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Abstract: The Web is not only the main scholarly communaratiool but also an important source of
additional information about the individual resdsns, their scientific and academic activities trar
formally and informally published results. The airhthis study is to investigate whether successful
scientists use their personal websites to dissdmit@ir work and career details and to know which
specific contents are provided on those sites,rderoto check if they could be used in research
evaluation. The presence of the highly cited redeas working at European institutions were
analysed, a group clearly biased towards senioe megdearchers working in large countries (United
Kingdom and Germany). Results show that about twddg of them have a personal website, specially
the scientists from Denmark, Israel and the UnK@éagdom. The most frequent disciplines in those
websites are economics, mathematics, computercageand space sciences, which probably reflect the
success of Open Access subject repositories likpERe Arxiv or CiteSeerX. Other pieces of
information analysed from the websites include peas and contact data, past experience and
description of expertise, current activities argisliof the author’s scientific papers. Indicatoesivied
from most of these items can be used for developimmprtfolio with evaluation purposes, but the
overall availability of them in the population aysgd is not representative enough by now for
achieving that objective. Reasons for that insigfit coverage and suggestions for improvement are
discussed.
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1. Introduction

The Web has become an outstanding tool for thecdin and dissemination of scholarly information
(Pitzek 2002; Chen et al. 2009). Indeed, profesandsresearchers are increasingly reliant on eleictr
resources (Herring 2002) and it is practically matody for them to maintain some sort of online
presence (Hyland 2011). However, the completenédhi® presence, defined as the necessary and
essential information for a specific academic tapidhe Internet, is unsatisfactory (Chen et ab9k).

The Web has also clearly changed the communicatystem of academics (Barjak 2006), and as
Lawrence (2001b) underlines, the ability to locagkevant research quickly enhances communication
and scientific progress. Moreover, the Web is ohehe popular sources for Open Access (OA)
publishing. According to Kousha (2009), the “knodde of characteristics shaping the OA citation
networks can give a better understanding about godential uses for open access scholarly reséarch
Open Access Initiatives (OAl), defending free asdesscientific production, are growing strongeneT
association of All European Academies has recatlycribed (ALLEA 2012) the optimal panorama
for Open Science in the 21st century for Eurogsiniy the requirements to be fulfilled to achieliis t
goal

Although OA academic information contributes toestific progress and many researchers are
making their work available (Swan 2007), measutimg online impact of web publishing is a highly
problematic task (Thelwall and Harries 2004). Néweless, there are several studies that have
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examined the value of different web sources forkaly impact assessment (Kousha and Thelwall
2007, 2008; Kousha, Thelwall and Rezaie 2010; Thkland Kousha 2008). The fact that scientific
impact is now related to online impact is commoabcepted by scientific journals, universities and
departments of all countries; but some doubts eatistut the relevance of web links for individual
scientists (Barjak, Li and Thelwall 2007). Moregv&the impact of scientists on the Web may be
influenced by the country in which they work”, atite “national size of a discipline might imply

greater impact in one country than in another” {#@arLi and Thelwall 2007).

For scientists, one of the ways to provide freeeasdo their scholarly publications is the personal
website. In fact, many scientists publish informatabout research online through personal websites
and research group websites (Barjak, Li and Thél2@D7; Dumont and Frindte 2005). Antelman
(2004) showed that most freely available articlesfaund on personal websites, not in repositasies
open access journals. It would be interesting dyae whether this trend has continued in receatsye
or if this have changed. Along these lines, Cheal.R009a) report that open access repositokieie
an important source of academic information, gdheshow a low proportion of citation. Barjak
(2006) stresses that personal websites are a ugkftibrm for publications already reviewed and
publicized, but he expresses doubts about theteffé@ess of this type of self-publishing, what tygfe
scientist it appeals to, and how the work postetherweb might be characterized.

2. The personal website as a reflection of the soiest’s activity

A personal website can have different social uBedric 2006) and the reasons behind creating it are
different: a need to socialize (Papacharissi 20@2ikhan et al. 1999), a desire to control or iaflae
others (Schmitt, Dayanim and Matthias 2008; Zinklearal. 1999), self-presentation (Doéring 2002;
Dumont and Frindte 2005; Papacharissi 2002a; Welidsmath, and Groner 2010), entertainment
(Papacharissi 2002b; Weibel, Wissmath, and Grom&OR or identity expression (Doring 2002;
Marcus, Machilek and Schiitz 2006; Schmitt, Dayaaird Matthias 2008). At any rate, they generally
reflect the identity of the author (Hyland 2011rlaand Archley-Landas 2003; Thoms and Thelwall
2005; Vazire and Gosling 2004). Flanagin and Met24@©03) advocate that personal websites be
evaluated in terms of perceived credibility, depagadn matters such as gender.

Besides these reasons, the scientist’ personaliteetsn be created to disseminate the different
activities that they carry out, such as teachiagearch, etc. Traditionally researchers dissendrtatsr
research results mainly through scientific jourreadsl conferences; now, however, there are additiona
ways of divulgation such as OA journals and thd-aedhive of a copy of publications in OA
repositories, personal websites, departmental wes)sdepartmental digital archives or disciplinary
archives (Bailey 2010). A self-archived copy ofithesearch may be made available, either in sl fi
form or in a previous version (post-print or préapr In this regard, some studies have showedttieat
more widely available a publication is, the moiesly it is to be linked or cited (Aguillo, Ortegach
Fernandez 2008; Antelman 2004; Kousha and Thel2@06; Kurtz 2004; Lawrence 2001a, 2001b;
Shin 2003; Swam 2007; Vaughan and Thelwall 2003)ereas other studies (Davis et al. 2008;
Frandsen 2009a, 2009b) do not find this correlatBwan (2010) provides a compilation of these
studies and other ones on the OA citation advastage

The present study is focused on scientists’ petsamdsites hosted on institutional domains
(university, faculty, department, laboratory, h¢apietc.). There are others channels in additon t
institutional personal websites for having a webspnce, like a non-institutional personal website;
however, it may be more difficult to find on the W/d-urthermore, the personal website's credibisity
perhaps stronger when it is presented within tegtutional realm to which it belongs. Other chdene
for having a web presence are: research group tesbgastitutional repositories, thematic reposgsr
(ArXiv, SAO/NASA Astrophysics Data System, RePEekholarly databases (Google Scholar,
Microsoft Academic Search, Mendeley, CiteULike)social websites (Facebook, LinkedIn), although
they mainly provide information related to schofgpublications. An institutional personal websise i
perhaps a more appropriate means for providingradsearcher’s information that often is diffictdt
find, such as contact details, experience and &gpefeducation, past mobility, former and current



positions, awards and honors), research interes¢arch project, the complete CV, learning material
or conference presentations.

So, a scientist’'s personal website can be the nwaplete channel for disseminating his/her work
and career as well as for increasing his/her \igibirhis leads us to think that one scientiste&sgonal
website, so long reflects the different activitiesdertaken by the researcher (teaching, research,
popularization, internationalization, etc.) might lnsed as a complementary information source to
evaluate that scientist. Thus, this study explomether successful scientists use their personal
websites to disseminate their work and career inébion and whether the contents provided on these
sites reflect properly the different activities enéhken by those scientists, with the belief thahat
happens, the personal website could be used as@ementary information source for evaluation.

Scientists could be evaluated, at least part of Hwtivities, on the basis of their personal widssi
for example, bibliometric methods could be usedetaluate the formal publications, webometric
methods for the impact of teaching supporting resssiand altmetric methods to evaluate the informal
activities and the social impact. However, the sssent would be meaningless if the contents are not
exhaustive enough. For this reason this preliminstydy focuses on the contents provided on
scientists’ personal websites and it not intenéddress how to evaluate them, that is reserved for
further paper.

3. Highly cited scientists

It is known that scientists do not use the Inteméhe same way and to the same extent (Barja36)20
so it would be interesting to investigate in dethié behaviour of different groups. Particularly
important for scholarly progress are those scientigith a relevant and internationally recognized
research career. For this reason, the present fbadged on highly cited researchers, particularly
those who work at European institutions. The pdputadefined here will be also used in future paper
focused on the modelization and conceptualizatioh mew individual-level indicators
(http://www.research-acumen.eu/).

The identification of this population is based d8IHighlyCited” database created by Institute for
Scientific Information (ISI)/Thomson Reuters. Th& tonsists of the most highly cited authors dyirin
the period 2000-2008 for each one of the 21 mageiglines of the ISI/Thomson Reuters citation
databases. The number of authors per disciplinemsximum of 250. This database has been analysed
in the past by other authors like Batty (2003) tascribed the distribution of these scientists by
country, place and institution and Basu (2006) tiesd this group to obtain an indicator of citation
excellence at country level.

4. Research questions
In the context of our research (academic instingjp the personal website's credibility is perhaps
stronger when it is presented within the institméibrealm to which it belongs. For this reason, the
present study looks only into websites hosted oa ithstitutional domain (university, faculty,
department, laboratory, hospital, etc.)
The specific questions to be addressed are asvfollo
- Which are the characteristics (gender, countryfiiifadion and discipline) of European Highly
cited (hereinafter EHC) researchers?
- Do these researchers have a personal website?
- What is the distribution by country and disciplioé those researchers who have personal
website?
- Do EHC researchers use the personal website tendisate their work and careers?
- Do those researchers include enough contents an pleesonal websites to use it as a
complementary source to evaluate them?
- Do those researchers who have no personal webaite,research group website?
- Which countries and disciplines do researchers reisearch group websites pertain to?



5. Methods

5.1 Selection of highly cited scientists and thewebsites

The first step was the selection of highly citede@chers who worked at European institutions. The
European countries were chosen from the official bsite of the European Union
(http://europa.eu/about-eu/countries/index_en.hfhlfe complete list of 45 European countries was
chosen from the official website of the European ioddn (http://europa.eu/about-
eu/countries/index_en.h)mthe 27 member states of the European Union,nBlidate countries and
another 13 European countries. We listed the higiyd researchers working in these countries,dase
on the ISIHighlyCited.com database created by $i&fThomson Reuters. This database contained the
250 most highly cited researchers in each of tHevitng 21 disciplines grouped into 5 broader areas
engineering (computer science, engineering, gensese materials science), hard sciences (chemistry,
mathematics, physics, space sciences), healthcesigolinical medicine, immunology, microbiology,
neuroscience, pharmacology), life sciences (aduall sciences, biology & biochemistry,
ecology/environment, molecular biology & genetipdant & animal science) and social sciences
(economics/business, psychology/psychiatry, gersexahl science).

Only 22 of the 45 European countries were represeat least by one highly cited researcher. The
last available edition of this database coveredhallarticles indexed during the period 1981-20a8.
each researcher the following information, if ashie, were collected: researcher's name, main
discipline, country of affiliation, country of birf citizenship, year of birth, gender, and URL wfter
personal website.

Before the data collection was finished (Septenii¥rl), the ISIHighlyCited.com database was
replaced by a new online directoiittp://researchanalytics.thomsonreuters.com/higtegly. The new
directory only listed the researcher’'s name, atiitin and discipline, failing to provide the adalital
information. As both tools - database and onlimeaory - were therefore incomplete and outdated, w
adopted the following search strategies to fill gaps: 1) the Web of Knowledge (WoK) database was
used to find the full name of some researcher&d)gle was used to locate the institution to which
they belonged as well as their personal websites,3 researchers’ personal websites were consulted
to obtain personal information such as their kildke and country.

5.2 Classification of web contents
Having identified the highly cited researchers’ qmeral websites, we proceeded to classify the web
contents as indicated in Figure 1, after the ddiniof Fernandez et al. (2009):

* An institutional websitevas understood to be a website hosted on a welidarhan academic
institution (university, faculty, department, intgte, laboratory, research group). We recognized
two different types:

- Personal websitea website created by or for a researcher regesdié content. It typically
includes biographical information, a Curriculum agt (CV), a list of publications, talks,
and/or class materials.

- Research group websitea website hosted on the web domain of an acadiestitution and
focused on a research group or laboratory.

* A non-institutional websitevas understood to be a site hosted on non-irsti@tweb domains:

a blog, a page in a community of experts, or agreaissite with a particular domain.

We limited the scope of study to institutional wigdxs alone and furthermore focused on highly cited
researchers’ personal websites. However, when watdribat some scientists used only research group
websites, we decided to analyze these sites as k@llthis reason we followed the specific research
questions: ‘Do those researchers who have no parseebsite, have research group website?’ and
‘Which countries and disciplines do researchers wasearch group websites pertain to?’ In thisystud
the term “web presence” is considered in termsaefrty or not having personal website.

If the scientist had a personal website, the casterre classified according to Figure 1:

* None added value information: basic personal in&tiom.
» Added value information: the full text of the resgeer’s publications is available.



» Extra added value information: the inclusion ofriteother than papers, such as additional
teaching material or conference presentationseotsiin several languages (local language and
English), plus links to other sources and personabcial networks.

These contents were chosen because these coulthOelate characteristics for the assessment of
the scientist; for this reason, we checked if gnsup (EHC researchers) provided them.

Data collection and analysis was completed in Fealyra012.

One relevant shortcoming of our analysis can béated to the structural properties of the source
used, on occasions not complete or fully updated.gxample, we found deceased researchers (even
several years ago), and others that had movedatb@mninstitution or even another different cour(ay
few outside Europe). However, most of these problemre solved excluding the involved authors.

A second shortcoming is the disciplinary-biasedecage of database used. Of the 21 disciplines
identified, 18 came under the area of Science auhiiology, while only three disciplines belonged to
the social sciences. Humanities were not includeallaA third shortcoming is the language-biased
coverage of database toward English speaking dean&specially toward the United States.

Without ~ Personal
— PWS Institutlonall_
Type of [ Non-personal (research group’s or laboratory’s site)
- site Non- institutional (blogs, etc.)
Highly cited ~ Contact info Researcher’s description / professional profile

-— Education
.- Biographic info

researchers’

PWS Positions
Awards and Honors

i~ Research interest / Areas interest

Non added ' Current
With [= value ~Research projects

PWS

Completed

No
~ Update date {v r1s updated (last 6 months)
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Recent publications

All publications f’“"rd‘"l‘
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— List of references [
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- Added value — Full texts (articles, proceedings...)

~ List of materials
~ Items other than papers

_{- Full text of materials
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Personal L Other members’ personal page
networks | Peers’ personal page
“ Links ~ Youtube
~ Linkedin
Soclal | Facebook
networks
~ Delicious
~ Others

Figure 1: Scheme used to classify and analyse the EHC rémzarpersonal websites

6. Results

Based on ISI/Thomson Reuters data of year 2011oeated 1,498 highly cited researchers working at
European institutions, distributed in 22 differentintries. These researchers represented 22.48tabf t
of the highly cited researchers identified by I®ldmson Reuters.

6.1 European highly cited researchers’ characteristics
As shown in Figure 2, the distribution of EHC rasbars was skewed, with a few countries (United
Kingdom, Germany, France, Switzerland and Nethddamccounting for most of these researchers.
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Almost half these scientists were in United Kingdand Germany, especially in the first one. This can
be due to role played by the language in the hitgdtien levels of authors with bias toward English
speaking countries. In “Others” were included tbartries with less than 10 highly cited researchers
Ireland (9), Hungary (7), Russia (7), Greece (5)aRd (2), Romania (2), Cyprus (1) and Portugal (1)

We compared these data with Batty and Basu’ stu@atty 2003a, 2003b; Basu 2006), based on
data from December 2002 and April 2004 respectjvalyd we found that the number of EHC
researchers had increased proportionally and thereéhese researchers were distributed in the same
countries. As an exception, Poland and Portugal ifdncreased the number of their highly cited
scientists.

The findings regarding gender were noteworthy: 8,d4Pthis population (95%) were males, while
just 73 (5%) were females. However, this pattechrddt hold true in all the countries as for example
the percentage of women was 14% in Sweden and &2%ly. This low presence of women among
the highly cited scientists was not surprisingcsiprevious studies had shown that female resaarche
tended to be less cited than men (Aksnes et alllZ0Kretschmer, Pudovkin and Stegmann 2012;
Pudovkin, Kretschmer and Stegmann 2012) and tlehigher the academic position, the lower the
presence of women (Bordons et al. 2003; Mauleén Boidlons 2006; Prpic 2002; Torres-Salinas,
Mufioz-Mufioz, Jiménez-Contreras 2011). Howeverudysby Sanchez Pefias and Willett (2006) of
five LIS departments showed that although men phbll significantly more than women, no
significant differences existed in the number tditibns.

Finland, 21
Spain, 25 Austria, 18
Norway, 14
Others, 34
r

Denmark, 30

Belgium, 38

United
Kingdom,
478

Israel, 49___
Sweden, 65

ITaI',.',SB_//

Metherlands,
103

Switzerland,
115 France, 164

Germany, 260

Figure 2: Distribution by country of 1,498 EHC researchers

A substantial proportion of EHC researchers (11&jenassigned to only one discipline, 77 to two
disciplines, 8 to three, and one researcher to fbsciplines. Table 1 shows the distribution by
discipline and country of these researchers. Diseip are grouped under five larger areas: life
sciences, health sciences, hard sciences, engigemard social sciences. The largest group (9%)iwith
Europe’s highly cited researchers was that of phaoiogists, followed by botany & zoology (6.8%),
physics (6.6%) and microbiology (6.3%). The veny loumber of highly cited researchers in the social
sciences (economics/business, psychology/psychiatdygeneral social sciences) reflects the bias in
the coverage of the database used.

Concerning gender, male researchers were concahtnzdinly in the health sciences (29%) and life
sciences (26%), with a lesser presence in hardhaEse(23%) and engineering (17%), and scarcely
found in social sciences (3%). Female researches also mainly concentrated in life sciences (37%)
and health sciences (37%), having a limited presemtard sciences (15%) and social sciences (8%)
and scarcely present in engineering (3%). These datelated with those of other studies (Aksnes et
al. 2011b; Bordons et al. 2003; Mauleén and Bord20B6; Pudovkin, Kretschmer, Stegmann 2012),
reporting that women were particularly concentratethe medical sciences, and hardly appeared in
engineering, for example.

The scientists’ age was an item collected for ju&l (51%) researchers of the population analysed,
for reasons explained in the Methods section. Wiadahat 4% of these researchers were between 40
and 49 years in age; 25% between 50 and 59; 42¥ebrat60 and 69; and 29% over 70 years old. So,
almost three quarters of the EHC researchers were GD. This might suggest that most of them are
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people who have an established research careeredowmwo studies about Norwegian researchers
(Aksnes et al. 2011a, 2011b) found that the overc@ort were significantly less cited than their
younger colleagues.

Table 1 Distribution by discipline and country of EHC easchers.

[
(@]
. S
Y— -~ o]
Discipline 22 & _. & S - -
P EE L ELFS 8 EE_ zegufaczEsd
S22 ES £ £2>885:88£8:828¢8<s¢c g€
295 0 % 2 230885 322LZ2RoEeeds
ég{'cu't“ra' 89 19 1214 2 7 3 112 2 2 2 1 1 6 3 1 1
Biology& o9 17 147 3 2 3 6 4 1 1 1
Biochemistry
Ecology/ g5 28 9 3 8 9 2 6 4 3 26 1 4 1
Environ.
Molecular
Biology & 77 18 2210 8 8 1 3 1 4 2
Genetics
Plant &
Animal Sci. 109 41 30 8 8 6 1 3 3 3 5 1
Total 420 12387 42 2932 8 2512108 8 9 1 107 1 3 2 1 1 1 0O
Clinical 56 20 2 2 2 7 6 2 11 1 2 1
Medicine
Immunology 83 17 7 14 14 6 11 2 2 5 1 2 1 1
Neuroscienc 92 41 12 8 4 4 2 10 31 1 2 2 2
Pharmacologyl43 54 2314 5 6 119 2 8 2 1 2 4 1 1
Microbiology 100 26 25 9 8 14 1 2 101 2 1 1
Total 474 167 69 47 33 37 3125 4 247 6 6 8 4 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 1
Mathematics 89 27 9 21 4 3 3 2 8 1 4 4 1 2
Physics 106 22 28 8 19 1 10 2 4 2 2 2 4 1 1
Chemistry 77 22 27 4 8 6 4 2 1 1 1 1
SpaceSci. 84 32 152 6 9 131 3 1 1 1
Total 356 103793 3719307 16 2 6 8 2 6 0 0O 3 2 1 0 O O O
Materials Sci. 66 19 18 8 6 2 2 3 2 1 1 2 1 1
ComputerSci.71 10 5 9 3 108 3 151 1 2 1 1 1 1
Engineering 47 11 11 4 7 1 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 1
Geosciences 78 27 1224 3 3 1 1 4 1 1
Total 262 67 4645 191512 8 195 7 2 4 4 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 O
Social Sci. 20 12 5 1 4 1
General
Economics/ 31 14 6 2 2 11 1 2 2
Business
Psychology /' 57 54 4 3 11 1
Psychiatry
Total 82 550 1 6 5 2 3 5 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 O 1 0 O 0O O O

1594 510282 17512310584 70 53 43 3026 221915 9 8 7 6 2 2 2 1



6.2 European highly cited researchers with personal wehte

Results showed that 1,030 (69%) of the 1,498 Ersearchers had at least one website, while 468
(31%) had none. Specifically, 925 researchers haersonal website, 117 had research group website,
and 43 had both.

Figure 3 shows the percentage of highly cited mebeas who had personal website in each
European country. Countries are identified in tigere by their cTLD code and sorted by the number
of highly cited researchers, thereby decreasingutBhbe noted that in calculating these data was
considered that 61 of EHC researches were in famtased (58 men and 3 women). We assumed that
deceased researchers did not have personal websitiesse were not updated, so, they were not take
into account, decreasing to 1,437 EHC researclhersatimber of those analyzed in this part of the
study.

Figure 3 reflects that United Kingdom and Germamyemhe countries with the highest number of
researchers that had personal website, represeaatgather the 54%. This was expected, since asshow
figure 1, these countries accounting for almost b&alEHC scientists. However, we compared the
number of highly cited researchers within a courmtng those who had personal website in the same
country and we noted that Denmark, Israel and thitked Kingdom had the best results: in Denmark
worked 28 highly cited researchers, of which 89% &aersonal website; in Israel were are located 45
researchers, the 84% had web presence and in WKittgdom for 479 researchers there are 346 (75%)
personal websites. Barjak (2006) reached a sirodaclusion, stating that in Denmark the Web is more
important than in other countries for the dissertnomaof scientific information.

We also noted that in spite of the presence of woareong EHC researchers was very low, the
gender gap was smaller concerning web presencéo @Smen and 49% of women had personal

50%

websites.
0% [
20%
0% |

0%

100% =

30%
80%
70%
60%

UK|DE|FH CH|ML|IT|SE|IL |BE DK ES| FI |AT MO IE|HU RU|GR|PL|RO|CY|PT
OWithout personalwebsite |117/ 91 |94 (42 (4235 29 7 10 3 12/5 & | 3 |4 |23 |2|1|1|0/|1
B With personalwebsite (346|158 |63 |66 | 60 | 47 |35 38|25 /25 |12 |14 10105 (4 [ 2| 2|1 |1 1|0

Figure 3: EHC researchers with and without personal welsieach country

In the same way, when we compare the number o&resers within a discipline and those who had
personal website in that discipline, results higilimainly economics scientists (94% of them had a
personal website). Mathematics, computer sciendespace sciences researchers also belong to the
same group: 89%, 82% and 81% respectively had parseebsites. Agricultural sciences researchers
were the group with the fewest (30%) personal websiThese results support the Barjak’s cited paper
who stated that “economists and computer scientists more reliant than scientists from other
disciplines on the WWW for obtaining and dissemmtinformation” and that “economists use all
types of electronic sources and computer scierdispend predominantly on personal web sites when
searching for information” (Barjak 2006, p. 1362).

Figure 4 shows the disciplines of EHC researchdits avpersonal website, grouped by country (the
eight countries having more researchers with palsaebsites). The most significant result was the
lack of web presence of the social sciences wishaet to the other disciplines. It does not mean th
researchers in these disciplines did not have paftswebsites, but rather that they were hardly
represented at all in the database used. Out of6fhsocial science researchers having personal
websites, 29 were economists, 23 were psycholdgsstshiatrists and 13 worked in the general social
sciences. Despite the small sample size, thesdtyesame to support those of Antelman (2006),
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Bergstrom and Lavaty (2007) and Batty (2009), wkaneined self-archive practices in economics and
other social science disciplines.

Distribution by gender showed that male researchélspersonal website worked primarily in hard
sciences (27%) and less in health sciences (258)sdiences (22%), engineering (20%) and social
sciences (6%); while women worked primarily in tlegsearch areas of life sciences (40%) and less in
health sciences (23%), hard sciences (20%) anadlssgences (14%). Only one woman appeared in
engineering. These differences were statisticafipicant for both men and women (p<0.0005 and
p<0.05 respectively, Chi-Squared Test).

110

United Germany France Switzerland Netherlands Italy Sweden Israel

Kingdom
M Life sciences M Health sciences Hard sciences B Engineering O Social sciences

Figure 4: Distribution by country and discipline of EHC resg@erswho had a personal website,
grouped by country

A correspondence analysis (figure 5) revealed aesterg differences by country as well. In United
Kingdom, health science researchers had the highelstpresence; yet in Germany, Switzerland and
Italy, personal websites were more predominanhénitard sciences; in France and Israel engineering
prevailed, albeit slightly. As we are talking ofitelresearchers probably these clusters are in fact
showing specialised centres of excellence, notrgépatterns.

o C Country
Germany (Discipline

Life sciences
0 fa

]

EngineeringC

Dimension 2

France
=]

Social sciences
o]

Dimension 1

Figure 5: Relationship between country and discipline of EtdS§earchers who had personal websites

6.3 Contents provided on European highly cited scientts’ personal website

Figure 6 shows the distribution of contents progliden personal websites related to personal
information, experience and expertise. A total @62 personal websites were identified as pertginin
to 925 different researchers (890 males and 35lé&naContact information (supplied in 92% of the
sites) and research interests (61%) were the noosinonly provided data, being the research projects
the least commonly provided information.



Oldentified DOAbsent

T
Researcher's Contactinfo Researcher's Education Positions Awards / Research Current Completed
picture description / Honors interest research research
persenal project project
data

Figure 6: Distribution by type of content of EHC researchgysersonal websites, related to personal
information, experience and expertise.

We also analysed whether researchers provided ain plersonal websites their CVs and lists of
scholarly publications. We defined full CV preseraentries featuring a full list of publications i
addition to biographical information, which meahtt only 51 (5%) sites provided it. Regarding
format, 44 (86%) full CV was in PDF, six (12%) wereHTML and one (2%) was available in both
PDF and HTML formats. The short CV, only includibgpgraphical information, was included in 133
(13%) of EHC researchers” personal websites; atidesk, 77 (58%) were in HTML, 48 (36%) in PDF
and eight (6%) were in both HTML and PDF. Thussé¢h&as a certain trend of presenting complete
CVs in PDF and short CVs in HTML, and it was quiteusual to find the two types of CV on the same
personal website.

Concerning scholarly publications, we checked wiethe scientists had included on their personal
websites a separate list of their recent publicatithe full list of all their publications, or gr link to
an external database or repository. Only 336 (3@)sites had a list of recent or key publications;
however, almost half the sites (40%) included tadfsall publications, the list usually being in ML
format. It is interesting to know if the list of plications is given in HTML of PDF because whersthi
is in PDF, it hardly ever provides links to fullkteof those publications. On the other hand, when t
list of publication is in HTML it is very often ténd links pointing to the abstract or full text sbme
publications. These data suggest that EHC resaarphefer to provide complete information of their
final formally published articles, chapters and kso

For 133 (13%) sites there was no list of publicaiat all, only links to a database or repository
where they could be downloaded in full text, anapfrequently found on the space science webpages.
The main databases used by scientists were theirinstitutional repository, PubMed (medicine),
SAO/NASA Astrophysics Data System, Arxiv (physicelaelated hard sciences), Google Scholar and,
less frequently, Spires (High Energy Physics). Tduggests that a proportion of scientists prefer to
promote their research output through the institgl repository or recognized databases.

It also was analyzed the format in which the fekttof the publication was provided. A total of 182
(17%) sites were found to include the full textabfleast one publication in PDF format, 79 (7% it
provided a link to the full text of at least onebpaation in HTML format, and 248 (23%) featuredKs
to an external site with a summary of the publaratigiving the option of downloading the text. Tder
was great heterogeneity, some scientists linkinfulidext of only a few publications (probably ¥
with granted rights), others linking to the fulkteof most or all of their publications.

On the other hand, only 368 sites (35%) indicakewr tdate of last update. For 215 (58%) of these
sites, a date was given but the website was naitaddthe last change was not made in the pre@ous
months, taking as reference the day when the veebgt analysed). Meanwhile, 153 (42%) of these
sites indicated the date of update and they wetmky updated.

We also looked into further characteristics thatpur opinion, enrich with extra added value the
researcher’'s personal website - for example, imotudnaterial other than publications, such as
PowerPoint presentations for teaching support,arentes presentations, workshops lectures, etg. Onl
172 (16%) of personal websites studied includedch dist of items, and just (10%) included these
materials in full.
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Very few personal websites were multilingual, wiaesrd53 (14%) sites were published in both the
local language and English, 9% (98 sites) wereighigdl only in the local language and 76% (811 sites
were only in English. It is important to bear innahj however, that half of English-only sites beletg
to researchers who worked in countries where onéhefofficial languages was English (United
Kingdom, Ireland, and Cyprus).

When we focused our analysis on links, it was shah598 (56%) sites linked to research projects,
research groups, laboratories, departments arft#arrtiversity central pages; 108 sites (10%) lintoed
other people’ personal websites (members of theim cesearch group, postdoctoral students, other
colleagues working on similar topics, etc.) and 284%) linked to other websites. Only 102 (10%)
personal websites were linked to a social netwérkome sort, being Facebook the main one (links to
Facebook on 95 sites). These were not links tadbearcher’s profile, but rather made it possible t
reach the researcher’s website through the soefalark.

We also checked if EHC scientists provided on thensonal websites a section with the latest news
related to personal issues of the researcher artddi@her working areas, finding that only 25 (24
sites featured a section called "latest news" astl §ix (0.6%) sites facilitated subscription Vi8R
(Really Simple Syndication) to contents of researshpersonal website.

In terms of usage and collaborative tools, 20 (3.9%es provided statistics such as the number of
visits/visitors or the number of document downlqaalsd only one showed a graph describing the
collaborative relationships of that researcher vathers, or the relationship of the researcher with
university departments: Ole E. Barndorff-Nielsenyroni the University of Aarhus
(http://pure.au.dk/portal/en/publications/discretiered-levy-processes-and-low-latency-financial-
econometrics%28092bde8d-2dca-41ce-8ale-a6e45d22283aml).

Another issue to explore was whether those reseesctvho had no personal website, had
alternatively a research group website. There A&ieEHC researchers (110 males and 7 females) that
had a group website. All except two were the lemaértheir research groups. Most (74 researchers)
used this site as the only tool for disseminathmgjrtresearch results, while the others (43 rebeasy
clearly combine both personal and group webpagasomplementary way.

As we saw with the personal websites, the Euromeamtries with the highest number of highly
cited researchers that had a research group website again United Kingdom and Germany.
However, with regard to disciplines we found ingtireg discrepancies: although most researchers with
personal websites pertained to the hard scienspgd¢mlly mathematics), the ones with researchpgrou
websites were associated mainly with life scierened health sciences, especially molecular biology
and genetics.

7. Discussion and Conclusions

Today a researcher can have a diverse and riclpresience through various channels such as research
group websites, institutional repositories, didoigty repositories, scholarly databases or social
websites; however they mainly provide informati@hated to scholarly publications. A researcher’s
personal website is an excellent tool to provide,addition to his/her list of publications, other
information that is often difficult to find, sucls &xperience and expertise, research projectsrpexth
teaching commitment (materials for onsite or distatearning), conference presentations, events
involvement, etc. So, a scientist’'s personal websitn become one of the most complete channel for
disseminating his/her work and career and perhhpspteferred one given a stronger control the
authors themselves have on its contents. Keepiisginhmind, the present study attempts to know
which contents are provided by a recognized grdugcientists on their personal websites, exploring
the possibility that some of them could be usetkesearch evaluation. However, we do not analyze in
the current paper not what information is importantthe evaluation purposes or how website costent
should be used in evaluation.

We limited the scope of study to institutional wigds that is, those hosted on the domain of the
institution to which the scientists belonged. Hoemevt should be noted that some scientists citbaie
personal websites outside the domain of the initita to which they belong to, maybe due to these
institutions do not have a policy of personal widssor they do not offer the necessary means. [ve so

11



this problem, these academic institutions shoul@ware of the benefits of creating a space wittan i
domain for researchers’ personal websites, and sogrove the visibility of both faculty membersdan
the institution per se. Other solutions to try theientists do not create their personal websitside

the domain of academic institutions might be toaliep a friendly CMS environment, a supportive
publication policy and some guidelines for creatpaysonal websites, as well as to recognize and to
compensate the effort and time required for itsntegiance, which as Hess (2002) states, in some case
takes place during researchers’ free time.

Other consideration could be to give freedom seaechers with regard to design and contents. We
strongly feel that the scientist must be the unigesponsible for the contents of his/her personal
website, and the institution merely should provitle necessary infrastructure and support, so that
researchers were not limited by the institutionabmaster decisions or fancy useless designs. This
freedom is important because, as Thoms and Theli@a05) indicate, the term "personal website"
loses its meaning when truly personal content,thackfore identity, is sacrificed.

The study focused on highly cited scientists whaokwat European institutions. Thedentification
of them was based on "ISIHighlyCited" databasetertdy ISI/Thomson Reuters. The biases of the
ISI/Thomson databases are well known and have hddressed in bibliometrics literature since the
sixties. Because these shortcomings also affechithidly cited researcher database, they should be
taken into account in any discussion involving taita The database used has a language-biased
coverage toward English speaking countries, esihediaward the United States. It also has a
disciplinary-biased coverage, and in this casentiaber of social sciences researchers and the@bsen
of any authors specializing in Humanities. It agwuld be noted the difficulty to find the correct
researcher’s personal website dugh® problems with author name homonymy and synonymy

The EHC group was clearly biased towards senioemesearchers working in large countries,
especially in United Kingdom and Germany. The lawsgnce of women among the EHC researchers
seems to support previous studies (see Introdusteotion) which have shown that female researchers
tend to be less cited than men as well as the hidjieeacademic position, the lower the presence of
women. However, the increase of women in acadehaald change this trend over time.

Results showed that 64% of this population had @sgmal website. One explanation for this
relatively low percentage may be the fact that mesearchers were more than 60 years old. Although
they are researchers with established careers &tbaknowledge to share, the reasons why they do
not use the Web to share that knowledge could Hereint: 1) they do not know to use these
technologies; 2) they do not consider it approprigither because they disagree with Open Access
Initiatives or because they do not need promotér therk, since they have already achieved an
international recognition; 3) they do not have egiotime to create a personal webpage and/or maintai
it updated; 4) they use other web-based ways teedimate their research, for instance through
thematic or institutional repositories, blogs, sbeietworks, etc. In fact, results in this studpwhd
that EHC researchers that belonged to life scieaoeshealth sciences, especially molecular biology
and genetics, preferred to use the group reseaetisite rather than personal website to divulge thei
academic and research activities.

Many of the EHC researchers with personal websiteked in Denmark, Israel and United
Kingdom. Broken down by disciplines, economist stig#s were the best represented in personal web
space, followed by mathematics, computer scienck sgprace sciences researchers, which probably
reflects the success of subject OA repositorighése disciplines like ArXiv, RepEc or CiteSeerXeT
reason for the high web presence for economistanguter scientists might be the need to increase
their visibility due to their concerns about thendency to use publication databases that do not
adequately cover these disciplines, such as Thah®&oweb of Science. This result supports the
Barjak’s study (Barjak 2006) in which he indicatbat economists and computer scientists are more
reliant than scientists from other disciplines ba Web for obtaining and disseminating information,
and that computer scientists depend predominantly personal websites when searching for
information.

In terms of gender, most highly cited men with paed websites worked in hard sciences, while
most of the highly cited women were dedicated fio diciences. There were also differences between
countries: in United Kingdom the researchers whk highest web presence pertained to health
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sciences; in Germany, Switzerland and lItaly theyaoeed to hard sciences; and in France and Israel
they worked in engineering.

We checked other information topics provided orspeal websites and results suggested that those
related to personal information was usually comensive, past experience and expertise should be
improved and current activity was short of the infation needed for the evaluation purposes.
Although the topics included in most of the websitae appropriated, unfortunately the contents
provided are insufficient for a proper evaluatioreise for now. It should be interesting to examin
other populations to see if they show the same\heha
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