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Times Higher Education, July 31, 2024



The journalist contacted us two weeks earlier



He had seen our LSE Blog



Our bibliometric evidence

The share of the world’s 
articles has clearly 
decreased

The degree of 
international 
collaboration only 
slightly 
decreased



The story was written against our evidence and based 
on Clarivate’s annual G20 Scorecard



THE published our different story in September
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Our paper in Scientometrics in April 2024

We study the possible 
influence of the Russia-
Ukraine War on Russia’s 
research productivity 
and international 
collaboration in science.

The clearest change is 
that the productivity of 
Russian science, as 
measured within Web 
of Science, has 
dramatically decreased 
after several years of 
growth.

The general decline in 
Russian science seems 
to be more driven by 
internal factors than by 
loss of partnerships 
abroad.



We needed relative indicators to detect this:
Degree of international collaboration and Relative Intensity of Collaboration



Exceptions in some areas of research: 
Shares of Russia’s articles with international collaboration in 
Particle and Nuclear Science 



Continued co-authorships with Russia could be explained by 
the wish to “leave no one behind” in global scientific 
communities

The resistance of the 
global scientific 
communities towards 
being steered by 
geopolitical conflicts 
seems to prevail even 
under high pressure.



We also needed inside information to explain Russia’s 
own decline

Explanations for the 
dramatic decline in 
Russia’s scientific 
production: 

• Departmental 
cutbacks

• Repression of 
academic freedom

• Brain drain of leading 
researchers.
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The term “research security” was recently introduced to 
policies for public science

◼ Security policy has traditionally 
influenced science and science policy 
with systems for export control and 
counterintelligence in the 
commercial R&D sector. 

◼ Public science is now affected as 
well after policies for research 
security (a new term in history) were 
introduced to science policy recently:

◼ In the USA in 2021 (National Security 
Presidential Memorandum-33, January 
14th)

◼ In the European Union in 2024 
(COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION of 23 
May 2024 on enhancing research 
security) 



But public knowledge is not created within a country.
How can exhanges in publications and collaborations be 
controlled?



We collaborated across defence alliances …



… and could publish the same evidence in Russia …



… but we had to take care:
Two journalists edited our paper in THE. We asked for a few important 
amendments which they accepted

We wrote to the journalists: “Invasion” and “attack” should be 
replaced by “war” in three places. This is for the personal security 
of our Russian colleague. We chose the same solution for the 
paper that we published in April. We regard our message and 
evidence as strong enough.



The value of international collaboration was also our main 
point in the article



Now, let us turn to the long-term perspective
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Globalization 
NATO’s share has decreased from 69 percent to 46 percent
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Globalization 
NATO’s share has decreased from 65 percent to 31 percent if we only 
consider internal articles from within NATO
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Shares in the world’s production of articles
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China’s share in the countries’ articles with international 
collaboration
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中国国家自然科学基金委员会资助成果的国际合作态势

基金委资助在代表性国家（尤其是新兴国家）国际合作产出方面贡献日益突出；
近年来，基金委资助在推动中美合作方面作用有所减弱，但中国同英国的合作
持续增强。

(a) 代表性国家在NSFC资助的中国国际
合作论文中的占比

(b) 代表性国家国际合作论文中NSFC

资助的论文占比

• 在NSFC资助的中国国际合作论文中，与美国的合作最为突出，但2018年以来下降趋势显著；
与英国的合作持续增强。

• 在代表性国家的国际合作论文中，NSFC资助在新加坡的国际合作论文中占比尤为突出；近年
来，NSFC资助在美国、新加坡、印度等国家的国际合作论文中占比出现不同程度的下降。



Trends of international collaboration funded by the 
National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC)

NSFC has increasingly contributed to international collaborative papers (ICPs) in
selected countries, particularly emerging ones. In recent years, while the role of
NSFC funding in promoting China-U.S. collaboration has somewhat diminished,
collaboration between China and the UK has consistently strengthened.

(a) Share of ICPs from selected countries in 

the total of China’s ICPs funded by NSFC

(b) Share of ICPs funded by NSFC in 

the total of ICPs from selected countries

• Among China’s ICPs funded by NSFC, collaboration with the USA stands out prominently, albeit with a significant downward

trend since 2018. Meanwhile, collaboration with the UK has been continuously strengthening.

• Among ICPs from selected countries, the share of papers funded by NSFC is particularly notable for Singapore. In recent years, the

share of NSFC-funded papers in ICPs from countries such as the USA, Singapore and India has declined to varying degrees.
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How to measure the relative intensity of collaboration while 
taking the activities in the whole network into account



USA’s collaboration profile in 2022
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Prioritized relations



China’s collaboration profile in 2022
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Prioritized relations



RIC among world regions: The North American perspective
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RIC among world regions: The Asian perspective
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RIC among world regions: The Western European perspective
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The RIC is based on a dataset for coauthorship represented as 
a matrix of co-occurences and the column and row totals



Thank you for your attention. 
Your comments and questions are welcome
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