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Abstract
Within the 2005-2010 campaign aimed at extending the coverage of quality regional
journals, Thomson Reuters started indexing a large number of journals published among
else in SouthEast Europe (SEE). In this study we looked at the range and effects of this
expansion. The number of national journals indexed in JCR was related to the national
performance in WoS calculated in two ways: as it is and as corrected for the contribution
of national journals. The study included 14 countries. All data were downloaded from
WoS. The period from 2007 to 2010 was covered. It was found that, as a result of the
campaign, coverage of various SEE countries became highly uneven. It was also found
that the increment in coverage poorly corresponds with the potentials of various national
research communities, as measured by the Relative Citation Index (RCI). Corrected per-
formance, calculated by omitting national journals from each country’s output, did influ-
ence the publication and citation rate of SEE countries, but not to the degree of changing
country rankings on the two measures. However, it produced substantial changes in
ranking on RCI, suggesting that overrepresentation has serious practical consequences
on the bibliometric status of countries from the region. Decline in RCI rankings was ob-
served among those overrepresented countries that published journals of lower interna-
tionality and Impact Factor. The results generally suggest that overrepresentation in
WoS/JCR is not in the long-term interest of both awarded countries and Thomson Reu-
ters itself.
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Introduction
The coverage of early Thomson Reuters (then ISI) citation databases has
been widely criticized for its "North American centrism" and "English
language favouritism". Partly in response to this criticism, the share of
journals and papers published outside the USA started growing in the
1980s, with an acceleration in the 1990s (Shelton et al., 2009). The trend
received a boost in 2005-2010, when Thomson Reuters accepted for in-
dexation as many as 1600 journals in order “to complement its coverage
of top tier, highly cited international journals with an appropriately broad
representation of the world’s best regional literature” (Testa, 2011). Testa
pointed out that, following Thomson Reuters’ editorial mission, all jour-
nals added to Web of Science coverage were evaluated and selected indi-
vidually according to the principles articulated in the Journal Selection
Process (Testa, 2006).

One of the regions that profited from the Thomson campaign the most
was SouthEast Europe (SEE), where research communities had tradition-
ally been unhappy with the representation of their journals in international
databases. Inclusion of a large number (108 in 2009, and another 88 in
2010) of SEE journals in the JCR was accepted in the region with un-
shared enthusiasm. The admission was seen as a way out of the oft-re-
peated “vicious circle of inadequacy” of small journals (Marušić &
Marušić, 1999), expected to result in what journals urged for − “increas-
ing their visibility, raising the number of submissions, enabling their edi-
tors to publish better science, and eventually improving the journal’s
impact factor” (Sambunjak et al., 2008). At the same time, massive ad-
mission brought some concerns about the possible controversial effects on
the position of individual journals in the well established system of their
hierarchy in regional science. Many instantly became aware that the num-
ber of newly accepted journals was not evenly distributed among SEE
countries of about the same scientific potential and publishing tradition.
This, on the other hand, brought concerns about the possible effects of a
sudden change on the cross-national comparison in performance, as meas-
ured by WoS publications and citations. Basu (2010) demonstrated that
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the Thomson coverage of journals published in various countries, for
which he coined the term “journal packing density”, can have a serious
impact on these countries’ research performance. By using correlation de-
sign on a sample of 86 countries, he found that as much as 87% of the
variance in the number of papers published in Scopus by a country can be
explained by the number of journals published in that country.

Since this finding is open to various interpretations, we decided to study
the same problem by using a different approach in a different context.
More specifically, the purpose of our study was to check if the new
Thomson extension of JCR coverage in SEE countries has any effect on
their research performance as measured by productivity and impact in
WoS. We sought answers to the following specific questions:

(1) How do SEE countries compare among themselves in terms of WoS
publication rate, WoS citation rate, and Relative Citation Index (RCI),
as a synthetic indicator combining the two measures?

(2) To what extent are these countries represented in WoS and JCR journal
lists?

(3) Does relative performance of SEE countries change if their coverage
by WoS/JCR is made virtually constant, i.e. when papers published and
citations received in regional journals are removed from the calculation
of performance?

(4) Are these changes, if existent, related to the basic characteristics of
“national” journals, such as Impact Factor and internationality?

Method
All data were obtained by searching the Web of Science, using the
2007-2011 publication window, and by extracting information from the
Journal Citation Report, 2003-2010 edition. The time span was intention-
ally selected to cover the period of the large extension of Thomson’s cov-
erage, as well as the period preceding this critical change. Downloading
was performed during the last week of February, 2012.
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The list of countries to be studied was adopted from SEESAmE: South-
East European Science Amended through Evaluation (seesame.ceon.rs).
In SEESAmE, the SEE region was delineated by using both geographical
and historico-political criteria.

Representation of SEE countries in JCR was expressed by the number of
journals in the Journal Summary List of the JCR 2010 edition (Thomson
Reuters, 2011), as the last published at the time of gathering data for the
study. Data for years 2003-2009 were taken from JCR editions for respec-
tive years.

Representation of SEE countries in WoS was expressed by the number of
journals on the Source Publication List, March 2012 edition (Thomson
Reuters, 2012).

Country productivity in WoS was expressed as the number of papers pub-
lished in WoS from 2007 to 2011. Only papers classified as Articles or
Reviews were counted. A paper was accredited to a country if any of the
authors was affiliated with that country. Papers by multiple authors from
different countries were assigned to all affiliated countries, regardless of
the number of authors from each listed country.

Country citation rate in WoS was expressed as the number of citations re-
ceived in WoS journals only for articles published in WoS. Assignment of
citations to countries was done by using the same formula as for publica-
tions.

Country Relative Citation Index was calculated as the ratio of the number
of papers and the number of citations in the observed period.

Corrected countries’ performance, as a measure of their output without
the contribution of their own (“national”) journals, was determined by
omitting all journals published in an analysed country in repeated coun-
try-wise search. While performing this operation, journals from other SEE
countries were not excluded.
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Average Journal Impact Factor was calculated as the mean score of val-
ues extracted from the 2003-2010 editions of the Journal Summary List of
JCR.

Journals Internationality was expressed as the share (%) of articles by
foreign authors, excluding articles co-authored with national authors.

Results
It is evident from Figure 1 that SEE as a region benefited from the Thom-
son extension campaign heavily. However, the gain was not evenly
spread across the countries, which produced marked changes in their
rankings, relatively stable for decades. The largest number of accepted
journals came from Turkey and Romania. They practically became the
top represented countries in the region overnight. The increment of Cro-
atian journals is also huge. Hungary belongs to this group too, but was
granted to a lesser extent, which made it lose its long-term primacy. All in
all, the changes can be characterized as drastic, both in terms of ranking
order and differences among countries.
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Figure 1. Number of JCR-indexed journals published in SEE countries
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One can see from Table 1 that the changes poorly coincide with the WoS
performance of SEE countries. Some countries became visibly overrepre-
sented. Rank correlations between increments expressed in the number of
newly added (in 2009 and 2010) journals on one side, and, on the other
side, performance expressed as the number of papers, number of citations,
and RCIs, are ρ=0.797, p=0.003; ρ=0.774, p=0.005; and ρ=-0.132,
p=0.698 respectively. We can see that the correlation with countries’ RCI
was even negative (although non-significant), suggesting that Thomson’s
choice of journals was unrelated with the quality of research output of the
countries these journals came from. One can argue that the quality of re-
search publishing in a country is not necessarily a direct function of the
quality of national research outputs. The average IF of journals already
present in WoS could thus be regarded as a better criterion for judging the
quality of Thomson’s selection decisions. We tested this provisionally by

Table 1. Performance of SEE countries in WoS in comparison with the
number of JCR-indexed national journals

Number of
papers

2007-2011

Number of
citations

2007-2011

Relative
Citation
Index

Number of
JCR-indexed
journals 2008

Number of
JCR-indexed
journals 2010

Turkey 105,915 301,655 2.85 10 61

Croatia 16,193 55,191 3.41 14 46

Romania 29,568 81,820 2.77 9 50

Hungary 27,792 169,026 6.08 15 37

Slovenia 16,288 73,283 4.50 4 18

Serbia 16,962 51,308 3.02 4 18

Greece 51,445 290,671 5.65 7 16

Bulgaria 11,176 47,998 4.29 3 10

Bosnia 1,906 3,745 1.96 1 4

Macedonia 1,111 3,751 3.38 2

Moldova 1,161 4,761 4.10 1

Albania 410 972 2.37

Cyprus 3,085 14,448 4.68

Montenegro 559 1,165 2.08
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calculating rank correlation between the size of increment and the average
IF of national journals in 2008, i.e. at the time preceding the journal’s ad-
mission in JCR. The resulting value of ρ=0.214 (p>0.10), although ob-
tained for only 7 countries under study (Šipka, 2012), reassured us that
factors other than countries’ research and publishing potential played a
decisive role in Thomson’s selection process.

In Table 2 results showing the effects of correction for the contribution of
national journals to the countries’ performance are presented. The data

Table 2. WoS results and rankings (in brackets) of SEE countries before
and after correction for contribution of national journals to the countries'

output

Number of Papers Citations RCI

in WoS after
correction

Δ in WoS after
correction

Δ in WoS after
correction

Δ

Albania 410 (14) 410 (14) 972 (14) 972 (14) 2.37 (12) 2.37 (13) -1

Bosnia 1,906 (10) 1,244 (10) 3,745 (12) 3,407 (12) 1.96 (14) 2.74 (12) 2

Bulgaria 11,176 (8) 9,136 (8) 47,998 (8) 47,040 (8) 4.29 (5) 5.15 (4) 1

Croatia 16,193 (7) 10,362 (7) 55,191 (6) 50,712 (6) 3.41 (7) 4.89 (5) 2

Cyprus 3,085 (9) 3,085 (9) 14,448 (9) 14,448 (9) 4.68 (3) 4.68 (6) -3

Greece 51,445 (2) 50,087 (2) 290,671 (2) 287,732 (2) 5.65 (2) 5.74 (2)

Hungary 27,792 (4) 24,667 (3) 1 169,026 (3) 164,979 (3) 6.08 (1) 6.69 (1)

Macedonia 1,111 (12) 1,048 (12) 3,751 (11) 3,694 (11) 3.38 (8) 3.52 (10) -2

Moldova 1,161 (11) 1,086 (11) 4,761 (10) 4,718 (10) 4.10 (6) 4.34 (8) -2

Montene-
gro

559 (13) 559 (13) 1,165 (13) 1,165 (13) 2.08 (13) 2.08 (14) -1

Romania 29,496 (3) 15,988 (4) -1 81,820 (4) 70,229 (5) -1 2.77 (11) 4.39 (7) 4

Serbia 16,962 (5) 13,672 (6) -1 51,308 (7) 48,449 (7) 3.02 (9) 3.54 (9)

Slovenia 16,288 (6) 13,738 (5) 1 73,283 (5) 71,717 (4) 1 4.50 (4) 5.22 (3) 1

Turkey 105,380 (1) 91,233 (1) 301,655 (1) 289,208 (1) 2.86 (10) 3.17 (11) -1

Δ = rank changes
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suggest that the effect of the exclusion of national journals from the anal-
ysis on the national publication rate is noticeable, but did not reflect in the
country rankings, apparently due to the large differences among countries.
The correction operation resulted in only two pairs of countries exchang-
ing their positions on the ranking list. The effects of the correction on the
country ranking in the citation rate are even smaller. In this case, only Ro-
mania and Slovenia exchanged their positions on the list. The lack of
changes can again be attributed to the distribution of the variable under
observation.

Changes, however, became obvious, and even huge, when rankings on
RCI were observed.  This is  not  surprising since RCI,  as a normalized
variable, is much more stable and more convenient for the comparisons
of  entities  varying  in  broad  range  on  the  raw bibliometric  indicators.
What is more important here is that shifts in RCI rankings are interpret-
able.  Countries  that  profited the most  from the Thomson campaign of
WoS enlargement, such as Croatia and Bosnia, and especially Romania,
suffered the largest drop in their rankings in the period succeeding en-
largement.

Apparently, some countries would have had higher rankings if they had
not been so well represented in WoS. This is particularly true for Roma-
nia, which is ranked 11th, with its RCI being hardly better than the one
calculated for countries of a slight tradition in science and minor R&D ca-
pacity. Romania’s rank calculated to present the hypothetical situation
where it is not represented in WoS at all (7th) is in much better agreement
with the results of previous studies comparing the WoS output of SEE
countries (Šipka, 2009).

Results shown in Table 3 shed additional light on the consequences of en-
hancing WoS coverage in SEE. One can see that the biggest deficit in per-
formance quality (RCI) has been suffered by those overrepresented
countries that publish journals of lower internationality and impact (IF).
The only exception from this rule is Turkey. Turkey benefits from overre-
presentation in spite of its journals showing the lowest internationality
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and average IF. This can be attributed to the high self-citation rate of
Turkish journals.

Table 3. Changes in countries’ ranks due to correction in three indicators of
performance in comparison with national journals’ internationality and IF

Rank
changes in
number of
papers

Rank
changes in
number of
citations

Rank
changes in
RCI

Inter-nation-
ality of na-
tional journals

Ranking in
interna-
tionality

Average
IF of na-
tional
journals

Ranking
in aver-
age IF

Romania (60) -1 -1 4 40.25 10 0.647 3

Croatia (61) 2 47.28 8 0.354 7

Bosnia (4) 2 54.16 7 0.224 9

Slovenia (26) 1 1 1 43.17 9 0.376 6

Bulgaria (11) 1 58.55 5 0.274 8

Greece (17) 0 87.35 1 1.109 1

Serbia (20) -1 0 57.99 6 0.821 2

Hungary (41) 1 0 77.01 2 0.567 4

Turkey (75) -1 20.65 11 0.382 5

Macedonia (2) -2 67.19 4 0.202 10

Moldova (1) -2 70.36 3 11

Albania -1 - - - -

Montenegro -1 - - - -

Cyprus -3 - - - -

Discussion
Some limitations of this study have to be raised straightforwardly. Some
factors that could have additionally shaped the relationships under study
were not controlled. One such factor is definitely the self-citation rate of
journals. Also, journals’ internationality should have been measured more
rigorously, by more indicators, as for example in a study by Calver et al.
(2010). In future studies the field representation of national journals in
WoS should be taken into account, since Impact Factor and RCI are field-
dependant. Mapping instrumental citing, plagiarism, and other forms of
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misconduct in regional WoS journals, both newly- and previously-accept-
ed, would also shed more light and help in the evaluation of the 2005-10
Thomson extension campaign. The widespread denial of misconduct pre-
vents the full understanding of the complex relationships of journal pub-
lishing and national R&D strategies of small and developing countries.
Here, important aspects of the context surrounding publishing in such en-
vironments remained in the shadow and should be brought to light in fu-
ture studies.

Still, we can equally straightforwardly state that at least some findings are
convincing and well worth noticing. First of all, it is clear that the choices
Thomson Reuters made while extending the share of SEE journals in
WoS/JCR are, to say the least, questionable: (1) journals from different
countries are not evenly represented in the contingent, and (2) the differ-
ences are huge and do not correspond with the differences in national
WoS performance. There seem to be two plausible explanations for these
findings: (1) some countries are given an advantage on grounds other than
their R&D potential (“Mother Thomson has some pets”), and (2) journal
publishers and/or editors from some countries are more skilful in strug-
gling with WoS admission criteria, or are more motivated to win them,
i.e. more persistent in applying (“Mother Thomson’s babies who cry
more, get more food”).

Whatever be true, over-representation brings problems to local evaluators,
both researchers and decision-makers. Evaluators at the science periphery
benchmark their national STI outputs not against outputs of highly devel-
oped nations, nor against world averages, but first and foremost against
the outputs of their neighbours. Knowing the “situation on the ground”,
they are reluctant to accept the results of benchmarking tools such as the
Essential Science Indicator if they are aware that the performance of some
countries they compare themselves with is inflated, thanks to the enor-
mous number of journals covered by WoS/JCR. These journals are treated
by ESI as international, but are practically national, since they predomi-
nantly publish papers by authors of national affiliations. The results of
this study should be taken as a warning to all evaluators. They are in full
accordance with Basu’s (2010) findings. The results are also consistent
with the findings of Zitt et al.’s seminal study providing evidence of the
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drastic changes in national output as a function of the Thomson journal
set (“perimeter”) extension, which led them to state that “benchmarking
indicators are sensitive to the delineation of perimeters, so which database
(or version thereof) is more appropriate for the construction of interna-
tional benchmarking indicators?” (Zitt el al., 2003, p. 279).

Secondly, the results indicate that the over-representation of some coun-
tries in WoS/JCR may have paradoxical effects. Ironically, it is against
the long-term interest of the over-represented countries themselves. Gains
in national productivity, achieved through the contribution of domestic
journals that reached WoS, are nullified by losses on an indicator which is
more important for national STI development, and that is the Relative Ci-
tation Index. It seems that over-representation as a sort of reward is not
rewarding at all (“Mother Thomson feeds her pet children with fast
food”). The results warn against the pressure which is made by editors
from developing countries on the Thomson Reuters admission process.
WoS/JCR can indeed be understood as the final destination of national
journals’ development and a reason for the self-satisfaction of their edi-
tors. However, WoS should not be perceived as the Olympic podium or
even a social club for the privileged, but rather a world league of teams
able to stand the challenges of high professionalism and constant confir-
mation (“Mother Thomson’s children should learn for life not for
school”). The results directly imply that making real use of being indexed
by WoS/JCR asks for a certain capacity of all players, from the journal’s
publisher to the so called journal’s author base. Funding institutions of
SEE countries, in their policies of supporting national journals to reach
WoS, should be very careful not to make them bite off more than they can
chew.

Finally, the over-representation of some countries presumably puts Thom-
son Reuters’ interests at risk. The role of Thomson Reuters’ products in
developing countries is more reformatory than regulatory. On a social ter-
rain lacking evaluation culture, the emancipation role is of essential im-
portance. This is where the special responsibilities of Thomson’s decision
makers come from. At risk is also the validity of ESI and JCR as evalua-
tion tools. Both are already insensitive to differences among entities of
low performance. Additional deterrence of evaluators and decision mak-
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ers in developing countries from using such products is maybe not a
threat to Thomson Reuters’ operating income, but it definitely is for its
mission in developing countries.

Under-representation of some parts of the world in Thomson databases
can be made up for by developing regional or national citation databases.
Building such databases to serve as add-ons to (then) ISI indexes is an old
idea of Garfield, coming fully true only these past years with a dozen of
such products, from less successful European trials to, going eastward,
Turkish, Iranian, Indian, Thai, Chinese, and Taiwanese national citation
databases. Experience with SCIndeks, the Serbian Citation Index (Šipka,
2005), which has been in use as an evaluation tool for over a decade now,
clearly shows that this approach is complementary to WoS, as well as fea-
sible and sustainable.

On the other hand, the damage from the over-representation of some re-
gions or countries cannot easily be made up for. Opening the WoS door
too wide eventually leads to the further contamination of the international
research area, already polluted by redundant and low-quality papers pub-
lished increasingly in prestigious international journals under ever-grow-
ing pressure to publish. Hopes that journals of dubious quality will, after
being “let in”, exploit their WoS status to catch-up with international
quality and standards may prove to be justified, but also elusive. Counting
on the more favourable among the two outcomes does not seem to be
more than a game of coin tossing.
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These Proceedings are a record of  the 5th Belgrade International 
Open Access Conference, organized by the Centre for Evaluation in 
Education and Science.

Centre for Evaluation in Education and Science (CEON/CEES)  is a 
virtual institute  gathering experts from various R&D organizations to 
work together on issues of evaluation in science and higher 
education. Our primary activities are focused  around adjusting, 
developing, and implementing scientometric indicators suitable for 
the use in small, developing, transition, and emerging countries.  An 
important part of CEON/CEES’s program is reserved for the 
developmendevelopment of information systems to support decision making in 
STI sector, as well as quality research publishing based on quality 
control, monitoring, and evaluation.




