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1. Context

The SONAR repository (Swiss Open Access repository) aims to build a hub for Open Access (OA)
publications in Switzerland (a) by harvesting existing institutional repositories of Swiss universities
and (b) by providing an “Institutional Repository as a Service (IRaaS)” for Swiss academic
institutions still lacking such an infrastructure. In the ideal case this repository will assemble all OA
publications issued by Swiss academic or research institutions, or with participation from Swiss-
based researchers. With this ideal case in mind it is only self-evident that one should also watch
out for potential additional benefits from this collection. One of those bonuses could be the
analysis of those data.

This report was produced with the intent to explore the possibilities and limits of such analytics. It
is necessary to state at the beginning, that the field of “OA analytics” is quite vague: It could mean
and include different things, different research questions, different methods, and different actors.
This report is focused on the possibilities of OA analytics within the SONAR project, not across the
whole field. Nevertheless it must be mentioned that the topics of OA and Open Science, at least
concerning analytics, tend towards coalescence. Therefore, this report will use literature on “Open
Science Analytics” as well.

It is important to underline that every institutional repository and every study or project on OA
today has to deal with imperfect and incomplete data. It is not sensible to expect the SONAR
repository to produce better data, as it deals with the same institutions, possibilities and so on. But,
SONAR will be able to draw on proposed solutions to this problem, e.g. the ongoing collection of
article processing charges (APCs) in the Open-APCs project
(https://github.com/OpenAPC/openapc-de).

2. Aims of OA Analytics

OA Analytics is an umbrella term for all possible forms of analytics of data concerning OA. As
every form of analysis, the concrete aims of analyses and questions asked are dependent on the
stakeholders who define their areas of concern. OA as a topic is of concern for different
stakeholders with sometimes conflicting interest. While OA is usually described as a form of
scientific publication, it is not only scientists who are interested in analyses (or progress) of OA
itself.

2.1 Stakeholders

Concerning OA analytics in the SONAR project, we can identify the following stakeholders:

e Research funding bodies (the SNF, swissuniversities, EU research and others) have
established OA strategies

¢ Academic and research institutions, especially the management of those institutions

e Actors of science politics

e Researchers themselves

e Libraries (which, not only in the Swiss case, run most of the existing infrastructure for OA,

including OA offices)
e Publishing houses
e The public

¢ Research on public communication, science studies etc. (OA as a research topic)



While e.g. the funding bodies are mostly interested in the impact of their strategies and policies,
researchers are primarily interested in the concrete practices of OA in their everyday work. In the
case of SONAR it is important to identify which actors with which interests exist. (See chapter 4-6.)
Only then will it be sensible to define the questions that could be tackled by OA analytics itself.

2.2 Terms and open questions

OA analysis is not an established field of inquiry, but a relatively new and still versatile one.
Concepts, terms, definitions, and boundaries are all still in flux. One indicative example is the fact,
that the field still has no unifying name. This report uses the term “OA Analytics” (borrowed from
the grant application for SONAR), but others use the name “Open Science Analytics” (Schopfel &
Prost 2019) or “OA monitoring”. Projects also run under the header “OA indicator” (Denmark) or
“OA monitor” (Germany, Netherlands). As such, core concepts tend to be discussed and defined
again and again, mostly using pragmatic technical solutions in the actual projects while theoretical
debates are still continuing.

Three topics come up time and again.

e What is OA? What forms of OA do exist? There are discussions about the different forms
and “flavours” (colours) of OA. Points of discussion are different licences, versions of
publications, conditions of OA, and others. (Piwowar et al. 2018) Recently two different
schemes of OA types have been presented, one from Austria (Danowski 2019), one from
Germany (Taubert et al. 2019). It is too early to judge which typology of OA will outlive the
others. Recently, projects on OA analytics tend to use the definitions of unpaywall
(https://unpaywall.org), mainly because this data is available, but this could change very
easily e.g. with new datasets becoming available, or a change in the way unpaywall
defines forms of OA.

e All projects in the field of OA Analytics discuss what should be counted as a scientific
publication and what not. While there seems to be an uneasy consensus — particularly
under the umbrella term “Open Science” — that every form of publication can be a scientific
one (ranging from peer-review articles to conference papers and presentations, reviews,
pamphlets, to software and datasets), most of the projects limit themselves to published
articles. This seems to be a pragmatic solution, because data for those kinds of
publications is available while data on others forms of publications is not, at least today.
But, criticism of the constraints of this solution is numerous and justified. (E.g. Schopfel &
Prost 2019 ; Shivaram & Biradar 2019).

e As will be discussed below, most of the projects on OA analytics are concerned with
compliance with national or other policies. What does compliance mean? This again is not
easy to determine. E.g., the Danish OA indicator is calculated with one year lagging behind
reality to include publications with long embargo periods, but this is not common in other
solutions. Also, the question remains which version of a publication should be counted to
determine if there is a compliance or not. (See e.g. Kipphut-Smith et al. 2018)’

" “Many OA policies provide sufficient direction for authors, but less clarity for those charged with implementing and
assessing the policy.” (Kipphut Smith et al. 2018: 10)



3. Solutions in other European Countries

Looking for precedence on OA analytics in other European countries we find two main forms of
such analytics: singular analyses as one-shot studies and continuous analytics. The first form
prevails, although it is not the preferred solution for SONAR.

3.1 One-Off Analytics

Many examples of OA analytics consist of one-off studies of OA rates of scientific publications and
the like, commissioned by funders or actors in the field of science politics. Such studies almost
always use the same data as basis for their analyses and almost always deliver results for one
specific point in time. As such, their purpose is always limited.

The common data basis for such reports are data provided by Clarivate Analytics (Web of
Science) or Elsevier (Scopus). The underlying data is, therefore, always limited to the publications
included in those services, which for example excludes a lot of OA publications outside of the big
publishing houses, e.g. scholar led OA journals (Ganz et al. 2019), or publications other than
journal articles. This data is also biased towards English-language publications. Noticeably,
nearly every study includes a chapter on the normalisation of the data purchased from those
companies. It seems that the quality of these data sets is never good enough for direct analysis.
As both of these providers are commercial companies, access to their data has to be paid for
every time a study is conducted. However, as of today no viable alternative has been put forward.?

Most often the studies answer — based on the incomplete and biased data — questions like these:

¢ Percentage of OA publications (of different forms and licences) of the total of scientific
publications in one country. (E.g. Jeangitard 2019; Melero et al. 2018; Mikki et al. 2018)

e Forms of participation of scientists and / or institutions based in the respective country on
such OA-publications. (E.g. Baquero et al. 2019; Olsbo 2017)

e Comparisons with other countries and / or institutions and / or fields (E.g. De Filippo &
Sanz-Casado 2018; Walters & Daley 2018).

e Comparisons within the respective countries (e.g. between universities, research
institutions, and universities of applied sciences). (E.g. Baquero et al. 2019)

¢ Compliance with OA policies. (E.g. Kipphut-Smith et al. 2018)

¢ Since APC have been established as business model, the cost of OA publishing have also
become a common question. (E.g. Sotudeh et al. 2019)

Some of those studies try to establish timelines, e.g. trends of the percentage of different forms of
OA over time. But, as every study acquires the data anew and normalise it anew, the numbers are
hardly comparable between those studies.?

2 WikiCite has been put forward as “an initiative to create a bibliographic database based on Wikidata.”
(http://wikicite.org, 14.11.2019) In the future this project — or others — could develop into better — and free — data-bases
for analytics of scientific publications. It would be suitable to monitor their progress. There is a clear need for a better,
non-commercial solution for publication data. (See Herb 2018 who discusses the project of “Open Access Statistics” for
Germany. The project failed due to legal requirements.)

% Data is always acquired for the specific purpose of one study, always with specific limitations. As such, it is not possible
to verify that the data at any one point in time is compiled following the same policies than at another point in time. This
adds to the problem of reproducibility of results form previous studies. (Laakso 2019)



3.2 Continuous Analytics

It is obvious, that singular studies of OA have limits, especially the data basis and the impossibility
to deliver consistent claims on trends. Three solutions have been proposed to overcome these
limitations by establishing systems for continuous analysis.

3.2.1 Using Current Research Information Systems

A number of European nations (mainly smaller ones like the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and The
Netherlands*) and a growing number of individual academic institutions have established Current
Research Information Systems (CRIS) or comparable structures. In some cases the use of such
systems is mandatory for researchers in the respective nations and / or institutions. Every
publication by any researcher based in such a country or institution should be recorded into the
respective CRIS, following pre-defined metadata schemes, either by the institution or the
researcher itself.5 In the ideal case, such systems than provide a timely and complete overview on
the scientific publications in the nation and / or institution.

Although this ideal case seems not to have been achieved anywhere (Azeroual & Schépfel 2019),
there are several proposals to use the data in those systems as a better data base for OA
analyses. (E.g. Olsbo 2017) If the metadata includes the licences of every publication and if every
publication is entered, this could be a more comprehensive database. Especially the question of
the percentage of different forms of OA on the whole number of scientific publications would be
easy to answer.

CRIS are usually run by academic or national research institutions itself, not commercial
organisations like publishing houses. This could be a huge advantage. Those systems could be
transparent concerning their data, the methods used and data structures. Researchers, research
funders and other stakeholders could influence the data-gathering, e.g. by establishing what
counts as publication or what counts as OA.®

Switzerland does not have a national CRIS, and at least as yet nearly no academic institution in
Switzerland runs a CRIS. (Ribeiro, de Castro, Mennielli 2016) If this situation changes, it would be
appropriate to explore the possibilities of CRIS for OA analysis.

3.2.2 Semi-automatic systems with input form universities and researchers (Denmark, France)

A growing number of European countries established or are in the process of establishing
systems for monitoring their research output and OA, including Denmark and France.

The system of the Danish Open Access Indicator (see https://www.oaindikator.dk/en) is based on
continuous input by universities and automatic data analysis: The indicator itself is calculated
every year since 2018, following an annual production cycle, by the Danish Agency for Science
and Higher Education (part of the Ministry of Higher Education and Science Denmark). While
different sources of data are used, the main source is data provided by university repositories
themselves. Those collect data on OA publications in their institution and submit these to the
agency. Additionally, they contribute knowledge to a list of other data sources and of authors with

4 https://www.eurocris.org/DRISListAll.php?order=cfTitle

5 In practice this could also mean that somebody does the data entry for the researcher, like a research assistant or a
clerk. Those would act on the instruction of the researcher but maybe do not know enough about a publication to
complete the whole set of desirable metadata.

6 For one possible analysis with such data from Finland — although the quality of this data is described as not perfect ,
either — see llva, Laitinien, Saarti (2016).



affiliation to Danish universities, which then are used by the agency to gather more data and
produce an annual report.’

The French Open Science Monitor (https://ministeresuprecherche.github.io/bso/) is produced by
a comparable system. (Schopfel & Probst 2019; Jeangirard 2019) Data is collected in a laborious
three-step method: (1) identification of French authors using a publication database, (2)
enrichment of this database, (3) detection of accessibility and OA status. The two main data-
bases for this monitor are unpaywall and HAL (https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr), a national OA
repository for France. For detecting “French authors” the input of universities seems necessary.
The HAL repository is filled by universities as well.

Regarding the process behind the Dutch OA monitor there does not appear to be a transparent
description, but it seems to follow a similar method. (https://www.openaccess.nl/en/in-the-
netherlands/monitor)

3.2.3 Open Access Monitor Deutschland (Germany)

Since 2017, the Forschungszentrum Jilich has been developing the Open Access Monitor
Deutschland (Germany), using different datasets, because of a lack of alternatives only some of
them open. (Mittermaier et al. 2018) This monitor aims to give a comprehensive overview of the
percentage of different forms of OA publications and their costs, calculated from the most recent
data available. This is possible for single institutions, states or countries, and for several years.
The analysis is only as good as the underlying data, therefore the results delivered have to be
perceived with due care.

Nevertheless, the OA monitor uses different forms of graphical design to deliver its results, gives
access to its database, and delivers results on the most frequently asked questions concerning
OA.

As far the database permits it, the monitor does also deliver data for Austria and Switzerland. It is
still under development and lacks a sustainable budget. (See Bauer et al. 2018, which describes
deliberations to basically use the monitor for Austria as well.)

7 Ministry of Higher Education and Science Denmark 2018, Danish Agency for Science and Higher Education n.d.,
2019a, 2019b.

8 Schopfel & Prost (2019) criticise existing OA and Open Science analytics as being “article centric”, as only journal
articles are being covered, while excluding all other academic publication types, such as reports, presentations, books,
book chapters, data, and software. This holds true for nearly every OA analytics attempt so far.
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3.3 OA Analytics as Research

While the aforementioned forms of OA-analytics are usually sponsored and requested by funding
agencies or actors in the field of politics of science, a number of analyses of OA is carried out by
researchers following their own projects and questions, e.g. in science studies or bibliometrics.
They usually use subsets of the same datasets by Clarivate Analytics (Web of Science) or
Elsevier (Scopus) or build their own sets. It always involves a lot of work normalising and
examining the actual data. While all of this research is limited to its respective data and research
questions, it shows the possibilities of more in-depth and precise analyses.

Some questions examined are:

e Compliance with different OA-policies (E.g. Melero et al. 2017)

e OA and grey literature (E.g. Shivaram & Biradar 2019)

¢ Differentinfluence of self-archiving vs. APCs (E.g. Sotudeh et al. 2019)

¢ The open access citation advantage (E.g. Copiello 2019)

e Percentage of citations in different social media for different disciplines (E.g. De Filippo &
Sanz-Casado 2018)

e Suitability models for the evaluation of science (e.g. Hecking & Leydesdorff 2019)

e Workflows of OA repositories and their effect on the actual publications and metadata (e.g.
Bernal 2013)

¢ Developments of scientific publications concerning OA (e.g. Matthias et al. 2019)

4. Survey of the Data in the SONAR Repository

SONAR as a repository aims to aggregate OA publications from Swiss academic institutions,
including relevant metadata. Given what has been shown up to this point, this seems not enough



data to do any OA analysis for relevant stakeholders. Both, the one-shot studies and the
continuous reporting, uses different and bigger datasets for a reason: Most of the research
questions frequently asked require a different data-basis than the one SONAR is collecting.

SONAR will deliver some data for some of the specific questions asked by researchers for
research on OA (not as authors of OA publications), e.g. on co-authorship in OA. SONAR should
explore ways the data in the repository can complement or replace existing data, especially from
commercial organisations. On its own, the data in the SONAR-repository will not be of much use
for OA analysis itself.

5. Alternatives for SONAR

5.1 Define Stakeholders and their Interests

All solutions and studies on OA analysis have to deal with unclear expectations. Stakeholders and
their interests on such analyses are seldom clear. Sometimes it seems that all that is needed is a
number (percentage of OA on scientific publications), sometimes much more is expected.

SONAR should define the expected stakeholders and their needs and interests, then do a cost-
analysis for delivering to meet these demands. Some off them are unrealistic, given the quality of
data. (E.g. there seems to be the wish to automatically gather insights into the costs of APCs,
while the only existing base on costs — OpenAPC — is dependent on data from those institutions
itself.) Some of them will be deliverable, if these stakeholders at least pick up the cost of the
analysis. SONAR could then provide “OA Analytics as a Service (OAaaS)’.

5.2 Build an Dedicated System

In theory SONAR could build a system from scratch, paralleling the German or the French OA-
monitor. Concerning the technical side, this would probably be possible using Open Source
Software. Data-wise the data collected by SONAR alone will not be sufficient — e.g. it would it not
be possible to give a percentage of OA-publications, because the basis — a figure of the total of
scientific publications —would be missing.

Such a system would — if one takes the experience from the OA monitor Germany or the French
system seriously — need funding to licence other data and personnel to clean, merge and
normalise data on a continuous basis.

5.3 Participate in the OA Monitor Germany

Another possibility would be an active participation in the aforementioned OA monitor Germany.
As has been stated, this monitor already provides analyses for all Swiss (and Austrian) institutions
for which data is available. The monitor still is under development and still needs sustainable
funding. This means SONAR could participate in the development of the monitor and help
establish a sustainable funding stream, while at the same time profiting from the work already
done.

SONAR could explore the usage of the data it will collect as a better or additional data-base for the
monitor.



It should be mentioned again, that the Austrian project Austrian Transition to Open Access
(AT20A) seems to move in this direction as well. (Bauer et al. 2018) The monitor could easily be
transformed into on OA-monitor DACH (Germany — Austria — Switzerland), paralleling the
collaboration of the other institutions from those three countries, e.g. the national libraries.

5.4 Establish a Periodical OA Analysis

If one assumes a continuous interest on OA analysis by one or more stakeholders (e.g. the SNF or
actors of science politics) it would also be suitable to establish a continuous reporting on OA from
SONAR. It would be possible to publish, e.g. every six months or annually, a report, conducted
with the same method and the best suitable data. This way chronological reporting could be
established.

This would require establishing a team of one or more staff to deliver the ongoing reporting. (The
Danish OA indicator could be a model.) This team should then perform more profound analysis as
well, using methods for science studies or bibliometrics, e.g. those listed in chapter 3.3. As such,
SONAR would establish a (small) centre for OA analytics. The cost for such a centre would have
to be covered by one or more stakeholders for which such analytics would be relevant. A cost
analysis would be required.

5.6 Launch an Initiative to Establish a CRIS at Swiss Universities

Building on the idea to establish OA analysis on data from a CRIS, a long-term solution could be
the establishment of a CRIS in all academic institutions in Switzerland. If senior management of
these institutions was committed, such systems could by established as part of SLSP
(https://slsp.ch/en). Sufficient funds for staff and infrastructure would have to be earmarked in
every institution, and policies for providing data to these systems would have to be introduced.

Based on such data, basic OA analysis would be possible with little extra cost. SONAR could
choose to introduce the concept of such a national network of CRIS through official or inofficial
ways (e.g. proposals to swissuniversities, contacts within participating institutions of SLPL).

5.5 Withdraw from OA Analysis

Given today's landscape of data owners, OA analysis costs money, while it is not clear if there is a
continuous interest in OA analysis on part of relevant (and financially potent) stakeholders. One
solution could be the withdrawal from such analysis — at least for the time being. As long as no-one
is willing to absorb the costs, it would be unsustainable to maintain services in this field.

However it seems that funders in Germany and Austria are already moving into the direction of
sustainable financing such endeavours. It would be reasonable to anticipate a move from Swiss
funders as well.

6. Recommendations for SONAR

In the current situation, we make the following recommendations to the SONAR working group:

¢ SONAR should participate in the OA monitor Germany, pushing it towards a OA monitor
DACH. The work done in Jilich suggests strongly, that — at least for the time being — OA



analysis will only be possible with the use of a range of databases (and not only data from
SONAR alone), will require an ongoing commitment of staff time, and will not be
completely automatable. At the same time it is to be expected that this monitor answers
most of the common questions in OA analytics. There is no reason to establish it anew.

e SONAR should explore the possibility of employing a team who — even if only part-time —
can provide continuous OA reporting. This will not be possible without using external
databases. This position should only be established if a sustainable form of funding ("Open
Access Reporting as a Service”), and a corresponding sustainable funding stream from
one or more long-term stakeholders have been established.

e [f this solution is not chosen, SONAR should — at least for now — withdraw from OA
analytics. It should in due course (five to ten years) return to this topic, and explore new
developments, notably the availability of data sources and the status of CRIS.

7. Literature

Adams, Jonathan, and Karen A. Gurney. ‘Bilateral and Multilateral Coauthorship and Citation
Impact: Patterns in UK and US International Collaboration’. Frontiers in Research Metrics and
Analytics 3 (2018). https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00012.

Azeroual, Otmane, and Joachim Schopfel. ‘Quality Issues of CRIS Data: An Exploratory
Investigation with Universities from Twelve Countries’. Publications 7, no. 1 (March 2019): 14.
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications7010014.

Baquero-Arribas, Mercedes, Luis Dorado, and Isabel Bernal. ‘Open Access Routes Dichotomy
and Opportunities: Consolidation, Analysis and Trends at the Spanish National Research Council’.
Publications 7, no. 3 (September 2019): 49. https://doi.org/10.3390/publications7030049.

Barré, Rémi. ‘Les Indicateurs Sont Morts, Vive Les Indicateurs! Towards a Political Economy of
S&T Indicators: A Critical Overview of the Past 35 Years’. Research Evaluation 28, no. 1 (1
January 2019): 2—6. https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvy029.

Bauer, Bruno, Christof Capellaro, Andreas Ferus, Georg Fessler, Renata Granat, Lothar Holbling,
Christian Kaier, et al. ‘Austrian Transition to Open Access (AT20A)’. Bibliothek Forschung Und
Praxis 42,n0.3 (2018): 463—475. https://doi.org/10.1515/bfp-2018-0062.

Bernal, Isabel. ‘Open Access and the Changing Landscape of Research Impact Indicators: New
Roles for Repositories’.  Publications 1, mno. 2 (September 2013): 56-77.
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications1020056.

Cassidy R. Sugimoto, and Vincent Lariviére. Measuring Research: What Everyone Needs to
Know. What Everyone Needs to Know. New York NY United States of America: Oxford
University Press, 2018.

——— Measuring Research: What Everyone Needs to Know. What Everyone Needs to Know.
New York NY United States of America: Oxford University Press, 2018.

Chen. Representing Scientific Knowledge. Springer International Publishing, 2017.
https://sfx.ethz.ch/sfx locater?url ver=739.88-2004&ctx ver=739.88-
2004 &ctx_enc=info:ofi/enc:UTF-

8&rfr id=info:sid/sfxit.com:opac_856&url ctx fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:ctx&sfx.ignore date t
hreshold=1&rft.object id=4340000000223266&sve_val fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:sch svc&.
Copiello, Sergio. ‘The Open Access Citation Premium May Depend on the Openness and

Inclusiveness of the Indexing Database, but the Relationship Is Controversial Because It Is



Ambiguous Where the Open Access Boundary Lies | SpringerLink’. Scientometrics 121, no. 2
(2019): 995-1018. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-019-03221-w.
Danish Agency for Science and Higher Education. ‘Open Access Indicator 2019. Part 1 Overview

of Data Foundation, Processes and Output Publications from Publication Year 2017.”, 2019.
https://www.oaindikator.dk/oa-docs/overview/Open_Access_Indicator 2017 Overview_en.pdf.

. ‘Open Access Indicator: Annual Production Cycle’, o.J. https://www.oaindikator.dk/oa-
docs/annual production_cycle en.pdf.

. ‘Open Access Indicator for 2019. Part 2 Technical Description of Data Foundation,
Processes and  Output  Publications from  Publication Year 2017°, 2019.
https://www.oaindikator.dk/oa-docs/technical/Open_Access Indicator 2017 Technical en.pdf.
Danowski, Patrick. ‘An Austrian Proposal for the Classification of Open Access Tuples (COAT) —
Distinguish Different Open Access Types beyond Colors’. Mitteilungen Der Vereinigung
Osterreichischer Bibliothekarinnen Und Bibliothekare 72, no. 1 (17 May 2019): 59-65.
https://doi.org/10.31263/voebm.v72i1.2276.

De Filippo, Daniela, and Elias Sanz-Casado. ‘Bibliometric and Altmetric Analysis of Three Social

Science Disciplines’.  Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics 3 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00034.
ElSabry, Elhassan. ‘Claims About Benefits of Open Access to Society (Beyond Academia)’. In

Expanding Perspectives on Open Science: Communities, Cultures and Diversity in Concepts and
Practices: Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Electronic Publishing, 34—43.
Amsterdam: I0S Press, 2017. 10.3233/978-1-61499-769-6-34.

Fessler, Georg. ‘Ausbau von Open Access an den Osterreichischen Universititen: Budgetirer
Mehrbedarf fiir die Jahre 2019-2021. Zusammenfassung des Abschlussberichts der HRSM
AT20A-Transition-Studie’. Mitteilungen der Vereinigung Osterreichischer Bibliothekarinnen
und Bibliothekare 72,no. 1 (17 May 2019): 35-49. https://doi.org/10.31263/voebm.v72i1.2275.
Gangz, Kathrin, Marcel Wrzesinski, and Markus Rauchecker. ‘Nachhaltige Qualititssicherung Und

Finanzierung von Non-APC, Scholar-Led Open-Access-Journale’. LIBREAS. Library Ideas, no.
37(2019).

Haak, Laurel L., Alice Meadows, and Josh Brown. ‘Using ORCID, DOI, and Other Open
Identifiers in Research Evaluation’. Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics 3 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00028.

Hayden, Markus C., Martin Weil}, Alice Pechriggl, and Daniel Wutti. ‘Insights Into University
Knowledge Transfer in the Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH) and Other Scientific Disciplines

— More Similarities Than Differences’. Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics 3 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00032.
Hecking, Tobias, and Loet Leydesdorff. ‘Can Topic Models Be Used in Research Evaluations?

Reproducibility, Validity, and Reliability When Compared with Semantic Maps’. Research
Evaluation 28, n0. 3 (1 July 2019): 263-72. https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvz015.
Henk F. Moed. Applied Evaluative Informetrics. Qualitative and Quantitative Analysis of

Scientific and Scholarly Communication. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2017.

Herb, Ulrich. ‘Lots of Data, Lots of Hurdles: Aggregating Usage Information from Distributed
Open Access Repositories’. Journal of Science Communication 17, no. 2 (17 April 2018): COS5.
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.17020305.




Hillenkotter, Kristine. ‘An Der Schwelle Zur Transformation: ,,alte” Und ,,neue* Lizenzmodelle
Im Uberblick’. Bibliothek Forschung Und Praxis 42, no. 1 (2018): 42-56.
https://doi.org/10.1515/bfp-2018-0008.

Holbling, Lothar. ‘Datenerhebung und Analyse des Publikationsoutputs von Forschenden an

osterreichischen Universititen und auBeruniversitdren Forschungseinrichtungen 2015 bis 2017 im
Rahmen von AT20A — Werkstattbericht zu einer bibliometrischen Studie’. Mitteilungen der
Vereinigung Osterreichischer Bibliothekarinnen und Bibliothekare 72, no. 1 (17 May 2019):
50-58. https://doi.org/10.31263/voebm.v72i1.2290.

Hook, Daniel W., Simon J. Porter, and Christian Herzog. ‘Dimensions: Building Context for

Search and Evaluation’. Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics 3 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00023.

Ilva, Jyrki, Markku Antero Laitinen, and Jarmo Saarti. ‘The Costs of Open and Closed Access:
Using the Finnish Research Output as an Example’. LIBER Quarterly 26, no. 1 (5 April 2016):
13-27. https://doi.org/10.18352/1q.10137.

Jahn, Najko, and Marco Tullney. ‘A Study of Institutional Spending on Open Access Publication
Fees in Germany’. PeerJ 4 (9 August 2016): €2323. https://doi.org/10.7717/peer].2323.

Jeangirard, Eric. ‘Monitoring Open Access at a National Level: French Case Study’. In ELPUB
2019 23rd Edition of the International Conference on Electronic Publishing. Marseille, France,

2019. https://doi.org/10.4000/proceedings.elpub.2019.20.
Kipphut-Smith, Shannon, Michael Boock, Kimberly Chapman, and Michaela Willi Hooper.

‘Measuring Open Access Policy Compliance: Results of a Survey’. Journal of Librarianship and
Scholarly Communication 6,no. 1 (2018). https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2247.

Laakso, Mikael. ‘Infrastructure for Data on Open Access: Openness, Sustainability,
Reproducibility’. 15 October 2019. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenod0.3490327.

Lariviere, Vincent, Cassidy R. Sugimoto, and Sophie Chisogne. Mesurer la science. Montréal: Les

Presses de I’Université de Montréal, 2018. https://pum.umontreal.ca/catalogue/mesurer-la-

science.

Lent, Heather, Gustave Hahn-Powell, Asher Haug-Baltzell, Sean Davey, Mihai Surdeanu, and Eric
Lyons. ‘Science Citation Knowledge Extractor’. Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics 3
(2018). https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00035.

Melero, Reme, David Melero-Fuentes, and Josep-Manuel Rodriguez-Gairin. ‘Monitoring

Compliance with Governmental and Institutional Open Access Policies across Spanish
Universities’. El Profesional de La Informacion 27, no. 4 (31 July 2018): 858-78.
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2018.jul.15.

Mikki, Susanne, Qyvind L. Gjesdal, and Tormod E. Stremme. ‘Grades of Openness: Open and
Closed Articles in Norway’. Publications 6, mno. 4 (December 2018): 46.
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications6040046.

Ministry of Higher Education and Science Denmark. ‘Denmark’s National Strategy for Open

Access’, 2018. https://ufm.dk/en/research-and-innovation/cooperation-between-research-and-
innovation/open-access/Publications/denmarks-national-strategy-for-open-access/national-

strategy-for-open-access-english.pdf.
Mittermaier, Bernhard, Irene Barbers, Dirk Ecker, Barbara Lindstrot, Heidi Schmiedicke, and
Philipp Pollack. ‘Der Open Access Monitor Deutschland’. 0-bib. Das offene Bibliotheksjournal /




Herausgeber VDB 5, no. 4 (10 December 2018): 84-100. https://doi.org/10.5282/0-
bib/2018H4S84-100.
Olsbo, Pekka. ‘Measurement of Open Access as an Infrastructural Challenge: The Case of

Finland’. In Expanding Perspectives on Open Science: Communities, Cultures and Diversity in
Concepts and Practices: Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Electronic
Publishing, edited by Leslie Chan and Fernando Loizides, 217-26. Amsterdam: 10S Press, 2017.
10.3233/978-1-61499-769-6-217.

Peters, Isabella, Peter Kraker, Elisabeth Lex, Christian Gumpenberger, and Juan Ignacio Gorraiz.

‘Zenodo in the Spotlight of Traditional and New Metrics’. Frontiers in Research Metrics and
Analytics 2 (2017). https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2017.00013.

Pieper, Dirk, and Christoph Broschinski. ‘OpenAPC: A Contribution to a Transparent and
Reproducible Monitoring of Fee-Based Open Access Publishing across Institutions and Nations’.
Insights 31, n0. 0 (10 October 2018): 39. https://doi.org/10.1629/uksg.439.

Piwowar, Heather, Jason Priem, Vincent Lariviére, Juan Pablo Alperin, Lisa Matthias, Bree
Norlander, Ashley Farley, Jevin West, and Stefanie Haustein. ‘The State of OA: A Large-Scale
Analysis of the Prevalence and Impact of Open Access Articles’. PeerJ 6 (13 February 2018):
e4375. https://doi.org/10.7717/peer].4375.

Rafols, Ismael. ‘S&T Indicators in the Wild: Contextualization and Participation for Responsible
Metrics’.  Research  Evaluation 28,  no. 1 (1 January  2019): 7-22.
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvy030.

Ribeiro, Ligia, Pablo de Castro, and Michele Mennielli. ‘EUNIS - EuroCris Joint Survey on CRIS
and IR’. FINAL REPORT, 2016, 23.

Rodighiero, Dario, Frédéric Kaplan, and Boris Beaude. ‘Mapping Affinities in Academic
Organizations’.  Frontiers in  Research  Metrics and  Analytics 3 (2018).
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2018.00004.

Schmidt, Birgit, Andrea Bertino, Daniel Beucke, Helene Brinken, Najko Jahn, Lisa Matthias,
Julika Mimkes, Katharina Miiller, Astrid Orth, and Margo Bargheer. ‘Open Science Support as a
Portfolio of Services and Projects: From Awareness to Engagement’. Publications 6, no. 2 (June
2018): 27. https://doi.org/10.3390/publications6020027.

Schopfel, Joachim, and Héléne Prost. ‘The Scope of Open Science Monitoring and Grey

Literature’. In 12th Conference on Grey Literature and Repositories, National Library of
Technology (NTK), 17 October 2019, Prague, Czech Republic. Prague, Czech Republic, 2019.
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02300020.

Shivaram, B. S., and B. S. Biradar. ‘Grey Literature Archiving Pattern in Open Access (OA)
Repositories with Special Emphasis on Indian OA Repositories’. The Electronic Library, 4
February 2019. https://doi.org/10.1108/EL.-05-2018-0100.

Sotudeh, Hajar, Hakimeh Arabzadeh, and Mahdieh Mirzabeigi. ‘How Do Self-Archiving and
Author-Pays Models Associate and Contribute to OA Citation Advantage within Hybrid Journals’.
The Journal of Academic Librarianship 45, mno. 4 (1 July 2019): 377-85.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acalib.2019.05.004.

Taubert, Niels, Anne Hobert, Nicolas Fraser, Najko Jahn, and Elham Iravani. ‘Open Access --
Towards a Non-Normative and Systematic Understanding’. ArXiv:1910.11568 [Cs], 25 October
2019. http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.11568.




Thelwall, Mike. ‘Large Publishing Consortia Produce Higher Citation Impact Research but Co-
Author Contributions Are Hard to Evaluate’. Quantitative Science Studies, 29 August 2019, 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1162/gss_a _00003.

Torres-Salinas, Daniel, Nicolds Robinson-Garcia, and Isidro F. Aguillo. ‘Bibliometric and
benchmark analysis of gold Open Access in Spain: big output and little impact’. E/ Profesional de
la Informacion 25, no. 1 (20 January 2016): 17-24. https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2016.ene.03.
Walters, David, and Christopher Daley. ‘Enhancing Institutional Publication Data Using Emergent
Open Science Services’. Publications 6, no. 2 (June 2018): 23.
https://doi.org/10.3390/publications6020023.




Published under CC-BY 4.0



