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ISSI ELECTIONS 2021: 
A REPORT ON THE 
PROCEDURES AND 
RESULTS

The ISSI renews its board partially in eve-
ry two years. After their 4-year-long man-
dates expired, Aparna Basu, Kevin Boyack 
and Vincent Larivière stepped down from 
the Board this year. In line with the Board’s 
decision, the appointment of the Secretary-
Treasurer has also ended this year. While 
the new Board members are elected for 4 
years, the new Secretary-Treasurer is elect-
ed for a 6-year period.

The election procedure that followed 
consisted of two parts: nomination and vot-
ing. All members in good standing (i.e. those 
who have paid their membership fees until 
the beginning of the nomination turn) had the right to take part in 
the Elections. Members having the right to vote (except for those 
board members who stayed on the Board) became eligible candidates 

BALÁZS 
SCHLEMMER

election assistant

http://www.issi-society.org/
http://www.issi-society.org/editorial.html


ISSI NEWSLETTER VOL. 17. NR. 2. 
© International Society for Scientometrics and Informetrics

N
EW

S 
&

 A
N

N
O

U
N

CE
M

EN
TS

16

as well automatically. Similarly to earlier 
elections (and considering the members’ 
global whereabouts, which range to 43 
countries at the moment), the Elections 
were carried out online. Anonymity was 
guaranteed throughout the procedures. 
All members in good standing had re-
ceived detailed instructions about the 
Elections in e-mail.

ROUND 1: NOMINATION

The Nomination Round took place between 
13 April and 03 May.

Roughly half (50.57%) of the members in 
good standing took part in the first round 
and they nominated 44 candidates for 
Secretary-Treasurer, together with no less 
than 117 (no typo: one hundred and seven-
teen) candidates for board members.

It occurred three times that nomina-
tion forms were sent repeatedly. No form 
arrived after the submission deadline. Ac-
cording to the Election rules, the inva-
lid nomination forms were ignored when 
counting the results.

After the closure of the nominating 
round the nominees were asked if they 
would accept the nominations. See Fig 1 for 
acceptances and rejections.

Following Aparna Basu’s suggestion, all 
candidates were also requested to send a 
short introduction about themselves. To 
inform members and to facilitate decision 
making, these professional self-introduc-
tions were published on the voting form.

ROUND 2: VOTING

The Voting took place between 18 and 
31  May. Once again, record high turn-
out was observed this time, too: 178 vot-
ing forms were received in the Election 
mailbox, out of which 1 form was invalid 
(it did not contain any data) and 26 forms 
turned out to be repeatedly submitted bal-
lots. Just like in the nomination round, 
repeated submissions were counted only 
once (in case of repeated ballots only the 
last ones were taken into account). After 
filtering out these invalid submissions the 
Elections were closed with 151 valid ballots, 
which translates to an impressive turnout 
level of 57.41% – a new record again (Fig 2)!

RESULTS

After summing up the votes, the following 
results are hereby announced officially:

ST

no answer
29.55% no answer

34.19%

acceptance
15.91%

acceptance
46.15%

rejection
19.66%

rejection
54.55%

Figure 1 Acceptances and rejections of nominations for Secretary-Treasurer (left) and Board member (right)
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SECRETARY-TREASURER

It was for the first time in the history of ISSI 
that the ST position was also subject to di-
rect election. (Previously to this, the ST was 
appointed by the Board.) Considering that 
the ISSI is registered in the Netherlands, 

and therefore the Society’s banking is also 
carried out in a Dutch bank, it could have 
caused a few technical issues to overcome 
if somebody from the other side of the 
world was elected for ST but apparently, 
the members placed their confidence in 
the work of the former Secretary-Treasur-

NOROOZI CHAKOLI, Abdolreza (IRN) – 3.97%

MONGEON, Philippe (CAN) – 13.25%

GOMES ROCHA, Fabio (BRA) – 1.32%

YANG, Siluo (CHN) – 8.61%
ZUCCALA, Alesia (DNK) – 12.58%

No vote for Secretary-Treasurer – 3.97%

ANDERSEN, Jens Peter (DNK) – 10.6%

GLÄNZEL, Wolfgang (BEL) – 45.7%

Figure 3a Results of the ISSI Elections in 2021 – Secretary-Treasurer
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Figure 2 Nomination and voting turnout rates in the last six elections
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Figure 3b Results of the ISSI Elections in 2021 – Board members

ABRAMO, Giovanni (ITA)
ADAMS, Jonathan (GBR)

AKOEV, Mark (RUS)
ANDERSEN, Jens Peter (DNK)

ARENCIBIA JORGE, Ricardo (MEX)
ASNAFI, Amir Reza (IRN)

BAAS, Jeroen (USA)
BASU, Aparna (IND)
BERTIN, Marc (FRA)

BOUABID, Hamid (MAR)
BOYACK, Kevin (USA)

BU, Yi (CHN)
CHAURASIA, Neeraj Kumar (IND)

CHINCHILLA-RODRÍGUEZ, Zaida (ESP)
CLAUSET, Aaron (USA)

DING, Jingda (CHN)
FATCHUR ROCHIM, Adian (IDN)

GLÄNZEL, Wolfgang (BEL)
GOMES ROCHA, Fabio (BRA)

GOUVEIA, Fabio (BRA)
HASAN, Nabi (IND)

HUANG, Ying (CHN)
KUMARAVEL, J P S (IND)

LARIVIÈRE, Vincent (CAN)
LARSEN, Birger (DNK)

LETA, Jacqueline (BRA)
LEWISON, Grant (GBR)

LI, Jiang (CHN)
LIU, Yuxian (CHN)

MILOJEVIC, Stasa (USA)
MOED, Henk (NLD)

MONGEON, Philippe (CAN)
MOUTON, Johann (ZAF)

NOROOZI CHAKOLI, Abdolreza (IRN)
ONYANCHA, Omwoyo Bosire (ZAF)

ÖZDAĞOĞLU, Güzin (TUR)
PAL, Jiban K. (IND)

PARLINA, Anne (IDN)
PLUME, Andrew (USA)
PÖLÖNEN, Janne (FIN)

ROUSSEAU, Ronald (BEL)
SCHARNHORST, Andrea (DEU)

SCHIEBEL, Edgar (AUT)
SCHNEIDER, Jodi (USA)

SHU, Fei (CAN)
SINGH, Vivek Kumar (IND)
SIVERTSEN, Gunnar (NOR)

WAGNER, Caroline (USA)
WANG, Peiling (USA)

YANG, Siluo (CHN)
YU, Houqiang (CHN)

ZAHEDI, Zohreh (NLD)
ZHOU, Ping (CHN)

ZUCCALA, Alesia (DNK)
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er and re-elected Wolfgang Glänzel (BEL/
DEU/HUN) to continue what he has been 
doing in the better part of the last two 
decades. See Fig 3a for the runners-up and 
their shares of the Election pie-chart.

BOARD MEMBERSHIP

The Secretary-Treasurer was not the only 
one who has become re-elected: it also 
happened to Vincent Larivière (CAN), who, 
just after he stepped down, ended up on 
top again, with 26 votes (6.21% of the votes 
in total). His top position in the voting is 
shared by Jacqueline Leta (BRA), who has 
also received 26 votes (6.21%), and they 
were closely (23 votes, 5.49%) followed by 
Ronald Rousseau (BEL).

See Fig 3b for the detailed results of all 
nominees who accepted their nominations 
for the voting round.

GEOGRAPHICAL AND 
INSTITUTIONAL QUOTAS

In addition to the direct election of the 
Secretary-Treasurer, the 2021 Elections had 
other novelties as well. Geographical (max-
imum 3 board members / continent) and 
institutional (maximum 1 board member / 
institute) quotas have been introduced in 
order to support geographical diversity and 
fair(er) representation of the 43 countries 
ISSI is currently having members from.

Institutional quotas had to be intro-
duced to avoid that representatives of one 

single institute is occupying the majority 
of membership seats, which may otherwise 
happen since the new institutional mem-
bership scheme was introduced. As a con-
sequence, the quotas (as well as the most 
up-to-date state of our member database) 
will certainly need some further refine-
ments in the future.

The outcome of the Nomination round 
had no decisive consequences for the out-
come of the Voting turn and results re-
mained below the thresholds, so that the 
quotas did finally not needed to be effec-
tively applied.

Maxing out its allotment, Europe will be 
represented by three Board members; Asia, 
North America and South America will all 
be represented by one Board member each. 
(The President and the Secretary-Treasurer 
are exempt from the quotas.)

THANKS!

Finally, on behalf of the Board of ISSI, the 
Election Assistant would like to say thanks 
to the Board members stepping down for 
the work they have done, as well as to all the 
nominees who accepted their nominations 
for the Elections; and of course, I would 
also like to say thanks to all the members 
who participated in the 2021 Elections and 
made it possible to break a new turnout re-
cord again.

See you in 2023 again, when most prob-
ably you will be supposed to elect three 
new Board members and a new president!
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ISSI PAPER OF THE YEAR 
AWARD 2021

VINCENT LARIVIÈRE
Chair, ISSI Paper of the Year Award 2021

The International Society for Scientomet-
rics and Informetrics (ISSI) Paper of the 
Year award was established by the 2016 ISSI 
Board of Directors to stimulate and recog-
nize high quality research in the field of 
scientometrics and informetrics. Previous 
awardees of the award are Jesper Schneider 
(2017) and This Bol, Mathijs de Vaan and 
Arnout van de Rijt (2019).

The 2021 Paper of the year committee 
was composed of Jesper Schneider, 2017 
ISSI paper of the year awardee and profes-
sor at Aarhus University (Denmark), Ludo 
Waltman, Editor in Chief of Quantitative 
Science Studies and professor at Leiden 
University, Lin Zhang, ISSI board member 
and professor at Wuhan University, Kai 
Li, assistant professor at Renmin Univer-
sity of China, and Vincent Larivière, ISSI 
board member and professor at the Uni-
versity of Montréal and Chair of the com-

mittee. The committee had to review the 
11 eligible submissions nominated by ISSI 
members. This was performed through 
what is still the gold standard in research 
evaluation: peer review. More specifically, 
three criteria were used to assess submis-
sions: their novelty, the strength of their 
methodological approach, and their con-
tribution to either theory, science policy 
or bibliometric methods.

After our evaluation, two papers stood 
above the others. The runner up paper, 
entitled “Mapping scholarly publications 
related to the Sustainable Development 
Goals: Do independent bibliometric ap-
proaches get the same results?” was au-
thored by Caroline Armitage, Marta Lorenz 
and Susanne Mikki from the University of 
Bergen Library, and published in Quanti-
tative Science Studies. It presents a sys-
tematic comparison of two approaches for 



ISSI NEWSLETTER VOL. 17. NR. 2. 
© International Society for Scientometrics and Informetrics

N
EW

S 
&

 A
N

N
O

U
N

CE
M

EN
TS

21

identifying scientific publications related 
to the United Nations Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals. The committee was highly 
impressed with the quality of the sciento-
metric analysis, the high policy relevance 
of the results and the clear discussions of 
the limitations of scientometric methods.

There was unanimous agreement in the 
committee on the winning paper. The 2021 
paper of the year is entitled “The unequal 

impact of parenthood in academia”, and 
was authored by Allison Morgan, Samuel 
F. Way, Michael J. D. Hoefer, Dan Larre-
more, Mirta Galesic and Aaron Clauset. 
Published in Science Advances, the paper 
tackles an important issue for the scien-
tific community: the research productivity 
gap. Over the last decades, dozens of pa-
pers have shown that women were, on av-

erage, less productive than their men col-
leagues—a situation that was made worse 
by the pandemic. To understand the causes 
of this research productivity gap, Dr. Mor-
gan and her colleagues created a dataset 
of more than 3,000 faculty across Canada 
and United States, along with information 
on parenthood and career age, as well as 
the 100,000 scholarly papers they contrib-
uted to. Their paper convincingly shows 

how parenthood explains most of the gap 
in research productivity, and provides em-
pirical data that can help shape policies 
that make science most hospitable to all. 
On behalf of the 2021 Paper of the year 
committee, would like to congratulate Dr. 
Allison Morgan and her colleagues for this 
important contribution to scientometrics 
and informetrics.
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CALL FOR PAPERS

BENEFITS AND CHALLENGES 
OF COLLABORATION IN 
RESEARCH
INVESTIGATING THE MANIFOLD 
ASPECTS OF MONO-, INTER- AND 
TRANSDISCIPLINARY COLLABORATION

VIRTUAL WORKSHOP ORGANISED BY
 The German Centre for Higher Education Research and Science Studies (DZHW)

 The Heinrich Heine University of Düsseldorf, Faculty of Arts and Humanities, 
Department of Communication and Media Studies, and

	The Stifterverband

04 NOVEMBER, 2021

 IMPORTANT TO KNOW

Location: Virtual workshop,
 hosted by the DZHW

Date: November 4th, 2021

Organisation: Malte Hückstädt 
 Melike Janßen 
 Axel Oberschelp 
 Zhao Qu 
 Carina Weinmann

Contact: Dr. Axel Oberschelp, 
collaboration-in-research@dzhw.eu

Increasing interorganizational, national 
and international, and inter- and transdis-
ciplinary collaboration is a megatrend in 
science (Wagner & Leydesdorff 2005; Boze-
man et al. 2013; Bozeman & Boardman 
2014; Hall et al. 2018). The number of pa-
pers published by teams in co-authorship 
is steadily increasing, with more than one-
third of all papers being published by inter-
national teams (Huang 2015; Nabout et al. 
2015; Wagner et al. 2015). Since scientific 
collaboration is considered vital to address 
complex challenges in research specifically 
and more generally for society as a whole, 
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it has become an essential part of knowl-
edge production, being associated with 
various advantages (e.g. synergies, pooling 
of resources and expertise). Working in di-
verse teams across disciplinary, organiza-
tional, or cultural boundaries is expected 
to increase the likelihood of discovery and 
innovation in science and high-impact re-
search (Wuchty et al. 2007; Uzzi et al. 2013). 
However, scientific collaboration is also 
facing manifold challenges (e.g. transac-
tion costs, trust, power struggles and reci-
procity among collaborating partners, or 
heterogeneity of disciplinary and epistemic 
cultures). Further, as institutions and indi-
viduals compete for resources and reputa-
tion, the question arises how collaboration 
is possible under conditions of prevailing 
competition in science (e.g. van den Besse-
laar et al. 2012).

To date, however, little research has exam-
ined the determinants of successful collabo-
ration – and its effects – in research. Accord-
ingly, central concerns requiring attention 
and desiderata include the following:

 ► How can collaboration be successfully 
organized in large teams and what are 
the boundary conditions for success-
ful research collaboration?

 ► Which collaboration problems arise 
and what are their causes?

 ► How can these problems be solved at 
different levels?

 ► Which effects do they have on the 
success and productivity of research 
collaboration and how do actors deal 
with these problems?

 ► Which specifications can research 
funding agencies apply to facilitate 
collaborative research and implement 
appropriate governance structures?

Studies that address the manifestations, 
conditions, challenges, and effects of sci-
entific collaboration are methodologically 
based on different levels and on different 
approaches. An important approach to 
detecting collaborative relationships and 
analysing the impact of collaboration via 
co-authorships is bibliometric analyses 

(Subramanyam 1983; Gänzel et al. 1999; 
Gänzel 2002). However, there exist inter-
nal dynamics of collaborative relationships 
and forms of collaboration that cannot be 
analysed on the basis of publications and 
citations (Shrum et al. 2001; Laudel 2002; 
Shrum et al. 2007; Bozeman et al. 2016; 
Bozeman & Youtie 2016; Dusdal & Powell 
2021). For this purpose, besides bibliomet-
rics different research approaches are of 
interest for contributions to the workshop, 
such as in-depth case studies, interviews, 
and surveys that embrace the perspec-
tives and experiences of scientific team 
members or the actors involved in the im-
plementation and management of collabo-
rative research projects.

The one-day workshop is dedicated to 
scientific collaboration as an interdisci-
plinary object of investigation. It aims at 
bringing together scholars that study the 
practices, outcomes, and effects of col-
laboration from different disciplinary and 
interdisciplinary perspectives and with dif-
ferent methodological approaches. With 
this in mind, we welcome theoretical and 
empirical submissions that focus on the 
above and related issues. We particularly 
welcome micro-level perspectives that fo-
cus on the internal dynamics within re-
search networks and mixed-methods ap-
proaches that link patterns of collaborative 
behaviour on both the meso and micro lev-
el (e.g. in terms of inter- / transdisciplinar-
ity or internationality) with these internal 
dynamics as well as submissions that cen-
tre on the interplay between science policy 
and science production in a macro level 
perspective. In addition to scientific find-
ings, concrete practical suggestions for im-
proving collaboration in research alliances 
are also of interest.

Workshop presentations should be ap-
proximately 20 minutes in length and will 
allow 10-15 minutes for discussion. Work-
ing language of the workshop is English. 
Please send your proposals to the following 
e-mail address by 31 July 2021:
collaboration-in-research@dzhw.eu
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Your submission should include:
a) an abstract of the paper that will be 

presented (up to 500 words excluding 
references);

b) a short biographical note (up to 100 
words).

Confirmation about acceptance will be sent 
out by August 15th, 2021 at the latest. It is 
intended to submit a Special Issue with pa-
pers from the workshop. Selected papers will 
be invited to participate in the Special Issue 
after the conference. We are looking forward 
to receiving your contribution and to wel-
coming you on November 4th, 2021 to our 
virtual workshop.

The workshop is organized by the project 
„Determinants and effects of cooperation in 
homogenous and heterogeneous research 
clusters“ (DEKiF), funded by the Federal Min-
istry of Education and Research (BMBF). Par-
ticipating researchers: Malte Hückstädt, Me-
like Janßen, Prof. Dr. Monika Jungbauer-Gans, 
Prof. Dr. Bernd Kleimann, Dr. Axel Oberschelp, 
Dr. Zhao Qu, Prof. Dr. Martin Reinhart, Prof. 
Dr. Gerhard Vowe, Dr. Carina Weinmann.
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CALL FOR PAPERS

THE 26th NORDIC 
WORKSHOP ON 
BIBLIOMETRICS AND 
RESEARCH POLICY
SDU ODENSE, ODENSE, DENMARK

3–5 NOVEMBER, 2021

The 26th Nordic Workshop on Biblio-
metrics and Research Policy will be held 
in Odense at SDU, Campusvej 55, 5230 
Odense M, on November 3-5, 2021.

The Nordic Workshop on Bibliomet-
rics and Research Policy has been an an-

nual event since its beginning in 1996. The 
event alternates between locations in Den-
mark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Swe-
den. The purpose of the Nordic Workshop 
on Bibliometrics and Research Policy is to 
link bibliometric research with research 
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policy, to present the newest bibliometric 
research in the Nordic countries, and to 
create better links between the bibliomet-
ric research groups and their PhD students.

The workshop is open to participants 
from any nation and will be held in English.

IMPORTANT DATES

 Deadline for submission of abstracts 
(posters and papers): August 16, 2021. The 
deadline will not be extended due to the 
deadline for hotel reservations at a reduced 
price. The authors will be notified of ac-
ceptance by 20 September, 2021.
 Deadline for booking Hotels with SDU 
discount: 26 September, 2021.
 Deadline for registration to NWB2021: 
18 October, 2021.
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MORE INFORMATION:

https://www.sdu.dk/en/bibliotek/
kurser+og+events/aktiviteter/nwb2021

Twitter: #NWB2021
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LUDO WALTMAN

  Dear Ludo you are an economist by 
training, and also a PhD (Erasmus Uni-
versity Rotterdam) in economics, how did 
you become a bibliometrician in Leiden?

 → When I was doing my PhD research, I 
was lucky to have a friend and colleague, 
Nees Jan van Eck, who was working on 
a PhD project in bibliometrics and with 
whom I started to work together. In this 
way I became increasingly fascinated 
by bibliometric research. By participat-
ing in a bibliometrics course organized 
by CWTS, Nees and I started to develop 

connections with CWTS, which even-
tually resulted in both of us joining the 
center and becoming professional bibli-
ometricians. Moving from economics to 
bibliometrics has been a decisive step in 
my scientific career, and I feel very for-
tunate that I have been given so many 
opportunities at CWTS not only to de-
velop new research ideas but also to de-
velop myself as a person.

  Two years ago you have been appoint-
ed to professor of quantitative science 
studies at a young age. In addition deputy 

INTRODUCING THE 
DEREK DE SOLLA PRICE 
AWARDEE OF 2021
INTERVIEW BY TON VAN RAAN

The awarding ceremony of the Derek de Solla Price Memorial Medal has 
become an essential part of the programme of ISSI conferences since 

the foundation of the Society in 1993. The Price Medal was conceived 
and launched by Tibor Braun, founder and Editor-in-Chief of the 
international journal Scientometrics, and is periodically awarded by 
the journal to scientists with outstanding contributions to the fields of 
quantitative studies of science. This year’s awardee is Ludo Waltman 

(professor of Quantitative Science Studies, deputy director at the Centre 
for Science and Technology Studies, Editor-in-Chief of the journal 

Quantitative Science Studies). Congratulations to the award-winner!
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director of CWTS. That comes with a lot 
of responsibility. How do you think about 
that, and how do you deal with it?

 → Indeed I feel that all of this brings quite 
a heavy responsibility. On the one hand, 
this is a responsibility for my research 
group at CWTS and for CWTS in gen-
eral, where I try to stimulate a culture 
in which we emphasize the importance 
of collegiality, collaboration, openness, 
and critical debate. While I see this as 
a significant responsibility, I am in the 
privileged position of working together 
with many highly talented colleagues 

with whom I can share 
this responsibility.

On the other hand, 
I feel that my responsi-
bilities extend beyond 
CWTS. Building on the 
research that I do, I believe 
I have a responsibility to 
contribute to improving 
the way scientometrics 
is used in practice, and 
more generally to trying 
to improve the way the 
research system is organ-
ized. I hope I manage to 
find a good balance be-
tween doing solid and 
innovative research in 
quantitative science stud-
ies and contributing to 
positive change in the re-
search system.

  From the beginning 
you played a crucial 
role in changing the ba-
sics of bibliometric in-
dicators. For instance, a 
new way of calculating 
the ‘crown indicator’ 
and new insights in the 
way it can be applied for 
research evaluation in 
smaller research fields, 

with the field of neurosurgery in Leiden 
as the awakening  process. What are the 
consequences of these new developments?

 → In the past decade, we have made im-
portant advances in thinking more 
systematically about the calculation 
of bibliometric indicators. While I am 
proud of my contribution to these tech-
nical developments, I believe the most 
important step that we have made is the 
development toward a more careful re-
flection on where and when the use of 
bibliometric indicators is appropriate 
or not. In my view, the Leiden Mani-
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festo and other related initiatives have 
shown that taking extreme positions 
(either pro or contra) in debates about 
the use of bibliometric indicators is not 
very helpful. There is a middle ground 
in which bibliometric indicators can be 
used productively and responsibly, and 
we are developing an increasingly so-
phisticated understanding of what this 
middle ground looks like.

  An important methodological issue 
is that correlation is not the same as a 
causal relation. Where in scientometrics 
does this play a role, and what are possible 
solutions?

 → Indeed correlation does not imply causa-
tion, and since most research in quantita-
tive science studies is of an observational 
nature, it is usually very difficult to dem-
onstrate that certain relations are of a 
causal nature. Most researchers are aware 
of this, but I am concerned about the way 
in which research is translated into policy. 
This is a process in which the limitations 
of scientific studies are often disregarded 
and in which questionable interpreta-
tions of scientific studies are sometimes 
used to give support to a particular pol-
icy perspective. This is happening quite 
regularly in science policy debates, for in-
stance in debates about open science and 
about diversity and inclusion in science.

An obvious solution is to carry out ex-
perimental rather than observational stud-
ies, but this is very challenging. A partial 
solution is the use of causal inference ap-
proaches in observational studies. Such ap-
proaches enable researchers to think more 
systematically about questions related to 
causality. My CWTS colleague Vincent 
Traag is doing very interesting work in this 
area. However, I believe we also need to 
rethink at a more fundamental level what 
types of evidence are needed to support 
science policy. Do we always need causal 
evidence to support policy making? And 
what does causality actually mean in the 

context of a specific science policy prob-
lem? My perspective is that the more quali-
tatively oriented research approaches used 
by some colleagues at CWTS are just as im-
portant to provide robust evidence for sci-
ence policy as the quantitative approaches 
that I typically use myself.

  You are a big proponent of openness of 
bibliographic metadata and even founded 
a new journal, Quantitative Science Stud-
ies, when the publisher of the journal 
you were editor-in-chief of did not want 
to support a more open way of working. 
What do you think of the latest develop-
ments related to openness of bibliograph-
ic metadata, also from the perspective of 
the increasing number of new databases 
with more and more but often uncon-
nected information?

 → Full openness of the metadata of schol-
arly outputs is, in my view, a crucial 
step toward more responsible ways of 
doing scientometrics. It is a prerequi-
site for making scientometric analyses 
more transparent, more pluralistic, and 
more reproducible. Most importantly, 
it will help create an equal playing field 
in which everyone in the research sys-
tem has access to the same data, so that 
we can have democratic debates about 
what the data does and does not tell 
us. Having such debates is impossible if 
some actors have access to much more 
data than others.

It is exciting to see the important de-
velopments toward full openness of bib-
liographic metadata that have taken place 
during the past few years. Clearly things are 
moving in the right direction, and I consid-
er this to be an irreversible trend. However, 
we need to be aware that openness comes 
in many forms, some of which are more at-
tractive than others. It is essential to think 
carefully about the way open infrastruc-
tures are organized and to make sure the 
interests of all relevant stakeholders are 
given appropriate consideration.
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  What is your opinion on the interdis-
ciplinarity of the field of scientometrics? 
Derek de Solla Price loved the ‘physical ap-
proach’ and also at CWTS this has been a 
traditional research line with topics such 
as fractal structures of co-citation clusters 
and models for the distribution of cita-
tions over publications and for the origin 
of power laws. How do you look at this?

 → The interdisciplinary nature of the field 
sometimes poses challenges, but I be-
lieve we should embrace it, be open to 
each other’s perspectives, and try to 
learn from each other. The ‘physical 
approach’ indeed goes back all the way 
to Derek de Solla Prica, and of course, 
Ton, you have also played an important 
role yourself in the development of this 
approach. Nowadays we see a resurrec-
tion of the ‘physical approach’ under 
the label ‘science of science’. Many sci-
entometricians are critical about this 
development, often for reasons that I 
understand very well and that I sym-
pathize with. However, I do not find it 
very helpful to just be critical. I believe it 
is more productive to see this develop-
ment as an opportunity to broaden and 
diversify our community and to engage 
with new types of ideas.

The same applies to other developments, 
such as the contributions made to sciento-
metrics by researchers that are sometimes 
referred to as ‘amateur bibliometricians’. 
Rather than just being critical about the 
contributions these researchers make, I 
believe we should recognize the important 
role these researchers can play in connect-
ing ideas developed in the scientometric 
community to the daily life of researchers 
active in all kinds of different research fields 
and different parts of the world.

  Your work with Nees Jan van Eck on 
mapping and visualization of science 
and particularly the development of the 
VOSviewer has attracted a lot of atten-
tion, is widely used, extremely highly 

cited and it plays a crucial role in scien-
tometrics nowadays. What are your plans 
with Nees to further develop visualiza-
tion of science?

 → I am really proud of the work Nees and 
I have done in the area of scientometric 
visualization, and especially of all the ef-
forts we have made to develop VOSview-
er, where in particular Nees has done a 
lot of work. The immediate next step 
will be the release of VOSviewer Online, 
a special version of VOSviewer that runs 
in a web browser and that can be embed-
ded in websites and online dashboards.

Scientometric information is often pre-
sented in a highly aggregated form in nu-
merical indicators, and almost by necessity 
one loses a lot of valuable information in 
such indicators. Scientometric visualiza-
tions offer a less reductionistic perspective 
on scientometric information, especially 
when a visualization is made available in an 
interactive way and users have the possibili-
ty to explore the data underlying the visuali-
zation. This enables users to critically reflect 
on what a visualization does and does not 
tell them. I refer to this approach to scien-
tometrics as contextualized scientometrics. 
In the future I hope we will increasingly be 
able to use VOSviewer to promote the idea 
of contextualized scientometrics.

  What is at the moment your favorite 
research topic?

 → At the moment I am especially inter-
ested in studying the way the scholarly 
communication system is organized, 
and in particular in studying the many 
ongoing developments in scientific pub-
lishing and peer review. I believe that 
new approaches to the dissemination 
and evaluation of research provide im-
portant opportunities for improving the 
research system. For instance, many re-
searchers seem frustrated by the prevail-
ing approaches to peer review, which are 
quite rigid and bureaucratic. By making 
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peer review more open and transparent, 
I think there are possibilities to turn 
peer review into a constructive dialogue 
between researchers that is intellectu-
ally inspiring for everyone involved. 
Researchers may then be intrinsically 
motivated to participate in peer review 
rather than perceiving peer review pri-
marily as an obstacle and a burden.

  Last question, but certainly not the 
least one. You are a passionate and suc-
cessful researcher. But there is more in 
life than scientometrics, you also have a 
family with young, growing children. It is 
absolutely no small task to combine work 
and family. How do you feel about this?

 → My girlfriend Eline and I have two chil-
dren, who are now 8 and 11 years old. As 
many of us know from personal experi-
ence, combining a professional career 
with young children can be challenging. 
I am in the fortunate situation that my 
responsibilities at CWTS enable me to 
work in a relatively flexible way. Never-
theless, I realize that I work quite a lot of 
hours and that I have been traveling quite 

a lot, causing me to be away from home 
relatively often. This has sometimes put 
pressure on the family, and especially on 
Eline, who was taking care of the chil-
dren on her own when I was traveling.

The pandemic has made me more aware 
of the importance of spending time at 
home with the family, and it has also taught 
me that there often is no necessity to travel. 
While it is great to meet colleagues and col-
laborators in person, there are many situa-
tions in which the added value of meeting 
each other in person is limited, and in these 
situations meetings can easily be organized 
virtually. During the past year, I have learned 
that virtual meetings have many advantag-
es. They are less harmful for the environ-
ment, they are more inclusive, since they 
allow people to participate that are unable 
to travel, and they put less pressure on peo-
ple’s personal lives. I believe we all need to 
think very carefully about the way in which 
we are going to organize future meetings 
and events. Going back to the situation be-
fore the pandemic is not an option for me. I 
will drastically reduce the amount of trave-
ling I do. I have already promised my family 
I will spend more time with them.


