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To rank or not to rank…
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Source: University selection by students (IDP Research)

The Russian 5/100 program aims to have at 

least 5 Russian universities in the top 100 

universities ranked by QS by 2020

Do rankings matter?

85% of students find university ranking 

important in their selection of a university

33% of students find university ranking as 

the most important factor, followed by 

employer recognition 21%

Students & Parents

University Management

David Willets (former UK Universities &  Science 

minister): 

“We broadly accept the criteria used by the THE, 

which is why our policies are focused on the 

same areas.”
Policy Makers

http://head4success.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/The-Next-Step-College-Students.jpg
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According to the 2015 International Student Survey 
rankings are a key factor in the decision-making process 

for students 

Source: Hobsons, INTERNATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY 2015, Value and the Modern International Student

In total 45.2% say 

rankings are their key 

choice factor – before 

PRICE!
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Students primarily use a small number rankings systems

Source: Hobsons, INTERNATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY 2015, Value and the Modern International Student
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The Preferred ranking system varies by nationality 

Source: Hobsons, INTERNATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY 2015, Value and the Modern International Student

China – ARWU & QS 

India – THE & QS 

USA – USN & THE
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Scopus position
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• All rankings have their strengths and 

disadvantages

• “Basket of indicators”

• Metrics complement peer opinion

• Informed decisions are better decisions

• Metrics should complement, not replace human 

judgment 

• Well-selected metrics drive positive behaviours

• Metrics can help monitor and eliminate biases

Elsevier’s position on university rankings and metrics 

in general

The various ranking organisations 

use the data (and analytics) differently 

based on their methodology, and 

respective agreements
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Academic performance with 

league table

Academic performance without 

league table

Broad based league table

“Multidimensional” ranking

Employability based league table

Web presence league table

Retroactive

Environmental Focus

Innovation Focus

Global University Rankings are varied in approach

’03 ’04 ’05 ’06 ’07 ’08 ’09 ’10 ’11 ’12 ’13 ’14 ’15 ’16

1 ARWU/Shanghai

2 Webometrics

3 QS

4 4icu

5 NTU/HEEACT

6 Leiden

7 URAP

8 SCImago R R R R R R R

9 THE

10 Trendence/Emerging

11 RUR R R R

12 U-Multirank

13 UI GreenMetric E E E E E

14 CWUR

15 Youth Incorporated

16 nature INDEX

17 RankPro

18 US News

19 Reuters I I Source: Illuminate Consulting Group

R

E

I
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University rankings using Scopus data

Ranking Agency Type of Ranking Period

Times Higher Education • All world and regional 

rankings

2014-2019

QS • All world and regional 

rankings

2015-2025

US News & World Report • Arab Region Ranking 2014-2017

Shanghai Ranking Consultancy • Mainland China Ranking

• Top Cited Researchers

• Subject specific global 

ranking

2015-2020

Maclean’s • World University Ranking 2015-2017

Financial Times • MBA Ranking

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung • German Economists Ranking
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THE Overview
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Times Higher Education 

• Multiple rankings e.g. World University Rankings, BRICS & 

Emerging Economics, Young University Rankings

• Ranks 980 universities (previously 400 / 800+)

• Evaluation across universities’ core missions

• The performance indicators are grouped into five areas:

- Teaching (the learning environment)

- Research (volume, income and reputation)

- Citations (research influence)

- International outlook (staff, students and research)

- Industry income (knowledge transfer)
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THE and Elsevier

• Use Scopus:

- 2007-2009: Under QS partnership

- Since Oct. 2014: Directly from Elsevier

• Data provided: 

- Bibliometrics (not raw data): 

o citation score

o number of papers per faculty

o number of internationally co-authored papers

• Affiliations: curated SciVal institutions 

• Other support:

- Reputation data: Elsevier runs the reputation survey using Elsevier 

author list for THE

- Affiliation handling: Affiliation corrections, mergers, split, etc. handled 

with THE for the respective universities
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THE’s minimum requirements to be ranked

Institutions 
must 

submit 
data

1,000 
papers for 

the 5 
years 

window

At least 
150 

papers per 
year

Variable* 
threshold 

per 
subject 

area

Varied 
profile 

(education 
and 

research)

Varied 
subjects 

(*): 500 papers for large disciplines, 250 for smaller disciplines
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How is data collected?

• Self-submitted data (portal)

- A named representative from each institution submits and authorises its 
institutional data for use in the rankings via THE’s designated online 
portal

- In global terms, the most complete data available for all institutions has 
been found to be from 2 years ago

- Therefore all institutions reported 2014 data for 2016/17 ranking

• Reputation survey 

- An annual survey sent to researchers asking to nominate the top 15 
institutions for Teaching and the top 15 institutions for Research. 

• Reference data

- Reference datasets are incorporated to convert country-level data to a 
single comparable dataset for all institutions: 

o foreign exchange rates, World Bank Purchase Power Parity (“PPP”), 
currency strengths
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13 indicators are used
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An example of how weighting is changed 

for different rankings

Category Indicator WUR Top 100 under 50 

Reputation survey 15.00% 10.00%

Staff to s tudent ratio 4.50% 6.00%

Doctorate to bachelor ratio 2.50% 3.00%

Doctorates  awarded to academic s taff ratio 6.00% 8.00%

Insti tutional  Income 2.50% 3.00%

Total 30.00% 30.00%

Reputation survey 18.00% 12.00%

Research Income 6.00% 9.00%

Research productivi ty 6.00% 9.00%

Total 30.00% 30.00%

Citations 30.00% 30.00%

Total 30.00% 30.00%

International  to domestic s tudent ratio 2.50% 2.50%

International  to domestic s taff ratio 2.50% 2.50%

Research 2.50% 2.50%

Total 7.50% 7.50%

Industry Income 2.50% 2.50%

Total 2.50% 2.50%

TOTAL 100.00% 100.00%

Industry Income

Weighting

Teaching

Research

Citations

International  Outlook

* Top 100 universities under 50 years old
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Bibliometrics

• Field-Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI) score, per subject and 

overall.

• Total number of publications with international co-authorship

• Total number of publications overall, per institution (scaled and 

normalised)
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Main changes between 2015-16 and 2016-17 THE’s WUR
T

h
re

s
h

o
ld

 
o

f 
p

a
p

e
rs

 
p

e
r 

y
e

a
r

200 T
h

re
s
h

o
ld

 
o

f 
p

a
p

e
rs

 
p

e
r 

y
e

a
r

150

T
h
re

s
h
o
ld

 
p
e
r 

s
u
b
je

c
t

0 T
h
re

s
h
o
ld

 
p
e
r 

s
u
b
je

c
t

500/250

K
ilo

 
p

a
p

e
rs Excluded K
ilo

 
p

a
p

e
rs Re-introduced but with 

fractionalized counting

J
o

u
rn

a
ls

All

J
o

u
rn

a
ls

Suspended titles 
excluded

D
o
c
u
m

e
n
t 

ty
p
e
s

AR, RE and CP
D

o
c
u
m

e
n
t 

ty
p
e
s

AR, RE, CP, BK and 
CH

N
u
m

b
e

r 
o

f 
u

n
iv

e
rs

it
ie

s

801 N
u
m

b
e

r 
o

f 
u

n
iv

e
rs

it
ie

s

980

S
u

b
je

c
ts

6 S
u

b
je

c
t

8



|     21

QS
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A closer look at…

• Rankings: World University, World University Rankings by Subject, 

Asia, Arab Region, BRICs, EECA, Latin America, Top 50 Under 50

• Data provided: 

- Scopus raw data

- Sharing SciVal institution profiles

- (Re)classification of multidisciplinary articles

• Affiliations: Scopus profiles

• Support is provided at the level of Scopus data corrections incl. 

those related to affiliations
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QS Methodology

Four areas: 

• Research, 

• Teaching, 

• Employability 

• International outlook

Six indicators

Scopus data accounts for 

20%
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QS and Elsevier

• Switch to Scopus in 2007

- Better journal coverage

- Better non-English language coverage

- Transparency

• Scopus data used: 

- World rankings - Citations per faculty normalised by subject

- Regional rankings - Citations per paper (10%) and papers per 

faculty (10%)

- Subject rankings: Citations per paper / H index (weighted 

according to subject)

- Normalization
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QS methodologies adjusted for various rankings
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Other changes include: 

• Self-citation exclusion

• Papers with 10+ co-authoring affiliations omitted*

• Some publication types are excluded (e.g. letter, short survey)
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Main methodology change: Subject area normalization
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Scopus over view
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Scopus includes content from more than 5,000 

publishers and 105 different countries

21,568 peer-reviewed 

journals

361 trade journals

• Full metadata, abstracts 

and cited references (ref’s 

post-1995 only)

• Funding data from 

acknowledgements

• Citations back to 1970

Physical 

Sciences

7,443

Health 

Sciences

6,795

Social

Sciences

8,086

Life

Sciences

4,492

90K conference 

events

7.3M conference 

papers

Mainly Engineering 

and Computer 

Sciences

531 book series

30K Volumes /

1.2M items

119,882 stand-

alone books

974K items

Focus on Social 

Sciences and A&H

68M records from 22K serials, 100K conferences and 150K books

• Updated daily

• Records back to 1823

• “Articles in Press” from > 3,750 titles

• 40 different languages covered

• 3,715 active Gold Open Access journals indexed

BOOKSCONFERENCES

Source: November 2015 title list at https://www.elsevier.com/solutions/scopus/content * Available late 2016

JOURNALS

27M patents

From 5 major 

patent offices

- WIPO

- EPO

- USPTO

- JPO

- UK IPO

PATENTS*

https://www.elsevier.com/solutions/scopus/content
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All Scopus

64,142,195

Scopus 2011-2015

13,646,724

The THE WUR 2016-17 Scopus Citation dataset

Scopus 2011-2015, Articles, 

Reviews, Conference Papers, 

Books and Book Chapters

12,144,834

Scopus 2011-2015, Articles, 

Reviews, Conference Papers, 

Books and Book Chapters, 

suspended titles carved out

11,880,993

Scopus 2011-2015, Articles, 

Reviews, Conference Papers, 

Books and Book Chapters, 

suspended titles carved out, 

mapped to 8 THE WUR 

subjects

11,880,993
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THE WUR 2016-17 Scopus dataset

PERIOD

2011-2015

Engineering & 

Technology

3.5M

Clinical, Pre-clinical 

& Health 

3.8M

Physical Sciences

3.5M

Social Sciences

1.2M

Arts & Humanities

579K

Life Sciences

2.4M

Computer Science

1.5M

Business and 

Economics

400K

DOCUMENT TYPES

• Article

8.61M

• Article Review

685K

• Conference Proceeding

2.06M

• Books (series)

69K

• Book chapters

451K

Not included: 263,841 publications from 118 suspended titles
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WUR 2016-17 Scopus dataset – general statistics

11,880,993

publications

54,538,923

citations

~ 8,100,000

authors

54

languages

7,460

Institutions

249

Countries

19,180

citations for 
most cited paper

114,104

papers by 
Harvard

2,871,627

papers by the US

7,460

institutions

8
subjects

5

years

4

metrics

1,342,800

data points

Please be aware: 1 very successful paper 

can have quite a big positive impact now, but 

also negatively when it will no longer be 

included in the time frame  
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Analysis - Changes in Citation Score 2015 vs 2016
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Correl=0.964756094

Conclusion: changes made to the 

methodology have a limited effect, in general. 

There are however around 10 institutions who 

feel the consequences, mostly caused by 

suspended Scopus titles taken out by THE  
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Importance of International 

Collaboration
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FWCI vs. International Collaboration
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What we observe: For higher position on the 

Ranking, you need to get higher impact/citations, 

which will lead to higher FWCI. To get higher impact / 

FWCI you need more International Collaboration -

which increases quality and engagement with more 

international communities for citation potential  

The question is:

• With whom to best collaborate?

• How attractive is your institution for collaboration?  

FWCI is a generally accepted way to measure the impact of research
• It normalizes the number of citations per publication, per publication year, subject category and 

document type

• >1 is above world average  
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Scopus Affiliations
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Affiliations

Affiliation correction programme
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Scopus Metrics
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Basket of metric

Usage

Citations

Audience

Patents

Scholarly Activity

Academic Opinion

Social Activity

Media Activity

Outputs

Funding awards

Editor

Board 

Authors

Community Contributions Consumption
Scholarly 

Impact
Social Impact

Type of 

metrics

Geographical 

spread

Collaboration 

network

Sector 

distribution

h-, g-, m- indices

Scholarly Output

Research data 

output

Conference 

output
Citation counts

Usage counts

SNIP, SJR, IF

Audience

Scholarly 

Discussion

Peer review 

metrics

Prizes and 

awards

Social media 

mentions

Media mentions

Medical 

guidelines

Influence policies

Mendeley

Counts

Individual 

metrics

Funding sources

Patent metrics

Entities Articles
Custom 

document set

Journals, 

Conferences, 

Books

Portfolio

Author,

Editor,

Reviewer

Institution or 

group

Subject

area

CiteScore
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Researcher-level metrics
Find evidence of a researcher’s productivity, impact, 

mobility and network 
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How to track the impact of your publications?

2. The citations per year : the total number of citations 
received per year for an author’s published work
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The h-index: Hirsch index or Hirsch number

In other words: An author has an index of 

18 if he has published at least 18 papers; 

each of which has been cited at least 18 

times (Published by Jorge E. Hirsch in August 2005)
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Journal Metrics
Use journal-level metrics to identify the reputation 

of  journals and select the right journal to publish 

your research



CiteScore

On the Source page – click on the journal title



www.journalmetrics.com
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SNIP: Source-normalized impact per paper

Journal IPP Cit. Pot. SNIP (RIP/Cit. Pot.)

Inventiones Mathematicae 1.5 0.4 3.8

Molecular Cell 13.0 3.2 4.0

All 20K journals have a Source-normalized impact per 

paper (SNIP) measuring contextual citation impact by 

weighting citations per subject field

Impact per 

Publication (IPP) 

Citation potential 

in its subject field

+ + +

• Peer-reviewed papers only

• Three year citation window

• Field’s frequency and 

immediacy of citation

• Database coverage

• Journal’s scope and focus

• Measured relative to database 

median
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SJR: SCImago Journal Rank

All 20K journals have a SCImago Journal Rank (SJR) a prestige metric based on 

the idea that not all citations are equal

Life Sciences 

journal

High impact, lots of  citations

One citation = low value

Arts & Humanities 

journal

Low impact, few on citations

One citation = high value

SJR normalizes for differences in citation behaviour between subject fields

• SJR is a variant of the eigenvector centrality measure used in network theory and 

is inspired by the PageRank algorithm used in Google.

• Prestige transferred when a journal cites

• Citations are weighted depending on where they come from

• journal’s prestige is shared equally between its citations
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Compare sources
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Article-level metrics
Useful metrics to demonstrate the impact of specific 

research articles and which can be used to enhance 

grant applications and CVs
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More info

https://plu.mx/plum/a/?elsevier_id=2-s2.0-3843118427&theme=plum-scopus-theme
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Usage (e.g. views, downloads)

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/usage-metrics/

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/usage-metrics/
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Captures (e.g. favourites)

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/capture-metrics/

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/capture-metrics/
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Mentions (e.g. blogposts, Wikipedia) 

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/mention-metrics/

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/mention-metrics/
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Social media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter)

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/social-media-metrics/

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/social-media-metrics/
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Citations

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/citation-metrics/

http://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/citation-metrics/


• Informed decisions are better decisions

• Metrics as used for university rankings and individuals are useful to 

complement peer opinion

• Metrics should complement, not replace human judgment 

• Metrics can help monitor and eliminate biases

Re-cap on metrics



THANK YOU!
l.schoombee@elsevier.com


