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Part	  1	  -‐	  Publishable	  Summary	  
	  

a.	  Executive	  summary	  
	  
Academic	   Careers	   Understood	   through	   Measurement	   and	   Norms	   (ACUMEN)	  is	   a	  
European	  research	  collaboration	  aimed	  at	  understanding	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  researchers	  
are	   evaluated	   by	   their	   peers	   and	   by	   institutions,	   and	   at	   assessing	   how	   the	   science	  
system	   can	   be	   improved	   and	   enhanced.	  Assessment	   of	   the	   performance	   of	   individual	  
researchers	   is	   the	   cornerstone	   of	  managing	   the	   scientific	   and	   scholarly	   workforce.	   It	  
shapes	   the	  quality	   and	   relevance	  of	   knowledge	  production	   in	   science,	   technology	  and	  
innovation.	  Currently,	  there	  is	  a	  discrepancy	  between	  the	  criteria	  used	  in	  performance	  
assessment	   and	   the	   broader	   social	   and	   economic	   function	   of	   scientific	   and	   scholarly	  
research.	   Many	   job	   interviews	   and	   grant	   decisions	   are	   mainly	   based	   on	   traditional	  
criteria	  of	  scientific	  quality	  and	  don’t	  sufficiently	  take	  into	  account	  the	  broader	  societal	  
roles	  of	  scientific	  and	  scholarly	  research.	  In	  addition,	  the	  increased	  scale	  of	  research	  has	  
led	   to	   a	   sharp	   increased	   workload	   of	   reviewers,	   which	   may	   partly	   undermine	   the	  
quality	   of	   the	   review	   process.	   This	   may	   lead	   to	   more	   demand	   for	   quantitative	  
performance	   indicators.	  However,	  many	   science	  &	   technology	  performance	   indicators	  
are	  not	  applicable	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  individual	  researcher.	  	  
	  
To	   address	   these	   problems,	   ACUMEN	  has	   developed	   criteria	   and	   guidelines	   for	  Good	  
Evaluation	  Practices	   (GEP)	  and	  has	  designed	  a	  prototype	   for	  a	  Web	  based	  ACUMEN	  
performance	   Portfolio.	   Each	   researcher's	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   combines	   multiple	  
qualitative	  and	  quantitative	  evidence	  sources	  about	  her	  career	  and	  contributions.	  The	  
ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   is	   a	   way	   for	   researchers	   to	   highlight	   their	   achievements	   and	   to	  
present	  themselves	  in	  the	  most	  effective	  way.	  It	  supplements	  the	  traditional	  Curriculum	  
Vitae	   because	   it	   highlights	   key	   achievements	   rather	   than	   giving	   an	   exhaustive	   list.	   It	  
surpasses	   the	   usual	   list	   of	   publications	   since	   it	   contains	   a	   systematic	   set	   of	   types	   of	  
information	   related	   to	   the	   three	   crucial	   aspects	   of	   an	   academic's	   career:	   expertise,	  
outputs	  and	  influence.	  The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  also	  contains	  a	  narrative	  that	  the	  Portfolio	  
owners	  can	  use	  to	  explain	  their	  academic	  value,	  backed	  by	  evidence	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  
portfolio,	  when	  possible.	  	  
	  
The	   portfolio	   is	   supplemented	   by	   Guidelines	   for	   Good	   Evaluation	   Practices	   with	   the	  
ACUMEN	  Portfolio.	  This	  guidelines	  document	  is	  among	  others	  aimed	  at	  evaluators	  who	  
are	   intending	   to	   use	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   to	   aid	   in	   decision-‐making,	   such	   as	   for	  
funding,	   promotion	   or	   appointments.	   It	   can	   also	   be	   used	   by	   individual	   academics	  
seeking	  to	  create	  a	  Portfolio	  for	  self-‐evaluation	  purposes	  or	  to	  supplement	  their	  CV,	  to	  
understand	   the	   portfolio	   concept	   or	   to	   ensure	   that	   their	   portfolio	   is	   as	   effective	   as	  
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possible.	   The	   guidelines	   also	   explain	   the	   different	   strengths	   and	   weaknesses	   of	   the	  
various	  metrics	  and	  indicators.	  
	  
The	   structure	   of	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolios	   for	   individual	   academics	   is	   based	   upon	  
comparative	  research	  performed	  by	  the	  ACUMEN	  project	  on:	  1)	  the	  peer	  review	  system	  
in	  Europe;	  2)	  new	  quantitative	  performance	   indicators;	  and	  3)	  new	  ways	  of	  using	   the	  
web	   by	   researchers.	   This	   research	   has	   been	   published	   in	   a	   host	   of	   scholarly	  
publications.	  A	  comprehensive	  list	  can	  be	  found	  on	  the	  ACUMEN	  website.	  
	  
This	   report	   includes	   a	   summary	   description	   of	   the	   project	   context	   and	   objectives,	   a	  
description	   of	   the	   main	   S&T	   results/foregrounds,	   the	   potential	   impact	   and	   the	   main	  
dissemination	   activities	   and	   exploitation	   of	   results,	   and	   an	   overview	   of	   ACUMEN’s	  
public	  website.	  
	  
	  

b.	  Project	  context	  and	  the	  main	  objectives	  	  
 
Academic	   Careers	   Understood	   through	  Measurement	   and	  Norms	   (ACUMEN)	   serves	   a	  
dual	  purpose.	  First	  of	  all,	  ACUMEN	  seeks	  to	  understand	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  researchers	  
are	  evaluated	  by	  their	  peers	  and	  institutions.	  Second,	  this	  knowledge	  has	  been	  used	  to	  
propose	   new	   and/or	   updated	   evaluation	   criteria	   and	   guidelines	   that	   address	   the	  
broader	   social	   and	   economic	   functions	   of	   scientific	   and	   scholarly	   research,	   so	   called	  
Good	  Evaluation	  Practices	   (GEP).	  The	  ultimate	  goal	  of	   the	  project	  was	   the	  design	  of	  a	  
portfolio	  of	  evidence	  for	  individual	  research	  careers.	  
	  
The	  main	   shortcomings	  of	   the	  evaluation	  practices	   currently	   in	  use	  are	   the	   following.	  
First,	  the	  evaluation	  criteria	  are	  still	  dominated	  by	  mono-‐disciplinary	  measures,	  which	  
reflect	  an	  important	  but	   limited	  number	  of	  dimensions	  of	  the	  quality	  and	  relevance	  of	  
scientific	   and	   scholarly	  work.	   Publication	   in	   international	   peer	   reviewed	   journals	   and	  
bibliometric	   indicators	   such	   as	   impact	   factors	   and	   numbers	   of	   citations	   have	   become	  
the	  dominant	  ways	  of	  measuring	  an	  individual	  researcher's	  quality	  in	  many,	  albeit	  not	  
all,	  fields.	  Second,	  the	  growing	  size	  and	  complexity	  of	  the	  scientific	  and	  scholarly	  system	  
has	  increased	  the	  pressure	  on	  the	  existing	  forms	  of	  quality	  control	  and	  evaluation.	  As	  a	  
result	   many	   career	   decisions	   are	   informed	   by	   a	   rather	   shallow,	   routinized,	  
operationalization	   of	   the	   notions	   of	   scientific	   quality	   and	   relevance.	   Third,	   the	  
evaluation	  system	  has	  not	  been	  able	  to	  keep	  up	  sufficiently	  with	  the	  transformations	  in	  
the	  way	   researchers	   create	   knowledge	   and	   communicate	   their	   research	   to	   colleagues	  
and	  the	  public	  at	  large. Most	  importantly,	  researchers’	  activity	  on	  the	  web	  –	  for	  example	  
in	   the	   form	  of	  novel	  ways	  of	   collaboration	  or	  communication	   -‐	  has	  been	   insufficiently	  
measured.	   Fourth,	  most	   of	   the	   bibliometric	   and	   quantitative	   scientometric	   indicators	  
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currently	  used	   to	  measure	   research	  performance	  do	  not	  produce	  viable	   results	  at	   the	  
level	  of	  the	  individual	  researcher.	  Fifth,	  the	  scientific	  and	  scholarly	  system	  has	  a	  gender	  
bias	  which	  makes	  it	  more	  difficult	  for	  women	  researchers	  than	  for	  men	  to	  fully	  develop	  
their	  potential	  and	  careers,	  although	  there	  are	  early	  indications	  of	  a	  promising	  change	  
in	  younger	  generations	  of	  researchers. 
	  
ACUMEN	   endeavoured	   to	   address	   these	   shortcomings	   in	   6	   different	   work	   packages.	  
These	   packages	   addressed	   the	   main	   problems	   in	   the	   evaluation	   of	   individual	  
researchers	   and	   in	   doing	   so	   satisfied	   the	   project	   goal	   of	   creating	   good	   evaluation	  
practices	  and	  a	  design	  for	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio.	  WP1	  analysed	  experiences	  and	  views	  
of	   current	   evaluation	   and	   peer	   review	   practices	   held	   by	   researchers	   and	   other	  
stakeholders.	   It	   also	   identified	   and	   analysed	   novel	   and	   broader	   ways	   of	   evaluating	  
individual	   researchers.	   WP2	   focused	   on	   researchers’	   web	   presence	   and	   developed	   a	  
series	   of	   indicators	   based	   on	   web	   data.	   WP3	   studied	   how	   academic	   research	   is	  
discussed	  on	  the	  Web,	  with	  an	  emphasis	  on	  social	  media	  platforms.	  WP4	  analysed	  the	  
differential	  gender	  effects	  of	  existing	  and	  new	  evaluation	  indicators,	  qualitative	  criteria	  
and	  procedures.	  In	  WP5	  established	  and	  newly	  proposed	  indicators	  from	  the	  literature	  
were	  tested.	  This	  WP	  also	  considered	  unexpected	  side	  effects	  and	  analysed	  how	  well	  the	  
indicators	  measure	   productivity,	   impact,	   collaboration	   and	   diversity.	   Finally,	   in	  WP6,	  
the	   information	   gathered	   in	   these	   work	   packages	   were	   integrated	   in	   the	  
recommendations	  for	  an	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  of	  evidence	  in	  support	  of	  individual	  career	  
achievements	   for	   researchers	   throughout	   science	   and	   engineering,	   social	   science	   and	  
the	  humanities.	  Each	  researcher's	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  combines	  multiple	  qualitative	  and	  
quantitative	   evidence	   sources	   about	   their	   career	   and	   contributions.	   Testing	   of	   the	  
principles	  for	  this	  portfolio	  was	  also	  included	  in	  this	  work	  package.	  
	  
ACUMEN	   departs	   from	   the	   dominant	   definition	   of	   evaluation	   in	   three	   different	  
dimensions.	   First,	   evaluating	   research	   performance	   is	   usually	   conceptualized	   as	   the	  
more	  or	  less	  straightforward	  measurement	  of	  the	  production	  of	  institutions,	  groups	  and	  
individual	  researchers	  working	  in	  these	  settings.	  These	  researchers	  are	  subjected	  to	  the	  
evaluation,	  and	  although	  in	  some	  countries	  they	  are	  usually	  asked	  to	  prepare	  forms	  of	  
self-‐evaluation,	  they	  are	  not	  seen	  as	  the	  central	  actor	  in	  the	  evaluation	  process	  but	  as	  its	  
object.	   Second,	   evaluators	   usually	   assume	   that	   the	   evaluation	  process	   itself	   is	   neutral	  
with	  respect	  to	  the	  outcomes.	  Their	  vision	  is	  also	  often	  limited	  to	  the	  specific	  evaluation	  
at	   hand,	   and	   they	   have	   no	   overview	   of	   the	   cumulative	   effects	   of	   evaluations	   of	  
individuals	   on	   the	   scientific	   and	   scholarly	   system	   at	   a	   higher	   level	   of	   aggregation.	   In	  
other	  words,	   evaluators	   have	   a	   systemic	   blind	   spot	  with	   respect	   to	   the	   performative	  
effects	  of	  the	  evaluation	  criteria	  and	  process.	  Third,	  evaluation	  is	  usually	  conceptualized	  
in	   universal,	   more	   or	   less	   timeless,	   concepts	   such	   as	   "excellence",	   "originality",	   and	  
"social	   relevance".	   These	   concepts	   basically	   function	   as	   container	   concepts	   that	   can	  
have	   quite	   different	   meanings	   in	   different	   contexts.	   Framing	   evaluation	   in	   these	  
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container	  concepts	  often	  prevents	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  social	  and	  cultural	  variation	  
in	  actual	  evaluation	  practices.	  These	  practices	  are	  still	  poorly	  understood,	  partly	  due	  to	  
the	  confidential	  nature	  of	   job	  assessments,	   journal	  publication	  peer	  review,	  and	  grant	  
application	  evaluations.	  As	  Lamont	  (2009)	  has	  remarked:	  "Peer	  review	  is	  secretive".	  	  
	  
ACUMEN	  has	  developed	  a	  new	  perspective	  in	  these	  three	  dimensions.	  First,	  evaluation	  
has	   been	   analysed	   from	   the	   perspective	   of	   the	   individual	   researcher's	   career	  
development.	  Evaluation	  is	  a	  more	  complex	  interaction	  than	  simply	  the	  measurement	  of	  
the	   performance	   of	   the	   researcher.	   It	   is	   a	   communication	   process	   in	   which	   both	  
evaluators	   and	   the	   researcher	   under	   evaluation	   define	   what	   the	   proper	   evaluation	  
criteria	  and	  materials	  should	  be.	  The	  key	  outcome	  of	  evaluation	  systems	  is	  not	  only	  the	  
conclusion	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  future	  prospects	  of	  the	  researcher	  and	  her	  manuscripts.	  
At	  least	  as	  important,	  and	  sometimes	  even	  more	  important,	  are	  the	  intermediate	  effects	  
of	   the	   process	   of	   evaluation	   on	   the	   researcher,	   on	   the	   evaluator,	   and	   on	   the	   future	  
instances	  of	  evaluation.	  ACUMEN	  aims	  to	  provide	  state-‐of-‐the-‐art	  tools	  to	  the	  research	  
community	  that	  can	  be	  used	  both	  by	  evaluators	  and	  individual	  researchers	  in	  the	  form	  
of	   an	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	   of	   evidence,	  which	   is	   based	   on	   a	   set	   of	   ACUMEN	   criteria	   for	  
Good	   Evaluation	   Practices.	   The	   Portfolio	   will	   enable	   a	   researcher	   to	   propose	   an	  
extended	   set	   of	   materials	   and,	   if	   the	   procedure	   allows	   for	   this,	   even	   criteria	   for	  
evaluation	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  relevant	  scientific	  and	  social	  mission	  of	  her	  research.	  	  
	  
Second,	  ACUMEN	  puts	  the	  constructive	  and	  performative	  effects	  of	  evaluation	  central	  in	  
order	  to	  assess	  the	  implications	  of	  new	  evaluation	  criteria	  and	  guidelines	  on	  individual	  
careers	  and	  on	  the	  scientific	  system	  as	  a	  whole.	  Evaluation	  systems	  inevitably	  produce	  
quality	  and	  relevance	  as	  much	  as	  they	  measure	   it.	  This	  holds	  both	   for	   indicator	  based	  
evaluation	  and	  for	  qualitative	  peer	  review	  evaluation	  systems.	  Evaluation	  systems	  have	  
these	  effects	  because	  they	  shape	  the	  career	  paths	  of	  researchers	  and	  because	  they	  form	  
the	  quality	  and	  relevance	  criteria	  that	  researchers	  entertain.	  These	  feedback	  processes	  
also	   produce	   strategic	   behaviour	   on	   the	   side	   of	   the	   researchers,	   which	   potentially	  
undermines	  the	  validity	  of	  the	  evaluation	  criteria.	  ACUMEN	  has	  therefore	  analysed	  how	  
current	  and	  new	   forms	  of	  peer	  review	  and	   indicator	  systems	  as	  main	  elements	  of	   the	  
evaluation	  process	  will	  define	  different	  quality	  and	  relevance	  criteria	  in	  the	  evaluation	  
of	  individual	  researchers,	  on	  the	  short	  term	  as	  well	  as	  on	  the	  longer	  term.	  	  
	  
Third,	   ACUMEN	   has	   analysed	   the	   diversity	   of	   current	   evaluation	   practices	   in	   a	  
comparative	   research	   design.	   The	   existing	   evaluation	   practices	   and	   cultures	   vary	   by	  
nation,	   by	   institution	   and	   by	   discipline.	   Although	   virtually	   all	   evaluations	   aim	   to	  
ascertain	  excellence	  at	  the	  international	  level,	  how	  this	  is	  operationalized	  varies	  greatly.	  
In	   some	   cases,	   citation	   analysis	   is	   very	   influential,	   in	   other	   cases	   evaluators	   and	  
researchers	  tend	  to	  frown	  upon	  these	  quantitative	  indicators	  or	  claim	  that	  they	  are	  not	  
applicable	   to	   their	  discipline	  or	   institution.	   In	   some	  countries,	   traditional	  peer	   review	  
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systems	   are	   still	   dominant	   at	   the	   national	   level,	   whereas	   in	   other	   countries	   these	  
criteria	  have	  been	  supplanted	  with	  a	  large	  set	  of	  requirements	  based	  on	  the	  economic	  
and	  social	  effects	  of	  research.	  In	  combination	  with	  these	  differences	  between	  countries,	  
institutions	   and	  disciplines,	   there	   are	   also	   common	  elements	   that	   in	   some	   cases	  have	  
become	  more	  important.	  The	  requirement	  of	  publication	  in	  international	  peer	  reviewed	  
journals	   has	   become	   much	   more	   pervasive,	   including	   in	   fields	   where	   this	   was	  
traditionally	  not	  part	  of	  the	  publication	  culture	  (e.g.,	  in	  technical	  and	  social	  sciences).	  In	  
peer	  review,	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  trend	  of	  increasing	  professionalization	  of	  peer	  review	  
itself	  with	  stricter	  quality	  standards	  regarding	  the	  role	  of	  evaluators.	  This	  has	  moreover	  
created	  a	  demand	  for	  quality	  control	  of	  quality	  control	  procedures	  that	  have	  been	  put	  in	  
place	  a	  number	  of	  European	  countries,	  again	   in	  quite	  different	   forms	  and	   institutions.	  
The	  European	  evaluation	  system	  is,	  in	  other	  words,	  a	  patchwork	  of	  evaluation	  cultures	  
that	  need	  to	  be	  understood	  much	  better	  if	  we	  want	  to	  be	  able	  to	  understand	  the	  wider	  
implications	   of	   new	   evaluation	   systems	   and	   criteria.	   ACUMEN	   has	   studied	   both	  
variation	   and	   common	   themes	   across	   European	   countries,	   disciplines	   and	   different	  
types	  of	  research	  institutes.	  ACUMEN	  did	  not	  aim	  to	  study	  this	  variation	  in	  its	  totality,	  
but	  has	  focused	  on	  its	  manifestations	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  individual	  researcher's	  career.	  	  
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c.	  Main	  S&T	  results/foreground	  
	  
Contents	  of	  this	  Section:	  
	  

WP1	  –	  Evaluation	  Impact	  

WP2	  –	  Institutional	  Web	  Presence	  

WP3	  –	  Researchers’	  Web	  Presence	  

WP4	  –	  Gender	  Effects	  of	  Evaluation	  

WP5	  –	  New	  Bibliometric	  Indicators	  

WP6	  –	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  	  

	  

	  

WP1	  –	  Evaluation	  Impact	  
 
Literature	  Survey	  -‐	  Main	  findings	  
	  
The	  literature	  on	  peer	  review	  of	  grant	  proposals	  (which	  was	  the	  focus	  of	  this	  literature	  
review)	  makes	  clear	  that	  there	  is	  not	  one	  model	  that	  all	  should	  follow	  –peer	  review	  is	  
not	  a	  singular	  process,	  but	  rather	  a	  flexible	  set	  of	  mechanisms	  with	  many	  variations	  in	  
practices.	  The	  prerequisite	  of	  good	  peer	  review	  is	  its	  permanently	  improving	  character,	  
and	  involvement	  of	  high	  level	  stakeholders	  and	  experts.	  High	  level	  of	  expertise	  among	  
the	  peer	  reviewers	  is	  certainly	  a	  must.	  However,	  quality	  evaluations	  come	  from	  diverse	  
panels	   of	   experts,	   which	   might	   include	   a	   mixture	   of	   backgrounds	   and,	   if	   relevant,	  
different	  straightforward	  approaches.	  They	  will	  usually	  have	  to	  be	  tailored	  to	  the	  type	  
of	  call.	  Panel	  composition	  should	  take	  into	  account	  appropriate	  coverage	  of	  the	  relevant	  
scientific	   and	   technological	   domains,	   including	   interdisciplinary	   and	   socio-‐economic	  
aspects.	  It	  should	  also	  be,	  as	  far	  as	  possible,	  balanced	  in	  terms	  of	  gender,	  age,	  affiliation	  
and	  nationality,	  including	  representatives	  from	  the	  civil	  society.	  
	  
An	  important	  point	  of	  view	  is	  that	  scientific	  quality	  should	  not	  be	  sacrificed	  in	  favour	  of	  
relevance	   and	   impact.	   In	   this	   perspective,	   applied	   research	   ought	   to	   meet	   the	   same	  
standards	  of	  research	  design,	  sample	  selection	  and	  evidential	   inference	  that	  applies	  to	  
any	  sort	  of	  work	  (allowing	  for	  the	  practical	  difficulties	  of	  conducting	  applied	  research).	  
Indeed,	  if	  research	  is	  being	  used	  by	  policy	  makers	  to	  take	  decisions	  on	  matters	  that	  have	  
a	   direct	   effect	   on	   the	   quality	   of	   citizens’	   lives,	   the	   standards	   ought	   to	   be	   as	   high	   as	  
possible.	  
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A	  major	  problem	  in	  peer-‐review	  judgments	  is	  the	  substantial	  error	  that	  occurs	  when	  a	  
large	   number	   of	   reviewers	   evaluate	   only	   a	   few	   articles	   or	   grant	   applications.	   To	  
overcome	   this	   problem,	   it	   is	   suggested	   to	   try	   a	   ‘reader	   system’	   in	  which	   a	   select	   few	  
senior	   academics	   read	   all	   the	   articles	   or	   grant	   applications	   in	   their	   particular	   field	   of	  
scholarship.	  
	  
An	   important	   problem	  mentioned	   in	   the	   literature	   is	   the	   availability	   of	   reviewers	   for	  
grant	  peer	  review.	  This	  can	  be	  approached	  in	  both	  public	  service	  terms	  and	  in	  terms	  of	  
a	  market	   for	   peer	   reviewers.	   According	   to	   the	   latter,	   the	   ‘market’	   for	   peer	   reviewers	  
needs	   to	   be	   analysed,	   including	   the	  possible	   identification	  of	   non-‐financial	   incentives.	  
Surveys	  and	  other	  evidence	  have	  shown	  that	  there	  are	  various	  reasons	  why	  academics	  
participate	  in	  peer	  review.	  Not	  all	  motivations	  are	  altruistic,	  and	  there	  is	  no	  reason	  why	  
they	   should	   be.	   However,	   a	   central	   element,	   without	   which	   the	   peer	   review	   system	  
would	  not	   exist,	   is	   the	  professional	   commitment	   to	   contribute	   to	   the	   academic	  public	  
good.	   Each	   university	   in	   receipt	   of	   public	   funds	   should	   accept	   an	   obligation	   to	  
encourage	  its	  researchers	  to	  engage	  in	  these	  activities,	  recognising	  that	  peer	  review	  is	  
an	  essential	  part	  of	  the	  fabric	  of	  academic	  life	  –	  the	  costs	  of	  which	  are	  met	  by	  the	  funds	  
allocated	   by	   the	   Funding	   Councils	   to	   support	   research	   infrastructure.	   A	   more	  
sophisticated	  understanding	  of	  the	  costs	  of	  peer	  review	  needs	  to	  be	  developed.	  There	  is	  
also	   a	   growing	  need	   to	   train	   reviewers	   -‐	   traditionally	   reviewers	  have	  been	   ‘part-‐and-‐
parcel’	   of	   the	   system	   applying	   their	   expertise	   in	   the	   reviewing	   process	   without	  
experiencing	  any	  training. 
 
The	   idea	   of	   drawing	   up	   a	   common	   database	   of	   "certified"	   experts,	   which	   was	   very	  
popular	  at	   the	  beginning	  of	  21th	  century	  started	  to	  be	  treated	  more	  carefully	   later.	   In	  
fact	  what	  might	  appear	  initially	  simple	  and	  attractive	  to	  implement,	  raises	  a	  number	  of	  
problems	  (how	  and	  by	  whom	  the	  certification	   is	  made;	  how	  discipline	  boundaries	  are	  
defined;	   how	   possible	   reputational	   consequences	   for	   experts	   who	   are	   deemed	  
unsuitable	   for	   the	   database	   should	   be	   dealt	  with).	   Different	   kinds	   of	   peers	   should	   be	  
used	   for	  different	  purposes	  –	  specifically	   targeting	  specialists	   in	   translational	  or	  high-‐
risk,	   innovative	   research,	   for	   example,	   where	   this	   is	   the	   desired	   outcome.	   This	   has	  
important	   implications	   for	   funding	   bodies;	   since	   reviewers	   both	   identify	   and	   define	  
good	   research,	   an	   extensive	   understanding	   of	   different	   views	   within	   a	   field	   will	   be	  
required	  by	  the	  staff	  who	  select	  reviewers.	  
	  
	  
Improving	  and	  Modification	  of	  Peer	  Review	  
	  
Several	  novel	  approaches	  for	  research	  evaluation	  have	  been	  proposed	  as	  alternative	  to	  
traditional	  forms	  of	  peer	  review,	  both	  with	  respect	  to	  grant	  peer	  review	  and	  journal	  and	  
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personnel	  review.	  This	  ranges	  from	  bidding	  mechanisms,	  to	  Web	  based	  peer	  evaluation	  
communities.	  The	  landscape	  of	  the	  processes	  for	  the	  evaluation	  of	  research	  outputs	  and	  
of	  researchers	  is	  changing.	  In	  the	  near	  future	  we	  envision	  the	  growth	  of	  various	  tools	  for	  
research	   evaluation,	   including	   open	   source	   and	   those	   operating	   with	   open	  
API/protocols.	  Such	  tools	  would	  primarily	  operate	  on	  the	  Web	  and	  include	  the	  variety	  
of	  methods	  for	  research	  evaluation,	  so	  that	  program	  committee	  chairs	  or	  journal	  editors	  
(or	  even	  people	  playing	  some	  new	  emerging	  roles	  which	  do	  not	  exist	  yet)	  will	  be	  able	  to	  
choose.	   Examples	   of	   tools	   with	   such	   functionalities	   have	   already	   emerged	   (e.g.,	  
Mendeley,	   Peerevaluation.org,	   Interdisciplines.org)	   but	   it	   is	   not	   yet	   clear	   how	   these	  
tools	   can	   be	   connected	   and	  which	   of	   them	  will	   be	   adopted	  widely	   enough	   to	   have	   a	  
normative	  effect.	  Attention	  should	  be	  paid	   less	   to	  designing	   “the”	  scientific	  evaluation	  
system	   of	   tomorrow	   –	   something	   that,	   like	   “the”	   peer	   review	   process,	   will	   be	   an	  
emergent	   phenomenon	   based	   on	   the	   different	   needs	   of	   different	   disciplines	   and	  
communities.	  Instead,	  attention	  should	  focus	  on	  ensuring	  interoperability	  and	  diversity	  
among	  the	  many	  possible	  tools	  that	  scientific	  evaluation	  can	  make	  use	  of.	  
	  
Potential	  modifications	  to	  the	  grant	  peer	  review	  process	  may	  be	  considered	  to	  improve	  
efficiency	  or	  effectiveness.	  With	  respect	  to	  efficiency,	  for	  example,	  improvements	  could	  
be	   brought	   about	   by	   moderating	   demand	   to	   ensure	   that	   the	   number	   of	   applications	  
received	  is	  kept	  below	  a	  certain	  threshold	  –	  thus	  reducing	  the	  burden	  on	  reviewers	  and	  
applicants.	   This	   could	   be	   achieved	   by	   (i)	   reducing	   advertising;	   (ii)	   changing	   deadline	  
systems	   for	   funders	   that	   use	   fixed	   milestones	   for	   submission;	   or	   (iii)	   limiting	   the	  
number	   of	   applications	   from	   particular	   institutions.	   It	   may	   also	   be	   possible	   to	  
streamline	   assessment	   procedures	   using	   tighter	   systems	   of	   triage	   on	   applications	  
received.	   Other	   potential	   cost-‐saving	   measures	   include	   (1)	   reducing	   the	   number	   of	  
external	  referees	   involved	   in	  peer	  review	  of	  grant	  applications,	  and	  (2)	   increasing	  the	  
use	  of	  technology	  –	  including	  videoconferencing	  –	  so	  that	  peer	  review	  panellists	  do	  not	  
have	  to	  gather	  in	  one	  place	  for	  scoring	  meetings.	  	  
	  
An	   important	  aspect	   is	   also	   improving	   the	  capacity	  of	  peer	   review	   to	   support	  applied	  
research:	   the	   selections	   of	   the	   Panel	   members	   from	   both	   academic	   peer	   review	   and	  
decision	   making	   constituencies.	   Educators	   and	   communication	   experts	   may	   also	  
participate	  if	  the	  proposal	  in	  question	  is	  likely	  to	  be	  a	  high-‐impact	  area	  of	  research.	  The	  
aim	  is	  thus	  to	  evaluate	  research	  proposals	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  their	  scientific	  merit	  and	  the	  
potential	  impact	  they	  may	  have.	  Another	  option	  mentioned	  is	  improving	  the	  capacity	  of	  
peer	  review	  to	  support	  innovative	  research,	  according	  to	  a	  “DARPA	  model”:	  a	  narrowed	  
down	  version	  of	  peer	  review,	  in	  which	  there	  is	  no	  panel,	  simply	  ‘expert’	  judgement	  by	  a	  
specially	  selected	  programme	  manager.	  	  
	  
Survey	  on	  Peer	  Review	  Practices	  -‐	  Main	  findings	  
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Reasons	  why	   the	   respondents	  agreed	   to	  be	   reviewers	  were	  mainly	   linked	   to	   research	  
ethics	   –	   obligation	   towards	   the	   field,	   intention	   to	   ensure	   the	   quality	   of	   the	   field,	   and	  
desire	  to	  help	  fellow	  researchers.	  Also	  self-‐improvement	  was	  important	  –	  to	  receive	  an	  
overview	  of	  own	  field.	  While	  the	  majority	  of	  postdoctoral	  research	  fellows	  (67.3%)	  and	  
lecturers	   and	   assistant	   professors	   (60.6%)	   had	   never	   refused	   to	   be	   a	   reviewer,	   the	  
majority	   of	   associate	   professors	   (57.6%)	   and	   full	   professors	   (83.6%)	   had	   refused	  
reviewing.	  The	  most	  common	  reasons	  to	  refuse	  to	  review	  were	  lack	  of	  time	  –	  84%	  of	  all	  
respondents	   stated	   that	   this	   was	   often	   or	   even	   very	   often	   a	   problem,	   the	   second	   by	  
importance	   was	   the	   feeling	   that	   they	   lacked	   the	   relevant	   expertise	   (60.8%).	   Here	  
postdoctoral	  research	  fellows	  were	  the	  most	  confident,	  only	  45.2%	  of	  them	  considered	  
it	  a	  frequent	  reason	  (for	  60.9%	  of	  full	  professors	  it	  was	  a	  problem).	  
	  
It	   seems	   that	   in	  peer	   review	  practice	   it	   is	  not	  common	   to	   inform	  reviewers	  about	   the	  
final	  results	  of	  applications	  reviewed	  by	  them.	  About	  34%	  of	  reviewers	  had	  never	  been	  
informed	  about	  results,	  and	  23%	  of	  them	  had	  been	  informed	  very	  rarely.	  The	  majority	  
(75.3%)	  of	  respondents	  did	  not	  consider	  it	  necessary	  to	  receive	  feedback	  about	  the	  final	  
results.	  More	  than	  a	  half	  (56%)	  of	  respondents	  had	  had	  experience	  with	  a	  system	  that	  
allows	  applicants	  to	  nominate	  possible	  reviewers,	  and	  the	  majority	  of	  them	  (88.5%)	  had	  
used	   this	  possibility.	  A	   little	   less	   (48.3%)	  known	   is	  a	   system	  that	  allows	  applicants	   to	  
exclude	  reviewers	  but	  the	  same	  time	  majority	  (56.9%)	  of	  those	  who	  know	  the	  system	  
have	  used	  it.	  Full	  professors	  have	  been	  particularly	  active	  here	  –	  63.2%	  have	  used	  this	  
possibility.	  The	  majority	  of	  respondents	  (59.9%)	  favour	  the	  opinion	  that	  there	  is	  a	  need	  
for	   improvements.	   This	   seems	   to	   be	   particularly	   relevant	   in	   medical	   sciences	   where	  
72.4%	  of	  respondents	  voted	  for	  changes.	  
	  
The	   majority	   of	   the	   proposals	   to	   improve	   the	   Peer	   Review	   system	   were	   related	   to	  
reviewers.	  The	  overwhelming	  view	  was	  that	  the	  people	  who	  agree	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  
PR	  process	  should	  be	  recognized.	  A	  good	  reviewer	  has	  relevant	  disciplinary	  competence	  
and	   academic	   excellence,	   the	   comments	   are	   comprehensive	   and	   useful,	   the	   review	   is	  
written	   in	   appropriate	   language	   and	   it	   is	   submitted	   in	   time,	   previous	   peer	   review	  
experience	   is	   also	   needed.	   The	  majority	   of	   respondents	  wanted	   to	   have	   a	   reviewer's	  
written	  evaluation	  available	   to	   the	  applicant,	  excluding	  reviewer's	  name	  (54.6%),	  and	  
considered	   that	   an	   applicant	   should	   have	   the	   possibility	   to	   read	   and	   respond	   to	   the	  
reviewer's	  comment	  before	  the	  final	  decision	  (49.9%).	  	  
	  
Main	  lessons	  for	  evaluation	  practices	  	  
 
Mismatches	  between	  perspectives	  of	  employers	  and	  employed	  
A	   partial	   mismatch	   exists	   between	   the	   important	   developments	   and	   influential	  
evaluations	   reported	  by	   individual	   academics	   and	   those	   reported	  by	   human	   resource	  
managers	   as	   important	   evaluations.	   Where	   their	   answers	   agree	   in	   terms	   of	  
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identification	  of	  these	  developments	  and	  evaluations,	  they	  disagree	  about	  reasons	  why	  
they	  are	  important.	  This	  may	  mean	  (but	  this	  is	  not	  documented	  in	  the	  interviews)	  that	  
evaluation	   criteria	   and	   procedures,	  which	   are	   set	   up	   by	   employers,	  may	   not	   take	   the	  
perspective	  of	  the	  evaluated	  into	  account.	  Arguably,	  they	  should	  do	  this,	  because	  what	  
looks	   like	   an	   indication	   or	   evidence	   of	   certain	   quality	   to	   the	   evaluators,	   may	   mean	  
something	  completely	  different	   to	   the	  evaluated.	  Thus,	   this	   indicator	  or	  evidence	  may	  
be	   a	   bad	   predictor	   of	   future	   behaviour.	   For	   example,	   an	   applicant	  may	  make	   sure	   to	  
have	  an	   impressive	  publication	   list	  because	  he	  knows	  it	   is	  an	  evaluation	  criterion,	  not	  
because	   he	   has	   an	   intrinsic	   motivation	   to	   publish.	   Once	   he	   achieves	   a	   permanent	  
position,	  he	  may	  be	  hard	  to	  motivate	  to	  continue	  publishing	  at	  the	  same	  level.	  Vice	  versa	  
may	  also	  hold.	  The	  evaluated	  may	  misinterpret	  the	  criteria	  as	  an	  indication	  of	  expected	  
future	  behaviour.	  This	  would	  be	  the	  case	  if	  an	  impressive	  publication	  list	  is	  required	  in	  
the	  advertisement	  although	  the	  job	  may	  mainly	  involve	  teaching.	  
	  
Cohorts	  and	  country	  specific	  backgrounds	  need	  to	  be	  taken	  into	  account:	  an	  
argument	  for	  a	  life-‐cycle	  perspective	  
	  
Individuals	  develop	  their	  careers	   in	  different	  periods.	  They	  orient	  on	  criteria	  that	  rule	  
their	   work	   and	   career	   progress	   at	   one	   point,	   but	   by	   the	   time	   they	   live	   up	   to	   these	  
criteria,	   the	   criteria	   may	   have	   changed.	   They	   may	   end	   up	   in	   a	   Catch-‐22	   situation.	  
Similarly,	   individuals	  who	  move	   between	   countries	  may	   face	   problems	   because	   their	  
move	  exposes	  them	  to	  different	  evaluation	  and	  career	  regimes	  than	  the	  ones	  they	  grew	  
accustomed	   to.	   One	   cannot	   change	   one's	   life's	   work	   with	   every	   change	   in	   criteria.	  
Evaluations	   should	   take	   this	   into	  account.	  One	  way	   to	  do	   this	   is	   simply	  not	   to	   change	  
important	  criteria	  too	  drastically	  in	  re-‐occurring	  types	  of	  evaluations.	  Another	  way	  is	  to	  
formulate	   alternative	   criteria	   for	   different	   cohorts	   or	   individuals	   who	   have	   moved	  
countries	  as	  part	  of	  their	  training	  or	  career	  or	  life	  trajectory.	  
	  
Take	  invisible	  work	  into	  account	  
Interviewees	   identified	  a	   range	  of	   activities	   that	  are	   important	   for	   their	  work	  but	  not	  
evaluated	  in	  any	  evaluations.	  This	  list	  of	  invisible	  work	  is	  used	  to	  check	  the	  elements	  of	  
the	  design	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio.	  ACUMEN	  points	  to	  the	  role	  of	  on-‐line	  activities	  that	  
have	  grown	  in	  the	  past	  two	  decades	  since	  the	  arrival	  of	  the	  World	  Wide	  Web.	  It	  should	  
be	   noted	   that	   our	   interviewees	   did	   not	   mention	   on-‐line	   activities	   such	   as	   blogging,	  
tweeting,	  on-‐line	  discussions	  and	  YouTube	  as	  important	  for	  their	  work	  or	  career	  but	  not	  
evaluated.	  The	  list	  of	  unevaluated	  work	  does	  include	  activities	  that	  may	  involve	  on-‐line	  
work,	  such	  as	  teaching	  and	  activities	  related	  to	  societal	  relevance.	  Although	  researchers	  
did	   not	   mention	   on-‐line	   activities,	   these	   activities	   in	   the	   future	   may	   become	   more	  
important.	  
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Another	  indication	  for	  future	  demand,	  is	  that	  a	  Dutch	  HR	  manager	  who	  responded	  to	  a	  
different	   question,	   explicitly	  mentioned	  media	   and	  when	   asked	  which	  media,	   started	  
her	  answer	  with	  social	  media	  and	  continued	  with	  newspapers	  and	  television.	  She	  saw	  
these	  mostly	   in	  terms	  of	  visibility	  and	  more	  or	   less	  equated	  that	  to	  societal	  relevance.	  
Her	   institution	   keeps	   track	   of	  media-‐appearances,	   so,	   at	   present	   university	  managers	  
may	  be	  more	  interested	  than	  researchers	  in	  the	  use	  of	  altmetrics.	  
	  
Informal	  evaluations	  
A	  considerable	  number	  of	  evaluations	  that	  played	  a	  role	  in	  important	  developments	  in	  
interviewees'	  career	  and	  a	  large	  number	  of	  influential	  evaluations	  concern	  informal	  job	  
applications,	   and	   invitations	   to	   for	   example	   participate	   in	   a	   project,	   undertake	   a	   PhD	  
project	   after	   the	   MA,	   undertake	   a	   postdoc	   after	   the	   PhD,	   apply	   for	   a	   job,	   or	   write	   a	  
chapter	  in	  a	  book.	  	  
	  
Such	  evaluations	  can	  be	  characterized	  as	  'up	  close',	  'in	  full'	  and	  'in	  view'.	  The	  individual	  
or	   materials	   under	   evaluation	   (the	   application	   or	   other	   work	   that	   the	   evaluated	   has	  
written	   or	   done)	   are	   closely	   examined,	   the	   evaluator	   may	   know	   the	   evaluated	   from	  
earlier	   collaborations	  or	   interactions,	   and	  may	   take	  more	  materials	   into	   account	   than	  
the	  actual	  application	  if	  there	  is	  one.	  A	  striking	  aspect	  of	  many	  informal	  evaluations	  is	  
that	   the	   evaluated,	   and	   in	   some	   cases	   also	   the	   evaluators,	   are	   not	   anonymous.	   Put	  
differently,	   these	   evaluations	   have	   little	   to	   do	   with	   the	   model	   of	   double-‐blind	   peer-‐
review,	   which	   opens	   the	   evaluation	   up	   for	   use	   of	   a	   portfolio	   because	   portfolios	   are	  
anything	  but	  anonymous.	  
	  
Obviously,	  in	  some	  situations,	  a	  portfolio	  presentation	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  have	  a	  place	  in	  the	  
evaluation.	  For	  example	  when	  a	  supervisor	  invites	  his/her	  PhD	  student	  to	  do	  a	  postdoc,	  
the	   supervisor	  will	   already	   have	   enough	   experience	  with	   the	   student	   that	   a	   portfolio	  
presentation	  may	  not	  add	  much.	  Still,	  in	  other	  situations	  a	  portfolio	  presentation	  could	  
play	   a	   role.	   Possible	   examples	   include	   the	   following:	   the	   aforementioned	   supervisor	  
may	  need	  the	  Portfolio	  on	  record	  for	  formal	  reasons;	  when	  a	  project	  team	  is	  looking	  for	  
someone	  for	  a	  particular	  task	  and	  team	  members	  need	  to	  present	  potential	  candidates	  
to	   each	   other;	   a	   book	   editor	   meets	   someone	   at	   a	   conference	   and	   wants	   to	   consider	  
him/her	  as	  an	  author	   for	  a	  chapter;	   two	  researchers	  meet	  at	  a	  workshop	  and	  want	  to	  
know	   a	   little	   more	   about	   one	   another.	   At	   present,	   one	   would	   invite	   a	   LinkedIn	  
connection	  or	  check	  a	  staff	  page.	  Another	  striking	  aspect	  of	  informal	  evaluations	  is	  that	  
they	   are,	   indeed,	   informal.	   Although	   many	   interviewees	   talked	   positively	   about	   the	  
informal	  evaluations	  they	  reported,	  we	  should	  keep	  in	  mind	  that	  the	  outcomes	  of	  these	  
evaluations	   were	   positive	   and	   the	   respondents	   may	   there	   have	   been	   biased	   in	   their	  
judgment.	  
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WP2	  –	  Institutional	  Web	  Presence	  	  
 
	  
Task	  2.1	  Web	  presence:	  

Assessing	  web	  presence	  of	  European	  academics.	  We	  (a)	   took	  a	   large	   random	  sample	  of	  
European	  academics	  and	  researchers	  across	  four	  disciplines	  for	  an	  email	  survey	  and	  (b)	  
conducted	  a	  follow-‐up	  outlink	  analysis	  of	  European	  academic	  Web	  CVs	  from	  four	  fields.	  
Of	   2,154	   responses	   about	   61%	   had	   a	  Web	   CV	   (including	   homepages	   and	   publication	  
lists),	  although	  this	  was	  higher	  in	  philosophy	  with	  78%	  and	  lower	  in	  public	  health	  with	  
47%	   and	   higher	   for	  males	   (65%)	   than	   females	   (49%).	   Outlinks	   analysis	   showed	   that	  
about	  34%	  of	  online	  CVs	  had	  at	  least	  one	  outlink	  URL	  to	  open	  access	  sources	  (e.g.,	  OA	  
archives	  or	  PDF	  files)	  as	  an	  evidence	  to	  share	  full-‐text	  of	  research	  and	  this	  was	  higher	  in	  
astronomy	   (48%)	   and	   philosophy	   (37%)	   than	   environmental	   engineering	   (29%)	   and	  
public	  health	  (21%).	  The	  overall	  geographical	  and	  gender	  differences	  for	  outlinking	  to	  
OA	   research	   were	   notable	   across	   Western	   (high)	   and	   Eastern	   counterparts	   (low)	  
(Kousha	  and	  Thelwall,	  2013	  and	  in	  press	  2014).	  

Conclusion:	  Not	  all	  researchers	  have	  a	  web	  presence	  and	  researchers	  having	  it	  can	  use	  
different	  ways.	  Moreover,	  not	  all	  researchers	  with	  a	  web	  presence	  use	  it	  to	  point	  others	  
to	   relevant	   resources	   (e.g.,	   preprints/postprints,	   slides	   or	   data).	   An	   appropriate	   web	  
presence	   is	   desirable	   for	   linking	   the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	   to	   the	   relevant	  web	   contents,	  
because	   reviewers	   and	   funders	  may	   require	   supporting	   information	   for	   assessments.	  
Although	  web	  presence	  is	  not	  an	  indicator	  of	  success,	   it	  could	  be	  an	  indicator	  of	  effort	  
put	   into	   publicising	   research	   and	   other	   academic	   outputs	   which	   can	   be	   a	   rich	   data	  
source	  for	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio.	  

Publications	  covering	  Task	  2.1	  (see	  also	  Task	  2.4	  for	  highly	  cited	  EU	  researchers):	  

Kousha,	   K.	   &	   Thelwall	   (2013).	   Evaluating	   the	   Web	   Research	   Dissemination	   of	   EU	  
Academics:	   A	   Multi-‐Discipline	   Outlink	   Analysis	   of	   Online	   CVs.	   14th	   International	  
Conference	  Society	  of	  Scientometrics	  and	  Informetrics	  Conference	  2013,	  15-‐19	  July,	  2013	  
Vienna,	  Austria.	  

Kousha,	   K.	   &	   Thelwall,	   M.	   (in	   press,	   2014).	  Disseminating	   Research	   with	   Web	   CV	  
Hyperlinks.	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  

	  

Task	  2.2	  Webliography:	  

“This	   is	   a	   bibliographic/webliographic	   review.	   The	   state-‐of-‐the-‐art	   regarding	   the	  
measurement	  of	   individual	  contributions	   should	   focus	  on	  how	  scientists	  have	  been	  using	  
the	  web	  to	  make	  their	  work	  available	  and	  in	  which	  ways	  it	  could	  be	  improved.”	  
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Summary	  of	  review	  book	  chapter	  covering	  Task	  2.2:	  	  
Web	   impact	  metrics	   for	   research	  assessment:	   In	  a	  book	  chapter	  we	  have	  discussed	   the	  
use	  of	  web	  metrics	   for	  assessing	   the	   impact	  of	  academic	  research—whether	  artefacts,	  
articles,	   researchers	   or	   institutions	   (Kousha	   &	   Thelwall,	   2014).	   We	   argued	   that	   web	  
impact	  metrics	   can	   potentially	   supplement	   conventional	   impact	  metrics	   by	   including	  
new	  or	  unique	  types	  of	  sources	  of	  impact	  (e.g.,	  presentations,	  syllabi	  or	  digitised	  books),	  
emerging	   types	   of	   scientific	   outputs	   (e.g.,	   online	   videos	   or	   science	   blogs).	   Different	  
methods	   were	   described	   to	   collect	   web	   impact	   metrics,	   including	   hyperlinks,	   web	  
citation,	   URL	   citations	   and	   hybrid	   approach	   (Web/URL	   citation)	   commonly	   by	   a	  web	  
crawler	  or	  by	  queries	  to	  commercial	  search	  engines.	  	  Other	  attempts	  to	  extract	  and	  use	  
formal	  citations	  from	  digital	   libraries	  including	  CiteSeer,	  Google	  Scholar,	  Google	  Books	  
were	   discussed.	   In	   particular,	   Google	   Scholar	   citation	   metrics	   (citations	   counts,	   h-‐
indexes,	  etc.)	  and	  Google	  Books	  citations	  from	  a	  huge	  number	  of	  digitised	  books	  can	  be	  
used	   for	  monitoring	   research	   performance,	   when	   traditional	   citation	   indexes	   are	   not	  
available	   or	   have	   insufficient	   coverage	   (e.g.,	   in	   the	   humanities).	   New	   types	   of	   web	  
impact	   including	   citations	   from	   online	   course	   syllabi	   which	   potentially	   reflect	   the	  
educational	   impact	  of	   research,	  download	  counts	  of	  academic	  publications	  which	  may	  
be	   an	   indicator	   of	   reading	   and	   usage	  were	   introduced.	   The	   chapter	   briefly	   discusses	  
emerging	  social	  web	  impact	  metrics	  or	  altmetrics	  which	  can	  potentially	  be	  used	  outside	  
standard	  academic	   sources	  and	   indicators	   such	  as	   social	  bookmarks,	   tweets	  or	  online	  
readership	   of	   scientific	   publications	   or	   views	   of	   online	   academic	   videos	   (see	   also	  
literature	  reviews	  in	  publications	  under	  Tasks	  2.4	  and	  2.5).	  	  
	  
Conclusion:	  

There	  are	  many	  ways	  in	  which	  research	  impact	  can	  be	  assessed	  using	  the	  web	  and	  the	  
practical	   applications	   of	   web	   extracted	   metrics	   for	   research	   assessment	   include	  
calculating	   indicators	   for	  objects	  outside	  of	   traditional	  citation	   indexes,	   from	  scientific	  
publications	  to	  scholars	  and	  institutions.	  However,	  web	  impact	  indicators	  suffer	  from	  a	  
generic	   lack	  of	  quality	  control	  compared	  with	  scholarly	  citations,	  and	  hence	  should	  be	  
used	  cautiously	  in	  research	  evaluation.	  The	  book	  chapter	  mentioned	  above	  documents	  
pros	  and	  cons	  of	  web	  metrics	  for	  individual	  assessments	  of	  academics	  in	  the	  ACUMEN	  
Portfolio	  and	  justifies	  proposing	  them	  in	  Task	  2.3	  (see	  also	  Table	  2.3).	  	  

	  
Publication	  covering	  Task	  2.2:	  

Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (2014).	  Web	  Impact	  Metrics	  for	  Research	  Assessment.	   In:	  B.	  
Cronin	   &	   C.R.	   Sugimoto,	   (Eds),	   Beyond	   Bibliometrics:	   Harnessing	   Multidimensional	  
Indicators	  of	  Scholarly	  Impact,	  MIT	  Press.	  ISBN:	  978-‐0262026796.	  
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Task	  2.3	  Web	  indicators:	  

“Proposal	   of	   web-‐based	   indicators	   to	   be	   used	   for	   evaluation,	   primarily	   in	   the	   ACUMEN	  
Portfolio.	  Combining	  political	  issues,	  evaluators’	  needs,	  current	  publication	  issues,	  impact	  
of	   the	   open	   access	   policies,	   feasibility	   topics	   and	   mathematical	   tools,	   a	   model	   for	  
encompassing	  a	  new	  series	  of	  web	  indicators	  should	  be	  developed.”	  
	  

The	  web	  indicators	  for	  Task	  2.3	  are	  listed	  in	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio.	  The	  new	  indicators	  
are	  listed	  below.	  The	  complete	  list	  of	  indicators	  used	  in	  the	  Portfolio	  is	  provided	  for	  by	  
the	  Good	  Evaluation	  Practices	  document.	  	  

• Research	  impact:	  this	  includes	  citations	  from	  online	  scholarly	  publications	  (e.g.,	  
presentation	  files	  or	  blog	  posts)	  from	  search	  engines.	  

• Teaching	  impact:	  this	  includes	  mentions	  of	  research	  in	  online	  course	  syllabi.	  	  
• General	   web	   impact:	   this	   includes	   web	   mentions	   of	   titles	   or	   URLs	   (for	   open	  

access)	  of	  research.	  
• Usage	   impact:	   this	   includes	   number	   of	   downloads	   or	   views	   from	   different	  

academic	  web	  sources	  (e.g.,	  academic	  databases	  and	  digital	  libraries).	  
• Social	  usage	  impact:	  this	  ranges	  from	  number	  of	  downloads,	  views	  or	  readership	  

of	  document	  or	  videos	  to	  views	  of	  academic	  profiles	  or	  Tweet	  counts	  or	  posting	  
research	   in	   Facebook.	   Free	   social	   networking	   tools	   such	   as	   Mendeley.com,	  
Academia.edu,	   ResearchGate.net	   and	   Twitter	   can	   be	   used	   for	   assessing	   social	  
usage	  impact	  of	  research.	  	  

	  

Task	  2.4	  Highly	  cited	  scientists:	  

“A	   data	   set	   of	   scientists	   extracted	   from	   ISI	   Highly	   Cited	   database	   will	   be	   built	   with	  
personal	   web	   information,	   and	   from	   the	   presence	   of	   their	   contributions	   in	   selected	  
repositories	  and	  academic	  search	  engines	  and	  other	  relevant	  bibliometric	  and	  webometric	  
figures.”	  
	  
European	   highly	   cited	   researchers.	   The	   online	   presence	   of	   about	   1,500	   highly	   cited	  
researchers	  working	  at	  European	   institutions	  showed	   that	  about	  70%	  of	   them	  have	  a	  
personal	  website	  or	  other	  web	  contents,	   specially	   the	   scientists	   from	  Denmark,	   Israel	  
and	   the	   United	   Kingdom.	   Nevertheless,	   the	   results	   were	   biased	   towards	   senior	  male	  
researchers	  working	   in	   large	   countries	   (e.g.,	   The	  United	  Kingdom	  and	  Germany).	   The	  
most	   frequent	   disciplines	   with	   high	   web	   presence	   were	   economics,	   mathematics,	  
computer	   sciences	   and	   space	   sciences,	   suggesting	   the	   success	   of	   open	   access	   subject	  
repositories	  like	  RepEc,	  Arxiv	  or	  CiteSeerX	  (Mas-‐Bleda	  &	  Aguillo,	  2013).	  A	  further	  study	  
of	   1,525	   highly	   cited	   scientists	   working	   at	   European	   institutions	   found	   that	   61%	   of	  
them	  had	  a	  personal	  website,	  although	  this	  was	  higher	  in	  social	  sciences	  with	  79%	  and	  
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lower	   in	   health	   sciences	  with	   49%.	  Webometric	   analysis	  was	   carried	   out	   for	   the	   892	  
scientists	  with	  either	  a	  personal	  website	  or	  an	  online	  list	  of	  publications	  for	  which	  the	  
crawler	  used	  worked,	  showing	  that	  355	  (40%)	  of	   them	  created	  at	   least	  one	  outlink	  to	  
open	   access	   sources	   [OA	   repositories,	   pdf,	   doc,	   docx,	   rtf,	   ps,	   gz],	   being	  higher	   in	   hard	  
sciences	   (59%)	   and	   social	   sciences	   (58%)	   and	   engineering	   (45%)	   than	   life	   sciences	  
(26%)	   and	   health	   sciences	   (19%).	   Disciplinary	   and	   geographical	   differences	   for	  
outlinking	   to	   OA	   research	   also	   were	   found	   for	   sampled	   highly	   cited	   scientists	   (Mas-‐
Bleda,	  Thelwall,	  Kousha	  &	  Aguillo,	  2014).	   It	  was	  also	   investigated	   if	   these	  highly	  cited	  
researchers	   had	   social	  web	  presences	   (Mas-‐Bleda,	   Thelwall,	   Kousha,	  &	  Aguillo,	   2013)	  
and	   if	   these	   presences	   had	   a	   measurable	   impact	   (Mas-‐Bleda,	   Thelwall,	   Kousha,	   &	  
Aguillo,	   under	   review).	  We	   found	   a	   very	   low	  use	   of	   social	   sites,	   although	   researchers	  
having	  one	  type	  of	  profile	  were	  more	  likely	  to	  have	  another	  type	  of	  profile	  as	  well.	  Most	  
social	   web	   profiles	   had	   some	   evidence	   of	   uptake,	   if	   not	   impact,	   but	   the	   value	   of	   the	  
indicators	  used	  is	  unclear.	  	  

Publications	  covering	  Task	  2.4:	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	  A.,	  &	  Aguillo,	  I.	  F.	  (2013).	  Can	  a	  personal	  website	  be	  useful	  as	  an	  information	  
source	   to	   assess	   individual	   scientists?	   The	   case	   of	   European	   highly	   cited	  
researchers.	  Scientometrics,	  96(1),	  51-‐67.	  	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	   A.,	   Thelwall,	  M.,	   Kousha,	   K.,	   &	   Aguillo,	   I.	   F.	   (2014).	   Successful	   researchers	  
publicizing	   research	   online:	   An	   outlink	   analysis	   of	   European	   highly	   cited	   scientists'	  
personal	  websites,	  Journal	  of	  Documentation,	  70(1),	  148-‐172.	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	   A.,	   Thelwall,	   M.,	   Kousha,	   K.,	   &	   Aguillo,	   I.	   F.	   (2013).	   European	   highly	   cited	  
scientists’	  presence	   in	   the	   social	  web.	   In:	  14th	   International	  Society	  of	   Scientometrics	  
and	  Informetrics	  Conference.	  Vienna,	  Austria,	  pp.1966-‐1969.	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	  A.,	  Thelwall,	  M.,	  Kousha,	  K.,	  &	  Aguillo,	   I.	  F.	   (under	   review).	  Do	  highly	  cited	  
researchers	  successfully	  use	  the	  social	  web?	  

	   	  

Task	  2.5.	  Measurement	  and	  analysis	  of	  the	  indicators	  empirically	  obtained	  from	  
the	  cited	  population.	  

For	  this	  part	  we	  evaluated	  the	  indicators	  for	  specific	  subjects	  rather	  than	  for	  the	  ACUMEN	  
population,	  as	  originally	  proposed.	  The	  reason	  for	  this	  was	  that	  some	  of	  the	  indicators	  had	  
already	  been	  evaluated	  but	  this	  was	  not	  the	  case	  for	  the	  new	  indicators.	  We	  decided	  that	  it	  
made	  more	  sense	  to	  evaluate	  complete	  sets	  of	  research	  for	  specific	  disciplines	  than	  for	  the	  
publications	  of	  our	  sample	  of	  researchers,	  which	  could	  only	  be	  a	  partial	  representation	  of	  
their	  fields.	  
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Summary	  of	  conducted	  research	  covering	  Task	  2.5:	  	  

Google	   Books	   Citations	   for	   impact	   assessment:	   Google	   Books	   can	   be	   used	   to	   identify	  
citations	   from	   digitised	   books	   to	   academic	   publications	   (e.g.,	   articles	   and	   books)	   and	  
seems	  to	  give	  better	  coverage	  of	  books	  than	  any	  other	  source	  and	  so	  would	  be	  useful	  in	  
book-‐based	   fields	   (e.g.,	   arts	   and	   humanities	   and	   some	   social	   sciences).	   To	   investigate	  
this	   for	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio,	   we	   introduced	   and	   tested	   a	   method	   to	   automatically	  
extract	   citation	   from	   digitised	   books	   and	   to	   remove	   irrelevant	   matches.	   The	   overall	  
accuracy	  and	  coverage	  for	  the	  automatic	  Google	  citation	  searches	  was	  high	  (over	  90%)	  
and	  Google	  Books	  citations	  found	  substantially	  more	  citing	  books	  than	  did	  the	  Thomson	  
Reuters	   Book	   Citation	   Index	   (BKCI),	   with	   BKCI's	   results	   coming	   predominantly	   from	  
journal	   articles.	   Moderate	   correlations	   between	   the	   Google	   Books	   citations	   and	   BKCI	  
citation	   counts	   in	   social	   sciences	   and	   humanities,	   suggests	   that	   they	   could	   measure	  
different	  aspects	  of	  impact	  (Kousha	  &	  Thelwall,	  2014).	  

Conclusion:	  	  

Within	  the	  arts	  and	  humanities	  and	  some	  social	  sciences,	  Google	  Books	  citations	  has	  a	  
clear	  advantage	  over	  other	  traditional	  citation	  indexes	  which	  impact	  metrics	  commonly	  
coming	  from	  journal	  articles	  rather	  than	  books	  and	  monographs.	  Hence,	  Google	  Books	  
citation	   could	   be	   a	   valuable	   source	   to	   evaluate	   academic	   researchers	   in	   book-‐based	  
fields.	  	  

Academia.edu	   as	   informal	   source	   of	   impact:	   Academia.edu	   contains	   social	   network	  
capabilities	   in	   addition	   to	   information	   about	   publications.	   We	   investigated	   whether	  
Academia.edu	  popularity	  statistics	  associate	  with	  academic	  impact,	  and	  hence	  could	  be	  
useful	   for	   impact	   estimation.	   The	   investigation	   focused	   on	   members	   of	   philosophy	  
departments.	   We	   found	   that	   in	   comparison	   to	   students,	   faculty	   tend	   to	   attract	   more	  
profile	  views	  but	  female	  philosophers	  did	  not	  attract	  more	  profile	  views	  than	  did	  males,	  
suggesting	  that	  academic	  capital	  drives	  philosophy	  uses	  of	  the	  site	  more	  than	  friendship	  
and	   networking.	   Secondary	   analyses	   of	   law,	   history	   and	   computer	   science	   confirmed	  
the	   faculty	  advantage	  (in	   terms	  of	  higher	  profile	  views)	  except	   for	   females	   in	   law	  and	  
females	   in	   computer	   science.	   It	   also	   found	   a	   female	   advantage	   for	   both	   faculty	   and	  
students	   in	   law	   and	   computer	   science	   as	   well	   as	   for	   history	   students.	   Hence,	  
Academia.edu	   overall	   seems	   to	   reflect	   a	   hybrid	   of	   scholarly	   norms	   (the	   faculty	  
advantage)	   and	   general	   social	   networking	   norms.	   Finally,	   traditional	   bibliometric	  
measures	   did	   not	   correlate	  with	   any	  Academia.edu	  metrics	   for	   philosophers,	   perhaps	  
because	  more	   senior	   academics	   use	   the	   site	   less	   extensively	   or	   because	   of	   the	   range	  
informal	   scholarly	   activities	   that	   cannot	   be	   measured	   by	   bibliometric	   methods	  
(Thelwall,	  &	  Kousha,	  2014a).	  	  

ResearchGate	  metrics	   for	  research	  evaluation:	  ResearchGate	  is	  a	  social	  network	  site	  for	  
academics	   to	   create	   their	   own	   profiles,	   list	   their	   publications	   and	   interact	   with	   each	  



ACUMEN	  final	  report	  29	  April	  2014	  

http://research-‐acumen.eu	  	   19	  

other.	  We	  examined	  whether	  ResearchGate	  usage	  and	  publication	  data	  broadly	  reflect	  
existing	  academic	  hierarchies	  and	  whether	  individual	  countries	  are	  set	  to	  benefit	  or	  lose	  
out	   from	   the	   site.	   The	   results	   show	   that	   rankings	   based	   on	   ResearchGate	   statistics	  
correlate	  moderately	  well	  with	  other	  rankings	  of	  academic	  institutions	  (e.g.,	  The	  Times	  
Higher	  Education	  Ranking	  or	  the	  CWTS	  Leiden	  Ranking),	  suggesting	  that	  ResearchGate	  
use	  broadly	  reflects	  traditional	  academic	  capital.	  For	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio,	  ResearchGate	  
view	   counts	   and	   download	   counts	   for	   individual	   articles	  may	   also	   prove	   to	   be	   useful	  
indicators	  of	  article	  impact	  (Thelwall,	  &	  Kousha,	  2014b).	  	  

Online	  videos	  as	  new	  source	  of	  academic	  outputs:	  Online	  videos	  are	  increasingly	  used	  by	  
academics	  for	  informal	  scholarly	  communication	  and	  teaching.	  We	  examined	  the	  extent	  
to	   which	   YouTube	   videos	   are	   cited	   in	   academic	   publications	   and	   whether	   there	   are	  
significant	   broad	   disciplinary	   differences	   in	   this	   practice.	   A	   total	   of	   1,808	   Scopus	  
publications	  cited	  at	  least	  one	  YouTube	  video	  and	  there	  was	  a	  steady	  upward	  growth	  in	  
citing	   online	   videos	   within	   scholarly	   publications	   from	   2006	   to	   2011,	   with	   YouTube	  
citations	  being	  most	  common	  within	  arts	  and	  humanities	  (0.3%)	  and	  the	  social	  sciences	  
(0.2%).	  A	  content	  analysis	  of	  551	  YouTube	  videos	  cited	  by	  research	  articles	   indicated	  
that	  in	  science	  (78%)	  and	  in	  medicine	  and	  health	  sciences	  (77%)	  over	  three	  quarters	  of	  
the	  cited	  videos	  had	  either	  direct	  scientific	  (e.g.,	   laboratory	  experiments)	  or	  scientific-‐
related	   contents	   (e.g.,	   academic	   lectures	   or	   education),	   whereas	   in	   the	   arts	   and	  
humanities	  about	  80%	  of	  the	  YouTube	  videos	  had	  art,	  culture	  or	  history	  themes	  and	  in	  
the	   social	   sciences	   about	   63%	   of	   the	   videos	   were	   related	   to	   news,	   politics,	  
advertisements	   and	   documentaries	   (Kousha,	   Thelwall	   &	  Abdoli,	   2012;	   Kousha	   &	  
Thelwall,	   2012).	   For	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   output	   indicators,	   we	   included	   academic	  
online	   video	   as	   potential	   innovative	   method	   which	   academics	   may	   produce	   and	  
disseminate	  research	  or	  other	  academic	  activities	  (course	  lectures).	  

Publications	  covering	  Task	  2.5:	  

Kousha,	   K.,	   Thelwall,	   M.	   &	  Abdoli,	   M.	   (2012).	  The	   role	   of	   online	   videos	   in	   research	  
communication:	   A	   content	   analysis	   of	   YouTube	   videos	   cited	   in	   academic	  
publications,	  Journal	   of	   the	  American	   Society	   for	   Information	   Science	   and	  Technology,	  
63(9),	  1710–1727.	  

Kousha,	   K.	   &	   Thelwall.	  M.	   (2012).	   Motivations	   for	   Citing	  YouTube	  Videos	   in	   the	  
Academic	  Publications:	  A	  Contextual	  Analysis.	  17th	  International	  Conference	  on	  Science	  
and	  Technology	  Indicators	  (STI),	  5-‐8	  September,	  2012	  in	  Montreal,	  Quebec,	  Canada.	  

Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (in	  press,	  2014).	  An	  automatic	  method	  for	  extracting	  citations	  
from	  Google	  Books.	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  

Thelwall,	  M.	  &	  Kousha,	  K.	  (in	  press,	  2014a).	  Academia.edu:	  Social	  network	  or	  academic	  
network?	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  
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Thelwall,	   M.	   &	   Kousha,	   K.	   (in	   press,	   2014b).	  ResearchGate:	   Disseminating,	  
communicating	  and	  measuring	  scholarship?	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  Information	  
Science	  and	  Technology.	  
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WP3	  –	  Researchers’	  Web	  Presence	  	  
 
Task	  3.1	  Identify	  and	  delineate	  the	  state-‐of-‐the-‐art	  of	  Web	  2.0	  use	  to	  discuss	  the	  
work	  of	  individual	  academics	  	  

The	  literature	  review	  has	  been	  published	  as	  a	  chapter	  of	  a	  book	  by	  MIT	  press.	  (Bar-‐Ilan,	  
Shema	   &	   Thelwall,	   2014).	   It	   focuses	   on	   scientists’	   attitudes	   towards	   Web	   2.0	   in	   the	  
research	   setting,	   and	   covers	   in	   detail	   science	   blogs	   and	  open	   reference	  managers.	  On	  
these	   sites	   scholarship	   is	   referenced	   according	   to	   the	   rules	   of	   scientific	   citations,	   and	  
therefore	   mentions	   and	   bookmarks	   in	   science	   blogs	   and	   reference	   managers	   can	   be	  
counted	  and	  compared	  to	  traditional	  citations.	  	  

Established	  reference	  managers	  (e.g.	  EndNote)	  aim	  to	  help	  authors	  with	  the	  referencing	  
process	   as	   they	   write,	   as	   well	   as	   help	   in	   formatting	   the	   citations	   according	   to	   the	  
appropriate	  citation	  style.	  Some	  reference	  managers,	  like	  CiteULike	  and	  Mendeley,	  have	  
additional	   features,	   such	   as	   reporting	   the	   number	   of	   users	   of	   the	   system	   who	  
bookmarked	   a	   specific	   item.	   Users	   who	   bookmark	   an	   item	   on	   Mendeley	   are	   called	  
‘readers’.	   Unfortunately,	   some	   reference	   managers	   (e.g.	   Connotea)	   and	   blogs	   have	  
proved	  to	  be	  less	  than	  sustainable	  and	  closed	  down.	  Of	  the	  existing	  reference	  managers,	  
Mendeley	   seems	   to	   be	   largest	   in	   terms	   of	   coverage,	   and	   a	   number	   of	   studies	   have	  
calculated	   correlations	   between	   citation	   counts	   and	   readership	   counts.	   Significant,	  
medium	  strength	  correlations	  were	  found	  between	  readership	  counts	  and	  citations	  in	  a	  
number	  of	  studies	  (e.g.	  Bar-‐Ilan	  et	  al.,	  2012,	  Bar-‐Ilan,	  2012).	  

Science	   blogs	   have	   become	   popular	   with	   a	   section	   of	   the	   scholarly	   community.	  
Respected	   scholarly	   media	   outlets	   such	   as	   National	   Geographic,	   the	   Nature	   Group,	  
Scientific	  American,	  and	  the	  PLoS	  journals	  all	  have	  science	  blogging	  networks.	  Blogs	  can	  
be	   used,	   among	   other	   purposes,	   as	   a	   post-‐publication	   peer-‐review	   system	   and	   for	  
investigations	  of	   science	  misconduct	   (e.g.	   the	  blog	  Retraction	  Watch).	  However,	   blogs	  
are	   not	   as	   sustainable	   as	   traditional	   scientific	   communication	   and	   can	   be	   closed	   or	  
moved	  on	  short	  notice.	  	  

Conclusion:	  

The	  chapter	  provided	  evidence	  of	  the	  value	  of	  science	  blogs	  and	  reference	  managers	  for	  
scholarly	   communication	   and	   for	   use	   as	   alternative	   metrics.	   Although	   the	   Web	  
constantly	  changes,	  we	  believe	  the	  alternative	  metric	  tools	  reviewed	  are	  valid	  and	  will	  
continue	  to	  be	  so	  in	  the	  years	  to	  come.	  	  

Task	  3.2	  Analyse	   disciplinary	   differences	   in	   the	   use	   of	  Web	  2.0	   and	  web	  media	  
sites	   to	   conduct	   and	   disseminate	   research	   and	   to	   enhance	   the	   visibility	   of	   the	  
researcher	  
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Writing	  a	  scientific	  blog	  is	  a	  way	  of	  enhancing	  a	  researcher’s	  visibility	  and	  introducing	  
her	  or	  him	  to	  a	  wider	  audience.	  Shema,	  Bar-‐Ilan	  and	  Thelwall	  (2012a)	  studied	  scholarly	  
blogs	   aggregated	   in	   ResearchBlogging.org	   (RB),	   a	   blog	   aggregator	   for	   blog	   posts	  
referring	   to	   peer-‐reviewed	  works.	   They	   characterized	   blogs	   and	   bloggers	   in	   order	   to	  
shed	  light	  on	  this	  form	  of	  scholarly	  discourse.	  The	  blogs	  were	  classified	  in	  order	  to	  map	  
out	  the	  most	  popular	  blogging	  fields.	  Life	  Science	  blogs	  were	  the	  most	  popular	  (39%	  of	  
the	  sample),	   followed	  by	  Psychology,	  Psychiatry,	  Neurosciences	  &	  Behavioural	  Science	  
blogs	  (21%);	  Medical	  blogs	  (19%)	  and	  Science	  blogs	  (9%).	  Blogs	  about	  Social	  Sciences	  
&	   Humanities	   (5%)	   and	   about	   Computer	   Science	   &	   Engineering	   were	   the	   least	  
represented	   (1%).	   This	   of	   course	   could	   be	   due	   to	   the	   characteristics	   of	   RB.	   In	   the	  
questionnaire	   that	   resulted	   in	   the	   common	   data	   set,	   the	   respondents	   were	   asked	   to	  
provide	   information	  on	  websites,	  other	   than	   their	  homepage,	   (e.g.	   a	  blog)	  where	   they	  
disseminate	   their	   work	   and/or	   discuss	   science.	   Of	   the	   four	   fields	   addressed	   in	   the	  
project,	  27%	  of	  the	  philosophers	  reported	  that	  they	  post	  in	  a	  blog,	  compared	  with	  10	  %	  
of	   the	  astrophysicists	  and	  environmental	  engineers	  and	  only	  7%	  of	   the	  researchers	   in	  
public	  health.	  	  

The	   citing	   of	   one’s	   own	  work	   is	   common	  practice	   in	   formal	   scientific	   communication	  
and	   has	   been	   known	   to	   enhance	   the	   researcher’s	   visibility.	   Shema,	   Bar-‐Ilan	   and	  
Thelwall	   (2012b)	   investigated	   the	   levels	   of	   self-‐citation	   (citations	   in	   blogs	   to	   the	  
blogger’s	   own	   peer-‐reviewed	   research)	   in	   blogs	   using	   four	   RB	   categories:	  
“Ecology/Conservation”,	   “Computer	   Science/Engineering”,	   “Mathematics	   and	  
Philosophy”.	  Only	  bloggers	  writing	  under	  their	  real	  names	  and	  posts	  which	  were	  signed	  
by	   them	   were	   included.	   The	   rate	   of	   self-‐citing	   posts	   was	   low	   overall	   but	   varied	  
according	  to	  discipline,	  with	  “Mathematics”	  having	  the	  highest	  percentage	  of	  self-‐citing	  
posts	   (10%),	   “Computer	  Science”	  and	  “Philosophy”	  having	  a	  slightly	   lower	  percentage	  
(9%),	  and	  “Ecology”	  having	  the	  lowest	  (5%).	  	  

Conclusion:	  

There	  are	  disciplinary	  differences	  in	  the	  use	  of	  social	  media.	  

Task	  3.3	  Create	  guidelines	  for	  researchers	  for	  effectively	  using	  Web	  and	  Web	  2.0	  
technologies	   and	   stimulating	   discussion	   and	   appreciation	   of	   their	   research	  
amongst	  different	  communities	  

Detailed	   guidelines	   for	   researchers	   appear	   in	   deliverable	   D3.6.	   In	   this	   deliverable,	  
guidelines	  for	  retrieving	  citation	  data	  from	  Google	  Scholar,	  Web	  of	  Science	  and	  Scopus	  
are	   also	   included.	   We	   recommend	   researchers	   to	   maintain	   visibility	   on	   the	  Web,	   by	  
publishing	  online	  CVs,	  with	  full	  list	  of	  publications,	  having	  a	  Google	  Citations	  profile,	  an	  
ORCID	   ID,	   and	   maintaining	   profiles	   of	   research-‐oriented	   social	   media	   sites	   like	  
Academia.edu,	  ResearchGate	  and	  Mendeley.	  Blog	  posts	  and	  tweets	  are	  useful	  platforms	  
for	  disseminating	  and	  discussing	   their	   research.	  We	  also	   recommend	  self-‐archiving	  of	  
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their	   publications	   and	   making	   available	   their	   presentations	   on	   sites	   like	   SlideShare,	  
Figshare	   or	   YouTube.	   These	   platforms	   are	   not	   only	   useful	   for	   disseminating	  
information,	   but	   also	   serve	   as	   platforms	   for	   discussion	   and	   interaction	   with	   other	  
researchers	   and	   the	   public.	   Of	   course	   we	   also	   recommend	   maintaining	   an	   ACUMEN	  
Portfolio.	  

	  

Task	  3.4	  Identify	  methodology	  and	  preliminary	  indicators	  for	  the	  online	  impact	  of	  
individual	   academics	   based	   upon	   their	   Web	   activities	   and	   discussion	   of	   their	  
research	  

Haustein	  et	  al.	  (2014)	  followed	  a	  two-‐sided	  approach	  to	  explore	  the	  representativeness	  
and	   validity	   of	   social	   media	   platforms	   that	   are	   potential	   data	   sources	   for	   altmetric	  
indicators.	   First,	   they	   collected	   Web	   information	   about	   bibliometricians	   who	   have	  
presented	  at	   the	  2010	  Science	  &	  Technology	   Indicators	   (STI)	   conference	   in	  Leiden.	   It	  
was	  shown	  that	  bibliometrics	  literature	  is	  well	  represented	  on	  Mendeley.	  The	  coverage	  
of	  the	  sampled	  documents	  was	  as	  high	  as	  82%	  overall	  with	  an	  even	  higher	  coverage	  of	  
recent	   documents.	   Mendeley	   not	   only	   had	   a	   better	   coverage	   of	   documents,	   but	   also	  
higher	  numbers	  of	  readers	  per	  document	   in	  comparison	  with	  CiteULike	  (means	  of	  9.5	  
and	  2.4	  respectively).	  The	  correlation	  between	  Scopus	  citations	  and	  users	  counts	  were	  
.45	  for	  Mendeley	  and	  .23	  for	  CiteULike.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  Bar-‐Ilan	  (2014)	  found	  a	  
much	  lower,	  but	  still	  significant	  correlation	  between	  readership	  and	  citation	  counts	  for	  
a	  sample	  of	  100	  astrophysicists	  (0.23).	  

The	  second	  part	  of	  the	  study	  of	  the	  Haustein	  et	  al.	  study	  was	  a	  survey	  distributed	  among	  
the	  core	  of	  the	  bibliometric	  community	  present	  at	  the	  2012	  STI	  conference	  in	  Montréal	  
asked	   about	   the	   participants’	   social	   media	   habits	   and	   their	   influence	   on	   their	   work	  
environment.	  Over	  half	  of	  those	  surveyed	  asserted	  that	  social	  media	  tools	  were	  affecting	  
their	   professional	   lives,	   or	   that	   they	   were	   expecting	   future	   influence.	   Two-‐thirds	   of	  
survey	   participants	   had	   accounts	   in	   the	   professional	   social	   network	   LinkedIn,	   while	  
social	  networks	  with	  a	  scholarly	  focus	  Academia.edu,	  Mendeley,	  and	  ResearchGate	  were	  
each	  used	  by	  only	  a	   fifth	  of	   respondents.	  Nearly	  half	  of	   those	   responding	  had	  Twitter	  
accounts,	   a	   high	   number	   in	   comparison	   to	   other	   studies	   about	   Twitter	   usage	   among	  
scholars.	  The	  majority	  (71.8%)	  believed	  that	  the	  number	  of	  article	  downloads	  or	  views	  
could	  be	  of	  use	  in	  author	  or	  article	  evaluation.	  Other	  sources	  such	  as	  citations	  in	  blogs	  
(38.0%),	   Wikipedia	   links	   or	   mentions	   (33.8%),	   bookmarks	   on	   reference	   managers	  
(33.8%),	  and	  discussions	  on	  Web	  2.0	  platforms	  (31.0%)	  were	  believed	  to	  have	  potential	  
as	  altmetrics	  indicators	  as	  well.	  

ResearchBlogging.org	   has	   been	   shown	   to	   be	   a	   promising	   source	   of	   preliminary	  
indicators.	   Shema,	   Bar-‐Ilan	   and	   Thelwall,	   (2014)	   collected	   data	   again	   from	   the	  
aggregator	  ResearchBlogging.org	  during	  2009	  and	  2010,	   to	   test	  a	  hypothesis	  whether	  
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blog	  coverage	  of	  articles	  soon	  after	  their	  publication	  can	  be	  a	  preliminary	  indicator	  for	  a	  
future	   citation	   advantage.	   The	   sample	   was	   limited	   to	   journals	   that	   had	   at	   least	   20	  
articles	  covered	  in	  RB	  aggregated	  blog	  posts	  during	  2009	  or	  2010	  (some	  journals	  were	  
included	  in	  the	  sample	  for	  2009	  and	  2010,	  but	  some	  made	  it	  only	  to	  the	  2009	  or	  2010	  
sample).	   They	   collected	   citation	   data	   about	   the	   blog-‐covered	   articles	   and	   about	   the	  
journals	  in	  which	  they	  were	  published	  from	  Web	  of	  Science	  (WoS)	  from	  2009,	  2010	  and	  
2010	  for	  the	  2009	  articles	  and	  from	  2010,	  2011	  and	  2012	  for	  the	  year	  2010.	  They	  found	  
that	  articles	  that	  were	  reviewed	  in	  blogs	  soon	  after	  their	  publications	  had	  significantly	  
higher	   median	   citation	   counts	   in	   the	   three	   year	   citation	   window	   than	   the	   median	  
citation	  counts	  for	  articles	  not	  mentioned	  in	  blogs	  in	  the	  year	  of	  their	  publication	  for	  7	  
out	  of	  12	  journals	  (58%)	  in	  2009	  and	  13	  out	  of	  19	  journals	  (68%)	  in	  2010.	  	  

Correlations	  between	  readership	  counts	  and	  citations,	  and	  early	  citations	  in	  blogs	  with	  
traditional	  citations	  are	  interesting,	  but	  we	  have	  to	  understand	  why	  and	  how	  scientists	  
use	   reference	   managers,	   and	   what	   are	   the	   motivations	   behind	   science	   blogging.	   An	  
initial	   step	   in	   this	   direction	   was	   the	   questionnaire	   administered	   by	   Haustein	   et	   al.	  
(2014).	  

A	   further	  step	   in	  his	  direction	   is	   the	  work	  of	  Shema,	  Bar-‐Ilan	  and	  Thelwall	   (in	  press).	  
They	   studied	   the	   apparent	   motivations	   behind	   RB	   blog	   posts	   using	   content	   analysis	  
methods.	  The	   sample	   consisted	  of	   blog	  posts	   from	   the	   years	  2010-‐2012.	   Shema	  et	   al.	  
sampled	   10%	   of	   RB’s	   health	   category	   at	   random,	   overall	   analysing	   391	   posts.	   They	  
created	  a	  classification	  scheme	  with	  ten	  major	  categories	  (discussion,	  criticism,	  advice,	  
trigger,	   extensions,	   self,	   controversy,	   data,	   ethics	   and	   other)	   where	   each	   had	   several	  
subcategories.	   	   The	   vast	   majority	   of	   the	   blog	   posts	   (about	   90%)	   included	   a	   general	  
discussion	  of	   the	   issue	   covered	   in	   the	  article,	   almost	  30%	  of	   the	  posts	   included	   some	  
criticism	   of	   the	   issues	   being	   discussed	   (not	   necessarily	   of	   the	   article	   cited).	   Over	   a	  
quarter	  of	  the	  posts	  offered	  advice	  of	  some	  sort,	  showing	  that	  the	  bloggers	  were	  willing	  
to	   share	   their	   knowledge	   and	   expertise.	   The	   relatively	   high	   percentage	   of	   criticism	  
(compared	  with	  studies	  of	  traditional	  citations)	  suggests	  that	  perhaps	  the	  informal	  style	  
of	  blogs	  allows	  for	  the	  easier	  expression	  of	  negativity.	  

 

Conclusion:	  

Given	  Haustein	  et	  al.	  (2014)	  findings	  regarding	  Mendeley’s	  high	  coverage	  of	  documents	  
in	   a	   variety	   of	   disciplines	   and	   the	   correlation	   of	   its	   readership	   counts	   with	   citations	  
from	   peer-‐reviewed	   sources,	   we	   see	   it	   as	   a	   promising	   tool	   for	   measuring	   scholarly	  
impact.	  Shema	  et	  al.	   (2014)	   found	   that	  as	  a	  group,	  articles	  covered	  by	  scholarly	  blogs	  
tend	   to	   become	   better	   cited	   in	   later	   years.	   Based	   on	   these	   results,	   we	   suggest	   that	  
scholarly	  blogs	  might	  be	  a	  promising	  source	  of	  alternative	  metrics	  for	  scholarly	  impact.	  
In	   addition,	   blogs	   can	  be	   a	  mean	  of	   engagement	  with	  non-‐academic	   audiences.	   In	   the	  
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ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  the	  researchers	  can	  list	  Mendeley	  readership	  counts,	  their	  own	  blogs	  
as	  well	  as	  coverage	  of	  their	  research	  in	  blogs	  maintained	  by	  others.	  The	  main	  advantage	  
of	  these	  indicators	  is	  their	  timeliness:	  citations	  take	  years	  to	  accumulate,	  while	  citations	  
in	   blogs	   and	   Mendeley	   readerships	   start	   accumulate	   within	   days	   to	   weeks	   after	  
publication,	   providing	   indications	   about	   the	   future	   impact	   of	   documents.	   Other	  
altmetrics,	   like	   Twitter	   counts,	   and	   F1000	   recommendations	   are	   also	   studied	   in	   the	  
research	  community,	  but	  were	  not	  specifically	  covered	  by	  ACUMEN.	  
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WP4	  –	  Gender	  Effects	  of	  Evaluation	  	  
 

This	   workpackage	   (WP4)	   has	   analysed	   the	   differential	   effects	   of	   existing	   and	   new	  
evaluation	  criteria	  and	  indicators	  on	  female	  and	  male	  researchers.	  WP4	  has	  combined	  
different	  methods:	   bibliometrics,	   quantitative	   and	  qualitative	  methods.	   In	   order	   to	   be	  
able	  to	  promote	  gender	  mainstreaming	  in	  scientific	  production,	  the	  results	  are	  used	  in	  
the	  ACUMEN	  portfolio	  to	  increase	  the	  awareness	  and	  help	  design	  guidelines	  and	  criteria	  
for	  improvement	  of	  gender	  mainstreaming	  and	  to	  increase	  the	  scientific	  authority	  and	  
production	  of	  women.	  	  

 

4.1	  Comprehensive	  literature	  study	  on	  gender	  bias	  in	  research	  careers	  

As	  the	  first	  task	  of	  WP	  4	  we	  conducted	  a	  comprehensive	  literature	  study	  by	  reviewing	  
qualitative	   as	   well	   as	   quantitative	   studies	   about	   gender	   imbalance,	   gap	   and	   bias	   in	  
science.	   	   According	   to	   the	   literature,	   there	   is	   an	   increasing	   gender	   equity	   early	   in	   the	  
pipeline,	  at	  the	  levels	  of	  Master	  and	  PhD	  degrees.	  However,	  women	  are	  still	  significantly	  
underrepresented	   in	   tenure-‐track	  and	  research	  university	   faculty	  positions.	  The	  study	  
of	  West	  &	  Curtis	  (2006)	  show	  that	  women	  represents	  one-‐quarter	  of	  full	  professors	  and	  
earn	  on	  average	  80%	  of	  the	  salary	  of	  men	  in	  comparable	  positions.	  More	  general	  gender	  
disparity	   can	   be	   ascribed	   to	   a	   “male	   model	   of	   science”,	   including	   masculinity	   of	  
organisational,	   social	   and	   cultural	   norms	   within	   academic	   organization	   (Van	  
Arensbergen,	  2014).	  We	  showed	  five	  explanation	  models	  that	  are	  frequently	  used	  in	  the	  
gender	  studies	  in	  academia:	  (1)	  the	  glass	  ceiling:	  obstacles	  which	  are	  difficult	  to	  identify	  
and	  hold	  women	  back	  from	  accessing	  the	  highest	  position	  in	  the	  hierarchy,	  (2)	  the	  leaky	  
pipeline:	  the	  pipeline	  has	  not	  advanced	  women	  to	  top-‐level	  positions	  due	  to	   leaks	  and	  
blockages	   in	  the	  pipe;	  (3)	   the	  Matthew	  &	  Matilde	  effect:	   ‘the	  rich	  get	  richer’	  (Matthew	  
effect:	  Merton	   1968)	   and	   ‘the	   poor	   get	   poorer’	   (Matilde	   effect:	  Mahbuba	   &	   Rousseau	  
2011);	   (4)	   gender	  myths:	   persisting	  myths	   in	   favour	   of	  men	   are	   creating	   attitudes	   in	  
relation	   to	   the	   assessment	   of	   women’s	   scientific	   performance’	   and	   (5)	   the	   matching	  
hypothesis:	   ‘tendency	   of	   individuals	   to	   create	   ties	   with	   similar	   others’	   bias.	   These	  
models	   are	   also	   often	   mentioned	   in	   gender	   equality	   debates	   in	   higher	   education	   in	  
European	   countries.	   For	   example,	   the	   lack	   of	  women	   in	   senior	   positions	   in	   science	   is	  
called	   the	   ‘leaky	  pipeline’	   (Weber	  2008).	  The	  number	  of	  women	   leaving	   the	  academic	  
profession	   still	   constitutes	   an	   unnecessary	   waste	   of	   talent	   which	   may	   have	   quite	  
negative	  implications	  for	  the	  knowledge	  economy.	  	  
	  

As	   the	   second	   part	   of	   task	   4.1	   we	   studied	   the	  impact	  of	  gender	  both	   on	   publication	  
productivity	   and	   on	   patterns	   of	   scientific	   collaborations	   in	   social	   sciences	   in	   Turkey.	  
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The	   research	   was	   based	  on	   bibliographic	   data	   on	   national	  level	   publications.	   The	  
findings	  suggest	  that:	  	  

1. there	   are	   gender	  differences	   at	   publication	  productivity,	  participation,	  presence	  
and	  contribution;	  

2. there	  are	   significant	   regularities	  exhibited	  by	   co-‐author	  
pairs	  based	  on	  each	  partner	  author’s	  publication	  productivity;	  

3. regularities	   are	  different	  for	  inter-‐gender	  and	   intra-‐gender	   co-‐authorships.	  This	  
study	  contributes	  to	  literature	  by	  exemplifying	  an	  integrated	  approach	  to	  better	  
examine	  the	  role	  of	  gender	  in	  scientific	  collaboration.	  	  	  	  	  

	  
	  

Task	   4.2	   Design	   questions	   for	   the	   survey	   (WP1)	   and	   the	   qualitative	   interviews	  
(WP1)	  

In	  the	  questionnaire	  we	  added	  a	  question	  concerning	  gender	  bias	  in	  peer	  review.	  In	  the	  
qualitative	   interviews	  we	   deliberately	   did	   not	   ask	   explicitly	   for	   gender	   differences	   or	  
gender	   effects.	   As	   gender	   in	   general	   is	   quite	   a	   sensitive	   and	  highly	   debated	   topic,	  we	  
wanted	  to	  see	  if	  (both	  male	  and	  female)	  respondents	  would	  bring	  up	  the	  gender	  issues	  
by	   themselves.	   We	   also	   paid	   attention	   to	   reported	   job	   changes	   in	   which	   the	  
interviewees	  talk	  about	  the	  importance	  of	  family	  circumstances.	  	  

Task	   4.3	   Integration	   of	   data	   from	   the	   other	   work	   packages	   and	   the	   shared	  
ACUMEN	  data	  set	  	  

In	   this	   WP	   we	   analysed	   the	   gender	   dimension	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   system	   of	   career	  
evaluation	  and	  performance	  measurement	  by	  using	  used	  three	  datasets.	  Data	  consisted	  
of:	  	  

(1)	  Sample	  of	  men	  and	  women	  scientists	  and	  scholars	  (N=1994).	  We	  collected	  a	  set	  of	  
papers	   from	   academic	   researchers	   included	   in	   the	   common	   dataset,	   to	   conduct	   a	  
bibliometric	  analysis.	  The	  ACUMEN	  partners	  from	  WP2	  and	  WP3	  already	  provided	  part	  
of	   the	   set	   of	   papers.	   WP4	   completed	   the	   set	   by	   using	   the	   “Large	   scale	   author	   name	  
disambiguation	  using	  rule-‐based	  scoring	  and	  clustering”	  algorithm	  developed	  at	  CWTS	  
to	   detect	   publications	   per	   researcher.	   The	   algorithm	   used	   the	   email	   information	   for	  
each	  researcher	   to	  retrieve	   the	  publications.	  Overall	   the	   final	  dataset	  contains	   in	   total	  
1994	  researchers,	  560	  females	  and	  1434	  males.	  

(2)	   Questionnaire	   study	   about	   peer	   review	   practices.	   We	   used	   the	   Peer	   Review	  
Practices	   (from	  WP1;	   N=2114))	   dataset	   to	   analyse	   gender	   differences	  with	   regard	   to	  
researchers’	  attitudes	   towards	   the	  ways	   in	  which	  research	  quality,	   success,	  excellence	  
and	   impact	   of	   scientific	   production	   are	   measured	   and	   evaluated.	   Furthermore,	   we	  
aimed	   to	  get	   suggestions	  how	   the	  current	  peer	   review	  system	  should	  be	   improved	  or	  
modified.	  	  
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(3)	   Interviews	   with	   scientists	   about	   their	   career	   development.	   We	   analysed	   18	  
interviews	  (from	  WP1)	  with	  academic	  individuals,	  employed	  in	  four	  different	  countries	  
(Germany,	   Poland,	   The	   Netherlands	   and	   United	   Kingdom),	   about	   their	   personal	  
experiences.	  	  

	  

Task	  4.4	  Statistical	  analysis	  of	  the	  effects	  of	  evaluation	  on	  research	  careers	  of	  men	  
compared	  with	  women	  &	  4.5	  Analysis	  of	  the	  potential	  effects	  of	  a	  select	  number	  of	  
performance	  indicators	  on	  the	  careers	  of	  women	  compared	  with	  men.	  	  

Gender	  &	  Bibliometric	  Indicators	  

Since	  academic	  publishing	  is	  still	  very	  important	  for	  career	  opportunities	  of	  both	  males	  
and	   females	   in	   sciences	   we	   focused	   in	   the	   first	   part	   of	   the	   study	   on	   the	   gender	  
dimension	  in	  bibliometrics,	  by	  comparing	  the	  oeuvres	  of	  female	  and	  male	  scientists.	  Our	  
bibliometric	  research	  confirms	  the	  traditional	  gender	  pattern;	  men	  produce	  on	  average	  
a	   higher	   number	   of	   publications	   compared	   to	   women,	   regardless	   of	   their	   academic	  
position	  and	  research	   field.	  We	  also	  paid	  attention	  to	  authorship	  order,	  given	  that	   the	  
first	   and	   sometimes	   also	   last	   author	   publications	   are	   at	   least	   as	   important	   as	   raw	  
publication	   counts	   for	   hiring,	   promotion	   and	   tenure	   (Wren	   et	   al.	   2007).	   Our	   results	  
suggest	   that	   women	   are	   not	   evenly	   represented	   across	   authorship	   positions.	   In	   our	  
sample	  women	   are	   overrepresented	   in	   the	   first	   authorship	   position,	   especially	   in	   the	  
disciplines	  astronomy	  and	  public	  health.	  At	  each	  level	  on	  the	  career	  ladder,	  the	  papers	  
in	  the	  oeuvres	  of	  female	  researchers	  consist	  of	  a	  higher	  percentage	  of	  first	  authorships	  
compared	   to	  men.	  With	  regard	   to	   last	  authorship	  position,	  women	   in	  all	   four	  selected	  
disciplines	   are	   significantly	   underrepresented	   in	   this	   prestigious	   position.	   Female	  
associate	   professors	   are	   significantly	   underrepresented.	   As	   last	   authorship	   positions	  
are	   mainly	   dedicated	   to	   full	   and	   associate	   professors	   we	   can’t	   elaborate	   on	   possible	  
gender	   differences	   at	   these	   lower	   positions.	   Interestingly,	   we	   show	   no	   gender	  
differences	   regarding	   research	   impact	   in	   each	   studied	   disciplines	   and	   positions	   in	  
academia,	   as	  measured	   by	   three	   impact	   indicators	   (MCS,	  MNCS,	   and	   PPtop10%).	   Our	  
results	   show	   that	   depending	   on	   the	   discipline	   the	   degree	   of	   collaboration	   in	   general	  
(inter-‐institutional)	  and	   internationally	  specifically	  varies.	   Interestingly,	  at	   the	   level	  of	  
full	  professors,	   the	  percentage	  of	  collaboration	  is	  higher	  compared	  to	  males	  who	  have	  
the	   same	   position	   in	   academia.	   At	   lower	   rank,	   the	   percentage	   of	   international	  
collaboration	  is	  always	  lower	  for	  female	  researchers	  than	  for	  male	  researchers.	  	  

Gender	  &	  Peer	  review	  

The	  questionnaire	  study,	  among	  2114	  scientists	  affiliated	  in	  66	  countries,	  showed	  that	  
both	  women	  and	  men	  view	  gender	  bias	  in	  peer	  review	  as	  non-‐urgent,	  compared	  to	  the	  
scores	  on	  different	   types	  of	  bias.	  The	   interviews	  study	  show	  only	  one	   female	  scientist	  
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who	  experienced	  gender	  bias	  in	  applications.	  These	  results	  suggest	  that	  gender	  bias	  is	  
not	  perceived,	  at	  least	  not	  at	  this	  moment,	  as	  a	  main	  concern	  in	  peer	  review	  processes.	  

Gender	  &	  Social	  Indicators	  	  

From	  the	  survey	  on	  peer	  review	  practices	  it	  can	  be	  concluded	  that	  the	  new	  generation	  
of	  researchers	  gives	  higher	  rates	  to	  social	  (relevance)	  indicators	  compared	  to	  the	  older	  
generation.	  Women	   do	   this	   even	  more	   than	  men.	   Gender	   differences	   in	   rating	   social	  
indicators	  are	  most	  prominent	  in	  the	  postdoc	  career	  phase;	  female	  postdocs	  give	  higher	  
values	   to	   these	   indicators	   compared	   to	  males	   in	   the	   same	   career	   phase.	   As	   research	  
evaluation	  systems	  have	  only	  recently	  started	  to	  include	  societal	  impact	  as	  one	  of	  their	  
criteria	   (van	   der	   Weijden,	   Verbree	   &	   Van	   den	   Besselaar	   2012),	   the	   incentives	   for	  
scientists	  to	  focus	  on	  societal	  impact	  are	  still	  relatively	  weak.	  	  
 
Gender	  and	  Job	  changes	  
In	   the	  qualitative	   interviews	  attention	  was	  paid	   to	   reported	   job	   changes	   in	  which	   the	  
interviewees	   talk	   about	   the	   importance	   of	   family	   circumstances.	   This	   relates	   to	   the	  
partners’	   careers;	   the	   importance	   to	   geographically	   follow	   the	   partner	   in	   order	   to	  
combine	   two	   careers.	   Our	   interviews	   showed	   that	   both	   male	   and	   female	   academic	  
researchers	   (5	   out	   of	   18)	   mention	   their	   partners’	   careers	   as	   a	   reason	   in	   making	  
decisions	  regarding	  job	  mobility.	  	  
 

4.6	  Design	   of	   guidelines	   and	   criteria	   on	   the	   gender	   dimension	   for	   the	   ACUMEN	  
Portfolio	  	  

Academic	  Age	  
It	   is	   unfair	   to	   directly	   compare	   ACUMEN	   portfolios	   irrespective	   of	   gender,	   because	  
results	  can	  be	  misleading.	  An	  academic	  who	  has	   taken	  some	  year	  off	   in	  order	   to	  raise	  
children	   and/or	   who	   has	   worked	   part-‐time	   should	   not	   be	   disadvantaged	   for	   this.	  
Therefore,	  the	  calculation	  of	  the	  academic	  age	  of	  researchers	  is	  included	  in	  the	  ACUMEN	  
Portfolio.	  To	  compensate	  for	  gender,	  one	  year	  is	  subtracted	  for	  each	  child	  born	  after	  the	  
PhD	   defence	   for	   which	   the	   academic	   is	   the	   single	   main	   responsible	   person.	   This	  
allowance	  can	  be	  shared	  between	  carers,	  if	  agreed.	  
	  
Academic	  Age	   =	  Number	   of	   full	   -‐	   time	  working	   years	   since	   PhD	  defence	   –	   number	   of	  
children	  raised	  -‐	  special	  allowances.	  
	  
Our	   interview	   studied	   showed	   that	   there	   are	   large	   differences	   among	   countries	  
regarding	   maternity	   leave,	   childcare	   facilities	   and	   possibilities	   to	   work	   part-‐time	   in	  
academia.	  We	  realize	   that	   the	  academic	  age	  calculation	  can’t	   compensate	   for	  all	   these	  
country-‐specific	  facilities.	  Both	  evaluators	  and	  researchers	  should	  take	  this	  into	  account	  
in	  comparing	  academics	  from	  different	  countries	  on	  their	  ACUMEN	  portfolios.	  
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Contribution	  to	  society	  
As	   the	   ACUMEN	   project	   includes	   other	   important	   tasks	   of	   academic	   such	   as	  
contributions	   to	   the	   society,	   we	   recommend	   researchers	   to	   list	   the	   magazine	   or	  
newspaper	  articles,	  encyclopaedia	  articles	  and	  popular	  books	  &	  articles	  that	  they	  have	  
written.	  In	  addition,	  to	  show	  the	  influence	  of	  ones	  scientific	  work	  on	  	  
society,	   in	   the	   ACUMEN	   portfolio	   examples	   can	   be	   included	   of	   societal	   impact:	   (1)	  
specialist	   advices	   given	   outside	   academia;	   (2)	   professional	   practices	   that	   have	   used	  
ones	   subject	   expertise;	   (3)	   laws,	   regulations	   and/or	   guidelines	   that	   are	   initiated,	  
developed	  or	  amended	  on	  by	  ones	  research.	  
 

Collaboration	  

As	   collaboration	   is	   one	   of	   the	   main	   drivers	   of	   research	   output	   and	   scientific	   impact	  
(Larivière	  et	  al	  2013),	  we	  recommend	  the	  development	  and	  promotion	  of	  programs	  for	  
female	  early	  career	  researchers.	  To	   increase	   international	  collaboration	  opportunities,	  
female	   scientists	   should	   search	   for	   the	   support	   of	   an	   international	   mentor.	   In	   the	  
mentor-‐mentee	  conversations,	  female	  mentees	  should	  also	  be	  trained	  to	  improve	  their	  
personal	   and	   managerial	   skills	   such	   as	   negotiation,	   self-‐promoting	   and	   networking,	  
because	  	  these	  qualities	  are	  necessary	  in	  discussions	  about	  authorship	  order	  (West	  et	  al	  
2011).	   In	  this	  way	  mentorship	  could	  contribute	  to	  speed	  up	  the	  process	  of	  closing	  the	  
gender	   gap	   in	   science.	   Female	   full	   professors	   could	   act	   as	   a	   role	   model	   mentor	   for	  
female	   early	   career	   scientists	   as	   there	   are	   some	   expectations	   in	   the	   literature	   that	  
underrepresented	  groups	  are	  better	   served	  with	  mentors	  or	   role	  models	  with	   similar	  
life	  experiences	  (Kopia,	  Melkers	  &	  Tanyildiz	  2009).	  	  
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WP5	  –	  New	  Bibliometric	  Indicators	   
 

This	  work	  package	  has	  investigated	  to	  what	  extent	  bibliometric	  indicators	  can	  be	  used	  
in	   the	   evaluation	   of	   individual	   researchers.	   WP5	   has	   analysed	   a	   wide	   range	   of	  
bibliometric	   indicators	   such	   as	   indicators	   of	   production,	   citations,	   production	   &	  
citations,	   production	   adjusted	   for	   time,	   production	   adjusted	   for	   field	   and	   several	  
measures	   that	   describe	   different	   s	   aspects	   of	   a	   researcher’s	   publishing	   portfolio	   as	   a	  
whole.	  WP5	  has	  also	  assessed	  the	  need	  for	  the	  creation	  of	  new	  bibliometric	  indicators	  
for	   the	   assessment	   of	   individuals	   and	   discussed	   ethical	   aspects.	   In	   addition	   the	  work	  
package	  has	  also	  carried	  out	  a	  study	  of	  the	  feasibility	  of	  predicting	  later	  star	  given	  early	  
citation	   data.	   A	   main	   result	   of	   WP5	   is	   the	   recommendation	   of	   a	   set	   of	   bibliometric	  
indicators	  the	  researchers	  can	  use	  for	  self-‐assessment	  and	  which	  can	  be	  included	  in	  the	  
ACUMEN	  portfolio	  along	  with	  indicators	  from	  other	  work	  packages.	  The	  indicators	  have	  
been	  tested	  empirically	  on	  samples	  drawn	  from	  the	  joint	  ACUMEN	  dataset.	  

	  

Task	  5.1	  Literature	  review	  

The	   focus	   of	   the	   review	   was	   to	   create	   an	   overview	   of	   the	   author-‐level	   bibliometric	  
indicators.	  This	  was	  in	  preparation	  for	  Task	  5.2	  “the	  development	  of	  novel	  indicators”.	  
In	  the	  review	  we	  judged	  the	  utility	  of	  108	  indicators	  for	  researchers	  on	  a	  five	  point	  scale	  
evaluating	   1)	   the	   complexity	   of	   the	   calculation	   and	   2)	   the	   complexity	   of	   the	   data	  
collection	  process.	  Our	  primary	  view	  is	  that	  the	  indicators	  should	  be	  implementable	  by	  
the	   individual	   researcher	  and	   that	  he	  or	   she	   should	  be	  able	   to	  describe	   the	   results	  of	  
applying	   the	   bibliometric	   evaluation	   in	   a	   short	   narrative	   on	   their	   curriculum	   vitae.	  
Therefore	   indicators	   are	   viewed	   as	   a	   form	   of	   self-‐evaluation,	   useful	   to	   document	  
scientific	   activities	   and	   publication	   performance.	   The	   indicators	   are	   categorised	  
according	  to	  the	  following	  dimensions:	  output,	  outcome,	  quality,	  research	  infrastructure,	  
impact,	   innovation	   and	   social	   benefits,	   and	   sustainability.	   These	   were	   presented	   in	  
overview	   tables	   to	   exemplify	  how	   this	   range	  of	   scientific	   activities	   can	  be	   collectively	  
assessed	   and	   the	   advantages	   and	   limitations	   of	   each	   indicator	   were	   presented.	   This	  
structure	   was	   chosen	   to	   emphasize	   that	   at	   the	   current	   time	   1)	   certain	   scientific	  
activities	   and	   publication	   performance	   are	  more	   easily	   evaluated	   using	   bibliometrics	  
than	  others,	  2)	  assessment	  of	  scientific	  activity	  and	  publication	  performance	  cannot	  be	  
represented	  by	  a	  single	  indicator,	  3)	  it	  is	  unwise	  to	  use	  citations	  by	  definition	  as	  a	  proxy	  
of	  research	  quality,	  4)	  choice	  of	  indicators	  can	  have	  a	  direct	  positive	  or	  negative	  effect	  
on	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  individual	  and	  5)	  the	  assessment	  can	  easily	  be	  
biased	  towards	  for	  whom	  the	  results	  are	  for	  and	  by	  whom	  the	  assessment	  is	  conducted.	  
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The	  usability	  of	  indicators	  and	  the	  transparency	  of	  their	  mathematical	  composition	  are	  
questioned.	  The	  dimensions	  of	  ‘quality’	  that	  indicators	  can	  measure	  are	  discussed.	  

Conclusion:	  

There	   is	   no	   pressing	   need	   to	   develop	   new	   indicators	   for	   the	   measurement	   of	   the	  
performance	  of	  individual	  researchers.	  A	  sufficiently	  large	  and	  diverse	  set	  of	  indicators	  
are	  in	  use	  or	  have	  been	  proposed.	  

	  

Publications	  covering	  Task	  5.1	  	  
Wildgaard,	  L.,	  Schneider,	  J.W.	  &	  Larsen,	  B.	  (2014)	  Bibliometric	  Self-‐Evaluation:	  A	  review	  
of	   the	   characteristics	   of	   108	   author-‐level	   bibliometric	   indicators.	   Submitted	   to	  
Scientometrics	  and	  under	  revision. 

 

Task	  5.2	  Development	  of	  novel	  indicators	  

The	  main	  finding	  of	  the	  literature	  review	  (Task	  5.1)	  is	  that	  there	  is	  currently	  no	  pressing	  
need	   to	   develop	   new	   indicators.	   It	   is	   more	   important	   to	   understand	   the	   indicators	  
already	   in	  existence	  as	  well	   as	   their	  usefulness	   for	   scientists	   in	  different	   fields	  and	  of	  
different	   academic	   seniorities.	   Hence,	  we	   concluded	   that	   Task	   2	   “the	   development	   of	  
novel	   bibliometric	   indicators”	   is	   unnecessary.	   Instead,	   we	   focused	   our	   efforts	   on	  
recommending	   the	  best	   selection	  of	   current	   indicators.	   It	   required	   further	   analysis	   to	  
understand	  which	  indicators	  are	  required	  and	  how	  these	  need	  to	  be	  combined	  to	  best	  
express	   a	   researcher’s	   performance.	   Hence,	   Task	   5.4	   “recommendation	   of	   selected	  
indicators”	   was	   extended	   to	   include	   a	   study	   of	   the	   performance	   of	   108	   different	  
indicators	   identified	   in	   the	   review	   across	   different	   disciplines	   and	   career	   stages.	   It	   is	  
clear	  that	  using	  a	  single	   indicator	  (e.g.	   the	  h-‐index)	  and	  interpreting	  the	  results	  out	  of	  
context	   of	   the	   researcher’s	   field	   or	   seniority	   will	   result	   in	   distorted	   and	   useless	  
information.	   Our	   study	   shows	   that	   by	   providing	   a	   strategy	   of	   indicators	   for	   self-‐
assessment,	   as	   well	   as	   locally	   relevant	   performance	   benchmarks,	   the	   researcher	   will	  
reach	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  the	  achievements	  of	  their	  published	  works	  and	  perhaps	  
be	  able	  to	  identify	  where	  this	  can	  be	  improved.	  
 
Task	  5.3	  Selection	  of	  two	  samples	  of	  researchers	  	  

The	   empirical	   testing	   of	   the	   identified	   bibliometric	   indicators	   involved	   two	   main	  
datasets.	   In	   the	   first	   data	   set,	   careful	   sampling	   was	   needed	   to	   facilitate	   a	   study	   of	  
whether	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  identify	  ‘later	  stars’	  using	  bibliometric	  indicators.	  We	  chose	  the	  
scientific	  field	  of	  Astrophysics,	  a	  research	  specialty	  included	  in	  one	  the	  four	  fields	  in	  the	  
shared	  ACUMEN	  dataset.	   The	   goal	   of	   the	   sampling	  was	   to	   identify	   a	   number	   of	   ‘later	  
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stars’	   with	   highly	   cited	   papers	   and	   a	   randomly	   selected	   control	   group	   of	   ‘normal’	  
researchers.	   A	   total	   of	   29	   later	   stars	   and	   74	   random	   authors	   were	   identified	   for	   the	  
study	  after	  careful	  sampling.	  	  
	  
The	  second	  and	  larger	  data	  set	  was	  drawn	  from	  the	  core	  data	  set	  of	  2154	  researchers	  
identified	  in	  WP2.	  It	  was	  possible	  to	   identify	  curriculum	  vitae	  and	  publication	  lists	   for	  
793	  out	  of	  the	  2154	  researchers	  across	  the	  four	  disciplines:	  Astronomy,	  Environmental	  
Science,	   Philosophy	   and	   Public	   Health;	   approximately	   200	   researchers	   in	   each	  
discipline.	  We	  wanted	   to	   compare	   indicator	   performance	   including	   the	   complexity	   of	  
citation	   retrieval	   and	   computation	   of	   indicators	   from	   a	   structured	   citation	   database	  
(Web	  of	  Science)	  with	  citation	  data	  retrieved	  from	  a	  web-‐crawler	  based	  index	  (Google	  
Scholar).	  Publication	  and	  citation	  data	  were	  retrieved	  from	  Web	  of	  Science	  in	  July	  2013.	  
UT	  numbers	  were	   sent	   to	  CWTS	  as	   they	  kindly	  offered	   to	   calculate	   field	  benchmarks,	  
crown	  indicators	  and	  other	  standard	  indicators	  we	  could	  use	  in	  comparisons.	  The	  Web	  
of	  Science	  data	  set	  comprises	  30,967	  citeable	  papers,	  from	  741	  researchers.	  
	  
Publication	   and	   citation	   data	   for	   each	   researcher	   was	   retrieved	   from	   Google	   Scholar	  
resulting	  in	  72,638	  papers	  with	  citation	  statistics.	  The	  demographics	  of	  the	  researchers	  
in	   the	   data	   set	   have	   been	   thoroughly	   analysed	   and	   presented	   as	   ACUMEN	   reports.	  
Further,	  observations	  during	  the	  data	  collection	  have	  contributed	  to	  understanding	  the	  
extent	  researchers	  used	  indicators	  themselves	  on	  their	  curriculum	  vitae	  and	  the	  effects	  
bibliometric	  analyses	  can	  have	  on	  the	  individual	  researcher.	  
	  
Conclusion	  from	  the	  data-‐collection:	  	  
As	   a	   user	   purposely	   looking	   for	   data	   on	   individual	   scholars,	   we	   experienced	   how	  
difficult	  it	  is	  to	  gather	  a	  complete	  picture	  of	  the	  scholar,	  when	  information	  is	  separated	  
into	  personal	  homepages,	  institute	  homepages,	  PDFs	  and	  various	  profile	  tools	  each	  with	  
different	   “sell	  by	  dates”.	  The	  GEP	  must	   for	  example	  describe	  basic	  retrieval	  problems,	  
especially	   name	   ambiguity,	   and	   how	   these	   affect	   the	   usefulness	   of	   citation	   indicators	  
and	   ready-‐to-‐use	  metrics.	   Likewise,	  we	   cannot	   expect	   the	   researcher	   to	   sort	   through	  
two	   or	   more	   citation	   indicators	   and	   remove	   duplicate	   citations	   to	   get	   a	   complete	  
citation	   picture	   of	   their	   work.	   Further,	   the	   data	   collection	   showed	   how	   important	  
personalization	   is.	   ACUMEN	   must	   encourage	   the	   researcher	   to	   explore	   different	  
databases	  to	  understand	  their	  coverage	  in	  them	  and	  be	  critical	  of	  what	  the	  ready	  to	  use	  
metrics	   reported	   in	   these	   sources	   represent.	   This	  must	   be	  made	   obvious	   to	   different	  
types	  of	  users	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  as	  well.	  
	  
Conclusions	  for	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  and	  GEP:	  
	  
1.	  We	  cannot	  expect	  the	  researcher	  to	  sort	  through	  two	  or	  more	  citation	  indicators	  and	  
remove	  duplicate	  citations	  to	  get	  a	  complete	  citation	  record.	  	  
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2.	  Name	  ambiguity	  problems	  need	  to	  be	  described	  in	  the	  portfolio	  including	  how	  these	  
affect	  the	  usefulness	  of	  citation	  indicators	  and	  ready-‐to-‐use	  metrics.	  	  
3.	  Researchers	  should	  be	  encouraged	  to	  have	  an	  ORCID	  id	  or	  Google	  Citation	  profile	  to	  
ensure	  the	  scholar	  can	  easily	  claim	  his	  publications.	  
4.	  The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  needs	  to	  have	  easy	  tools	  to	  import	  publication	  data.	  	  
5.	  The	  guidelines	  needs	  to	  explain	  the	  calculation	  and	  interpretation	  of	  metrics,	   for	  all	  
types	  of	  users	  of	  the	  Portfolio.	  
6.	  The	  portfolio	  must	  include	  a	  description	  of	  the	  problems	  with	  the	  representability	  of	  
reference	  standards	  at	  the	  individual	  and	  specialty	  level.	  	  
7.	  Personalisation	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  CV	  is	  likely	  to	  encourage	  use.	  
8.	  Ensure	  that	  scholars	  can	  link	  to	  their	  peers	  ACUMEN	  CVs,	  like	  LinkedIn.	  
9.	  A	  guide	  and	  examples	  of	  	  how	  to	  present	  indicators	  on	  the	  CV	  should	  be	  included.	  
 
	  
Task	  5.4a.	  Consequences	  of	  the	  use	  bibliometric	  indicators:	  from	  the	  researcher’s	  
perspective	  and	  from	  the	  evaluator’s	  perspective	  	  

To	  reduce	  the	  chance	  of	  violating	  standard	  codes	  of	  scholarly	  conduct	  and	  behaviour	  in	  
professional	   scientific	   research	   self-‐evaluation,	   both	   the	   calculation	   and	   the	  
interpretation	  of	  the	  indicators	  must	  be	  transparent.	  But	  how	  does	  the	  implementation	  
of	   author-‐level	   indicators	   affect	   the	   researcher’s	   self-‐image	   and	   the	   evaluator’s	  
judgement?	  This	  task	  looked	  at	  the	  common	  psychological	  effects	  of	  bibliometric	  ‘ready	  
to	  use’	  indicators	  on	  the	  researcher	  and	  on	  the	  evaluator.	  When	  failures	  come	  to	  light,	  
negativity	   can	   make	   the	   individual	   feel	   inadequate.	   If	   the	   quality	   of	   evaluation	  
judgments	  based	  on	   standardised	   indicators	   is	   low,	   it	  may	   lead	   to	  assumptions	  about	  
the	   productivity	   and	   citation	   impact	   of	   a	   researcher,	   which	   can	   be	   unsubstantiated.	  
Given	  that	  the	  results	  of	  ‘ready	  to	  use’	  bibliometric	  analyses	  are	  of	  personal	  significance	  
to	  the	  individual,	  it	  is	  vital	  that	  the	  bibliometric	  community	  assesses	  if	  the	  usefulness	  of	  
these	  types	  of	  author-‐level	  bibliometrics	  is	  limited	  by	  psychological	  factors.	  

Bibliometric	  analyses	  are	  of	  personal	  significance	  to	  the	  individual,	  and	  it	  is	  anticipated	  
that	   the	   individual	   will	   seek	   and	   utilize	   whatever	   information	   is	   available	   that	   will	  
increase	   their	   subjective	   validity.	   If	   the	   individual	   provides	   substantiating,	   consistent	  
evidence	   that	   informs	   the	   CV,	   the	  more	   stable	   it	   is.	  When	   an	   evaluator	   is	  met	  with	   a	  
sporadic	  CV	  that	  lacks	  continuity,	  the	  researcher	  may	  receive	  a	  poor	  rating.	  Likewise,	  if	  
only	  partial	  and	  unreliable	  information	  are	  used	  to	  calculate	  the	  indicator,	  the	  less	  valid	  
or	  more	  uncertain	  the	  self-‐evaluation	  is	  assumed	  to	  be.	  Knowing	  what	  data	  are	  and	  are	  
not	  included	  in	  indicators	  can	  reduce	  misinterpretation	  that	  could	  cause	  fabricated	  self-‐
images	  and	  damaged	  reputations.	  Accordingly,	  self-‐image	  is	  the	  core	  concept	  of	  a	  CV	  as	  
the	  CV	  is	  a	  proxy	  document	  for	  the	  researcher	  and	  is	  as	  such	  a	  space	  for	  researchers	  to	  
promote	   their	   self-‐image.	   Further	   study	   is	   needed	   to	   understand	   the	   extent	   to	  which	  
bibliometric	   indicators	  are	  used	   “behind-‐the-‐scenes”	   in	   tenure	  or	  promotion	  and	  how	  
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they	  are	  weighted	  against	  other	  assessment	  criteria	  to	  fully	  understand	  their	  effect	  on	  
researchers’	   behaviour.	   The	   psychological	   effects	   of	   ‘ready	   to	   use’	   indicators	   can	   be	  
addressed,	   though	   not	   solved,	   by	   promoting	   knowledge	   and	   understanding	   of	   the	  
challenges	  and	  limitations	  associated	  with	  measuring	  author	  impact.	  As	  part	  of	  this	  task	  
we	  developed	  a	  Behavioural	  Codex	  for	  researchers	  using	  bibliometric	  self-‐evaluation.	   

Publications	  covering	  Task	  5.4a	  	  

Wildgaard,	   L	   (2014)	   The	   effects	   of	   ‘ready	   to	   use’	   bibliometric	   indicators.	   Short	   paper	  
submitted	  to	  STI	  conference	  2014.	  Event	  date:	  September	  2014	  

 

Task	  5.4b.	  Consequences	  of	   the	  use	  bibliometric	   indicators:	   from	  the	  analysis	  of	  
data	  collected	  in	  Google	  Scholar	  

In	  this	  sub-‐task	  we	  investigated	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  database	  used	  to	  collect	  the	  publication	  
and	   citation	   data	   on	   the	   outcome	   of	   a	   bibliometric	   evaluation.	  We	   also	   analysed	   the	  
effect	   of	   academic	   career	   stage	   and	   discipline.	   This	   investigation	   is	   extended	   in	   the	  
supplement	  to	  Task	  5.4c.	  We	  used	  ready-‐to-‐use	  indicators	  from	  Publish	  or	  Perish:	  Total	  
number	  of	  papers	   (P),	  years	  since	   first	  publication	   (PY),	   total	  number	  of	   citations	   (C),	  
cites	   per	   paper	   (CPP)	   and	   the	   average	   number	   of	   citations	   per	   paper	   normalized	   for	  
years	  since	  first	  publication	  (CPAY).	   Indicators	  often	  defined	  as	  indicators	  of	  “quality”:	  
h-‐index	  (h),	  g-‐index	  (g),	  e-‐index	  (e)	  and	  age-‐weighted	  index	  (AW).	  With	  this	  information	  
the	  scholar	  can	  easily	  calculate	  the	  m-‐quotient	  (m)	  and	  the	  mg-‐quotient.	  See	  associated	  
deliverables	  for	  descriptions	  and	  definitions	  of	  each	  indicator.	  

Women	  make	   up	   22%	   of	   the	   overall	   sample	   reflecting	   the	   European	   ratio	   of	  men	   to	  
women	   in	   science,	   3:1.	   The	   size	   and	   content	   of	   the	   seniority	   categories	   were	   not	  
homogenous.	  The	  spread	  of	  publication	  and	  citation	  data	  within	  categories	  and	  across	  
fields	  was	  highly	  skewed	  and	  it	  was	  difficult	  to	  estimate	  effects	  of	  indicators	  and	  detect	  
homogeneity,	  which	  is	  important	  if	  we	  wish	  to	  establish	  performance	  benchmarks.	  We	  
used	  quartiles	  to	  illustrate	  the	  spread	  of	  the	  data	  and	  the	  median	  or	  second	  quartile	  as	  
the	  best	  estimate	  of	  average	  performance	  within	  group.	  The	  relative	  interquartile	  range	  
(RIQR)	  was	  calculated.	  The	  variation	  in	  the	  number	  of	  publications	  a	  scholar	  produces,	  
within	   each	   seniority,	   in	   Astronomy,	   Environmental	   Studies	   and	   Philosophy	  was	   still	  
very	   large,	  but	   in	  Public	  Health	   there	  was	   less	  variation.	  To	  understand	   if	  we	  need	   to	  
recommend	  gender	   specific	   indicators,	  we	  studied	   the	  career	   trajectory	  of	   scholars	   in	  
our	   sample.	  Women	   do	   not	   appear	   to	   need	   a	   higher	   number	   of	   publication	   years	   to	  
advance.	  We	  then	  compared	  the	  performance	  of	  female	  scholars	  to	  male	  scholars	  within	  
seniority	  using	  the	  other	  indicators	  in	  this	  study.	  The	  performance	  of	  each	  indicator	  was	  
highly	   individual	   and	   no	   gender-‐specific	   patterns	  were	   identified.	   PhD	   students	   don’t	  
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have	   enough	   citation	   and	   publication	   data	   or	   years	   of	   experience	   to	   use	   classic	  
bibliometric	  indicators.	  

All	   Scholars	   were	   ranked	   per	   seniority	   in	   descending	   order	   for	   each	   indicator.	   The	  
tables	   were	   divided	   into	   lower	   and	   upper	   quartiles.	   Each	   scholar’s	   placement	   in	   the	  
rankings	   of	   each	   indicator	  was	  mapped	  manually	   and	   categorized	   as	   high,	  middle	   or	  
low.	   This	   resulted	   in	   the	   identification	   of	   two	   groups	   of	   indicators.	   The	   first	   group	  
showed	   predictive	   relations	   where	   a	   high,	   middle	   or	   low	   score	   on	   one	   indicator	  
predicted	  a	  high,	  middle	  or	  low	  score	  on	  another.	  The	  top	  25%,	  middle	  50%	  or	  bottom	  
25%	  scholars	  remained	  the	  same	  but	  ranked	  in	  a	  different	  order.	  The	  second	  indicator	  
group	  consisted	  of	  “unpredictive”	  indicators.	  For	  example,	  a	  low	  number	  of	  publications	  
did	  not	   result	   in	  a	  high	   citation	   score.	  No	   individual	  or	   seniority	  patterns	  were	   found	  
across	  this	  sub-‐group	  of	  indicators,	  and	  ranking	  resulted	  in	  different	  scholars	  appearing	  
in	  the	  top,	  middle	  or	  bottom	  quartiles.	  When	  we	  compared	  citations	  per	  paper	  to	  their	  
rank	  position,	  we	   found	   the	  ratios	  within	  seniorities	   fit	   for	   the	  whole	  group,	  which	   in	  
our	  dataset	  is	  a	  proxy	  for	  the	  disciplinary	  level.	  The	  expected	  performance	  of	  scholars	  
according	  to	  their	  seniority	  varies	  by	  discipline.	  	  
	  

Publications	  covering	  Task	  5.4b	  

Wildgaard,	  L.	  (2014).	  Just	  Pimping	  the	  CV?	  The	  Feasibility	  of	  Ready-‐to-‐use	  Bibliometric	  
Indicators	   to	  Enrich	  Curriculum	  Vitae.	   In:_iConference	   2014	  Proceedings,	  p.	   954	   -‐	   958.	  
doi:10.9776/14326	  

	  

Task	  5.4c.	  Consequences	  of	   the	  use	  bibliometric	   indicators:	   from	  the	  analysis	  of	  
data	  collected	  in	  Web	  of	  Science	  

Building	  on	  Task	  5.4b	  we	  investigated	  how	  52	  of	  the	  108	  indicators	  identified	  in	  task	  5.1	  
perform	   on	   data	   from	  Web	   of	   Science	   across	   our	   disciplines	   and	   career	   stages.	   The	  
remainder	   of	   the	   108	   indicators	   were	   deemed	   to	   be	   too	   complex	   for	   individuals	  
researchers	  to	  calculate	  –	  because	  access	  to	  special	  proprietary	  datasets	  are	  needed	  or	  
because	  of	  the	  complexity	  of	  the	  calculation	  required	  to	  compute	  these	  indicators.	  

We	   used	   clustering	   as	   a	   method	   to	   recommend	   single	   indicators	   that	   represent	  
independent	   aspects	   of	   research	   performance.	   The	   clustering	   identified	   central	   and	  
isolated	   indicators	   for	   each	  discipline.	  To	   investigate	   the	   role	  of	   the	   identified	   central	  
indicators,	  we	  ranked	  authors	  within	  disciplines	  and	  mapped	  how	  their	  position	  in	  the	  
ranks	   changes	  when	  using	   the	   central	   indicators	  as	   the	   control.	  We	   identified	   the	   top	  
10%,	   top	   25%,	  middle	   50%	   and	   bottom	  25%	   researchers	   in	   each	   set	   and	   found	   that	  
certain	   indicators	   appear	   to	   control	   rank	   position.	   These	   central	   indicators	   differed	  
from	   discipline	   to	   discipline.	   Across	   all	   disciplines	   we	   observed	   the	   same	   trend.	   If	   a	  



ACUMEN	  final	  report	  29	  April	  2014	  

http://research-‐acumen.eu	  	   40	  

researcher	  is	  placed	  in	  the	  top	  10%	  of	  the	  sample	  ranking	  by	  the	  central	  indicator,	  the	  
researcher	  is	  placed	  in	  the	  top	  10%	  using	  the	  other	  indicators	  the	  central	  indicator	  has	  
strong	   links	   to.	   The	   same	  holds	   for	   authors	   in	   the	   top	   25%,	  middle	   50%	  and	   bottom	  
25%.	  We	  also	  noticed	  that	   isolated	   indicators	  have	  no	  strong	   links	   to	  other	   indicators	  
and	  produce	  a	  very	  random	  rank	  positions.	  However,	  they	  do	  indicate	  activities	  that	  are	  
not	  covered	  by	  the	  other	  indicators.	  	  

These	   observations	   need	   to	   be	   explored	   and	   deepened	   in	   further	   statistical	   analyses	  
that	  investigate	  the	  overlap	  between	  the	  central	  indicators	  and	  the	  indicators	  they	  link	  
to	   as	  well	   as	   the	   aspects	  of	   the	   effect	   of	   an	   authors’	   production	   they	   capture.	  Using	   a	  
hierarchical	  clustering	  model	   that	   illustrated	  how	  closely	  related	   the	   indicators	  are	   to	  
each	  other,	  we	  discovered	  that	   indicators	  group	  together	  in	  descriptors	  of	  production,	  
citations,	  production	  &	  citations,	  production	  adjusted	  for	  time,	  production	  adjusted	  for	  
field	   and	   miscellaneous	   measures	   that	   describe	   the	   more	   subjective	   aspects	   of	   a	  
researcher’s	   publishing	   portfolio.	   The	   clustering	   of	   indicators	   is	   different	   from	  
discipline	  to	  discipline,	  as	  is	  the	  strength	  of	  their	  relation.	  If	  we	  were	  to	  recommend	  a	  
performance	   indicator	   for	   each	   field,	   for	   each	   type	   of	   indicator	   of	   activity,	   we	  would	  
need	  to	  investigate	  the	  role	  of	  the	  indicators	  within	  their	  cluster:	  what	  they	  measure,	  if	  
they	  overlap,	  how	  complicated	  they	  are	  and	  which	  of	  them	  are	  redundant.	  

Regarding	  bibliometric	  prediction	  of	   later	  stars	   in	  astrophysics	   two	   indicators	  of	   total	  
influence	  based	  on	  citation	  numbers	  normalised	  with	  expected	  citation	  numbers	  are	  the	  
only	   indicators	   which	   show	   differences	   between	   later	   stars	   and	   random	   authors	  
significant	  on	  a	  1%	  level.	  Indicators	  of	  paper	  output	  are	  not	  very	  useful	  to	  predict	  later	  
stars.	  The	   famous	  Hirsch	   Index	  makes	  no	  difference	  at	  all	  between	   later	  stars	  and	  the	  
random	  control	  group.	  

Publications	  covering	  Task	  5.4c	  

Wildgaard,	  L	  &	  Larsen	  B	  (2014)	  Cluster	  analysis	  of	  bibliometric	  indicators	  of	  individual	  
scientific	  performance.	  Submitted	  as	  short	  paper	  to	  STI	  conference,	  March	  2014.	  

Havemann,	   F.	   &	   Larsen,	   B.	   (2014)	   Bibliometric	   Indicators	   of	   Young	   Authors	   in	  
Astrophysics:	  Can	  Later	  Stars	  be	  Predicted?	  Submitted	  to	  Scientometrics.	  	  
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WP6	  -‐	  Portfolio	  
	  
Summary	  
The	  research	  strategy	  for	  ACUMEN	  was	  operationalized	  with	  research	  conducted	  at	  two	  
levels:	   the	   core	   research	   about	   different	   aspects	   of	   research	   evaluation	   and	   the	  
integration	  of	  this	  research	  in	  the	  development	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  concept.	  It	  was	  
the	   role	   of	   the	   portfolio	   work	   package	   (WP6)	   to	   facilitate	   coordination	   among	  
distributed	   research	   tasks	   with	   an	   explicit	   focus	   on	   integration	   of	   the	   different	  
perspectives	   on	   the	   evaluation	   of	   scientific	   careers.	   Although	   these	   two	   research	  
objectives	  were	  enacted	  simultaneously,	  the	  central	  focus	  of	  the	  work	  package	  evolved	  
as	   the	   research	  progressed.	  Deliverables	   in	   the	  portfolio	  work	  package	   included	  D6.9	  
Expert	   workshop	   proceedings	   (Brussels)	   and	   D6.14	   Portfolio	   guidelines,	   as	   well	   as	  
Milestone	  4	  –	  the	  Portfolio	  course.	  	  
	  
Execution	  of	  the	  portfolio	  work	  package	  was	  organized	  in	  three	  stages,	  aligned	  with	  the	  
progression	  of	  research	  for	  the	  project	  a	  whole.	  The	  first	  stage	  of	  WP6	  was	  focused	  on	  
coordination	   among	   work	   packages	   conducting	   the	   core	   research.	   The	   second	   stage	  
focused	  on	  conceptualization	  of	  the	  portfolio	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  core	  research.	  And	  the	  third	  
phase	  incorporated	  changes	  to	  the	  collaboration	  structure	  and	  shifted	  focus	  to	  iterative	  
design	  and	  development	  of	   the	  portfolio	  design	  and	  guidelines	  document.	   In	  addition,	  
WP6	   was	   expanded	   to	   incorporate	   recommendations	   from	   the	   external	   review:	   to	  
investigate	  emerging	  evaluation	  practices	  associated	  with	  contemporary	  CRIS	  systems	  
and	  to	  engage	  with	  the	  euroCRIS	  community	  regarding	  common	  interests	  and	  concerns.	  	  
	  
Coordination	  of	  Core	  Research	  
During	  the	  beginning	  stage	  of	  the	  project,	  the	  focus	  of	  WP6	  was	  to	  monitor	  integration	  
concerns	   associated	   with	   the	   core	   research	   conduced	   in	   work	   packages	   1-‐5	   and	   to	  
ensure	   compatibility	   among	   the	   different	   evaluation	   perspectives.	   This	   was	  
accomplished	   through	   linkages	   to	   the	   Milestone	   MS1	   for	   data	   integration,	   and	  
Milestone	  MS2	  for	  consideration	  of	  prospective	  portfolio	  components.	  	  
	  
During	   the	   consortium	   meeting	   in	   Tallinn	   (January	   2012),	   the	   partners	   developed	   a	  
portfolio	   framework	   with	   proposed	   category	   for	   portfolio	   content.	   At	   that	   time,	   the	  
structure	   of	   the	   portfolio	   included	   four	   categories	   of	   researcher	   achievements,	  
accompanied	   by	   a	   narrative.	   Category	   one	   consisted	   of	   the	   researchers’	   Curriculum	  
Vitae,	  comprising	  components	  like	  skills,	  expertise	  and	  management	  experience,	  among	  
others.	  Category	  two,	  ‘publications	  and	  peer	  review’	  was	  a	  list	  output	  in	  different	  areas,	  
such	  as	  scholarly	  publications	  and	  public	  performances.	  Categories	  three	  and	  four	  were	  
measures	  of	  ‘influence’	  on	  the	  basis	  of,	  bibliometric,	  webometric	  and	  altmetric	  analyses	  
(ref	  MS2).	  
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Conceptualizing	  the	  Portfolio	  
The	   aim	   of	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   is	   to	   provide	   researchers	   with	   a	   selection	   of	  
evaluation	  tools	  and	  indicators,	  from	  which	  researchers	  and	  evaluation	  committees	  can	  
select	   which	   tools	   and	   indicators	   to	   use	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	   relevant	   community	   of	  
practice	   (e.g.	   field,	   discipline,	   and/or	   professional	   society)	   and	   the	   specific	   area	   of	  
research.	   Constructing	   the	   portfolio	   content	   is	   intended	   to	   facilitate	   a	   shift	   in	   the	  
evaluation	  dynamic	  from	  a	  strictly	  top-‐down	  event	  to	  one	  in	  which	  the	  researcher	  has	  a	  
stronger	  voice	  in	  the	  evaluation	  process.	  In	  addition	  to	  participating	  in	  the	  selection	  of	  
evaluation	  indicators	  and	  content,	  the	  researcher	  can	  utilize	  the	  narrative	  component	  to	  
make	  evidence-‐based	  arguments	  about	  the	  relevance	  and	  impact	  of	  her	  research.	  	  
	  
A	  two-‐part	  workshop	  was	  organized	  to	  build	  on	  work	  at	  the	  Tallinn	  meeting	  and	  further	  
stimulate	  the	  development	  of	  the	  portfolio.	  The	  first	  part	  (January	  2013,	  Madrid)	  of	  the	  
workshop	   focused	   on	   further	   development	   of	   portfolio	   concept	   and	   the	   second	   part	  
(March	  2013,	  Copenhagen)	  was	  focused	  on	  operationalizing	  the	  portfolio	  concept	  as	  a	  
web	  service	  taking	  into	  account	  the	  relevant	  contextual	  factors.	  Of	  particular	  concern	  in	  
both	  sessions	  was	  identification	  of	  stakeholders	  and	  the	  evaluation	  scenarios	  associated	  
with	  use	  of	  a	  portfolio	  for	  individual	  researchers.	  	  	  
	  
The	  workshops	   in	  Madrid	  and	  Copenhagen	  helped	  reveal	  weak	  points	   in	   the	  evolving	  
portfolio	   concept.	   In	   the	   wrap	   up	   of	   the	   two	   workshops,	   the	   consortium	   partners	  
formulated	  a	  list	  of	  overarching	  questions	  that	  framed	  complex	  issues	  that	  were	  key	  to	  
further	  progress	  on	  the	  portfolio	  design.	  Resolving	  these	  issues	  was	  a	  complicated	  task	  
both	   by	   the	   wide	   range	   of	   issues	   that	   the	   portfolio	   is	   meant	   to	   address	   and	   by	   the	  
diversity	  of	  disciplinary	  and	  evaluation	  contexts	  to	  be	  considered.	  	  
	  
Overarching	  Questions:1	  
	  

• To	  what	   extent	   do	  we	  want	   to	   help	   people	  with	   their	   international	   career	   (by	  
finding	  a	  solution	  for	  national	  differences	  in	  evaluation	  methods)?	  

• How	  will	  we	  deal	  with	   the	   risk	   that	  evaluators	  will	   focus	  on	   the	  easy	  numbers	  
and	  leave	  the	  other	  indicators	  out	  when	  evaluating?	  (question	  from	  evaluators)	  

• Is	  the	  portfolio	  still	  useful	  for	  people	  who	  are	  leaving	  science?	  
• What	  are	  the	  privacy	  consequences	  of	  completing	  the	  portfolio?	  
• Does	   ACUMEN	   aim	   to	   serve	   non-‐academic	   researchers?	   (question	   from	  

evaluators)	  
• Will	   the	   Portfolio	   be	   used	   in	   addition	   to	   CV’s	   and	   publications	   lists	   or	   replace	  

them?	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Solutions	  to	  open	  questions	  were	  incorporated	  in	  the	  Good	  Evaluation	  Practices	  (D6.14)	  and	  Portfolio	  
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• How	  do	  we	  measure	  international	  experience	  in	  the	  portfolio?	  
	  
As	  we	  moved	  into	  the	  final	  stage	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  project,	  new	  collaboration	  teams	  were	  
created	  not	  only	  as	  a	  planned	  shift	  in	  focus	  from	  coordination	  among	  work	  packages	  to	  
integration	  of	  work	  package	  outcomes,	   but	   also	   to	   address	   the	  overarching	  questions	  
formulated	   in	   the	  workshops	   (see	   the	  WP7-‐Management	   report	   for	   details	   about	   the	  
collaboration	  team	  strategy).	  	  	  
	  
Iterative	  Design	  and	  Development	  
As	   the	   objectives	   among	   the	   new	   collaboration	   teams	   were	   interrelated,	   a	   series	   of	  
three	   deployment/testing	   events	   was	   used	   to	   coordinate	   scheduled	   information	  
exchange	   among	   the	   teams	   and	   to	   facilitate	   iterative	   design	   and	   development	   of	   the	  
portfolio.	   The	   event	   series	   began	   with	   core	   portfolio	   concept	   followed	   by	   increased	  
complexity	  with	  each	   successive	   release.	  The	  workshops	   followed	  a	  progression	   from	  
basic	  concept	  (Utrecht),	  to	  user	  testing	  (Madrid),	  to	  stakeholder	  evaluation	  (Brussels).	  
	  
Utrecht	   -‐	   The	   first	   test	   was	   focused	   on	   testing	   the	   basic	   concept	   of	   the	   ACUMEN	  
portfolio	   at	   the	   “Crafting	   Your	   Career”	   event,2	   held	   in	   Utrecht,	   30	   October	   2013.	   The	  
Rathenau	   Institute3	   and	   CWTS-‐Leiden	   University4	   organized	   this	   event.	   The	   target	  
audience	   for	   the	  event	  was	  early-‐	   to	  mid-‐career	   researchers	   (last	  year	  PhD,	  post-‐doc)	  
from	   a	  wide	   representation	   of	   fields.	   The	   testing	   protocol	   focused	   on	   three	   points	   of	  
interaction	  with	  the	  workshop	  participants:	  1)	  participants	  submit	  a	  current	  CV	  during	  
registration	   for	   the	   event,	   2)	   feedback	   from	  ACUMEN	   researchers	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   the	  
portfolio	   concept,	   3)	   dissemination	   of	   an	   informational	   brochure.	   The	   concept	  was	   in	  
general	  received	  well	  and	  participant	  feedback	  was	  useful	  in	  further	  development	  of	  the	  
portfolio	  (for	  a	  full	  report,	  see	  Milestone-‐MS4	  Portfolio	  course).	  	  
	  
Madrid	   -‐	   The	   second	   test	  was	   focused	   on	   testing	   the	   specific	   content	   of	   an	  ACUMEN	  
portfolio	  and	  was	  hosted	  by	  CSIC,5	  ACUMEN	  partner	  in	  Madrid,	  13	  December	  2013.	  The	  
target	  audience	  for	  the	  event	  was	  again	  early-‐career	  researchers	  (PhDs	  and	  post-‐docs)	  
from	  a	  wide	  representation	  of	   fields.	  The	   test	  was	  geared	   towards	  gaining	  conceptual	  
feedback	  on	  the	  contents	  of	  the	  portfolio,	  rather	  than	  aiming	  for	  on-‐the-‐spot	  filling	  out	  
of	  details.	  Participants	  were	  asked	   to	  engage	   in	  a	   fictive	   job	  application	   for	   their	  next	  
dream	  job,	  to	  be	  able	  to	  assess	  how	  useful	  the	  portfolio	  is	  in	  that	  case.	  The	  posters	  and	  
brochures	  created	  for	  the	  Utrecht	  event	  were	  reviewed	  and	  then	  brought	  to	  Madrid	  for	  
dissemination	   among	   participants.	   Detailed	   user	   feedback	   again	   helped	   refine	   the	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  http://www.cwts.nl/craftingyourcareer/	  
3	  http://www.rathenau.nl	  
4	  http://www.cwts.nl	  
5	  http://research-‐acumen.eu/partners/centro-‐de-‐ciencias-‐humanas-‐y-‐sociales	  
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portfolio	  and	  guidelines	  document	  (for	  a	   full	  report,	  see	  Deliverable	  D7.10	  Proceedings	  
graduate	  school	  demo).	  
	  
Brussels	   -‐	   Building	   on	   feedback	   from	   testing	   in	   Utrecht	   and	   Madrid,	   The	   final	  
deployment	   workshop	   was	   aimed	   at	   testing	   the	   portfolio	   from	   an	   evaluator’s	  
perspective	   in	   Brussels,	   24	   January	   2014.	  While	   the	   ACUMEN	   portfolio	   is	   specifically	  
concerned	  with,	  and	  hopes	  to	  empower,	   the	  researcher,	  evaluators’	  perspectives	  were	  
seen	  as	  crucial	  to	  acceptance	  and	  adoption	  of	  the	  portfolio	  concept.	  The	  target	  audience	  
for	   this	   event	   was	   evaluators	   and	   evaluation	   officers,	   most	   of	   whom	   were	   senior	  
researchers	   themselves.	   Participants	   represented	   a	   diversity	   of	   fields	   and	   different	  
backgrounds.	  The	  program	  began	  with	  plenary	  presentations	  on	  the	  ACUMEN	  project,	  
after	   which	   participants	   were	   engaged	   in	   parallel	   focus	   groups,	   each	   with	   a	   specific	  
focus.	  Two	  of	  the	  focus	  groups	  used	  use	  case	  scenarios	  to	  elicit	  discussion	  and	  feedback.	  
The	   third	   focus	   group	   addressed	   the	   Portfolio’s	   technological	   feasibility,	   usability	   in	  
different	  scenarios	  and	  applicability	  in	  the	  context	  of	  academic	  careers.	  The	  overall	  aims	  
of	  the	  ACUMEN	  project	  and	  the	  portfolio	  were	  well	  received.	  Participants	  were	  engaged	  
and	   provided	   productive	   feedback	   (for	   a	   full	   report,	   see	   Deliverable	   D6.9	   -‐	   Expert	  
workshop	  proceedings).	  	  
	  
Guidelines	  for	  Good	  Evaluation	  Practices	  
	  
The	  main	   result	   of	   ACUMEN	   is	   the	   “Guidelines	   to	   Good	  Evaluation	   Practices	  with	   the	  
ACUMEN	  Portfolio”,	  which	  was	  presented	  at	  the	  workshop	  in	  Brussels	  and	  is	  available	  
online,	   together	  with	   example	   portfolios,	   at	   http://research-‐acumen.eu/portfolio.	   The	  
ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  is	  a	  way	  for	  Portfolio	  owners	  to	  highlight	  their	  achievements	  and	  to	  
present	  themselves	  in	  the	  most	  positive	  way.	  It	  supplements	  the	  traditional	  CV	  because	  
it	   highlights	   key	   achievements	   rather	   than	   giving	   an	   exhaustive	   list.	   It	   contains	   a	  
systematic	  set	  of	  types	  of	  information	  related	  to	  three	  aspects	  of	  an	  academic's	  career:	  

1) Expertise	  –	  methods,	  areas	  of	  theory,	  etc.	  
2) Outputs	  –	  publications,	  patents,	  etc.	  
3) Impacts	  –	  citations,	  honours,	  etc.	  

The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  also	   contains	  a	  narrative	   that	   the	  academic	   can	  use	   to	  explain	  
their	  academic	  value,	  backed	  by	  evidence	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  portfolio,	  when	  possible.	  	  
	  
The	  guidelines	  document	  is	  primarily	  for	  use	  by	  evaluators	  who	  are	  intending	  to	  use	  the	  
ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   to	   aid	   in	   decision-‐making,	   such	   as	   for	   funding,	   promotion	   or	  
appointments.	   Nevertheless,	   it	   can	   also	   be	   used	   by	   individual	   academics	   seeking	   to	  
create	  a	  Portfolio	  for	  self-‐evaluation	  purposes	  or	  to	  supplement	  their	  CV,	  to	  understand	  
the	  portfolio	  concept	  or	  to	  ensure	  that	  their	  portfolio	  is	  as	  effective	  as	  possible.	  	  
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The	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   distinguishes	   itself	   from	   a	   traditional	   academic	   CV	   in	   three	  
aspects:	  

1) The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  has	  an	  explicit	   focus	  on	  demonstrating	  specific	   types	  of	  
achievements	  and	  skills	  rather	  than	   listing	  all	  achievements	  and	  activities.	  This	  
makes	  it	  easier	  for	  evaluators	  to	  compare	  people	  based	  upon	  their	  Portfolios	  and	  
to	  identify	  specific	  kinds	  of	  skills	  or	  expertise	  needed.	  

2) The	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   incorporates	   an	   age	   factor	   to	   allow	   for	   a	   fairer	  
comparison	  of	   academics	   at	  different	   stages	  of	   their	   career	   and	   to	   compensate	  
for	  gender	  and	  disability	  inequalities	  that	  may	  otherwise	  be	  hidden.	  

3) The	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   includes	   an	   evidence-‐based	   narrative	   that	   allows	   the	  
researchers	  to	  tell	  their	  own	  story	  in	  their	  own	  way,	  but	  tying	  it	  to	  evidence.	  

	  
The	   indicators	   in	   the	   ACUMEN	   portfolio	   include	   a	   combination	   of	   quantitative	   (e.g.,	  
based	  upon	  citation	  counts)	  and	  qualitative	  (e.g.,	   list	  of	  awards,	   list	  of	   invited	  keynote	  
talks).	   Each	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   indicator	   is	   designed	   to	   give	   evidence	   of	   a	   desirable	  
academic	   attribute	   and	   a	   portfolio	   of	   indicators	   is	   designed	   to	   give	   a	   rounded	  
impression	  of	  the	  contributions	  of	  an	  individual	  academic.	  Nevertheless,	  each	  individual	  
indicator,	   and	   particularly	   the	   quantitative	   ones,	   has	   limitations	   and	   is	   only	   able	   to	  
partially	  reflect	  that	  which	  it	  is	  designed	  to	  cover.	  This	  is	  most	  apparent	  when	  there	  is	  a	  
range	  of	   similar	   indicators	   and,	   for	  practical	   reasons,	   only	  one	  has	  been	   selected.	   For	  
instance,	   citation	   counts	   could	  be	   calculated	  with	   or	  without	   self-‐citations	   and	   across	  
different	  databases.	  The	  most	  important	  consequence	  is	  that	  all	  of	  the	  indicators	  should	  
be	  used	   to	   inform	   rather	   than	   replace	  human	   judgement.	   For	   example,	   if	   candidate	  A	  
has	  higher	  or	  better	  values	  on	  all	  indicators	  than	  candidate	  B	  then	  whilst	  candidate	  A	  is	  
probably	  better,	  the	  narrative	  should	  still	  be	  read	  and	  judgement	  should	  still	  be	  used	  to	  
decide	  whether	   this	   is	  definitely	   the	   case.	  For	  example,	   the	  narrative	  might	   state	   that	  
the	  academic	  has	  capabilities	  that	  are	  not	  well	  covered	  by	  the	  indicators	  in	  the	  portfolio	  
because	  they	  are	  unusual	  but	  that	  are	  nevertheless	  valuable.	  
	  
Publications:	  
	  
In	   addition	   to	   the	   deliverables	   (Guidelines	   and	   the	   Portfolio	   itself),	   a	   scholarly	  
publication	  authored	  by	  all	  ACUMEN	  researchers	  will	  be	  submitted	  soon	  after	  the	  final	  
completion	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  project:	  
	   Wouters	   et	   al.,	   “The	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio:	   a	   new	   approach	   to	   individual	   level	  
performance	  assessment”,	  to	  be	  submitted	  June	  2014.	  	   	  
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d.	  Potential	  impact	  and	  main	  dissemination	  activities	  
	  
The	   ACUMEN	   project	   has	   been	   very	   active	   in	   disseminating	   its	   results	   through	   the	  
publication	   of	   a	   host	   of	   technical	   and	   social	   science	   journal	   articles,	   conference	  
presentations,	  as	  well	  as	  articles	  in	  professional	  and	  newspapers	  and	  blogs	  (see	  Part	  2	  
for	   the	   complete	   publication	   and	   presentation	   list).	   The	   philosophy	   underlying	   the	  
ACUMEN	   dissemination	   strategy	   was	   that	   the	   communication	   should	   be	   a	   two-‐way	  
process.	   The	   responses	   to	   the	   concept	   of	   the	   ACUMEN	   portfolio	   have	   systematically	  
been	  processed	  in	  the	  design	  of	  the	  portfolio.	  The	  three	  tests	  of	  the	  final	  version	  of	  the	  
ACUMEN	  portfolio	  in	  Utrecht,	  Madrid,	  and	  Brussels	  brought	  these	  discussions	  together	  
and	  engaged	  a	  larger	  group	  of	  stakeholders.	  The	  outcome	  of	  these	  workshops	  indicate	  
that	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  has	  great	  potential	  in	  the	  fast	  evolving	  landscape	  of	  research	  
evaluation	   and	   assessment	   and	   the	   stronger	   focus	   at	   European	   universities	   and	  
research	  institutes	  to	  human	  resource	  management.	  The	  dissemination	  activities	  of	  the	  
ACUMEN	  project	  were	  aimed	  at	  establishing	  a	  niche	  for	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  as	  a	  set	  
of	  principles	  and	  standards.	  These	  can	  subsequently	  be	  used	  by	  both	  academic	  parties	  
as	  well	  as	   for-‐profit	  companies	   to	  develop	  more	   tools	   for	  researchers	   to	  present	   their	  
activities	  and	  performance	  to	  their	  institutes	  as	  well	  as	  to	  the	  public	  at	  large.	  
	  
EuroCRIS	  and	  Emerging	  Evaluation	  Practices	  
	  
A	  key	  development	  that	  will	  shape	  the	  future	  impact	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  and	  the	  
Guidelines	  to	  Good	  Evaluation	  Practices	  with	  the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  is	  the	  emergence	  of	  
comprehensive	   research	   information	   systems.	   This	   was	   an	   important	   aspect	   of	   the	  
external	   reviews	   of	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   in	   which	   it	   was	   recommended	   to	   actively	  
engage	   with	   among	   others	   the	   EuroCRIS	   community.	   On	   the	   basis	   of	   these	  
recommendations,	  we	  developed	  an	  action	  plan	  with	   three	   levels	  of	  engagement	  with	  
the	   euroCRIS	   community:	   a)	   identify	   common	   interests	   and	   concerns,	   b)	   identify	  
emerging	   practices	   related	   to	   evaluation	   of	   individuals,	   and	   c)	   develop	   links	   among	  
relevant	  stakeholders	  within	  the	  community.	  	  
	  
	   Background	  	  
Assessment	  of	  research	  outcomes	  is	  an	  important	  resource	  for	  strategic	  management	  of	  
future	   research	   at	   institutions	   such	   as	   universities.	   Current	   Research	   Information	  
Systems	   (CRIS)	   are	   typically	   used	   for	   conducting	   internal	   assessment	   of	   faculties,	  
departments,	   and	   research	   institutes,	   and	   can	   also	   be	   used	   for	   benchmarking	   among	  
external	   institutions	  or	  groups	  with	   in	  an	   institution.	  An	   increasingly	  common	  feature	  
among	   CRIS	   systems	   is	   the	   CV	   module,	   which	   allows	   presentation	   of	   individual	  
researcher	   profiles,	   for	   presentation	   internally	   within	   an	   institution's	   intranet	   or	  
externally	  on	  the	  Web.	  The	  same	   information	  used	  to	  produce	  researcher	  profiles	  can	  
also	   be	   used	   for	   assessment	   of	   individual	   researchers.	   As	   such,	   it	   is	   important	   to	  
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consider	   the	   ACUMEN	   portfolio	   design	   from	   the	   standpoint	   of	   evaluation	   practices	  
associated	  with	  CRIS	  systems.	  	  
	  
	   Engaging	  euroCRIS	  	  
Several	  questions	  guided	  the	  investigation	  of	  evaluation	  practices	  associated	  with	  CRIS	  
systems:	  In	  what	  ways	  are	  researchers	  represented	  in	  CRIS	  systems;	  how	  is	  data	  input	  
and	  validated;	  what	  kinds	  of	  data	  are	   included/excluded;	   in	  what	  ways	  are	   individual	  
researchers	  evaluated	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  CRIS	  data;	  what	  kind	  of	  transparency	  mechanisms	  
are	  in	  place	  to	  ensure	  how	  these	  systems	  are	  used?	  
	  
The	   first	  phase	  of	   this	   research	   involved	   in	   investigation	  of	   and	  engagement	  with	   the	  
euroCRIS6	   community.	   An	   ACUMEN	   partner	   attended	   the	   euroCRIS	   membership	  
meeting	   in	   Bonn,	   13-‐14	   May	   2013	   and	   the	   euroCRIS	   annual	   Strategy	   Seminar	   in	  
Brussels,	  9-‐10	  September	  2013.	  Both	  meetings	  involved	  presentations	  of	  CRIS	  use-‐cases	  
from	  institutions	  round	  Europe	  and	  task	  group	  meetings	  associated	  with	  best	  practices,	  
open	  access	  repositories,	  and	  development	  of	  bibliometric	  indicators.	  We	  presented	  the	  
ACUMEN	   concept7	   at	   the	   euroCRIS	   Membership	   meeting	   in	   Porto,	   14-‐15	   November	  
2013.	   Our	   presentation	   included	   an	   invitation	   to	   the	   euroCRIS	   community	   to	   work	  
together	  on	  common	  interests.	  	  
	  
The	   second	   phase	   involved	   semi-‐structured	   interviews	   among	   members	   of	   the	  
euroCRIS	  community.	  The	  interviews	  were	  conducted	  in	  the	  Nordic	  region,	  where	  there	  
is	  extensive	  use	  of	  CRIS	  systems	  for	  research	  assessment.	  Although	  CRIS	  systems	  used	  
in	   universities	   are	   not	   typically	   oriented	   toward	   the	   evaluation	   of	   individuals,	   these	  
systems	   do	   seem	   to	   play	   an	   important	   role	   in	   shaping	   research	   evaluation	   practices	  
more	   generally.	   Interviews	  were	   aimed	   at	   evaluation	   use-‐cases,	   data	   input	   scenarios,	  
and	  data	  interoperability	  issues.	  	  
	  
	   Outcomes	  
Two	  kinds	  of	  outcomes	  from	  the	  euroCRIS	  project	  contributed	  to	  the	  ACUMEN	  project.	  
First,	   the	   euroCRIS	   case	   study	  was	   conducted	   concurrently	  with	   the	   portfolio	   design.	  
Insights	  about	  CRIS	  systems,	  and	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  they	  are	  being	  used,	  were	  fed	  back	  
into	  the	  portfolio	  design	  process.	  Information	  about	  the	  CERIF	  data	  model8	  and	  CASRAI	  
standard	  dictionaries,9	  for	  example,	  was	  provided	  to	  the	  collaboration	  teams	  to	  enhance	  
understanding	   of	   the	   technical	   and	   standards	   environment	   associated	   with	   CRIS	  
systems.	  Second,	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  our	  presentation	  to	  the	  euroCRIS	  community,	  ACUMEN	  
was	   invited	   to	   participate	   in	   the	   euroCRIS	   task	   group	   for	   development	   of	   indicators.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  http://www.eurocris.org/	  
7	  Tatum	  and	  Wouters.	  2013.	  "ACUMEN	  Portfolio:	  Resources	  for	  Evaluation	  of	  Individual	  Researchers."	  
Presented	  at	  euroCRIS	  Membership	  Meeting.	  14	  November	  2013.	  Porto,	  Portugal.	  
8	  http://www.eurocris.org/Index.php?page=featuresCERIF&t=1	  
9	  http://casrai.org	  
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Following	   from	   this,	   several	   euroCRIS	   members	   participated	   in	   the	   ACUMEN	  
stakeholder	  workshop	  in	  Brussels	  where	  they	  provided	  valuable	  suggestions.	  	  
	  
Discussions	   about	   the	   relationship	   between	   ACUMEN	   and	   the	   euroCRIS	   community,	  
initiated	  at	  the	  Brussels	  workshop,	  have	  evolved	  into	  ideas	  about	  implementation	  of	  the	  
ACUMEN	  portfolio	  in	  the	  framework	  of	  the	  CERIF	  data	  model.	  This	  effort	  is	  beyond	  the	  
scope	  of	  ACUMEN,	  but	  there	  appears	  to	  be	  sufficient	  interest	  for	  developing	  a	  follow	  on	  
project	   to	   implement	   the	   portfolio.	   Members	   of	   ACUMEN	   are	   working	   together	   with	  
euroCRIS	   (technical	   and	   standards	   implementation)	   and	   ARMA10	   (international	  
coordination	   of	   research	   evaluation	   policies)	   to	   explore	   the	   feasibility	   of	   a	   follow	   on	  
project	   proposal.	   The	   implementation	   framework	   will	   be	   presented	   at	   the	   next	  
euroCRIS	  members	  meeting	  in	  Amsterdam,	  11	  September	  2014.	  	  
	  
Evolving	  standards	  for	  performance	  assessment	  and	  indicators	  
	  
The	   completion	   of	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   coincides	   with	   a	   surge	   of	   interest	   in	   more	  
advanced	   forms	   of	   evaluation	   and	   indicators	   at	   the	   level	   of	   the	   individual	   researcher	  
and	  author.	  In	  the	  bibliometrics	  community,	  a	  number	  of	  initiatives	  have	  put	  this	  high	  
on	   the	   agenda	   at	   their	   conferences	   in	   2013	   and	   2014	   (ISSI	   2013,	   15-‐18	   July	   2013,	  
Vienna11;	  ENID/STI	  2013	  4-‐6	  September	  2013,	  Berlin12;	  ENID/STI	  2014,	  3-‐6	  September	  
2014,	   Leiden13).	   The	   OECD	   organized	   a	   stakeholders	   workshop	   on	   standards	   for	  
performance	   indicators	   on	   March	   25,	   2014,	   to	   which	   the	   main	   commercial	   database	  
providers	   also	   contributed.	   	   A	   follow-‐up	   workshop	   will	   be	   organized	   by	   the	  
Observatoire	   des	   Sciences	   et	   Techniques	   (Paris)	   in	   collaboration	   with	   CWTS,	   SPRU,	  
NIFU,	   INGENIO,	  and	  OcyT	  on	  May	  12,	  2014	   in	  Paris.	   In	  addition,	  a	  panel	  proposal	  has	  
been	  submitted	  to	   the	  AAAS	  meeting	   in	  February	  2015	  (San	   Jose,	  US).	  We	  expect	   that	  
this	  development	  will	  be	  strongly	  pursued	  by	  the	  main	  players	  in	  the	  field	  of	  research	  
evaluation	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  metrics	  community.	  
	  
The	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   ties	   into	   this	   development,	   because	   it	   has	   created	   an	   overall	  
framework	   for	   the	  presentation	  of	   activities,	   expertise	   and	   influence	  of	   the	   individual	  
researcher.	   This	   framework	   enables	   the	   effective	   selection	   and	   interpretation	   of	  
evaluation	   data	   as	   well	   as	   indicators.	   This	   is	   intended	   to	   help	   prevent	   drift	   of	   the	  
development	  of	  performance	  standards	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  either	  the	  databases	  available	  or	  
the	   indicators	   that	   are	  most	   easily	   computable.	  The	  narrative,	  which	   serves	   as	   a	   core	  
component	  of	   the	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio,	  may	  become	  an	  “obligatory	  point	  of	  passage”,	   to	  
quote	  the	  science	  philosopher	  Bruno	  Latour,	  for	  the	  translation	  of	  performance	  metrics	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	  https://www.arma.ac.uk	  
11 http://www.issi2013.org/index.html 
12 http://www.forschungsinfo.de/STI2013/start.asp 
13 http://sti2014.cwts.nl/Home 
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into	   qualitative	   judgment	   and	   quality	   control.	   The	   fact	   that	   the	   ACUMEN	   Portfolio	   is	  
designed	  within	  the	  interpretation	  of	  evaluation	  as	  a	  communication	  process	  will	  only	  
make	  this	  more	  attractive	  to	  a	  larger	  audience	  in	  and	  around	  the	  sciences.	  
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e.	  ACUMEN's	  public	  website	  and	  contact	  details	  
	  
	  
ACUMEN	  Website	  
	  
Setting	   up	   a	   project	  website	   at	   the	   beginning	   of	  
the	   project	   is	   aimed	   not	   only	   at	   the	   public,	   but	  
also	   at	   the	   wider	   research	   community	   through	  
integration	  with	  social	  media	  popular	  with	  many	  
academic	   communities.	   The	   website	   provides	  
detailed	   information	   on	   the	   project,	   plans,	   and	  
outcomes	  using	  jargon-‐free	  terminology.	  

	  

	  
Figure	  1:	  Social	  Media	  Features	  	  	  

	  
Content	   on	   the	   website	   includes	   text	   about	   the	   ACUMEN	   project	   and	   partner	  
institutions,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  profile	  pages	  for	  each	  participating	  researcher.	  With	  respect	  to	  
dissemination,	  the	  website	  serves	  as	  the	  central	  location	  for	  coordinating	  dissemination	  
activities	  among	  partners,	  as	  a	  public	  platform	  for	  promoting	  project	  outcomes	  such	  as	  
deliverables,	   presentations,	   and	   publications,	   and	   as	   a	   repository	   for	   open	   access	   to	  
published	  work	  and	  related	  materials.	  	  
	  
A	   reference	   list	   of	   ACUMEN	   publications	   and	   presentations	   is	   updated	   regularly	   and	  
displayed	   on	   the	  website.	  We	   utilize	   custom	   software	   to	  manage	   publication	   lists	   for	  
individual	  researcher	  profiles	  and	  for	  the	  project	  as	  whole.	  Once	  a	  reference	  is	  added	  to	  
the	   database,	   it	   is	   automatically	   displayed	   in	   the	   ACUMEN	   reference	   list	   and	   on	   the	  
relevant	   authors’	   profile	   page.	   Each	   ACUMEN	   reference	   displayed	   also	   serves	   as	   a	  
pointer	   (via	   hyperlinks)	   to	   the	   published	   text,	   to	   additional	   information	   about	   the	  
authors,	   and	   to	   related	  material	   such	   slides	  or	  video	   content	   (see	  Figure	  2	  below).	   In	  
addition,	  the	  reference	  list	  is	  published	  to	  the	  ACUMEN	  Group14	  on	  the	  Mendeley	  shared	  
bibliography	  service.	  
	  
As	   each	   new	   publication,	   ACUMEN	   related	   event,	   or	   other	   relevant	   news	   item	   is	  
announced	   on	   the	  website,	   it	   automatically	   triggers	   distribution	   through	   select	   social	  
media	   channels,	   such	   as	  RSS/ATOM	  syndication,15	   distribution	   to	   email	   subscribers,16	  
and	  a	  tweet	  from	  ACUMEN	  twitter	  account17	  (see	  Figure	  1	  above).	  	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14	  http://www.mendeley.com/groups/1772751/acumen	  
15	  http://feeds.feedburner.com/ResearchACUMEN	  
16	  http://feedburner.google.com/fb/a/mailverify?uri=ResearchACUMEN&loc=en_US	  
17	  https://twitter.com/#!/ResearchACUMEN	  
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Figure	  2:	  Anatomy	  of	  a	  reference	  with	  description	  of	  linked	  content	  
	  
Dissemination	  Calendar	  
	  
Conferences,	  workshops,	  and	  other	  dissemination	  events	  are	  organized	  using	  a	  shared	  
calendar	  which	  is	  utilized	  for	  internal	  coordination	  and	  is	  displayed	  on	  the	  website.	  For	  
internal	  use,	   the	  calendar	  serves	  as	  a	  record	  of	  past	  events	  and	   for	  planning	  of	   future	  
events.	   In	   each	   calendar	   entry	   details	   related	   to	   the	   event	   are	   provided	   along	   with	  
relevant	   links.	   Access	   to	   the	   calendar	   is	   public	   and	   is	   displayed	   on	   the	   website.	   The	  
homepage18	   shows	   upcoming	   events	   with	   links	   to	   additional	   information.	   The	   full	  
calendar	  can	  be	  viewed	  on	  the	  events	  webpage,19	  which	  is	  displayed	  in	  month	  view	  as	  a	  
default,	  but	  can	  also	  be	  displayed	  in	  list	  view.	  Clicking	  on	  an	  item	  in	  the	  calendar	  reveals	  
additional	  information	  (ref	  Figure	  3).	  	  
	  

	  
Figure	  3:	  Screen	  shot	  of	  calendar	  detail	  	  

	  
Project	  Website	  -‐	  http://research-‐acumen.eu 
 
Contact:	  	  
Paul	  Wouters,	  Professor	  of	  Scientometrics	  
Director	  Centre	  for	  Science	  and	  Technology	  Studies	  
Leiden	  University,	  the	  Netherlands	  
+31	  71	  5273909	  (secr.)	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18	  http://research-‐acumen.eu/	  
19	  http://research-‐acumen.eu/about/events	  
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Part	  2	  -‐	  Use	  and	  dissemination	  of	  foreground	  
	  
Dissemination	  Strategy	  
	  
The	   ACUMEN	   consortium	   is	   committed	   to	   making	   data	   processing,	   collection	   and	  
visualization	   tools	   available	   to	   researchers	   and	   other	   appropriate	   persons	   when	  
possible.	   This	   strategy	   addresses	   three	   stakeholder	   groups:	   1)	   the	   specific	   fields	   for	  
which	   the	  object	  of	  ACUMEN	  research	   is	  most	   relevant,	  2)	  policy	  makers	  and	   funding	  
institutions,	   and	   3)	   the	   academic	   community	   at	   large.	   We	   also	   engaged	   the	   use	   of	  
graduate	   schools	   and	   workshops	   oriented	   toward	   research	   in	   relevant	   fields	   to	  
disseminate	   the	   insights	   of	   the	   project.	   The	   aim	   of	   targeting	   graduate	   schools	   is	   to	  
provide	   guidance	   for	   future	   researchers	   on	   peer	   review	   and	   the	   research	   evaluation	  
processes.	   To	   facilitate	   dissemination	   to	   stakeholders	   with	   different	   interests	   and	   in	  
different	   contexts	   we	   utilize	   a	   variety	   of	   communication	   media,	   content	   formats,	  
bibliography	   management	   resources,	   and	   a	   schedule	   of	   expected	   output.	   Research	  
results	  published	  or	  presented	  during	  conferences	  or	  similar	  meetings	  were	  be	  signed	  
by	  there	  respective	  authors,	   the	  members	  of	   the	   teams	   involved	   in	   the	  particular	   task	  
along	  with	  acknowledgment	  of	  EC/FP7	  funding.	  
	  
To	  disseminate	  output	  at	  all	  stages	  of	  research,	  we	  employed	  the	  ACUMEN	  website	  as	  a	  
central	  repository	  for	  project	  deliverables	  and	  as	  a	  central	  hub	  linking	  to	  and	  promoting	  
ACUMEN-‐related	  scholarly	  communication.	   In	  this	  way,	   the	  website	  plays	  a	  significant	  
role	   in	  dissemination	  and	  will	   serve	  beyond	   the	   life	  of	   the	  project	   as	   an	  authoritative	  
node	   for	   information	  about	   academic	   careers	  more	  generally.	  Dissemination	   channels	  
include	  organized	  events	  such	  as	  workshops,	  symposia,	  conference	  presentations,	  both	  
formal	   and	   informal	   academic	   publishing,	   and	   the	   use	   of	   social	   media	   such	   as	   blog	  
syndication	  (RSS	  and	  ATOM),	  email	  subscription,	  collaborative	  reference	  management	  
(Mendeley	  and	  Zotero),	  micro	  blogging	  (Twitter)	  and	  discussion	  forums.	  	  
	  
To	   situate	   ACUMEN	   in	   relevant	   research	   communities,	   we	   targeted	   field-‐specific	  
conferences,	   journals,	   and	   symposia,	   as	   well	   as	   relevant	   university	   curricula.	   This	  
included	  fields	  associated	  with	  scientometrics,	  bibliometrics,	  webometrics,	  information	  
science,	   computer	   science,	   internet	   research,	   science	   and	   technology	   studies,	   science	  
policy,	   data	   science,	   and	   human	   resources.	   This	   constellation	   of	   field-‐specific	   venues	  
goes	   part	   way	   in	   addressing	   policy	   makers	   and	   funders	   as	   they	   would	   also	   tend	   to	  
follow	  and	  be	  associated	  with	  new	  research	  on	  assessment.	  To	   improve	  upon	  this,	  we	  
will	   target	   additional	   science	   policy	   oriented	   conferences	   and	   related	   informational	  
forums,	   such	   as	   the	   biannual	   Science	   and	   Technology	   Indicators	   conference	   series	   at	  
Leiden	  University20	  and	  the	  ENID-‐PRIME	  Indicators	  Conference	  Series	  on	  STI	  Indicators	  
for	  policymaking	  and	  strategic	  decision.21	  To	  address	  the	  broader	  academic	  community	  
we	   leverage	   the	   website	   to	   organize	   ACUMEN	   research	   in	   traditional	   bibliographic	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20	  http://www.events.leiden.edu/sti-‐conference-‐2010	  
21	  http://www.enid-‐europe.org/conference.html	  
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reference	  lists,	  which	  are	  displayed	  on	  the	  website	  and	  announced	  through	  social	  media	  
venues	  to	  provide	  early,	  and	  open	  access	  to	  ACUMEN	  output	  and	  related	  resources.	  	  	  
	  
The	  project	  is	  not	  expected	  to	  generate	  intellectual	  property	  other	  than	  that	  which	  will	  
be	  freely	  shared.	  The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  and	  General	  Evaluation	  Principles	  (GEP)	  will	  be	  
made	  freely	  available	  because	  any	  kind	  of	  copyright	  could	  cause	  problems	  in	  generating	  
uptake,	   especially	   at	   the	   level	   of	   the	   EC-‐wide	   science	   system,	   given	   its	   large	   size.	  
Nevertheless,	   if	   any	   intellectual	   property	   issues	   arise,	   the	   management	   board	   will	  
allocate	   ownership	   to	   the	   appropriate	   universities	   based	   upon	   contribution.	   The	   goal	  
will	  be	  to	  ensure	  that	  each	  contributing	  university	  for	  any	  particular	  property	  will	  own	  
a	  share	  proportional	  to	  the	  amount	  of	  effort	  devoted	  to	  making	  it.	  Partners	  will	  not	  have	  
a	  share	  in	  any	  property	  to	  which	  they	  did	  not	  directly	  contribute	  
	  
Dissemination	  Tactics	  	  
	  
As	   the	   ACUMEN	   consortium	   is	   a	   distributed	   collaboration,	   coordination	   of	  
dissemination	   activities	   and	   collection	   of	   research	   output	   is	   facilitated	   with	   use	   of	  
digital	   media	   in	   three	   specific	   configurations.	   First,	   an	   email	   list	   is	   used	   for	  
asynchronous	   information	   sharing	   and	   ad-‐hoc	   discussions.	   Second,	   a	   private,	   web-‐
based	  a	  discussion	  forum,	  also	  asynchronous,	   is	  used	  for	   focused	  discussions	   involved	  
with	  implementation	  of	  the	  strategy	  and	  for	  collecting	  research	  output	  from	  each	  of	  the	  
consortium	   partners.	   Here,	   it	   is	   incumbent	   upon	   each	   participant	   to	   ensure	   that	  
ACUMEN	  related	  publications,	  presentations,	  blog	  posts,	   etc.,	   are	  noted	   in	   the	  discussion	  
forum	  as	  the	  central	  collector	  for	  all	  forms	  of	  output.	  	  
	  
References	  posted	  to	  the	  discussion	  forum	  will	  then	  be	  added	  to	  the	  ACUMEN	  website	  
distributed	   through	  other	   social	  media	   channels.	  And	   third,	  we	  use	   a	  web-‐conference	  
platform	   to	   resolve	   important	   issues	   that	   require	   real	   time,	   synchronous	   discussion	  
and/or	  timely	  consensus.	  	  
	  
ACUMEN	   research	   will	   be	   disseminated	   through	   a	   number	   of	   means,	   including:	  
conference	   presentations,	   organized	   workshops	   and	   symposia,	   and	   publication	   of	  
scientific	   and	   scholarly	   articles	   and	   book	   chapters.	   Following	   are	   the	   different	  
dissemination	  channels	  utilized	  in	  implementation	  of	  the	  ACUMEN	  strategy	  along	  with	  a	  
short	  description	  of	  the	  channel	  dynamics	  and	  expected	  audience.	  	  	  
	  
As	  any	  changes	  proposed	  by	  ACUMEN	  research	  will	  confront	  well-‐established	  scholarly	  
practices,	  we	  aim	  to	  embed	  the	  ACUMEN	  approach	  among	  related	  work	  in	  this	  area.	  In	  
addition	  to	  annual	  professional	  conference	  venues,	  ACUMEN	  project	  planning	  includes	  
specific	  workshop	  events	  aimed	  at	  engaging	  researchers	  in	  related	  fields	  and	  those	  also	  
working	   to	   improve	   researcher	   assessment.	   Engagement	   events	   are	   developed	   in	  
conjunction	   with	   regular	   consortium	   meetings	   and	   the	   final	   workshop	   aimed	   at	   the	  
broader	  community	  associated	  with	  research	  assessment.	  
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Conferences,	  Workshops,	  and	  Symposia	  
	  
The	   consortium	   has	   identified	   the	   following	   conference	   and	   workshop	   venues	   as	  
priorities	  for	  dissemination	  of	  ACUMEN	  research:	  	  
	  

1. Science	  and	  Technology	  Indicators	  (STI)	  
2. International	  Society	  for	  Scientometrics	  and	  Informetrics	  (ISSI)	  
3. ACM	  Web	  Science	  Conference	  	  
4. AltMetrics	  workshop,	  ACM	  Web	  Science	  Conference	  
5. European	  Association	  for	  the	  Study	  of	  Science	  and	  Technology	  (EASST)	  
6. Society	  for	  Social	  Studies	  of	  Science	  (4S)	  
7. Career	   Development	   in	   Academia	   workshop	   sponsored	   by	   the	   European	  

Sociological	  Association	  (ESA)	  
8. Science	  and	  Technology	  Indicators	  conference	  series	  at	  Leiden	  University22	  	  
9. ENID-‐PRIME	   Indicators	   Conference	   Series	   on	   STI	   Indicators	   for	   policymaking	  

and	  strategic	  decision.23	  	  
10. Social	   Science	   and	   Digital	   Research:	   Interdisciplinary	   Insights,	   University	   of	  

Oxford	  
11. iCS-‐OII	  Symposium,	  A	  Decade	  in	  Internet	  Time,	  University	  of	  Oxford	  
12. American	  Society	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology	  (ASIS&T)	  
13. GRDI2020	  Co-‐ordination	  Workshop	  on	  Open	  Access	  to	  Scientific	  Information	  

	  
Academic	  Journals	  	  
	  
The	   consortium	   has	   identified	   the	   following	   publication	   venues	   as	   priorities	   for	  
dissemination	  of	  ACUMEN	  research:	  
	  

1. Research	  Policy	  
2. Research	  Evaluation	  
3. Journal	  of	  Information	  Science	  
4. Scientometrics	  
5. Journal	  of	  the	  American	  Society	  of	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology	  
6. Proceedings	  of	  the	  International	  Conference	  on	  Science	  and	  the	  Internet	  

(CoSci12)	  
7. Journal	  of	  the	  American	  Society	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology	  
8. Scholarly	  and	  Research	  Communication	  (SRC)	  
9. Düsseldorf	  University	  Press	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22	  http://www.events.leiden.edu/sti-‐conference-‐2010	  
23	  http://www.enid-‐europe.org/conference.html	  
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10. Emerald	  Group	  Pub	  Limited	  
11. MIT	  Press	  
12. JASIST	  
13. PLoS	  ONE	  
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Table	  A1	  -‐	  List	  of	  scientific	  (peer	  reviewed)	  publications	  
	  	  
Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.	  (2014).	  Astrophysics	  publications	  on	  arXiv,	  Scopus	  and	  Mendeley:	  a	  case	  study.	  Scientometrics,	  Advanced	  online	  publication.	  

doi:10.1007/s11192-‐013-‐1215-‐1	  

Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.	  (2012).	  JASIST	  2001-‐2010.	  Bulletin	  of	  the	  American	  Society	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology,	  38(6),	  24-‐28.	  

Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.,	  Haustein,	  S.,	  Peters,	  I.,	  Priem,	  J.,	  Shema,	  H.,	  Terliesner,	  J.	  (2012).	  Beyond	  citations:	  Scholars’	  visibility	  on	  the	  social	  Web.	  In	  
Proceedings	  of	  the	  17th	  International	  Conference	  on	  Science	  and	  Technology	  Indicators.	  Montreal,	  Canada,	  pp.	  98-‐109.	  

Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.,	  Shema,	  H.	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (2014).	  Bibliographic	  references	  in	  Web	  2.0.	  In:	  B.	  Cronin	  &	  C.R.	  Sugimoto,	  (Eds),	  Beyond	  
Bibliometrics:	  Harnessing	  Multidimensional	  Indicators	  of	  Scholarly	  Impact,	  MIT	  Press.	  ISBN:	  978-‐0262026796.	  

Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.	  and	  Van	  der	  Weijden,	  I.	  Altmetric	  gender	  bias?	  –	  Preliminary	  results.	  Submitted	  as	  work	  in	  progress	  paper	  to	  the	  STI	  2014	  
conference.	  Event	  date:	  September	  2014	  

Rodrigo	  Costas,	  Zohreh	  Zahedi,	  Paul	  Wouters	  (2014),	  “Do	  ‘altmetrics’	  correlate	  with	  citations?	  Extensive	  comparison	  of	  altmetric	  
indicators	  with	  citations	  from	  a	  multidisciplinary	  perspective”,	  (Submitted	  January	  2014)	  to	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  
Information	  Science	  and	  Technology	  

Havemann,	  F.	  &	  Larsen,	  B.	  (2014)	  Bibliometric	  Indicators	  of	  Young	  Authors	  in	  Astrophysics:	  Can	  Later	  Stars	  be	  Predicted?	  Submitted	  to	  
Scientometrics.	  

Haustein,	  S.,	  Peters,	  I.,	  Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.,	  Priem,	  J.,	  Shema,	  H.,	  	  &	  Terliesner,	  J.	  (2014).	  Coverage	  and	  adoption	  of	  altmetrics	  sources	  in	  the	  
bibliometric	  community.	  Scientometrics.	  Advanced	  online	  publication.	  doi:	  10.1007/s11192-‐013-‐1221-‐3	  

Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall	  (2013).	  Evaluating	  the	  Web	  Research	  Dissemination	  of	  EU	  Academics:	  A	  Multi-‐Discipline	  Outlink	  Analysis	  of	  
Online	  CVs.	  14th	  International	  Conference	  Society	  of	  Scientometrics	  and	  Informetrics	  Conference	  2013,	  15-‐19	  July,	  2013	  Vienna,	  
Austria.	  
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Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (in	  press,	  2014).	  Disseminating	  Research	  with	  Web	  CV	  Hyperlinks.	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  Information	  
Science	  and	  Technology	  

Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (2014).	  Web	  Impact	  Metrics	  for	  Research	  Assessment.	  In:	  B.	  Cronin	  &	  C.R.	  Sugimoto,	  (Eds),	  Beyond	  
Bibliometrics:	  Harnessing	  Multidimensional	  Indicators	  of	  Scholarly	  Impact,	  MIT	  Press.	  ISBN:	  978-‐0262026796.	  

Kousha,	  K.,	  Thelwall,	  M.	  &	  Abdoli,	  M.	  (2012).	  The	  role	  of	  online	  videos	  in	  research	  communication:	  A	  content	  analysis	  of	  YouTube	  videos	  
cited	  in	  academic	  publications,	  Journal	  of	  the	  American	  Society	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology,	  63(9),	  1710–1727.	  

Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall.	  M.	  (2012).	  Motivations	  for	  Citing	  YouTube	  Videos	  in	  the	  Academic	  Publications:	  A	  Contextual	  Analysis.	  17th	  
International	  Conference	  on	  Science	  and	  Technology	  Indicators	  (STI),	  5-‐8	  September,	  2012	  in	  Montreal,	  Quebec,	  Canada.	  

Kousha,	  K.	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (in	  press,	  2014).	  An	  automatic	  method	  for	  extracting	  citations	  from	  Google	  Books.	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  
Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  

Kretschmer,	  Hildrun,	  Ramesh	  Kundra,	  Donald	  Beaver,	  and	  Theo	  Kretschmer.	  2012.	  "Gender	  bias	  in	  journals	  of	  gender	  studies."	  
Scientometrics,	  1-‐16.	  

Kretschmer,	  Hildrun,	  Alexander	  Pudovkin,	  and	  Johannes	  Stegmann.	  2012.	  "Research	  evaluation.	  Part	  II:	  gender	  effects	  of	  evaluation:	  are	  
men	  more	  productive	  and	  more	  cited	  than	  women?"	  Scientometrics,	  1-‐14.	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	  A.,	  &	  Aguillo,	  I.	  F.	  (2013).	  Can	  a	  personal	  website	  be	  useful	  as	  an	  information	  source	  to	  assess	  individual	  scientists?	  The	  case	  
of	  European	  highly	  cited	  researchers.	  Scientometrics,	  96(1),	  51-‐67.	  	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	  A.,	  Thelwall,	  M.,	  Kousha,	  K.,	  &	  Aguillo,	  I.	  F.	  (2014).	  Successful	  researchers	  publicizing	  research	  online:	  An	  outlink	  analysis	  of	  
European	  highly	  cited	  scientists'	  personal	  websites,	  Journal	  of	  Documentation,	  70(1),	  148-‐172.	  

Mas-‐Bleda,	  A.,	  Thelwall,	  M.,	  Kousha,	  K.,	  &	  Aguillo,	  I.	  F.	  (2013).	  European	  highly	  cited	  scientists’	  presence	  in	  the	  social	  web.	  In:	  14th	  
International	  Society	  of	  Scientometrics	  and	  Informetrics	  Conference.	  Vienna,	  Austria,	  pp.1966-‐1969.	  
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Mas-‐Bleda,	  A.,	  Thelwall,	  M.,	  Kousha,	  K.,	  &	  Aguillo,	  I.	  F.	  (under	  review).	  Do	  highly	  cited	  researchers	  successfully	  use	  the	  social	  web?	  

Pudovkin,	  Alexander,	  Hildrun	  Kretschmer,	  Johannes	  Stegmann,	  and	  Eugene	  Garfield.	  2012.	  "Research	  evaluation.	  Part	  I:	  productivity	  and	  
citedness	  of	  a	  German	  medical	  research	  institution."	  Scientometrics,	  1-‐14.	  

Shema,	  H.,	  Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.,	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (2012a).	  Research	  blogs	  and	  the	  discussion	  of	  scholarly	  information.	  PLoS	  ONE,	  7(5),	  e35869.	  	  

Shema,	  H.,	  Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.,	  	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (2012b).	  Self-‐citation	  of	  bloggers	  in	  the	  science	  blogosphere.	  In	  A.	  Tokar,	  M.	  Beurskens,	  S.	  Keuneke,	  
M.	  Mahrt,	  I.	  Peters,	  C.	  Puschmann,	  et	  al.	  (Eds.),	  Proceedings	  of	  the	  1st	  International	  Conference	  on	  Science	  and	  the	  Internet	  (CoSci12)	  
(pp.	  183-‐192).	  Düsseldorf,	  Germany:	  Düsseldorf	  University	  Press.	  

Shema,	  H.,	  Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.	  and	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (2014),	  Do	  blog	  citations	  correlate	  with	  a	  higher	  number	  of	  future	  citations?	  Research	  blogs	  as	  a	  
potential	  source	  for	  alternative	  metrics.	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  Advanced	  online	  
publication	  doi:	  10.1002/asi.23037	  

Shema,	  H.,	  Bar-‐Ilan,	  J.,	  &	  Thelwall,	  M.	  (in	  press).	  How	  is	  research	  blogged?	  A	  content	  analysis	  approach.	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  
Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  

Thelwall,	  M.	  &	  Kousha,	  K.	  (in	  press,	  2014a).	  Academia.edu:	  Social	  network	  or	  academic	  network?	  Journal	  of	  the	  Association	  for	  
Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  

Thelwall,	  M.	  &	  Kousha,	  K.	  (in	  press,	  2014b).	  ResearchGate:	  Disseminating,	  communicating	  and	  measuring	  scholarship?	  Journal	  of	  the	  
Associationfor	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology.	  

Thelwall,	  Mike,	  Pardeep	  Sud,	  and	  Farida	  Vis.	  2012.	  "Commenting	  on	  YouTube	  videos:	  From	  guatemalan	  rock	  to	  El	  Big	  Bang."	  Journal	  of	  
the	  American	  Society	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology,	  63	  (3):	  616.	  

Thelwall,	  Mike,	  Pardeep	  Sud,	  and	  David	  Wilkinson.	  2012.	  "Link	  and	  co-‐inlink	  network	  diagrams	  with	  URL	  citations	  or	  title	  mentions."	  
Journal	  of	  the	  American	  Society	  for	  Information	  Science	  and	  Technology,	  63	  (4):	  805.	  
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Van	  der	  Weijden,	  I.	  &	  Calero	  Medina,	  C.	  Gender,	  Academic	  position	  and	  scientific	  publishing:	  a	  bibliometric	  analysis	  of	  the	  oeuvres	  of	  
researchers.	  Submitted	  as	  short	  paper	  for	  the	  STI	  2014	  conference.	  Event	  date:	  September	  2014	  
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Wildgaard,	  L.	  (2014).	  Just	  Pimping	  the	  CV?	  The	  Feasibility	  of	  Ready-‐to-‐use	  Bibliometric	  Indicators	  to	  Enrich	  Curriculum	  Vitae.	  
In:_iConference	  2014	  Proceedings,	  p.	  954	  -‐	  958.	  doi:10.9776/14326	  

Wildgaard,	  L	  &	  Larsen	  B	  (2014)	  Cluster	  analysis	  of	  bibliometric	  indicators	  of	  individual	  scientific	  performance.	  Submitted	  as	  short	  paper	  
to	  STI	  conference,	  March	  2014.	  

Wilkinson,	  David	  and	  Mike	  Thelwall.	  2013.	  "	  Search	  markets	  and	  search	  results:	  The	  case	  of	  Bing."	  Library	  and	  Information	  Science	  
Research.	  

Wilkinson,	  David,	  Pardeep	  Sud,	  and	  Mike	  Thelwall.	  2013.	  "Substance	  without	  citation:	  Evaluating	  the	  online	  impact	  of	  grey	  literature."	  
Scientometrics.	  

Wouters	  et	  al.,	  “The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio:	  a	  new	  approach	  to	  individual	  level	  performance	  assessment”,	  to	  be	  submitted	  June	  2014.	  
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Zohreh	  Zahedi,	  Rodrigo	  Costas	  and	  Paul	  Wouters	  (2014),	  “How	  well	  developed	  are	  Altmetrics?	  Cross-‐disciplinary	  analysis	  of	  the	  
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Table	  A2	  -‐	  List	  of	  dissemination	  activities	  

WP	   Type	  of	  activity	  	   Activity	  leader	  	   Title	  	   Date/period	  	   Place	   Type	  of	  audience	  
Size	  of	  
audience	  	  

Countries	  
addressed	  	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   ACUMEN	   2011,	  October	  25	   The	  Hague,	  the	  Netherlands	  	   Scientific	  
community	   20	   the	  Netherlands	  	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   Adding	  and	  finding	  meaning	  in	  case-‐by-‐case	  
network-‐graphs	  of	  interviews	   2013,	  October	  31	   Amsterdam,	  the	  Netherlands	   Scientific	  

community	   20	   the	  Netherlands	  

WP1	  
Conference	  
presentation	   Ülle	  Must	   Peer review revisited	   2011, September 

20-23 	   Istanbul,	  Turkey	  
Scientific	  
community	   120	   International	  

WP1	   Conference	  
presentation	  

Ülle	  Must	   Searching for the best evaluation indicator	   2012,	  October	  23-‐
26	  

Seoul,	  South	  Korea	   Scientific	  
community	  

250	   International	  

WP1	   Conference	  
presentation	  

Ülle	  Must,	  Oskar	  Otsus	   The weighing of indicators	   2013,	  September	  
4-‐6	  

Berlin,	  Germany	   Scientific	  
community	  

140	   International	  

	   Conference	  
presentation	   Ülle	  Must	   The weight of research internationalization 

indicators	  
2013,	  October	  10-‐
12	   Moscow,	  Russia	   Scientific	  	   109	   International	  

WP3	   conference	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	   Are	  you	  being	  evaluated?	  Need	  for	  new	  
approaches	  in	  evaluation	  practices	   2014	   Berlin,	  Germany	   scientific	  

community	   25	  	   international	  	  

WP5	  
articles	  published	  
in	  the	  popular	  
press	  

Lorna	  Wildgaard	   Article	  about	  ACUMEN	  workshop	  and	  seminar	  
in	  University	  paper	  "Insight	  IVA"	   2013,	  March	  	  

Royal	  School	  of	  Library	  and	  
Information	  Science,	  
Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community	  	   	  	   Denmark	  

WP5	   presentation	   Birger	  Larsen	   Assessing	  the	  impact	  of	  scientific	  initiatives	  -‐	  
bibliometrics	  on	  new	  entities	   2013,	  June	  18	  	   DERI,	  University	  of	  Galway,	  

Ireland	  
scientific	  
community	  	   32	   Ireland	  

WP3	   conference	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	  
Astrophysics	  publications	  on	  arXiv,	  Scopus	  
and	  Mendeley	  –	  A	  case	  study	   2013	   Moscow,	  Russia	  

scientific	  
community	   30	   international	  	  

WP3	   conference	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	   Beyond	  citations:	  Scholars'	  visibility	  on	  the	  
social	  Web	   2012	   Montreal,	  Canada	   scientific	  

community	   50	   international	  	  

WP4	   poster	   Frank	  Havemann	   Bibliometric	  Indicators	  of	  Young	  Authors	  in	  
Astrophysics:	  Can	  Later	  Stars	  be	  Predicted?	  

2013,	  July	  16-‐18	   Vienna,	  Austria	  	   scientific	  
community	  	  

100	  (appx.)	  	   international	  	  

WP3	   workshop	   Hadas	  Shema	   Characteristics	  of	  Researchblogging.org	  
science	  blogs	  and	  bloggers	  

2011	   Koblenz,	  Germany	   scientific	  
community	  

30	   international	  	  
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WP3	   workshop	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	   Classifying	  motivations	  for	  research	  blog	  
posts	  –	  Preliminary	  results	  

2013	   Montreal,	  Canada	   scientific	  
community	  

30	   international	  	  

WP3	   conference	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	   Coverage	  and	  adoption	  of	  altmetrics	  sources	  
in	  the	  bibliometric	  community	  

2013	   Vienna,	  Austria	   scientific	  
community	  

50	   international	  	  

WP4	   Workshop	   CWTS	   Crafting	  your	  career	   2013,	  October	  30	  	   Utrecht,	  The	  Netherlands	  
scientific	  
community	  	   150	   EU-‐countries	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	  
Deponeren	  en	  evalueren	  van	  datasets:	  een	  
schets	  van	  4	  disciplines	  in	  Nederland,	  
Engeland,	  Duitsland	  en	  Polen	  

2014,	  March	  4	  	   The	  Hague,	  the	  Netherlands	  	  
Scientific	  
community,	  other	  

30	  
(expected)	   the	  Netherlands	  

WP3	   workshop	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	   Discussing	  research	  with	  the	  public	  in	  the	  
blogosphere	   2012	   Oxford,	  United	  Kingdom	  	   scientific	  

community	   30	   international	  	  

WP3	   conference	   Hadas	  Shema	   Do	  blog	  citations	  correlate	  with	  higher	  
number	  of	  future	  citations?	   2013	   Vienna,	  Austria	   scientific	  

community	   50	   international	  	  

WP5	   other	   Lorna	  Wildgaard	   Doctoral	  Colloquium:	  Video	  transmission	  
between	  Berlin	  and	  Denmark	   2013,	  January	  	  

Royal	  School	  of	  Library	  and	  
Information	  Science,	  
Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community	  	   50	   Denmark,	  

Germany	  

WP5	   other	   Lorna	  Wildgaard	   Doctoral	  Forum	  in	  Berlin:	  Presentation	  of	  
Portfolio	  and	  PhD	  project	   2014,	  March	  	   Humboldt	  University,	  Berlin,	  

Germany	  
scientific	  
community	  	   	  	   Europe	  and	  

North	  America	  

WP5	   other	   Lorna	  Wildgaard	  
Doctoral	  Forum	  in	  Lund:	  Presentation	  of	  
Portfolio	  and	  PhD	  project	   2013,	  August	  1	  	   Lund	  University,	  Sweden	  	  

scientific	  
community	  	   100	  

Europe	  and	  
North	  America	  

WP2	   Poster	   Amalia	  Mas-‐Bleda	   European	  Highly	  Cited	  Scientists’	  Presence	  in	  
the	  Social	  Web	  

2013,	  July	  15-‐19	   Vienna,	  Austria	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

200	  (appx.)	  	   international	  	  

WP2	   Conference	  
presentation	  	  

Kayvan	  Kousha	   Evaluating	  the	  Web	  Research	  Dissemination	  
of	  EU	  Academics	  

2013,	  July	  15-‐19	   Vienna,	  Austria	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

200	  (appx.)	  	   international	  	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   Evaluation	  impact.	  A	  close	  look	   2012,	  January	  11-‐
12	   Tallinn,	  Estonia	   Scientific	  

community	   20	   Europe	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   Evaluation	  impact.	  A	  close	  look	   2012,	  February	  23	   Amsterdam,	  the	  Netherlands	   Scientific	  
community	   20	   the	  Netherlands	  

WP4	   Focusgroup	  
Discussion	  

CWTS	   How	  to	  identify	  top	  research	  groups	  in	  the	  
Netherlands?	  	  

2013,	  November	  
21	  

Utrecht,	  The	  Netherlands	   scientific	  
community	  	  

10	   the	  Netherlands	  	  

WP4	   Focusgroup	  
Discussion	   CWTS	   How	  to	  identify	  top	  research	  groups	  in	  the	  

Netherlands?	  	  
2013,	  November	  
26	   Utrecht,	  The	  Netherlands	   (science)	  policy	  

makers	   14	   the	  Netherlands	  	  
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WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   Informal	  evaluations	   2013,	  January	  11	   Madrid,	  Spain	   Scientific	  
community	   20	   Europe	  

WP3	   other:	  blog	  	   Hadas	  Shema	   Information	  Culture	   2011	  -‐	  current	  
Scientific	  American	  Blog	  
network	   varies	   varies	   international	  	  

WP3	   conference	   Judit	  Bar-‐Ilan	   JASIST@Mendeley	   2012	   Evanston	  (IL)	  USA	   scientific	  
community	   40	   international	  	  

WP5	   presentation	   Birger	  Larsen	   LARM,	  CoSound,	  ACUMEN	  and	  beyond	   2012,	  November	  
14	  

Royal	  School	  of	  Library	  and	  
Information	  Science,	  
Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community	  	   25	   Denmark	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   Missing	  categories	  in	  evaluations	  of	  individual	  
academics.	  The	  need	  for	  an	  ‘other’	  category	   2014,	  March	  6	  	   Amsterdam,	  the	  Netherlands	   Scientific	  

community	  
15	  
expected	   the	  Netherlands	  

WP2	  
Conference	  
presentation	  	   Kayvan	  Kousha	  

Motivations	  for	  Citing	  Youtube	  Videos	  in	  the	  
Academic	  Publications:	  A	  Contextual	  Analysis	  

	  2012,	  September	  
5-‐8	   Montreal	  (QC),	  Canada	  	  

Scientific	  
community	  	   200	  (appx.)	  	   international	  	  

WP5	   workshop	   Lorna	  Wildgaard	  
Presentation	  of	  the	  Acumen	  projct:	  concept,	  
rationale	  and	  portfolio	   	  	   Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community,	  
(science)	  policy	  
makers	  

35	  (appx.)	  	   Denmark	  

WP5	   workshop	   Lorna	  Wildgaard	  

Publishing	  Strategies	  for	  medical	  
professionals:	  Quantitative	  Peer	  Review	  and	  
assumptions.	  Presenting	  the	  ACUMEN	  
rationale	  	  

2014,	  January	  11	  
Hvidovre	  Hospital	  Research	  
Center,	  Copenhagen,	  
Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community	  /	  
industry	  (health	  
care	  
professionals)	  	  

50	   Denmark	  

WP5	  
articles	  published	  
in	  the	  popular	  
press	  

Birger	  Larsen	   Researcher	  Portrait	   2011,	  March	  30	  	  
Royal	  School	  of	  Library	  and	  
Information	  Science,	  
Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community	  	   	  	   Denmark	  

WP3	   conference	   Hadas	  Shema	   Self-‐citation	  of	  bloggers	  in	  the	  science	  
blogosphere	  

2012	   Dusseldorf,	  Germany	   scientific	  
community	  

	  	   international	  	  

WP1	   Presentation	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	   The	  impact	  of	  evaluations	  on	  developments	  
in	  academic	  careers	  

2012,	  October	  17-‐
20	  	   Copenhagen,	  Denmark	   Scientific	  

community	   35	   international	  	  

WP1	   Poster	   Frank	  van	  der	  Most	  
The	  role	  of	  evaluations	  in	  the	  development	  of	  
researchers'	  careers.	  A	  conceptual	  frame	  and	  
research	  strategy	  for	  a	  comparative	  study	  

2012,	  February	  9-‐
10	   Luxembourg,	  Luxembourg	  

Scientific	  
community,	  
policy	  makers,	  
media	  

100	   Europe	  

WP5	   workshop	   Lorna	  Wildgaard	   Workshop	  and	  Open	  Seminar	   2013,	  March	  	  
Royal	  School	  of	  Library	  and	  
Information	  Science,	  
Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

scientific	  
community,	  
(science)	  policy	  
makers	  

100	   Denmark	  
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WP6	   conference	  	   Paul	  Wouters	  	   The	  do's	  and	  Don’ts	  in	  Individual	  Level	  
Bibliometrics	  	   2013,	  July	  15-‐19	   Vienna,	  Austria	   Scientific	  

community	  	   200	  (appx)	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Clifford	  Tatum	  	  
The	  ACUMEN	  Portfolio:	  Accounting	  for	  
Alternative	  Forms	  of	  Scholarly	  Output	  	  

2012,	  March	  18-‐
20	  	   Amsterdam,	  the	  Netherlands	  	  

Scientific	  
community	  	   25	   international	  	  

	  WP6	   conference	   Clifford	  Tatum	  
	  Next	  generation	  research	  evaluation:	  the	  
ACUMEN	  Portfolio	  and	  web	  based	  
information	  tools	  

	  21-‐22	  May	  2014	   	  Athens,	  Greece	   	  Scientific	  
community	  

	  	   	  international	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Clifford	  Tatum	  	  
Researcher	  profiles:	  present	  trends	  and	  
questions	  about	  the	  near	  future	  	  

2012,	  October	  17-‐
20	   Copenhagen,	  Denmark	  	  

Scientific	  
community	  	   25	   international	  	  

WP2	   conference	  	   Mike	  Thelwall	  	   Keynote	  -‐	  Webometrics:	  The	  evolution	  of	  a	  
digital	  social	  science	  research	  field	  	  

2012,	  March	  12	  	   University	  of	  Oxford,	  UK	  	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Paul	  Wouters	  	   Keynote	  -‐	  Academic	  Careers	  Understood	  
Through	  Measurements	  and	  Norms	  	   2012,	  July	  05	  	   St.	  Petersburg,	  Russia	  	   Scientific	  

community	  	   	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Clifford	  Tatum	  	   Bibliometrics	  and	  the	  culture	  of	  Open	  Access	  	   2011,	  June	  15	  	   Koblenz,	  Germany	  	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

50	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Mike	  Thelwall	  	   Keynote	  -‐	  Evaluating	  online	  evidence	  of	  
research	  impact	  	  

2011,	  June	  14	  	   Koblenz,	  Germany	  	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Paul	  Wouters	  	   Academic	  Careers	  Understood	  Through	  
Measurements	  and	  Norms	  (ACUMEN)	  	  

2011,	  November	  
2	   Cleveland	  (OH),	  USA	  	   Scientific	  

community	  	   	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Paul	  Wouters	  	   ACUMEN:	  Academic	  Careers	  Understood	  
Through	  Measurements	  and	  Norms	   2011,	  May	  4	  	   Brussels,	  Belgium	  	   Scientific	  

community	  	   	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   conference	  	   Paul	  Wouters	  	  
The	  role	  of	  citation	  based	  research	  
assessment	  in	  the	  crisis	  of	  scholarly	  
publishing	  	  

2011,	  September	  
23	  	  

University	  of	  Oxford,	  UK	  	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

	  	   international	  	  

WP6	   Conference	   Paul	  Wouters	  
Disentangling	  the	  meaning	  of	  ‘altmetrics’:	  
content	  analysis	  of	  Web	  of	  Science	  scientific	  
publications	  

2014	   Bloomington,	  Indiana	   Scientific	  
community	   	   International	  

WP6	   Conference	   Paul	  Wouters	   How	  Does	  Science	  Go	  Wrong	   3	  September	  2014	   Glasgow,	  Scotland	   Scientific	  
community	   	   International	  

WP6	   Conference	   Paul	  Wouters	   Experiences	  with	  individual	  level	  bibliometrics	  
in	  research	  management	  in	  the	  last	  decade	   6	  September	  2013	   Berlin,	  Germany	   Scientific	  

community	   	   International	  
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WP6	   Conference	   Paul	  Wouters	  
How	  well	  developed	  are	  Altmetrics?	  Cross-‐
disciplinary	  analysis	  of	  the	  presence	  of	  
‘alternative	  metrics’	  in	  scientific	  publications	  

18	  July	  2013	   Vienna,	  Austria	   Scientific	  
community	  

	   International	  

WP6	   Conference	   Paul	  Wouters	  
Methodological	  and	  ethical	  problems	  in	  
individual-‐level	  bibliometrics:	  ten	  dont’s	  and	  
ten	  do’s	  

17	  July	  2013	   Vienna,	  Austria	   Scientific	  
community	  

	   International	  

WP6	   Conference	   Paul	  Wouters	   Academic	  Careers	  Understood	  through	  
Measurement	  and	  Norms	  

17	  November	  
2011	  

Utrecht,	  The	  Netherlands	   Scientific	  
community	  

	   International	  

WP6	   ISSI	  News	  letter	   Paul	  Wouters	  
The	  dilemmas	  of	  performance	  indicators	  of	  
individual	  researchers	  –	  an	  urgent	  debate	  in	  
bibliometrics	  

01	  September	  
2013	  

International	   Scientific	  
community	  

	   International	  

WP6	   Invited	  lecture	   Paul	  Wouters	  
The	  metrics	  acumen:	  supporting	  individual	  
researchers	  in	  assessment	   16	  June	  2014	  

University	  of	  Zadar,	  Zadar,	  
Croatia	  

Scientific	  
community	   	   international	  

WP6	   Invited	  lecture	   Paul	  Wouters	  

Altmetrics	  and	  science	  policies”,	  OECD-‐
experts	  dialogue	  on	  scientometrics:	  	  
Improving	  the	  use	  of	  bibliometric	  indicators	  
and	  analysis	  for	  policy-‐making	  	  	  
	  

25	  March	  2014	   Paris,	  France	   Scientific	  
community	   	   International	  

WP6	   Invited	  lecture	   Paul	  Wouters	   Measuring	  scientific	  performance	  for	  policy	   13	  March	  2014	   European	  Parliament,	  
Strasbourg	  

Scientific	  
community	  

	   International	  

WP6	   Invited	  lecture	   Paul	  Wouters	   Academic	  Careers	  Understood	  through	  
Measurement	  and	  Norms	  

14	  January	  2014	   Copenhagen,	  Denmark	   Scientific	  
community	  

	   International	  

0	   conference	  	   F.	  Didegah	  	  
Predictive	  indicators	  of	  research	  citation	  
impact	  in	  S&T	  fields:	  A	  case	  study	  of	  
nanoscience	  and	  nanotechnology	  	  

2012,	  September	  
5-‐8	  	  

Montreal	  (QC),	  Canada	  	   Scientific	  
community	  	  

	  	   international	  	  
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Appendix	  1	  –	  Acknowledgement	  Slide	  	  
-‐	  Include	  this	  slide	  with	  ACUMEN	  related	  presentations	  
-‐	  download	  here:	  http://www.research-‐acumen.eu/a/	  
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Appendix	  2	  –	  ACUMEN	  Homepage:	  Information	  Layout	  
	  

	  
	  
(1)	  ACUMEN	  news	  and	  announcements	  aggregated	  with	  feeds	  from	  partners’	  blogs	  
(2)	  Link	  to	  discussion	  forum	  (currently	  for	  ACUMEN	  partners	  only)	  
(3)	  Subscription	  to	  ACUMEN	  news	  and	  announcements	  and	  link	  to	  Mendeley	  group	  
(4)	  Upcoming	  events	  feed	  from	  ACUMEN	  dissemination	  calendar	  
(4)	  Links	  to	  related	  career/assessment	  projects	  
(6)	  Partners’	  logos	  linked	  to	  respective	  ACUMEN	  profile	  webpages	  
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Appendix	  3	  –	  Deliverables	  web	  page	  
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Part	  3	  -‐	  Report	  on	  societal	  implications	  
	  
Questionnaire	  

A General Information  
Grant Agreement Number:  

266632 

Title of Project:  
ACUMEN – Academic Careers Understood through  Measurements and 

Norms 

Name and Title of 
Coordinator: 

 
Prof. dr. Paul Wouters  
Professor of Scientometrics  
Director Centre for Science and Technology Studies 
Leiden University, the Netherlands 

B Ethics  

 
1. Did your project undergo an Ethics Review (and/or 

Screening)? 
 

• If yes: have you described the progress of compliance with the relevant Ethics 
Review/Screening Requirements in the frame of the periodic/final project reports? 

 
• Special Reminder: the progress of compliance with the Ethics Review/Screening 

Requirements should be described in the Period/Final Project Reports under the 
Section 3.2.2 'Work Progress and Achievements' 

 

NO  
 

 

2. Please indicate whether your project involved any of the 
following issues: 

YES 

RESEARCH ON HUMANS 
• Did the project involve children?   
• Did the project involve patients?  
• Did the project involve persons not able to give consent?  
• Did the project involve adult healthy volunteers? YES  
• Did the project involve Human genetic material?  
• Did the project involve Human biological samples?  
• Did the project involve Human data collection?  

RESEARCH ON HUMAN EMBRYO/FOETUS 
• Did the project involve Human Embryos?  
• Did the project involve Human Foetal Tissue / Cells?  
• Did the project involve Human Embryonic Stem Cells (hESCs)?  
• Did the project on human Embryonic Stem Cells involve cells in culture?  
• Did the project on human Embryonic Stem Cells involve the derivation of cells from 
Embryos? 

 

PRIVACY 
• Did the project involve processing of genetic information or personal data (eg. 

health, sexual lifestyle, ethnicity, political opinion, religious or philosophical 
conviction)? 

 

• Did the project involve tracking the location or observation of people?  
RESEARCH ON ANIMALS 
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• Did the project involve research on animals?  
• Were those animals transgenic small laboratory animals?  
• Were those animals transgenic farm animals?  
• Were those animals cloned farm animals?  
• Were those animals non-human primates?   

RESEARCH INVOLVING DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 
• Did the project involve the use of local resources (genetic, animal, plant etc)?  
• Was the project of benefit to local community (capacity building, access to 

healthcare, education etc)? 
 

DUAL USE   
• Research having direct military use  
• Research having the potential for terrorist abuse  

C Workforce Statistics  

3.   Workforce statistics for the project: Please indicate in the table below the 
number of people who worked on the project (on a headcount basis). 

Type of Position Number of Women Number of Men 

Scientific Coordinator    1 
Work package leaders  5 3  
Experienced researchers (i.e. PhD holders)  2 5  
PhD Students  3   
Other  1 1  

4. How many additional researchers (in companies and universities) 
were recruited specifically for this project? 

0 

Of which, indicate the number of men:  
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D  Gender Aspects  
5.   Did you carry out specific Gender Equality Actions under 

the project? 
 

¡ 
X 

Yes 
NO 

6. Which of the following actions did you carry out and how effective were 
they?  

   Not at all 
 effective 

   Very 
effectiv
e 

 

  q Design and implement an equal 
opportunity policy 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

  q Set targets to achieve a gender balance 
in the workforce 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

  q Organise conferences and workshops on 
gender 

¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 

  q Actions to improve work-life balance ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ ¡ 
  ¡ Other

: 
 

7. Was there a gender dimension associated with the research content – i.e. 
wherever people were the focus of the research as, for example, consumers, users, 
patients or in trials, was the issue of gender considered and addressed? 

  X Yes- please specify  
 

  ¡ No  

E Synergies with Science Education  

8.    Did your project involve working with students and/or school pupils (e.g. 
open days, participation in science festivals and events, 
prizes/competitions or joint projects)? 

  ¡ Yes- please specify  
 

  X No 

9. Did the project generate any science education material (e.g. kits, websites, 
explanatory booklets, DVDs)?  

  ¡ Yes- please specify  
 

  X No 

F Interdisciplinarity  

10.   Which disciplines (see list below) are involved in your project?  
  X Main discipline24:  

5.4 Other social sciences (miscellaneous social sciences and 
interdisciplinary , methodological and historical S1T activities relating 
to subjects in this group). 

  ¡ 
    Associated discipline: 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24 Insert number from list below (Frascati Manual). 

Context of Work Package 4.  
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G Engaging with Civil society and policy makers 

11a  Did your project engage with societal actors beyond the 
research community?  

X 
¡ 

Yes 
No  

11b If yes, did you engage with citizens (citizens' panels / juries) or organised 
civil society (NGOs, patients' groups etc.)?  

  X No 
  ¡ Yes- in determining what research should be performed  
  ¡ Yes - in implementing the research  
  ¡ Yes, in communicating /disseminating / using the results of the project 

11c In doing so, did your project involve actors whose role is 
mainly to organise the dialogue with citizens and organised 
civil society (e.g. professional mediator; communication 
company, science museums)? 

¡ 
X 

Yes 
No  

12. Did you engage with government / public bodies or policy makers (including 
international organisations) 

  ¡ No 
  ¡ Yes- in framing the research agenda 
  ¡ Yes - in implementing the research agenda 
  X Yes, in communicating /disseminating / using the results of the project 

13a Will the project generate outputs (expertise or scientific advice) which 
could be used by policy makers? 

  X Yes – as a primary objective (please indicate areas below- multiple answers 
possible) 

  ¡ Yes – as a secondary objective (please indicate areas below - multiple answer 
possible) 

  ¡ No 

13b If Yes, in which fields? 
Agriculture  
Audiovisual and Media  
Budget  
Competition  
Consumers  
Culture  
Customs  
Development  
Economic and Monetary Affairs  
Education, Training, Youth  
Employment and Social 
Affairs 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Energy  
Enlargement  
Enterprise  
Environment  
External Relations 
External Trade 
Fisheries and  
Maritime Affairs  
Food Safety  
Foreign and 
Security Policy  
Fraud 
Humanitarian aid 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Human rights  
Information Society 
Institutional affairs  
Internal Market  
Justice, freedom and security  
Public Health  
Regional Policy  
Research and Innovation  
Space 
Taxation  
Transport 
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13c  If Yes, at which level? 
  ¡ Local / regional levels 
  X National level 
  X European level 
  ¡ International level 

H Use and dissemination  

14.  How many Articles were published/accepted for 
publication in peer-reviewed journals?  

25 

To how many of these is open access25 provided? 14 

    How many of these are published in open access journals? 8 

    How many of these are published in open repositories? 6 

To how many of these is open access not provided? 11 

    Please check all applicable reasons for not providing open access:  

    X publisher's licensing agreement would not permit publishing in a repository 
    q no suitable repository available 
    X no suitable open access journal available 
    X no funds available to publish in an open access journal 
    X lack of time and resources 
    X lack of information on open access 
    q other26: …………… 

 

15. How many new patent applications (‘priority filings’) 
have been made 

0 

16. Indicate how many of the 
following Intellectual Property 
Rights were applied for (give 
number in each box).  

Trademark 0 

Registered design  0 

Other 0 

17. How many spin-off companies were created / are 
planned as a direct result of the project?  

0 

Indicate the approximate number of additional jobs in these companies:  

18. Please indicate whether your project has a potential impact on employment, 
in comparison with the situation before your project:  

 q Increase in employment, or q In small & medium-sized enterprises 
 q Safeguard employment, or  q In large companies 
 q Decrease in employment,  q None of the above / not relevant to the project 
 X Difficult to estimate / not 

possible to quantify  
  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25 Open Access is defined as free of charge access for anyone via Internet. 
26 For instance: classification for security project. 
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19.  For your project partnership please estimate the 
employment effect resulting directly from your 
participation in Full Time Equivalent (FTE = one person 
working fulltime for a year) jobs: 

Indicate figure: 
 
3 in U. Wolverhampton 
1 in Bar-Ilan Univ 
3 in KNAW 
2.5 in Leiden Univ 
 
q 

I Media and Communication to the general public  

20. As part of the project, were any of the beneficiaries professionals in 
communication or media relations? 

  ¡ Yes X No 

21. As part of the project, have any beneficiaries received professional media / 
communication training / advice to improve communication with the 
general public? 

  ¡ Yes X No 

22 Which of the following have been used to communicate information about 
your project to the general public, or have resulted from your project?  

 q Press Release q Coverage in specialist press 
 q Media briefing q Coverage in general (non-specialist) press  
 q TV coverage / report q Coverage in national press  
 q Radio coverage / report q Coverage in international press 
 X Brochures /posters / flyers  X Website for the general public / internet 
 q DVD /Film /Multimedia X Event targeting general public (festival, conference, 

exhibition, science café) 

23 In which languages are the information products for the general public 
produced?  

 q Language of the coordinator X English 
 q Other language(s)   
	  
Question F-10: Classification of Scientific Disciplines according to the Frascati Manual 2002 (Proposed Standard 
Practice for Surveys on Research and Experimental Development, OECD 2002): 
 
FIELDS OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
 
1. NATURAL SCIENCES 
1.1  Mathematics and computer sciences [mathematics and other allied fields: computer sciences and 

other allied subjects (software development only; hardware development should be classified in the 
engineering fields)] 

1.2 Physical sciences (astronomy and space sciences, physics and other allied subjects)  
1.3 Chemical sciences (chemistry, other allied subjects) 
1.4  Earth and related environmental sciences (geology, geophysics, mineralogy, physical geography and 

other geosciences, meteorology and other atmospheric sciences including climatic research, 
oceanography, vulcanology, palaeoecology, other allied sciences) 

1.5 Biological sciences (biology, botany, bacteriology, microbiology, zoology, entomology, genetics, 
biochemistry, biophysics, other allied sciences, excluding clinical and veterinary sciences) 

 
2 ENGINEERING AND TECHNOLOGY 
2.1 Civil engineering (architecture engineering, building science and engineering, construction engineering, 

municipal and structural engineering and other allied subjects) 
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2.2 Electrical engineering, electronics [electrical engineering, electronics, communication engineering and 
systems, computer engineering (hardware only) and other allied subjects] 

2.3. Other engineering sciences (such as chemical, aeronautical and space, mechanical, metallurgical and 
materials engineering, and their specialised subdivisions; forest products; applied sciences such as 
geodesy, industrial chemistry, etc.; the science and technology of food production; specialised 
technologies of interdisciplinary fields, e.g. systems analysis, metallurgy, mining, textile technology and 
other applied subjects) 

 
3. MEDICAL SCIENCES 
3.1  Basic medicine (anatomy, cytology, physiology, genetics, pharmacy, pharmacology, toxicology, 

immunology and immunohaematology, clinical chemistry, clinical microbiology, pathology) 
3.2 Clinical medicine (anaesthesiology, paediatrics, obstetrics and gynaecology, internal medicine, surgery, 

dentistry, neurology, psychiatry, radiology, therapeutics, otorhinolaryngology, ophthalmology) 
3.3 Health sciences (public health services, social medicine, hygiene, nursing, epidemiology) 
 
4. AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES 
4.1 Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and allied sciences (agronomy, animal husbandry, fisheries, forestry, 

horticulture, other allied subjects) 
4.2 Veterinary medicine 
 
5. SOCIAL SCIENCES 
5.1 Psychology 
5.2 Economics 
5.3 Educational sciences (education and training and other allied subjects) 
5.4 Other social sciences [anthropology (social and cultural) and ethnology, demography, geography 

(human, economic and social), town and country planning, management, law, linguistics, political 
sciences, sociology, organisation and methods, miscellaneous social sciences and 
interdisciplinary , methodological and historical S1T activities relating to subjects in this 
group. Physical anthropology, physical geography and psychophysiology should normally be classified 
with the natural sciences]. 

 
6. HUMANITIES 
6.1 History (history, prehistory and history, together with auxiliary historical disciplines such as archaeology, 

numismatics, palaeography, genealogy, etc.) 
6.2 Languages and literature (ancient and modern) 
6.3 Other humanities [philosophy (including the history of science and technology) arts, history of art, 

art criticism, painting, sculpture, musicology, dramatic art excluding artistic "research" of any kind, 
religion, theology, other fields and subjects pertaining to the humanities, methodological, historical and 
other S1T activities relating to the subjects in this group]  

	  


