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AVANT-PROPOS 
 
 
Ce dossier rassemble les présentations du séminaire organisé par l’ADEST le 28 septembre 
2007 sur l’affiliation des laboratoires de recherche dans différents pays européens en invitant 
des conférenciers de divers horizons. 
 
L’objectif de l’ADEST en organisant ce séminaire a été d’appréhender la problématique de 
l’affiliation des laboratoires sous différents angles, sans la limiter à la seule question de 
l’indexation des adresses de laboratoires dans le Web of Science (WoS). Ainsi, les exposés de 
la journée ont porté tant sur des questions de bibliométrie que de politique scientifique ou de 
systèmes d’information, en particulier ceux des archives institutionnelles. 
 
N.B. : L’anglais était la langue du séminaire. Chaque communication est cependant précédée 
d’un résumé en français. 
 

************** 

 

Institutional affiliation of research laboratories 
and scientific production 

 
 

FOREWORD 
 
 
This file contains the material presented during the ADEST workshop on September 28th 
2007, about the affiliation of research laboratories from various European countries. 
 
The aim of this workshop was to better seize the issues linked to laboratory affiliations from 
different points of view, debating beyond the basic question of the indexing laboratories 
addresses in the Web of Science (WoS). The presentations concerned bibliometric issues as 
well as science policy and information systems, particularly those of institutional archives. 
 
 
 
 

ADEST – Association pour la mesure des sciences et des techniques 
http://www.upmf-grenoble.fr/adest/ 
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proposal for address normalisation in publications 
Isabel GOMEZ & María BORDONS 
Centre for Scientific Information and Documentation - CINDOC/CSIC, Spain 

Isabel GÓMEZ présente l’affiliation institutionnelle des chercheurs et des laboratoires en 
Espagne tout en soulignant les problèmes que cela entraîne pour le repérage des acteurs 
de la recherche dans les noms des auteurs et institutions impliquées dans les références 
des publications scientifiques telles qu’enregistrées dans le WoS . Elle termine son 
exposé en listant les principes de signature des articles proposés aux chercheurs 
espagnols. 
Isabel GOMEZ presents the institutional affiliation of Spanish researchers and labs, 
highlighting the problems incurred for clearly identifying the players of research within 
the naming conventions ruled by the WoS. She concludes by listing the signature rules 
proposed to Spanish scientists. 
 
Pittfalls of using traditional address data to evaluate science page 43 
performance, experience from the Netherlands 
Ed NOYONS 
Centre for Science and Technology Studies - CWTS, Leiden University, The Netherlands 

Ed NOYONS propose la création d’un répertoire arborescent descriptif des organismes et 
laboratoires de recherche européens. La charge d’assurer la fourniture d’informations 
fiables et standardisées reviendrait à chaque pays. Ce répertoire établirait un référentiel 
européen des structures de la recherche. 

Ed NOYONS proposes the setup of a tree directory of European research bodies. Filling 
this directory with reliable and standardised information would be the responsibility of 
involved countries. This would produce a European referent basis of research structures. 
 
The institutional repository page 49 
of the German Research Foundation  
Jürgen GÜDLER  
Dept. of information management, Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft - DFG, Germany 

Jürgen GÜDLER présente la fondation pour la recherche en Allemagne (DFG) qui a mis en 
place plusieurs bases de données institutionnelles. Par sa fonction d’agence de moyens, 
elle échange avec les laboratoires de recherche des données administratives 
standardisées, régulièrement mises à jour et complétées. Des services d’informations 
autour de ces bases de données sont accessibles en externe via le web. 

Jürgen GÜDLER presents the German research foundation (DFG) who set up several 
institutional data bases. As a funding agency, it exchanges with research labs 
standardised administrative data, regularly updated. Information services based on these 
data are provided through the Web. 
 
Institutional organisation of research labs in Italy: page 61 
which kind of bias for R&D indicators? 
Emanuela REALE 
Section on Science and technology institutions and policies of the CERIS/CNR, Italy) 

Emanuela REALE analyse des données sur la production des chercheurs recueillies lors 
d’un exercice d’évaluation des instituts de recherche en Italie. Elle examine, à l’aide de 
plusieurs indicateurs, l’incidence des affiliations multiples des instituts de recherche 
italiens sur leur propension à collaborer ; ceci dans trois disciplines : la physique, la 
chimie et la biologie.  

Emanuela REALE analyses data on Italian researchers production, gathered during an 
evaluation trial. She studies through several indicators the impact of multiple affiliations 
of Italian institutes on their capacity for collaboration, in physics, chemistry and biology. 
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Institutional open archives in the Max-Planck Society: page 67 
eDoc and eSciDoc 
Laurent ROMARY 
Max-Planck Digital Library, Germany 

Laurent ROMARY les deux serveurs de dépôts de publications et d’archives ouvertes de la 
Max Planck Society : eDoc centralise les informations sur les données bibliographiques ; 
plus récemment, eSciDoc est une plate forme d’auto-archivage de la production 
scientifique comprenant les données brutes de résultats de recherche, l’objectif étant de 
faciliter la communication scientifique directe.  

Laurent ROMARY describes the two repositories of publications and open archives of the 
Max Planck Society: eDoc centralises information on bibliographic data, more recently, 
eSciDoc is a platform of self-archival of scienific production including rough research 
results, the objective being to ease direct scientific interaction. 

 
Open Archives in France: page 75 
combining a national platform and institutional repositories 
Christian MICHAU 
Agence de Mutualisation des universités, France 
Daniel CHARNAY 
Centre pour la communication scientifique directe – CCSD/CNRS, France 

Christian Michau présente la plateforme HAL qui est le système d’archives ouvertes en 
France. Mis en place en 2001 par le CNRS et adopté depuis par les instituts de recherche 
et universités en France. L’un des bénéfices importants de la plateforme nationale réside 
dans ses connexions avec le réseau international d’archives. A l’origine, la plateforme 
organisée autour de Hal était conçue pour des dépôts directs. L’existence d’archives 
institutionnelles locales a entraîné le développement de dépôts indirects.   

Christian MICHAU presents the HAL platform, the French open archives system, which 
was set up in 2001 by CNRS and adopted since by research institutes and universities. A 
key benefit of HAL is its connections with the international archives network. Initially, 
HAL was designed for direct storage. The existence of local institutional archives 
stimulated the development of indirect deposits. 
 
Conclusion page 83 
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 ANRS, an important organisation in the medical field, with its focus on AIDS, and 
instituted as a groupement d’intérêt public ; 

 INCa, also a recently-founded GIP, dedicated to cancer ;  
 Agence nationale de la recherche, a new body in the French research landscape, was 

created as a GIP in 2005 and with same amount of money as FRT + FNS, closed at the 
same time as ANR was created.  On the turn of 2007, ANR has been converted into a 
public establishment with administrative status.  

Let us look for a short while at the main differences regarding staff conditions of employment 
between the aforementioned types of public research establishments. On the one side, 
universities and EPSTs are governed by public-sector law, while EPICs operate under private 
law.  

Universities and EPSTs entitle their employees to civil servant status with tenure status.  
Likewise, though under different decrees, the same milestones for career and salary are 
applied. Marginally, public establishments may employ contract personnel, including PhD 
candidates and graduate students. In this category, the main breakdown comes between 
researchers and teachers, on the one hand, and support staff, which includes engineers, on the 
other.   

In the EPICs, the main distinction lies between executives and non-executives.  This is an 
important point to keep in mind when it comes to bibliometric issues. Specifically, at CNRS 
for instance, engineers are not researchers, whereas in some cases, they actually take part to 
research activities.  In EPSTs, the researchers are full-time workers, whether directeurs de 
recherche or chargés de recherche.  They are recruited and managed by the employing 
establishments themselves.  In universities, the professors and the lecturers are only part-time 
researchers and, in statistical surveys, are considered as dedicating 50% of their time to 
teaching activities and 50% to research.  Another difference: if the professors and lecturers are 
recruited by the universities themselves, they are until now paid directly by the State.  .  
Another difference between researchers and teachers is the fact that peer review applies only 
to research, not to teaching. 

 

II. A system in evolution 

The 3 following slides, are made to emphasize the changes undergone during the last 25 
years.  

In the early 1980s there was, at the level of the State, a Department in charge of Higher 
Education not different of the Ministry of Education, on the one side, and a Ministry of 
Research & Technology (MRT) on the other. The two sides were completely partitioned and, 
having been on the MRT side, I can attest to the fact that we did not know much of what the 
other department was doing.  
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Universities CNRS

Laboratoires associés (LA)
Associated labs (from 1966 …

Unités propres (LP)
Internal labs

Comité national

Department of HE
CNESER

Department of R & T
CSRT

Institutional funding
Institutional funding

Incentive funding : FRT

Unités mixtes(UMR)
Joint labs

projects funding

Special funding : RU

(eighties)

Quadrennials contracts
(since 1985)

evaluation

other laboratories

CNE (1984…)
Comité national d’évaluation

 

It would be too complex to go into the structural in-house organisation of research 
establishments and universities from within here. Rather, I would like to highlight the main 
streams of funding, from the State to the research units through the public establishments, 
thus focusing on the relationship between State, CNRS and universities, simply considered 
here as blocks in the diagrams.   

Since 1966 CNRS and universities had settled “associated laboratories”; CNRS assumed 
evaluation and brought means (men and/or money), means provided of course in a first stage 
by the institutional funding allowed to CNRS by the State. The CNRS shared the means but 
took no responsibility in the management of the benefiting labs.  

A few numbers of joint laboratories aiming at cooperation with private enterprises and with 
other research establishments were created by CNRS during the eighties. 

Since 1985, money for research in university’s labs has been also directly doled out by the 
State in the frame of what we call “quadrennial contracts”.  This can be mentioned as “special 
funding”, beside basic institutional funding and incentive project funding (by means of FRTs 
(fonds de la recherche et de la technologie) benefiting to universities and CNRS as well.  .  

In the 1990s, a major change was the creation of a single Ministry of Education, Higher 
Education and Research. At the very end of the nineties a new tool of project funding hosted 
by the ministry was created under the name of FNS (Fonds national de la science), along with 
the FRT.   
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Incentive funding
FRT (1959-2004)

FNS (1999-2004)

Universities CNRS

Unités mixtes de recherche recherche (UMR) Unités propres
UPR, UPS

Comité nationalÉquipes d’accueil (EA)

Institutional funding

Ministry of E, HE and R

RU funding

(nineties, first 2000)

Quadrennials contracts
(special chapter for the
contribution of CNRS)

evaluation evaluation

CNE
(1984-2006)

CNER
(1990-2006)

CNESER CSRT

Doctoral schools

Autres unités mixtes
 

State funding for research in universities continued to develop by the way of the quadrennial 
contracts enriched with a chapter signed by CNRS. , The unités mixtes de recherche (joint 
laboratories) formerly reserved to cooperation with industry, gradually became the forefront 
means of cooperation between CNRS and universities; INSERM and, to a lesser extent, 
INRA, also came to adopt the system. The difference with associated units (whose 
disappearance is still under way but almost achieved) takes place in the co-management of 
these joint research units and, as far as universities are concerned, in the implementation of a 
double funding channel. Another slide give you further information about the 3000 research 
units which get support in the frame of the quadrennial contracts, among them about 1200 
UMR. 

In the current decade, under the Ministry for Higher Education and Research, the official tie 
between research and education appears consolidated ; even if industry lies a bit further away. 
Institutional funding for research remains at the level of the Ministry, but there now exists, 
outside the Ministry, the Agence nationale de la recherche (ANR), an agency whose mission 
is the funding of projects mainly submitted by universities and research establishments in the 
frame of thematic calls for proposals. This agency was substituted to FRT and FNS, when it 
was created in 2005. 

Also brand new in the landscape is the Agence d’évaluation de la recherche et de 
l’enseignement supérieur (AERES), an independent body coming in place of two former 
ones: CNE for universities and CNER for research establishments. AERES is dedicated to 
three aspects : evaluation of establishments, evaluation of research units and evaluation of 
teaching and training. Thus the mission of AERES is larger than the addition of those of CNE 
and CNER.    
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Institutional funding

ANR (2005)
Programmation 

and funding

Universities CNRS

RU funding

(since 2005-2006)

Ministry of HE and RCNESER CSRT

Quadrennials contracts
(same document signed by : 
State, CNRS, and eventually

other research establishments) 

AERES (2007) 
•Establishments (HE & R)
•Research units
•Training

Comité national

Unités mixtes de recherche (UMR)
Unités propres

UPR, UPS

Équipes d’accueil (EA)

Doctoral schools

Autres unités mixtes

HCST (Haut Conseil pour la S&T)

 

 

III. Towards a new public research system?  

regulation, priority setting, institutional funding

Level 3’ = operating level (legal entities)

programmation, funding, managing organisations, self-evaluation : 
higher education and research institutions

Level 3 ’’ = working level
research centers, federations and units ; service units, networks

(not legal entities)

Towards a new public research system ?

New level 3 = ex Levels 2 + 3 = performing level

Level 1 = political or steering level

New level 2
Evaluation, programmation, funding agencies

 

Looking to the future, no much change appears needed in level 1, the political or steering 
level. The ministry is expected to set priorities, fix regulations and provide institutional 
funding; still it is no longer expected to manage individual operations.  
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In contrast, level 2 should be rethought, so as to provide full place to such bodies as ANR and 
AERES, in charge of providing evaluation, planning and funding at a level halfway between 
the State and the operational structures.     

Lastly, the new level 3 would consist of the above mentioned levels 2 and 3, and embody the 
performance and working levels.   

National trends ; works in progress

• The international ranking exercises and the need for a better efficiency induce ideas and 
action on the structuration of the whole system 

• Towards a new balance between programms or projects funding and institutional
funding

• Towards a new balance between universities and public establishments specialised in 
research : 

- more recruitments in universities than in EPST and EPIC during the 15 recent years
- more autonomy and better governance of universities (in the move of a recent law of the 10th 

august 2007)
• Growing importance of contractual relationships and networks:

– between State and establishments (Universities, EPST, EPIC as well) : « contrats 
quadriennaux » with the EPSCP, « contrats pluriannuels d’objectifs » with EPST and EPIC 

– between State, regions and establishments (CPER = Contrats de Plan État  Régions since the eighties)
– between establishments  : 

• with the creation of legal entities ( GIP since 1982) 
• without new legal entities : scientific consortia (GIS) in all fields, federative institutes of 

research (IFR) in health and biological fields
– New frames for cooperation : 

• « pôles de recherche et d’enseignement supérieur » (PRES 2006) 
• « réseaux thématiques de recherches avancées » (RTRA 2006)
• « pôles de compétitivité »  

I have listed the national trends in my written presentation (above), but as I have no time to 
comment them in detail they could now be the focus of questions if you wish. Before 
concluding (below), I would simply like to point out that, as regards funding for public 
research institutions in 2006, the main streams come mainly from the State budget and in 
lesser proportions from the European Union, French regions, enterprises and charities. Basic 
funding continues to be strong, but a major increase can be seen in project-specific funding.   

Supranational : UE and intergovernmental

FoundationsFirmsState

Research bodies / Universities

Fin sur projet 

Fin sur projet

fin sur projet

D
otation budgétaire

Funding of public research institutions in 2006

Regions

Fin sur projet

Funding on projects & programms
(public)    14,5 %

Basic funding
79 %

Funding on projects
(private)    6,5%

Source : rapport Futuris 2006  



Affiliation institutionnelle des laboratoires de recherche et production scientifique ADEST 

Février 2008  11 

Questions from the Floor  

A Participant  

Do you think that the independence of universities will change anything fundamentally in the 
structure you described and, if so, in what way?  

Gérard GHYS 

The law adopted this summer (10/08/2007) is probably a “watershed” moment in France.  It is 
important that the universities have more autonomy and more responsibilities. They are 
expected to now play a greater role in research.  Not all 85 universities are at the same level in 
terms of the research they carry out today.  It will be important at least for a part of them to 
reach international standards.  Though the process will not be easy, that is indeed the direction 
they are taking.  

A Participant  

I have two questions.  Could the European guidelines lead to the marginalisation or reduction 
of the role of EPSTs (public research organisations outside universities)?  Does the change 
you described affect multiple affiliation for the laboratories?  

Gérard GHYS 

Those are excellent questions.  I am not sure I will be able to give a complete response; the 
story remains to be written.   

Many CNRS laboratories are on campuses and the people working there have as much chance 
of being CNRS staff as university personnel. Nearly 80 000 people of different status work in 
research units belonging or linked to CNRS,  a majority of them standing  together on 
campuses. If the universities – at least some of them - gain both autonomy and the resources 
to fulfil their aspirations, they will take up more weight and room, but not necessarily in a 
process leading to a lesser position of EPST and more generally public establishments of 
research.   

Some people think that there has been no major change in the landscape during the past 
decades and that nothing really new is coming on the horizon, but this is not true.   French 
universities are very eager to move in a direction that allows them to cope with international 
competition and international standards.  There is a process underway; it may be regarded as 
slow but it is far from being frozen in time. Not long ago a former minister of Education and 
Research referred to his Ministry as a “mammoth”; this may be right in terms of size, but 
certainly not in ability to adaptation and development.  

A Participant  

You did not comment on the last three lines of your slide, about the new frameworks for 
cooperation and the impact of the new frameworks on the system’s clarity, from the 
bibliometric standpoint. 
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Gérard GHYS 

It is not easy to present these new structures (PRES, RTRA, pôles de compétitivité)  in a few 
words.  They are additional elements in the landscape and thus they are not at once designed 
to enable greater clarity for bibliometric questions it could be as well a source of 
simplification, in case of success, and of greater complexity if they remain technical tools. 
Still they are significant steps towards better organisation and, possibly, mergers of different 
establishments on a local basis (PRES) and a concentration of means that should foster 
activity and reactivity of elected networks (RTRA). We might also expect better information 
and resource pooling.  As for competitiveness, it is good that money be provided, but in my 
opinion it is too soon to draw any conclusions. 

A Participant  

I have a comment about the last question.  From the bibliometrics standpoint, each address 
must contain a “main organisation”, or something that can be considered an organisation.  
Yet, in many addresses, the tools for cooperation are listed, not the organisations.  From the 
bibliometrics viewpoint, we have added complexity, but not solved anything with the new 
tools.  
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Addresses of French Research Laboratories  
in the Web of Science (WoS) Database 

Suzy RAMANANA-RAHARY  
Observatoire des sciences et des techniques - OST, France 

 

 

Synthèse / French synthesis 

Suzy RAMANANA-RAHARY présente premièrement les indicateurs produits au niveau des institutions 
françaises par l’Observatoire des sciences et des techniques. Ces indicateurs concernent principalement la 
production, la spécialisation, la visibilité, (impact relatif distribution des citations …) ainsi que des indicateurs 
institutionnels de collaboration spécifiques  relatifs au travail entre instituts. Ces derniers distinguent, d’une part, 
les structures communes et les structures propres et, d’autre part, les coopérations entre des structures 
différentes, qu’elles soient communes ou propres. À noter que ces informations ne sont disponibles que lorsque 
les instituts contribuent pleinement au processus de repérage de leurs structures.   

Dans un second temps, Suzy RAMANANA-RAHARY expose les méthodes de traitement utilisées par 
Thomson-Scientific lors de l’enregistrement des adresses des publications dans le Web of Science (WoS) et leurs 
incidences sur le reprérage des institutions de recherche françaises. 

Dans le Wos, les adresses des laboratoires français - et celles des autres pays - sont divisées en différents champs 
d’information : adresse, organisation, sous-organisation, ville, province, pays et code postal. À cette étape, 
l’information a déjà été traitée par Thomson-Scientific ; en conséquence l’adresse originale ne correspondra pas 
toujours à celle référencée dans le WoS, qui inclut une forme de normalisation : ordre inversé entre nom du 
laboratoire et institution(s) de rattachement. En outre, lorsqu’est inclus le terme « and » dans l’adresse indiquée 
dans la revue, il s’en suit une duplication de l’adresse dans la base de données. Si l’adresse complète associée à 
une publication inclut les noms des instituts de rattachement d’une structure de recherche, ceci n’est pas toujours 
vrai pour la référence indiquée dans le WoS. Un laboratoire de recherche peut être considéré comme un institut 
de recherche et donc apparaître dans le WoS comme une « organisation principale » (“main organization”). Au 
cours du processus de normalisation, Thomson-Scientific établit une hiérarchie implicite entre les instituts.  

Ainsi, on compte environ 100 000 lignes d’adresses françaises par an dans le WoS. La gamme correspondant au 
nombre d’entités distinctes dans le champ « organisation principale », pour les adresses de correspondance en 
France, va de 6 000 à 7 000, alors qu’il n’existe en réalité que 150 à 200 organisations en France.  

 

 

 

 

***** 
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Before discussing French addresses in the Web of Science database, I would like to review 
the indicators we process at the institutional level.   

At the institutional level, there exist common indicators, focusing on such aspects as 
production (i.e. national shares or specialisation index) and visibility (i.e. relative impact or 
activity index per discipline).  Institutional indicators in France are unique in that they include 
special collaboration indicators on work between institutions (see Box 1).  Those indicators 
can reflect the fact, where appropriate, that research has taken place within a joint structure, 
“proprietary” structures, etc., as well as the extent to which specific cooperation organisations 
have contributed.  However, we are able to process institutional indicators only if the 
institutions involved give their full cooperation; recognition of publications is done under the 
responsibility of each institution.   

French addresses are particularly tricky due to the processing methods used in Thomson’s 
technologies.  Cross-referenced information can include authors’ names, number of pages, 
type of document, etc.  In many cases, there is no connection between the authors’ names, the 
laboratory’s mailing address and the address referenced.  Only in the correspondence address 
is there a link.  

French laboratory addresses are divided up into different fields of information: address, 
organisation, sub-organisation, city, province, country and postal code.  At this stage, this 
information has already been processed by Thomson; hence, the original address will not 
always match that referenced by Thomson, which includes a form of standardisation and 
reverse order.  When the term “and” is included, address duplication ensues (see Box 2). 

Whereas the full address associated with a publication includes the names of the institutions, 
the reference may not.  Let’s take the example of GANIL lab.  The address will be recognised 
by CEA and CNRS, but none of those will be listed as the main organisation. 

GANIL, DSM, CEA, IN2P3,CNRS, F-14021 Caen, FranceADDRESS

ORGANIZATION 

SUB_ORG1 

SUB_ORG2

SUB_ORG3 

CITY

PROVINCE

COUNTRY

POSTAL_CODE  

GANIL

DSM

CEA

IN2P3, CNRS

Caen

France

F-14021

Thomson Scientific Fields

 

During the standardisation process, Thomson establishes an implicit hierarchy between 
institutions.  Unlike with country or EU-regional identification, the entire address is needed in 
France to recognise an institution’s publication.   

Before concluding, I would like to leave you with a few key figures.  There are approximately 
100 000 French address lines per year.  The range for the number of distinct entities in the 
main organisation field for French correspondence addresses is 6 000 to 7 000.  One hundred 
of these contain the pattern CEA, which can be listed as both the main organisation or the 
sub-organisation (in 68% and 20.7% of occurrences, respectively).  Lack of homogeneous 
forms does not help when identifying structure addressee.  One main organisation does not 
take into account the complexity.   
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ORGANISATION ORGANISATION SOUS_ORG1 SOUS_ORG2 SOUS_ORG3 Volume
CEA 68,0% 20,7% 9,9% 1,4% 584
CEA Saclay 99,0% 0,7% 0,0% 0,2% 408
CEA Grenoble 95,8% 3,3% 0,0% 0,8% 120
CEA Cadarache 96,0% 1,0% 3,0% 0,0% 100
CEA Fus Controlee 15,4% 46,2% 38,5% 0,0% 13
CEA Fus 11,1% 22,2% 66,7% 0,0% 9
CEA Valrho 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 8
DSM,CEA 0,0% 0,0% 14,3% 85,7% 7
CEA Technol Avancees 0,0% 40,0% 60,0% 0,0% 5
Assoc Euratom CEA Fus Controlee 0,0% 75,0% 25,0% 0,0% 4
CEA G 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 4
CEA Le Ripault 100,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 4
CNRS,CEA 0,0% 0,0% 25,0% 75,0% 4  
… 

 

For complete analysis of these issues, see the OST’s Web site:  

http://www.obs-ost.fr, section NORMADRESSES.  

 

 

Questions from the Floor  

A Participant  

I have a question about Slide 19, which stated that there are 6000 to 7000 different “main 
organisation” addresses.  I would say that there are, at most, 150 real and different 
organisations.  In other words, there exist 6 000 to 7 000 different names for only 150 
organisations.  

Suzy RAMANANA-RAHARY 

Yes.    

A Participant 

A distinction was made between collaboration or co-appearance of an organisation, or co-
publication and joint work.  This is important.  This can occur when there are clean addresses.  
“Joint work” applies when different organisations appear in the same line.  Co-publication 
occurs when different organisations appear in different lines.  To make the distinction 
between the two forms, it is essential not to duplicate automatically.  This is a small point, but 
one that is still important.  
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Box 1 

Collaboration indicators between 10 French research institutions 

a) average rate for collaboration 

 

CEA Cemagref CNRS Inra Inserm IRD-
France 

Universités Cirad Inria Pasteur Total 
Coop-
10 

CEA 15,6  81,5 2,2 6,1 0,3 58,1   0,8 100,0 
Cemagref  2,0 43,1 17,6 0,0  64,7 5,9   100,0 
CNRS 8,8 0,1 25,4 2,3 6,0 0,8 90,1 0,1 0,8 1,9 100,0 
Inra 3,2 0,6 31,1 26,9 8,8 1,6 61,3 2,3 0,2 2,2 100,0 
Inserm 2,6  24,2 2,6 13,0 0,1 93,7  0,0 4,5 100,0 
IRD-France 2,9  62,9 9,6 2,9 7,5 63,3 11,7 0,4 0,8 100,0 
Universités 4,7 0,1 68,2 3,4 17,7 0,6 35,9 0,2 0,4 1,7 100,0 
Cirad  3,3 28,6 37,4 0,0 30,8 44,0 13,2   100,0 
Inria   78,3 1,4 1,0 0,5 45,9  9,7  100,0 
Pasteur 2,6  58,4 4,8 34,0 0,3 69,7   22,5 100,0  

 Within this framework of 10 institutions, 
6.1% of CEA collaborations are with Inserm: … 

b) “mixité” rate 

 

CEA Cemagref CNRS Inra Inserm IRD-
France 

Universités Cirad Inria Pasteur Total 
Coop-
10 

CEA   50,0 1,0 2,4  20,0    100,0 
Cemagref    2,0   13,7     100,0 
CNRS 5,4   1,1 2,5 0,5 85,0   0,6 1,5 100,0 
Inra 1,4 0,1 15,6  3,5 0,7 38,1 0,8   100,0 
Inserm 1,0  10,0 1,0  0,0 85,4   2,4 100,0 
IRD-France   42,1 4,6 0,8  33,8 7,5   100,0 
Universités 1,6 0,0 64,4 2,1 16,2 0,3 0,0 0,0 0,1 1,1 100,0 
Cirad    13,2  19,8 3,3    100,0 
Inria   56,0    15,9    100,0 
Pasteur   46,6  18,2  44,5    100,0  

 … 2.4 % are within “mixte” structures and … 
c) cooperation rate 

p

 

CEA Cemagref CNRS Inra Inserm IRD-
France 

Universités Cirad Inria Pasteur Total 
Coop-
10 

CEA 15,6  55,9 1,6 4,3 0,3 48,7   0,8 100,0 
Cemagref  2,0 43,1 15,7   54,9 5,9   100,0 
CNRS 6,0 0,1 25,4 1,6 4,4 0,4 35,4 0,1 0,4 1,0 100,0 
Inra 2,4 0,5 21,6 26,9 6,3 1,0 37,8 1,8 0,2 2,2 100,0 
Inserm 1,9  17,5 1,9 13,0 0,1 51,9  0,0 3,0 100,0 
IRD-France 2,9  35,8 6,3 2,1 7,5 41,7 6,3 0,4 0,8 100,0 
Universités 4,0 0,1 26,8 2,1 9,8 0,4 35,9 0,1 0,3 1,2 100,0 
Cirad  3,3 28,6 28,6  16,5 42,9 13,2   100,0 
Inria   34,3 1,4 1,0 0,5 36,2  9,7  100,0 
Pasteur 2,6  29,5 4,8 22,5 0,3 46,7   22,5 100,0  

 … 4.3 % are between different “proper” structures. 
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Box 2 

Thomson Scientific address vs. “original” address 

Article : democrite-00001691.pdf 
http://hal.in2p3.fr/in2p3-00001691/en/ 

1. CNRS, IN2P3, Inst Phys Nucl, 
F-91406 Orsay, France
2. Chalmers Tekniska Hogskola, Fysiska Inst, S-41296 
Gothenburg, Sweden
3. Inst Sci Mat & Rayonnement, CNRS, IN2P3, Phys
Corpusculaire Lab, F-14050 Caen, France
4. Grand Accelerateur Natl Ions Lourds, F-14021 Caen, 
France
5. Michigan State Univ, Natl Superconducting Cyclotron 
Lab, E Lansing, MI 48824 USA
6.Aarhus Univ, Inst Fysik & Astronomi, DK-8000 Aarhus C, 
Denmark

Thomson Scientific address « Original » address
1. Institut de Physique Nucléaire, 
IN2P3-CNRS, F-91406 Orsay 
Cedex, France
2. Fysika Institutionen, Chalmers Tekniska Högskola, S-
41296 Gothenburg, Sweden
3.  Laboratoire de Physique Corpusculaire, IN2P3-CNRS, 
ISMRA, F-14050 Caen Cedex, France 
4. Grand Accélérateur National d’Ions Lourds, F-14021 
Caen Cedex, France 
5. National Superconducting Cyclotron Laboratory, 
Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48824, USA
6. Institut for Fysik og Astronomi, Aarhus Universitei, DK-
8000 Aarhus C, Denmark

Thomson Scientific processing
1. Normalization
2. Replacement of ‘-‘ by ‘,’ 
3. Reverse order  

Article : http://www.earth.sinica.edu.tw/~jclee/chichi(JSG2002).pdf 

1. Acad Sinica, Inst Earth Sci, Taipei, Taiwan

2. Cent Geol Survey, Taipei, Taiwan

3. Univ P&M Curie, Dept
Geotecton, Paris, France
4. Univ P&M Curie, ESA 7072, 
Paris, France
5. Inst Secondary Sch Teacher Taiwan, Taichung, Taiwan
6. Natl Taiwan Univ, Dept Geol, Taipei, Taiwan
7. Natl Cheng Kung Univ, Dept Earth Sci, Tainan, Taiwan

Adresse Thomson Scientific Adresse « originale »
a. Institute of Earth Sciences, Academia Sinica, P.O. Box 1-
55, Nankang, Taipei, Taiwan, ROC
b. Central Geological Survey, P.O. Box 968, Taipei, 
Taiwan, ROC

c. Tectonique Quantitative, 
Département de Géotectonique 
and ESA 7072, Université P.-&-
M. Curie, Paris, France
d. The Institute for Secondary School Teacher of Taiwan, 
Taichung, Taiwan, ROC
e. Department of Geology, National Taiwan University, 
Taipei, Taiwan, ROC
f. Department of Earth Sciences, National Cheng-Kung 
University, Tainan, Taiwan, ROC

Thomson Scientific processing
1. Normalization
2. Presence of « and » causes duplication
3. Reverse order

Thomson Scientific address « Original » address

 

 

A Participant  

My question relates to the same point.  There are many joint organisations in France, between 
the university system and CNRS, in particular.  Have you observed how they are recorded by 
the Web of Science?  Are they recorded as separate labs, or are universities considered the 
main organisations?  

CNRS Participant 

As Suzy said, all research organisations have worked together to understand the addresses.  I 
am the person responsible for this at CNRS.  Let me give one example.  In the address Suzy 
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showed, the term “joint organisation” is used but we do not really have such organisation; 
rather, we have joint laboratories.  CNRS is an organisation, CEA is also an organisation, etc.   

One institute, IN2P3, is in charge of nuclear and particle physics.  It is not really a research 
organisation.  Both of them are affiliated with a laboratory, GANIL, an auxiliary body.  That 
name is listed at the beginning of the address, and it is thus considered the main organisation.  
The CEA, meanwhile, with its DSM (Department of Matter Science, a sub-part of the CEA, 
in charge of the lab), is not shown.  In other words, the lines do not reflect the arborescence.  
Very often, Thomson interprets as the main organisation something that is not.  This is why it 
appears that there are 6 000 to 7 000 organisations.  

A Participant  

How do you view the publications?  How do you decide that one item belongs to CNRS, etc.? 

A Participant 

We do not decide; the publication belongs to CNRS.  CNRS is present as the author’s address, 
through this address.  The person in charge of the same work at CEA will say the same.  The 
publication will be considered both as a publication from CNRS and as a publication from 
CEA.   

A Participant  

In other words, you duplicate.   

Ghislaine FILLIATREAU 

I will comment from the OST’s perspective, as the organisation responsible for handling all of 
this.  One joint lab can imply several organisations.  This is typical in the French system.  Yet 
Thomson’s addresses allow for only one main organisation.  This is why we have to further 
process the information.  Building on the Thomson system, we had to come up with specific 
method for dealing with French organisations.  It is, for the moment, recognised that one lab 
can be affiliated with two different organisations, which deserve to be considered as equally 
important.  The laboratories are joint, but the organisations remain separate.  These are two 
different levels.  The system at the laboratory level is very different from that at the 
organisation level.  Nobody outside France can grasp this! 

A Participant from Italy.  

We have a similar structure, hence my desire for detail.  

Gérard GHYS 

It is important to make the distinction between different types of legal entities.  GANIL is a 
groupement d’intérêt économique, similar to the GIP status.  CEA is an EPIC.  IN2P3, 
however, is not a legal entity, as it operates under CNRS, itself a legal entity.  I, too, was 
surprised at the figure of 6 000 to 7 000.  The Ministry’s statistical services survey only 200 
to 250 bodies in France, not all dedicated to research.  
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Henk MOED 

I apologise for my ignorance of some of the acronyms here.  If I understand correctly, GANIL 
is a laboratory name.  Are the other items listed in the correspondence address – GANIL, 
DSM, CEA IN2P3, CNRS BP 5027, F-14021 Caen France – also laboratories or emanations 
of the aforementioned?  

A Participant 

GANIL has become a GIE.  At the time the paper was written, I assume that it was still a joint 
lab operating at a level equal to that of CEA and CNRS.   

Henk MOED 

Should papers from that lab all have the same acronyms?  

Ghislaine FILLIATREAU 

There is, in fact, no rule.   

A Participant  

I understand this because the authors may not list all of the acronyms.  Yet they should, 
because the following acronyms refer to the laboratory, not a person, group or set of papers.  
In other words, if the word GANIL appears, can we assume that all of the acronyms seen here 
will appear as well? Does GANIL automatically imply CNRS?  

Ghislaine FILLIATREAU 

There do exist cases where labs can only belong to one organisation. 

CNRS Participant 

As far as the CEA is concerned, Suzy’s slide showed different ways in which CEA can be 
denoted.  The second word can be the name of the city (Saclay, Grenoble, Cadarache, etc.).  
DAM is the Direction des applications militaires, or the defence-related unit.  There are a 
large variety of ways to show the same reality.  The CEA is not a word that can be listed 
elsewhere.   
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Bibliometric Ranking of World Universities 

Henk MOED  
Centre for Science and Technology Studies -  
CWTS, Leiden University, The Netherlands 

 

 

Synthèse / Synthesis 

Henk MOED recadre tout d’abord la discussion sur les classements internationaux utilisés aujourd’hui. Selon lui, 
le classement Shanghai est d’une importance relative, malgré l’impact important qu’il a obtenu dans la 
communauté universitaire lors de sa publication ; l’ordre des instituts a moins compté, en réalité, que les 
discussions stimulantes qui ont suivi sur les politiques de recherche et les performances.  Les classements sont 
essentiels dans un environnement de plus en plus européen et mondialisé, où les institutions de recherche et 
d’enseignement supérieur sont désormais en concurrence bien au-delà de leurs propres frontières au niveau des 
financements, des étudiants et des chercheurs. Toutefois, les méthodes utilisées pour les classements restent 
expérimentales et il est aujourd’hui plus utile de se concentrer sur l’analyse des données et l’obtention d’une 
perspective plus vaste relative aux universités nationales ou européennes.  

CWTS a effectué une étude approfondie sur environ 800 universités et les 250 universités non européennes ayant 
le plus de publications, entre 1997 et 2004, en réponse à une requête de la Commission européenne.  Les 
publications ont été attribuées aux universités sur la base de la liste des universités adhérentes de l’EUA 
(European University Association), de sites web des universités et de Wikipedia. Il faut souligner que les 
données n’ont pas été vérifiées par les instituts eux-mêmes. Étant donnée l’incertitude de certaines données 
obtenues, la Commission pourrait désormais souhaiter établir une institution responsable de la collecte et de la 
vérification des données sur les universités.   

Le Centre a également comparé le nombre d’articles publiés par année en fonction de la distribution des 
universités par région, par rapport à l’impact normalisé des citations. Cette démarche avait permis de constater 
que les universités américaines dominaient clairement, notamment en termes d’impact de citation, à quelques 
exceptions près. Des questions ont alors émergé, à savoir si les raisons en étaient la forte concentration de la 
recherche universitaire américaine.  L’affirmation de Lambert & Butler quant à la « médiocrité » des universités 
de recherche en Europe doit être modérée. En se référant à 16 domaines de recherche, Henk MOED montre que 
si les universités européennes se trouvent dans les 25 % meilleures du monde dans au moins une discipline, les 
universités américaines se trouvent aux meilleures positions dans un nombre de disciplines beaucoup plus élevé 
que les universités européennes.  Quant à l’hypothèse selon laquelle la concentration est un facteur décisif pour 
la performance des systèmes universitaires nationaux, le Centre a démontré qu’il n’existe pas de corrélation 
simple entre la concentration dans un pays et système universitaire, et son impact en matière de citations.  

Pour finir, Henk MOED présente des réseaux de collaborations entre les universités basés sur l’analyse des co-
auteurs. Ces réseaux permettent d’ajouter d’autres dimensions : il s’agit de montrer les relations entre les 
universités tout en fournissant les mêmes chiffres, indicateurs et positions que les études traditionnelles. Ce type 
d’analyse et d’affichage peut également être utile au grand public, qui pourra ainsi obtenir plus de 
renseignements et d’informations sur la performance des universités. Le but est en effet désormais de fournir des 
données plus élaborées.  

 

  

***** 
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Bibliometric rankings of universities constitute a very difficult topic to address in today’s 
setting, as I realize that the Shanghai Rankings have had quite an impact in France.  At an 
event I recently attended on developments in biomedical publishing, they were the focus of 
great attention, stimulating discussion about research policy and research performance.  In 
that sense, though I will endeavour to show that they are not of such great intrinsic 
importance, they have had a positive effect, in bringing the topic of rankings to the fore.   

It can be wondered why rankings are so important today.   One reason lies in globalisation: 
research and teaching institutions must now compete for funds, students and researchers in a 
domain that extends far beyond their own borders.  Moreover, with the creation of the 
European Research Area our national universities have become, first and foremost, 
international, especially European, even though the said Research Area has yet to become 
fully functional.  Secondly, the general public needs information about teaching institutions 
and research to make the right choices for themselves.   

I also believe that the impact of the Shanghai rankings will now decline.  It was an 
experimental effort, albeit one that resonated widely.  Today, the European Commission has 
realised the importance of having a public information system, based on data that is verified 
and ascertained.  In the future, we can expect to see information systems on universities that 
are much richer, accurate and valid than the simple ranking produced by Liu and his 
colleagues in Shanghai.  For this reason, I suggest that we not too focus too much on them.  
They were an event in history, a point on a timeline.  It is up to us to ensure that within a few 
years, Europe has an institution responsible for producing reliable, valid information about 
universities, available to the wider public.  This is the broader view we should keep in mind in 
our technical discussions about addresses, accounting etc.  

A meeting was held in Berlin two years ago, at which the Berlin Principles were set out.  
They are principles that underlie the proper ranking of universities.  It was obvious that not all 
the rankings produced now are in line with those.  In the near future, better information, 
complaint with those principles, will emerge.  

 

I. Secondary Analysis of Ranking Data 

I will not focus here on the rankings themselves, for once again, they are not yet important.  
My institute has produced its own rankings, not one set, but four, which apply depending on 
the barometer used.  I wanted to focus, instead, on secondary analysis of that data and give a 
broader perspective in the discussion of national or European universities.  

We performed a top-down study on around 800 universities and the top 250 most frequently 
publishing non-European universities, between 1997 and 2004.  Papers were assigned to 
universities on the basis of de-duplicated corporate addresses of publishing authors, using the 
membership list of the European University Association (EUA), university Web sites and 
Wikipedia as data sources.  I must emphasise that the data were not verified by the institutions 
themselves.  This is a crucial point: we performed this work for the European Commission as 
part of the ASSIST Project and, though we made it very clear to the officials there that it was 
vital to develop procedures for the data verification, nothing has yet been done to this effect.  
We did our best to de-duplicate, but it is almost inevitable that we will have made mistakes as 
well.  The officials at the European Commission have understood this, and this may be 
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incentive for them to establish an institution responsible for collecting and verifying data on 
universities.   

We made our calculations based on a number of indicators:  

Share of a Univ’s papers in a field / 
world share of papers in that field

Publication 
Activity

Disciplinary Specialisation (16 
broad disciplines) or institutional 
concentration

Pratt’s 
Concentration 
Index

Impact, influence, prominence, 
authoritativeness

Field Normalised
Citation Impact

Scale of research activity and 
article productivity

No. Published 
Articles 

What it measuresIndicator

Share of a Univ’s papers in a field / 
world share of papers in that field

Publication 
Activity

Disciplinary Specialisation (16 
broad disciplines) or institutional 
concentration

Pratt’s 
Concentration 
Index

Impact, influence, prominence, 
authoritativeness

Field Normalised
Citation Impact

Scale of research activity and 
article productivity

No. Published 
Articles 

What it measuresIndicator

 

Rankings of world universities are inherently one-dimensional, even when weighted for 
different parameters, because the weights are arbitrarily chosen.  Those familiar with the 
Shanghai and Times Higher Education Rankings know this.  The weights and the choices of 
weights are not founded in scientific insights.  In addition, they disregard to what extent the 
performance of one entity depends on that of others.  Lastly, scholarly quality is not as 
straightforwardly measured and ranked as performance is in many other societal domains.  
Thus, offering numbers or rankings alone will not be sufficient.  A more sophisticated 
application will be needed if we are to better interpret data.  

Our study related to the largest universities.  The Shanghai Rankings favoured universities 
with the most published articles and active researchers.  Ours, likewise, included those with at 
least 600 active researchers.  We strived to take into account the structure of the national 
university systems, looking at whether they were concentrated versus scattered.  A distinction 
also had to be made between the general versus specialised universities.  The question as to 
whether European universities are “mediocre”, as implied in the Lambert & Butler 2006 
report, was considered, as were historical and political factors.   

 

II. Comparing Performance Internationally 

Looking at the distribution of universities by region, we compared American and European 
universities according to the number of articles published per year and their normalised 
citation impact.  American universities clearly dominated from this standpoint, particularly in 
terms of citation impact, with very few exceptions.  In the Netherlands, bibliometrics is an 
extremely popular science.  If one university has a slightly higher impact rate than another, 
then the President of that university claims that his institution is the new “Harvard on the 
Rhine” or “Princeton of the Lowlands”. There is a great deal of fuss over very small 
differences between each institution. It is more useful to look at the global picture.  
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Strong concentration of US academic 
research

Region

No. 
Research 

Universities

% Output 
All 

Universi-
ties 

Normalised
Citation 
Impact

Europe 172 72% 1.11

USA 122 83% 1.55

Region
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Universi-
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Distribution of universities among regions

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000 8,000
ARTICLES / YEAR

N
O

R
M

A
LI

SE
D

 C
IT

A
TI

O
N

 IM
PA

C
T

USA
EUROPE
OTHER
NL

=> 9,600

Universities with  > 
5,000 papers during 
1997-2004 (n=386)

 

 

One of the first broad findings from our study is the 
strong concentration of US academic research.  83% of 
all university output in the US is generated by 122 
research universities.  This is very different from what 
happens in Europe, where 172 universities produce 72% 
of the research.  The normalised citation impact in the US 
is, accordingly, 1.55, compared to 1.11 in Europe.  We 
knew this would be the case, but the figures are now 
there to prove it.  

 

As to whether European research universities are 
“mediocre”, we considered two factors.  First, are the top 
universities within the USA or Europe  among the top 
25% in the world in at least one discipline?  The answer 
was positive, for both Europe and the USA.  However, 
number of disciplines in which American universities 
have top positions is much higher than that of European 
universities.  This means, in a sense, that American 
universities  have a very “broad top”.   

 

We broke down the papers according to a very simple categorisation of 16 disciplines: arts & 
humanities, applied physicist and chemistry, biological sciences (animals and plants), 
biological sciences (humans), chemistry, clinical medicine, economics & business, 
engineering, geosciences, mathematics, molecular biology and biochemistry, multi-
disciplinary, physics & astronomy, psychology & psychiatrics, social sciences and social 
sciences/medicine.  Typically, the general universities in Europe are in the world top 25% in a 

Are European research universities 
‘mediocre’?

12.35.4Average number of world 
‘top’ disciplines per 
university 

100 %100 %% Universities among the 
world top 25 % in at least 
one discipline

USAEurope

Top 25 % 
universities in

12.35.4Average number of world 
‘top’ disciplines per 
university 

100 %100 %% Universities among the 
world top 25 % in at least 
one discipline

USAEurope

Top 25 % 
universities in
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limited number of disciplines, both in terms of 
number of publications and impact.  US/UK 
universities, in contrast, tend to excel in all 16 of 
the areas.  In other words, the best European 
universities are amongst the Top 25% in the 
world, but their top is less broad than that of the 
best US research universities.  In European 
national academic systems, top research is more 
evenly distributed amongst universities.  It should 
also be noted that, analysing discipline by 
discipline, the American universities turn out less 
dominant, for instance in physics and astronomy.  Though there is still some dominance of the 
US universities, it is much smaller than in the overall picture.  This is almost a mathematical 
necessity considering the data above and the way in which the papers are aggregated.  
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At level of disciplines US universities are less 
dominant (e.g. Physics & Astronomy)
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III. National Academic System Organisation 

We distinguished two models for organising the national academic system: a concentration 
model and a distribution model.  In the former, a relatively limited number of universities 
carries out top research in a wide range of disciplines.  In the distributed model, research 
activities and excellence are more evenly distributed among universities and there is a strong 
link between research and teaching.  The latter model was typical at least in most of the 
European universities.  It is essential to take into consideration the type of national academic 
system in studies like these, because they are the outcome of a historical process.  The leading 
scientific nations, the US and UK, have a high degree of concentration.  This is raised in the 
European policy document: should supranational research policies aim for greater 
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concentration of research activities?  We, as bibliometricians, should carry out more empirical 
analysis on this issue.  Lambert & Butler looked at the differences between Europe and US, 
and found more concentration in US.  Their assumption was that concentration is a decisive 
factor in the performance of national academic systems.   

We found, in contrast, that there is no simple correlation between a country’s concentration in 
the university system and its citation impact.  To reach this conclusion, we measured the 
concentration of papers 
among universities in the 
country.  When papers are 
evenly distributed between 
universities, the value of 
the Pratt index is 0.  If 
they are all concentrated in 
a single university, the 
value of the index is 1.  
Some countries showed 
strong concentration, such 
as the UK, but also 
Austria.  Lower 
concentration could be 
found in places like 
Switzerland and the 
Netherlands, but their 
citation impact is high 
compared to that of other European countries.  Once again, historical factors are behind this, 
with the canton-based system in Switzerland, or the Christian, Catholic or Protestant 
principles in other European nations such as the Netherlands.  

Our findings are not final proof of any claim whatsoever.  However, they do provide 
empirical data on the relationship between performance and concentration, and show it to be a 
complex one.  Perhaps Lambert & Butler were too simplistic, for our result does not support 
their assumption and quite the opposite.  This is why we carried out this research and will 
publish it in the literature.  Global rankings tend to favour concentrated research models.  At 
this stage, we can say that the lower overall performance of European universities does not 
imply that their performance is low in all disciplines. There is no simple causal relationship 
between research performance and concentration.  So much can be done with data.  Ranking 
in a one-dimensional manner is but one option.   

 

IV. Why French Universities Do Not Figure Prominently in the Rankings 

A number of factors can be listed as to why French universities do not have a prominent place 
in the rankings.  

 Many major research institutes in France are located outside universities, and thus are 
not taken into account in studies such as those mentioned today.  In other countries 
research institutes play a less important role.   
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 Also, many French institutes based in universities receive their basic funding from 
national agencies and thus do not give the university address in their paper, finding 
their relationship with the funding organisation more important.   

 Lastly, the question can be asked as to whether French universities actually have 
research policies of their own.  Several people have told me, off the record, that high-
quality and important researchers in France do not have a position in the university 
systems.  Within universities, research policies and enhancement of research quality 
does not play an important part; it is perhaps less important than universities in other 
countries.  I mention this because we should be careful not to focus too strongly on 
technical issues.  We should not forget what the results could tell us about the qualities 
of research policies in the various institutions.  This deserves a place on the agenda, 
not merely talk about whether CNRS should be 2nd or 4th in a very long corporate 
address list. 

 

V. Networks of World’s universities 

 

Clara Calero, my eminent Spanish 
colleague, headed a study on the world’s 
100 largest universities. Its findings are 
expressed in a series of network graphs 
that show universities and the 
collaboration patterns between those 
universities.  Specifically, it considered: 
the number of papers published by each 
university, the strength of the co-
publication activity, the region or 
country in which each university is 
located, the universities with the highest 

impact in each region or country and the universities with the highest degree of 
internationalisation.   

BIGGEST 100 WORLD UNIVERSITIES (Calero et al., 2006)

USA

Europe

Japan

Univ Harvard

UnivUniv TokyoTokyo

Univ Toronto

Univ Melbourne

Univ Sydney

Univ Queensland  

Results Network Graphs

Each graph represents the co-authorship activity

• Nodes: Universities
• Size of the Nodes: Proportional to the number of papers

published by the University.
• Links or edges: The strength of the co-publication 

activity (Salton's Index).
• Color of the Nodes: The region or the country in which 

the University is located. 
• Triangles: Universities with the highest impact in the 

region or country (Top 25 per cent).
• Thicker Node Rims: Universities with the highest degree 

of internationalization in the region or country (Top 25 
per cent).
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It emerged, for instance, that while Harvard University remains the obvious standout, 
institutions like the University of Toronto or the University of Tokyo act as bridges between 
universities in their broader regions.  A very large UK university with high impact is the 
University of Oxford, but the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, or the University of Munich are 
not to be overlooked for their performance within their regions.  The same can be said for the 
University of Milan, with a prominent position, or the University of Barcelona. 

BIGGEST 100 EUROPEAN UNIVERSITIES (Calero et al, 2006) 
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RESULTS LANDSCAPE OF SPANISH UNIVERSITIES 
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It appears relatively easy to generate a network maps in a reliable and suitable manner.  They 
provide an overall picture of a set of universities (national, regional or worldwide) based on 
bibliometric performance measurements.  They also show co-authorship relationships and add 
other dimensions, based on relations and connections between universities.  In other words, 
while they provide the same numbers, indicators and positions as traditional studies, they also 
show the relationship between universities.  We think that such analysis and display can also 
be useful even for the wider public, to gain more insight and information about the 
performance of universities.  This is what we wish to develop further, reaching greater levels 
of sophistication.   

Thank you for your attention and for inviting me today  

 

Questions from the Floor  

A Participant  

I assume that it is possible to make calculations that combine local efforts.  For instance, in 
Grenoble, there are four universities.  What would the ranking become if all four were 
combined into one?  The same applies to Strasbourg.  Would this change the ranking? 

Henk MOED 

It would, probably.  What is the rationale?  There are always ways to boost the figures.  

A Participant  

The trend is toward establishing only one broad university, with smaller “sub-universities” 
operating under them, for they intermingle a great deal in their work.  The same type of 
situation exists with the hospitals.  In Paris, the largest hospitals operate under the Assistance 
publique – Hôpitaux publics system, which provides their funding and objectives.  The 
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addresses, however, include only the hospitals’ specific information, but not the main 
organisation.  

Henk MOED 

Yes, it would be possible to aggregate the data from a number of universities in the same city, 
but they same would then have to be done in other countries.   

A participant  

Would it change the data significantly?  

Henk MOED 

In Europe, but also in the US, many universities operate as part of broader local systems.  In 
response to your question, yes, the results would be quite different.  It could be considered.  
The job might even be easier for the bibliometrician, for no separation or allocation would be 
required.  This is an interesting suggestion, but there must be good reason or rationale for 
moving in that direction.   

Secondly, regarding the papers from the hospitals, there is one point I did not mention.  We 
did also allocate papers from hospitals to universities.  We have discussed the issue of 
national funding organisations in France.  The relations between universities and teaching 
hospitals are very complex.  In some countries, there are academic hospitals, such as in 
Leiden.  Then, there are affiliated hospitals with some link to the university system, but less 
strong. We tried to allocate papers from hospitals to universities when there was an author 
with a relatively large number of papers with that university address.  We assumed that he or 
she had such a strong relationship with a university that all of his papers were allocated to that 
university, regardless of whether they had a university address.  This is stated in our report on 
the Web.  In France and Paris, especially, we did this a great deal, allocating many papers 
from large hospitals to the universities.   

Serge BAUIN 

My first point is political.  I refer to your very interesting study of the apparent lack of 
correlation between concentration and performance.  Some could use that point in support of 
a policy aimed at fostering greater concentration.  I would challenge this.  This would be valid 
only if bibliometric data were considered the performance indicator for the whole system.  
Imagine that someone came up with a way to measure performance and set up policies that 
would foster this performance; it would only be valid if bibliometrics were the main indicator.  
This would be very dangerous. 

Henk MOED 

I agree and it was not my attention to do this.  Rather, we wanted to carry out research in 
which bibliometrics were only one factor.  

Serge BAUIN 

My second point, more technical in nature, has to do with a page from your report, page 19, 
Table 8.  You listed articles from major universities.  You listed 52% as the figure for France.  
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Simply to compare, I just went to the OST’s site, which cites a figure of 67.9%.  Whatever the 
methods used, the two figures should be more similar.   

This illustrates your point as to how difficult it is to identify university research.  Note that the 
OST’s figures have been checked by the institutions themselves.   

Henk MOED 

Thank you.  I was not aware of this data.  This is a very good point. The question remains 
how OST colleted their data and which criteria it applied in allocating papers to universities. 

A Participant  

You mentioned that the Universities of Tokyo, Munich and Cambridge should not always be 
listed as the main organisation, for two reasons: the importance of site-based, rather than 
institution-based thinking; and the need for more than one tool is needed in order to better 
observe the research environment.  Your data highlighted important factors about the quality 
of research in various fields.  We should not try to provide bibliometrics information only for 
that purpose.  It should also be used to determine in which direction we should be moving or 
which universities should be encouraged.  We need a whole portfolio of bibliometrics 
indicators to carry out such studies. Your demonstration was excellent.  

Henk MOED 

Thank you.  Yes, we should keep in mind that the public information system that will 
probably be developed should not contain bibliometrics data alone.  We believe that this is an 
important and fruitful avenue, but it should definitely not be the only one.  The input of 
universities would also be very important (numbers of PhDs, PhD students, staff, etc., and 
even data on funding).   

Michel ZITT 

The results are very clear about the US as compared to Europe.  You suggested that 
concentration produces performance.  The relationship may be somewhat artificial, though, 
due to the scale effect.  We have seen that the US system is much more integrated and may 
thus produce a higher average level of citations than more dispersed systems (i.e., Europe) 
which are not as connected, as you have demonstrated.  This will not change the matter, but 
perhaps mitigate it.   

Henk MOED 

I agree that the extent to which the citation indicators are size-dependent does play a part.  
The second point, on the integration of US activities as compared to more scattered activity in 
Europe, I am not sure about your point.   

Michel ZITT 

It means that the national connections are still there, regardless of whether there is a “system”.  
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Henk MOED 

We did not find evidence that US scientists cite their own papers more than European 
scientists.  

Michel ZITT 

It is a bit controversial.   
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Institutional Organisation of Research Labs in Spain:  
Proposal for Address Normalisation in Publications 

Isabel GÓMEZ  
Centre for Scientific Information and Documentation (CINDOC), Spanish National 

Research Council (CSIC), Spain 

 

 

 

Synthèse / French synthesis 

Isabel GÓMEZ explique que le sujet des indicateurs commence à être débattu en raison du besoin croissant 
d’évaluation. Les différents instruments utilisés se fondent sur l’opinion de groupes d’experts, des indicateurs 
quantitatifs, abstracts, rapports, brevets, rapports et données internes, etc. Quel que soit le type d’information 
fourni, il est essentiel de considérer à la fois les données entrantes et sortantes.  Les indicateurs bibliométriques 
se réfèrent à trois aspects principaux : production scientifique, données relatives aux impacts et réseaux de 
collaboration.  Dans tous les cas, les auteurs et leurs adresses doivent être identifiés de manière normalisée.  

L’Espagne est dans une situation plus difficile que le reste de l’Europe, pour différentes raisons : l’utilisation 
traditionnelle de deux noms de famille (du père et de la mère), n’est parfois pas comprise par la communauté 
anglo-américaine, notamment dans le WoS ; l’existence de noms différents pour un seul centre et la coexistence 
de langues différentes (anglais, espagnol, catalan) ; l’absence de liens entre auteurs et les erreurs dans la base de 
données WoS quant à l’organisation principale extraite des adresses…   

Au niveau national, la normalisation est généralement bonne, même si l’on trouve parfois des incohérences quant 
aux villes (Saragossa/Zaragoza, Séville/Sevilla). Lorsque l’organisation est l’université, les adresses sont assez 
normalisées. En revanche, la situation relative aux sous-organisations signifie qu’il y a encore beaucoup de 
travail à faire. Le choix de la principale organisation est fondamental, puisque l’outil Analyze se base surtout sur 
cette information. L’université est est définie comme organisation principale dans 100 % des cas, alors que dans 
30 % des cas, les hôpitaux et le Conseil de la recherche espagnol (CSIC) apparaissent comme organisation 
secondaire ou sous-organisation. En outre, le WoS déplace automatiquement le nom de l’université vers la ligne 
dédiée à l’organisation principale, même lorsque le nom est double, avec un tiret CSIC-nom de l’université. Les 
organisations multi-dépendantes sont les plus problématiques : certaines organisations dépendent de plus de 
deux organismes, citons l’Instituto de Astrofisica de Canarias, dans les îles Canaries, qui dépend du 
gouvernement national, du gouvernement régional, de l’université de La Laguna et du CSIC. Il apparaît dans le 
WoS souvent comme organisation indépendante ou sans dépendance dans les publications des chercheurs qui y 
travaillent.   

Pour répondre aux problèmes actuels et à venir, le Conseil de la recherche espagnol a produit une série de 
directives destinées aux auteurs. 

 

 

 

 

***** 



Institutional affiliation of research laboratories and scientific production ADEST 

Février 2008  34 

I would like to thank ADEST for inviting us and giving us the opportunity to comment on the 
problems and proposals made in Spain to normalise institution names.   

Introduction 

The topic of indicators is being discussed today due to their increasing need for the evaluation 
of science.  The different instruments used for scientific evaluation are based on expert panels 
and more and more on quantitative indicators. These are mostly bibliometric indicators, 
produced from databases (Thomson, as well as other databases), but also based on internal 
reports and data, which are sometimes far more precise.  Overall, we need to evaluate not only 
output but also input data, at different aggregation levels (country, university, etc.).  This 
includes not only scientific publications as output, but also meeting abstracts, reports, patents, 
etc., as well as other important outputs that are very difficult to quantify, as are the social 
benefits originated.   

Bibliometric indicators fall within three main types: those based on scientific production 
(absolute and relative number of publications, time evolution); impact indicators (including 
relative indicators derived from citations and impact factor); and collaboration (co-authorship, 
networks).  In all cases, we have to identify the authors, centres or institutions behind the 
document.  The lack of standardisation is the topic of our discussion today.  

Normalisation is necessary at two levels: authors and addresses. The authors are not the 
central focus today, but they are a related topic.  In Spain, we face more difficulties than the 
rest of Europe, because we use two surnames (that of the father and that of the mother).  
Officially, we cannot use only one name, what is not correctly understood by the Anglo-
American community.  “Adrian Sanz Gil”, for instance, can be recorded as “Gil AS” in an 
American database.  This is a major problem for individual researchers and micro-level 
studies.   

Concerning the addresses, we need standardised, structured and codified names. My own 
institution, the Spanish National Research Council (CSIC), offers an excellent example of this 
problem.  Authors write our organisations’ name in many different ways, if they list it at all: 
sometimes they only list the name of their research institute.  This is why CSIC authorities 
were worried about its loss of visibility, as I will show in the slide. When we downloaded all 
those papers with a Spanish address and worked to normalise and codify them, we detected 
that 12% of the documents produced by the Research Council institutes bore no indication of 
CSIC in any form and were thus lost when using direct statistics from the Web of Science.  
 

% CSIC documents in WoS without "CSIC" in the corporate 
source (1999-2002)
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To codify Spanish institutions/organisations at CINDOC, we focus on three levels of 
information: the geographic region, the institutional sector, and the third and lowest level 
being the centre/institute (name of university, school or department; research institute, 
hospital or company).  

As regards the institutional sectors considered when analysing the output from Spanish 
research, we try to make them match with input from the established institutional sectors: 
Public Administration, Higher Education, Companies and Non-profit Institutions.  However, 
we have to make some changes because hospitals, for example, need to be considered as a 
separate Health Sector, because there are so many different dependencies, due to the 
distinctions between local, regional and state levels, and their relation with universities. 
Higher Education provides 62% of all scientific output from Spain, while the Public 
Administration is the origin of 25% of the output. This sector includes all public research 
institutions, amongst which the Spanish National Research Council is the strongest, with 19% 
of the total output.  

 

Who does research in Spain?
Institutional sectors

INE (input)
Public Administration

– national, regional, local 
(includes hospitals)

– OPI
Higher Education 

– public, private
(includes clinical hospitals or 

associated to univ)
Companies
Non profit institutions

CINDOC (output)
Public Administration 
(hospitals not included)
Public Research Centres 
(OPI)
Higher Education
(without hospitals)

Companies
Non profit institutions

Health Sector (publ+priv)
Multi-sector entities
Private (in patents)

 

Scientific  output of Spain
(WoS, 2003) Institutional sectors

Radiografía de la investigación pública en España, Red CTI/CSIC, 2006
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Problems in the Addresses 

As the WoS is the database most frequently used to obtain bibliometric indicators, we will 
analyse its advantages and shortcomings as to the corporate source data.   

Advantages: 

 comprehensiveness, in that all addresses included in journal articles are recorded 

 structure, with separate blocks of information in the address, though they were not 
always complete or homogenous  

 normalisation, present only at the country level   
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On the other hand, the shortcomings could be due either to the authors themselves, or to the 
databases:  

 the existence of different names for a single centre and the co-existence of different 
languages (English, Spanish, Catalan…), in the former case  

 and the lack of link between authors and their centres, together with WoS mistakes in 
recording addresses or deciding which is the main organisation, in the latter   

At the country level, we have observed that normalisation is generally good, while it is 
sometimes lacking at the city level (Saragossa versus Zaragoza, or Seville versus Sevilla).  
When the organisation is the University, the addresses are quite normalised.  In contrast, the 
situation with regard to sub-organisations requires a great deal of work still.   

 

Organisation/Suborganisation

Important: What is recorded in OG? 
OG is used for the “Analyze” command in WoS

Loss of CSIC and Hospital documents in “Analyze”

 UNIV HOSP CSIC
AD 100 100 100
OG 99,5 83,4 73
SG 3,4 25,9 30
 

 

Much depends on which organization is recorded as main organisation (OG), as the 
“Analyze” command turns largely on this information.  The University is listed always as OG, 
while Hospitals and CSIC could be found in around 30% of the cases as a secondary 
organisation or sub-organisation (SG).  For instance, in a search on “Spain” with the 
secondary organisation as CSIC (SG=CSIC), the “Analyze” command detects only 10% of 
the total CSIC publications; while in a search of OG=CSIC the count is nearly perfect 
(98.7%).  

 
 

“Analyze” command when CSIC is in SG

WoS, 2006

 1,830 records. CU=SPAIN and SG=CSIC 
 
ANALYZE by institution name 
 
  Record count   % of 1830 

UNIV VALENCIA  211  11.5 % 
UNIV ZARAGOZA  204  11.1 % 
UNIV AUTONOMA MADRID  196  10.7 % 
CSIC  194  10.6 % 
IST NAZL FIS NUCL  126  6.9 % 
UNIV AUTONOMA BARCELONA  118  6.5 % 
UNIV PADUA  116  6.4 % 
UNIV LIVERPOOL  114  6.3 % 
UNIV POLITECN VALENCIA  114  6.3 % 
UNIV BARCELONA  110  6.0 % 
   
 

 

“Analyze” command when CSIC is in OG

4,616 records. CU=SPAIN and OG=CSIC 
 
ANALYZE by institution name 

   Record count     % of 4616 
CSIC  4555  98.7 % 
UNIV BARCELONA  161  3.5 % 
UNIV COMPLUTENSE MADRID  146  3.2 % 
UNIV AUTONOMA MADRID  145  3.1 % 
UNIV VALENCIA  89  1.9 % 
UNIV LA LAGUNA  58  1.3 % 
UNIV SEVILLA  56  1.2 % 
UNIV ZARAGOZA  56  1.2 % 

WoS, 2006
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An analysis sector by sector shows that within the Higher Education sector, considering the 
current emergence of Departments as distinct unities with “personality” in the Spanish 
research system, it would be convenient to disaggregate the indicators at that level.  This is 
not easy, though, because even when the Department is listed as first in the original 
publication, WoS automatically displays it in a second or third position. On the other hand, 
the importance of university departments varies greatly. In Polytechnic universities, 
Departments are not as important as the Engineering Schools themselves, which have a strong 
individualist tradition.  In new universities however, the opposite is true: Departments are far 
more important than Faculties. Moreover, the authors themselves sometimes do not give the 
complete information, neither at the Faculty nor at the Department level, so it is impossible to 
obtain reliable indicators at either level.   
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With regard to the Spanish National Research Council output, 12% of documents do not bear 
the Research Council name, due to incomplete information on the part of the authors.  In 
addition, as a result of the way in which the data are interpreted, the Research Council is 
considered as sub-organisation in approximately 30% of the documents.  This occurs 
primarily when there are joint centres between universities and CSIC.  In most recent years, 
the percentage of the joint centres has grown a great deal.  The problem for us when analysing 
those data is therefore becoming more complicated: while we codify the documents according 
to the way the authors sign, WoS automatically moves the university to the main organisation, 
even when there is a hyphenated CSIC-University institute name.  When we want to produce 
indicators at the university level, we have to duplicate results from joint centres.  One 
alternative would be to assign each document separately to one or other institution (depending 
on which institution pays the researchers) but in the practice this is not feasible, as documents 
belong to both the university and the Research Council. 

We face a similar problem with Hospitals and, specifically, with Clinical Hospitals.  These 
contain, not only those hospitals whose name includes the term “clinical”, but also 
associations between almost all large hospitals in Spain and universities.  The second cycle of 
medical studies takes place in the hospital environment, and there is such an interchange that 
it is not easy to decide which documents come from universities and which from hospitals.  
As in the instances described above, the Web of Science tends to shift any university 
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reference to the first position automatically, listing the hospitals as second.  We have to 
decide whether this should be considered as university output, hospital output, or both.  

 

Multi-dependent institutions

Joint research centres CSIC-Univ
Clinical hospitals
Multi-dependent centres
Multi-centre institutions

 

Multi-dependent organisations are, therefore, the most problematic. Besides, some 
organisations have more than two dependencies.  One example is the “Instituto de Astrofisica 
de Canarias” (IAC), in the Canary Islands.  It is dependent on the national government, the 
regional government, the University of La Laguna and CSIC.  Its researchers usually sign as 
IAC without including any dependency.   

 

Multi-dependent centres

IDIBAPS (CSIC+Univ. Barcelona+Hosp. Clin.)
Journal
Fetal Medicine Unit and Department of Obstetrics, Hospital Clínic-IDIBAPS, University of Barcelona, 

Barcelona, Spain
WoS
Univ Barcelona, Hosp Clin, IDIBAPS, Dept Obstet,Fetal Med Unit, E-08007 Barcelona, Spain

IEEC (CSIC institute ICE+UPC+UB+UAB…)
Journal
Instituciò Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avançats (ICREA) and Institut de Ciencies de l'Espai (IEEC-CSIC), 

Campus UAB, Facultat de Ciencies, Torre C5-Par-2a pl, E-08193 Bellaterra (Barcelona), Spain
WoS
Fac Ciencies, Inst Ciencias Espai IEEC CSIC, E-08193 Barcelona, Spain
Fac Ciencies, ICREA, E-08193 Barcelona, Spain

IAC (national gov+regional gov+La Laguna Univ+CSIC)
Journal
IAC – Instituto de Astrofí sica de Canarias, Via Láctea s/n, 38200 La Laguna, Tenerife, Spain
WoS
Inst Astrofis Canarias, IAC, San Cristobal la Laguna 38200, Tenerife Spain

 

Multi-centre institutions

IRSIN “Instituto Reina Sofía de Investigación Nefrológica”
integrates several research units located in nine 
different provinces

– Journal
Instituto Reina Sofía de Investigación Nefrológica, Departamento de 

Fisiología y Farmacología, Universidad de Salamanca, Spain
– WoS

Univ Salamanca, Dept Fisiol & Farmacol, Inst Reina Sofia Invest 
Nefrol, E-37008 Salamanca, Spain

 

 

Guidelines for Authors  

This above illustrates our difficulties when it comes to issue guidelines for the authors.  We 
are not quite sure how to handle the use of full or abbreviated names, the sequential 
information of items when signing publications, etc.  For instance, authors usually sign from 
small to large, listing first their group, then the department, institute, organisation, city and 
finally the country.   The Web of Science, however, does the opposite, in the same line as do 
libraries when identifying their materials.  Added difficulties are the multi-dependent centres 
as well as the changes in laboratory names over time (with which each country must deal on 
its own).  

Should we ask our authors to sign with the largest institution in the first position?  Would this 
be a good thing, considering the Web of Science’s principles?  At this stage, we do not know.  
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Another option would be to have the possibility of listing at least two institutions, particularly 
for the joint centres.  

The CSIC has produced a series of guidelines for its authors:  

- include the acronym, CSIC, in all of their publications (otherwise we do not receive 
the extra annual funds awarded for good results in research) 

- list the name of the centre or institute in Spanish + acronym (if it exists) 

- name of the centre or institute in English (in the institutionally “accepted” version) + 
acronym 

- when working in joint centres CSIC-University, list the name of centre + CSIC + 
university name, in that order 

- always maintain the same author signature 

- use only one surname if it is not very common (try to avoid homonyms) 

- if using two surnames or compound names, link them by hyphens 

Working groups have been set up to educate and raise awareness of these issues, in three 
directions:  

- Scientists, regarding guidelines and awareness 

- Journals, on editorial policy, standards for authors and addresses 

- Databases, to produce complete data through the use of master lists  

At a more general level, FECYT, the Foundation on Science and Technology, an organisation 
operating under the Ministry of Science and Technology in Spain, is also interested in such 
topics.  This Foundation purchased the use of WoS for all research institutions, universities 
and hospitals in Spain. It has also begun an effort to produce guidelines on how to sign 
scientific publications and to publish a master list of research centres in Spain, including their 
English and Spanish names and Web address.  This is still at the planning stage, but the aim is 
to attain normalisation. More general recommendations will also be produced. Another 
recommendation might be that bibliometric indicators should be obtained from more than one 
source, taking into consideration specialised and national databases, patent analysis, 
combining absolute and relative indicators, and including Web indicators.   

No one attending this event has any doubt on the advantages of standardisation, both for the 
centres (greater visibility, more complete output data and the possibility of using the WoS’ 
Essential Indicators) and for the authors (higher visibility, more complete output data, 
minimal homonym occurrence and easier calculation of micro-indicators).   

Listening to the presentation this morning, I was very much aware of the problems that lie 
ahead of the future for France, where you will soon be faced with a whole string of networks 
and multi-dependent institutions to include in your listings.  It will be impossible for WoS to 
decide which the main organisation is.  I would like to know how you ultimately solve the 
problem, so that we can try and do the same!  



Institutional affiliation of research laboratories and scientific production ADEST 

Février 2008  40 

Questions from the Floor  

Ed NOYONS 

Thank you for the very interesting presentation.  You are in doubt as to how to deal with joint 
research centres.  I suggest you consider the researchers’ standpoint: they jointly work in two 
institutions, one at the university and the other at CSIC. The problem is that the Web of 
Science registers the university as the main organisation and CSIC as the sub-organisation.  In 
my opinion, this or these person(s) are working at both institutions; hence the publications 
should be assigned to both.  There is collaboration, whether through one or five people; there 
is collaboration between two institutions.   

Your problem is, in fact, not the address in the publication, but with the Web of Science.  
Regardless of whether you comply with their ways of registering a publication, it is obvious 
that both institutions should be labelled to the publication, in whatever way you wish.  Look 
at the full address and it will clearly show that there is collaboration between the University of 
Valencia and CSIC, in your example.  Where is the problem?  Do you know the proportion of 
effort, when two addresses are listed as joint work?  It is only that this can be registered to 
three organizations rather than two.  If relying on the WoS, you will assign it to both.  There 
is no reason to do this, because CSIC is also involved.  Is this absurd?  

Isabel GOMEZ 

When we codify the institutions, these documents receive the double allocation.  However, 
this is only because we downloaded all the Spanish output and looked at the addresses.  For 
instance, the CBM, a major centre for molecular biology, is a joint centre between the Spanish 
Research Council and the Autonomous University in Madrid, physically located on the 
latter’s campus. Yet, very often, the authors sign only CBM and the postal address.  The CSIC 
is then automatically lost, unless each address is considered and codified, since the Web of 
Science will automatically list the address (that is, the University) in first position, not the 
CSIC. This is often a problem, as happens with university hospitals when there are double 
addresses or dependency exists, our codification implies a double assignment.  Yet this 
remains imprecise, and the information automatically provided by the Web of Science can be 
incorrect. 

Ed NOYONS 

Then, you should rely on your own structure, and assign publications through this, rather than 
relying on the Web of Science information.  I suppose the WoS should only be seen as a way 
of accessing this data.   

Isabel GOMEZ 

That is a problem when the data are not downloaded and the indicators are produced only at 
the macro-level.  All of the indicators that Henk Moed showed at the macro-level were 
probably not examined to determine whether those documents actually came from the 
University Autonomous in Madrid or a research centre located in that campus and 
automatically assigned to that university.  As an institution, the Spanish Research Council 
would lose visibility due to these inaccuracies.   If we download all the documents of a certain 
country, we would be able to correct them, but this means extra work, and is not used at the 
macro-level.  Each country has enough information to be able to clean in detail its own data.   
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Ed NOYONS 

Maybe we can continue the discussion after my presentation, as I touch on this a bit.   

Ghislaine FILLIATREAU 

Can you evaluate the percentage of joint centres now in Spain affiliated to several 
organisations?  

Isabel GOMEZ 

The CSIC is responsible for nearly 20% of Spanish output, but that includes also joint centres.  
Joint centres produce maybe 6%, and the institutes belonging only to the Spanish National 
Research Council 13-14%.  In certain topics, the percentage of joint centres is much higher.  

Ghislaine FILLIATREAU 

You are only at the beginning of the road, compared to France.   

Isabel GOMEZ 

Yes, I am afraid you are right; if we copy the French model, the problem will grow.  

Michel ZITT 

Should we encourage Thomson to split joint addresses, because they will process a bad 
indicator afterward?  Should we encourage them to keep a joint address in the same line?  In 
the first event, we would lose information, or would be forced to consider several addresses 
and the connections between them; thus we would mix up joint-centres’ publications with 
institutional collaboration.  

Isabel GOMEZ 

I agree with the second proposal.  Network indicators would be somewhat blurred in the first 
case.  It is true that there is internal collaboration in joint centres, but that would be equivalent 
to collaboration between two distinct centres.  If we had the ability to analyse both, I would 
rather this option be adopted.  

Michel ZITT 

Do you feel the same way, Ed?  

Ed NOYONS 

I would not encourage Thomson ISI to do anything.  I would discourage them from producing 
Essential Science Indicators.  Whatever way they do it, their registration method needs to be 
made very clear.  It would be different to consider the joint work and how it actually plays 
out.  The ideal collaboration between institutions consists of one person being on both sides, 
so that knowledge flows from one institution to the next.  

Michel ZITT 

Yes.   
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Serge BAUIN 

Do you really believe that there is knowledge management at the institutional level?  

Ed NOYONS 

There may be.  The very definition of collaboration deserves consideration as well.  
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Bibliometric Performance Evaluation using Addresses:  
From Pitfalls to Challenges 

Ed NOYONS 
 Centre for Science and Technology Studies - CWTS, Leiden University,  

The Netherlands 

 

 

Synthèse / French synthesis 

Ed NOYONS rappelle que l’évaluation bibliométrique des performances scientifiques nationales est établie à 
trois échelles : 
• l’échelle macro (pays),  
• l’échelle méso (instituts)  
• l’échelle micro (personnes) 
 
Quelle que soit cette échelle, la production scientifique est mesurée à partir des données issues du Web of 
Science ou de bases de données scientifiques similaires. Il s’agit donc de relier d’une manière fiable, le “monde 
du Wos” donc une adresse et un auteur, au “monde réel” de la science avec un pays, une université, un 
département, etc.  
 
L’ISI procède déjà à un nettoyage grossier des adresses, mais ne peut assurer un lien fiable entre une adresse et 
une entité plus petite qu’un pays. Les problèmes relatifs aux classements bibliométriques internationaux 
découlent donc de l’utilisation de données non vérifiées, de types d’universités et de systèmes de recherche 
académique différents suivant les pays. 
 
Pour pallier à ces difficultés, Ed NOYONS propose de créer une relation univoque entre le Web of Science 
(WoS) et le monde réel. Pour ce faire, il faudra construire un répertoire partagé –européen ou même mondial – 
de tous les organismes de recherche ou d’enseignement supérieur avec leurs différents intitulés, de préférence 
par pays. Ainsi, cette représentation du monde réel sera fidèle aux systèmes nationaux de la recherche. 
Parallèlement, un répertoire des adresses du WoS “nettoyées” sera construit. Chaque adresse pointera sur un seul 
organisme. La mise en place d’outils associés à ce système sera essentielle pour garantir la qualité et de la 
fiabilité de toutes les informations et relations, initiales ou mises à jour. 
 
Pour s’assurer de son efficacité et de son succès, les souscripteurs ou parties impliquées dans une telle base de 
données, devront être des experts en systèmes scientifiques nationaux ayant une connaissance du WoS et/ou de 
la bibliométrie. Quand les déclinaisons de toutes les organisations académiques d’un pays sont enregistrées dans 
leur répertoire, les utilisateurs en sont informés et pourront ainsi vérifier les données pour se référer à une réalité 
comparable pour tous.  

Il est important que chaque pays participant ait ses propres catégories d’information et qu’il travaille avec ses 
propres méthodes. Pour éviter des écueils, ce dispositif nécessiterait un niveau élevé de vérification-validation 
des données pour s’assurer de la fiabilité de la relation entre le monde virtuel des bases données scientifiques et 
la réalité du monde scientifique.  

 

 

***** 
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Thank you for inviting me to speak at this event. 
I am well aware of the many challenges that face address users in France. Though I cannot 
claim to be an expert on them, I think that many of the same issues exist everywhere, 
including in The Netherlands. I would thus like to put forth a few suggestions for approaching 
these issues and, later, endeavouring to solve them.  

I. Performance Evaluation Tools Today 

National performance can be assessed at three basic levels: the macro level (countries), the 
meso level (institutions) and the micro level (persons). The rankings and benchmarking 
studies provide a supplement to the evaluations.  

The approaches can be characterised as top-down (using the address as a means of defining a 
situation or country), or rather “bottom-up” (which starts with people or publications in a 
repository and continues with analysis). As Henk already mentioned, it is possible to work 
either with verified or unverified information. This means that one can use data known to 
come from a specific site or person, or one can use data one merely believes to be from a 
specific university or party. The fourth issue in this approach is the use, in most cases, of the 
Web of Science data, so as to reflect the existence of multiple addresses and go into citation 
analysis. In most cases, we are bound to the Web of Science or similar databases.  

I would like to say a few words about verification. Verification is the linking of the virtual 
world to the real world. We want to know that we are measuring something in the real world. 
In our case, this means linking the Web of Science data to actual persons, countries, etc. 
Verification of Web of Science data entails assigning publications to the appropriate party. 
This can be done on a bottom-up basis, using publication lists and checking them against the 
Web of Science, or by collecting data from the author using his/her name, and actually asking 
that person whether the data does belong to him/her.  

In top-down studies, we must rely on address data. Where countries are concerned, this is 
quite reliable. The country is assigned, the addresses are well-checked, and the resulting 
analysis solid. The task is then to assign publications to real-world entities – countries, 
universities, groups, people – based on virtual-world information, namely address data and 
author data. The addresses available on the Web of Science are subject to coarse cleaning by 
ISI, and include country name, city name, main organisation and sub-organisation.  

As was mentioned by Isabel, there is no direct link to authors with addresses. Data is only 
available on the reprint author. The performance analysis evaluation mentioned can only be 
done at the macro level: if the country is stated in the address, it can be assumed that the data 
is in fact from the country. On the meso and micro levels, the approach must be bottom-up 
and more intensive, in that the people must be found and brought in to verify their own 
publications. Otherwise, the information can never be said to be correct or not.  

In the ranking studies, there is no verification, as mentioned this morning. In this discussion, I 
would like to establish or initiate something that could enable verification on the address data 
and publication data, for aspects such as ranking. Similar analysis applies to benchmarking 
studies.  

The issues in ranking studies include:  

 unverified data 
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 differing types of universities 

 differing science systems (what is a university entity? What is an academic entity? 
What kind of university is it? Specialised, funded, private).  

All of these are important issues if the address data itself is to be used, and often require top-
down verification of the publication.  

The challenges are: 

• to create a one-to-one relationship between the real world and the Web of Science 
The first step here is to create a database representing the real world. This entails listing 
all of the universities that are important, which can also be referred to as the Master List. 
Then, that data must be linked to the data found on the Web of Science. Therein lies our 
challenge. If we are able to link the Web of Science data to the publication, there would be 
a one-to-one connection and a verified linking of a person to a publication.  

• to create an academic address directory, preferably by country 
In other words, we want to create a representation of the real world, based on the national 
science systems. Every country has its own system, often shaped by historical events. The 
fact that they have their own systems means that it is necessary to consider them from 
their own perspective: different rules must be applied as regards the definition of 
universities, for instance, depending on whether one is dealing with France or the 
Netherlands.  

This means that there should be some form of core address cleaning facility, using the 
countries’ directories or system, in an attempt to clean or process the Web of Science’ 
address data, if possible, so that it is linked to a particular scientist or structure. To do this, 
“smart” cleaning tools are required. I will discuss this in further detail later and you will 
see how this can be applied. Also needed are committed partners, or national science 
system experts. They know what is going on in specific settings. In most European 
countries, there are institutes and people who know the system very well and are able to 
translate it into rules and assign publications to specific players.  

II. Proposals for a Core Address Data Cleaning Facility 

On the topic of core address data cleaning, the database could be central and contain the 
research directory (EU or worldwide) and the WoS address variants of items in that directory. 
A bit more will be said about this later on. The contributors would be the national affiliation 
experts or address experts, along with a person to host that database for this purpose.  

To ensure the “Core Address Data Cleaning” facility’s effectiveness and success, the 
subscribers or parties involved in the database should be national science system experts, be 
acquainted with the WoS and bibliometrics in general, and dedicated to the task dealt to them. 
Subscribers would apply and update the proper structure and use the database for WoS 
analysis. In other words, those who contribute to the “animal”, providing and updating 
information, will later be able to use it – not only with regard to their countries, but those of 
others.  

The platform would require maintenance, for every year, new address variants are fed in, and 
cleaning would have to continue on the relevant information. The maintenance force would 
have to be provided with all of the information needed to carry the aforementioned tasks and 
update the platform with new addresses. The second issue is very important, for cleaning is a 
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tedious task. It is very difficult but, if those using it are fed with relevant information that can 
be easily-processed and accessed, there is more “enjoyment” and fewer issues.  

The design could thus be as follows. Each of the partners involved would have their own 
repository, based most of the time on WoS data. The CADC (Central Area Distribution 
Center) Address Database would be central and act as an “umbrella” of sorts, over the rest. 
Then, there would be directories for each country, providing a representation of the respective 
science systems. There would be national experts who input and update the data.  

Design CADC 

Repos aRepos aRepos aRepos aRepos aRepos aRepos a
Address

data

CADC
Address db

National
experts

Directory

Country X
ORG A
ORG B
ORG C

Cleaning

Org A Variant 1
Org A Variant 2
Org A Variant 3
Org B Variant 4

Host

 

Lastly, there would be the directory cleaning process (in which variants found in the WoS 
would be linked with the specific organisations). Here, we would no longer be dealing with 
one-to-one relationships, but 3 000 to 5 000 variants. The cleaning would be performed by the 
host and, through this process, suggestions would emerge as to the new address data for 
specific organisations. While the input would come from the host, the national experts would 
have to verify that these are new strings, as opposed to spelling errors, for there are many 
ways in which variants can appear on the same reality. This links back to the address data on 
the original repository of the partners involved, allowing them to perform the evaluation of 
institutes.  

1. Looking for Clues 

a. Looking for variants on a name already in the system 

Looking for clues

Publs with Org A

Publs with Org B

Publs with Org C

Publs with Org D

Lists of
Characteristics
- Cities
- Authors
- Cited refs
- ...

Lists of
Characteristics

Lists of
Characteristics

Lists of
Characteristics

 

Let us assume that there exists a directory of all the academic organisations in your country. 
The system may come up with clues as to variants on that name, which may refer to the same 
organisation. In this example, we can say that the publications from Organisation A can, in 
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some way, be confused with those from Organisations B, C and D. The publications from 
each organisation carry a large number of descriptors. When the publications from different 
organizations are compared, some can be ruled out as showing no similarities, while others 
may turn out more similar (same city, same first author, etc.). There are many possibilities. 
The possible variants are then considered.  

It is important that countries be allowed to have their own systems and be able to work on 
them from their own points of view. Expert should be allowed to clean the data from their 
own countries, as that is where their commitment and expertise lie. At some point, all of this 
will result in a high level of data verification. This is all aimed at a better relationship between 
the real world and the virtual world.  

b. Creating a virtual directory 

The typical file storage system under Windows is a very simple yet helpful method. Let us 
take a list of 10 or 12 Dutch universities, for instance, each with its own folder of data. One 
folder could be placed under another, if it were deemed that the relevant university’s research 
fell within the scope or under the supervision of another.  

 In France, we were told of the distinction between EPST-system and EPIC-system research 
organisations; that structure would have to be handled in a slightly different way. If the 
address data are modified according to one of the two systems, they may be compared and by 
applying them to the public database available for partners involved, you will be very open 
about the situation. No one actually knows what is going on in France and such a system 
would at least enable discussion. I thought that could be a way of dealing with the directory 
and make it accessible to others. If some parties decided to rank French data, for instance, it 
would be important that they know about the data and be able to apply it in a more valuable 
way.  

For lack of time, I will not be able to go into all of the detail I wished. Briefly, I will list the 
hints that there exist address variants: 

- the first author is at the first address 

- the authors don’t move within a limited period of time 

- there is similarity between the number of articles shared by first author.  

Hence, in an instance where the first author of two different publications is the same while the 
address different, you can conclude that either the person is affiliated with two institutions, 
sometimes publishing in one and sometimes in the other, or that there are two authors. In all 
likelihood, however, they are one in the same. Such confusion can often arise from the 
uncleaned data on main organisations in the Web of science.  

Questions from the Floor  

Laurent ROMARY 

I fully agree with your view. The system basically matches what we have in France, but not 
officially so. There is one database, with a number of organisational units under them. We are 
sure that all research transits through this space and it is fully-dynamic. Every time an 
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affiliation occurs or an author changes, it appears. I strongly suggest you link your proposal to 
the local maintenance archives.  

Ed NOYONS 

That was implicit. Rather than designing a system from scratch, it is more a matter of 
combining the efforts already underway, to come up with a system that is not communicated. 
A linking to the address data will enable many people to carry out the analysis.  

Laurent ROMARY 

It would almost be stupid to shift to a specific environment when it already exists.  

A Participant  

Have you tried to sell this project to the Commission?  

Ed NOYONS 

For the time being, it is only an idea. I wanted to put it forward here, as there are many people 
deeply involved in that here. At least I would be doing something valuable.  

Michel ZITT 

About the situation in France, such a system already exists to a certain extent, but was a mix 
of a bottom-up and top-down approach. The verification by the institutions themselves started 
in 1995. The methodology was not common, for the identification was carried out by each 
institution, each using their own method. (In fact, the institutions were those that you 
mentioned.) However, the principles were shared: when do we deem that a given publication 
should be tied to a specific institution, etc. It is a matter of level of methodology development. 
We could share a great deal between French institutions.  

Ed NOYONS 

It would be great to learn from that experience.  
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The Institutional Repository of the 
German Research Foundation 

Jürgen GÜDLER  
Department of Information Management,  

Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft - DFG, Germany 

 

Synthèse / French synthesis 

Jürgen GÜDLER, présente la Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) qui est une agence de financement de la 
recherche, principalement pour les universités. Son budget de financement actuel est de 1,6 milliards d’Euros par 
an environ. 40 % de ce budget sont octroyés à des bourses individuelles et 52 % à des programmes coordonnés. 
La DFG couvre tous les domaines scientifiques, des sciences humaines à l’ingénierie en passant par les sciences 
naturelles et les sciences de la vie. 

À la fin des années 1990, un besoin de plus en plus pressant s’est fait sentir en matière d’échange de données 
entre les organisations de recherche,  notamment lors de l’élaboration d’un classement national. De son côté, la 
DFG a eu besoin de normaliser les données institutionnelles et produire une base de données d’adresses pour 
échanger avec les laboratoires financés et établir des statistiques. Il s’est avéré opportun de constituer un 
répertoire où chaque entité a été définie à partir des informations de la base de données institutionnelles, qu’il 
s’agisse de personnes, de projets …. 

Ainsi est née ELEKTRA, une base de données à usage interne. Elle est opérationnelle depuis 2005 et couvre les 
principales adresses de tous les grands instituts de recherche et facultés des 80 plus grandes universités 
allemandes, ainsi qu’une sélection des instituts de toutes les autres universités. Elle couvre également les 
instituts membres de toutes les organisations de recherche importantes en Allemagne, comme Max Planck, FhG, 
HGF et autres. Au total, ce répertoire couvre 20 000 entités dans les institutions allemandes.  

Pour chaque entité, les informations suivantes sont fournies : nom et sa traduction en anglais ; classification 
disciplinaire ; institut parent, etc.  Le principal défi était de lier ce répertoire à des nouvelles données internes. Il 
existe actuellement environ 70 000 candidats et membres d’un conseil d’experts correspondant à plus de 120 000 
projets. A chaque échange de courrier, les données sont mises à jour et un contrôle de la qualité est effectué. 
Tous les mois, 80 à 120 nouveaux instituts sont ajoutés à la base de données et 200 à 300 entrées sont mises à 
jour. L’intégration des données sur les instituts étrangers a commencé, mais ceux-ci ne sont pas soumis aux 
mêmes normes qualitatives.   

La DFG fournit aussi à chaque établissement des services incluant : une liste classée indiquant tous les projets 
recevant un financement de la DFG, le type de projet et la somme octroyée ; le classement des financements 
DFG (avec cinq indicateurs), des informations sur les profils de recherche des universités allemandes en fonction 
de 13 indicateurs. En plus de ce travail statistique, la DFG propose des services d’information au public, avec la 
base de données GEPRIS (Geförderte Projekte Informationssystem). 
 
Pour finir, la DFG a fondé l’Institut pour l’assurance de la qualité des informations de recherche, dont l’objectif 
ultime est de présenter des données normalisées et de grande qualité dans le monde de la science. Les 
représentants des institutions présentes au séminaire sont invités à prendre contact avec la DFG afin de mettre en 
place une possible collaboration ou des échanges. 

 

 

***** 
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[The results from the German Funding Ranking have been published in booklet and CD-Rom 
form.  The speaker makes them available to anyone interested.] 

I will present the German Master List on Research Institutions, the principles behind the list, 
how it came into being and how it is used.  I thank you for the invitation.  

I work for the German 
Research Foundation 
(Deutsche 
Forschungsgemeinschaft), 
the largest German 
foundation for funding 
research in universities and, 
to a lesser extent, research 
outside universities.  We are 
a growing organisation, and 
currently operate with a 
funding budget of around 
€1.6 billion per year. Around 
40% of this goes to individual grants and 52% to coordinated programmes.   

 

 

We cover all fields of sciences, from the 
Humanities to Engineering Sciences, 
Natural Science and Life Sciences. The 
largest share goes to Life Sciences, but 
Humanities and the other fields are 
nonetheless well-covered.   

 

 

I. The Inception of the German Master List 

In the late 1990s, there became growing need to exchange data between the organisations. 
One example arose as part of a national ranking effort.  The DFG itself came into being for 
several reasons, one of which was the need for standardised institutional data.  Other purposes 
included the production of a database of addresses for letters, statistics or online information 
systems.  We felt it would be highly useful to have a master list.   

For DFG internal purposes, we matched every entity with the institutional database, from 
persons to projects and programmes.  We wanted to support the data management process 
within the DFG, which involves around 700 employees, for instance by selecting addresses as 
opposed to merely typing them.  We did this not only to make the work easier for the staff (in 
fact, typing is often easier than selecting an address within a database), but to make the data 
easier to handle and the work more effectively. With respect to partners outside DFG we 
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thought that, if there were one standardised list accepted by others, this would help exchange 
data with other institutions in the field of research funding and research information.   

The institutional repository of the DFG (IRD)
Idea

In Germany there are a lot of actors involved in the organisation and funding
of research at universities and non-university institutions
e.g. DFG, Alexander-von-Humboldt-Foundation (AvH), DAAD, 
Hochschulrektorenkonferenz / German Rectors‘ conference (HRK), MPG, FhG...

Since the late 1990‘s a growing need for exchanging data on an institutional
base between these organisations evolved
e.g. in the context of national rankings; 

DFG itself was for several reasons in need of a standardised institutional
classification of proposals and reviews
e.g. database of addresses for letters; statistics; online information systems

A common key for institutional affiliations was discussed as a
helpful tool

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007  

Coming up with the idea was one matter; making it reality was another. Once the concept was 
borne, in the late 1990s, it took three years to discuss the details, to do the data collection and 
integrate them in the DFG-internal database. An additional time-factor was that this database 
itself was completely re-designed in parallel. So at least the institutional repository of the 
DFG was made operational with the starting date of this “ELEKTRA database” (electronic 
application services), a project, that itself run from the late 90ties till the end of 2004.   
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IRDAll institutes and faculties from the 80 biggest
German universities

Main address and a selection of institutes of all 
other German universities

(in cooperation with HRK)

All member institutes of the big research org. in Germany

MPG, FhG, WGL, HGF and others

1

2

3

Universities
non univ. bodies

3,700

Altogether around
20,000 entities

1,500

Faculties etc.

Institutes

Sub-Institutes 
etc.

7,100

7,300

350

Coverage of the IRD

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007  

Our institutional repository covers all main addresses, with all of the major research institutes 
and faculties from the 80 largest German universities, and a selection of institutes from all 
other German universities.  It also covers member institutes from all of the major research 
organisations in Germany, such as Max Planck, FhG, WGL, HGF and others.  At the highest 
aggregation level, we have around 2 000 entities.  Within this, we cover 350 universities with 
around 3 700 faculties and more than 7 000 institutes and bodies at levels below them 
(laboratories, etc.).  In total, the institutional repository covers 20 000 entities at German 
institutions (plus some 10 000 institutions in other countries).   

For each entity, we list the following information: the name and English translation of the 
name (either as listed on the institution’s Web site or as rendered by professional translation 
agency); the disciplinary classification based on the well-accepted system used by the 
Statistical Office in Germany; the parent institute, the actual www-address etc.  

Name
Name engl.
Short-Name
Discipline_ID
Disc_Name
INST_ID
Part of 
Land
Country
Type of Institution
Type of Dept. 
Postal Name

Street 
Zip Code

Telefone
Telefax
E-Mail
Internet

...

Institut für Stromrichtertechnik & Elektrische Antriebe
Institute for Power Electronics & Electrical Drives
ISEA
7100
Elektrotechnik / Electrical Engineering
68345
Fakultät für Elektro- & Informationstechnik 
Nordrhein-Westfalen
DEU
Universität
Institut
Institut für Stromrichtertechnik & Elektrische
Antriebe
RWTH Aachen 
Jägerstr. 17/19
52066 Aachen
0241/80-6920
0241/67505
dedoncker@rwth-aachen.de
http://www.isea.rwth-aachen.de
...

Entity

Name (German/Engl)
Address
Homepage
E-Mail-Contact
Research Area (class.)
Type of institute
Type of organization

and other

Content of the IRD
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More than 70,000 persons (applicants, reviewers a.o.) matched
1

IDD online (late 2007)
(in cooperation with DAAD)

About 200-300 updates monthly

About 80 – 120 new institutes monthly

More than 120,000 projects matched2

3

4

6

ElektrA

IRD

+

integration of data on foreign institutes
(currently about 15,000 institutes; lower quality standard)5

Actual Status of the IRD

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007

 

The major challenge was to link the repository to our internal data. Currently, there are 
around 70 000 applicants and board members linked to the standardised data.  There are more 
than 120 000 projects linked, and with every letter to an applicant or reviewer sent or 
received, we update the data and perform quality assurance.  Every month, 80 to 120 new 
institutes enter the database and 200 to 300 records are updated, as a result of the 
approximately 800 to 1 000 letters we write to applicants and reviewers. It can thus be said 
that the institutes, that are active partners  of the DFG are well-represented in the database.   

We have started to integrate data on foreign institutes, but these are regrettably not subject to 
the same quality standards. Like the Web of Science, we request only the name of the 
university and the name of the institute, and there are many duplicates.  This is a matter of 
resources and the idea of aid mentioned would be helpful.  We published the database on the 
Web, as I will show you later.   

II. Master List Deliverables 

One of the first deliverables from the IDD were the letters.  They helped ensure almost 100% 
quality.  If the letters contained any misspellings whatsoever, they were immediately returned 
to their sender and the institutions could not enter the database as they wished.  This is simple, 
practical use of the data, not only statistical.   

The German Research Foundation is arranged as a member organisation.  The universities 
(members) ask us for lists of what happens at their university. We provide them with the 
information, in the form of sorted list, including the name of the applicant.  These lists are 
sent out every half year, and show every project receiving DFG funding, type of project, 
amount provided, so that they can have some basis on which to manage their activities or 
even to keep abreast of developments or lack thereof.   This is a very well-appreciated service.   

We also produce the DFG Funding Ranking.  The idea here is to give information about the 
research profiles of German universities.  The ranking arose when ten major universities told 
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our bosses to tell them how large they were in reality.  After that first year, it was decided that 
the rankings were relevant not only as numbers, but also through the similarities that could be 
seen between disciplinary profiles.  We considered the universities’ activities by region or 
town, by type of activity concurrently taking place in the town, and by other research group 
activity.    

Also taken into account were five different financial indicators, headcount (prices, number of 
reviewers, number of foreign scientists and others), for a total of 13 indicators.  Otherfunding 
organisations (e.g. EU, 6th Framework-Programme) provided us with their data, while the 
Statistical Office supplied us with the number of professors at each university in each 
discipline, so that we could match all of the items.   

I would like to give an example:.  Within the ranking we looked at the 40 largest universities 
in Germany, to understand their profiles from the disciplinary perspective (see figure 3-2 in 
DFG-Funding-Ranking 2006, page 51).  In the 1990s, there was a discussion that every 
university was more or less the same, offering the same range of disciplines.  This is 
obviously not true.  There is a wide range of profiles, arranged around hubs, depending on 
their focus (broadly speaking, humanities, engineering or natural and life sciences).  Even 
within the technical hub, there is a broad range from e.g. Aachen, which is a very typical 
engineering university to e.g. Karlsruhe that additionally focuses on the natural sciences.   

Research profiles of universities: DFG approvals

Engineering: 70%; Natural: 15%; 
Life 12%; Humanities: 3%

Engineering: 53%; Natural: 41%; 
Life 5%; Humanities: 2%

Engineering: 34%; Natural: 25%; 
Life 39%; Humanities: 2%

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research 
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007

 

With the help of the research repository, we analysed also the structure in the system, though 
this was not based on co-authorship; but on co-operation within DFG-funded collaborative 
programmes.  We were able to determine which university and entities outside universities 
worked most often together in projects funded by the DFG, In the field of Biology for 
example (see figure 4-2 in DFG-Funding-Ranking 2006, page 76) Berlin shows up a rather 
dense cooperations-structure followed by some distance by regions like Munich, Heidelberg, 
Goettingen and others.   
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Networks supported by DFG-programmes: research area biology

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research 
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007  

In addition to its statistical work for institutions, the Foundation also offers information 
services to the public. One such service is embodied by the project database GEPRIS 
(Geförderte Projekte Informationssystem, see www.dfg.de/gepris).  

GEPRIS: 
Features and Search Modes

three search areas
- projects and programmes
- people
- institutions
three search modes
- simple search and expanded search
- exploration
- alphabetical catalogue of people and institutions
search queries can be saved
barrier-free

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research 
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007  

On every project, an abstract has been drawn up, and there are also information about who is 
conducting the project and where it is taking place.  There are 50 000 projects, 35 000 
scientists and 16 000 different institutes represented in GEPRIS. The institutional repository 
is integrated to offer search-possibilities like the following: A search on Cologne in the 
database will yield 218 different institutes at or in universities.  
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GEPRIS:
Search Example

Search „Köln“ (Cologne)
within „Institutions“

218 institutes found

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research 
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007  

Taking one of them, “Institut für Angewandte Sozialforschung”, for instance, 4 projects are 
listed, and viewers can read the abstracts for all four.   

GEPRIS:
Search Example

Search „Köln“ (Cologne)
within „Institutions“

218 institutes found

at „Institut für
Angewandte Sozial-
forschung“ 4 projects
found

Ex. of a project description

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research 
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007  

Another information source, available in another format, is the Institutional Repository 
(research-explorer.dfg.de). It is available in bilingual form.  Every name of every institute is 
listed, in German and English, as are the disciplinary codes.  We have published it in beta 
version. The procedures for ensuring the data quality actually come to its end. So hopefully 
we start the marketing-campaign for the service in the beginning of 2008.  
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Research Explorer (REx)

Institutional repository online

• bilingual database
(german / english)

• project partners:
DFG & DAAD

• online in beta-Status 
since summer 07

research-explorer.dfg.de

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007

 

Searches can be performed by name of institute, by map, subject group, type of facility, town, 
State, etc.  A search on the research area “mathematics”, 515 institutes will appear as being 
classified as mathematic institutes.  A viewer who selects e.g. the Institute of Mathematics at 
the Brandenburg University of Technology in Cottbus, located in the Eastern part of Germany 
will also be given access to the eight other institutes below that one.  

Research Explorer (REx)

Search example

Search:
research area = „mathematics“
type of facility = „universities“

515 institutes found

research-explorer.dfg.de

ADEST-Workshop: „Institutional affiliation(s) of research 
laboratories“, Paris, September 28th, 2007

 

 

The purpose of the Institutional Repository is to bring data together from any source available 
and from any data owner able and willing to work with us.  Together with our first partner, 
the DAAD (German Academic Exchange Service) there is no data collaboration, but we 
provide the data and they finance the online presentation.  They do this for their staff-
members that work all around the world to inform mainly students and young scientists about 
teaching and research opportunities in Germany This was the idea between this repository, 
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hence the translation and online version.  The Rectors’ Conference in Germany, with which 
we have also discussed, is interested in integrating data on PhD programmes, etc.  The DFG 
founded the so-called Institute for Research Information Quality Assurance.  We have several 
plans with this institute, one dedicated to bibliometric analysis.  One idea is, to use the DFG-
repository on institutes as a foundation for standardising data in the world of science. If you 
wish to know more about the work of the IFQ, please see the Web site (www.research-
information.de).    

Questions from the Floor  

Michel ZITT 

This was a very impressive project.  You mentioned the IFQ activity on the Research 
Explorer.  To connect with other previous speakers, do you have plans to connect this 
impressive database and repository with German publications or other publication databases.  

Jürgen GÜDLER 

This is the idea, but we are not active in this direction.  We hope that IFQ or other potential 
partners will find a way.  As stated before, our idea was to build up a master list and if it can 
be connected to other sources, we will be very pleased.  Our idea was to give the key to the 
door; there are many doors, but one key.  

Laurent ROMARY 

At present, I am trying to ensure that my colleague at the Max Planck Society are not 
reinventing the wheel.  Are the data available online independent from manual forms?   

Secondly, do you have procedures through which we could provide updates?  We have a very 
strong bookkeeping procedure for the organisational structure, which could be synchronised 
on a regular basis.  

Jürgen GÜDLER 

The online service is aimed at the public, not necessarily to collect data.  

A small project was underway this summer, in which we had chosen four universities for data 
exchange, but the project showed, that these exchange-procedures are not that easy to handle 
– neither technical nor procedora. Every university had its own structure and different people 
with different ideas.   Nevertheless: If the Max Planck Society does have interest in 
exchanging, then we should try. I’m sure that there will be a way to organise the exchange of 
data in an appropriate manner. 

Anne SIGOGNEAU 

How many people work for the repository?  

Jürgen GÜDLER 

In 2001, the concept was developed within my unit by two to three people.  The first data 
collection was realised by a commercial partner within half a year, they worked with a main 
staff of two people and a dozen of students. The second and third update worked the same. 
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The partner collected complete data on 80 universities. Additionally 250 other universities 
and around 600 non-university bodies were covered only by main adress That was the starting 
point for the system.   

Today, the work is done mainly within the DFG-office. The main part is “out of production” 
that is with every new (or changed) address of an applicant or a reviewer entering the system. 
The DFG-staff puts the “raw material” (addresses) in the system. My team then cleans and 
integrates them.  The more “systematic” approach – complete proof of one university after the 
other – is done regularly by a 5-persons-team within my group, occasionally supported by 
external helpers on contract-basis.  
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Institutional Organisation of Research Labs in Italy:  
Selecting Bias for R&D Indicators? 

Emanuela REALE  
Section on Science and Technology Institutions and Policies  

CERIS/CNR, Italy 

Synthèse / French synthesis 

Emanuela REALE présente tout d’abord l’organisation de la recherche en Italie. Elle distingue principalement 
deux grandes catégories : les établissements d'enseignement supérieur (universités) et les organismes publics de 
recherche, l’affiliation de leurs laboratoires pouvant être multiple.  

Elle analyse ensuite en terme de qualité de production et d’alliances nouées, les résultats de l’exercice 
d’Évaluation de la recherche (VTR) qui a eu lieu sur la période 2001-2003 et qui a porté sur la sphère 
institutionnelle de chaque laboratoire et la caractérisation de leurs productions (les « outputs »). 77 universités, 
12 institutions de recherche étatiques et 13 autres institutions de recherches étaient impliquées. Son analyse au 
cours de cette intervention, est toutefois circonscrite à trois domaines de recherche choisis pour leur 
représentativité élevée en termes de résultats : la physique, la chimie et la biologie. 

Les résultats de l’exercice de la VTR sont fondés sur des jugements d'experts qui qualifient chaque produit 
suivant quatre niveaux : excellent, bon, acceptable ou limité. Les « outputs » excellents sont corrélés à un degré 
« d’appartenance » (ou encore « maîtrise de production ») mesuré par le rapport entre le nombre des participants 
de l’institut et l’ensemble de tous les participants à ce produit. Ainsi pour un institut, les produits qualifiés 
« excellents » avec un degré d’appartenance faible, peuvent témoigner d’une propension à travailler en 
collaboration avec d’autres laboratoires pour une recherche de qualité. Toutefois, la collaboration internationale 
a été mesurée aussi à partir de la mobilité des chercheurs.  

Concrètement, son analyse a permis de constater des différences importantes entre les domaines de recherche. 
De même, le degré d’appartenance par type d’institut, dépend de l’affiliation institutionnelle. En physique, la 
forte propension à la collaboration à des projets de recherche de grande qualité a été confirmée, même dans les 
instituts qui n’ont pas d’affiliation multiple. En chimie et en biologie, domaines où n’existent pas d’instituts à 
multiple affiliation, on observe des attitudes collaboratives qui semblent être liées aux stratégies des instituts, 
sans différence significative entre les institutions d’enseignement supérieur et les organismes publics de 
recherche. 

Des coefficients de corrélations ont été calculés entre le jugement par les pairs (les experts) et le degré 
d’appartenance. Ils ne sont  pas significatifs en général, bien qu’un nombre conséquent de coefficients négatifs 
ait été identifié dans le domaine de la physique et interprété comme étant un jugement favorable par les experts 
pour des « outputs » ayant impliqué une forte collaboration.  

Pour terminer, Emanuela REALE souligne qu’en physique, l’allocation des ressources est allée d’abord aux 
laboratoires ayant un coefficient de corrélation négatif. Cette logique a été voulue car beaucoup de ces 
laboratoires étaient pénalisés avec cet indicateur du fait de leurs multiples affiliations. Elle souligne aussi que la 
sphère institutionnelle d’un laboratoire est de plus en plus complexe : l’existence d’une affiliation multiple n’est 
qu’une partie du phénomène.  

Les publications communes constituent un indicateur fort des alliances entre les instituts qui se font en fonction 
des domaines. Quant à l’évaluation des performances de recherche des laboratoires, la valeur de la collaboration 
doit être mieux explorée. 

***** 
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I would first like to thank you for the invitation.  I will deal not with bibliometrics, but with 
my main area of concentration: institutional research policy at the national research council in 
Italy, CERIS.  We are not specialised in bibliometrics, but in analysis of institutions, 
behaviour and steering tools, such as funding policies and other issues.  I will show some of 
the drawbacks that can arise from multiple affiliation. 

I. The Research Sector in Italy 

The research laboratories in Italy can be divided into two broad categories: the higher 
education institutions (universities) and the public research agencies operating under the 
Ministry of Universities and Research.  Naturally, there are others, but the vast majority of 
public investment in R&D in Italy goes to these two types of institutions.  They are 
considered similar in that they both deal in academic research.  This implies that they are 
specialised in science-based and science-induced activity, with the major emphasis placed on 
basic research and the combination of basic and applied research.   

The research laboratories can be structured differently, with their internal sub-units referred to 
as department, centres, institutes, laboratories, divisions, etc.  The institutions or sub-units are 
in some cases based on institutional alliances, as is the case with inter-university research 
centres (dedicated more to coordination than actual research), research sections or units, 
national laboratories or public-private laboratories.   

Our analysis was based on findings from the Research Evaluation Exercise (VTR) on public 
institution performance as developed in Italy by the National Committee for the Evaluation of 
Research (CIVR).  A retrospective peer event was held, focusing on the quality of research 
output from the academic institutions in the different scientific areas aimed at supporting 
decision-making on resource allocation.  77 universities, 12 State research institutions and 13 
other research institutions were involved.  The VTR judged only a limited number of outputs, 
comparing the institutions’ respective production levels (0.5 product for each FTE researcher 
working in the institution in the 2001-2003 period).   

We chose to focus on academic labs because they formed the most relevant group of 
laboratories with multiple affiliation, even though we are aware that HEIs and PROs are 
increasingly involved in other collaborative institutions.  They are relevant in terms of public 
investment in R&D and recently underwent the VTR exercise.  Two questions were asked: 
what is the institutional sphere of each laboratory?  How do alliances between institutions 
translate into publications?  

Our analysis focused on a number of indicators.  We carried out controls on output 
distribution by degree of ownership in three research fields chosen for their high 
representativeness in terms of research output within the VTR: Physics, Chemistry and 
Biology (around 5 000 outputs submitted).  We also concentrated on results of a number of 
institutions: 3 large Italian research universities also amongst the world’s top 100 (Milan, 
Bologna, Roma La Sapienza), and the largest Italian research laboratories (CNR in general 
organisation, INFN in nuclear physics, INFM in physics of matter, INAF in Astronomy, 
ENEA in Energy and ELETTRA).  In selected fields, these institutions are highly 
representative of VTR results, with a total of 2 503 outputs.  Lastly, they offer a high output 
homogeneity in their research fields, with articles in indexed international journals posting 
high IF scores.  
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Within this landscape, the laboratories with multiple affiliation are: 

 

II. Implementing the VTR Study 

The indicators used in the VTR are based on expert judgments, in which each product is 
judged according to one out of 4 merit levels: Excellent (E), Good (G), Acceptable (A) and 
Limited (L).  

Ratingi = [(Ei*1)+(Gi*0.8)+(Ai*0.6)+(Li*0.2)]/Ti 

Excellence index = Ei / Ti * 100  

Ti = total number of outputs submitted by the research institution i 

We also considered the degree of ownership of the output.  Calculated for each output, it is 
defined as the ratio between the total number of authors of the institution and the total number 
of authors overall.  The indicator is expressed as the average value of all outputs, and of the 
outputs rated as excellent.   

The criteria suggested by the CIVR for resource allocation were:  

• Indicator A: quality of the selected products (weight 4/9) 
• Indicator B: degree of ownership of outputs rated as “excellent” (weight 2/9)  
For each institution, the share was computed by multiplying the degree of ownership of the 
selected outputs rated as “excellent” times their total number, and where the value was 
expressed as a percentage of the total Area value.  
• Indicator C: international mobility (weight 1/9),; 
• Indicator D: post-graduate education (weight 0.5/9); 
• Indicator E: ability to attract resources (weight 1/9); 
• Indicator F: ability to use own resources for research projects (weight 0.5/9).  

The rationale of the indicator B leds on the consideration that a low degree of ownership is a 
positive factor in that it attests to the institution’s propensity to work in collaboration with 
international research labs.  Nevertheless, on the one hand, international collaboration in 
research activity can be detected through mobility of researchers and from funding from 
international sources.  On the other hand, a degree of ownership of excellent products higher 
than the average value of the institution in the selected field is an indicator of the presence of 
a leading research team within the institution (not only leadership linked to one individual), 

• Elettra - Sincrotrone
– ELETTRA is managed by a non-profit share company of 

national interest. Partners contribute to the scientific 
development of the Lab in long term agreements.

– Main National research institutions are CNR, INFM, University 
of Udine and University of Trieste

• INFM - Institute for the Physic of the Matter
– Research Units in many Universities
– National labs
– 1.689 researchers (1.581 from University)

• INFN - Institute for Nuclear Physics
– Sections in many Universities
– National labs
– 2.196 researchers (1.424 from University)

CNR
– until 2000 centres in collaboration with Universities (high 

concentration in chemistry and biology)
– after 2000 centres become Institutes or section within CNR 

Institutes
– in most cases they are still located within Universities and 

University personnel is associated to research activity on the 
basis of an agreement

– Researchers in the fields are 1.426 (FTE, only CNR)

As to the multiple institutional affiliation of the academic 
labs, we could conclude that it would not be a major 
problem for Italy, because it affects a few institutes, 
mostly concentrated on one disciplinary sector
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while a degree of ownership lower than the average is an indicator of minor role of the 
institution within international research groups. 

  

Distribution of outputs by selected 
institutions and degree of ownership

Degree of ownership intervals
0-0,25 0,26-0,43 0,44-0,6 0,61-0,99 1

CNR 22,1% 20,1% 18,0% 16,5% 23,3%
Elettra 63,6% 9,1% 9,1% 0,0% 18,2%
ENEA 14,6% 8,9% 13,9% 20,9% 41,8%
INAF 19,6% 18,9% 18,2% 19,6% 23,8%
INFM 34,0% 28,2% 24,4% 6,7% 6,7%
INFN 64,9% 23,8% 7,5% 2,4% 1,4%
Bologna 17,4% 16,7% 18,2% 20,5% 27,3%
Milano 8,0% 4,0% 4,0% 44,7% 39,3%
Roma (LS) 12,0% 12,0% 14,9% 28,4% 32,7%

Institution

 

As regards the distribution of outputs by 
degree of ownership, there are clear differences 
between fields.  As regards the degree of 
ownership by type of institution, we recognise 
that institutional affiliation impacts the degree 
of ownership.  Lastly, data on the selected 
institutions show that the combination of the 
two dimensions is a determinant of propensity 
toward collaboration.  

In physics, the high propensity toward 
collaboration in high-quality research was 
confirmed, even within institutions that do not 
have multiple affiliation.  In Chemistry and 
Biology, where institutions with multiple 
affiliation are not in place, collaborative 
behaviours can be seen, and appear to be 
linked to institutions’ strategies, with no 
significant differences between HEIs and 
PROs.   

"Excellent" products: distribution institution and 
degree of property - Chemistry

Chemistry Degree of ownership intervals
Institution 0-0,25 0,26-0,43 0,44-0,6 0,61-0,99 1
CNR 19,2% 23,1% 17,3% 17,3% 23,1%
ENEA 50,0% 50,0%
Bologna 6,7% 30,0% 20,0% 23,3% 20,0%
Milano 6,7% 6,7% 53,3% 33,3%
Roma LS 13,3% 13,3% 6,7% 66,7%

 

"Excellent" products: distribution institution and 
degree of property - Biology

Biology Degree of ownership intervals
Institution 0-0,25 0,26-0,43 0,44-0,6 0,61-0,99 1
CNR 17,0% 15,1% 22,6% 24,5% 20,8%
Elettra 100,0%
ENEA 25,0% 25,0% 25,0% 25,0%
Bologna 20,0% 40,0% 40,0%
Milano 2,9% 61,8% 35,3%
Roma LS 12,0% 10,0% 20,0% 38,0% 20,0%

 

Correlations between peers’ judgements and degree of ownership are not significant.  
However, we noted some negative coefficients, which can be interpreted as slight signals of 
the fact that, for decreasing degrees of ownership (and growing levels of collaboration), a 
higher final judgement from peers can be expected.  This trend affects only physics, but is 
spreading across all research institutions, with no relevance for the affiliation of an institution. 

Distribution of outputs by area and degree 
of ownership

(All institutions)

Degree of ownership intervals
0-0,25 0,26-0,43 0,44-0,6 0,61-0,99 1

Physics 39,4% 21,2% 14,7% 10,6% 14,1%
Chemistry 12,8% 12,4% 17,6% 20,3% 36,9%
Biology 13,8% 12,1% 18,0% 27,0% 29,1%

Area

Distribution of outputs by area and 
degree of ownership 
Selected Institutions

Degree of ownership intervals
0-0,25 0,26-0,43 0,44-0,6 0,61-0,99 1

Physics 44,4% 22,0% 13,7% 8,5% 11,4%
Chemistry 12,8% 16,8% 16,1% 18,6% 35,7%
Biology 14,9% 12,3% 14,3% 31,2% 27,2%

Area

"Excellent" products: distribution institution and 
degree of property - Physics

Physics Degree of ownership intervals
Institution 0-0,25 0,26-0,43 0,44-0,6 0,61-0,99 1
CNR 38,8% 20,4% 12,2% 10,2% 18,4%
Elettra 25,0% 25,0% 25,0% 25,0%
ENEA 9,1% 9,1% 18,2% 22,7% 40,9%
INAF 24,7% 21,5% 16,1% 20,4% 17,2%
INFM 35,2% 28,0% 24,0% 7,2% 5,6%
INFN 69,4% 19,6% 7,3% 2,3% 1,3%
Bologna 46,7% 33,3% 13,3% 6,7%
Milano 50,0% 5,6% 5,6% 16,7% 22,2%
Roma LS 39,3% 25,0% 10,7% 10,7% 14,3%
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Correlation coefficient between final judgement 
of peers and degree of property of scientific 

products

Area Spearman's rho
Physics -0,135
Chemistry 0
Biology 0

  

Correlation coefficient between final judgement 
of peers and degree of property of scientific 

products

Institution Spearman's rho
CNR 0
Elettra 0
ENEA 0
INAF -0,231
INFM 0
INFN -0,093
Bologna -0,187
Milano 0
Roma LS -0,208

  

 
Using Indicator B as a determinant for resource 
allocation, we determined performance by 
comparing the total number of selected outputs 
with the percentage of outputs deemed 
excellent.  Positive performance was that where 
the indicator was greater than or equal to 125%, 
while negative performance was that where the 
indicator was less than or equal to 75%.  In 
Physics, only INFN had “negative 
performance” on that basis.  In Chemistry, CNR 
and ENEA both posted “negative performance”.  
In Biology, ENEA, Elettra and Bologna were all 
deemed to have negative performance.  

Indicator B for resource allocation: 
Chemistry

N. % Performance
CNR 32,45 13,43 negative
ENEA 1,32 0,55 negative
Bologna 19,14 7,92 positive
Milano 11,7 4,84 positive
Roma (LS) 12,6 5,22 positive

positive performance, the indicator is >=125% of the selected outputs; 
negative peformance, the indicator is <=75%

 

Indicator B for resource allocation: 
Biology

N. % Performance
CNR 37,8 11,5
ENEA 1,88 0,57 negative
Elettra 0,11 0,03 negative
Bologna 3,05 0,93 negative
Milano 28,56 8,69 positive
Roma (LS) 34,02 10,35 positive

positive performance, the indicator is >=125% of the selected outputs; 
negative peformance, the indicator is <=75%

 

According to the rationale of Indicator B, we can recognise that all of the institutions with 
negative performance do not have a leading position in the field.  This rationale appears to 
create an advantage for institutions which show a lower propensity in research collaboration.  
This type of indicator suggests that the irrelevance of INFN and INFM as leading research 
performers in Physics and it is negatively affected by the multiple affiliation of the Institutes.   

III. Conclusions 

The institutional sphere of a laboratory is more and more complex: multiple affiliation 
captures only a small part of the phenomenon.  Joint publication is a strong indicator of 
alliances between institutions and is field-driven.  As to the evaluation of the research 
performance of research laboratories, the value of collaboration should be better explored.   

Indicator B for resource allocation: 
Physics

N. % Performance
CNR 27,95 6,66
ENEA 16,06 3,82
INAF 50,44 12,01 positive
INFM 82,14 19,56
INFN 80,74 19,23 negative
ELETTRA 2,12 0,5 positive
Bologna 6,8 1,62
Milano 9,12 2,17 positive
Roma (LS) 13,12 3,12 positive

positive performance, the indicator is >=125% of the selected outputs; 
negative peformance, the indicator is <=75%
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Questions from the Floor  

A Participant 

I am surprised that you are able to compare CNR, which has a very large research spectrum, 
with Ellettra, which operates on a much smaller scale.   

Emanuela REALE 

We were not comparing the institutions, but rather their performance within a specific 
disciplinary field.   

A Participant 

Taking Biology for example, it is not surprising that the results should be lesser for 
Sincrotrone, which is only an apparatus.  

Emanuela REALE 

We were only showing what happens in different fields.  The exercised was performed field 
by field.  There is no overall comparison or evaluation of the institutions as was done in other 
cases.  We wanted to identify excellence areas in Physics, Biology and Chemistry, not stack 
up institutions.   
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Publication Repositories at the Max-Planck Society:  
eDoc and eSciDoc 

Laurent ROMARY  
Max-Planck Digital Library, Germany 

Synthèse / French synthesis 

Laurent ROMARY a commencé par présenter la Max Planck Society, organisme national allemand couvrant 
toutes les disciplines de la recherche regroupées en 3 grands domaines : biomédical ; chimie, physique et 
technologies ; sciences humaines et sociales. Elle est composée de 79 instituts principalement localisés en 
Allemagne, certains étant situés à l’étranger. 

Il y a trente ans, la Max Planck Society est devenu une structure de soutien technique à l’information 
scientifique, ce qui l’a mené à la création de la bibliothèque numérique Max Planck, officiellement lancée le 1er 
janvier 2007. Son rôle est de surveiller tous les aspects de l’information scientifique, qu’il s’agisse de sources 
d’information (souscriptions, publications, questions liées aux données primaires pour les chercheurs et 
instituts), ou de soutien numérique à la publication, comme par exemple la Living Review, revue d’accès libre 
dans différents domaines.  La Max Planck Society a deux serveurs : eDoc et eSciDoc. 

Le serveur eDoc est en service depuis environ cinq ans.  Il est la source centrale d’information bibliographique et 
textuelle à la Max Planck Society.  Il est centralisé et accessible à la totalité des 79 instituts. Il est alimenté par 
les bibliothécaires, secrétaires et parfois par les chercheurs eux-mêmes.  Le déposant  soumet l’information ; 
celle-ci est enrichie par les métadonnées correspondantes ; puis elle est publiée, soit uniquement en interne soit 
dans le domaine public, en fonction du niveau d’accessibilité souhaité. En septembre 2006, il a été décidé que 
toutes les métadonnées seront dorénavant en accès libre, quel que soit le statut des publications.  

Les pratiques de dépôt diffèrent selon les domaines. En physique, mathématiques et informatique le dépôt des 
publications en accès libre a été vite adopté. Pour les chimistes ou biologistes, c’est plus lent. eDoc a été perçu 
par les scientifiques comme une contrainte administrative nécessaire à la Max Planck Society pour établir son 
rapport annuel. Cependant, eDoc est en premier lieu destiné à être un service pour les scientifiques. 

La Max Planck tire aujourd’hui les conclusions liées à l’expérience eDoc, et est en train de construire la base de 
données de publications SciDoc. Ce processus est mené en conjonction avec un institut de Karlsruhe, et est 
financé par le ministère allemand de l’Éducation et de la Recherche. Il est conçu comme une plateforme 
technique mondiale de gestion des publications et de la recherche. Consécutivement à l’expérience avec eDoc, le 
concept d’affiliation a été raffiné et consistera en unités organisationnelles autonomes, liées entre elles. Les 
équipes, les laboratoires, les services et les institutions ne seront donc pas des unités statiques, divisées, mais 
existeront plutôt dans un cadre plus flexible, tel que les publications pourront être connectées à différentes 
entités, parfois par inférence.   

En conclusion, l’objectif du développement d’archives de publications devra être de déterminer quels éléments 
sont les plus utiles et d’en améliorer le contenu. Parmi ceux-ci, se trouvent des services de base comme des 
dispositifs d’importation, des mandats de dépôt, un soutien éditorial, une dissémination en accès libre, des 
mesures, des services de recouvrement permettant d’ajouter des liens d’une tierce partie vers le contenu, et la 
fourniture de données. Il est du devoir des instituts chargés des archives de gérer leurs affiliations, puis de 
contacter les tierces parties avec des métadonnées fiables. S’ils opèrent uniquement une politique d’apport de 
données, le concept ne fonctionnera pas.   

 

***** 
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I was asked not to speak at all about indicators and bibliometrics, but provide more 
specifically the perspective of a publication archive and the organisation strategy at the Max 
Planck Society (MPS). Nonetheless, I will allow myself a few comments. There is a major 
opportunity to be seized upon by using publication archives as a tool with respect to 
indicators. In closing, I will make a few comments regarding this and, hence, the ecology of 
both publication archives and the ecology of research. 

I. About the Max Planck Society 

The Max Planck Society is somewhat like the CNRS: a national organisation covering all 
fields of research, with three main 
domains (referred to as “sections” 
at MPS): biomedical; chemical, 
physical and technological; and the 
human and social sciences. We 
currently have 79 institutes, both 
inside and outside Germany: 
outside the country, examples 
include a joint venture with the 
Netherlands, two locations in 
Florence and Rome on the History 
of Arts and a subsidiary in South 
America (Manaus). Like the CNRS, 
with a multi-disciplinary and 
national view, the task of providing 
an open archive can become tricky 
for us.  

The Max Planck Society first started providing scientific information thirty years ago, when 
groups in Stuttgart and Martinsried were established to provide services in the fields of 
databases and, later, bibliometrics. This went on to establish national services, such as 
licensing or technical support for scientific information and finally led to the creation of the 
Max Planck Digital Library, officially founded on 1 January 2007. Its role is to act as a 
coordinating entity over all aspects of scientific information, whether in terms of information 
sources (subscriptions, issues related to archival primary data and publication for researchers 
and institutes), or digital publication support, as exemplified in the Living Review series, an 
open-access journal published by the Max Planck Society in various fields. For instance, one 
deals with gravitational physics and consists of regularly-updated survey information, hence 
the concept of “living” review. These records have very high citation levels. 

We need to be able to interact with all levels of the structures with which we work, from the 
scientists to the librarians (I feel it is impossible to maintain a national policy on scientific 
information without involving the local librarians who work in contact with the researchers) 
to publishers, scholarly associations and other institutions in Germany. For instance, we are 
currently working in close connection with several other organisations to build a national 
scheme in the humanities.  
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The MPS context

Max Planck Society in figures
80 Institutes

- basic research
- all subject areas
- distributed organization

Budget
- 1.3 bill. EUR

12,000 employees 
- 3,500 scientists
- 8,500 support staff

9,100 annual visiting scholars
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Turning to the scientist 
ecology, the unit of production 
in the Max Planck Society is 
the Director. He must deal with 
information, relying on the 
support of a team of license 
specialists, to archive 
publication and perform 
primary data management and 
digital publication issues. 
Primary data management is 
not an issue that will be solved 
immediately. It is not the focus 
of any debate about indicators. 
Still, as exemplified in the 
Webometrics Initiative in 
Spain, it takes into account the 
availability of data and visibility of sites both. In some disciplines, it is more important to be 
known as someone who produces high-quality data, for instance when working on primary 
sources in the humanities, than for a high number of publications. This should be the focus of 
a similar meeting in the future.  

II. Managing the Scientific Information Workflow 

Managing affiliation information implies deploying a technical infrastructure and ensuring 
that the information in the technical structure is of quality, establish editorial support and 
review processes on metadata, the types of files present or availability of sources. I will not 
speak about open-access; suffice it to say that the Max Planck Society is deeply committed to 
the open-access movement, through its close involvement in the inception of the Berlin 
Protocol. It is intentionally that I am referring only to full text today, for the topic is 
bibliometrics, availability of data, etc.  

The Max Planck Society has two servers: 
eDoc and eSciDoc. The eDoc server, 
which is still running at present, has been 
in service for around five years. It is a 
central source of bibliographical and text 
information in the Max Planck Society. 
The eDoc server originated from one 
institute, the Fritz Haber Institute, 
specialised in chemistry. It was expanded 
to become the reference archive for the 
Max Planck Society as a whole. It is 
completely centralised as a server for the 
79 institutes, but administration is done 
locally by the librarians, secretaries or, sometimes, the scientists themselves. The Max Planck 
Society is a highly-federal structure, leaving each of its institutes a great deal of freedom in 
decision-making. The central entity will suggest actions, but not impose anything.  
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The Scientist’s ecology

Scientific information workflow

Publication 
archive

Digital edition

Information 
provision

Primary data
The MPDL provides 
services to help the 
researchers manage 
their scientific information 
workflow.
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History & Future of the eDoc project

Prototype system to explore the needs of scholars in a multi-
disciplinary research organization conducting basic research
eDoc is used for regular reporting from all Max Planck Institutes 
(annual report + X)
Berlin Declaration: eDoc is one pillar of the Open Access 
Strategy of the Max Planck Society
Start intensive work with three pilot Institutes to design 
organizational workflow to release entire publication output on 
eDoc
98% of the metadata is publicly available via eDoc
Last round of development of eDoc to keep the users happy until 
PubMan is available

2002

2003

2003

2004

2006

2007
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eDoc Workflow

 

Our workflow is quite traditional: the first depositor (author, secretary, anyone who knows 
that the information exists) submits the information; it is enriched with the corresponding 
metadata; and lastly, it is released, either internally or to the broader public, depending on the 
level of accessibility desired. In September 2006, it was decided that all metadata would be 
made available as open-access data, regardless of the status of the papers, so that everyone 
could see the Society’s actual production.  

It is particularly interesting to 
consider just how much work is 
required to come in contact with 
the scientific community and 
secure information from it. 
Here, the differences between 
the three sections are very 
visible. A small number of 
institutes has interest in having 
their papers (pre-prints or post-
prints) online and are culturally 
pre-disposed to make their data 
available on an open-access 
basis: this is true in physics, 
mathematics and computer 
science in particular. With 
chemists or biologists, however, such publication is not even to be considered, and is even 
less appealing to law specialists, for which the precision in argumentation is essential. To 
them, only the final version of the paper can be used as the reference and, even then, will 
probably not be made OA. As a consequence, in the biomedical field, one institution supplies 
95% of the papers.  
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OA Full Texts per Section

77% of full text 
files from CPT 
Section

17% full text 
files from GSHS

6% full text files 
from BM 
Section
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OA in the Biomedical section - a few figures

Overall coverage
76% of full texts is from CPT section
17% of full texts is from GSHS
7% of full texts is from BM section

Involved institutes
74% of full texts from GSHS are provided by 3 institutes (1)
68% of full texts from CPT are provided by 3 institutes (2)
86% of full texts from BM are provided by 3 institutes (3)

(1) of 8 considered institutes
(2) of 13 considered institutes
(3) of 13 considered institutes
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Full Texts of Bio./Med. MPIs in eDoc

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
2%
3%

9%
16%

26%
40%

70%
95%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

MPI for Biological Cybernetics, Tübingen

MPI for Chemical Ecology, Jena

MPI for Ornithology, Seewiesen

MPI of Biophysics, Frankfurt am Main

MPI of Molecular Cell Biology and Genetics, Dresden

MPI of Neurobiology, Martinsried

MPI of Biochemistry, Martinsried

MPI for Plant Breeding Research, Köln

MPI for Developmental Biology, Tübingen

MPI of Molecular Physiology, Dortmund

MPI for Molecular Genetics, Berlin

MPI for Infection Biology, Berlin

Period: 01-01-2003 – 01-06-2007

 

However, it would be unfair to state that, because there is less data in some areas, the “open-
access” archive is much ado about nothing. We have all the bibliographic information online 
and, in some cases it is only a matter of connecting it with the related Web site, which 
contains the full papers. In other words, some scientists refuse to have their papers on eDoc, 
but are ready to type in their html tags by hand so that users and connect to their information 
on their own sites. In the biomedical field, the importance of the final version is huge, 
particularly when they deal with medical experiments or processes that can impinge upon 
human life. No one would want to print a draft version and have that yet-imperfect 
information lead to disaster. Overall, there is very little awareness about publication archives 
as a “theological” or philosophical principle. However, we are often approached by 
institutions that wish for more support for open access journals, reflecting that it is receiving 
some attention.  
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Analysis from the BM point of view

Importance of final versions of articles in life sciences
Hardly any dessimination of pre-prints
Little awareness about publication archives
Expectations towards Open Access journals
Central role of research data

Danger of a pure “Green” approach to Open Access
Consider needs of researchers and institutions
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General problems in eDoc

Only a small amount of full text files are stored on eDoc and 
made publicly available

Reasons: 
Copyright transfer agreements

lacking information on what is allowed to do with texts
eDoc too unflexible, only publications, that have been produced 
within the time at the MPS can be put on eDoc
Scientists think it is extra work
GSHS and BM Section don‘t put many full texts on eDoc

But texts are on web sites…
Introduction of eDoc was linked to the obligatory annual report –
eDoc as the management tool for publication data of the institutes

 

 

eDoc is designed, first and foremost, as a service to the scientists, for instance regarding 
copyright issues. We have recommended and are preparing a deposit mandate, so that 
scientists at least list their papers on the register.  

However, it has run into a number of obstacles, as scientists have different ideas as to what 
our purpose should be. Some respond that they will list their papers, if they can generate html 
emanations and publication lists. Also, if they submit their paper, they want to be able to 
access basic metrics about the number of people viewing their work, etc. We held a small 
workshop on this last week in Padua to determine to what extent such metrics could be 
compatible with good management of a publication archive, not only to the higher 
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management, but also locally for those who wish to know about their impact. The statistics 
that we already have, within the Institute, are revealing and interesting: many of the papers in 
which I invested a great deal of time and commitment are accessed much less frequently than 
others which I would not have promoted nearly as much.  

III. Lessons and Experience Gained 

Max Planck Society’s main mistake when introducing eDoc to scientists was to describe it as 
a necessity for producing the Society’s Annual Report. It was immediately seen as an 
administrative object, and researchers somehow delegated the corresponding activity to their 
secretaries. Another issue lies in the history of the affiliations, once they are underway. 
Directors are usually recruited to the Max Planck Society around age 40 to 45, when they 
have some standing in their field and a number of publications to record. However, it was 
decided that it would not be appropriate to have them re-list their works as part of the Max of 
the Max Planck Society.  
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Problems in eDoc

Affiliations concept eDoc
Top Affiliation can only be the MPS

Publications from former career cannot be put on eDoc
No direct connection between person and affiliation possible
Affiliations can only be assigned on publication level
History of affiliation(s) can‘t be represented
Affiliation  can have sub- and subsubaffiliation

Example:
MPDL (affiliation)

Research and Development (subaffiliation)
Functional Specification (subsubaffiliation)
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Example of Affiliation Tree on eDoc

Fritz-Haber-Institut
Chemical Physics

Atomic Force Microscopy
Scanned-energy mode photoelectron diffraction
PP&B
Structure and Reactivity
Spectroscopy / Spectro-Microscopy
Molecular Beam
Photon-Induced Processes
Scanning Probe Spectroscopy
Magnetic Resonance
Catalysis / Laser Spectroscopy
Theory
Chemical Physics

Molecular Physics
Theory

 

 

Hence, we are now drawing 
upon the lessons learned 
from the eDoc experience 
and are building the SciDoc 
publication database. This 
process is being carried out 
in conjunction with FIZ 
Karlsruhe and is funded by 
the German Ministry of 
Education and Research. It 
is intended as a global 
technical platform for 
managing publications and 
research. There is a bit of 
debate as to whether a 
publication archive can be a 
tool for both researchers (as 
a high-quality database of initiatives at the local level) and institutions (as a dissemination 
tool for “direct scientific communication”, available immediately and a varied format. Based 
on our experience with eDoc, our affiliation concept has been refined and will consist of 
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Affiliations and Organizations Concept for eSciDoc/PubMan

Organisations:
describe organisational entities (no matter the level of granularity or jurisdiction) 
are stored, managed, versioned in the system
Are objects in the system
evolve over time and are subject to versioning, to be able to track their evolution
over time (= history of organisational units)
One or more organisational units can always be selected as affiliation(s) for a 
specific author
Managing organisational units is needed for collection management, workflow
management, for user management and for access restrictions (e.g. IP range
restricted access to a fulltext file)

Affiliations:
Flat metadata, which classifies the Affiliation of a creator at the point of publication
Are not object of versioning
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autonomous organisational units, interlinked together. Teams, laboratories, departments and 
institutions will thus not be partitioned, static units, but rather exist within a more flexible 
setting, such that publications can be connected to different entities, sometimes by inference.  

In conclusion, our aim in developing publication archives should be to determine which 
components are most likely to enhance content. These can include basic services such as 
import facilities, deposit mandates, editorial support, open access dissemination (every time 
you negotiate with the publisher for a common scheme on open access, there should be a 
direct link to your publication archives so that the publications are uploaded), metrics, overlay 
services to allow third-party links to the content, data provision. It is our duty, as institutions, 
to manage our affiliations, then go to third parties with reliable metadata. If you have only a 
policy on data provision without good input, it will not work.  
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Keep in mind that such publication archives can be useful for scientific work, the 
dissemination of papers and evaluation and strategic planning within institutions.  

Questions from the Floor  

A Participant 

Your presentation was very interesting. A lot of work goes into the creation and development 
of the eDoc repository. I have a few simple questions. You stated that there are only a few 
publications actually included in the eDoc repository. What is the rough percentage of those 
from the Max Planck consortia actually in that repository?  

Laurent ROMARY 

Not including open-access, we could reach 30%. It would be closer to 8% or 5% of the BM 
section.  
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A Participant  

Are there any ways to measure actual use of the system? I imagine that a great deal of 
manpower and financial investment goes into it.  

Laurent ROMARY 

This is the type of service that is only useful if it is centralised; it cannot be too fragmented. I 
see so many institutions or universities developing their own databases, just to produce their 
internal and annual reports. A great deal of manpower is being lost because they do not have 
access to an environment such as ours. A publication archive such as that of the Max Planck 
Society is not primarily intended as a means of promoting an open-access policy; it is a tool 
that allows researchers to log their own material.  

A Participant  

Is it actually used as such?  

Laurent ROMARY 

Yes, absolutely. The institutes see the interest and use the services. The researchers are 
perhaps not at the stage where they submit the papers themselves, but still ask their librarians 
to do so.  
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Open Archives in France 
Combining a national cooperative platform and institutional repositories 

Christian MICHAU  
Agence de Mutualisation des universités, France 

 

Synthèse /French synthesis 

Christian MICHAU présente en premier lieu l’AMUE comme une agence de mutualisation de moyens entre les 
universités et les grandes écoles françaises pour partager des idées, des expériences et des outils de gestion de la 
production universitaire et des activités de recherche. Ensuite il concentre son exposé sur la compétition et la 
coopération qui s’opère en France entre les archives institutionnelles et les archives nationales.   

Conformément au protocole de Berlin, un protocole d’entente a été signé par les instituts de recherche et 
universités français pour promouvoir l’accès libre aux archives de la production scientifique et accélérer la 
dissémination des connaissances, notamment pour les pays émergeants.  Les organisations de recherche 
françaises partagent la plateforme HAL, mise en place en 2001 par le CNRS et le “Centre de communication 
scientifique directe” (CCSD) implanté à Lyon. L’un des bénéfices importants de la plateforme nationale réside 
dans ses connexions avec le réseau international d’archives. 

A l’origine, la plateforme organisée autour de Hal était conçue pour des dépôts directs. L’existence d’archives 
institutionnelles locales a entraîné le développement de dépôts indirects.   

Un projet est en cours pour fédérer les dépôts locaux d’archives et de nombreuses universités sont d’accord pour 
faire partie de ce type de programme parce qu’il donnera à leurs activités une visibilité plus grande. Le dépôt 
indirect nécessite une étape de contrôle de la qualité de certaines informations, notamment pour voir comment 
les chercheurs définissent les universités, et dans quelle mesure ils utilisent les normes de définition des 
acronymes de leurs laboratoires, etc. En outre, les dépôts locaux d’archives utilisent leurs propres catégorisations 
et nomenclatures et il est très difficile de relier toutes les références pour obtenir une image cohérente de la 
situation à l’échelon national.  Les dépôts locaux d’archives couvrent une vaste gamme de documents : 
publications scientifiques, rapports internes, vidéos, etc. En général, il n’y a pas de contrôle de la qualité pour 
vérifier quels types de publications sont déposés. 

HAL prépare actuellement un outil de contrôle de la qualité scientifique, créé par des scientifiques. Celui-ci 
inclut des nomenclatures connectées aux dépôts internationaux. L’accent de la plateforme nationale sera 
principalement mis sur les publications et non sur la promotion des instituts. Beaucoup d’efforts ont également 
été fournis pour produire une série de metadonnées permettant de faciliter le partage des documents entre tous 
les niveaux de dépôts d’archives.  

On estime qu’actuellement HAL contient environ 15 % de la production scientifique française.  L’objectif à 
court terme est d’atteindre environ 20 %. Le nombre de documents déposés sur HAL double chaque année. 
Certains instituts ont cherché à rendre ces dépôts obligatoires, notamment via leur processus d’évaluation. Mais, 
on ne sait pas aujourd’hui combien de temps encore on pourra obtenir un progrès équivalent. Les principaux 
domaines  utilisant l’accès libre aux archives sont aujourd’hui la physique et les mathématiques. Néanmoins, 
d’autres domaines commencent à les utiliser aussi de manière croissante, c’est le cas du secteur des sciences 
humaines. 

 

***** 
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The AMUE is an agency established between universities and high schools in France to share 
ideas, experiences and tools for managing university production and research activities.  I 
must apologise on behalf of Daniel Charnay, who was unable to be with us today.  This 
presentation will address the competition and cooperation between institutional archives and 
the national archives in France. 

In accordance with the Berlin Protocol, a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed 
by French research institution and universities to promote open archives and participate in 
international policy, to give free access to public science production and facilitate access to 
this heritage, and lastly, to speed up the dissemination of knowledge, with particular concern 
for emerging countries.  In line with the MoU, French organisations agreed to share the HAL 
Platform set up in 2001 by CNRS and the “Centre de communication scientifique directe” in 
Lyon.  
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HAL : Hyper Archives en Ligne

Federating universities and research organisations : a   
shared platform
• Conencted to the international repositories network
• ArXiv and  PubMed Central
• Room for institutions visibility (portals)

Powered by CCSd/CNRS, since 2001

Direct Scientific Communication
• According with researchers practices
• Direct (Web interface) or indirect depositing (Web 
services)

Long term preservation

 

Echoing what was said earlier by Laurent Romary, who has highly contributed to the MoU in 
France, the archive is intended as a service for researchers, and a part of the scientific 
production process.  This may conflict with the interests of organisation and institutions, 
which have a more administrative view and more interest in calculating indicators than in 
accessing full-text production.  The policy was originally to design a direct-deposit platform 
around HAL; since then, we have organised indirect deposits, through information systems in 
research institutions or universities, or through local repositories.  Web services have been 
developed around HAL to facilitate the direct deposit.   

The policy is also aimed at long-term preservation of information.  Laurent mentioned many 
of the benefits of maintaining information in the long term.  One of the benefits of the 
national platform lies in its connection with the international network of repositories, archives 
and central databases.  It provides facilities to organise strong visibility of scientific 
production for each of the institutions taking part in the platform.  At the same time, 
particularly in universities, there was a movement to promote local information systems and 
local repositories.  Information systems are typically an administrative tool, used to find 
information about research organisations, activities, production or resources.  There must be 
an interconnection between the said information systems and the national repositories, both to 
facilitate deposit from the information system and for the information system to be able to 
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collect interesting figures and indicators, so as to identify the production from each research 
unit.   

At the same time, a large-scale project is underway to federate local repositories, aimed at 
information-sharing.  Many universities are willing to take part in such programmes because 
they give greater visibility to their activities.  Sometimes, there were conflicts of interest 
between the local initiatives and the national initiatives.  The local repositories use their own 
categorisation and nomenclatures and there is a very difficult effort to interconnect all of the 
references in order to come up with a uniform depiction of the situation.  

One of the interesting features of the local repositories lies in their organisation as a network 
of repositories, such that all university documentation is available through portals, or “digital 
working environments”, so that students can easily access information both from within their 
university, or the network of universities according to their interests.  The local repositories 
cover a larger spectrum of documents, scientific publications, internal reports, videos, etc.  In 
general, there is no quality check to control what types of publications are deposited and 
whether they are of the standard required for journal publication.  In general, the local 
repositories combine open access and restricted access.  Once again, universities understand 
how important it is that their information be visible to others and have, in many cases, 
allowed their data to be available.  
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Local respositories and HAL

Local repositories

Scientific publications + internal reports + videos + e-courses + …

Low quality control

Combining Open access and restricted access

Making visible the patrimony of the university

Participating to regional or thematic federations (virtual universities) 
based on OAI harvesting

HAL
Scientific quality control

Shared nomenclatures

Connected to international repositories (PubMed, ArXiv)

Focusing on the publication not on the institution valorisation

Research process oriented
 

HAL is currently preparing a scientific quality control tool, designed by scientists.  It includes 
shared nomenclatures between the participating organisations, connected to international 
repositories.  The focus of the national platform will be mainly on the publications and not on 
promoting the institutions.  HAL is mainly organised around the research processes, rather 
than around an administrative process.   

From this starting point, a great deal of work was carried out last year to establish cooperation 
between the initiatives.  We achieved this by instituting formal objectives for each project, to 
show how complementary they are, and by designing a tool to facilitate interoperability.  
Much effort also went into producing a set of metadata to facilitate document sharing between 
all levels of the repositories.  This specific metadata set will be implemented within HAL and 
will be part of the metadata defined there to be carried through the processes.  
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Operating the cooperation

Formalisation of the  complementary objectives

Definition of an interoperability scheme

Definition of a shared policy between local systems and Hal 

Specific metadata to manage interconnexion between institutional open 
archives 

HAL carrying interconnexions metadata

Managing the deposit to Hal Local information system from the local 
information system (Graal) : 

• facilitating the deposit (automatisation) and data export for reporting

• controling data quality

• giving added value

 

We also worked to facilitate the transfer of data from HAL into the local information systems.  
I am not sure of the outcome, as we can see that many researchers are used to making deposits 
directly, as part of their scientific production, rather than as a service to their institution.  
Through the indirect deposit, we want to provide added value and control the quality of 
certain information, in particular to see how the researchers are defining the universities, how 
much they are using the acronym definition standards for their laboratories, etc.   

Currently, HAL contains perhaps 15% of French scientific production.  The short-term 
objective for the open-access archive is to reach around 20%.  This morning, we had 50 000 
documents.  Until now, the number of documents deposited on HAL has doubled each year.  
We dedicate a great deal of effort to promoting the use of the open archive and give 
researchers incentive to make their deposit.  Some institutions have tried to make this 
mandatory, in particular through their evaluation process, but that is currently the exception to 
the rule.  The effort is also to facilitate indirect deposits from local information systems.  We 
also try to promote the use of the open archive for students, so as to encourage them to turn to 
open archive systems for documents or information, and keep that habit into their professional 
future.  
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HAL : Sept 28, 2007
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The question now is to determine how long we can sustain the progress we have made year-
on-year.  The main fields using open archives today are physics and mathematics.  However, 
other fields are stepping up their use significantly, particularly in the humanities sector.  

Questions from the Floor  

Laurent ROMARY 

I would like to ask you the same question that was asked of me.  You presented a large-scale 
archive requiring a great deal of maintenance, both locally (85 universities) and nationally.  
How do you plan to secure the budget for all of these?  

Christian MICHAU 

There is no central budget for this.   

Laurent ROMARY 

You understand the underlying question.  

Christian MICHAU 

Yes, I do.  

The main concern is not economical.  There are very strong policies at the universities.  It has 
become clear that most of the universities and research organisation are directly concerned by 
producing indicators around their scientific production.  A number of them are still thinking 
that they must keep this information locally, in order to produce numbers and indicators.  This 
is a matter of fact, whatever is the rational.  

A Participant  

This was another interesting presentation with a great deal of work.  On one of your slides, it 
was stated that there are now 50 000 papers in the Web of Science, and you listed your 
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objective as increasing the percentage from 15% to 20%.  What does that percentage figure 
mean?  

Christian MICHAU 

We were referring to the scientific production.   

A Participant  

This refers to all of French research?  The 50 000 publications in the database already will be 
published over a number of years, I assume.  How many papers is France producing? 

How did you find the 15% figure?  

A Participant 

I asked Daniel Charnay the same question recently.  He had established an average monthly 
deposit rate of 17% to 18%, compared to the estimated monthly production as determined by 
total publication information available at CNRS.  

A Participant 

The 50 000 figure covers all fields and all universities.  

Michel ZITT 

What is the editorial status of the papers, on their date of entry into HAL?  Are they pre-
prints, post-prints, papers ready for publication or papers never to published?  What is the 
exact aim?  Is it to offer publishers a series of potential papers, for perusal?  It is for 
researcher archiving purposes?   

Christian MICHAU 

As a principle, the pre-print enter HAL.  Throughout the documents’ lives, they will remain in 
HAL, even once they become officially published, provided that the publisher has agreed to 
pass on the data.   

A Participant  

This means that it is the same type of literature.  Is there no secondary literature, or articles 
that could not otherwise reach publication?  Is there any statistical analysis of the 
demographics and future of the papers that enter HAL?   

Christian MICHAU 

I am not aware of any, but perhaps one of my colleagues can answer.  

Nathalie DUCHANGE 

The answer depends on the discipline.  Within the biomedical field, HAL provides a number 
of portals.  At Pasteur, only post-prints are accepted.  There is a site describing the publishers’ 
policies with regards to embargoes, etc. and there is a great deal of monitoring and oversight.  



Affiliation institutionnelle des laboratoires de recherche et production scientifique ADEST 

Février 2008  81 

We respect the embargo time in the medical field, for it is very important that the data be 
peer-reviewed.  It is very different in other fields, and in physics, mostly pre-prints appear.   

A Participant  

My question has to do with the aim of open archives.  Originally, it was to provide access free 
information.  Now, more and more is heard about using the archives for evaluation purposes.   
I believe that the average scientist does not like to be evaluated.   

Laurent ROMARY 

This is one of my favourite debates.  There are two ways of seeing evaluation.  Every two 
years, there is evaluation at the Max Planck Society.  The scientists must gather all of the 
main relevant publications from their departments for the reviewers.  A great deal of 
manpower is lost in this process.  Secretaries work full-time for two months simply to find the 
papers, the relevant bibliographic information, and compile it for the publishers.  Here, the 
publication archive becomes a tool facilitating scientists’ own evaluation.  They should be 
able to select what to show the reviewers.  It is not a matter of using it as a Big Brother tool.  
Without this, it is very difficult to gather such information.  That is one example of how the 
words “evaluation” and “archives” can combine in a not-so-negative manner.   
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Conclusion 

Serge BAUIN 
Indicateurs, programmation et allocation des moyens (IPAM) 
Centre national de la recherche scientifique (CNRS), France 

 

I did not prepare any comments beforehand, not knowing how the event would unfold despite 
having seen some of the transparencies prior to the meeting.  (Those speakers who have not 
provided their transparencies to Anne, please do so.  They will be included in the final report 
of the workshop.)  

Though it should not come as a surprise to anyone, this meeting was brilliant.  The 
presentations, in many different areas, brought in quite a bit of new information, even for 
those pretentious enough to believe they know what they are talking about.   

The first lesson I will take away is in the very theme of the day.  Though the workshop title 
announced discussions about the affiliation of institutions, the topic that is clearly of the most 
interest to people in the field is ranking, assessment and evaluation.  Many of us are 
specialists on indicators and are seeing somewhat of a triumph.  Indicators are now 
everywhere.  Yet, now, we reject them, criticising them as faulty or downright wrong.  We 
cannot only complain though; we must also find ways to backtrack.  We have chosen a 
difficult path.  We will be accountable if things go very wrong in the system and this is not 
impossible. 

The very reason for today’s workshop was that our system, bibliometrics based on institution 
addresses, has reached its limits.  One of the ways out is clearly through open archives, or the 
open archive system, not because it is trendy, free or modern.  We are still in hard-copy mode, 
even when we use computers; we are not yet in age of information.  To exit this, we must get 
rid of the paper-based model still in our minds.   

In conclusion, I would like to applaud the quality of the organisation, which was absolutely 
splendid.  Anne Sigogneau came up with the idea for the workshop and found the people to 
help her: very simply, she saw that the best way to make international comparisons on 
affiliation practices, as requested of her working groups at NORMADRESSES, was to 
organise an international conference.  Many thanks to her and to all of you.   

 

 

 


