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ABSTRACT

1

Collaborations are an integral part of scientific research and publishing. In the past, access to large-scale corpora has limited the
ways in which questions about collaborations could be investigated. However, with improvements in data/metadata quality and
access, it is possible to explore the idea of research collaboration
in ways beyond the traditional definition of multiple authorship.
In this paper, we examine scientific works through three different
lenses of collaboration: across multiple authors, multiple institutions, and multiple departments. We believe this to be a first look
at multiple departmental collaborations as we employ extensive
data curation to disambiguate authors’ departmental affiliations for
nearly 70,000 scientific papers. We then compare citation metrics
across the different definitions of collaboration and find that papers
defined as being collaborative were more frequently cited than their
non-collaborative counterparts, regardless of the definition of collaboration used. We also share preliminary results from examining
the relationship between co-citation and co-authorship by analyzing the extent to which similar fields (as determined by co-citation)
are collaborating on works (as determined by co-authorship). These
preliminary results reveal trends of compartmentalization with respect to intra-institutional collaboration and show promise in being
expanded.

“Good teams” are said to make for “good science.” But what makes
a good team? What are the necessary ingredients and costs? There
has long been interest in studying scientific collaborations [3, 19] as
they have continually become the de facto way in which research is
conducted [22]. In the past, access to large-scale corpora has limited
the ways in which questions about collaborations could be investigated. However, with improvements in data/metadata quality and
access, more refined questions can now be pursued. In this paper,
we look at specific kinds of collaboration. Specifically, we look at
multi-departmental and multi-institutional collaborations and ask
whether the impact of these collaborations differs from those of
general multi-author collaborations. In this paper, we fully disambiguate the department affiliations at a large public university in the
United States (US), using a large-scale bibliographic database and
local knowledge of the university. We then analyze the impact of
multi-departmental and multi-institutional collaborations and how
they compare to multi-author collaborations. We find that multidepartmental and multi-institutional collaborations follow similar
patterns to other collaborations in terms of impact as collaborative
papers tend to have more citations.
Collaboration does not come free of costs as there are reasons
to be wary of research collaboration, such as it potentially threatening the motivation and accountability of scientists [31] and it
slowing research endeavors [11]. However, there are also numerous perceived benefits to collaborative work. For example, research
collaborations are believed to improve the quality and creative potential of scientific papers. With respect to quality, collaborative
research tends to be cited more often than non-collaborative work
[4, 9, 10, 15, 18] and citations are often assumed to correlate with
quality [4], rightly or not [13]. The idea of associating collaborations
with quality is also furthered by evidence that collaborative papers
tend to be rejected less often for publication than non-collaborative
submissions [10, 25]. Beyond this, collaborative research also ties in
to the epistemological benefit of intersubjective verifiability and the
idea that arriving at a conclusion through the unforced agreement
of multiple parties further legitimizes conclusions from research [4].
Finally, yet another perceived benefit of collaborations is that they
help mobilize knowledge and promote its diffusion as contributors
participate in networks of knowledge exchange [6, 24].
When examining collaborations in the scientific literature, the
multiple author publication (co-author publication) is most often
used as a proxy for measuring collaboration [17] (e.g. [7, 8, 27] as
early examples). Using this definition of collaboration has advantages, as noted by Subramanyam [28] and further explained by Katz
[17]:
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(1) it is invariant and verifiable, which makes it reproducible
(2) it is easily and inexpensively ascertainable, which it makes
it practical
(3) it is quantifiable and detectable, which makes it scalabale to
large scholarly data
(4) it is non-reactive, which makes the analysis thereof detached
from the process being examined
Though, as Katz notes, there may be arguments against the last of
these points (e.g. [23]), using co-authorship as a proxy for collaboration provides a metric that is reproducible, practical, and scalable.
It is of little wonder why this has become the standard definition for
examining collaboration in literature, especially in eras of limited
article metadata.
That said, while examining collaborations through the lens of
co-authorship has become a standard of sorts, there are numerous
alternate definitions that are yet unexplored. These include examining collaborations across the numerous scales at which researchers
collaborate, including across/within organizations, regions, and disciplines [12]. Much of this is now possible with increasingly better
curated article-level metadata and large-scale bibliometric data. For
example, Gazni and Didegah [14] examined the different types of
research collaboration found within a single institution, extending
well beyond just the multiple-author definition. We aim to expand
this idea by including an analysis of research collaborations at a
single institution in a context that we believe is of yet unexplored that of inter-departmental collaboration.
The purpose of this work is to examine scientific collaborations
at a large, public US research university both in the context of coauthorship as well as in the context of organizational/departmental
structure. We do this by exploring two ideas: 1) whether the definition of “collaboration” impacts differences in citation metrics
between collaborative and non-collaborative works and 2) whether
the similarity of fields/departments (as defined by co-citations)
signals any trend in co-authorship/collaboration. We begin with
a large set of metadata on scientific papers and, after extensive
data curation, examine collaborations as defined in three ways:
across multiple authors, across multiple institutions, and across
multiple departments. While there are numerous examples of analyses based on the first two definitions (e.g. [1, 16, 20, 26]), the last
remains largely unexplored. We compare the citation counts of
papers within each of these categories of collaboration to examine whether defining collaborations in increasingly nuanced ways
results in differences with respect to frequency of collaboration
as well as citation metrics. Then, we present proof-of-concept results in which we investigate the degree to which co-citation and
co-authorship relate when examining inter-departmental collaborations. By doing so, we examine the question of whether fields
that cite the same work also tend to work together in a university
setting.

2

METHODS

The methods of this work are described as follow: first, the data
cleaning and labelling of papers as belonging to the three categories
of collaboration is described; then, a description of how citation
counts were calculated is provided; finally, the process by which
we examine the relationship between co-citation and co-authorship
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is detailed. The data for this work comes from the Web of Science
(WoS). A local copy of all WoS paper metadata resides in a MySQL
database managed by the DataLab of the Information School at the
University of Washington. The data includes publications dating
back to 1900 and is current through 2017. There are over 62 million
papers and hundreds of millions of citation links in the data.

2.1

Data Cleaning and Classifying Papers

As mentioned above, we center our analysis on a single university the University of Washington in Seattle (UW). The motivation behind this is two-fold. Firstly, in extracting university subaffiliations
and departments, there was a great deal of data curation/cleaning
needed, as detailed below. This data cleaning required considerable effort and energy with respect to handling various edge cases
around departmental affiliations, much of which relied on implicit
knowledge of the UW and its history. The fact that two of the
three authors have been at the UW for about a decade each as
students/staff aided immensely in this data cleaning. To limit the
extent of data cleaning, only papers published after the year 2008
and before 2016 were included in the analysis. The second reason
for limiting the analysis to a single university was because a significant portion of this paper focuses on work that is relatively new
in design. Because of this, we wanted to scope our work to a subset
of data that was tractable as we presented preliminary results.
In this work, we define a paper as being collaborative in three
different ways. The first of these is examining papers that have
multiple authors, which is line with the more common definition
of a collaborative paper as found in literature. Using this definition, papers are labelled as being either “multi-author” or “single
author” papers. The second definition is examining papers that
have authors representing more than one institution, one of which
is the UW. Using this definition, papers are labelled as being either “multi-institutional” or “single institution” papers. The last is
examining papers that have authors representing more than one
department at the UW. These papers are labelled as being either
“multi-departmental” or “single department” papers.
Every paper in the WoS dataset has metadata that includes each
author’s name and their affiliations (listed as organizations and
suborganizations, the second of which are subgroups of the first),
when available, as well as the paper’s date of publication. WoS
also contains citation information for every paper, including citing
works and works that were cited. To extract the data for this paper,
all institutional affiliations (i.e. organization listings) for all authors
in WoS were gathered and any representation of the UW within
this list of institutional affiliations was found. This also included
obvious misspellings and typos. From there, any paper with at
least one author with a UW institutional affiliation was gathered.
After filtering for year of publication, this resulted in 69,148 unique
papers. This set of papers and all associated metadata is henceforth
referred to as the “dataset.”
To label multi-author papers, the number of unique authors for
every paper in the dataset was tallied and those papers with multiple authors were labelled as such. Then, papers with at least two
authors and from at least two different organizations (i.e. the UW
as well as at least one external organization) were identified and
labelled as multi-institutional papers. It should be noted that this
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included a subset of papers that did not have a listed institution
for each author in the paper metadata but had at least two institutions listed among all authors, one of which was UW. On the other
hand, there was a subset of papers that had only UW listed among
institutional affiliations for all authors as well as a smaller subset
of papers that had only UW listed among institutional affiliations
for authors with available metadata and unavailable/missing institutional affiliations otherwise. The first of these were labelled
as single institution papers while the second was excluded from
analysis because, depending on the missing values, the paper may
or may not have been a multi-institutional paper. In all, 8,337 papers
were excluded from this analysis (12.1% of all papers) while 45,662
papers were multi-institutional papers (75.1% of papers with usable
institutional affiliations) and 15,149 were single institution papers
(24.9% of papers with usable institutional affiliations).
Isolating multi-departmental papers, meanwhile, required individually curating author suborganization listings to get a set of
departments and schools associated with the UW. At the onset,
there were 7,458 unique UW suborganizations from the papers in
the dataset, as identified by string matching. This was eventually
pared to just 72 unique suborganizations and departments in the
following manner: 1) identifying all the different ways in which the
same department was listed (e.g. the “The Department of Biology”
being listed as “Dept Bio,” “Department of Biol,” and “Biol Department”) and standardizing; 2) providing a consistent representation
of departments across time, which included looking at departments
that merged with others (e.g. the “Zoology Department” is now part
of the “Department of Biology” at UW); 3) replacing the research
labs that were listed as suborganizations with their respective departmental affiliations; 4) handing specific edge cases that resulted
in ambiguous departmental affiliations and/or misspellings; and 5)
grouping some departments within the larger school/college they
are part of. In short, this involved manually editing and curating
every departmental affiliation listed for every author among the
isolated papers, which came at the expense of considerable time and
effort. In all, curating and organizing the data alone required was
an undertaking that spanned nearly a full calendar year, whereas
the analysis thereafter was completed in a considerably shorter
timeframe.
For most departmental affiliations, departments were labelled in
accordance with the UW’s departmental listings. However, there
were some instances, such as the School of Medicine and the School
of Music, where the school/college level of organization was used
(which, at the UW, tends to be one step above departments in the
University’s organizational hierarchy). This was because either
the school was listed as the suborganization on papers more frequently than individual departments or because the school does
not traditionally have any departments below it in the University’s
organizational hierarchy. Multi-departmental papers were labelled
as those with at least two authors representing at least two different departments whereas single department papers were labelled
as those with only a single author or only a single department
represented. It should be noted that the number of institutions represented by the authors was not taken into account when examining
multi-departmental papers (i.e. multi-departmental papers were not
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a subset of multi-institutional papers but were an independent classification). Both multi-departmental and multi-institutional papers,
however, had at least two listed authors.

2.2

Calculating Citations

As mentioned above, paper metadata from WoS contained information on every cited and every citing work for each paper in
the dataset. From this citation data, a citation network was created by linking every paper included in the dataset with all citing
(in-citations) and cited (out-citations) works. Citation counts for
every paper in the dataset were calculated based on the number of
in-citations. The out-citations, meanwhile, were used to calculate
the co-citation matrix described below. When comparing citation
counts, median and mean values were calculated and statistical
tests were not used as the large number of samples would have
resulted in even minute differences across groups to be statistically
significant. Instead, we focus on the practical significance of the
results. It should be noted that the citation network only included
works that were cataloged by WoS.

2.3

Co-citation and Co-authorship

To further examine collaborations across departments, we also
present preliminary results by comparing co-citation frequency
and co-authorship frequency across departments. To do so, we first
used the citation network to find all papers that were cited by the papers from the dataset (i.e. all out-citations of papers in the dataset).
From there, the cited papers were linked to departments based on
the departmental affiliations of the authors in the citing paper. In
all, 1,107,065 unique cited works were found. To look at co-citation
frequency, these papers were pared down to papers that were cited
at least twice by the papers in the dataset and were published after
the year 1990. This ultimately gave 45,150 unique works that were
cited. From there, a 73-by-45,150 department-paper matrix was
constructed which was then transformed to a 73-by-73 co-citation
matrix, wherein the values of the matrix represented the number
of times a department along the rows co-cited a work with a department along the columns (and vice versa). This matrix was then
normalized by dividing by row sums. After this, a co-author matrix
was produced by first creating a 73-by-69,148 department-paper
matrix consisting of co-authorship occurrences for the papers in the
dataset. From this, a 73-by-73 co-authorship matrix was constructed
wherein the values of the matrix represented the number of times a
department along the rows co-authored a work with a department
along the columns (and vice versa). As with the co-citation matrix,
this co-authorship matrix was normalized by row sums.
To produce Figure 3, a dendrogram was created from the cocitation matrix with a linkage matrix based on the Ward variance
minimization algorithm [30]1 . The created dendrogram was used
to cluster similar fields based on co-citations. When clustering, departments without at least 20 out-citations were excluded as we
felt we did not have sufficient data to appropriately situate these
departments for clustering from the co-citation matrix. The University’s School of Medicine was also excluded from clustering
because the number of papers associated therewith (along with cocitations and co-authorships) greatly skewed results. The absolute
1 This

is an option in python’s SciPy library to generate a linkage matrix
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Table 1: Counts of papers by grouping
Count

Pct

All Papers
Papers w/ 2+ authors
Papers w/ 1 author

69,148
62,379
6,769

–
90.2%
9.8%

Papers w/ inst. affiliations
Papers w/ 2+ institutions
Papers w/ 1 institution

60,811
45,662
15,149

87.9%
75.1%*
24.9%*

Papers w/o inst. affiliations

8,337

12.1%

Papers w/ dept. affiliations
Papers w/ 2+ departments
Papers w/ 1 department

48,616
4,584
44,032

70.3%
9.4%*
90.6%*

Papers w/o dept. affiliations

20,532

29.7%

* - percentage of subset

distances between groupings were excluded from presentation as
they are not of large concern for this work - instead, we focus on
the structure of the clustering/groupings themselves. A heatmap
was then generated from the co-author matrix described above
and its rows/columns were organized in accordance with the dendrogram. As such, clustered groupings were maintained across
the rows/columns of the heatmap and the heatmap showed the
proportion of papers across each row with a co-authorship in the
corresponding column.

3

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results and discussion for this work is framed a manner similar to the Methods section: first, an overview is given on how
papers were classified according to the various definitions of collaboration; then, the discussion focuses on citation counts across the
different definitions of collaboration; lastly, the association between
co-citation and co-authorship is discussed.

3.1

Classifying Papers

The counts of all papers for each definition of collaboration is given
in Table 1. The counts of papers by each definition across time is
shown in Figure 1. Of note is the relative consistency in the proportion of papers that were classified according to each definition
of collaboration across time - about 80-90% of papers by year were
classified as having multiple authors, about 70-80% of papers by
year were classified as having multiple institutions represented,
and about 10% of papers by year were classified as having multiple
departments. Interestingly, these consistent proportions seem to
point to some level of saturation with respect to the extent of collaboration across the papers examined, which counters the notion that
collaboration has been an ever-increasing research practice. When
examining the total number of papers published, we are unsure of
why there is a drop in total papers published for the year 2015 but
do not believe that it is an artifact of our data cleaning/curation
efforts.

Figure 1: Counts and percentages of collaborative papers as
defined by multiple authorship (top), multiple institutional
affiliations (middle), and multiple departmental affiliations
(bottom).

3.2

Citation Counts

As can be seen in Table 2, there is evidence that collaborative papers
tended to have more citations across every level of collaboration
defined. When comparing multi-author papers with single author
papers, the former had an average number of citations that was
nearly twice that of the latter (19.9 vs 10.3) across all papers. This
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Table 2: Citation metrics for papers by grouping
Median
citations

Mean
citations

Pct w/
1+ citation

All Papers
Papers w/ 2+ authors
Papers w/ 1 author

5
5
1

19.0
19.9
10.3

71.7%
73.4%
56.0%

Papers w/ inst. affiliations
Papers w/ 2+ institutions
Papers w/ 1 institution

5
6
1

19.2
22.2
10.0

70.8%
75.6%
56.1%

Papers w/o inst. affiliations

6

17.5

78.3%

Papers w/ dept. affiliations
Papers w/ 2+ departments
Papers w/ 1 department

7
9
7

21.4
23.9
21.1

79.5%
83.9%
79.1%

Papers w/o dept. affiliations

1

13.3

53.0%

difference between collaborative and non-collaborative works was
even more pronounced when looking at multi-institutional vs single institution papers, wherein papers with multiple institutional
affiliations had 22.2 citations on average while papers written by
only those at the UW had 10.0 average citations. A similar, albeit
much less pronounced, trend was seen with multi-departmental
papers, wherein multi-departmental papers had an average of 23.9
citations while those with only a single department had an average
of 21.1 citations. Interestingly, despite the smaller difference in citation counts between multi-departmental and single department
papers, multi-departmental papers also had the highest proportion
of papers with at least one citation among the groups examined at
83.9% .
Another interesting note is that papers with more usable suborganization metadata also tended to have more citations than their
counterparts. In particular, when comparing papers with usable
author departmental metadata (i.e. suborganizations, as defined in
WoS) with those that did not have completely usable metadata (for
the purposes of disambiguating departments), the first group had
an average of 21.4 citations per paper while the second had 13.3
citations per paper. This could very well be a byproduct of more
highly-cited and/or visible journals/venues having better standards
with respect to curating content. Interestingly, this did not hold
true when comparing papers with usable institutional metadata
versus those that did not have usable institutional metadata.
Of course, the above metrics do come with the caveat that they
are not adjusted for how long the papers had to accumulate their
citations. When adjusting for time of publication by only comparing
papers published in the same calendar year, collaborative papers
still had a greater mean and median citation count than their noncollaborative counterparts. This was true for every year examined
and across every definition of collaboration. This also held true
regardless of comparing the median or the mean citation counts for
each group. Figure 2 shows the distributions of citations for each
definition of collaboration across time, along with mean and median
values. As was the case when not adjusting for time of publication,

the most pronounced differences were seen when comparing multiinstitutional papers with single institution papers. Comparing multidepartmental papers with single department papers again resulted
in the smallest differences in citation counts between groups across
time.

3.3

Co-citation and Co-authorship

In addition to examining citation metrics, we also wanted to understand the relationship between co-citations and co-authorships.
This was mostly motivated by questions our group had with regards
to multi-departmental collaborations, including which groups are
reading similar literature but not collaborating at the university
and whether we could predict when a collaboration is going to
occur before it does. Understanding these relationships or the potential thereof can lead to more informed decisions by university
and department/college administrators when allocating resources
and planning around departmental research2 . Furthermore, regions
of potential cross-campus collaborations could also be future areas
of new investment and growth on research campuses and outlining
these areas sooner could have many long-term institutional benefits. This all also says nothing of the relationship between these
departments with respect to teaching and student course-taking
patterns/behavior, which we believe to be another area of great
potential for research. In light of these ideas, we wanted to begin
exploring whether co-citation can signal co-authorship using this
data.
Figure 3 shows preliminary results from an exploration of the
relationship between co-citation and co-authorship among departments. The dendrogram of the figure shows the groupings of departments based on co-citations with the understanding that fields
that work in the same/similar domains will tend to cite the same
work. As such, almost all of the groupings follow an intuitive ordering. For example, almost all of the engineering and hard sciences
are clustered together. Additionally, much of the health sciences is
also clustered together while biology is clustered alongside ocean,
forest, and environmental sciences. Of course, there are also some
peculiarities, such as the positioning of women’s studies and English. We believe having more expansive data by removing limits on
the data we used to develop the underlying co-citation matrix will
help delineate these clusterings/groupings even further.
The figure’s heatmap, meanwhile, shows the percentage of coauthorship across departments. This approach is similar to one our
group has previously used when examining the underlying departmental structure of an institution of higher education with respect
to students’ major preferences [2]. There are a few things of note
with respect to the heatmap. First, the diagonal of the heatmap was
zeroed. Also, the heatmap was not normalized along the diagonal
(i.e. the heatmap was kept asymmetric) to reflect differences in proportions across departments that have collaborated. In this sense,
the heatmap shows the proportion of papers from a department
along a row that had a co-authorship with a department along a column. This is not the same as the value one would get by swapping
the rows/columns as the heatmap was normalized by row. Additionally, the ordering of the rows and columns of the heatmap was
2 Our

research group has already begun assisting our home institution in examining
this (http://www.washington.edu/global/)
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Figure 2: Violin plots of citation counts of collaborative papers as defined by multiple authorship (top), multiple institutional
affiliations (middle), and multiple departmental affiliations (bottom). Horizontal black and red lines indicate median and
mean values for each year, respectively. For ease of view, only values between the 10th to 90th percentiles were shown for
each distribution. The medians and means were calculated using all data (i.e. not limited to values between the 10th and 90th
percentiles).
kept consistent with the dendrogram. That is to say that there exist
distinct clusters within the row/column groupings of the heatmap
based on the co-citation patterns of the departments (and, more
specifically, the clustering therefrom). Furthermore, these clusters
should present themselves along the diagonal of the heatmap if
there is a strong relationship between co-citation and co-authorship
for given departments and should be away from the diagonal otherwise. In other words, if departments are similar with respect to
both co-citation and co-authorship, we should see pockets of higher
values near the diagonal.
What we see in the heatmap are extreme values along the diagonal along with some high values along the periphery of the
heatmap. In particular, there appear to be three distinct clusters
of co-authorship that are also reflective of co-citation: 1) among
the ocean, forest, and environmental sciences; 2) among the engineering and hard sciences; and 3) among the health sciences.
At the same time, there are also a few pockets of co-authorship
that are away from the diagonal, namely: 1) between the ocean,
forest, and environmental sciences and the engineering and hard
sciences; 2) between the health sciences and the engineering and

hard sciences; and 3) between the ocean, forest, and environmental sciences and the health sciences. In short, there appear to be
three groups that are highly collaborative amongst themselves and
are also collaborative across each other. Much of the rest of the
heatmap, meanwhile, remains unfilled, indicating little in terms of
collaboration. This appears to indicate siloed/compartmentalized
communities within the institutional research landscape with most
cross-departmental intra-institutional research spurred by three
clusters of departments/fields. Our group hopes to further examine how these research relationships have changed over time with
respect to clustering and compartmentalization of collaboration.

4

LIMITATIONS

One limitation with this work is the fact that it focuses on a single
institution and the research published by it. This limits the extent
to which the results may be generalized to other universities or,
more broadly, the scientific literature at large. As mentioned previously, we deliberately scoped this project to focus on a single
institution due to the amount of effort required to clean/curate the
departmental data and in so doing, we were able to present what
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Figure 3: Dendrogram showing clustering of departments based on co-citations and heatmap showing co-authorship. Department/school titles were replaced with the fields they focus on for ease of reading. Numbers next to labels indicate number of
papers co-authored with another department/school. Figure rotated 90 degrees clockwise.
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we believe is the first look at inter-departmental collaborations as
well as the relationship between co-citations and co-authorship
when examining intra-institutional collaborations. We believe this
process and analysis can be expanded to other institutions to get a
much broader sense of how particular fields/departments collaborate and we will soon begin examining these collaborations beyond
a single institution. Additionally, we believe looking at a case study
of a single university can still be beneficial to the scientific community in sparking new ideas (e.g. this work being influenced by
Gazni and Didegah, who similarly looked at a single institution
[14]).
The number of authors was also not accounted for when examining citation counts. This will likely have some impact on citation
counts with respect to self-citation - if more authors are present on
a work and authors are likely to self-cite in the future, the number
of citations would increase accordingly. Field variation was also
not accounted for in this work. This includes citation differences
across fields (e.g. number of citations typically in papers, tendency
to self-cite, etc.). In expanding this work, we believe controlling for
self-citations and field-level differences to be an immediate area
where this work can be improved.
Another consideration for this work is that lists of authors and
paper metadata provide no indication of the amount of effort or
research capital contributed by each individual. More exhaustive
descriptions of research efforts and contributions by each author
could lead to better approximations of individual efforts, as noted
by Smith [27], which can then lead to a better understanding of
the collaborative nature of a work. Beyond that, however, there
would still be numerous intangible aspects of research and contribution that cannot be tracked, as noted by Subramanyam [28].
This also says nothing of the idea of social distance between researchers resulting in a lack of accreditation [17] as well as the
idea of “honorary co-authorship,” defined as “as the listing of the
names of mentors, associates, and friends on articles, even when
they have not adequately contributed for authorship” [21]. The
presented results must be taken with the understanding that every
listed author and listed department were equally weighted when
defining a collaboration. The number of times that a department
or institution was listed was not considered as only unique occurrences of each were. This approach was taken primarily to ease
analysis and future efforts may examine collaborations with respect
to more rigorous weighting of effort/authorship/collaboration.
Finally, this work used WoS as a single data source. Any limitations with respect to the dataset’s scope and completeness would
impact the final results for this work.

5

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

One obvious future step with this work is to remove the bounds
on the data we used in the analysis. This includes removing any
restrictions with date of publications for both papers in the dataset
as well as papers that were cited. As mentioned above, we would
also like to expand this analysis to look at additional institutions
with the understanding that this will likely require replication of
the data cleaning efforts required for this work. If this data cleaning
requires excess effort when scaling, we may limit the scope of our
work to a single department/field (e.g. computer science).
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Another potential avenue of future research is examining the
degree to which papers with more curated metadata tend to have
more citations. Some of the results from this work, particularly
those in Table 2 indicate that papers with curated suborganization
metadata tend to have more citations than those that do not. We
believe this to be a result of more visible journals/venues having
better curated metadata but exploring this further would be of
interest.
We would also like to examine the degree to which information technology has enabled collaborations between institutions.
This includes analyzing whether the geographic distance between
collaborating institutions has increased over time and whether increasingly globalized communicative environments are helping
foster more globalized scientific exchanges. We would like to further understand this by geolocating each institution in the WoS
database and examining how the geographic distances between
collaborating institutions has changed over time.
Finally, we believe the preliminary work we presented on the
relationship between co-citations and co-authorships holds great
promise in terms of understanding the research and organizational
structure of individual institutions. Expanding on these techniques,
institutions and administrators can better understand areas of internal research collaboration. We also believe that the underlying
ideas can be extended to science at large to map the broader scientific/bibliometric landscape (e.g. [29]). We would like to further
develop and refine these analytic methods with the intention of trying to uncover whether fields that are based in similar knowledge
domains are collaborating and, ultimately, whether future collaborations at the field level can be predicted or even initiated with
this understanding. Though there has been some work predicting
collaborations at the author level (e.g. [5, 32], we believe examining
the space of field-level collaborations could be of interest.
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CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we examine collaborative scientific works through
three different lenses of collaboration: multi-author, multi-institution,
and multi-departmental collaborations. After extensive data curation to enable us to even define multi-departmental papers, we find
that the proportion of papers belonging to each definition of collaboration remains fairly stable over the last 8 years. When looking at
citation counts, papers that were defined as being collaborative were
more frequently cited than their non-collaborative counterparts a fact that held across every definition of collaboration and after
accounting for year of publication. Finally, we show preliminary
results as we examine the relationship between co-citations and
co-authorship, finding that there is a high degree of collaboration
both among clusters of similar fields and across these same clusters.
We hope to further expand these methods to better understand the
relationship between co-citation and co-authorship.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors would like to thank Clarivate Analytics for providing the WoS data used in this research. The authors would also
like to thank Jesse Chamberlin of the University of Washington
Informatics program for his assistance in extracting the WoS data.

Is together better?

REFERENCES
[1] James D Adams, Grant C Black, J Roger Clemmons, and Paula E Stephan. Scientific
teams and institutional collaborations: Evidence from us universities, 1981–1999.
Research policy, 34(3):259–285, 2005.
[2] Lovenoor Aulck and Jevin West. Attrition and performance of community college
transfers. PLOS ONE, 12(4), 2017.
[3] Donald Beaver. Reflections on scientific collaboration (and its study): past, present,
and future. Scientometrics, 52:365–377, 2001.
[4] Donald Beaver. Does collaborative research have greater epistemic authority?
Scientometrics, 60:399–408, 2004.
[5] Michele A Brandão, Mirella M Moro, Giseli Rabello Lopes, and José PM Oliveira.
Using link semantics to recommend collaborations in academic social networks.
In Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on World Wide Web, pages
833–840. ACM, 2013.
[6] Stefano Breschi, Francesco Lissoni, et al. Mobility and social networks: Localised
knowledge spillovers revisited. Università commerciale Luigi Bocconi, 2003.
[7] Beverly L Clarke. Multiple authorship trends in scientific papers. Science, 143
(3608):822–824, 1964.
[8] Derek J de Solla Price and Donald Beaver. Collaboration in an invisible college.
American psychologist, 21(11):1011, 1966.
[9] William D Figg, Lara Dunn, David J Liewehr, Seth M Steinberg, Paul W Thurman,
J Carl Barrett, and Julian Birkinshaw. Scientific collaboration results in higher
citation rates of published articles. Pharmacotherapy: The Journal of Human
Pharmacology and Drug Therapy, 26(6):759–767, 2006.
[10] Mary Frank Fox. Gender, environmental milieu, and productivity in science. The
outer circle: Women in the scientific community, pages 188–204, 1991.
[11] Mary Frank Fox and Catherine A Faver. Independence and cooperation in
research: The motivations and costs of collaboration. The Journal of Higher
Education, 55(3):347–359, 1984.
[12] Koen Frenken, Werner Hölzl, and Friso de Vor. The citation impact of research
collaborations: the case of european biotechnology and applied microbiology
(1988–2002). Journal of Engineering and technology Management, 22(1-2):9–30,
2005.
[13] Eugene Garfield. Is citation analysis a legitimate evaluation tool? Scientometrics,
1(4):359–375, 1979.
[14] Ali Gazni and Fereshteh Didegah. Investigating different types of research collaboration and citation impact: a case study of harvard university’s publications.
Scientometrics, 87(2):251–265, 2011.
[15] Wolfgang Glänzel and András Schubert. Double effort= double impact? a critical
view at international co-authorship in chemistry. Scientometrics, 50(2):199–214,
2001.
[16] Hanna Hottenrott and Cornelia Lawson. A first look at multiple institutional
affiliations: a study of authors in germany, japan and the uk. Scientometrics, 111
(1):285–295, 2017.
[17] J Sylvan Katz and Ben R Martin. What is research collaboration? Research policy,
26(1):1–18, 1997.
[18] Jonathan M Levitt and Mike Thelwall. Does the higher citation of collaborative
research differ from region to region? a case study of economics. Scientometrics,
85(1):171–183, 2010.
[19] Terttu Luukkonen, Olle Persson, and Gunnar Sivertsen. Understanding patterns
of international scientific collaboration. Science, Technology, & Human Values, 17
(1):101–126, 1992.
[20] Francis Narin, Kimberly Stevens, and Edith S Whitlow. Scientific co-operation in
europe and the citation of multinationally authored papers. Scientometrics, 21(3):
313–323, 1991.
[21] Jeremy O’Brien, Mark Otto Baerlocher, Marshall Newton, Tina Gautam, and
Jason Noble. Honorary coauthorship: Does it matter? Canadian Association of
Radiologists Journal, 60(5):231–236, 2009.
[22] Timothy L O’Brien. Change in academic coauthorship, 1953–2003. Science,
Technology, & Human Values, 37(3):210–234, 2012.
[23] Olle Persson, Wolfgang Glänzel, and Rickard Danell. Inflationary bibliometric
values: The role of scientific collaboration and the need for relative indicators in
evaluative studies. Scientometrics, 60(3):421–432, 2004.
[24] Roderik Ponds, Frank van Oort, and Koen Frenken. Innovation, spillovers and
university–industry collaboration: an extended knowledge production function
approach. Journal of Economic Geography, 10(2):231–255, 2009.
[25] Stanley Presser. Collaboration and the quality of research. Social studies of Science,
10(1):95–101, 1980.
[26] Ulrich Schmoch and Torben Schubert. Are international co-publications an
indicator for quality of scientific research? Scientometrics, 74(3):361–377, 2008.
[27] Mapheus Smith. The trend toward multiple authorship in psychology. American
psychologist, 13(10):596, 1958.
[28] Krishnappa Subramanyam. Bibliometric studies of research collaboration: A
review. Information Scientist, 6(1):33–38, 1983.
[29] Daril Vilhena, Jacob Foster, Martin Rosvall, Jevin West, James Evans, and Carl T
Bergstrom. Finding cultural holes: How structure and culture diverge in networks
of scholarly communication. Sociological Science, 1:221–239, 2014.

KDD: BigScholar 2018, August 2018, London, UK
[30] Joe H Ward Jr. Hierarchical grouping to optimize an objective function. Journal
of the American statistical association, 58(301):236–244, 1963.
[31] K Brad Wray. Scientific authorship in the age of collaborative research. Studies
in History and Philosophy of Science Part A, 37(3):505–514, 2006.
[32] Xing Zhou, Lixin Ding, Zhaokui Li, and Runze Wan. Collaborator recommendation in heterogeneous bibliographic networks using random walks. Information
Retrieval Journal, 20(4):317–337, 2017.

