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An der evaluativen Bibliometrie entzündete sich in der
Vergangenheit immer wieder Kritik. Für viele Fehlent-
wicklungen in der Wissenschaft, wie z.B. die Fokussie-
rung auf Quantität statt Qualität, mangelnde Replikati-
on von Ergebnissen, Beeinflussung von Metriken («Ga-
ming») oder sogar wissenschaftliches Fehlverhalten,
wird fast stereotyp die Bibliometrie und ihre Indikatoren
(z.B. h-index, Journal Impact Factor) mitverantwortlich
gemacht. Wichtige Deklarationen im Bereich des 
Research Assessment wie DORA (2012) oder COARA
(2022) wurden letztlich auch in Abgrenzung zur traditio-
nellen Bibliometrie abgefasst. Dabei wird jedoch über-
sehen, dass nach Goodhart`s Law jeder Indikator, der
zum Kriterium einer Evaluation gemacht wird, in Wett-
bewerbssituationen selbst zum Ziel wird und damit
seine Bedeutung als Indikator verliert, und dass es die
Verantwortlichen in Hochschulen und Wissenschaft
sind, die solche Indikatoren zu Zielkriterien erkoren
haben. Die Quantitativen Wissenschaftsforschung (QSS)
und die Bibliometrie weisen schon lange darauf hin, dass
bestimmte Indikatoren wie beispielsweise der h-Index
als Maß für die individuelle Forschungsleistung aufgrund
methodischer Probleme ungeeignet sind, weshalb sie
zumindest in diesen Disziplinen längst an Bedeutung
verloren haben. Auch der Journal Impact Factor wird in
der QSS und der Bibliometrie wieder in seiner ursprüng-
lichen Bedeutung als bibliometrisches Maß für den Im-
pact einer wissenschaftlichen Zeitschrift verwendet, und
nicht als Maß für die Qualität der Arbeit von Forschen-
den.

Vor dem Hintergrund der häufig geäusserten Kritik an der
Bibliometrie und ihrer Indikatoren ist es wichtig, darüber
zu informieren, was Bibliometrie und ihre Indikatoren in
verschiedenen Kontexten leisten können und wo ihre
Grenzen liegen. Diesem Ziel ist die vorliegende Ausgabe
der QiW gewidmet. Den Rahmen bildet die Veranstal-
tungsreihe „Swiss Year of Scientometrics“ (SYoS), die von
der ETH-Bibliothek der ETH Zürich in den Jahren 2023
bis 2024 durchgeführt und von swissuniversities, dem
Pendant zur Hochschulrektorenkonferenz in Deutsch-
land, als kompetitiv eingeworbenes Projekt finanziell ge-
fördert wurde. Im Rahmen des Projekts konnten interna-
tional renommierte Bibliometrikerinnen und Bibliometri-
ker für Vorträge und Workshops gewonnen werden
(https://yearofscientometrics.ethz.ch). Aus dieser Veran-
staltungsreihe ist nun eine QiW-Ausgabe mit vier Beiträ-
gen entstanden, die die Vielschichtigkeit der Bibliometrie
und ihrer Anwendung exemplarisch widerspiegelt.

Diese Ausgabe beginnt mit einem Beitrag von David Jo-
hann, Annette Guignard und Simon Willemin mit dem
Titel SYoS & TOBI: Two projects to promote the imple-
mentation of a scientometric infrastructure for Switzer-
land. Darin werden SYoS und ein weiteres Projekt zur
Förderung einer szientometrischen Forschungsinfra-
struktur in der Schweiz vorgestellt.

Emanuel Kulcyzcki beleuchtet in seinem Beitrag Refra-
ming scientometrics: How ontological understanding of
science influences what we count and how we interpret
it die in Vergessenheit geratenen russischen Wurzeln der
Bibliometrie. Er vergleicht den eher atomistisch, westli-
chen Ansatz von de Solla Price mit dem (sowjet-)russi-
schen, kollektivistischen Ansatz von Vasily Nalimov und
untersucht ihre Bedeutung für die aktuelle Diskussion
über den Einsatz von Bibliometrie.

Simon Willemin und Ludo Waltman zeigen in ihrem Bei-
trag Towards transparent, democratic, and open rese-
arch Information: The evolving role of CWTS in the
Netherlandsmetrics, wie sich die Rolle und die Dienst-
leistungen des CWTS in Leiden, eines der weltweit
führenden Zentren im Bereich QSS und Bibliometrie, mit
den gesellschaftlichen Veränderungen in den Niederlan-
den gewandelt haben, etwa in Form einer Erweiterung
des Aufgabenspektrums auf politische Entscheidungen
und erweiterter Formen des Research Assessments. So
sollen beispielsweise Metadaten zu Publikationen wie
Zitationen, die bisher lizenzpflichtigen Datenbanken
vorbehalten waren, öffentlich zugänglich gemacht wer-
den.  

Den Abschluss bildet der Beitrag The Representation of
Swiss Higher Education Institutions in Five Bibliometric
Databases von Julian Dederke, Michelle Koch und
Simon Willemin, der Überlegungen von Willemin und
Waltman zu offenen Metadaten aufgreift und unter-
sucht, inwiefern fünf bibliometrische Datenbanken, da -
runter zwei frei zugängliche (OpenAlex, OpenAIRE), für
bibliometrische Analysen nutzbar sind und inwiefern die
Schweizer Hochschulen darin repräsentiert sind. Das
Vorgehen könnte auch für andere Länder und Institutio-
nen von Interesse sein.

Wir bedanken uns bei Professor Klaus Jonas für die fi-
nanzielle Unterstützung bei der Open-Access-Ausgabe. 

Rüdiger Mutz und David Johann

Seite 98

David JohannRüdiger Mutz

Seite 102

Seite 109

Seite 117
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1. Introduction
Similar to other countries, the Swiss science system
has been influenced by the establishment of New Pub-
lic Management in the late 1990s and early 2000s. As
a result, researchers and universities today operate in a
“quasi-market” in which they compete for scarce re-
sources. Competition is desired by politics with the aim
to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of re-
searchers and universities internationally. Perfor-
mance-based funding decisions are made using stan-
dardized criteria, which often include bibliometric in-
dicators, such as the count of research articles in a se-
lection of peer reviewed journals, or the proportion of
publica tions amongst the most frequently cited ones
(e.g. Nievergelt 2013; Enders et al. 2015; Johann et al.
2022).

In the two last decades, scientometric data and indi-
cators have become more important. At first glance,
this may seem plausible, because scientometric data
and indicators can provide useful information and be a
useful tool for managing universities and the science
system, as long as they are used correctly, i.e. contex-
tualized and interpreted appropriately. However, sci-
entometric data and indicators require sensible man-
agement, analysis, and interpretation to be the basis
of meaningful policy decisions. 

It seems necessary to set up centers or networks that
provide high-quality scientometric data, i.e., data that
has been curated and cleansed of errors and inaccura-

cies, and comprehensive expertise in the analysis and
interpretation of scientometric data – e.g. for data-
based research evaluation. Examples from countries
outside Switzerland include the Centre for Science and
Technology Studies (CWTS) in the Netherlands and the
Competence Network for Bibliometrics in Germany.

Given the paramount importance of science and uni-
versities for Switzerland, it may be surprising that
Switzerland has neither established a competence net-
work or center for scientometric analysis, nor set up a
curated bibliometric database, yet. This has prompted
the ETH Library to launch two projects working to-
wards founding scientometric structures in Switzer-
land and exploring the possibility of using open and
transparent bibliometric data sources for Switzerland:
“Swiss Year of Scientometrics” (SYoS) and “Towards
Open Bibliometric Indicators” (TOBI). 

2. Swiss Year of Scientometrics (SYoS)

The Swiss Year of Scientometrics (SYoS) has several
objectives: 

•  Establishing a network of relevant actors within the
Swiss science system who deal directly or indirectly
with scientometric data and analyses. Relevant ac-
tors include researchers in the fields of higher edu-
cation and science studies, Swiss universities ma -
nagement and university libraries, as well as staff
from other relevant Swiss institutions such as the

David Johann, Annette Guignard & Simon Willemin

SYoS & TOBI

Two projects to promote the implementation of
a scientometric infrastructure for Switzerland

Unlike other countries, Switzerland lacks a network in which members of HEIs with scien-
tometric expertise work together. In addition, it does not have a curated and comprehen-
sive database of bibliometric data available to Swiss universities. ETH Zurich has launched
two projects (SYoS and TOBI) to promote the implementation of a scientometric infrastruc-
ture for Switzerland. This article presents the objectives and approaches of both projects
along with a discussion of some initial results.
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Swiss Science Council, the Swiss Library Service
Platform (SLSP) or the Swiss Secretariat for Educa -
tion, Research and Innovation (SERI).

•  Raising awareness of the potential of scientometric
services for Swiss research institutions.

•   Investigating the possibilities, requirements, and restric-
tions for scientometric services in Switzerland – also in
light of an increasing importance of open science.

•  Promoting the transparent and responsible use of
scientometric data and indicators in Switzerland –
also considering the meaning of the San Francisco
Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) for
Swiss universities.

To achieve the objectives, SYoS hosted a series of four
90-minute lectures with Q&A, dedicated to specific
topics relating to the above goals, and featuring inter-
nationally renowned speakers, who shared their ex-
pertise on the following topics: 

•  Opportunities and challenges of scientometrics: Di-
versification of data sources and applications
(Speaker: Prof Stefanie Haustein)

•  Reframing scientometrics: How ontological under-
standing of science influences what we count and
how we interpret it (Speaker: Prof Emanuel Kulczy-
cki; for more information on the lecture, see
Emanuel Kulczycki’s contribution in this journal)

•  The responsible assessment of open science (Speak-
er: Dr Elizabeth Gadd)

•  Openness of research information – Democratizing
the use of scientometrics (Speaker: Prof Ludo Walt-

man; for more information on the lecture, see the
contribution by Ludo Waltman and Simon Willemin
in this journal)

The lectures of Stefanie Haustein, Emanuel Kulczycki
and Ludo Waltman, that took place at ETH Zurich, are
available on the ETH Zurich video portal.1

Each of the lectures was accompanied by a one-day-
workshop held the day after the lecture. While partic-
ipation in the lecture was open to everyone interest-
ed, the number of participants in the workshops was
limited to 20-30 contributors. The workshop allowed
the participants to explore the respective topic in
more depth through a chaired discussion. The partici-
pants came from different backgrounds and institu-
tions, providing insights from different perspectives. 

In addition, a blog2 was set up and curated reporting
on the core points from the lecture and workshop se-
ries (see Figure 1). It also covered thematic posts that
addressed topics of key interest to the stakeholders
(e.g., food for thought for decision-makers at universi-
ties). New blog posts were also announced on Linked -
In to increase visibility. The posts covered topics, such
as “Shenanigans with Impact Factors”3 or “Hierarchi-

Fig. 1: Timeline of the SYoS project including information about communication activities

The figure also shows the weekly number of visits to the SYoS blog from February 2023 to September 2024. Please note: No distinction was made between in-
ternal (project staff) and external visitors when counting visits. 

1 ETH Zurich video portal: https://video.ethz.ch/
2 SYoS blog: https://yearofscientometrics.ethz.ch/.
3 Shenanigans with Impact Factors:
https://yearofscientometrics.ethz.ch/?s=shenanigans
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cal Classification System of Research Fields to Under-
stand Research Interconnectedness”4. The blog also
discussed bibliometric practices and activities in other
countries (Austria: University of Vienna5).

3. Towards Open Bibliometric Indicators
(TOBI)

Towards Open Bibliometric Indicators (TOBI) is close-
ly linked to SYoS. Until recently, bibliometric analyses
were almost exclusively based on data from commer-
cial databases, such as the Web of Science and Sco-
pus. This has one core disadvantage: Access to these
databases is expensive and restrictive, which is in di-
rect contrast with the DORA declaration, demanding
openness and transparency. The goal of TOBI is to
identify alternative open and transparent data sources
for bibliometric indicators and analyses for Swiss 
higher education institutions. As such, TOBI contrib -
utes to promoting a transparent, responsible, and
DORA-compliant use of scientometric data, which is
one of the core objectives of SYoS. Furthermore, TOBI
embraces the idea of Open Science, which is becom -
ing increasingly more important in Switzerland.

TOBI’s approach is as follows: First, a large number of
open data sources containing bibliometric data, alt-
metric data, and other relevant research information
were identified. The most promising sources to com-
pute bibliometric indicators were then extracted from
these sources and, finally, analyzed in depth. 

The project has analyzed the quality of the most im-
portant metadata for bibliometric analyses at the pub-
lication level. Guiding questions were: 

•  Have the metadata of publications retrieved from
different sources been deduplicated? 

•  Is the type of publication (e.g. article, book, data)
provided for each publication? 

•  Is information on the authors' affiliations available,
and accurate, in the data sources? 

The analysis of the quality of the metadata went hand
in hand with the identification of possible bias in the
data. For example, the language of publication (Eng-
lish vs. other languages), the location of the institu-
tions (French-, Italian- and German-speaking parts of
Switzerland), and the type of authors’ affiliated insti-
tutions (universities, universities of applied sciences,
universities of teacher education, other types of high-
er education institutions) were considered. 

TOBI identified several hundreds of open databases,
but only a handful were truly global in the sense that
they contained more than 10 million bibliographic
records and were neither discipline nor country specif-
ic. While some of these databases may be useful for
in-depth literature research,6 most of them did not
contain affiliation data at all, or only useful data for a
few publications. The lack of this information makes
the databases largely unsuitable for bibliometric

analyses. However, TOBI identified two promising
open data sources: OpenAlex and OpenAIRE Graph.
Both had a good scope and high quality, which makes
them suit able for bibliometric analyses of Swiss higher
education institutions. Other projects have already
implemented open data: For example, Open-Alex has
al ready become the central data source of the Swiss
Open Access Monitor7 and the Centre for Science and
Technology Studies (CWTS) has published an open
edition of its Leiden Ranking based on OpenAlex8.

Overall, the lessons learned from TOBI could help de-
cision-makers in the Swiss science sector to select a
valid data source for their policy making (see also the
contribution by Julian Dederke, Michelle Koch, and
Simon Willemin in this journal).

4. Discussion and Outlook

Although the Swiss science system is highly competi-
tive, and metrics play an important role in research as-
sessment in Switzerland, the country has lacked a net-
work and/or infrastructure for scientometrics that col-
lects, provides, and promotes the responsible use of
scientometric data and indicators.

SYoS and TOBI have taken major steps towards estab-
lishing such a network and a scientometric infrastruc-
ture: SYoS events were well attended and 
reached a broad audience from various Swiss institu -
tions. They also helped establishing a stakeholder net-
work on scientometric issues and raised willingness
for further development of scientometrics in Switzer-
land, including the establishment of a scientometric
infrastructure. The considerable numbers of visits to
the SYoS blog indicates that the project is recognized
(see Figure 1). The awareness should contribute to a
more responsible use of scientometric data and indi-
cators in Switzerland. The results of the TOBI project
are also promising. They suggest that valid sciento-
metric an alyses of the Swiss research landscape is pos-
sible with open bibliometric data sources, such as
OpenAlex. Expertise built on the basis of TOBI can be
used to fur ther develop an open data infrastructure for
Swiss research institutions in the future.

4 Hierarchical Classification System of Research Fields to Understand  
Research Interconnectedness: https://yearofscientometrics.ethz.ch/a-hier-
archical-classification-system-of-research-fields-to-understand-research-
interconnectedness/ 

5 Austria: University of Vienna: https://yearofscientometrics.ethz.ch/chan-
ge-is-the-only-constant-heraclitus-bibliometric-practices-and-activities-
at-the-university-of-vienna-reloaded/

6 For instance, BASE has been used as a source for Open Knowledge Maps
(see Kraker et al. 2024).

7 Swiss Open Access Monitor: https://oamonitor.ch/charts-data/jounral-monior/
8 CWTS Leiden Ranking Open Edition: https://open.leidenranking.com
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Next steps are currently discussed with the network
stakeholders. The successful SYoS events on scientomet-
ric topics will continue with an annual series of lectures
and workshops that will take place at ETH Zurich and in
other Swiss Higher Education Institutions. This will
maintain the possibility for further exchange for the sci-
entometric community in Switzerland in the future. In
addition, planning for a suitable organizational structure
for future collaboration between stakeholders has
begun. A project to develop metadata standards that al-
lows us to facilitate comparative bibliometric analyses
has started and should help ensuring that Swiss research
results are more visible internationally.
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Scientometrics is increasingly perceived as a practical or
even evaluative activity, oriented towards counting pub-
lications and citations, often without engaging in theo-
retical reflection on the concepts it employs. These con-
cepts, however, are crucial in shaping what we, as an
academic community, consider real in science, and con-
sequently, what we deem worth counting and assessing.
Without such reflection, scientometrics – and science
studies in general – risk being reduced to trivial descrip-
tions, sets of tables and figures that merely illustrate
what appears on the surface, without recognizing that
our perception of research quality is shaped by the very
concepts we use. Engaging with these concepts is cru-
cial, particularly when we aim to change how we think
about science and how we assess research. A shift in
how we discuss science, and what we perceive as the
fundamental elements of research communities, is one
of the many necessary steps to improve not only scien-
tometrics, but more importantly, science itself, which ul-
timately serves society. This paper tackles this issue by
comparing two grand approaches to scientometrics in-
troduced by Derek J. de Solla Price and Vasily Nalimov,
demonstrating that a more collective approach to scien-
tometrics is possible, and could better serve both its de-
scriptive and evaluative purposes.

1. The forgotten alternative

The starting point for the reflection presented in this
paper is the assertion that contemporary scientometrics,
along with the effects of metrics-based research evalua-
tion regimes – such as publication pressure and the mis-
use of metrics – largely stems from an atomistic and indi-

vidualistic ontology pioneered by Price, particularly in
his seminal work Little Science, Big Science (1963).
While Price’s approach remains largely unchallenged in
Western scientometrics, this paper explores an alterna-
tive perspective that emerged in Eastern Europe, specif-
ically Vasily Nalimov’s marginalized ontology for scien-
tometrics, presented in his influential Naukometriya
coauthored with his doctoral student Zinaida
Mulchenko (Nalimov/Mulchenko 1969). 

This article presents key insights from my engagement in
discussions within the fields of science of science and
scientometrics. In 2023, I had the honor of delivering a
keynote lecture at one of the quarterly events organized
as part of the “Swiss Year of Scientometrics” at the ETH
Library in Zurich, alongside esteemed scholars such as
Stefanie Haustein (Co-director of ScholCommLab in
Canada), Elizabeth Gadd (Vice-Chair of the CoARA
Steering Board), and Ludo Waltman (Scientific director
at the CWTS at Leiden University). The topic assigned to
me was “reflexive bibliometrics,” and I chose to address
the tension between Price’s individualistic vision of sci-
ence and Nalimov’s collective approach in my lecture,
which was titled precisely the same as this article. While
preparing the lecture, I realized that the perspective of
political ontology, which I have developed largely
thanks to the works of Krystian Szadkowski (Szadkowski
2023; Szadkowski/Krzeski 2019), is crucial for under-
standing a key point: the fundamental assumptions
about what we recognize as “real” in the scientific realm
shape our attitudes, actions, and decisions in
scientomet rics. These assumptions dictate how we mea-
sure science and what we consider its key outputs. In

Emanuel Kulczycki

Reframing scientometrics

How ontological understanding of science influences
what we count and how we interpret it

Emanuel Kulczycki

This paper critically examines the ontological assumptions underlying scientometrics, specifically contrasting the
atomistic approach of Derek J. de Solla Price with the collective perspective of Vasily Nalimov. It argues that pre-
vailing metrics, focused on individual outputs, fail to account for the importance of scientific communities in shap-
ing knowledge. By applying political ontology, the paper suggests a paradigm shift in scientometrics, advocating for
a collective-based perspective that can more effectively capture the complexity of scientific progress. Reframing
scientometrics to recognize collectives as fundamental actors could better serve both descriptive and evaluative
purposes, ultimately advancing the field.
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this paper, I seize the opportunity to compare the foun-
dational works of Price and Nalimov, examining their
perspectives through the lens of political economy.

2. Image of science in scientometrics

Most of the existing literature on scientometrics –
whether descriptive or evaluative – focuses on creating
new indicators to quantify aspects of scientific activity,
such as gender disparities or interdisciplinary research.
However, theoretical (meta)studies that critically exam-
ine the underlying assumptions guiding how we quantify
science are relatively scarce. However, the way we think
about and envision science profoundly influences what
science becomes and the direction it takes. Maria and
Stanisław Ossowscy, the creators of the first program for
the science of science, articulated in their foundational
1935 paper, The Science of Science (Nauka o nauce),
that “science, like all other fields of culture, is a part of
that particular sphere of reality whose history depends
on what we think of it” (Ossowska/Ossowski 1964, p.
82). Our conceptualization of science is not a natural
given and does not derive from the objectivity of science
itself, as it does not exist objectively in the sense of
naive realism. As Ludwik Fleck (2008) would argue, our
science is continuously constructed based on a tripartite
relationship consisting of (1) individual scientists who
conduct research, (2) research subjects investigated by
these scientists, and (3) scientific communities (thought
collectives in Fleck’s terms) to which these scientists be-
long and which impose their thought styles. A thought
style is the ability to perceive problems and articulate
solutions based on the values and practices that define
the “reference system” in which that though is created
(cf. Condé/Jarnicki 2023).

Fleck demonstrated that thought styles within collec-
tives evolve and that new facts do not alter old theories
and thought styles. Only a new theory – a new way of
perceiving research subjects – can effect such change. I
aim to illustrate that the currently dominant thought
style in scientometrics, which views science primarily as
the product of individual scientists publishing papers, is
not a dogma but a historically developed way of think-
ing about science. This prevailing thought style in con-
temporary scientometrics (both descriptive and evalua-
tive) focuses on the achievements and successes of indi-
vidual researchers, which poses significant challenges for
studying and describing research groups or entire disci-
plines – essentially collectives in the Fleckian sense.
While scientometrics does describe research groups or
invisible colleges, it does so by aggregating the work and
publications of individual researchers, rather than recog-
nizing that scientists operate within collectives.

In other words, when contemporary scientometrics de-
scribes the productivity of an institution, analyzes on-
going discussions about a research topic, or identifies
emerging fields in science, it often overlooks the true
role of scientific communities. These communities are
not merely aggregations of quantitative data about in-
dividual scientists. They constitute one of the three

foundational elements of constructing knowledge,
alongside scientists and research subjects. Genuine re-
search takes place within the interactions of these three
elements. More importantly, if we align with Fleck’s
perspective, we cannot consider individual scientists
outside the prism of the thought collectives to which
they belong. Therefore, when analyzing the scientific
activity of individual researchers, we should first con-
sider them as members of thought collectives. Revers-
ing this relationship is of fundamental importance and
seems inconceivable in current scientometrics. Howev-
er, the history of science teaches us that what is incon-
ceivable at a given moment is simply contrary to the
prevailing thought style. We also know that thought
styles, or paradigms in Kuhnian terms, change under
the influence of new theories.

The situation with scientometrics is particularly intrigu-
ing, as an alternative vision of scientometrics and sci-
ence, understood as the continuous work of collec-
tives, emerged over half a century ago, conceived by
none other than the originator of the term ‘sciento-
metrics,’ Vasily Nalimov. However, the collectivist vi-
sion of Russian scientometrics was overshadowed by
the individualistic vision of American scientometrics. It
perhaps did not so much lose as it was never given a
chance to present its program, as Nalimov’s ideas, un-
justly perceived as ‘red scientist’ notions, were largely
ignored (Kulczycki 2023).

The current relationship between individuals and collec-
tives in scientometrics has several causes. One significant
factor is the highly individualistic and pragmatic concepts
introduced by Price, often regarded as the founding fa-
ther of scientometrics. Another factor is the redefinition
of citations through the creation of the Science Citation
Index by Eugene Garfield. Additionally, the sociology of
science – particularly its transformation into the sociolo-
gy of scientific knowledge – has largely moved away from
focusing on scientific communities. As Jochen Gläser
(2001) noted, this has led to a crucial disconnect be-
tween scientometrics and the sociology of science.

When I refer to ‘current scientometrics,’ I mean both the
scientific discussions in so-called descriptive scientomet-
rics, as seen in journals like Scientometrics, Journal of In-
formetrics, Quantitative Science Studies, and Research
Evaluation as well as the entire commercial apparatus of
university rankings, citation databases, and scientometric
tools used in so-called evaluative scientometrics (Moed
2017). While these two areas intersect in many ways, the
heuristic distinction between them is well established
within the field itself (Bornmann/Leydesdorff 2014;
Garfield 2009; Mingers/Leydesdorff 2015).

As researchers, we are always members of multiple
thought collectives. We do not work in isolation. Even
in the humanities, we engage in ongoing debate and
discussion with colleagues and the works of classical
authors. Yet, when using scientometric tools to analyze
scientific activity, we invariably reduce everything to
individual researchers. We collaborate, but then we
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count citations and publications separately for each
scientist. When analyzing a given scientist, we often
overlook their role within their collective or research
group. For instance, we evaluate a dean by their publi-
cations, even though this is not their primary role or
social function as a scholar.

Thus, we need a new approach to scientometrics that –
in the current context – will flip this situation on its
head. We should begin with the collective and then pos-
sibly move down to the scientists or up to the institution
or country. In scientometrics, we start with the scientist
and their publications because "that’s the only way"
with the tools we have. But this approach does not re-
flect how science functions. It reflects the design of the
dominant version of scientometrics. It is high time to re-
store collectives and scientific communities as the foun-
dation of the thought style in scientometrics.

The question arises: do we need to reinvent everything?
Fortunately, no. In our journey toward a collectivist sci-
entometrics, we can incorporate the effective aspects of
the dominant perspective found in the works of Price
and Garfield, while drawing inspiration from the some-
what forgotten collectivist vision of Nalimov. Therefore,
this paper aims to present Nalimov’s approach by con-
trasting it with Price’s perspective through the lens of
political ontology.

3. Perspective of political ontology

Fleck believed that knowledge is produced by scien-
tists within thought collectives. Therefore, scientific
facts exist and are considered true within these histori-
cal collectives and within the intersubjective social
space when they become commonly accepted as com-
monsense knowledge. This perspective helps us under-
stand what “real” scientific knowledge means. How -
ever, it raises further questions: How real are the scien-
tists, the collectives, and the connections between
them? What hierarchies exist among these elements?
Prioritizing one of these elements can fundamentally
change our perception of science. Addressing these
questions requires moving beyond Fleck’s framework,
which primarily focuses on how scientists think and the
knowledge they produce, emphasizing epistemology
and methodology. But what about ontology? Ontology
defines not only the elements of the tri-element rela-
tionship (research subjects, scientists, collectives), but
also the relationships between them. It delimits the
very nature of knowing, meaning that no analysis of
scientific activity or reflection on science itself can be
ontologically neutral. Ontological choices significantly
shape the content of our theories.

If we choose to perceive science and the production of
scientific knowledge through the lens of individual sci-
entists, collectives, or institutions, our theories will be
shaped accordingly, giving primacy to one of these ele-
ments. Consequently, as Hay emphasizes, any ontologi-
cal choice will affect “our expectations about how the
political drama will unfold” (Hay 2006, p. 79). There-

fore, these choices have various epistemological,
methodological, practical, and political consequences.

When comparing the visions of science within the sci-
ence of science and scientometrics, focusing on how
they perceive the roles of scientific communities and
individual scientists, I enter the field of political ontol-
ogy. Political ontology concerns the fundamental as-
sumptions and concepts that shape our perception of
scientific reality as a social reality, and in this way, as
political. It addresses how we think about the founda-
tions and ‘essence’ of science. What we recognize as
‘real’ in the scientific realm influences our attitudes,
actions, and decisions in this field. Szadkowski high-
lights that political ontology is “a method of unveiling
ontological assumptions underpinning historical mani-
festations of being and disclosing their political impli-
cations”(Szadkowski 2023, p. 62). Moreover, from the
perspective of this paper, political ontology determines
how we measure science, what we consider its key
products, and the policies applied to it.

Political ontology assumes that our perception of what
“exists” and the relationships between entities result
from political conflicts. Szadkowski and Krzeski (2019),
while emphasizing the usefulness of political ontology in
studies of universities, note that political ontology al-
lows us to analyze how different ontological assump-
tions limit the impact of what is considered “real” on re-
ality. By combining the perspective of political ontology
with Fleck’s approach, we can explore how what we
consider ontologically fundamental – whether individual
scientists, thought collectives, or the relationships be-
tween them – shapes different views on what is real in
the scientific sector, and consequently, leads to different
actions and policies.

The perspective of political ontology helps us under-
stand that the concept of the individual (specifically, the
individual scientist) has been naturalized and given on-
tological primacy due to the success of classical political
economy and the convergence of liberalism and capital-
ism. This naturalization of the individual as the founda-
tional element is so strong that any attempt to revive
collectives and establish their primacy – especially after
the experiences of communist regimes in Europe –
evokes images from the past. Consequently, in various
fields, particularly in education and science, we en-
counter narratives that emphasize the individual who
can gain personal benefits from education or science,
benefits that can be exchanged in the market: education
for employment, scientific achievement for rewards, and
citations for academic promotion.

The myth of individual effort and flashes of genius per-
sists, as evidenced by the Nobel Prizes awarded to indi-
vidual scientists, even though many discoveries are the
result of the collective work of hundreds of scholars. El-
evating the individual in this ontological relationship
contributes to the widespread acceptance of the privat -
ization of knowledge through intellectual property and
patents. Thus, the individual has taken center stage in
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the contemporary view of science, which is seen as a
collection of individual – though collaborating – units.
Modern approaches to science, including those in scien-
tometrics and the science of science, do not consider
collectives as the fundamental basis of this perspective.
Instead, collectives are viewed merely as groups of sci-
entists who make choices based on their individual will
and thinking, rather than following a shared thought
style, as Fleck suggested.

Szadkowski and Krzeski (2019) suggest that in the con-
text of universities and higher education, we can identify
a third approach: the political ontology of relationships
connecting individuals. This approach emphasizes what
is common, rather than what is private (as with individual
primacy) or public (as with the primacy of collectives).
The private/public dichotomy seems to play a larger role
in higher education research than in scientometrics.
Overcoming this dichotomy through the concept of the
common could be crucial for shaping the future of higher
education and universities. However, in thinking about
science, we remain behind, as the individual/collective
dichotomy (and the equality of these elements) is not
fundamentally recognized, with the individual still being
the primary unit shaping the vision of science. Therefore,
in scientometrics, before we can move beyond this di-
chotomy and highlight the importance of relationships
between individuals and collectives, we must first
reestablish the significant role of scientific communities
in our understanding of science.

4. Contrasting Little Science, Big Science
and Naukometriya

Both Price and Nalimov wrote numerous works that
could be considered important contributions to sciento-
metrics. However, the foundational assumptions of their
perspectives can be most effectively reconstructed by
examining two key books: Price’s Little Science, Big Sci-
ence (1963) and Nalimov’s Naukometriya (1969), which
he co-authored with Mulchenko. Nevertheless, it is im-
portant to acknowledge that there are historical,
methodological, and logical challenges in contrasting
these two books, given that they were written in differ-
ent times and contexts.

Little Science, Big Science is a short book based on four
lectures delivered by Price at Harvard, at a time when
the post-World War II United States was emerging as
the stable heart of the global academic system. Pub-
lished in 1961, the book quickly became a classic refer-
ence in scientometrics, cementing Price’s reputation as
the “father of scientometrics” and serving as the source
of the ideas for the development of the Science Citation
Index (SCI) by Eugene Garfield. Even if we agree with
Andras Schubert (2019) that Friedrich Engels could be
considered the great-grandfather of scientometrics, this
does not diminish Price’s contribution to stabilizing the
law of “exponential growth” in science as a recognized
social fact. However, this law was not a groundbreaking
scientific discovery. It was rather a simple observation
based on raw data. For this reason, it could be claimed

by many other “parents.” More interestingly, for Price,
the law of exponential growth was merely a starting
point for investigating the consequences of the shift to-
ward logistic growth, or growth with a logistic curve
shape. Yet, there are even more significant contributions
in his small book. One such idea is the concept of the
“invisible college” – a network of scientists working at
the frontier of knowledge who must limit the scope of
information to maintain active engagement. This insight
provided a crude rationale for the development of the
SCI by Garfield.

The SCI, launched in 1964, quickly became an indis-
pensable tool not only in information sciences and li-
braries but also as the backbone of any scientometrics
worth its name. Garfield, a close friend of Price, was un-
doubtedly inspired by him. However, Price was unable
to use the index in his work, relying instead on crude
data like the number of publications, entries from Amer-
ican Men of Science, and journal circulation statistics
from public libraries. While Price referred to the impor-
tance of tracking citations and assessing the utility of sci-
entists through more precise measures, he had to work
with the limited data available to him, particularly when
addressing geopolitical issues in science.

Nalimov and Mulchenko’s Naukometriya followed in
1969. They openly acknowledged the significant influ-
ence of both Price and Garfield on their own work, to
the point where one might feel they underplay their
own contributions. Despite working in Soviet Russia,
their book contains no mention of Marx, Marxism, or
any other ideological references that could invite
stereotypical accusations. To say that Naukometriya
was written under the shadow of Little Science, Big
Science is no exaggeration, but it would be an over-
statement to suggest that this diminished the value of
Nalimov’s project.

Nalimov began his research on scientometrics in the
1950s while working as an abstractor at VINITI [All-
Russian Institute for Scientific and Technical Informa-
tion] (Hammarfelt/Dahlin 2024), where he encountered
an Italian translation of Price’s paper. Later, he devel-
oped his approach to scientometrics within the broader
framework of the „science of science” program (Skalska-
Zlat 2001; Wouters 1999), initiated in the 1920s and
1930s by Polish sociologists Maria Ossowska, and
Stanisław Ossowski, whose article Science of Science
[Nauce o nauce] (1935) was the very first program for a
new metascience discipline. For Nalimov, science was a
self-organizing system driven by information flows, and
thus, the quantitative analysis of science should serve to
improve science itself, not merely serve instrumental
goals. Naukometriya was quickly translated into several
languages in socialist countries, sparking significant dis-
cussions. It is notable that the only machine-aided Eng-
lish translation of the book, prepared by the Foreign
Technology Division of the U.S. Air Force, used the term
“measurement of science” instead of “scientometrics,”
reflecting a misunderstanding of Nalimov’s intention to
establish a new discipline.
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Both Price and Nalimov saw science as a social process
that could be analyzed and measured, but they had dif-
ferent views on the nature of its evolution. For Price, sci-
ence was more orderly and predictable, while Nalimov
emphasized its complexity and unpredictability. Howev-
er, these are not the only divergences in their perspec-
tives. The differences are most apparent when viewed
through the lens of political ontology, across four key di-
mensions: the nature of science, the nature of sciento-
metrics, the role of scholarly communication, and
geopolitics. At this point, I would like to emphasize that
the idea of examining these dimensions, summarized in

Table 1, emerged during discussions within the Scholarly
Communication Research Group at AMU, involving
Krystian Szadkowski, Zehra Takın, and myself.

Price viewed science as an atomistic system, where indi-
vidual scientists – acting as separate entities – drive
progress, with “invisible colleges” forming networks of
prominent researchers. In contrast, Nalimov’s relational
approach emphasized science as a self-organizing sys-
tem shaped by information flows, with “invisible collec-
tives” fostering faster scientific development. While
Price focused on predicting science’s growth through

Tab. 1: Price and Nalimov’s Approaches through the Lenses of Political Ontology
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observable trends and individual productivity, Nalimov
argued that science’s development was more unpre-
dictable, resembling the biosphere’s complex evolution.
In scientometrics, Price prioritized measuring individual
productivity and eminence using bibliographic methods,
whereas Nalimov centered on analyzing relationships,
information flows, and networks. Additionally, their
views on scholarly communication diverged: for Price,
academic papers were tools for claiming authorship and
prestige, while Nalimov saw them as vehicles for accel-
erating information flow. These distinctions extend to
geopolitics, where Price linked scientific progress to na-
tional economic competition, while Nalimov empha-
sized overcoming peripheral blockades in information
flow, positioning science as a global, interconnected en-
terprise.

The comparison of Little Science, Big Science and
Naukometriya through the lens of political ontology re-
veals how the fundamental assumptions about the na-
ture of science, its measurement, and the role of schol-
arly communication profoundly shape our attitudes, ac-
tions, and decisions in scientometrics – particularly in
terms of what we measure and what we regard as the
key elements of the research process. Price’s atomistic
understanding of science, where individual scientists
and their achievements are central to scientific progress,
contrasts sharply with Nalimov’s relational perspective,
which emphasizes the self-organizing, collective nature
of scientific knowledge production. While Price’s focus
on individual eminence and productivity aligns with a
Western, liberal capitalist model of competition, Nal-
imov’s emphasis on information flows and collectives re-
flects a more systemic, networked view of science, root-
ed in Soviet-era thinking. However, it is important not to
oversimplify this comparison as merely a contrast be-
tween capitalist and communist visions of science. Both
systems can support individualist or collectivist views of
science, as seen in examples like Trofim Lysenko’s
prominence in the Soviet Union or the collective effort
behind the Manhattan Project in the United States. Cap-
italism and communism operate on a broader ontologi-
cal level, both using bibliometric indicators to describe
or regulate scientific reality. De-individualizing or “so-
cializing” scientometrics would not impart a communist
character but would instead emphasize the fundamental
role of thought collectives and scientific communities as
key drivers of scientific progress.

These two perspectives highlight the critical role of onto-
logical assumptions in shaping scientometrics. Choosing
to focus on individuals or collectives, or prioritizing cer-
tain metrics over others, is not a neutral, technical deci-
sion. It carries political, epistemological, and method-
ological implications. The political economy of science,
as seen through the work of Price and Nalimov, demon-
strates that what we consider “real” in the scientific
realm – whether it is the achievements of individual sci-
entists or the collective advancement of knowledge – di-
rectly shapes how we measure and evaluate science. To
improve scientometrics and research evaluation, we must
critically reflect on the ontological assumptions embed-

ded in scientometric practices and consider how these
assumptions can be reimagined to better account for the
complexities of scientific knowledge production.

5. Why is it worth to discuss reframing
scientometrics?

In the prevailing view of scientometrics, science is fun-
damentally shaped by individual scientists who form
groups, often referred to as ‘invisible colleges’ or ‘re-
search groups,’ and work within various scientific or in-
dustrial institutions. This leads to a reductionist ap-
proach to the metricization of science, where the prima-
ry measurable aspect is scholarly communication, specif-
ically scientific publications and their citations. As a re-
sult, the progress of science is predominantly monitored
through the counting of scientists, publications, and in-
stitutions. This limited perspective often prioritizes the
so-called hard sciences, such as chemistry and biology,
while marginalizing fields like the social sciences and hu-
manities. Such an exclusionary framework not only nar-
rows the definition of scientific activity but also fails to
recognize the full breadth of intellectual contributions
across diverse disciplines.

While individualized scientometrics has been effective
over the past six decades in describing, understanding,
and evaluating the development of science, its focus on
individual scientists as isolated actors has produced a
range of negative consequences – chief among them,
the intensification of publication pressure. A collectivist
approach to scientometrics, however, does not disregard
the importance of individual contributions. Even in dis-
ciplines like the humanities, where scholars may work
individually, they do so within ‘thought collectives’ that
shape their intellectual environment. Individual scien-
tists are always embedded in wider collectives and re-
search networks. This raises two important questions:
Should we transition from an individualized to a collec-
tivist approach in scientometrics? And if so, is it feasible?

My hope is that this paper will spark a broader discus-
sion about transforming scientometrics to place greater
value on thought collectives, and to ensure that scien-
tists are described and evaluated within the context of
their roles in research groups, institutions, disciplines, or
thought collectives. Without rethinking its origins and
underlying assumptions, scientometrics risks becoming
even more radicalized, metricized, and commercialized.
It is essential, therefore, to develop and use tools that
genuinely serve both science and society, rather than
distorting the practices of scientists and their collectives
under the pressures of a purely metric-driven system.
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1. Introduction

This article draws from the content of the third Swiss
Year of Scientometrics (SYoS) lecture “Openness of re-
search information – Democratizing the use of sciento-
metrics” held by Ludo Waltman at ETH Zurich on 24
April 2024. The starting point for this manuscript was a
transcript of the lecture, which Simon Willemin enriched
with additional background information, and which was
then revised in an iterative process by Ludo Waltman
and Simon Willemin.

Since its creation, the Centre for Science and Technology
Studies (CWTS) at Leiden University in the Netherlands
contributes to framing how Research Assessment is per-
formed in the country. However, its role and the services
it provides have evolved, in line with cultural changes,
trends and opportunities. This article briefly retraces the
history of CWTS and introduces recently published eval-
uation protocols, recommendation papers and declara-
tions. Section 2 focuses primarily on the place of scien-
tometrics to evaluate institutions or academics in the
context of the Research Assessment reform. Section 3
concentrates primarily on the Open Science movement
and on the promotion of transparent, democratic, and
open data for scientometric analyses.

2. Cultural changes in the Netherlands

2.1 From quantitative studies to focal areas of interest
The Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS)
at Leiden University was created in 1989 around Antho-
ny van Raan, Henk Moed and their research groups (Pe-
tersohn/Heinze 2017). It is possible to get an initial im-

pression of the discussions of the time by consulting the
Handbook of Quantitative Studies of Science and Tech-
nology, published by van Raan one year before the cre-
ation of the centre. The book contains theory and appli-
cations based on “mathematical, statistical, and data-
analytical methods and techniques” (1988, p. 1). It ap-
peared in the context of an increasing “demand from re-
search policy and research management” for “new ways
to monitor” (1988, p. 1). This demand is linked to a shift
in the activites of bibliometric communities that was
characterized as follows a few years later:

        Due to the rising costs of bibliographic data and
the monopoly of vendors, many projects cannot be
funded any more by usual grants. Today commis-
sioned work for science policy and business is one
of the preferred forms of bibliometric macro-level
studies. Scientometric research has become indi-
rectly dominated by the interest group “science
policy and business”. Its interest is clearly focused
on “prompt” and “comprehensible” indicators,
while the state of knowledge would allow the ap-
plication of more sophisticated methods. More-
over, such research-reports tend to be only partial-
ly published and without the necessary method-
ological enhancements, which reduces its value for
the bibliometric community. As a consequence a
clear shift away from methodological research to-
wards applied bibliometrics and “technology” can
be observed. (Glänzel/Schoepflin 1994, p. 380)

The anchorage of CWTS in a university might have con-
tributed to preventing such a shift away from method-
ological research. However, the development of the cen-
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tre reflects the growing demand for applied bibliomet-
rics. In 2002, for instance, in order to become more flex-
ible regarding wages and staff, a small company called
CWTS B.V. and working closely together with CWTS was
created (Petersohn/Heinze 2017, p. 571). CWTS also ex-
panded its activities and reached national and later in-
ternational recognition as an expertise centre (Peter-
sohn/Heinze 2017, p. 566). Currently, the centre is still
active in scientometrics, and it continues to provide ser-
vices in this area, but it has broadened its activities and
has placed greater emphasis on policy-making in science
and evaluation of research.

During the period 2017-2022, CWTS followed the re-
search programme Valuing Science and Scholarship
(CWTS, n.d.). On 1 January 2023, CWTS launched a
strategic plan for the period 2023-2028, called the
CWTS knowledge agenda (De Rijcke et al. 9 May 2023a).
The name change from a research program to a knowl-
edge agenda recognizes an embrace of a wider range of
activities, not limited to fundamental research, but in-
cluding interventions in policy and education or consul-
tancy and contract work. It reminds us of the shift in the
1990s from methodological research to more applied
practices. However, as in the 1990s, the centre will con-
tinue to have research activities. The knowledge agenda
is based on three pillars, represented in Figure 1: under-
standing, intervening and practicing. These pillars allow
us to understand the relationship between the more
“basic” and the more “applied” parts of the activities of
the centre. The first pillar covers basic research and scien-
tific approaches. The second pillar has to do with the
translation of findings into concrete actions to help im-
prove the system. Among other things, this includes ser-
vice work carried out via the company CWTS B.V. The
third pillar is about CWTS using its knowledge of the re-
search system to improve its own way of working.

The three pillars are at the core of
three focal areas also represented in
Figure 1: Engagement & Inclusion,
Evaluation & Culture and Information
& Openness. Building on the rich his-
tory of CWTS in the field of sciento-
metrics, all three focal areas rely part-
ly on scientometric approaches.
These approaches are especially im-
portant in the focal area Information
& Openness, which deals with open-
ness of the data needed to perform
scientometric analyses. The current
knowledge agenda is a sign of a shift
where scientometrics is only a part of
the activites of the centre.

2.2 Evolving forms of assessment in
the Netherlands
This change from a centre focused on
quantitative analysis to a centre with
a broader spectrum of activities can
better be understood if one considers
the role played by CWTS in the

Netherlands, especially regarding the Research Assess-
ment reform. The cover of three recent documents pro-
duced in the Netherlands reflecting cultural changes
around Research Assessment are represented in Figure 2
(page 111). They all handle the question of the use of in-
dicators, be it to assess organizational units (Strategy
Evaluation Protocol), to evaluate individual academics
(Room for everyone’s talent) or to rank universities
(Ranking the university).

Research Assessment for institutional units in the
Netherlands strongly relies on the Strategy Evaluation
Protocol (SEP), referred to as the Standard Evaluation
Protocol prior to 2021. The document describes how re-
search institutes must be assessed, in a context where
they need to be evaluated once every six years according
to a protocol that also changes every six years. The eval-
uation is partly based on self-assessment and partly on
external evaluation. In the middle of the 1990s, these
protocols greatly contributed to the expansion of CWTS,
since Dutch universities under evaluation commissioned
the centre for scientometric analyses (Petersohn/Heinze
2017, pp. 570-571). The activities of CWTS mostly had
to do with scientometrics. In the 2000s, new competi-
tors emerged, and the database providers Web of Sci-
ence and Scopus introduced ready-made indicators
through InCites and SciVal (Petersohn/Heinze 2017, p.
573). Although the increased competition in the market
of quantitative research assessment might have been
seen as a threat to CWTS, this is not a major reason for
the shift towards less scientometric-focused activities.
Such a shift rather seems to come from critical reflection
on the role of quantitative indicators in the SEP, which
resulted in a declining demand for scientometric ana -
lyses in the Netherlands:

Fig. 1: Focal areas and pillars of CWTS

Three focal areas: “Engagement & Inclusion”, “Evaluation & Culture”, “Information & Openness”, and
three pillars: “Understanding”, “Intervening”, “Practicing” (De Rijcke et al., 9 May 2023b).
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        The use of bibliometrics in quantitative research
assessment received considerable criticism. This
criticism resulted in an increased focus on societal
relevance of research in the modified SEP (cycle
2015–21) […]. Hence, a noticeable decline in ad-
vanced bibliometric analyses commissioned by
Dutch universities set in, while at the same time
more bibliometric ad hoc analyses were conduct-
ed, thereby challenging the formerly dominant po-
sition of CWTS as an expert organization (Peter-
sohn/Heinze,2017, p. 573)

Consequently, CWTS broadened its services, diversified
its portfolio by including indicators for the societal im-
pact of research and reached out more to international
clients (Petersohn/Heinze 2017, pp. 573-574).

The current CWTS focal areas reflect not only the insti-
tutional needs as they appear in the SEP for the period
2021-2027, but also another programme named Recog-
nition & Rewards (R&R), which started in 2018 and fo-
cuses on the needs regarding the assessment of individ-
ual academics. The latter has served as inspiration in
other countries, for instance to design the Norwegian
framework for assessment (Universities Norway 2021, p.
18). Both the protocol and the programme underline the
fact that assessment should not solely rely on quantita-
tive indicators. The protocol and the more recent road
map for the programme include quality as an assessment
criterion that should be “grounded in a narrative argu-
ment and supported by evidence” (VSNU, KNAW et al.
2020), or supported through the use of “evidence-based
CVs and assessments portfolios”, where achievements
are described in “a coherent narrative” (Recognition &
Rewards Programme 2023). In this context, quantitative
methods and indicators are presented as possible tools
to support evidence. More importance is given to the

idea that each institutional unit is evaluated according
to its own strategy, and that each individual has a wide
variety of career paths, where the quantity and impact of
research publications are not the most important pro-
motion criteria.

The SEP and the ambitions of the R&R programme are
hence not aligned with university rankings, where each
institution is ranked according to the same set of crite-
ria. Universities might hence decide to withdraw from
some rankings, such as was the case for Utrecht Univer-
sity, which stopped supplying data to a ranking provider
(Brent 2023). However, universities benefit from the so-
called ranking game, since it provides visibility and pres-
tige. It can also contribute to attracting students or re-
searchers, and it can be used to increase funding or col-
laboration opportunities (Universities of the Nether-
lands 2023). To find a balance between the need to re-
think assessment and the potential benefits of participa-
tion in university rankings, an expert group was formed
by the Dutch universities and issued a recommendation
paper, Ranking the university. 

The paper focuses on league tables, that is, “one-dimen-
sional university rankings that claim to reflect the overall
performance of a university” (Universities of the Nether-
lands 2023, p. 7). Examples of well-known league tables
are the Academic Ranking of World Universities (also
known as Shanghai Ranking), the Times Higher Educa-
tion World University Rankings, and the Quacquarelli
Symonds World University Rankings. Multidimensional
ranking tools such as U-Multirank offer an alternative to
these one-dimensional rankings, and the paper encour-
ages universities to contribute to such alternatives. As
for league tables, the paper recommends that universi-
ties use them for marketing purposes only, are honest
about their limitations, and do not to use them for eval-

Fig. 2: Evaluation protocol for the period 2021-2027 (2020), position paper (2019), and recommendation paper
(2023) from the Netherlands

The Strategy Evaluation Protocol (SEP) for the period 2021-2027 (VSNU, KNAW et al. 2020), the position paper from the Recognition & Rewards (R&R) pro-
gram “Room for everyone’s talent” (VSNU, NFU et al. 2019), and the recommendation paper “Ranking the university” (Universities of the Netherlands, 2023)
are symptoms of cultural changes regarding Research Assessment in the Netherlands.
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uation. The paper also encourages institutions to make
the data they supply to ranking providers openly avail-
able. The possibility to stop supplying data to ranking
providers is mentioned, but the document recommends
implementing such a change only as part of coordinated
initiatives at the international level, and only for rank-
ings that are not fully transparent and are one-dimen-
sional (Universities of the Netherlands 2023, p. 22).

Despite the contentious nature of university rankings,
they can be aligned with values of Open Science. In this
context, CWTS constitutes a model by providing a uni-
versity ranking based on open data, the CWTS Leiden
Ranking Open Edition. This ranking presents an alterna-
tive to the traditional Leiden Ranking that CWTS has
provided since 2007.

3. Open research information as default 
research information

3.1 The emergence of open bibliometric databases
In the middle of the 1990s, while there was a rising
interest in scientometrics, Glänzel and Schoepflin
identified the “symptoms of a crisis” (1994, p. 376;
see also Gläser/Laudel 2007, p. 116), among which
there is the “extension of a certain commercial way of
thinking in bibliometrics” (Glänzel/Schoepflin 1994, p.
379). This increased commercialisation was character-
ized as follows:

       There are […] two classes of bibliometric research
groups by now: the ones who can afford to buy
expensive data sets, process complex data analy-
ses and plan long-term bibliometric research pro-
grams; and the others who cannot do all this. At
least in the domain of macro-research the latter
have actually only the choice between buying
data from the more fortunate colleagues or to re-
strict to research based on already published
data. Here developing countries and Eastern Eu-
rope are the most concerned. (Glänzel/Schoepflin
1994, p. 379)

The allocation of financial resources to access the data
was not the only difficulty. Already in the 1980s, data
accuracy has been a big hurdle, since it could lead to
disadvantaging specific groups. Van Raan hence set as a
principle not only the systematic engaging with re-
searchers under evaluation, but also cross-checking
data accuracy (Petersohn/Heinze 2017, p. 570). The
data used at CWTS could further be improved through
the creation of an in-house database and through a
long-term collaboration with Elsevier (1986-2019),
which, according to van Raan, was of huge importance
and also contributed to 25-30% of the budget of
CWTS, together with other contracts (Petersohn/Heinze
2017, p. 571).

In the 1990s, these contracts and collaboration might
have been considered as the best solution in a context
where it seemed “unrealistic” to construct a database
with sufficient accuracy:

       The publication policies and retrieval possibilities
offered by the vendors tend to put limitations on
bibliometric research. […] [T]he databases fall
short of the expectations of bibliometricians. For
the vast majority of the regular users, the data-
bases may be sufficient in the actual form. We
have to bear in mind that today, bibliometricians
form only a small – although financially quite im-
portant – group in the total of all database users.
Certain changes in the structure of the data or
the standards would only make sense if they
could be made effective back to at least 10 or 15
years. Changes to that extent seem to be defi-
nitely unrealistic in view of the costs for the cus-
tomers. (Glänzel/Schoepflin 1994, p. 380)

More than ten years later, Gläser and Laudel asserted
that the only available data adapted for citation stud-
ies are the indexes provided by Web of Science (2007,
pp. 105-106). By then, Elsevier’s Scopus had just been
launched, and while it was identified as a product
with promising potential (Gläser/Laudel 2007, p. 106),
it was not yet perceived as a serious competitor to
Web of Science:

       This is not only an absolute monopoly, which is
very rare in the economy, it also creates the un-
usual situation whereby a whole scientific com-
munity […] depends on data that are not a public
good but need to be bought. (Gläser/Laudel
2007, p. 106)

Together with the lack of a “competing public produc-
tion of data” (Gläser/Laudel 2007, p. 106), the situa-
tion was seen as critical. This started to change with
initiatives both on the side of Open Science, for in-
stance with the development of an Open Citations
Corpus (Shotton  2013) and the Initiative for Open Ci-
tations (I4OC) in 2017, and on the side of Research
Assessment, notably with the DORA declaration in
2013, recommending that institutions base their as-
sessment on open and transparent data.

While the aforementioned initiatives can be seen as
bottom-up contributions, more recently, efforts to-
wards Open Science have also been developed in a
more top-down way. In the Netherlands, Open Sci-
ence is encouraged through funding by the Ministry of
Education, Culture and Science, which wanted to
make “20 million euros per year available for Open
Science until 2032” (NPOS 2022), before a reduction
of the budget to 10 million euros (Waltman 2024,
September 25). At the international level, the UN-
ESCO Recommendation on Open Science (UNESCO
2021) has been adopted by many countries including
the Netherlands.

These documents appear in a context where open
databases are increasingly available. Several open cita-
tion databases, such as OpenCitations, Microsoft Aca-
demic Graph, OpenAIRE Graph, and OpenAlex, have
emerged during the last decade. What seemed to be
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unrealistic in the twentieh century has started to be-
come possible in a foreseeable future.

3.2 Transparency
CWTS is currently promoting a form of scientometrics
that is fundamentally transparent, democratic and
open. However, in the current context, it is not always
possible to be as transparent as desired. For years, the
CWTS Leiden Ranking has attracted positive reactions
from people who were interested in getting further in-
sights regarding some of its results and who asked
CWTS to share the relevant data underlying the rank-
ing. Because of restrictions imposed by Web of Sci-
ence on the use of the underlying data, CWTS was not
allowed to provide the requested information. CWTS
and other organizations encounter similar issues when
they use proprietary data in their anaylses. Restric-
tions on data-sharing not only prevent people who
would be interested in getting more detailed analyses
to explore the data further. It can also be critical when
it comes to research evaluation, especially for institu-
tions that have signed the DORA declaration (DORA
2013), in which it is recommended to be open and
transparent regarding the data.

In the context of Research Assessment, the use of
open data and the precise description of the method-
ology is a way to make clear to the evaluated on what
information the assessment is based. It is also a way to
enable discussion and criticism, both from the side of
the assessor and the assessee. Criticism is not limited
to the quality of the underlying data. It could also
concern the promises of an indicator or the method-
ological background used to justify certain adjust-
ments in a specific database. When research evalua-
tion relies on ready-made indicators based on unavail-
able data, it is challenging to check or verify that an
indicator provides what is expected. If the people in-
volved in the evaluation process do not have access to
the data, they may not have the possibility to provide
evidence to challenge or to validate the use of certain
indicators. In that sense, working towards making
open data available is not only a movement towards
transparency, but also a movement towards democra-
tization.

3.3 Democratization
The wider access to data and tools to perform com-
plex quantitative analyses with bibliometric data – the
so-called “desktop scientometrics” (Katz/Hicks 1997)
– has been seen as an opportunity for its potential to
compensate for the failing of peer review, or to in-
crease transparency, accountability and opportunities
for experimentation (Derrick/Pavone 2013; Rowlands
2018). Despite these positive views, the idea of de-
mocratization has not always been positively connot-
ed in the context of scientometrics. In the 1980s,
Moed and van Raan concluded from a project (the Lei-
den Science Indicator Project) that indicators “are not
to be used by non-peers since background informa-
tion is necessary to interpret the quantitative findings”
(van Raan 1988, p. 3). Almost two decades later, Gläs-

er and Laudel considered the production of “biblio-
metric analyses of an evaluative character by actors
with little or no professional background in the field”
(2007, p. 116). They regretted that the production of
bibliometric analyses by people without a proper sci-
entometric training “is more widespread than even
the most pessimistic outsider would assume”
(Gläser/Laudel 2007, p. 117). In this context, the pop-
ularity of bibliometrics is seen as an issue with unde-
sirable consequences. Yves Gingras states, for in-
stance, that the “democratization of bibliometrics is
largely responsible for the dubious quality of many pa-
pers that are not peer-reviewed by experts in the
field” of bibliometrics (2016, p. 39). Gingras also
questions an assumption of Jorge E. Hirsch, according
to which the h-index leads to a more democratic as-
sessment (Rovner 19 May 2008): “On the contrary,”
states Gingras, “everything suggests that by ignoring
the conditions of validity of an indicator, this sup-
posed ‘democracy’ will quickly turn into evaluative
populism” (Gingras 2016, pp. 43-44). Such a criticism
depends on the questionable use of indicators like the
h-index and the Journal Impact Factor as a “primary
parameter” in research evaluation (DORA 2013). In
that sense, the democraticization of bibliometrics
could be considered to be at the roots of the Research
Assess ment reform.

While in the short term, the democraticization of sci-
entometrics may indeed lead to inappropriate uses of
quantitative indicators, in the longer term, it may be
the only way to make sure that a broader community
gets properly acquainted with scientometrics and be-
comes more experienced in its use. From this perspec-
tive, the main challenge is not to establish a small
community of people widely recognized as sciento-
metric experts, but to increase scientometric literacy
more broadly, allowing anyone to benefit from the in-
sights that scientometric indicators can bring if they
are used in a meaningful way. In a context where the
two most prominent data providers – Web of Science
and Scopus – make their data accessible to subscribers
only, ensuring that everyone has unrestricted and free
access to scientometric data is increasingly seen as a
crucial condition to make this form of democraticiza-
tion a reality. Finally, democratization can entail other
dimensions, such as ensuring that everyone is equi-
tably represented in the openly accessible data (Babini
et al. 2024, April 22).

3.4 Openness
The CWTS approach to open data is clearly visible in the
orientation given by the centre to the CWTS Leiden
Ranking, a ranking exclusively based on bibliometric pa-
rameters. The ranking does not aim to describe the over-
all performance of universities. It is limited to their per-
formance in terms of publication counts and other pure-
ly bibliometric parameters, like citation impact, open ac-
cess, gender and collaboration. Since its creation in
2007, the ranking was based on proprietary data provid-
ed by Web of Science. In January 2024, CWTS launched
an open edition of the ranking based on open data from
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OpenAlex (Waltman et al. 2024, January 30). In the next
few years, the latter ranking is expected to fully replace
the ranking based on closed data.

The main difference between both rankings is the data
source. The Leiden Ranking Open Edition is based on a
subset of OpenAlex publications named core publica-
tions.1 Due to this selection of core publications, the
ranking appears to be less inclusive than one might ex-
pect. However, this limited sample enables CWTS to
make the ranking resemble the well-established Leiden
Ranking based on closed data.

Comparing the two rankings yields promising results,
since the rankings show very small discrepancies for
most of the universities. However, there are large differ-
ences for some universities, but these are exceptions
(Van Eck et al. 30 January 2024). The main reasons for
the discrepancies lie in differences regarding the data
sources, the inclusion criteria and the data quality.
Whereas errors are present in both data sources, overall
the open data is still of lower quality, and this is an im-
portant parameter that explains the differences. Howev-
er, the quality of the data in OpenAlex keeps improving,
and the differences between the next open and closed
versions of the ranking are therefore expected to be
smaller. In any case, current results suggest that the
ground is ready for a transition from proprietary data
sources to open data.

Collaboration with providers of open data sources to im-
prove their database is not the only way to contribute to
facilitating the transition. One of the main sources used

by open bibliometric data providers such as OpenAlex is
Crossref. Figure 3 shows the percentage of journal arti-
cles for which affiliation metadata – one of the key
metadata for bibliometric analyses at institutional level –
are made openly available in Crossref. On the one hand,
as of 2024, for some big publishers, such as Wiley/Tay-
lor/Francis, affiliation metadata is openly available for
more than 80% of their publications. On the other hand,
other big publishers, such as Elsevier and Springer Na-
ture, make no affiliation metadata (0%) available in
Crossref (Van Eck/Waltman 2024).

If these big publishers made their metadata openly
available, the accuracy of open bibliometric databases
would improve considerably. However, they might not
be interested in supplying such metadata openly, since
the data may be perceived to have a significant commer-
cial value. It can be argued that the negotiations on
Open Access between university libraries and publishers
should include clauses guaranteeing full access not only
to publications, but also to the corresponding metadata.
Putting pressure on publishers has shown to be success-
ful. Since 2017, the Initiative for Open Citations (I4OC)
has been joined by almost all of the larger publishers
and has resulted in a major increase of openly available

Fig. 3: Percentage of journal articles with openly available affiliation metadata in Crossref

Wiley and Taylor & Francis, on the top right-hand side, have a large number of journal articles and affiliation metadata is openly available in Crossref for more
than 80% of these articles. The big publishers Elsevier and Springer Nature, on the top left-hand side, also have a large number of journal articles, but do not
supply affiliation metadata openly.

1 “The Leiden Ranking Open Edition takes into account only a subset of the
publications in OpenAlex. We refer to these publications as core publica-
tions” (https://open.leidenranking.com/information/indicators#publica-
tions, consulted on 7 October 2024).
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citation data (Martín-Martín 27 October 2021; Van
Eck/Waltman 2021; Van Eck/Waltman 2024). Allowing
for better open scholarly metadata and developing
strategies to negotiate contracts with big publishers be-
long to the goals that could be reached through the dis-
cussions and reflexions around the recent Barcelona De-
claration on Open Research Information.

The Barcelona Declaration on Open Research Informa-
tion was released on 16 April 2024, after a meeting in
Barcelona between research-information experts, uni-
versity librarians, research funders, and further stake-
holders. Signatories of the Barcelona Declaration make
four commitments related to openness of research infor-
mation. The term research information refers to all infor-
mation about research that is carried out, shared, com-
municated and published. This is broader than biblio-
graphical data and for instance also includes data on re-
search funding, grants, research organizations and re-
search contributors. Signatories of the Barcelona Decla-
ration agree (1) to foster the use and production of re-
search information data that are open; (2) to work with
services and systems that support and enable openness;
(3) to support the sustainability of the required infra-
structure; and (4) to support collective action to acceler-
ate the transition (Barcelona Declaration 2024). On 16
April 2024, Leiden University, to which CWTS belongs,
was among the initial signatories of the Barcelona Decla-
ration, together with more than 40 other research orga-
nizations worldwide. After the publication of the
Barcelona Declaration in April 2024, many more organi-
zations decided to sign the Declaration. Six months
later, in October 2024, there are almost 100 signatories.

The introduction of the Leiden Ranking Open Edition,
discussed above, provides a concrete example of the ac-
tions that CWTS is taking to contribute to the transition
to open research information. These actions and other
activities that stem from the knowledge agenda of
CWTS demonstrate how the center is actively engaged
in the most recent trends regarding both the Research
Assessment reform and the Open Science movement. 

4. Conclusion

CWTS has evolved from a research centre initially focused
almost entirely on scientometric analysis, with interna-
tional recognition as an expertise centre in this area, to a
centre where policy-making and research evaluation are
considered strongly from the perspective of the Research
Assessment reform and the Open Science movement, and
more specifically from the perspective of changes in re-
search assessment in the Netherlands. CWTS reflects on
and contributes to changes in research evaluation prac-
tices. Members of the centre have also been active con-
tributors to evaluation protocols, recommendation papers
and declarations of national and international relevance.
Such documents contribute to framing how research eval-
uation is performed in the country. They emerged from a
science system in which research assessment was heavily
dependent on quantitative indicators, while the country is
now moving towards a system characterized by a more

progressive position with regard to the Research Assess-
ment reform and the Open Science movement. The expe-
rience gained in the Netherlands from these relatively re-
cent developments can provide valuables insights for
countries with similar concerns.
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1. Introduction

Rankings and bibliometric databases play a major role
when benchmarking the performance and impact of
research and teaching. Rankings such as the Times
Higher Education Ranking (THE), Quacquarelli
Symonds (QS) and the CWTS Leiden Ranking use bib-
liometric data (alongside other data about higher edu-
cation institutions) to assess the performance of uni-
versities in a comparable manner. Some of these rank-
ings also face criticism regarding their methodology
(e.g., Fauzi et al. 2020). The bibliometric databases
used by the leading ranking providers can also serve
institutions, departments and researchers to analyse
their scientific output. Besides the large commercial
providers Dimensions, Scopus and Web of Science
(WoS), in recent years more and more open, non-com-
mercial bibliometric databases have emerged. These
databases are less restrictive on the reuse of the data
and allow for more transparency and reproducibility in
times of the upturn of Open Science (UNESCO 2021),
the reform efforts related to research assessment
(DORA 2013), and considering the potential for uni-
versities to depend less strongly on proprietary data-
bases – in Switzerland as elsewhere. Favouring their
use can also be seen as a way to promote Open 
Science practices. However, favouring databases pro-
viding their data under open licences is just one as-
pect and decisions whether or not to license certain

databases might ideally be made only after assessing
and comparing the available alternatives.
With a variety of different types of higher education
institutions (HEIs), Switzerland is set up with a very
diverse landscape of research and teaching institu -
tions – including federal and cantonal universities,
universities of applied sciences, as well as universities
of teacher education. All of them, with their respec-
tive profiles, add to Switzerland’s strong track record
(Benito et al. 2020) in research, science, teaching and
education. To understand the scientific impact of
Swiss HEIs, it is important to comprehend their repre-
sentation in bibliometric databases. In the last two
decades, a wide variety of such databases has 
emerged: CORE, Microsoft Academic Graph,
OpenCita tions, Semantic Scholar, The Lens and many
others. In this publication, we compare the commer-
cial bibliometric databases Dimensions, Scopus and
WoS, and the open databases OpenAIRE and Ope-
nAlex. This article addresses the following questions:
Which Swiss HEIs are covered in the five compared
bibliometric databases, and how do the publication
counts of the different institutions vary across these
databases?

Some previous research in Switzerland went in a simi-
lar direction with Machado et al. (2016) comparing
the article numbers of ten Swiss HEIs based on Scopus
data for 2001-2015. Hug and Brändle (2017) compare
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the coverage of Microsoft Academic, Scopus and WoS
relative to the publications of the University of Zurich
listed in the Zurich Open Archive and Repository
(ZORA). They find that Scopus lists most of the jour-
nal articles found in ZORA, while Microsoft Academic
surpasses the other two databases regarding coverage
of book sections, conference items, edited volumes,
and monographs. Drawing on a data sample from the
University of Teacher Education Zurich, Stricker
(2023) delivers a unique insight into database cover-
age for a small Swiss institution by examining whether
its publications are adequately represented in, among
others, Dimensions, Unpaywall and WoS. He detects
a "non-adequate representation of publication out-
put" (p. 388, translated from German), with the pro-
portion of missing publications in these databases
ranging be tween 52% and 84% (ibid.). Our paper
goes beyond these approaches by looking at all Swiss
HEIs, albeit without a comparison to internal reposi-
tories and publication lists (unlike Hug and Brändle
2017, or Sticker 2023). At the time of writing this ar-
ticle we are not aware of any publications that com-
pare the coverage of a country’s HEIs across databases
in a similar way.

Following the introduction, we present the underlying
data (Koch et al. 2024) and methods used for this
study. We continue with a section on the findability of
HEIs in the different databases and present remark-
able differences. Thereafter, we stress the role of orga-
nizational identifiers, entity disambiguation and lan-
guage disambiguation (which is particularly relevant in
Switzerland, with its four official languages) for the
findability of HEIs. A section on the publication
counts compares the number of publications of Swiss
HEIs across the investigated databases. The definition
of publication types, deduplication processes and af-
filiation-matching procedures are identified as rele-
vant factors for differences across databases. Finally,
we conclude by summarising and highlighting key
commonalities and differences across bibliometric
databases and provide exemplary recommendations
for actions that can improve open databases, such as
requests in the Research Organization Registry (ROR)
to add institutions or to improve their metadata, or
curation efforts in OpenOrgs. 

2. Data and Methods

For the analysis, we included all 52 institutions listed
by swissuniversities1 as “[a]ccredited Swiss Higher Ed-
ucation Institutions” (Swissuniversities 2024, status
21 February 2024). A focus was placed on the find-
ability and publication counts of institutions in the
databases Dimensions (Hook et al. 2018), Scopus
(www.scopus.com), WoS (www.webofscience.com),
OpenAIRE (Manghi et al. 2022) and OpenAlex (Priem
et al. 2022). Such bibliometric databases can be used
by downloading full or partial dumps of data, using
application programming interfaces (APIs), or by using
their web interfaces. For the commercial providers at
least the first two options are only accessible to sub-

1 Swissuniversities is the rectors’ conference of Swiss universities, i.e., the
umbrella organisation of Swiss Higher Education Institutions
(https://www.swissuniversities.ch/en/welcome).

scribing institutions, otherwise they have strong limi-
tations. Moreover, using these available data(bases)
beyond the easily accessible web interfaces usually re-
quires data science competences that are not available
to all interested institutions.

For all considered databases, publications for the
years 2012 to 2022 were included that have the pub-
lication type (1) “article”, (2) “book” or “monograph”,
(3) “(book) chapter”, or (4) “conference paper” or
“proceeding paper”, respectively. Depending on the
database, the available publication types differ (see
Koch et al. 2024). For all included databases, the allo-
cation of a publication to an institution can be based
on different data, such as the metadata provided by
publishers, or the authors’ affiliation metadata that
are directly available within the published version of
an article. We have not performed any cleaning of the
affiliation data, but instead took them as they are pre-
sented in the respective databases. Full counting was
applied, i.e., a publication that has affiliations to sev-
eral of the Swiss institutions is counted as one publi-
cation for each of these institutions.

2.1 Institutional Identifiers and Comparability across
Databases
Since each database uses its own institutional identi-
fiers, it is very difficult or even impossible to have an
exact matching of institutional hierarchies (i.e., inclu-
sion or exclusion of child or related institutions) across
the databases. In essence, “ETH Zurich” or “University of
Bern” can mean very different things in the different bib-
liometric databases. The methods we applied still try to
mirror selected institutions as closely as possible and
will be described in the following and are documented
in more detail in Koch et al. (2024). 

For the commercial databases Dimensions, Scopus and
WoS, the web interfaces were used to manually select
each of the 52 Swiss HEIs. The open databases have
been explored using data dumps from March 2024. For
the Dimensions data retrieval per institution, child insti-
tutions and related institutions were included, and iden-
tifiers for each of these institutions were documented.
To approximate the role of child and related institutions
as closely as possible in the case of Scopus, the count for
“Documents, whole institution” was used, i.e., “the sum
of those [documents] from the institution itself plus
those from the affiliations contained within its hierarchy.
Where an institution is not the top level of the hierarchy,
only the affiliations below it are included in its total”
(https://www.scopus.com, 20.11.2023). Similarly, for
WoS, the full institution’s identifier was used in the web
interface (e.g., “OG = (ETH Zurich)”), which always in-
cludes a number of name disambiguations (e.g., Swiss
Federal Institute of Technology Zurich) and (child) insti-
tutions within the hierarchy of the respective university.
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While collecting data for the three commercial databas-
es via their web interfaces, we also documented institu-
tional identifiers for each of them: Dimensions’ internal
grid-identifier (e.g., ‘grid.5801.c’ for ETH Zurich) and the
open Research Organization Registry (ROR) identifier
(e.g. ‘05a28rw58’), Scopus’ internal 8-digit identifier
(e.g., ‘60025858’ for ETH Zurich) and WoS’ ‘organiza-
tion enhanced’ identifier (e.g., ‘OG=(ETH Zurich)’) (see
also Purnell 2022: Table 1, p. 100). We also extracted
the respective institutions’ identifiers in OpenAlex (e.g.,
‘I35440088’ for ETH Zurich) and OpenAIRE (e.g.,
‘openorgs____::0000097748’ for ETH Zurich).

Among the commercial databases, Dimensions with
its grid-IDs allowed the most complete and most
transparent way of selecting child institutions and re-
lated institutions (which have one grid-ID each).
Therefore, we used the grid-ID list of each HEI’s child
institutions and related institutions and identified the
ROR-identifiers that matched these grid-IDs. By stick-
ing to the list of ROR-identifiers that correspond to
Dimensions’ grid-IDs, we made sure that data re-
trieved from OpenAIRE and OpenAlex would always
include the same child institutions and related institu-
tions via their ROR-IDs. Even though this selection
does not necessarily correspond to what OpenAIRE or
OpenAlex list as child and related institutions, it sup-
ports comparability across databases. We checked, for
each institution, whether the ROR-ID is findable in
OpenAIRE or OpenAlex, respectively. In OpenAlex,
we inspected the authors’ affiliations to determine the
ROR-ID of each author’s institution. By contrast, in
OpenAIRE, the ROR-ID was used to search within the
databases’ ‘PID’ field. Whenever we could not find
the ROR-ID with this
approach, we con-
ducted a manual
search of the institu-
tion’s name and its
variants to ensure
thorough coverage.

2.2 Name Variants as
a Challenge for Iden-
tification
The findability and
consistency of biblio-
metric data for re -
search institutions is
significantly hampered
by the variability of in-
stitutions’ names in
the different data -
bases. For example,
using the organisation
search of Dimensions,
Scopus or the WoS
web app to search for
“Sankt Gallen” curi-
ously does not yield
the “University of St.
Gallen”, while “St

Gallen” works. Institutional names in databases might
also represent child institutions within the hierarchy of a
HEI (e.g., Singapore-ETH Centre) or might just refer to
one and the same institution in another language (e.g.,
“Università della Svizzera italiana” in Italian and “Univer-
sity of Italian Switzerland” in English). The latter point is
particularly prevalent in Switzerland, with its four official
languages (French, German, Italian, Romansh). While we
did not check for Swiss language variants for every inves-
tigated institution, when searching institutions with their
names in English and in one of the national languages,
generally speaking, Dimensions’ web app showed more
complete results regarding findability of institutions than
WoS. Sim ilarly, language disambiguation of the WoS web
app appeared as weaker than the one of Dimensions
when searching institutions with their names in the re-
spective national language. This finding is not surprising
consid ering the scope of the respective database. WoS
focuses mainly on English-language publications, while
Dimensions is more inclusive, which is why a lack of lan-
guage disambiguation for organisations might be more
prob lematic for Dimensions.

3. Results

3.1 Findability of Swiss HEIs
Which Swiss HEIs are covered in the five investigated
databases? To understand the extent to which the in-
stitutions’ output is represented in the databases, we
first need to know whether the institutions are identi-
fiable in the respective databases at all. Figure 1 pre-
sents how many institutions have been identified per
database. Overall, OpenAlex, OpenAIRE and Dimen-
sions show the highest counts with 46 identified insti-

Fig. 1: Findability of 52 Swiss Higher Education Institutions in five databases
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tutions2, whereas Scopus and WoS appeared much
more restrictive in this regard, with 17 and 26 identi-
fied institutions, respectively.3

These differences in the findability of institutions
across databases are remarkable. Especially universi-
ties of applied sciences and universities of teacher ed-
ucation were at a disadvantage and often do not seem
to be indexed within Scopus or WoS at all. It is impor-
tant to note that the fact that a HEI was not found in
one of the databases does not always imply that re-
search output from that HEI is not at all represented in
the respective database. Instead, it highlights that,
with the Scopus and WoS web apps, it is either diffi-
cult or impossible to find and select those organisa-
tions and to analyse their research outputs. This can
be problematic, as these web interfaces are frequent
entry points to bibliometric data for research institu-
tions. In particular for the commercial databases, it
has been demonstrated that they might have different
strengths and weaknesses when it comes to coverage
of certain research fields, publication types, journals
or certain research institutions either on a global scale
or in specific countries (see, e.g., Asubiaro et al. 2024;
Donner et al. 2020; Harzing 2019; Singh et al. 2021;
Visser et al. 2021).
The pattern for Swiss HEIs is in accordance with previ-
ous studies on the coverage of commercial databases
(e.g., Visser et al. 2021), among which WoS has been
described as the most selective and Dimensions as the
most comprehensive (see Singh et al. 2021 for journal
coverage), and Dimensions as being abreast of Scopus,
while WoS is viewed as less comprehensive (Harzing
2019). Given these extensive insights and the obvious
differences in commercial databases, it is even more
important to understand how the coverage of newer,
open databases, as well as their strengths and weak -
nesses, relate to this. 

3.2 Publication Counts of Swiss HEIs
The number of publications for each Swiss HEI de-
pends on several factors such as institution type and
publication type (e.g., Mongeon/Paul-Hus 2016;
Singh et al. 2021). Figure 2 shows the counts of arti-
cles for institutions of each type4 for each part of
Switzerland: a university from the German-speaking
part (ETH Zurich), a university of applied sciences from
the Italian-speaking part (SUPSI), an institution from
the French-speaking part (IHEID) and a university of
teacher education from Eastern Switzerland (PHSG).
This is merely an exemplary illustration to show the
variety of institution types and article counts that the
Swiss research and teaching landscape includes. Fig -
ures for each of the investigated Swiss institutions are
provided in Koch et al. (2024).

In every database, universities are the institution type
with the highest article counts during the period 2012
to 2022. The overall counts range from 1,063 articles
(University of Lucerne, Scopus) to 86,586 articles
(University of Zurich, OpenAIRE). Since some institu -
tions from other types are missing in WoS and Scopus,

the minimal number of articles they are affiliated to is
zero. Universities of Applied Sciences reach their max-
imum at 5,059 articles (HES-SO, OpenAlex), Universi-
ties of Teacher Education at 614 articles (Pädagogis-
che Hochschule Zürich, OpenAlex) and other institu-
tions at 1,991 articles (IHEID, OpenAlex).

The article counts for universities across the five con-
sidered databases follow patterns observable in each
database: The article counts from 2012 are smaller
than those of 2021 for each institution in each data-
base. In particular, for each subsequent year (except
2021-2022), ETH Zurich and the University of Bern in-
crease their counts in each database; between 2019
and 2020, there is an increase in all the databases for
all the universities, except for the University of
Neuchâtel; between 2021 and 2022, there is a de-
crease in OpenAIRE and WoS for all universities, ex-
cept for the University of Lucerne. Those counts re-
flect a global increase in publications (for trends until
2018, see Bornmann et al. 2021). The increase be -
tween 2019 and 2020 might be linked to the COVID
pandemic (Rousseau 2023). Finally, the main factors
for the decrease between 2021 and 2022 are uniden-
tified. They might be related to subsequent effects of
the increase observed during the COVID pandemic
but also to changes in the data-processing in a context
where, for instance, OpenAlex succeeded the discon-
tinued Microsoft Academic Graph. 
In most of the databases, publications other than arti-
cles are available for many institutions. These other
types of publications are not presented in more detail
here, but the data and visualisations for them are pro-
vided in Koch et al. (2024).

Although each database tends to show similar pat-
terns across the type of institution and the years, the
article counts for each institution of the same type can
show high variation. As an example, Figure 3 illus -
trates the article counts of three universities across
the five databases for 2021.

2 Five institutions were not found in Dimensions, OpenAIRE and OpenAlex:
Hochschulinstitut Schaffhausen (HSSH), Swiss Business School (SBS), Swiss
UMEF (SUMEF), SUPSI – Dipartimento formazione e apprendimento
(SUPSI-DFA) and Schweizerisches universitäres Institut für traditionelle
chinesische Medizin (TCMUNI). The last missing institution was Pädagogi-
sche Hochschule Nordwestschweiz (PHNW/PH FHNW) in Dimensions and
OpenAlex, and it was Stiftung Universitäre Fernstudien Schweiz, Brig
(SUFS) in Open AIRE. OpenAIRE classifies institutions into the categories
‘approved’ and ‘pending’. In the ‘approved’ category, a total of 43 Swiss
institutions were found, while 3 institutions appeared with a pending ap-
proval. For more details on all data-bases, see Koch et al. (2024).

3 Despite a smaller coverage, Scopus and WoS include an institution that
was not found in the three other databases, namely the Swiss Business
School (SBS).

4 Swissuniversities displays the 52 accredited institutions under four types:
"Universities", “Universities of Applied Sciences", "Universities of Teacher
Education", "Other institutions of the higher education sector" (Swissuni-
versities 2024). The list contains 12 universities: 2 federal institutes of
technology (ETH Zurich, EPFL) and 10 cantonal universities (Basel, Bern,
Fribourg, Geneva, Lausanne, Lucerne, Neuchâtel, St. Gallen, Svizzera Itali-
ana, Zurich).
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Fig. 2: Article counts of four Swiss HEIs across 5 databases

Note: articles 2012 to 2022; ETH Zurich = Eidgenössische Technische Hochschule Zürich, IHEID = Institut de Hautes Études Internationales et du Développe-
ment, SUPSI = Scuola universitaria professionale della Svizzera italiana, PHSG = Pädagogische Hochschule St. Gallen.

Fig. 3: Article counts of three Swiss universities in 2021 across 5 databases

Note: articles 2021; UNILU = University of Lucerne, HSG = University of St. Gallen, UZH = University of Zurich.
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For the University of Zurich, two groups of counts were
observed, one being Dimensions, OpenAlex and Open -
AIRE, and the other one being WoS and Scopus. For the
University of St. Gallen, also two groups can be identi-
fied but Dimensions would belong to the second one.
For the University of Lucerne, OpenAlex shows much
higher counts than the other databases.
This means that a comparison of articles produced by a
Swiss institution in a single year, and without additional
cleaning, might be significantly affected by the choice of
the database, even though each database could possibly
provide consistent results over the years. 

When looking at article counts from the twelve uni-
versities for each year between 2012-2022 consistent
differences can be observed. OpenAlex tends to indi-
cate higher counts than any other database, while
Scopus is the one indicating the smallest counts.5 WoS
and Scopus systematically show similar counts of jour-
nal articles, in the sense that their respective absolute
relative differences |c2-c1|/c1 both have a mean
smaller than 0.1, a standard deviation smaller than
0.075 and a median smaller than 0.06, while those
values are higher for any other pair of databases. The
highest absolute relative difference is 2.55 and arises
for the University of St. Gallen in 2018: OpenAIRE
identifies 785 articles, while 221 articles are to be
found in Scopus.

4. Discussion

The lower counts in WoS and Scopus, in particular in
comparison to Dimensions, can be explained by the fact
that WoS and Scopus have stricter selection processes
to include publications, e.g., regarding journal coverage
(Singh et al. 2021) or certain subject categories
(Martín-Martín et al. 2021, p. 900 for WoS). Singh et al.
(2021) have also shown that WoS has a more restrictive
journal coverage than Scopus. In light of this, the higher
article counts in WoS compared to Scopus are unex -
pected but have not been investigated in this analysis.
Moreover, the differences in counts might be due to
differences in the definition of the publication type “ar-
ticle”. The higher coverage of OpenAlex might be due
to the inclusion of types such as “preprint” or “proceed -
ings” that appear elsewhere in other databases.
The higher counts in OpenAlex might also be ex -
plained by a less restrictive selection process. How -
ever, a brief look into the publications attributed to
the University of Lucerne allows us to identify at least
two further reasons for the higher counts. First, one
and the same article can appear under two different
DOIs, one being linked to the publisher’s website, the
other to a version deposited on Zenodo (with a prefix
10.5281), a platform used by the University of Lu-
cerne as a repository (https://zenodo.org/communi-
ties/lory_unilu). Some of these publications are not
deduplicated and are hence counted as two in the
counts provided in OpenAlex, although they refer to
the same article.6 Second, and this might affect the
counts much more strongly, articles included in the
counts have been incorrectly attributed to the Univer-

sity of Lucerne instead of the Cantonal Hospital of
Lucerne. This issue affects most raw affiliations con-
taining an English version of the institution name
(“Cantonal Hospital Lucerne”), whereas raw affilia-
tions containing a German version (“Kantonsspital
Luzern”) are correctly attributed. The latter issue also
explains differences in counts for the University of St.
Gallen, to which a significant number of articles by au-
thors from the Cantonal Hospital St. Gallen are incor-
rectly attributed in OpenAlex.
When looking at ROR, the main source for institutions
used by OpenAlex, one observes that the Cantonal
Hospitals of Lucerne and St. Gallen only appear in
their German version, “Luzerner Kantonsspital” and
“Kantonsspital St. Gallen”, without any alternative
name in English. Hence, it seems plausible that the er-
rors are due to an affiliation-matching algorithm based
on a dataset that does not contain enough variant
names. Both examples therefore point to the rele -
vance of language disambiguation and name variants
for findability, both of which have been discussed ear-
lier in this article.
Open databases present the advantage of enabling, at
least to a certain extent, the improvement of the data.
Although users cannot directly modify OpenAlex, it is
indirectly possible to update its content, for instance
by contributing to the improvement of ROR. We
hence tried to improve the affiliation-matching proce-
dure in OpenAlex by including variant names for the
Cantonal Hospital of Lucerne and the Cantonal Hospi-
tal of St. Gallen in ROR.7 The integration of the alter-
native names in the institutional metadata of the con-
cerned institutions takes only a few days or weeks.
However, there are several steps in the complex up -
dating process of OpenAlex (https://github.com/our-
research/openalex-institution-parsing). The update of
variant names in ROR might take several months to
have an effect on the affiliation data in OpenAlex.
However, in the longer term, we can expect the new
variant names in ROR to have positive effects on the
identification of affiliations.
The introduction of new variant names is not the only
action that one can take to improve the data. We also
requested the introduction of the six institutions that
were not findable in ROR and in OpenAlex.8 This ac-
tion had concrete effects in the short term, since ac-

5 The article counts of OpenAlex are higher than those of OpenAIRE in 57%
of the cases, higher than Dimensions in 89% of the cases, and higher than
Scopus and WoS in 99% of the cases. The article counts in Scopus are
smaller than WoS in 57% of the cases, than OpenAIRE in 84% of the cases,
than Dimensions in 93% of the cases and than OpenAlex in 99% of the
cases.

6 For instance, the two DOIs https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5603246 and
https://doi.org/10.1002/mus.27340 receive two different publication
identifiers (W4287479005 and W3165812282).

7 The tickets for the respective requests can be found under
https://github.com/ror-community/ror-updates/issues/12828 and
https://github.com/ror-community/ror-updates/issues/12829.

8 In ROR, we opened requests for the six institutions on 24 May 2024. Ex-
cept for one, they were validated in a week and integrated in OpenAlex in
less than one or two months.
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cepted institutions are findable both in ROR and in
OpenAlex after only a few weeks. However, we ob -
serve that the update in the institutional data had no
direct effects on the publications; i.e., in OpenAlex,
each new institution is not associated with any publi-
cations. Due to the affiliation attribution procedure, it
will probably take more time before publications are
attributed to these newly introduced institutions.
OpenAIRE is also community-driven. It is hence possi-
ble to actively contribute to improving the database.
Since ROR is one of the sources of OpenAIRE, the ac-
tion described above might already contribute to its
improvement. However, it is also possible to curate
the data in a direct way through OpenOrgs. While in
OpenAlex ROR identifiers play a central role and have
a one-to-one relationship with the internal identifier,
in OpenAIRE the internal identifiers depend on the
curation happening in OpenOrgs. Each institution is
associated with a main identifier, which has a recog -
nizable prefix (‘openorgs’), but further identifiers that
have not been validated or merged are also available,
recognizable by their prefix (‘pending_org’). The pres -
ence of unvalidated identifiers reflects the differences
in approaches taken by each data provider.
In OpenAlex, each institution is associated with one
identifier (a ROR-ID). In OpenAIRE, each institution is
also associated with a main identifier, which has a rec-
ognizable prefix (‘openorgs’) and which is usually 
linked to a ROR-ID but also provides further identi-
fiers that have not been validated or merged (prefix
‘pending_org’). The presence of unvalidated data re-
flects the differences in each data provider’s ap -
proaches. Our method focussed on the identifiers that
are linked to ROR and that could be found to use a
clearly defined and efficient procedure. However,
many unvalidated identifiers were ignored. The Uni-
versity of Basel, for instance, is associated with one
approved identifier under a specific name (a), while
many unvalidated identifiers with variant names are
also available (b-g): a) ‘University of Basel’, b) ‘Basel
university’, c) ‘UNI: Basel Universität Basel CH’, d)
‘Universitätsspital Universität Basel’, e) ‘WWZ Uni
Basel Universität Basel’, f) ‘Abteilung Wirtschaft und
Politik Wirtschaftswissenschaftliche Fakultät (WWZ)
Universität Basel’, g) ‘Abteilung Wirtschaftstheorie
Wirtschaftswissenschaftliche Fakultät Universität
Basel’, h) …
The fragmentation due to variant names suggests that
cleaning efforts, even at a basic level, might signifi-
cantly increase the quality of the analysis. Analysts try-
ing to perform a comparative analysis across the insti-
tutions of a country might hence potentially miss crit-
ical data or include duplicated records if they do not
invest time to disambiguate each institution of inter -
est. As of today, this could be discouraging. However,
the possibility to curate a database ensures that such
an effort is not in vain and reduces time for future cu-
ration processes and other users. In OpenOrgs, we
were able to merge the listed unvalidated variant
names (such as ‘Basel university’,
pending_::00e97cf9dfb17d03db98d2db2cc583e7)
with the main identifier (‘University of Basel’, open -

orgs____::a5124687d06ee9348a73a7dcfba96ec7).
Although the unvalidated identifier seems to have dis-
appeared in OpenOrgs, the variant name remains ac-
cessible and it is possible to track each change for
each validated identifier. The fact that variant names
are still accessible in OpenOrgs after the merging not
only enables more traceable data but also raises
aware ness about the importance of providing metada-
ta in the best format.
The curation of OpenOrgs for our institution – ETH
Zurich – allowed us to deduplicate over 200 pending
institutional identifiers. We can hence expect that the
data dump following our curation will reflect a greater
accuracy for this institution. Most of the institutions
investigated are associated with less than five dedupli-
cated entries. We hence recommend that representa-
tives of institutions curate the open data that is avail -
able in ROR, OpenOrgs and any other database. In the
longer term, we can hope that curation effort, in
Switzerland and worldwide, will contribute to reduc-
ing such discrepancies. This study only looks at
Switzerland. The situation in other countries is un-
known to us, and data quality might be better in
countries with more centralized research evaluation
systems or procedures. However, the presented op-
tions for improvement remain applicable to any coun-
try, regardless of the data quality.

5. Conclusion

The findings presented in this article highlight the role
of organizational identifiers, entity disambiguation,
and language disambiguation for the findability and
visibility of Swiss HEIs in bibliometric databases. In
the Swiss context, many non-university institutions, or
those with a stronger focus on applied sciences or
teach ing education, are at a disadvantage for moni -
toring their output since they are not findable in the
commercial databases Scopus and WoS. Moreover,
available HEIs in these two databases are usually asso-
ciated with smaller article counts than in the data -
bases Dimensions, OpenAIRE and OpenAlex. Explana-
tions for the difference in counts are diverse and de-
pend on inclusion criteria, definition of publication
type, deduplication processes and affiliation-matching
processes.
Considering the differences across databases, we have
argued that data-cleaning efforts within scientometric
studies are important for ensuring the robustness of sci-
entometric analyses and that curation efforts of databas-
es and organisational identifiers are instrumental in im-
proving the overall data quality of scholarly metadata in
the long term. Since scholarly metadata and publica tion
counts continue to be relevant for educa tion and univer-
sity benchmarking, these comparative insights into data-
bases are also relevant for informed decision-making in
HEIs – in Switzerland and elsewhere.
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Die Bevölkerungsentwicklung in der Europäischen Union gibt
Anlass zur Sorge, denn in der EU sinken die Geburtenraten seit
vielen Jahren beständig. Die Auswirkungen sind auf den Ar-
beitsmärkten (Arbeitskräftemangel) ebenso angekommen wie
bei den Hochschulen (Rückgang bei den Studienstartzahlen).
Auf diese Studienstartzahlen haben jedoch auch andere Effekte
einen Einfluss wie z.B.:

• sich wandelnde Interessen/Erwartungen von Schüler*innen
in der Phase nach dem Schulabschluss

• (neue) hochschulorganisatorische Maßnahmen wie Aufnah-
metests oder Mindeststudienleistungen 

• verschlechterte finanzielle Rahmenbedingungen für Studie-
rende wie z.B. gestiegene Mieten an Hochschulstandorten 

• bildungspolitische Entscheidungen wie z.B.
Verlängerung/Verkürzung gymnasialer Schulverläufe (von G8
auf G9 und umgekehrt)

• kaum planbarer Ereignisse wie eine Pandemie 

Call for Papers 

Schrumpfung und/oder Wachstum  – 
die Entwicklung der zukünftigen Studienkohorten und deren

Auswirkungen auf den Hochschulbereich

Allgemeine Hinweise

Die Beiträge sollen in einem Themenschwerpunkt der Hochschulfachzeitschrift Hochschulmanage-

ment (20. Jg.) herausgegeben werden. Hochschulmanagement ist eine Zeitschrift für die Leitung,
Entwicklung und Selbstverwaltung von Hochschulen und Wissenschaftseinrichtungen und arbeitet
mit doppelter, hilfreicher Begutachtung (Peer Review).

Gesucht werden Beiträge mit einem Umfang von ca. 25.000-35.000 Zeichen (inkl. Leerzeichen).
Einsendeschluss ist der 06.04.2025. 

Weitere wichtige Hinweise finden Sie unter 
https://www.universitaetsverlagwebler.de/autorenhinweise

Sie haben Interesse?

Wir freuen uns über Einsendungen an info@universitaetsverlagwebler.de

Ihre Rückfragen beantworten wir gerne ebenfalls per Mail 
oder telefonisch unter 0521/923610-0

UniversitätsVerlagWebler

Bielefeld

UVW

Die erwartbaren zukünftigen Studienstartzahlen und Studien-
starter*innen lösen Fragen in den einzelnen Hochschulen und
bei deren Entscheider*innen aus, auf die Antworten zu finden
sind. Zu solchen Fragen gehören z.B. :

• Wie können sich Hochschulen nach den Jahren des Wachs-
tums strategisch Veränderungen vorbereiten? 

• Sind Schrumpfungsstrategien die richtige Handlungsoption? 
• Oder erbringt die sich abzeichnende Entwicklung Chancen
für innovative (qualitative) Wachstumsüberlegungen? 

• Wie reagieren Hochschulen auf veränderte Erwartungen von
Schulabgänger*innen bzw. Studienstarter*innen?

• Welche weiteren konkreten Überlegungen aufgrund der skiz-
zierten Effekte ergeben sich für z.B.: 

    o Organisatorische Aufgaben
    o Finanzielle Aufgaben
    o Personelle Aufgaben
    o Hochschuldidaktische Aufgaben in Studium und Lehre
    o Aufgaben der Forschung und Entwicklung 

HM
Hochschulmanagement
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Sprungbrett oder Holzweg? Zur
Gewichtung des Studiums in
Deutschland bei der Wahl
chinesisch-deutscher MINT-
Studiengänge (am Beispiel der
CDTF)

POE 2/2024
Die Hochschule als attraktiver
Arbeitsplatz – People
Development / FutureSkills

Natalie Hotz, Anke Diez & 
Heike Schäfer-Lammert
Etablierung eines strategischen
Human Resources-Ansatzes in einer
wissenschaftlichen Organisation
am Beispiel des KIT

Katrin Heß, Bettina Krings & 
Katrin Klink
„Zukunftsthemen Personal“ – Die
Entwicklung eines
Reflexionsrahmens für die
zukünftige Ausrichtung der
Personalarbeit in einer
Wissenschaftseinrichtung

Ines Köhler & Julia Schuller
Zielgruppenspezifische
Personalentwicklung von High
Potentials am Beispiel des Postdoc-
Karriereentwicklungsprogramms
„Young Investigator Group
Preparation Program“

Anne Mazunga
Kreativität im Team & Kreativität
als Team 

P-OE-Gespräch mit Dr. h.c. Thomas
Sattelberger 
Zur Bedeutung von strategischer
Personal- und
Organisationsentwicklung an
deutschen Hochschulen und
Forschungseinrichtungen
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Lösungskonzepte
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Hochschulmanagement
Zeitschrift für die Leitung, Entwicklung und
Selbstverwaltung von Hochschulen und
Wissenschaftseinrichtungen

ZBS 3+4/2024
Mediatisierung der
Studienberatung. Von OSA's über
Blended Counseling bis hin zur
künstlichen Intelligenz

Dennis Mocigemba
Medienensembles und
Medienrepertoires in der
Studienberatung

Minnie Silfverberg & 
Martina Hörmann
Kompetenzentwicklung für
Beratung im digitalen Raum

Malte Hübner
„Wie tickt die Generation Alpha?“ 

Franz Oberlehner, Nicole Undeutsch
& Laura Waschulin
Änderungen der Psychischen
Belastung und der
Beratungsanliegen von Klientinnen
und Klienten in der
Psychologischen
Studierendenberatung.           

Julia Schaller
Studienabbruch als Systemische
Heldinnenreise

Stephanie Kessens & Wiebke Lückert
Gutes besser machen.
Qualitätsentwicklung in der
Beratung an Hochschulen

ChatGPT4o, Niklas Kempter, 
Dennis Mocigemba & 
x mal Anonymous
Künstliche Intelligenz und Large
Language Models in der
Studienberatung?
Oder: „Wer ist hier noch echt?“

HM 3+4/2024

Sascha Armutat, Jacqueline Albers 
& Maren Grün
Zielgruppenspezifische
Rekrutierung von Professor*innen
an Hochschulen für angewandte
Wissenschaften (HAW)

Valerie Hug 
Entscheidungsverhalten in der
Ausgestaltung einer Grauzone –
Hochschulpraktische
Implikationen der Beforschung
professoraler Personalauswahl

Kalle Hauss & Alexander Raev 
Politiken der Personalgewinnung
in der Wissenschaft – eine Analyse
des wettbewerblichen Umfelds auf
der Basis staatlicher
Förderprogramme

Ayşegül Engin & 
Michaela Schaffhauser-Linzatti 
Was tun mit Gewinnen? Eine
Analyse zum strategischen
Gewinnausweis österreichischer
Universitäten

Karina Sopp & Josef Baumüller
Die Bedeutung der
Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung
gemäß CSRD für Hochschulen

Cedric Bardowieck & Joachim Prinz
Nicht ohne die Uni! Die
Hochschule als vielversprechende
Multiplikatorin in der nationalen
Finanzbildungsstrategie

Michael Hölscher & Dieter Kaufmann
Wissenschaftsmanagement in
Landeshochschulgesetzen – 
Bestandsaufnahme und kritische
Reflexion
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Zwei neue E-Book-Publikationen im UVW
In der Reihe Hochschulwesen: Wissenschaft und Praxis sind zwei Sammelbände erschienen, die sich mit ganz un-
terschiedlichen Themenfeldern rund um Hochschule und Wissenschaft befassen.

Die freie Verfügbarkeit der E-Book-Ausgabe dieser Publikation wurde ermöglicht durch die
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, den Fachinformationsdienst Erziehungswissenschaft
und Bildungsforschung und ein Netzwerk wissenschaftlicher Einrichtungen und Bibliothe-
ken zur Förderung von Open Access in den Erziehungs- und Bildungswissenschaften.

Die Corona-Pandemie hat die Hochschulen als Orte der Begegnung, des Austauschs
und der Vernetzung stark verändert. Dieser Sammelband beleuchtet aus inter-diszi-
plinärer Perspektive die Herausforderungen, denen Studierende vor, während und
nach der Pandemie begegneten. Expertinnen und Experten aus Gesundheits wissen -
schaften, Hochschulforschung, Pädagogik, Psychologie und Soziologie untersuchen
nicht nur die psychischen und sozialen Belastungen, sondern präsentieren auch Lö-
sungsansätze und Strategien zur Unterstützung der Studierenden. Dabei werden so-
wohl individuelle als auch strukturelle Faktoren berücksichtigt, um ein umfassendes
Bild der Wechsel-wirkungen zu zeichnen.

Damit greift der Sammelband ein zentrales Thema auf, das in den letzten Jahren in
der Hochschulforschung stark an Bedeutung gewonnen hat: die Rolle des sozialen
Faktors für die psychische Gesundheit von Studierenden. Durch die Untersuchung
der psycho-sozialen Situation in der (post-) pandemischen Zeit erhält diese Diskussi-
on eine wichtige neue Dimension.

Der Sammelband bietet wertvolle Einblicke für Wissen-schaftler*innen, Prak ti -
ker*innen, Hochschulpolitiker*innen und Studierende. Er soll dazu anregen, die Be-
dürfnisse der Studierenden besser zu verstehen und Wege zu finden, ihre Studien-
zeit künftig noch gesünder und positiver zu gestalten.

Wettbewerb ist etwas Normales in vielen Situationen des Lebens – so auch in der
Wissenschaft. Auf seine Varianten wird in diesem Band eingegangen. Trotzdem ist
festzustellen, dass es zahlreiche Anzeichen dafür gibt, dass in der Ausgestaltung
von Wettbewerb von den Trägern des Wissenschaftssystems (meistens dem Staat)
so gravierende Fehler begangen wurden und noch immer begangen werden, dass
die Situation als „überzogen“ bezeichnet werden muss. Dies geht vor allem zu La-
sten von Forschung und Lehre und der Wissenschaftler*innen selbst. Worin liegen
die Ursachen? Welche Kriterien müssen für das Verdikt „überzogen“ erfüllt sein?

Wettbewerbe in der Wissenschaft von Seiten des jeweiligen Trägers zu inszenieren,
verfolgt nicht immer wissenschaftsimmanente und der Wissenschaft förderliche
Ziele. Diese Vorgänge in theoretischen und analytischen Perspektiven aufzuschlüs-
seln, hat sich dieser Band in seinen 5 Beiträgen vorgenommen. Dabei werden nicht
nur wichtige Zusammenhänge deutlich, sondern den wissenschaftspolitischen Ak-
teurinnen und Akteuren auch gravierende Fehler nachgewiesen, die kaum glaublich
erscheinen.

Die Bände I und II zu dieser Thematik können in ihrem gesammelten Ergebnis als
fundierte Politikberatung aufgefasst werden.

Die psycho-soziale Situation von Studierenden in der (post-)pandemischen Zeit
Stand der Forschung und Impulse aus der Praxis

Überzogener und überhitzter Wettbewerb in der Wissenschaft (Band II)

Yvette E. Hofmann (Hg.)

Wolff-Dietrich Webler (Hg.)
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