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PART ONE

• Global and national trends
– Publishers
– Journals
– Articles
– National productivity
– Author differences by country



Journals Produced in Different Countries
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National Shares of Scholarship: 2002 Data
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National Shares of Scholarship: 1975 Data
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Winners & Losers of National Share 1975-2002
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Winners & Losers: Last Five Years
World Share of Articles by Top 20 Countries
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Nationality & Author Behaviour
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PART TWO

• Disciplinary differences
– Journal characteristics by area
– Relative sizes of disciplines
– Author behaviour per discipline

• Journals vs books
• Peer review & preprints
• Collaboration & productivity



One View of Disciplinary Differences…

Lord Rutherford

There’s physics… 
and then there’s 
stamp-collecting



Another View…

Those who think and get somewhere are 
mathematicians. Those who think and don’t 
get anywhere are philosophers. Those who 

don’t think and get somewhere are the 
natural scientists. 

Those who don’t think and don’t get 
anywhere are the humanists.

Contributor at a meeting of American Council of Learned Societies



US Scholarly/Scientific Journals 1995
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US Journals 1995 by Publisher Type
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Suggests Commercials concentrate on 
applied and engineering journals, Societies 
on pure disciplines, Educational on social 

science



Discipline Sizes: 2002 Data
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UK Faculty Per Capita Performance 1992
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When looking for specific information, researchers are not interested 
in the quality of the refereeing process



Researchers are not interested in the quality of the 
refereeing: interviewees comments

 AGREE • “Researchers are able to referee themselves”
 “Refereeing function is not important and has 

never had real influence or impact. It is useful 
in ministerial bureaucracies, but not in the 
scientific community.”

 - High Energy Physicists

 DISAGREE • “The quality of peer review is one 
of the biggest assets of a journal”

 - Clinical Medic
 “Wrong information is even worse 

than no information.”
 - Organic Chemist



0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree No Opinion Agree Strongly Agree

pe
rc

en
ta

ge

clinical medicine

organic chemistry

mechanical
engineering

high energy physics

Readers will preferably use preprint databases or other so 
called grey-literature for their own early warning



Use of Preprints for Early Warning: interviewees comments

AGREE

DISAGREE

• “Personal communication will be replaced by 
desk-top information tools”

– Organic Chemist 
• “Preprint is useful, peer-review has a substantial 

time lag”
– Clinical Medic

• “One cannot rely on non-refereed articles, even 
abstracts are quite useless”

– Neuroscientist
• “The need for early-warning is based on 

competition between individual scientists: it is 
relevant in a competitive enviornment but 
irrelevant scientifically”

• “Scientists use conferences for early-warning!”
– Organic Chemists



Collaboration by Authors

• Average for all fields: 3.9
• Variation by discipline

– Life sciences highest (4.4)
– Mathematics lowest (about 1.9)
– Special case: high energy physics

• Co-authorship in 100s but very small field

• Variation over time
– Has grown from an average of 1.8 to 3.9 

over last fifty years



Collaboration by Discipline
Co-authorship Variation
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Global vs Local

• Nations
– Local publishing to global

• Multinational to Anglo-American in 20th C
• To China in 21st?

• Disciplines
– Global: fundamental in English

• Physics, chemistry, life sciences
– Local: applied, social & humanities in English & 

local languages
• Medicine, politics, history, economics

– Different scholarly traditions and behaviours
• International Collaboration

– Growing and potentially could affect the model


