ORPs among Irish researchers, evident across both quantitative and qualitative 
research methodologies. Interestingly, this gap is more substantial for qualitative 
research methodologies (46%) compared to quantitative ones (20%) in social 
sciences. 

Overall, quantitative researchers exhibit higher awareness of ORPs (86%) and display 
a smaller awareness-engagement gap (20%) compared to their qualitative 
counterparts. Qualitative researchers demonstrate lower awareness of certain ORPs 
(76%); however, they also tend to show a greater awareness-engagement gap (46%). 
Why is engagement lagging so far behind awareness? One possible explanation is 
that engagement efforts may not have been accompanied by targeted training or 
support specifically tailored for researchers from social sciences, and especially in 
qualitative methods. Social science research often involves unique challenges and 
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nuances that may require specialised guidance for effective implementation of open 
practices (e.g., how best to share sensitive or personal data?). 

Consequently, researchers can feel such practices are not applicable to their 
research. This discrepancy highlights a crucial need for targeted training initiatives, 
and adequate research support, to bridge the gap between awareness, perceived 
applicability, and actual adoption of ORPs in these fields. This observation is 
supported by a majority reporting a lack of training in ORPs (63%) despite 
overwhelmingly expressing a willingness to participate in such training (85%). This 
suggests that these practices are not commonly integrated into researcher training 
for social science in Ireland. 

CONCLUSION 

The current research aims to identify training needs among Irish researchers in social 
sciences. Preliminary results reveal researchers' willingness to engage in open 
research, but significant disparities exist between awareness and engagement, 

Figure 1. ORP awareness-engagement gap (in %) among Irish researchers in 
Quantitative vs. Qualitative Methods in Social Sciences. 
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accompanied by a general lack of suitable training. Recognising these nuances is 
crucial for tailoring interventions and support structures, ensuring the programme 
addresses unique challenges. The insights gained from our survey will guide our 
programme‘s ethos, and inform others developing training content for researchers 
across fields. 

*Sarah Bowman, Ellen Breen, Niamh Brennan, Fran Callaghan, Geraldine Canny, Áine Carey, Ann-Marie Creaven, Darren 
Dahly, Siobhán Dunne, Ciara Egan, Brian Fitzgerald, James Green, Ashling Hayes, Patrick Healy, David Kane, Kevin Mattheus 
Moerman, Karen Matvienko-Sikar, Fiona Morley, Chris Noone, Roisin O’Flaherty, Denis O’Hora, Brendan Palmer, Ciarán Quinn, 
Joseph Roche, Flavia H. Santos, Hardy Schwamm, Andrew Simpson, Armin Straube, Elaine Toomey, Umair Ul Hassan, Immo 
Warntjes, Mike Wride. 
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Open Science Practices in the SSH in 
Switzerland: Towards a Conceptualisation of 

Open Science that is Open to Disciplinary 
Diversity 

Michael Ochsner 
Center for Reproducible Science, University of Zurich, Switzerland 

Eva Furrer 
Center for Reproducible Science, University of Zurich, Switzerland 

Open Science has become an important concept driving science policy. National 
and  international strategies on different aspects of Open Science are published, with 
Open Access as the most discussed aspect and Plan S as a prominent example for 
such an international strategy. With the emergence of the “reproducibility crisis” in 
several disciplines (e.g., Baker, 2016; Breznau et al., 2022), Open Research Data and 
Reproducibility have come into closer focus more recently.  

However, Open Science concepts and practices differ widely across disciplines. 
While the discourse on the concepts focuses on a few specific disciplines (Watchorn, 
2022), current analyses on practices do nevertheless cross disciplines. Yet, if the 
concepts are defined in a way that do not correspond to the epistemological 
characteristics of a discipline, such results can be misleading, especially as there can 
be numerous obstacles for making data publicly available that depend on a 
discipline’s characteristic (for an overview, see Beno et al., 2017). For example, often 
it is reported that the social sciences and humanities lag behind open data and open 
science in general (e.g., von der Heyde, 2019 ). While this might be the case for some 
SSH disciplines, for others it might sound cynical if open data movement or practices 
are said to have “emerged after the launch of the US Open Data portal in 2009” (Beno 
et al., 2017). Indeed, in the social sciences sharing data openly does have a long 
tradition with the first international archives emerging in the 1960ies, and international 
survey programmes producing open or FAIR data that are relevant to the social 
sciences since the 1980ies (e.g., Scheuch, 2003). However, not all scholarship can 
rely on publishing data freely due to copyright or data protection regulations. For 
example, in the community of qualitative researchers have discussed open data as 
early as 1994 but are held back by the specificities of their methods and ethical 
requirements (Moore, 2007). 

Depending on how one defines “open”, the humanities have also a long tradition of 
making data and publications openly available in museums and libraries. But such 
approaches of making copyrighted material accessible to the public are currently not 
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considered open access practices. Ironically, icons of museums or libraries are widely 
used to represent open data or open access.  

These disciplinary or even subject-specific characteristics leading to a diversity in 
the concepts of and possibilities in open science practices need to be better 
understood if open science practices are discussed to be included in research or 
even career evaluations (e.g., O’Carroll et al., 2017). In order to provide the necessary 
evidence in the Swiss research eco system we therefore developed a survey on open 
science practices and their relation to research evaluation and fielded it among a 
random sample of researchers across all disciplines at Swiss universities and 
universities of applied sciences. We aim at better understanding how wide-spread 
open science practices are, how they are understood and how they seem to influence 
research evaluation in the perception of Swiss researchers. 

METHODS 
We fielded a survey among researchers across all disciplines employed at unviersities 
and universities of applied sciences in Switzerland. As there is no register for 
researchers, we first collected in desk research all institutes listed at homepages of 
Swiss universities and universities of applied sciences. We then attributed them to 
five main disciplinary groups (according to the CERIF classification): humanities, 
social sciences, economy and law, natural sciences and mathematics, biomedical 
sciences, technological sciences. We listed interdisciplinary centers and institutes 
separately. We then randomly selected one institute in each disciplinary group per 
institution and a reserve sample of one institute in each disciplinary group as well as 
two interdisciplinary centers per institution. We then collected the names and mail 
addresses of the researchers affiliated with the selected institutes on the respective 
homepages. If there were less than X members, we added the researchers of the 
second institute from the reserve sample. 

We developed a questionnaire containing several questions on the researchers’ 
background, their identification, questions on evaluation, research ethics, their 
practices in open access publishing, engagement in open research data and attitudes 
towards reproducibility as well as their evaluation of the current practices in their 
discipline. The respondents could also give their definitions of open science. 

We pretested the survey among a diverse group of scholars, i.e., academics from 
universities as well as from universities of applied science, from STEM as well as SSH 
in order to be sure that the formulations were adequate for as many different 
situations as possible. The survey was fielded between January and mid-February, to 
cover as many different situations as possible reaching out to a maximum of scholars: 
the first weeks were during general vacations, followed by inter-semester period (for 
some exam periods) until the beginning of the new lecture period. 
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PLANNED ANALYSIS 

Currently, the survey is still in the field, thus we can only preview potential results. We 
will have ample data to not only investigate different definitions of open science but 
also look into how SSH scholars see the status of open science practices in their field 
and compare this to STEM scholars. We will also present data on their perceptions of 
policy conflicts linked to open science practices, such as data protection, copyright 
or funding issues. Finally, we will assess experiences with and attitudes regarding the 
interlink between research evaluation and open science practices. 

PRELIMINARY RESULTS 
We use a few variables for our fieldwork monitoring to avoid response bias. 
Investigating these variables, we can already see that participants spread well over a 
variety of fields in the SSH as well as STEM fields and include scholars from different 
positions at universities as well as universities of applied sciences, thus covering a 
large diversity in scholarship. We also see that open science is a topic of concern to 
respondents that comes with several policy conflicts. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Altmetrics is a bibliometric approach for studying science and its connections with 
society and non-scholarly audiences (Pallari et al., 2021). It includes the number of 
social media interactions, and citations in policy documents, news, Mendeley, etc. 
Among Altmetrics, citations in policy documents are considered an effective way to 
analyze the relationship between science and policy (Bornmann, Haunschild, & Marx., 
2016). 

Studies around policy citations provide evidence relevant to social impact analysis 
and research evaluation. Kryl et al. investigated the feasibility of using research papers 
cited in clinical guidelines to track the impact of particular funding streams or 
sources. Their results show citations in clinical guidelines could potentially be used 
to help further our understanding on the impact of research on healthy policy and 
practice (Kryl et al., 2012). Citations in public policy documents have been one of the 
decision-making indicators for social impact measurements of Applied Prevention 
Research Centres (APRCs) (Willis et al., 2017). Vilkins and Grant (2017) noted that in 
addition to interview and survey data, citation analysis of policy documents can be 
used in research utilization. 

Policymaking is an evidence-based process, and scientific paper is one of the formats 
of evidence. Open Science (OS) has made accessing scientific papers more 
convenient than ever before. As a proxy for OS, Open Access (OA) allows for the free 
use of scientific publications by the public and increases the visibility of research. A 
study by Cole et al. interviewed 18 researchers working at the science-policy 
interface in the Europe Union and investigated to what extent Open Research played 
a role in the integration of science into policymaking 



 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 77 
 

The findings indicated that OA publications were not very helpful, given the 
inaccessibility of much scientific writing (Cole et al., 2023). Recently, however, 
another study analyzed the scientific activity related to OS in Spain and its influence 
on public policy from a bibliometric perspective, pointing out that publications cited 
in policy documents displayed high proportions of international collaboration, open 
access, and publication in first-quartile journals (De Filippo & Sastrón-Toledo, 2023). 

In 2019 Overton was launched as the largest policy document database in the world. 
It opens the opportunity for large-scale analyses of policy document citations of 
scientific papers (Szomszor & Adie, 2022). Previous studies based on Overton have 
focused on questions around the coverage of scientific papers cited in policy 
documents (Fang et al., 2020; Maleki and Holmberg, 2022), the distribution of 
scientific papers cited in policy documents across countries and journals (Pinheiro, 
Vignola-Gagné, & Campbel, 2021; De Filippo & Sastrón- Toledo, 2023), the 
comparison with Altmetric.com across policy sources(Maleki and Holmberg, 2022; 
Murat et al., 2023), or how research relates to policy on urgent issues like climate 
change (Bornmann et al., 2022). However, so far, it is unclear to which degree OA 
publications are cited in policy documents. This paper provided a large-scale 
quantitative snapshot of evidence gathered from Overton and four bibliometric 
databases (Dimensions, OpenAlex, Scopus, Web of Science).  

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

(1) How do we cover as much as possible the research that is referred to in 
policy documents? 

(2) Do OA publications reach policy more than non-OA? 

DATA AND METHODOLOGIES 

All the data was collected from the CWTS SQL in-house database. We used the 
version of May 2023 of Overton available in the SQL server, there are 4,982,298 
publications with Digital Object Identifier（DOI）referred to in policy documents. In 
addition, we used four bibliometric databases (Dimensions, OpenAlex, Scopus, Web 
of Science) in the SQL server. To answer RQ (1), DOI is used as the identifier of 
publications to match across databases, then we got detail of the publications with 
policy citation from bibliometric databases. To answer RQ (2), we compared 
coverage of OA and non-OA publications with policy citation across databases. 
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PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

The findings presented in Table 1 compare the matching results of Overton and 
bibliometric databases. Notably, OpenAlex and Dimensions show two to three times 
more publications with DOI than Scopus and Web of Science. Scopus and Web of 
Science have a higher coverage rate for DOI referred to in Overton (6.3% and 6.2%), 
while Dimensions and OpenAlex have a lower coverage rate in this regard (3.6% and 
3.1%). However, when it comes to the coverage of DOIs. In Overton publications, 
Dimensions and OpenAlex take the lead. Specifically, Dimensions has covered 92% 
of the publications referred to in policy documents in Overton, while OpenAlex has 
the highest coverage rate of 94.8%. 

To answer RQ (2), we calculated the OA status in these databases, the overall 
distribution can be found in Table 2 in the appendix. There are two interesting. 
findings based on the results we have. First, as shown in Figure 1, among publications 
with policy citations in these bibliometric databases, non-OA publications are more 
than OA publications. 

	
	

Table 1 Coverage of DOI referred to in Overton across bibliometric databases. 

Figure 1 Distribution of publications cited in Overton indexed in database. 
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Second, as shown in Figure 2, In the case of distribution of OA/non-OA publication 
in these bibliometric databases, obviously the non-OA publication is the major 
component. Moreover, the percentage of OA publications with policy citations in OA 
publications is higher than non-OA publications with policy citations in non-OA 
publications. It means OA publications have more possibility to be cited in policy 
documents.	

CONCLUSION 
Overall, in this paper, we matched publications with policy citations from Overton 
with bibliometric databases, to see their OA status and distribution. Non-OA 
publications are more than OA publications in all four databases. That also applies to 
publications with policy citations. In Overton, however, no matter match with which 
bibliometric database, the percentage of OA publications cited in policy documents 
is higher than non-OA publications, which is saying OS has a higher probability of 
reaching policy than non-OS. 

RECENTLY STARTED WORK 

How do policymakers decide to cite a certain publication? If Open Access is one of 
the factors that impact on policymaking process? To answer these questions, we 
need more perspective from the policymaker side. We are designing qualitative 
research and plan to interview scientific advisors from certain countries, to learn 
about the policymaking process, and how policy makers find and choose the 
publications they need in their work. This research can help us to understand and 
propose better ways for scientists and research organizations to reach policymakers, 
as well as support policymakers and policy science advisors to develop better 
strategies to use scientific literature. My presentation at the RESSH 2024 conference 
will provide more details on our recent work. 

Figure 2 Distribution of OA and non-OA publication in database 
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The Preconditions for Implementing 
Responsible Research Assessment: 

Addressing Policy Alienation 

Reetta Muhonen 
Tampere University, Federation of Finnish Learned Societies, Finland 

Laura Himanen 
Tampere University, CSC- IT Center for Science, Finland 

Evaluation is inherent to the scientific process itself, as it plays a pivotal role in 
shaping knowledge production, acting as both a gatekeeper and validator of 
knowledge, and establishing benchmarks for research quality (Lamont & Huutoniemi, 
2011). Nevertheless, research evaluation is not only about the scientific community 
working for their own goals, but the increased interest towards developing 
assessment practices goes together with the heightened demands for transparence 
and efficiency of universities. Coupled with decreasing research funding, the 
imperative to ensure optimal utilization of resources have compelled universities to 
demonstrate more and more their accountability (Oschner & Bulaitis 2023). 

Even though the problems involved in research evaluation methods and especially in 
the indicators used in evaluation have been commonly acknowledged in the fields of 
bibliometrics and science studies, only within the last decade or so they have reached 
the awareness of the wider scientific community (Himanen et al. 2024). The start of 
a wider discussion can be pinpointed to the San Francisco Declaration on Research 
Assessment, DORA, published in 2012. Since then, several other principles for 
responsible research assessment have been published, for example the Metric Tide, 
Leiden Manifesto, and the Hong Kong Principles, all building on each other, continuing 
to define responsible research assessment. The latest and the most comprehensive 
is the European Agreement on Reforming Research Assessment. To date, 724 
organisations have signed the agreement. (Hicks 2015; Wilsdon 2015; Moher et al. 
2020; European University Association 2022). 

But signing up to declarations and principles is relatively easy, the real challenge is in 
implementing the principles. For implementation to succeed, it is imperative that the 
scientific community, more specifically the researchers involved in evaluations as 
evaluators and targets of evaluations, are committed to the reform. 

The assessment systems shape the research landscape by dictating funding, 
recognition, and career advancement opportunities. In the ideal world of 
assessments, researchers would be constantly adapting to evolving frameworks, 
methodologies, and expectations. Understanding how researchers respond to these 



 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 84 
 

changes in research assessments provides insights into the complex interplay 
between institutional demands and individual scholarly pursuits. 

RESEARCHERS’ RESPONSES TO THE CHANGING RESEARCH ASSESSMENT 
SYSTEMS  

In the academic landscape, researchers utilize a range of strategies in response to 
evolving assessment systems.  Linkova (2014) discusses six categories capturing 
researchers’ responses to the changes in the research assessment systems: 
compliance, rejection, compromise, camouflage, circumvention, and gaming 
techniques. Some researchers tend to endorse the system, aligning with its “new” 
criteria, like entrepreneurial ethos and framing their actions as pursuing excellence in 
global science (compliance). Conversely, others reject the system on epistemic and 
ethical grounds, invoking autonomy and independence, and relying on traditional 
notions of peer review (rejection). Many opt for a compromise strategy, balancing 
various expectations and placating the assessment system while striving to maintain 
research quality (compromise). Researchers also employ tactics such as dressing up 
results to fit assessment criteria (camouflage) or continuing preferred research while 
meeting system requirements (circumvention). Moreover, strategies encompass 
practices like salami publishing, shingling, and creating outputs that count without 
much merit (gaming techniques).   (Linkova 2014; see also Oliver 1991). 

AIM OF THE STUDY 

The study focuses on the experiences related to resisting research assessment (cf. 
‘strategy of rejection’ Linkova 2014; see also Anderson 2008). Previous research has 
highlighted that negatively inclined responses often stem from situations where there 
is a significant disparity between policy ideals and research practices. This 
discrepancy can also raise concerns about policy alienation (Tummers 2012, 14), 
characterized by a detachment from the advocated policies (see also De Jong et al. 
2016; Lilja 2020). The research interests will be operationalized by studying 
experiences related to frustration, disappointment, annoyance, and irritation towards 
research assessment, paying special attention to expressions describing the idea of 
policy alienation. 

DATA  

The data consists of the survey conducted by the Federation of Finnish Learned 
Societies in the end of 2023. It targets researchers working in various organizations, 
academic fields, and career stages in Finland. We received a total of 440 responses. 
The focus is on the open-ended questions of the survey (roughly half of the 
respondents responded to the open-ended questions), and particularly the final 
question which addresses "other comments”. This specific question in the survey 
proved to be crucial in eliciting researchers' experiences relating to the policy 
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alienation. We will particularly discuss the topic from the perspective of researchers 
working in the fields of social sciences and humanities. 
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Recognizing Societal Impact: Discourse 
Analysis of Assessment Reports on Research 

Performance in Lithuania 

Liutauras Kraniauskas 
Klaipėda University, Lithuania 

In 2023, the Research Council of Lithuania organized an assessment of research 
performance in Lithuania. It benchmarked all national research institutions and 
covered all disciplines. 13 international expert panels provided reports on 85 research 
units and gave their views on the research excellence, societal and economic impact, 
and development potential of the R&D units of assessment. In January 2024, the 
assessment reports were presented to the public along with reflections by the chairs 
of the panels about the organization of the assessment. The assessment has been 
done in the style of the REF for the second time in Lithuania. It was considered as a 
more technocratic processing of data on research for the distribution of state funding 
and has not triggered any political criticism or methodological disputes among 
academic communities as it had in 2018.  

Despite abstract claims about harsh times, uncertainties, low budgets, or even the 
crisis of the humanities in Lithuania, the humanities got the highest scores on the 
societal impact scale, leaving behind all other sciences. Technological and health 
sciences got the lowest assessment on this scale. Anyone hardly expected such 
results, especially in the context of national science policy obsessed with 
technological innovations. Administrators and managers with rather sceptical 
attitudes toward the humanities interpret the findings as playing the system and 
concealing reality with learned discursive practices. While the subject of distorted 
reality or playing the system belongs to the field of ideology and conspiracy studies, 
discursive practices—words, phrases, and topics as empirical representations of the 
discourse—may be approached in a more systematic manner.  

In my presentation, I would like to discuss the findings of the content analysis of 85 
assessment reports. Analysing sections on the societal impact I focus on two topics:  

- How is discourse on the societal impact constructed by the experts? What do 
the experts refer to as important to support their arguments for scoring the 
impact?  

- How do the patterns of argument on societal impact differ in the natural 
sciences, social sciences, and humanities? 

The underlying patterns are explored with techniques of co-occurrence analysis and 
topic extraction by the AI.  

Early findings suggest that the discourse is strongly structured by the patterns of data 
provided for the assessment. In many cases, experts in their accounts simply 
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reproduce preestablished structures of data processing. (What you ask is what you 
get.)  More interesting results are how experts view and value the external links in 
research communities. For example, networking of scholars on a European level is 
more valued in the SSH than in the natural sciences, while references to commercial 
partners and companies are more important in proving the societal impact of 
technological sciences. 

	  



 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 89 
 

Collaboration Between Academic Researchers 
and Non-Academics in SSH: A Network 

Perspective 

Eline Vandewalle 
Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), University of Antwerp, Belgium 

Raf Guns 
Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), University of Antwerp, Belgium 

Tim C.E. Engels 
Centre for R&D Monitoring (ECOOM), University of Antwerp, Belgium 

In recent years, more attention has gone to the various ways in which university 
researchers interact with broader society, through collaborating with industry, 
government, and other social actors. Collaboration has a central role in innovation 
literature, often focusing on STEM fields’ collaboration with industry partners 
(Abramo et al., 2011; Meyer-Krahmer & Schmoch, 1998), but collaboration beyond the 
academy has also been considered important for the Social Sciences and Humanities 
(SSH) (Cherney, 2015; Jacob & Jabrane, 2018; Kotiranta et al., 2020). Collaborations 
are not restricted to companies but also include government institutions, NGOs, civil 
society organisations, museums, and artistic organisations. Collaboration can take 
various forms, including informal collaborations, formal partnerships, contract 
research, and consultancy work (Olmos-Peñuela et al., 2014). 

Our main study goal is to find out to what extent co-authorships with non-university 
organizations are mediated by authors with a double affiliation at both a university 
and non- university organization. Our interest in double affiliations was sparked by 
the initial data exploration, where we noticed that authors frequently hold positions 
at more than one institution. Could these authors perform a brokering role in 
collaborations with non-academic organizations as they are a part of both worlds? 
Previous research has indicated that authors with dual appointments’ tendencies to 
co-author with non-academic partners depend on the type of appointment, with 
differences noted between appointments in the private sector vs. the public sector 
(Cattaneo et al., 2019). 

In this study, we focus on the co-authorship links that routinely exist between 
researchers employed by universities and non-academic organisations. With this 
approach, we heed the call of Sivertsen and Meijer (2020) to pay attention to ‘normal 
societal impact’ or ‘societal interaction’ rather than ‘extraordinary societal impact’. 
Normal societal impact takes different forms in different research areas and societal 
sectors. Some areas of research may have ‘logical collaborators’ outside university 
walls. We aim to lay bare those frequent collaborators as they 
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form an important aspect of societal interaction. Taking stock of the current levels of 
collaboration with non-university actors highlights the many links that academic 
research already has with non-academic partners. We take a network perspective on 
co-authorship, paying attention to authors who function as ‘bridges’ between 
universities and non-university organisations. 

This study is based on data provided by the VABB-SHW, a Flemish regional database 
of SSH publications. The data is collected in the context of the Flemish Performance-
Based Research Funding System (PRFS). The data has been enriched with affiliation 
information upon request by the Flemish government so that it can be used in the 
internationalization parameter of the PRFS (Aspeslagh et al., 2021). 21 351 
publications approved by the Authoritative Panel (and thus considered peer-
reviewed), but not indexed in the Web of Science were coded to include affiliation 
information on the publication level. While most of these co-authorships are 
restricted to authors affiliated with universities, 6326 publications (or almost 30 %) 
also include non-university organizations. We decided to code these publications on 
the level of individual authors so that they can be used to construct a co-authorship 
network. 

We adopt the ‘gefura’ measure, a network indicator to measure the extent to which a 
node bridges between different groups – academic and non-academic – in the co-
authorship network. A simple version of this indicator was proposed by Flom et al. 
(2004) and later generalized (Guns & Rousseau, 2015). The gefura measure is a 
centrality measure similar to betweenness centrality, intended to indicate how 
important a node (here: an author) is to establish the shortest paths between different 
node groups. We consider the university organizations and the various non- 
university organizations as different groups of the network: companies, government 
organizations, research institutes, healthcare organizations, non-profit organizations, 
and museums and archives. A node can belong to several groups. With this network 
measure, we identify authors who are more important to the connection between 
different groups. We can then see whether authors with double affiliations are more 
likely to have high gefura scores. First, we calculate the gefura measures for the 
humanities publications. Here, authors with a double affiliation have higher average 
gefura scores, suggesting that these authors connect people employed in academia 
with people employed outside of academia in co- authored publications. The further 
stages of this research will be dedicated to unpacking whether there are disciplinary 
differences in the brokering role of different authors in the network. 

The main limitation of this approach is that the network of publications is restricted 
to those publications involving at least one author affiliated with an SSH department 
at one of the Flemish universities. Publications authored solely by people unaffiliated 
with a Flemish university are thus not included. We can assume, however, that the 
number of scholarly publications not authored by academics is probably limited. 
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There are a few factors that could drive co-authorships with non-university partners. 
The first is the science-policy focus on collaboration and societal impact. The science 
policy attempt to steer researchers towards &#39; societally relevant&#39; research 
could prompt researchers to upscale their interactions with non-university partners. 
The SIAMPI framework (Spaapen & Van Drooge, 2011) has been created to evaluate 
societal impact through productive interactions. Meanwhile, an SSH-specific program 
was designed in Sweden to enhance cooperation between extra-academic 
organizations and universities and allow a flow of researchers between these 
organization types (Jacob & Jabrane, 2018). Initiatives such as these could affect 
collaboration practices on the ground. Secondly, the Flemish PRFS provides an 
incentive towards collaboration through its use of a whole-counting method in its 
publication metric (Engels & Guns, 2018) although it is unclear to what extent the 
funding mechanism impacts co-authorship. 

Finally, the number of PhDs has increased in the past decades, while the number of 
postdoc opportunities and faculty positions has not risen accordingly (Debacker, 
2023). There is concomitantly a larger pool of academically trained people working 
outside of universities, working part-time outside of academia, or moving in and out 
of academia. The result could be a greater availability of potential collaborators 
outside of universities. 
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“Support in Principle, Vague in Practice”: 
Exploring Systemic Barriers to Open Access 

Publishing Among Humanities and Social 
Sciences Researchers  

Philips Ayeni 
School of Information Studies, University of Ottawa, Canada 

INTRODUCTION 
Open access (OA) publishing is fundamental for ensuring equitable access to 
research outputs (Evans, 2012). However, research has shown that OA uptake in the 
humanities and social sciences disciplines (HSS) has remained low (Piwowar et.al., 
2018). Besides the known barriers to OA publishing such as article processing 
charges (e.g., Momeni et al., 2022), the low adoption of OA in most HSS disciplines 
has been linked to research evaluation metrics (Laakso & Bjork, 2022). This is 
because most tenure and promotion requirements favour publishing in recognized 
top-tier journals, which are usually behind paywalls. As Larivière et al. (2015) 
submitted, “young researchers need to publish in prestigious journals to gain tenure, 
while older researchers need to do the same in order to keep their grants” (p. 13). 
This explains why many researchers are stuck with publishing in non-OA journals, 
despite being supportive of the potentials and ideals of OA.  

The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) stresses that 
“incorporating open access activities as explicit criteria in researcher assessment is 
important for the sake of scientific progress—and its ability to efficiently address 
societal challenges” (DORA, 2018, p. 2). As such, it is imperative for higher education 
institutions to actively revamp their research evaluation policies and recognize OA 
publishing and advocacy in research and tenure evaluation. Although Canada is one 
of the few countries with national OA policies (Hurrell, Smith & Wake, 2017), little is 
known about the barriers limiting OA publishing uptake, particularly in the HSS 
disciplines. Hence, this study filled this gap in knowledge by answering the research 
question, what are the systemic barriers limiting OA publishing among HSS 
researchers in research-intensive universities in Canada? 

METHODS 
This study employed qualitative research design and collected data using semi-
structured in-depth interviews (Pickard, 2013), conducted online via Zoom. The study 
participants included 20 professors from the U15 (research-intensive universities) in 
Canada, drawn from the HSS disciplines. Owing to the low uptake of OA in the HSS 
disciplines when compared to the STEM disciplines (Piwowar et.al., 2018), it became 
imperative to explore factors limiting OA publishing practices in these disciplines. 



 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 95 
 

Interview sessions lasted for approximately 60 minutes and were audio recorded. 
Audio records were transcribed completely verbatim. Participants’ names and 
identities were anonymized using pseudonyms. Data was analyzed with NVivo 
software, following the (reflective) thematic analysis procedure (Braun & Clarke, 
2021). 

FINDINGS 
This section discusses three themes that emerged from the analysis.  

Tenure and promotion requirements 
Findings showed that tenure and promotion requirements in participants’ universities 
largely favour publishing in non-OA subscriber-based journals. Many participants 
who are early career researchers (ECRs) believed they are expected to publish in top-
tier journals. For instance, Evelyn discussed, “I haven't really pursued open access 
journals specifically because I'm pre-tenure and most of the so-called high-quality 
journals that I can keep publishing are not open access.” This supports existing 
studies which found that “promotion is tied to publications in prestigious outlets 
known for years to publish the most widely regarded, highly cited scholarship” 
(Brienza, 2012, p. 166). This poses a serious challenge to junior researchers who want 
to publish in OA journals, because they may risk their careers if they boycott the 
subscription-based outlets where they are expected to publish (Jamali et al., 2020). 

Prestige and impact factors 
Some participants associated OA journals with low prestige because many OA 
journals are new and cannot favourably compete with older journals that have enjoyed 
age-long recognition and prestige. As Grayson discussed, “newer outlets are more 
likely to be open access and so there's that disincentive in that sense.” This suggests 
that there is a disincentive to publish in OA journals as they are often newer outlets 
with limited prestige and recognition. This is discouraging to many participants as 
they are expected to publish in prestigious outlets. As Emma stated, “major 
prestigious journals are for the most part not open access. That is a major barrier. If I 
want to be publishing in things that are widely recognized...that's going to be a 
challenge.” This is particularly important as researchers often measure the quality of 
journals by the quality of peer-reviews and reputation of the journals (Coonin, 2011). 

Limited institutional support for OA 
Findings revealed that participants are confronted with two realities–principle and 
practice–when deciding on publishing OA. In principle, participants believed they 
should be publishing OA, but in practice, institutional policies do not encourage OA 
publishing. As Evelyn lamented, “I don't really see any institutional support for trying 
to pursue open access.” Similarly, Olivia submitted, “I would say that the norm in [my 
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discipline] is to support it in principle and then be a bit vague about how to achieve 
it in practice.” As such, some participants are stuck with the ideals of OA publishing, 
without translating these principles to meaningful practice. An existing study reported 
that researchers lack effective institutional support to maximize their own research 
impact through OA publishing (Marcella et al., 2018). 

CONCLUSION 
While there is a growing support for OA publishing among HSS researchers, their 
practices have been limited by systemic and institutional barriers. This study found 
that tenure requirements which favour publications in top-tier journals have 
systemically conditioned many ECRs to publish in traditional outlets to the detriment 
of OA outlets. Unless there are policy reforms in research evaluation requirements, 
OA uptake will continue to lag in the HSS disciplines. Higher education institutions 
and research evaluation committees should implement effective ways of evaluating 
research outputs, without giving prominence to the metrics systems and indices that 
favour pay-walled traditional journals. Universities should also adopt OA publishing 
policies and knowledge mobilization strategies that would spur and motivate 
researchers to actively think about publishing OA. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This paper presents the analysis of interviews conducted in the framework of the 
PALOMERA project with the key stakeholders: researchers, librarians, publishers, 
research funding agencies and policymakers throughout the European Research 
Area. The study aims to shed light on the perspective of the attitudes towards the 
open monographs, trying to describe common threads in ERA countries. The key 
takeaway is that despite the small number of OA policies across ERA (and even a 
lower number of policies including monographs), the open academic books seem to 
be gaining momentum, supported bottom-up by various institutions and funders. 

PALOMERA (Policy Alignment of Open Access Monographs in the European Research 
Area) is a two-year Horizon Europe project aiming at speeding up the transition to 
open access for books by providing recommendations and concrete resources to 
support and coordinate institutional and funder OA policies. The project seeks to 
understand the state of the art concerning OA book policies by collecting 
documentation (policies and contextual material), surveying key stakeholders, and 
obtaining in-depth contextual knowledge through interviews. To capture the 
multifaceted context of open access (OA) book publishing, the analysis focuses on 
the political, economic, social, technological, legal, and environmental (PESTLE) 
dimensions of the issue. 

Academic books are defined here as scholarly, peer-reviewed, books including 
monographs, book chapters, edited collections, critical editions, and other long-form 
scholarly works. When conducting research we maintain an inclusive approach, i.e. 
follow how the academic books are defined in each analysed country, including the 
variety of quality assessment practices they undergo. However, the field of science 
policy and practice regarding open access (OA) books is constantly evolving within 
scholarly circles. Hence, numerous aspects remain unclear, including the quantity of 
OA books and the extent of their preservation coverage (Laakso, 2023). 
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METHODOLOGY 

The research team covered 39 ERA countries and all stakeholder categories through 
39 individual interviews and 3 group interviews. In total, 47 interviewees took part in 
interviews: 24 women and 23 men. All interviews lasted around 60 minutes. The 
interviews were transcribed with HappyScribe, translated into English via DeepL (if 
needed), proofread and anonymised. The interviews were precoded for PESTLE 
categories in MaxQDA and later coded in vivo. 

RESULTS 

Although the first round of coding is still ongoing (expected to be finalised by the end 
of February 2024), the initial analyses yield interesting results. 

1. Research assessment 

The lack of clear regulations and policies regarding open-access scholarly 
monographs does not seem to prevent the publication of OA books. It does, however, 
lead to difficulties in the publishing process, related to both the legal aspects of 
publishing books in open access, i.e. copyright, licensing, and the technological 
dimension of publishing – the availability of infrastructures, the standard of content 
or metadata. Interestingly, in the absence of national OA policy is often offset by 
funder’s or institutional regulations requiring the beneficiaries of research or 
publishing grants to make their work available in the OA. However, the interviewees 
made it clear that in the absence of reward systems, the funder’s requirement remains 
the only incentive to publish in the OA. 

Finding a balance between requiring and encouraging author engagement with OA 
monographs is crucial. Academics feel burdened if excessive responsibility is 
imposed on them. Emphasizing the excellence and reputation of OA (in hiring, 
evaluations, etc.) while providing detailed information on opportunities and 
publishing workflows is equally essential to encourage academics to publish OA. 
When it comes to mandates, it's important to recognize that additional obligations 
on academic institutions often lack sufficient funding (Adema 2019: 31). 

2. Multilingualism 

Quite paradoxically, open science may be seen as a threat to multilingualism. 
Openness is often connected to the issues of transparency and excellence and thus 
becomes a part of internationalization strategies (cf. Kulczycki et al. 2019). 
Consequently, the issues of visibility come into play, one interviewee reached a telling 
conclusion that “books in English are more visible than books in [add. national 
language] Bulgarian” (20230928_BG_RPO_PALOMERA), in other words, the 
opportunities to publish open monographs seem to favour the works in English. 
Another challenge perceived in this context is a possible domination of the 
commercial English-only publishers over the publication in local languages. 
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3. Prestige 

Researchers are expected to prioritize the dissemination of their research findings 
through what are deemed the most esteemed channels. The concepts of "excellence" 
and "quality" (Lamont 2009; Moore et al. 2017) within academia, as well as the 
prevailing culture of academic prestige (Fyfe et al. 2017) and the method of 
“quantified control” for funding allocation (Burrows 2012), significantly influence how 
research book publishers' quality and prestige are perceived. 

Monographs in open access are often perceived by authors as less prestigious than 
traditionally printed books (Maryl et al. 2021) or even, as marked by one of the 
interviewees – “there is no prestige being in open access” 
(20230825_SK_RPO_PALOMERA). It rather applies to monographs published 
exclusively online and not so much to those digitised but originally published 
traditionally in print. As for the roots of those attitudes, the interviewees mentioned 
the lack of trust in OA formats caused by vanity publishing practices and predatory 
publishers. As Martin Paul Eve suggests, this may be also due to the relative novelty 
of OA and more time needs to pass for the prestige accumulated with open access 
outlets (Eve 2014: 50). 
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Open research (OR) is rapidly becoming the new normal for scholarly 
communications. The ethos of OR is to promote the transparency, equity, and 
inclusion of research by ensuring that it is accessible to all, regardless of one’s 
academic background, location in the world, or institutional affiliation. OR champions 
these principles across the whole research lifecycle – from conception to publication 
and beyond – and includes, for instance, the sharing of data and other outputs such 
as manuscripts and monographs. Various open access models have dictated the ways 
in which publications can be shared and accessed. These include pay-to-publish 
and/or pay-to-read options (green open access), pay-to-publish and free-to-read 
options (gold open access), or a mixture of the two (hybrid open access). These 
models have various cost implications as stipulated by publishers, and which usually 
fall onto the researcher with costs being covered by grants, research funding, or via 
institutional agreements. This leaves many researchers unable to publish their outputs 
openly, resulting in a payment-or-paywall impasse. 

In parallel to this system, a researcher-driven movement has emerged, where 
researchers bypass publishing houses by establishing their own community-led 
journals that serve their fields. These community-led journals are usually housed 
within university departments, run by graduate students, academics or librarians, and 
are oftentimes payment-free for both authors and readers (known as diamond open 
access). Though they publish for a variety of reasons, community-led journals live up 
to the ethos of OR and represent a challenge to the financial blockers that come with 
standard publishing models. This is particularly important in small and 
interdisciplinary niches in the Humanities and Social Sciences given the limited 
availability of funding in general, and for publishing in particular. In response to this 
emerging avenue of publication, this study aims to identify and understand the 
various community-led publishing initiatives that have been established at the 
University of Cambridge. Garnering this information can help to build a better picture 
of these initiatives, understand what they do, what motivates them, and why as well 
as provide insight as to how the University might support this ecosystem. In turn, 
results will inform us about the utility of alternative publishing avenues for 
researchers, not only in Cambridge, but all over the world. Through an initial 
landscape analysis, we mapped the varied community-led journal initiatives across 
the University that we could find and sorted them according to high-level categories 
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(e.g., date established, discipline, publication frequency, editorial leadership, open 
access model). We then qualitatively explored the practices and motivations of these 
community-led publishing initiatives within Cambridge by purposefully selecting 
journals from a range of disciplines and inviting editorial members to be interviewed. 
Ethical clearance was obtained from the Cambridge Higher Education Research 
Ethics Committee. Thirty-five community-led publishing initiatives were identified 
across a range of Social Science and Humanities disciplines. They are maintained 
entirely by volunteer members (usually on a rolling basis), and rely on limited financial 
and technical support, ranging from the ad hoc and sporadic to projects operating 
with a degree of regularity and sustainability. Following this review, members of the 
editorial teams (e.g., founders, editors-in-chief, managing editors) of 20 journals 
were invited to participate in an interview. A total of nine semi-structured interviews 
were conducted online with representation from diverse journals: Archaeological 
Review from Cambridge; Cambridge Journal of Human Behaviour; Languages, 
Society and Policy; Cambridge Journal of Law, Politics, and Art; Cambridge Journal 
of Visual Culture; Journal of Trainee Teacher Educational Research; and Proceedings 
of the Cambridge Antiquarian Society. Interviews lasted approximately one hour and 
were audio-visually recorded to have an accurate record of the discussion. Interview 
questions and transcripts of the discussions will be uploaded onto the Cambridge 
institutional repository (Apollo) following approval from participants, and made 
publicly available, although video recordings will not be shared beyond the project 
team. 

In this talk, we will present the preliminary analysis of the data which will allow us to 
understand why such projects exist, the hidden labour involved in their production 
and the support they require from across the library and beyond. In addition, we will 
summarise the findings and make recommendations around how universities can 
support the scholar- publisher ecosystem. The work will therefore contribute to the 
furthering of OR practices and deliver new approaches to community-led research. 
The analysis will also add to the growing literature on the political economy and 
affective nature of scholar-led publishing projects, which will support better 
comparison across higher education contexts. 
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Academic books are objects of special value in the cycle of scholarly communication 
in the social sciences and humanities (SSH). This value can be assigned, described, 
and assessed by different actors in academia at different points in the communication 
process, in ways that tend to be more formal and objective but are also frequently 
based on complex, informal and subjective notions of quality. 

The future of the book and its value are challenged from at least two perspectives. 
One is the changing understanding of book formats and, even in SSH, placing more 
value on diverse research outputs and bringing innovation into what constitutes a 
book (with a fluid boundary between book and non-book publications). The other 
important challenge is the financial sustainability of the book publishing system. 

The best way to describe the current state of academic book publishing is to say that 
there is a great fragmentation and diversification at play, in all stages of the 
communication chain, from writing and producing to dissemination, preservation and 
evaluation. The expectations of involved actors change at a fast pace, but not equally 
across the different groups (geographical, generational, disciplinary, or related to 
epistemic cultures). These expectations for the evolution 

of the book publishing system are in recent years significantly influenced by the 
principles and policies of Open Sciences (OS), which have so far become the 
dominant position of European institutions, both the policy-making bodies and the 
research funding agencies. 

An important feature of the academic book publishing system has been recognised 
and can best be related to the concept of ‘bibliodiversity’ [1]. Aside from publishing 
at the international level (usually by big publishing companies), a significant body of 
knowledge is (and has been in the past) produced and circulated within smaller 
national and regional landscapes. Such country- specific ecosystems of academic 
book publishers are key to the survival of epistemic and linguistic plurality in research 
as well as its societal impact and relevance. 
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Traditionally, many of these European national ecosystems have consisted of small 
and mid-sized publishers, public or private, often subsidised by public resources 
since market-based strategies have not been sufficient to enable their financial 
sustainability. In multiple ways, the financial sustainability of publishers was reliant on 
the value of the books they were publishing, as perceived and assessed by authors, 
reviewers, readers, libraries, funding agencies, and government bodies, or bodies 
performing research assessments. 

The transition to Open Access (OA) is inevitable even for these small national 
landscapes; it is beneficial for both the authors and the audience and is often fostered 
by national OS policies. However, it can bring disruption into already fragile and 
vulnerable ecosystems, and this refers particularly to the countries that belong to the 
so-called scientific semi-periphery. While publishers will need to find ways to provide 
new services, better adjusted to the open circulation of knowledge, this will inevitably 
result in a changed understanding of what constitutes ‘quality’ and ‘prestige’ in book 
publishing, impact the ways in which books are evaluated and assessed, and have 
consequences on the publishers’ sustainability. 

In this paper, the Croatian academic book publishing landscape is used as an 
illustrative case for the aforementioned processes. The current context of the 
evaluation of books and book  publishers is described, and the changes related to the 
transition to OA are outlined. Unlike in some of the previous research [2], we shall 
take into count only the evaluation and quality assessment aspects related to the 
books published by the national publishing houses, and not to the books authored by 
Croatian authors that were published by international publishers. However, it has to 
be noted that in all contexts of research performance assessments (of individuals, 
projects or institutions), international publishing venues are implicitly or explicitly 
preferred to domestic ones. 

There are several stages in the publishing cycle in which publishers (or published 
book titles) are evaluated by different stakeholders. Although distinct, those stages 
are highly interrelated. The first one occurs when authors choose the publishers to 
which they submit their manuscripts. In Croatia, there is no established ranking list or 
quality labels of publishers. Therefore, the authors are guided by the criteria set out 
in the national regulations for scientific career advancement, but also by their informal 
perceptions of the ‘prestige’ of certain publishers (based on their previous 
experiences with editing and production practices, dominant opinions of their peer 
groups, and the success of the publishers in promotional activities, sales, and 
dissemination). Interestingly, those two guiding principles are often conflicted: while 
some private publishers are considered the most ‘prestigious’ among scholars, the 
formal promotion criteria give an advantage to books published by public academic 
institutions. This dynamic could change as authors are giving more importance to OA 
and online visibility of their books. It has been proven that compared to private 
publishers, public institutions (mostly university presses) are more ready to provide 
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publishing platforms that are open, interoperable, and conformant to the international 
best practices and standards [3]. 

The next stage of evaluation takes place at the selection of manuscripts that receive 
governmental subsidies at public annual calls: this assessment is performed by the 
appointed committee and relies on peer reviews and the past track records of 
publishers. OA is not a condition or an advantage in this process. Two other 
mechanisms to allocate public funding to publishers are the remuneration for public 
lending and the system of organised public purchase of books for libraries. Both 
mechanisms are based on the interest of library users for specific titles (similar to the 
so-called ‘lib-citations’) and indicate their value but are currently under- researched 
and not supported by transparent and publicly available data. 

The final stage of book evaluation takes place when individual researchers, their 
projects or their institutions are assessed for career advancement, research grant 
awards, performance- based institutional funding or (re)accreditation of research 
organisations. While criteria for (re)accreditation have recently been revised (giving 
intense incentives for publishing in OA), the other three assessment systems are 
currently being modified. It is not yet fully clear how important the criteria of openness 
will be and to what extent it will also apply to academic books. 

In 2023, the Ministry of Science and Education appointed the Croatian Open Science 
Cloud Initiative to draft the Croatian Open Science Plan [4]. Its main goals include 
reforming the research assessment system by avoiding the use of inappropriate 
indicators, and by introducing new indicators and criteria that would recognize 
contributions to OS as well as encouraging and providing OA to publications and all 
other research results, especially those financed with public funds. When it comes to 
academic books, the Plan aims to define business models and build e- infrastructure 
that will support book publishing in OA. The Plan was submitted to the Ministry, but 
it has not yet been officially adopted. Once it is accepted, it might have a strong 
fostering effect on the assessment practices, institutional policies, and the behaviour 
of individual researchers. 

In anticipation of the forthcoming changes, the new Croatian Initiative for Open 
Scholarly Books has been launched to help and foster this transition. While 
recognising that OA can offer new opportunities to book authors and publishers, it 
can also question traditional values and disrupt the existing system. 
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Humanities: “A Tale of Two Unis”  

Alesia A. Zuccala 
University of Copenhagen, Denmark 

Research evaluation specialists have long been interested in differences between 
funded versus non-funded research. Not all research projects will be funded, yet 
academics still work towards this goal regardless of known success 
percentages/odds. Funding instruments are regarded as necessary to legitimize a 
specific research area and generate impact. If a funding instrument is too 
prescriptive, too challenging or competitive, researchers may forgo the grant 
opportunity. Others might take a different approach, which is to ‘sell out’ and convert 
their interests towards topics that are more fundable (Altbach, 2001). Research 
consistently shows that prominent topics receive far more funding per researcher 
than topics that are not prominent (Klayvans & Boyak, 2017). For example, in Quebec 
Canada a high proportion of funding is allocated to the engineering and natural 
sciences. In Denmark, topics in the biological sciences and clinical medical research 
are well-funded (Madsen & Aagaard, 2020) 

Most bibliometric studies concerning funding systems have examined the 
relationship between funding and citations or funding and publication performance 
(e.g., Jowkar et al., 2011;  Langfeldt et al., 2015;  Leydesdorff et al., 2019; Mosleh et al., 
2022;  Yan et al., 2018;  Zhao, 2010).  An increase in the indexing of funding 
acknowledgements has enabled this. In the Web of Science few acknowledgements 
were indexed prior to 2009 (Paul-Hus et al., 2016). After 2009 the level of 
completeness rose to approximately 88%, or 12% incomplete (Álvarez-Bornstein et 
al., 2017; Liu et al., 2020;  Mosleh et al., 2022). The Scopus database has been 
publicised for being even more complete in terms of funding acknowledgement data 
(Baas et al., 2020); however, comparative tests of accuracy, in the medical sciences, 
have shown that the largest portion of articles with funding information were found 
in the Web of Science (29.0%), followed by PubMed (14.6%) and Scopus (7.7%). 
(Kokol et al., 2018). For Scopus expressly, Liu (2020) has suggested that Elsevier 
optimize its funding text identification method, as well as its funding agency 
extraction and standardization strategy. 

In the science policy literature, a critical if not ‘contentious’ issue is degree of funding 
concentration. Again, funding tends to converge around specific scientific topics, but 
it is also unequally distributed across individuals. Individuals are forced to be 
hypercompetitive on what has become a “damaging path towards diminished 
diversity” (Madsen & Aargaard, 2020, p. 1159). Many researchers with similar 
credentials will experience different levels of success. When early funding increases 
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an individual’s chance of obtaining future funding, this is called a “Matthew Effect” 
(Bol et al., 2018; Merton, 1968), and if a researcher’s degree of output does grow or 
correspond with a more substantial level of funding, there is a risk of “diminishing 
marginal returns” (Mongeon et al., 2016; Wahls, 2018). 

Data used to investigate the “Mathew Effect” is often collected from individual 
funders (Bol et al., 2018; Ma et al., 2015). In The Netherlands, Bol et al. (2018) 
examined the Netherlands NWO-Innovation Research Incentives scheme and 
discovered that winners just above the NWO’s funding threshold went on to 
accumulate more than twice as much funding than non-winners, across eight 
subsequent years. A more comprehensive analysis, based on multiple sources of 
funding in Denmark, points to a “strongly skewed allocation towards a small elite of 
individual researchers, and towards a select group of research areas and topics. 
(Madsen & Aagaard 2020, p. 1159). 

Upon reviewing both the metric and science-policy literature, newer efforts could be 
made to examine funding acknowledgements and concentration in the Social 
Sciences and Humanities. In Quebec, Canada, Lariviere et al., (2010) found that there 
has been a high level of concentration in these fields.  But, as Aagard et al. (2020) 
suggest, empirical-based studies are ‘still in their infancy’, and there are key reasons 
for this.  

Data are difficult to compile, and open access would make the process much 
easier.  It is not always possible to obtain detailed information directly from a 
government or private funding source, and only certain types of information are 
indexed in the Web of Science, Scopus, and now the new Dimensions database. To 
date, Open Alex is the only ‘open’ resource; however, research concerning funding 
concentration is not especially meaningful unless funding acknowledgement data are 
detailed, standardized and accurately linked to their individual recipients and co-
authors. 

This study evaluates the funding details acknowledged in research articles, published 
in the SSH with at least one author affiliated with the University of Copenhagen or 
with the University of Toronto. For practical purposes, we have chosen to work with 
data extracted from Elsevier’s’ Scopus. It is a comparative analysis, and the objective 
is to: 

a) Establish a history of Scopus-indexed funding acknowledgements for the two 
universities. 

b) Determine the proportion of authors benefitting from acknowledged funding 
sources. 

c) Produce a concentration-of-funded-article analysis at the level of the author 
IDs.  

d) Examine article-level co-funding relationships between different funding 
sources. 
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There is value in conducting this type of investigation at an institutional level. 
Universities generally have policies concerning funding with respect to external 
sources. For example, if a department is operating on a small budget, it might be a 
concern about whether (or not) the external funding source will cover overhead costs 
for a project. Different universities also have different rules for an academic who 
obtains external funding and wants to ‘buy out’ some time from teaching. Researchers 
who attract external funding are generally perceived as ‘stars’; consequently the 
‘stars’ are often expected to, if not under pressure to bring in further funding. 
Researchers who are less successful might be encouraged to keep trying: it is just a 
matter of ‘when’ and not ‘if’. Yet, if funding concentration (as per the ‘Matthew effect) 
is a widespread problem, research findings pertaining to the Social Sciences and 
Humanities is potentially similar for many universities, particularly those in developed 
countries. According to Aagaard & Madsen (2020), there are “benefits and 
drawbacks to concentrating research funds on fewer individuals and groups” (p. 117). 
Thus, knowing where and to what degree funding concentration is occurring might 
help university administrators to reflect more on what ‘diversity’ means, particularly 
with respect to hiring decisions, tenure, teaching hours, career satisfaction, and/or 
growth potential in their academic systems. 
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Putting Our Platform to Work: Debating 
Responsible Research Assessment and 

‘Societal Impact’ in the Japanese University 
System 

Yu Sasaki 
Kyoto University, Japan 

Yuko Shinzawa 
The University of Tokyo, Japan 

Futaba Fujikawa 
Kyoto University, Japan 

Keiichi Oshiumi 
National Institutes for the Humanities, Japan 

Kanako Hirasawa 
Historiographical Institute, The University of Tokyo, Japan 

Japan is a late comer to the debate on Responsible Research Assessment (RRA). 
Policy makers have begun to perceive that Japanese research capability is in decline 
based on the reduced growth rate of journal publications by Japanese scholars. These 
perceptions about a decline have resulted in the increased emphasis on metric-
based approaches. The relative invisibility of Japanese social sciences and 
humanities (SSH) research in commonly used bibliometric databases such as Web of 
Science and Scopus has probably been a key driver for a turn towards the quantitative 
measurement of SSH research output. That is, SSH researchers are compelled 
towards quantitatively demonstrating their research output. On the other hand, some 
argue that this measurement by numbers may be inevitable and yet challenging given 
that there is no domestic citation index for SSH research output in the Japanese 
language, unlike in China, Korea or in Taiwan.  

It is in this context that the Science Council of Japan issued a recommendation that 
raised fresh questions about the use of metrics, especially for determining 
procedures for resource allocation. These concerns about metrics, assessments and 
goal setting have understandably seen an increased interest in the various issues 
linked to research evaluation. Gradually but steadily, the RRA agenda is gaining 
support. In September 2021 out of the more than 2,600 organizations that signed 
DORA, Japanese signers were only three. After a year, the number increased to ten. 
In 2023, the University of Tokyo became the first signing university in Japan, but it 
remains to be the only university among 17 signatories from Japan. For the Japanese 
academic community, the research assessment exercise therefore is being 
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determined by policy compulsion rather than arising from a critical engagement with 
the research and academic environments.  

The Japan Inter-institutional Network for Social Sciences, Humanities and Arts 
(JINSHA), has taken the lead in incubating discussions on research evaluation 
exercises in SSH research since 2014. It is a network of University Research 
Administrators (URAs) of 13 universities working closely with research and 
researchers in SSH fields. More recently, the responsible metrics and the RRA have 
been key instrumental ideas that the network had taken up in various seminars and 
workshops to create a forum for continuous discussions and dialogues.  

Building on the ongoing discussions and information accumulated so far, how can we 
move forward to the practice of RRA? To take up this challenge, some members of 
JINSHA took initiatives in creating a visually appealing “map” of the key issues and 
information regarding research assessment with the help of DORA Community Grant. 
The aim was to build common grounds to discuss how far we can develop credible 
assessment exercises, while avoiding the repetition of the same arguments. By 
addressing gaps in existing knowledge and awareness on research assessment 
issues, we also intended to encourage URAs and stakeholders to discuss how 
practical measures can be adopted to enable the implementation of RRA.  

This paper examines the issues and challenges that have been raised in the research 
assessment mapping exercises and discusses the prospects for upgrading the map 
as well as responding to current policy demands for introducing ‘societal impact’ in 
the research assessment system. Taking advantage of the new report published by 
the Science Council of Japan titled ‘Societal Impact of Research in the Humanities 
and Social Sciences: An Examination of Evaluation Based on Case Studies’ (2023) 
this paper aims to propose several practical points that should be incorporated in the 
new assessment system of societal impact. In doing so, it will also identify the role of 
research managers and URAs in sustaining and enriching diversity of the research 
ecosystem while taking initiatives for promoting SSH research. 
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The Future of Peer Review in SSH:  
Insights from the MetaROR Project 

André Brasil 
Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS),  

Leiden University, The Netherlands 

Peer review plays a vital role in maintaining the quality and integrity of scholarly 
research (Publons, 2018). While it engages field experts in assessing the validity, 
significance, and originality of manuscripts before publication, it is also essential for 
the process to adjust to the distinct features and evaluative contexts of various 
disciplines (Ochsner, Kancewicz-Hoffman, Hołowiecki, & Holm, 2020). Despite its 
role in upholding academic standards, the process faces challenges and is subject to 
controversy. Lee, Sugimoto, Zhang, & Cronin (2013), for example, note that while peer 
review aims for impartiality, the process is surrounded by claims that it may be 
subject to biases related to the nationality, gender, and career stage of authors and 
reviewers. However, the extent and impact of these biases on research are not 
definitively established and are often based on speculative assumptions. 

Some well-known strategies are commonly used to mitigate potential biases in peer 
review, such as double-blind review, where both the authors and the reviewers are 
anonymous. However, its effectiveness is still debated (Baccini & De Nicolao, 2016). 
Furthermore, the peer review process is surrounded not only by inherent conceptual 
challenges but also by practical impediments. A primary concern is the recruitment 
of suitable reviewers who are not only subject matter experts but also prepared to 
provide detailed and constructive feedback. This issue is intensified by the increasing 
demands and time constraints on academics, reducing both the availability and 
quality of reviewers and reviews (Ware, 2008). This situation is exacerbated by the 
rapid growth of scholarly publications, stretching the peer review system to its limits 
(Tennant et al., 2017). 

In response to issues like those presented here, there is an increasing interest in open 
peer view models with critical features such as the potential disclosure of reviewer 
identities, the publication of review reports, and, in some cases, the participation of 
the broader community in the review process. The rationale behind open peer review 
is to improve the accountability, fairness, and quality of the review process alongside 
articles (Ross-Hellauer, 2017). oponents argue that this transparency helps mitigate 
biases and conflicts of interest, fostering a more constructive and collaborative 
dialogue between authors and reviewers (Ford, 2013). However, the adoption of open 
peer review is not without challenges. Concerns include the potential for reviewer 
reluctance due to fears of retribution or damaged relationships, especially in smaller 
research communities where anonymity can be crucial for candid feedback (Warne, 
2016). 
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Despite these concerns, evidence indicates that open peer reviews are generally 
more constructive and courteous, often exceeding the quality of traditional blind 
reviews (Ford, E., 2013). Open reviews can also accelerate and improve the 
transparency of the editorial process, thus enhancing trust in published research 
(Tennant, J.P., et al., 2017). However, a valuable benefit for the system is the potential 
for these reviews to become more integral to reward and recognition strategies. 

Traditionally, peer review has been viewed as a voluntary, selfless contribution to the 
scholarly community. These contributions are rarely considered in academic 
promotion or funding decisions, and this lack of formal recognition and reward has 
been a point of contention (Sizo, Lino, Reis, & Rocha, 2019). This imbalance has led 
to calls for a more systematic approach to acknowledging reviewers' work, such as 
including peer review activities in academic CVs, providing certificates or public 
acknowledgements, and even financial compensation (Nicholas et al., 2015). In this 
context, the role of digital platforms is instrumental in facilitating the open peer 
review process. 

The MetaResearch Open Review (MetaROR) platform has been developed to address 
some of the mentioned challenges by implementing an open peer review approach 
based on the publish- review-curate model. This model, which is increasingly popular 
in life sciences and is adopted by journals such as eLife and F1000 Research, unfolds 
in three stages. Initially, authors publish their scholarly work on a preprint server like 
SocArXiv or OSF Preprints. They can then submit their work for review on a platform 
like MetaROR. Here, volunteer editors perform initial screenings and match 
submissions with suitable reviewers. The platform then publishes the review reports 
and potentially the reviewers' identities, linking them to the corresponding preprint 
articles. The process culminates with MetaROR providing an editorial assessment that 
includes a summary, contextualisation, and a discussion of the review reports, 
thereby fulfilling the 'curate' component of the model (Wolfgang Kaltenbrunner et al., 
2023). 

Once the review cycle is complete, authors can decide whether they will revise their 
work and whether an improved preprint should be submitted for a second round of 
reviews. In any case, the reviews and editorial assessment receive their individual 
DOIs, identifying the contributions to the publishing process as measurable and 
valuable research outputs. 

Furthermore, opting to have their work reviewed with MetaROR does not prevent 
authors from submitting their now-reviewed preprints to conventional journals. 
Journals will be able to use existing reviews to subsidise their own editorial decision, 
speeding up the publishing process through more efficient peer review. Similarly, the 
visibility and openness of the process may also increase the recognition of reviewers, 
potentially making peer review a more attractive task for researchers. 
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In conclusion, the MetaResearch Open Review (MetaROR) platform is strategically 
designed to contribute significantly to the ongoing evolution of peer review. 
Recognising the value of community-specific norms and research practices, the 
development team continues to build and refine this platform, inviting insightful ideas 
and suggestions that are invaluable to shaping it into an effective tool tailored to the 
specific needs of SSH research. Given the focus of this year's RESSH Conference on 
evaluation, infrastructure, and practices in open research, the event presents an ideal 
opportunity to introduce a pilot of MetaROR. Here, we aim to gather valuable insights 
from the SSH community, ensuring that the platform meets and surpasses the diverse 
expectations and standards of the multifaceted fields within MetaResearch. 
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Intertextual Reading by Artificial Intelligence 
for Use in Research Assessment in the SSH 

Jon Holm 
The Research Council of Norway, Norway 

Gunnar Sivertsen 
Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation,  

Research and Education, Norway 

The use of large language models (LLMs) in machine learning is interesting from an 
SSH perspective. New documents are created in an interplay with large corpuses of 
previous documents in a way that recalls the literary theories of intertextuality by Julia 
Kristeva (1969) and palimpsests by Gérard Genette (1982). Of more acute interest is 
the fact that the same AI technologies are increasingly used to support assessment 
of research publications and proposals for funding (Thelwall et al., 2023, Holm et al., 
2022). In our presentation, we will focus on textual features of research publications 
and proposals for funding, with the aim of discussing opportunities and challenges of 
using AI to create models based on these features that may serve as heuristics in the 
evaluation processes. 

To build an AI-model, developers typically go through a series of steps starting with 
collecting historical data on the phenomenon to be modelled (publications or 
proposals), then extracting relevant features from the data (textual features, structural 
features, and possibly metadata like co-authorship and citations). And finally, based 
on the collected data, AI-models can be trained to make predictions relevant for the 
assessment of new publications or proposals, e.g. assigning publications and 
proposals to disciplines, checking proposals for completeness, similarity with past 
proposals, etc. 

At each of these steps, AI-developers make choices that will affect the working of 
the model. According to good practice in AI-development, these choices should be 
documented to assure transparency and accountability (Mitchell et al. 2019; Gebru et 
al. 2021). On the other side, there is a clear expectation in recent policy documents 
for research assessment processes to be open for inspection and input from the 
communities of researchers that are subject to the evaluation. See among others the 
Agreement on the reform of research assessment, 7th commitment (CoARA, 2022). 
Even if AI-models are not used for predicting the actual outcome of an assessment, 
the application of such models may indirectly affect the assessment outcome when 
used to suggest a specific grouping of proposals or to indicate possible reviews for 
a research paper. In cases where research assessment processes are supported by 
AI-models, real participation from the community of researchers would thus be 
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difficult without a working understanding of the functions of the AI- models 
employed. 

Furthermore, disciplines within the social sciences and humanities (SSH) boast a 
larger variation of textual practices within and across disciplines. Sivertsen (2022) 
demonstrates the variation in the social sciences. The multitude of written genres in 
the SSH makes it more challenging to use bibliometric indicators to support the 
assessment of the disciplines (Sivertsen, 2014; Ochsner et al., 2016; Engels & 
Kulczycki, 2022). In this paper presentation we will also go beyond explicit 
requirements set for academic genres, by investigating how AI-models might be 
used to discover textual and structural characteristics of academic texts in general 
and specifically within SSH. Our aim is to discuss how Natural Language Processing 
and other AI-methods may add to our understanding of the disciplinary variation in 
textual conventions, and how to take this variation into consideration in the context 
of research assessment. 

Large language models (LLMs) present a specific case of Natural Language 
Processing. While these models are trained on an extremely large and varied corpus 
of text, they may also be fine-tuned to recognize specific research disciplines based 
on a representative set of scholarly texts. According to the universal approximation 
theorem, LLMs may be trained to represent any scientific genre. There may therefore 
be opportunities for developing AI-models that are able to predict whether a given 
scholarly text is congruent with a disciplinary standard. Such AI-models could be used 
for both classification and producing evaluation heuristics. 

We will raise the following research questions for discussion at the conference while 
inviting other relevant questions from the audience, thereby gathering input to further 
research on the use of AI in SSH evaluations and to developing guidelines for research 
funders: 

- Is there an existing set of textual features for any research discipline which is 
sufficient to identify the same discipline by using AI? 

- Could specific aspects of research quality such as originality, solidity and 
relevance be conceptualized as textual features? 

- Under what conditions can AI models support research assessment in a 
meaningful and transparent way – and how could the community of SSH-
scholars participate in defining these conditions? 

REFERENCES 

CoARA. (2022.) Agreement on the reform of research assessment. 
https://coara.eu/app/uploads/2022/09/2022_07_19_rra_agreement_final.pdf  

Engels T. et Kulczycki E. editors (2022). Handbook on Research Assessment in the 
Social Sciences. Edited volume. Edward Elgar 2022 

https://coara.eu/app/uploads/2022/09/2022_07_19_rra_agreement_final.pdf


 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 121 
 

Gebru, T. et al. (2021). Datasheets for datasets. Communications of the ACM, 64(12), 
pp.86-92. https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3458723  

Genette, G. (1982). Palimpsestes: La littérature au second degré. Éditions du Seuil, 
Paris. 

Holm J et al. (2022). Good practice in the use of machine learning & AI by research 
funding organisations: insights from a workshop series. Research on Research 
Institute. Report. https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21710015.v1  

Kristeva J. (1969.) Semiotike: recherches pour une semanalyse. Éditions du Seuil, 
Paris. 

Mitchell, M. et al. (2019). Model cards for model reporting. In Proceedings of the 
conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency (pp. 220-229). 
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1810.03993 

Ochsner et al. editors (2016) Research Assessment in the Humanities. Towards 
Criteria and Procedures. Edited volume. Springer Nature 2016. 
http://library.oapen.org/handle/20.500.12657/22952 

Sivertsen, G. (2014). Scholarly publication patterns in the social sciences and 
humanities and their coverage in Scopus and Web of Science. In Noyons, E. (Ed.), 
Proceedings of the science and technology indicators conference 2014, Leiden (pp. 
598-604). Leiden: Universiteit Leiden – CWTS. 

Sivertsen, G. (2022.). Chapter 16: Publishing in the social sciences and its 
representation in research evaluation and funding systems. In Engels, T.C.E & 
Kulczycki, E. (Eds.), Handbook on Research Assessment in the Social Sciences (pp. 
238–261). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Thelwall, M. et al. (2023). Predicting article quality scores with machine learning: The 
U.K. Research Excellence Framework. Quantitative Science Studies, 4(2), 547–573. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00258  

	

https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3458723
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.21710015.v1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1810.03993
http://library.oapen.org/handle/20.500.12657/22952
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00258


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DAY 2 

SESSION 5.1 / Policy 
  



 May 23-24 | Galway, Ireland 123 
 

Improving The Integration of The Social 
Sciences, Arts and Humanities into Evidence-

Informed Policymaking Ecosystems 

Marc Vanholsbeeck 
Belspo (Belgian Science Policy) and Université Libre de Bruxelles, Belgioum 

Aziz Naji 
Belspo (Belgian Science Policy) 

As part of the political programme of the Belgian Presidency of the Council of the 
European Union and under the coordination of the Belgian Federal Science Policy 
(Belspo), a high level conference will be dedicated, on 6 and 7 May 2024, to the 
discussion of the unique assets of the social sciences, arts and humanities (SSAH) in 
regard to the provision of multidisciplinary evidence to policymakers. Indeed 
policymakers, at national and European level, face unprecedented challenges, 
sometimes referred as "wicked problems" – like pandemics, migration, climate 
change or transition to green and digital technologies -, that demand unparalleled 
levels of multidisciplinary scientific knowledge and expertise as well as the 
involvement of collaborative efforts across disciplines and with a diversity of 
stakeholders, including citizens, civil society and industry. 

The need to dedicate a Presidency conference to this topic comes from the 
recognition of a paradox within current research policies. On the one hand literature 
indicates that SSAH can benefit STEM disciplines and are critical for good policy 
development. SSAH even play a disproportionately significant role in informing policy, 
and consistently deliver for governments when developing evidence-informed policy 
(Wilsdon et al., 2024). The diverse expertise SSAH researchers offer to policymakers 
has also been underlined, particularly in reframing issues in a human-centric 
perspective, developing ethical considerations and understanding complex societal 
dynamics (Baptista et al., 2020). On the other hand, SSAH integration to the 
resolution of wicked problems, together with STEM disciplines, remain 
underexplored, with STEM disciplines traditionally dominating multidisciplinary 
efforts (EASSH, 2022). Historically, SSAH researchers have often been relegated to 
peripheral roles in multidisciplinary programmes, such as assessing public 
acceptability of innovation or disseminating research findings into society. 

The connection between science and policy within evidence informed policymaking 
(EIPM) ecosystems is not to be taken for granted, especially concerning the SSAH. 
Indeed the various actors engaged in EIPM possess different cultures, languages, 
work methodologies, and objectives, operating at varying speeds. Consequently, 
each stakeholder involved in the EIPM framework adheres to their own values, 
professional standards, and notions of what constitutes robust research or effective 
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policy formulation. Furthermore there's a prevailing sentiment within SSAH research 
communities that the evidence SSAH scholars offer is frequently disregarded or 
subjected to unwarranted scepticism regarding its reliability (Stoker G., & Evans M., 
2016). 

Policymakers in turn consider multiple relevant factors beyond scientific evidence 
such as political, social, economic or ethical ones. The advisory role of science has 
therefore sparked intense academic debates since the mid-2010s (Thoni Th., & 
Livingston J.E., 2019), which have gained renewed attention in the era of "post-truth 
politics" characterized by a growing distrust in expertise and a shift in how information 
is communicated to the public (Lewandowsky, S., Ecker, U. K. H., & Cook, J., 2017). In 
this regard, public scepticism toward scientific evidence may particularly clash with 
SSAH scholars' perception of research's societal role. Research indicates indeed that 
SSAH academics tend to exhibit a "rationalistic bias" (Rich R.F., 2001), (wrongly) 
believing that acquiring evidence automatically leads to its utilization and 
subsequently improves policies. Challenging issues that will be discussed at the 
Presidency conference include thus the difficulties of maintaining the objectivity of 
scientific evidence amidst the influence of the other factors that are relevant for 
policymakers (how much should those other factors affect scientific findings without 
compromising their objectivity?) and preserving the impartiality and autonomy of 
SSAH scientists in the policy-making process (should they merely inform 
policymakers or also provide recommendations, risking partiality and normative 
engagement?) (Montushi, E., 2016). 

POLICY BRIEF 

The presentation at RESSH 2024 will be the occasion to present and discuss with 
RESSH attendees the main outcomes of the conference, notably its resulting policy 
brief that aims at proposing to researchers, brokers and policymakers empirically 
based recommendations relating to: 1) the production by SSAH researchers and the 
uptake by policymakers of multidisciplinary evidence; 2) the professionalization of 
multidisciplinary EIPM ecosystems through mutual recognition of all the actors 
involved therein, as well as 3) the promotion of technologically and socially innovative 
ways to better integrate SSAH expertise into the production of policy relevant 
scientific evidence.  

The presentation will specifically elaborate on the role of research evaluation as an 
important element of the professionalization of future EIPM ecosystems, as well as of 
the further integration of SSAH scholars therein. In particular, the need to better 
consider the impact of SSAH researchers on policymaking in the framework of current 
initiatives like CoARA (the coalition for Advancing Research Assessment) will be 
debated. Finally, on the basis of the outcomes of the conference debates, criteria will 
be proposed to evaluate and reward the contribution of SSAH research to EIPM, at 
individual as well as collective level.  
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From Output to Research Culture: Shifting the 
Focus In Research Evaluation and Governance 

Jens Ambrasat 
Robert K. Merton Center for Science Studies, Humboldt University, Germany 

Martin Reinhart 
Robert K. Merton Center for Science Studies, Humboldt University, Germany 

Not only the humanities and social sciences, but also other disciplines are too often 
ignored in research evaluation and in science policy. They are not considered in their 
own research logic and their epistemic conditions. In particular, higher education 
policy based on research performance indicators often tends towards a one-size-
fits-all solution without the necessary differentiation and recognition of various 
research contexts. This leads to unintended effects in those research cultures that 
cannot easily adapt to new science policy imperatives management objectives. Such 
unintended effects range from mere defensiveness/reactance to gaming the 
indicators to cheating to the deformation of research practices and research topics. 

In recent years, metrics-based approaches to research evaluation have been heavily 
criticized and various solutions have been proposed. These range from the further 
improvement of indicators and more standardization, transparency and openness of 
research information (e.g. Barcelona Declaration), to the responsible use of metrics 
(Hicks et al. 2015, Wilsdon, 2016) and greater consideration of qualitative methods 
(CoARA, 2022). Others question research evaluation entirely (Hallonsten, 2021). New 
Zealand recently abolished its research quality evaluation and the associated 
collection of research information because the effort and return of the evaluation are 
not in proportion (Ross, 2024). After an initial change in practices, hardly any 
improvements have been seen recently (ibid.) 

We take the view that research information should not be condemned in general, but 
that the question should be asked: What information (and indicators) is collected for 
what purpose. A neoliberal management perspective of comparison and competition 
is misleading, as it is only aligned to the improvement or even maximization of output 
variables. What is overlooked are the conditions under which the output is created, 
the research practices and the respective research environment. This also leaves 
invisible how the “desired” output is generated by the researchers and at what costs 
on another, unmeasured side.  

The conceptual paper contrasts the output-oriented evaluation approach with an 
alternative approach that makes research cultures the object of monitoring. Research 
cultures are understood as a holistic concept that encompasses attitudes, motives, 
meanings and practices that are seen as shared by individuals in the same context 
(e.g. small cultures, Holliday 1995). Research cultures have an epistemic dimension 
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that refers to the subject-specific nature of knowledge and knowledge production. 
But they also have an organizational and local dimension that determines the 
formation of specific practices. Making research cultures themselves the subject of 
evaluation means taking all these different aspects simultaneously into consideration 
and not just the specific management objectives. By shifting the focus from output 
to research cultures, many unintended effects could be detected and perhaps 
avoided. 

Furthermore, it opens up the possibility of taking a closer look at the research 
environment, including the conditions whose design is the actual task of university 
management and science policy. It should be a step on the way to evaluating research 
conditions through a deeper understanding of research cultures. What are good 
conditions for different research cultures? This does not mean that the output is 
neglected, on the contrary: The assumption is that the quantitative and qualitative 
results “emerge” from the research cultures. We strive for a conceptualization of 
research cultures and practices as structures that create outcomes in a non-
deterministic, but rather probabilistic sense. 

It will be shown how we are following this path with the design of the Berlin Science 
Survey and make some facets of research cultures measurable and fruitful as research 
information for evaluation purposes. At the same time, this represents a reflexive and 
participatory evaluation approach that strongly involves the researchers and trusts 
their everyday experiences and assessments. 
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The Secret Sauce of Social Science: 
Assessing, Articulating and Advocating for 

the Impacts of SSH Research in National 
Systems of R&D 

James Wilsdon 
Research on Research Institute (RoRI), University College London, United Kingdom 

The menu of available methods and metrics for assessing the diverse qualities and 
impacts of SSH research within national R&D systems has expanded considerably 
over the past decade. Yet it can still be challenging to articulate these in ways that 
are persuasive and compelling to policymakers, research funders and wider society. 
STEM disciplines are often more successful in making their case, and benefit further 
from the application of predominantly STEM framings and models across the wider 
R&D landscape. 

Drawing on his experiences as chair of the UK's Campaign for Social Science (from 
2013 to 2018) and on a new study (published in January 2024), James Wilsdon will 
present a series of insights into how we can sharpen how we assess, articulate and 
advocate for the myriad impacts and contributions of SSH research. 

Based on fresh data from Digital Science, the paper will highlight four ways in which 
SSH research acts as a ‘secret sauce’ in wider recipes for R&D -- adding depth, 
complexity and richness, and drawing out other ingredients and flavours. 

First, SSH research enables whole systems thinking. It helps innovators, entrepreneurs 
and decision-makers to understand broader system capabilities and dynamics — 
including how economies and institutions function, and the place of productivity, 
skills, training and organisational culture. 

Second, SSH research is vital for good policy development. Around 3 per cent of 
publications supported by STEM-related research grants in the UK end up being cited 
in policy documents. This rises to 6 per cent of publications supported by social 
science-related grants and 7.5 per cent of publications from grants that can be 
characterised as interdisciplinary. 

Third, SSH research underpins smart and responsible innovation. New and emerging 
technologies depend upon SSH evidence and expertise for the legal, regulatory and 
ethical frameworks that are essential for them to advance in ways that maximise their 
opportunities, safeguard against risks, and protect the vulnerable. 

Finally, SSH research is essential to international collaboration and the capacity of 
national R&D systems to address shared challenges, including the UN’s Sustainable 
Development Goals. International research and innovation strategies are underpinned 
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by insights and expertise from SSH — including from business and management, 
politics, geography, area studies and international development. 
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SSH and The New Agendas for Responsible 
Research Assessment 

Gunnar Sivertsen 
Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research and Education, Norway 

Jon Holm 
The Research Council of Norway, Norway 

The purposes, main focuses, and methods of research assessment have changed 
over the last thirty years. We suggest that three stages can be identified in these 
developments:  

The tradition from the end of the last century was – within academia – to use internal 
disciplinary standards as assessment criteria for recruitment and internal distribution 
of resources. Research assessment was practiced within disciplines and did not 
consider other disciplines or societal needs. Externally, in research policy, research 
was expected to be useful and contribute to economic growth, which was appealing 
to some areas of research. The social sciences and humanities, however, experienced 
stressful estrangement and cutbacks or splendid invisibility. 

Then came the era with a strong focus on Excellence in research assessment by 
funders and organizers of research. Excellence seemed to be a common denominator 
for disciplinary standards which could include all areas of research and build a bridge 
over to societal expectations. Excellence as a notion therefore seemed appealing to 
the social sciences and humanities. In research policy, however, the call for 
Excellence turned out to be a strong instrument of prioritization: We will only fund the 
best, and the funded will get more. Also, the era of Excellence in research assessment 
coincided with the increasing availability of online bibliometric information and its 
use in performance-based funding. Excellence was measured as citations or the 
appearance of publications in top international journals in bibliographic databases 
where the social sciences and humanities are marginalized. This situation inspired the 
formation of the European Network for Research Assessment in the Social Sciences 
and Humanities (ENRESSH). 

The trends in research assessment have now entered a third stage with more focus 
on Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (EDI) and on societal challenges (SDG): Sustainable 
Developments Goals). In national research assessments, these policy shifts transpire 
as new emphasis on the societal responsibility of research performing institutions. 
The Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment (CoARA) has been working since 
2022 to broaden the criteria and change the assessment methods in support of the 
societal impact of research as well as of research quality. Another example is the 
Research on Research Institute (RoRI) where major funder and performers of research 
assessment, both public (e.g., the Swiss National Funding Organization) and private 
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(e.g., the Volkswagen Stiftung), have joined as partners to support and be involved in 
projects that are taking the new agendas of research assessment forward. As 
examples, these projects include a critical study of the Matthew effect and early-
career setbacks, an exploration of future models that may stimulate transdisciplinary 
research of societal value, a study of the uses and evaluation of researchers’ narrative 
CVs, and a project to create a global observatory of responsible research assessment. 

The authors of this contribution are active in all three organizations mentioned above: 
ENRESSH, CoARA, and RoRI. We will use the opportunity of the RESSH 2024 
Conference to introduce a critical discussion of the implications of the new agendas 
for research assessment from the point of view of the SSH. Our questions are: How 
do the new agendas for research assessment reflect the practices and purposes of 
conducting research in the SSH? Will they strengthen or weaken the conditions for 
performing good and meaningful research in the SSH? When suggesting answers to 
these questions, we will at the same time reflect on our direct experiences with three 
recent research assessment arrangements are influenced by the new agendas in 
three different countries: 

- The new principles for the ongoing national evaluations of research subjects 
and topics in Norway 

- The ongoing national evaluation in Sweden of how higher education 
institutions organize for societal impact 

- The new so-called AAU Research Indicator which aims to advance scientific 
publishing, impact, collaboration, visibility, openness, and innovation at 
Aalborg University in Denmark 
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Approaching University Chairs as Spaces for 
Collaborations Between University and Non-

Academic Actors 

Julia Olmos Peñuela 
Ana García-Granero 

Francisco Javier Ortega-Colomer 
Oscar Llopis 

INN4ALL Research Group, University of Valencia, Spain 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Universities are facing increasing pressure to demonstrate their societal and 
economic relevance, leading to heightened expectations regarding their impact on 
society (Compagnucci and Spigarelli, 2020). This has led most universities to set up 
and maintain dedicated formal structures to promote scientists’ collaboration with 
industry (Perkmann et al., 2019). One prominent form of such structures is the 
Technology Transfer Offices (TTO), which play a brokering role between academia 
and industry (Villani et al., 2017). Scholars have also proposed other instruments and 
structures to facilitate collaboration, usually with a focus on university – industry 
engagement. For instance, programs to enhance the commercialization capabilities 
of universities (Rasmussen, 2008), or promote links between universities, firms and 
other non-academic institutions through the establishment of science parks (Siegel 
et al., 2003) have been also suggested. 

While most of these policies and structures perform relatively good in channelizing 
formal and commercially-related forms of engagement such as IP licensing and 
academic spin-off creation, they are subject to important limitations. First, they often 
fail to monitor and/or support other collaborative forms that are societally and 
economically relevant and non-channeled through traditional contract-based 
agreement. Second, they might underscore valorisation and collaborative activities 
from certain scientific fields such as social sciences and humanities (SSH), as these 
fields are characterised by informal collaborations and their research provides cultural 
and social value that may not always fit to be channelled through the traditional 
technologically-led and economically-laden structures (Giménez-Toledo et al., 
2023; Olmos-Peñuela et al., 2014). Such limitations are problematic as they result in 
a partial understanding of the collaborative potential of universities and missed 
collaborative opportunities, particularly in the SSH field, which might systematically 
underscore its collaborative potential. 
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Against this backdrop, our study draws attention to an alternative university 
instrument, namely, university chairs (UCs), which may be suitable to support more 
informal valorisation activities. In Spain, University Chairs (UCs) are established 
through agreements between universities and non-academic public and private 
entities to UCs tackle objectives of different nature of common interest for the 
parties, usually about a topic or field. These agreements aim to foster connections 
between universities and their surrounding environments, facilitating collaborations 
to pursue various activities aligned with the missions of the university. The multi-year 
agreement serves as a comprehensive framework that enables a broad spectrum of 
activities aligned with university missions (often, excluding the provision of specific 
services to non-academic organizations, which are channelled via other collaborative 
instruments). Instead, UCs operates under the concept of patronage and 
sponsorship, promoting activities related to the field or topic for which it was 
established. Given that UC are funded by non-academic actors, they hold influence 
over the ‘raison d’être’, objectives and dynamics of the UC. This influence is exerted 
through a joint parity steering committee, where both the university and the funding 
organizations are equally represented. As a result, UC serves as a steady and stable 
spaces for fruitful collaborations that extend beyond an individual specific project or 
contract, embodying a strategic and lasting union. From a regulatory standpoint, UCs 
are directly subject to university-level regulations. There is no specific national 
regulation addressing university chairs. Consequently, each university establishes its 
own regulations, which may vary significantly in key aspects such as the minimum 
financial endowment required for establishment, duration, compensation for the 
director, type of activities that might be conducted within the chairs, and other 
governance-related factors. 

Following the examination of UCs as alternative instruments, the aim of this study is 
twofold. Firstly, to explore the magnitude and heterogeneity of UCs in the Spanish 
context, with a special focus on the field of SSH. Secondly, to illustrate through case 
studies the types of activities conducted by SSH UCs, aiming to unpack their potential 
to valorise research and foster connections between the university and society. 

DATA AND METHODS  

Our study combines quantitative and qualitative data to address our research 
objectives. First, we rely on an original dataset that covers the entire population of 
UCs in Spain by 2019, accounting for more than 1,000 UCs from public universities. 
This dataset includes information at the chair level (such as the scientific field, 
geographical location or primary type of funding) and has been expanded with 
updated information on UCs identified by 2023. A descriptive analysis of this 
comprehensive dataset will enable us to determine the prevalence of UCs across 
universities and fields, compare the landscape of UCs between 2019 and 2023, and 
describe their main characteristics.  
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Second, we rely on qualitative information obtained through interviews to gain a 
deeper understanding of how university chairs are managed and operate. For each 
case study, we interview representatives from both sides of the collaboration: the 
director of the chair (university actor) and a representative appointed by the funding 
entity involved in the chair (non-academic actor). Interviews are conducted using a 
semi-structured guide adapted to each type of informant, addressing aspects such 
as the origin of the chair, the types of activities conducted, motivations for 
participation, and perceived obstacles. 

EXPECTED RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

At the time of writing, we are still conducting interviews. We expect that our findings 
will contribute to shedding light on the potential of university chairs as catalysers of 
university-society interactions. Specially within the field of SSH, we expect to 
illustrate how UCs can serve as a valuable instrument for university researchers to 
valorise research and fostering collaborative activities with its environment. These 
findings may have important implications for university managers and policymakers. 
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Research Impact Evaluation – From Centre to 
(Semi)Periphery? 	

Marta Wroblewska 
SWPS University, Poland 

Research impact evaluation is an emergent, influential trend in science policy. The 
question "how to evaluate impact" has been a hot topic amongst policy-makers, 
evaluation experts and scholars internationally for at least a decade (Grant et al., 
2009). The concept that the impact of academic research could and should be 
systematically evaluated can be linked to several broader processes affecting 
academia since the 1970s. Among them is the shift towards knowledge-based 
economies (Jessop et al., 2008), the rise of the idea of entrepreneurial university and 
of 'academic capitalism' (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), globalisation of academia 
(Marginson & Van der Wende, 2007), the growing importance of audit cultures in 
organisations (Power, 1997), the increasing use of research metrics (Wilsdon et al., 
2015), and the concerns regarding their excessive usage. There is also growing 
acknowledgment of the contribution which academia can make in the context of 
global challenges, supporting the achievement of Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs)(International Science Council, 2023). In terms of disciplines and modes of 
science production we can observe a turn towards concepts such as Mission (Driven) 
Science, Engaged Science, Community Science, Transdisciplinary Science, Mode 2 
Science, context-sensitive science or interactive science (Gibbons, 2000) – all of 
which stress the embeddedness of science production in the broader social, political 
and environmental context.  

The request for systems which track and possibly assign metrics to academic efforts 
related to the generation of impact results in a policy drive to create frameworks for 
impact evaluation. We can observe analogous efforts towards developing such 
frameworks in various parts of the globe. Ongoing communication and co-ordination 
activities between these national and supra-national contexts (such as international 
workshops and conferences, international work groups, associations focused on 
disseminating knowledge about impact evaluation) as well as broad access to the 
state of art in impact evaluation (most of the publications being in open access an 
published online) could in theory lead to a more or less uniform approach to impact 
evaluation, or at least to a shared understanding of the concept. And yet, this is not 
the case. 

In this paper I will argue that the concept of 'impact' takes on a different meaning and 
role in a specific research evaluation system, depending on the disciplinary, 
institutional and national context into which it is introduced. I will argue this point by 
building on the comparison of research impact evaluation protocols used in the UK, 
Norway and Poland in the period 2014-2022. Specifically, I will look at the UK’s 
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Research Excellence Framework (REF) with editions in 2014 and 2022, the Norwegian 
Humeval and Sameval (2016-2017) and Poland’s Evaluation on Scientific Activity 
2021-2022. These exercises were selected for comparison as the Norwegian and 
Polish impact evaluation protocols are explicitly modeled on the British REF. Despite 
having adopted the same basic definition, criteria, mode of evaluation (expert review 
and case study template, the effect of the evaluation on academic discourse and its 
general reception has been entirely different in each of the studied contexts.  

I will start with a presentation of the timeline of policy development in the three 
countries. For each of the analysed countries I will examine to what degree the 
adopted policy can be considered ‘open’ – thereby linking to the main theme of the 
conference. I will also attempt a theorisation of the process of policy borrowing in the 
area of impact evaluation in terms of the centre-periphery dynamic (Wallerstein, 
2020) which continues to define the world scientific system. 
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Societal Impact has become an important topic in higher education and, therefore, in 
research evaluation (Sivertsen & Meijer, 2020). Given the needs of the knowledge 
society, universities, projects and even scholars are expected to provide evidence for 
the societal relevance and impact of their research (see for an overview of European 
practices of impact evaluation Ochsner & Bulaitis, 2023). The discourse on impact 
evaluation is dominated by two impact evaluation exercises, the REF in the United 
Kingdom and the SEP in The Netherlands, both of which focus on demonstrable 
impact on society by single projects (i.e., each project under evaluation has to 
demonstrate its manifest impact on society). In this presentation, we argue that a) 
research is a collective endeavour, and that societal relevance or impact does not 
result from individual efforts or single actors but rather from research practice in its 
entirety; and b) that the focus on demonstrable impact comes with conceptual issues 
of how research can impact society. The pathways to impact can be very diverse 
(Muhonen et al., 2020) and impact evaluation a very complex endeavour, so that a 
focus on manifest, demonstrable impact of single projects can be counter-productive 
and lead to negative steering effects. A re-thinking of conceptualising societal impact 
is necessary, based on an understanding of different impact pathways. 

In our presentation, we follow one such potential pathway. We investigate whether 
learned societies, typically consisting of professionals, scholars, and researchers who 
are deeply involved in advancing knowledge and understanding within a particular 
field or discipline, play a role in how consolidated research findings are disseminated 
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to the relevant public. We therefore follow the research question whether learned 
societies from social sciences and humanities (SSH) see it as their role to 
demonstrate and communicate the relevance of the research to the relevant 
audiences, such as policy makers, professionals in a field, the interested lay public, or 
society in general. Using a survey among learned societies in the SSH in Belgium, 
Finland, Croatia, Lithuania, Portugal, Slovenia, Switzerland, and the UK, we focus on 
dissemination activities and collaborations learned societies report to be engaged in. 

METHOD 

To investigate learned societies’ potential impact activities, we developed a survey 
among learned societies in the SSH across seven European countries. The survey 
design was adapted from a survey conducted in Finland by Korkeamäki et al. (2019) 
to the international context within the COST Action CA-15137 "European Network for 
Research Evaluation in the Social Sciences and the Humanities (ENRESSH)". This 
resulted in an improved questionnaire in English. The research design followed five 
steps: selection of participating countries, identification of learned societies in the 
SSH in each country, elaboration of variables and subsequent questionnaire, survey 
dissemination, data collection, and finally, data analysis. 

The inclusion criteria for learned societies to be invited to participate in the survey 
was that they at least partly engage in SSH research. The process of approaching 
learned societies differed across countries because the learned societies are 
organized differently. It ranged from using the national register of learned societies 
(HR), a national business register (SI), umbrella organisations of learned societies (CH 
and UK), to desktop research, networks, and a combination of different smaller 
umbrella organisations (BE, LT, PT). The survey targeted directors and presidents of 
the learned societies (which, of course, could delegate the task to other 
administrative personnel like a secretary or vice-president). The survey was fielded 
in spring 2020 and led to a sample of 343 societies in seven countries. The response 
rate differed strongly between countries, depending on the quality of the gross 
sample (from 13% in PT to 77% in LT). The mean response rate was 33%, leading to 
an effective sample of 114 learned societies having answered the survey. 

For the analysis, we use descriptive statistics and apply Joint Correspondence 
Analysis (Greenacre, 2007) for a more detailed analysis and classification of how 
learned societies interact with different audiences. 

RESULTS 

The results from the still ongoing analysis show that many learned societies see it as 
their role to consolidate research results and communicate them to different 
stakeholders, including the wider public. However, there are interesting differences 
regarding how learned societies approach this task. Focusing on different learned 
societies’ activities, such as collaborations with different stakeholders, academic, 
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professional and outreach publishing activities, citizen science and open data 
engagement, activities in ethical committees and other public activities as well as 
organization of scholarly as well as outreach and interaction events, we have 
identified four types of interaction with the public: 1) science-oriented; 2) conformity; 
3) information and learning; 4) consulting and interaction. Thus, The first type of 
learned societies focus on scientific networking and activities and advancement of 
research and science. The second type takes up research questions from society but 
focuses on scientific activities. The third type is strongly engaged in education while 
the fourth type focuses on manifest societal impact, takes up research questions from 
all stakeholders and interacts strongly with them, including businesses. 

Implications 

Learned societies contribute to different degrees and in various forms to link research 
with the relevant stakeholders in society. It is not only dissemination of research to 
the public but interactions at different levels of the research process that make the 
work of learned societies valuable. Furthermore, by their engagement in educational 
activities, they are fostering collaboration and interdisciplinary exchange, increasing 
public awareness and science literacy and promoting research integrity standards 
and ethics between academics, disciplines and the public. 

Our results suggest that universities should increase and make visible their 
interactions with learned societies to demonstrate the societal relevance of their 
research. Moreover, participation in the governance and activities of learned 
societies should be recognized and rewarded among the valuable contributions 
researchers make to science and society.  
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Recent years have brought more attention to societal impact in research evaluation, 
especially since the successful marketing of the Research Excellence Framework in 
the United Kingdom that has seen its export to other countries (Wróblewska, 2021). 
However, the conceptualization of societal impact lags very much behind its actual 
use in evaluations (Donovan, 2019; Wróblewska, 2021). What is striking is that most 
scholars seem to treat societal impact as a totally new concept entering into scientific 
policy only by the end of the 20th century (e.g., Gibbons et al., 1994, p.3). Historical 
approaches to societal impact evaluation are rather scarce (e.g., Frodeman, 2017; 
Gedutis et al. 2023). However, the arguments taken in societal impact evaluation are 
very often of a historical nature: Gibbons et al. (1994) posit a change in how research 
is conducted from mode 1 to mode 2. While mode 1 is said to be “the old way” of 
doing research, mode 2, which entails societal impact, is said to only take shape at 
the writing of their book in 1994. 

Yet, it requires only a little inquiry into the history of science policy to reveal that 
societal impact has been crucial for science policy for a long time, which is no 
surprise. In our presentation, we argue that it is not very wise (and not scholarly either) 
to ignore what has been done before. We argue that it is very useful to analyse the 
relationship between politics, economy, society and science over time to better 
understand the concepts of societal impact that are applied today. Indeed, a historical 
inquiry into the relation between science and society, looking solely at the term 
“impact” will not capture all. The notion of “impact” is not new, but “utility” has a 
longer history (Gedutis et al., 2023); other terms like “innovation”, “use” or 
“relevance” need also be taken into account. While it is not possible to give a full 
overview on different concepts of the relationship between society and science over 
the course of (Western) scientific history, we think it is nevertheless useful to bring 
forward a few examples. Based on Kant, we have developed a scheme according to 
which we can classify approaches to the relationship between society and science 
(Gedutis et al., 2023). This scheme not only allows us to differentiate between 
different approaches over the course of history, but it also helps us to interpret 
current approaches to impact evaluation. 

SCHEME BASED ON KANT 
Kant, himself confronted with a threatening request by the Prussian King that he need 
to serve the kingdom, analysed the relation of science and society by identifying the 
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main stakeholders: government, citizens, the higher faculties and the lower faculties 
(Kant, 1979 [1798]). The differentiation between higher and lower faculties is 
interesting as the higher faculties serve government, citizens and science, while the 
lower faculties only serve the “truth”, and thus science. The lower faculties therefore 
also receive less funding and prestige. Therefore, the imperative to impact is the price 
to pay for being funded and receive social status. Kant thus identifies two dimensions 
that are relevant for the research-society nexus: truth and power, along which 
approaches to the research-society nexus can be classified. In this presentation, we 
will give examples form different such approaches across history. In this abstract, we 
will give two examples of four possible types: truth over power, power over truth, truth 
equals power and truth and power apart. 

EXAMPLE 1: POSITIVISTS: TRUTH EQUALS POWER  
The positivist scientists were, in contrast to the ancient and medieval philosophers, 
concerned with the technological value of scientific knowledge. They thought that 
the main aim of scientific inquiry would not be to reveal the beauty and harmony of 
the world but to master the world through technological prowess (Nekrašas, 2016). 
Auguste Comte saw prediction as the most important task of scientific inquiry, 
achievable to identify causal relationships through observation (Comte, 1975). 
Francis Bacon finally stated that what human do cannot go beyond nature as it gives 
humans the limits and concludes that “and so those twin objects, human Knowledge 
and human Power, do really meet in one” (Bacon, 1989, p. 32).  

EXAMPLE 2: SOVIET REGIME: DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM AND POWER 
OVER TRUTH 

Soviet ideology was self-titled as scientific communism. Which was a move to 
provide double justification, i.e., it is an irrefutable and indestructible combination of 
the most progressive kind of knowledge (science) and the most progressive political 
idea (communism). Scientific communism is built on dialectical materialism with its 
idea of unity of theory and practice: “During a considerable portion of Soviet history 
the unity of theory and practice meant for scientists that they should give their 
research a clear social purpose by tying it to the needs of Soviet society” (Graham 
1987: 57). Soviet ideology thus treated science in a utility-based way: “the logic of 
the state ideology in the USSR has always strictly followed utilitarianism, which in 
principle can use any methods, including purely administrative, terrorist, scientific to 
sweep science and its representatives from the face of the earth. It reaches for any 
means that promises the maximum effect” (Ахиезер 1991: 86). Despite the 
pronounced unity of a) knowledge, b) science and ideology and c) communism, 
Soviet-style utilitarianism clearly privileges Power, to which Truth is accountable. 
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CONCLUSION 
The idea of societal impact of research is by no means a new one. Nevertheless, the 
relation between research, society and impact is not a given one. It is rather 
accidental, i.e. dependent on a dominant ideology. It is therefore necessary to analyse 
what the ideological underpinnings are and how this impacts the approach to impact 
evaluation. Seeing parallels to approaches already followed, we might foresee 
advantages or disadvantages of approaches to impact evaluation. 
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