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General Background
Researchers often use bibliographic databases for research purposes. I want to share my experience in using the 
bibliographic databases (e.g., Scopus, MEDLINE, RISS, etc.). 

Bibliographic records are kept using the metadata. The following is an example of Scopus bibliographic metadata.



Purpose

Lesson 1: Utilize bibliographic records for 
variety research purposes

For Example,

◦ Cultural tendencies

◦ Collaboration characteristics

◦ Language uses (e.g., English words)

◦ Trends of research

◦ Authorship patterns

◦ Citation patterns (e.g., co-citation)

◦ Keyword patterns

◦ Ranking of authors (e.g., h-index)

◦ Ranking of journals (e.g., impact factor)

◦ etc.



Metadata 

Lesson 2: Understand the characteristics of 
each metadata

Each metadata exhibit different characteristics. For example,

Title: 
- the length of titles are longer than key terms but shorter than abstract

- can be in either complete or incomplete sentence

- punctuation marks may indicate the types of title

Keywords: 

- unique, usually 1 to 3 words, easy to perform a frequency count
- frequently used keywords may indicate notable subject/topic areas



Metadata 

Lesson 2: Understand the characteristics of 
each metadata – cont.

Abstract: 

- Comprised of multiple sentences
- Comprised of moves (rhetorical components)

References: 

- Required for performing citation analysis
- Cited references may go back to only certain years 

(e.g., for Scopus, the years after 1996)

Authors: 

- the number of authors vary in producing articles
- prone to ambiguous author names

etc.



Bibliographic Databases

Lesson 3: Note that Scopus and Web of Science 
(WoS) offer superior features with hefty price tags

Accessibility limited due to costly subscription based services (Aghaei Chadegani, et al , 2013). 

Google Scholar may contain grey literature - publication selection is relatively unselective.

Scopus and WoS are the top of line bibliographic databases in terms of the following:

◦ Citations related features

◦ Downloading features

◦ Search related features

◦ The types of metadata being recorded

◦ Analysis tools

◦ Search features

◦ Quality journal selection



Bibliographic Databases

Lesson 4: Note that the publication coverage 
of bibliographic databases varies

Coverage is different depending on the bibliographic databases

◦ Journal coverage of Scopus, WoS, and Google Scholar are different. (Mongeon & Paul-Hus, 
2016). 

◦ For this reason, the citation metric score such as h-index will vary depending on the database 
(De Groote & Raszewski, 2012). 



Metadata

Lesson 5: Know the implication of omitted 
(null) data in the bibliographic records

Reasons for omission is not provided by a typical bibliographic database.

The effect of omission varies depending on the level of omitted data.

All bibliographic databases are susceptible to omitted data.

Omitted data could be primarily by the fact that journals have not had consistent 
policies (Jacsó, 2009). 



Sampling

Lesson 6: Know different approaches to 
sampling the bibliographic records

For example, we can use two approaches: 
1. Publication basis
2. Bibliographic database basis

Approach 1
◦ Select one publication (Anyi et al. 1970) or a group of publications using certain criteria 

(e.g., SJR, impact factor).
◦ Weakness:  A particular journal selection might not adequately represent a domain of 

interest.

Approach 2
◦ Search against the database Using search terms and other criteria.
◦ The retrieved bibliographic records may not represent the domain of interest due to 

publication coverage issues.
◦ Bibliographic records may change due to the dynamic nature of database.
◦ Some records might be missing due to a variety of reasons and may not be realized until 

later.



Predefined Categories

Lesson 7: Be cautious in using the pre-defined 
disciplines (subject categories)

Each journal database uses different discipline category scheme and may show 
inconsistencies (Abrizah et al. 2013).

LIS journals may be categorized into multiple related disciplines.

LIS journals might be categorized into more than one category, raising the 
chances of having incorrect categorization.

Each journal may be published varying number of publications with varying 
number of topics. 



Predefined Categories

Lesson 8: Note that pre-defined LIS subject areas are 
either not available or not consistently recorded in the 

bibliographic databases

The scope of journals varies depending on the particular journal and may 
publish papers on a wide range of topics.

There is no consensus on category of LIS subject categories.

An LIS journal may publish papers that deals with multiple LIS subject areas.

Manual categorization of large journal articles is impractical.

Some pre-defined subject categories of LIS can be too detailed, having many 
sub-branch cateogies.



Analyzing the data

Lesson 9. Note that processing and analyzing 
bibliographic records can be time consuming

◦ Downloading data can be time-consuming in some cases.

◦ Processing bibliographic records that requires a human judgement is can be 
time-consuming.

◦ Processing and preparing data for analysis can be time-consuming. 



Analyzing the data

Lesson 10: Be aware of the fact that records in 
bibliographic databases are dynamic

Changes are made often to the bibliographic records (Citescore Metrics FAQs 
2017).

It is almost impossible to detect change changes to the databases.

Some data such as citation counts will be updated as the database evolve.

Some new journals might be indexed, and some older journals might be added 
to the database.



Result

Lesson 11. Note that comparing the results to 
another study can be quite limited

Comparing the result of study to another may be difficult due to some technical issues:

◦ Differing bibliographic databases

◦ Differing criteria used to sample the data

◦ etc.

A fixed standard dataset is not available where the results of the study can be 
compared with each other more easily.



Conclusions
•Most of these lessons are based on personal experiences in 

dealing with bibliographic databases.

•We need to share more practical experiences.

•More improvements can be made.
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