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Abstract: Previous research on indicators for measuring the success of Open Science tends to operate
at a macro/global level and very rarely addresses the need to measure success at the level of a single
project. However, this previous research has the merit of arguing for the definition of indicators
that offer an alternative to more traditional bibliometric measures or indicators that focus on mere
performance. This paper is the outcome of work conducted for a specific project that aims to build a
discovery platform for social sciences and humanities, the platform GoTriple. GoTriple is designed
taking inspiration from Open Science principles and has been built through a user-centered approach.
The paper details the practice-led work conducted by the GoTriple team for assessing the meaning of
the term success for the project and to identify indicators. To this end, this paper proposes the concept
of compass indicators and presents how the project team arrived at the definition of this concept. The
paper also highlights a distinction between compass indicators, which are modest measures, and key
performance indicators, which tend to be tied up with measurable objectives. Compass indicators are
defined as indicators that do not aim to achieve a specified numerical target of success but rather
explain the journey of a project toward achieving certain desirable outcomes and offer insights to
take action. Compass indicators defined for the project embrace areas such as diversity, inclusivity,
collaboration, and the general use of the platform. In the final discussion, the paper offers reflections
on the potential relevance of the notion of compass indicators and closes with a discussion of the next
steps for this work.
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1. Introduction

Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH) research is divided into several disciplines,
sub-disciplines, and languages. While this specialization makes it possible to investigate
a variety of topics, it also leads to fragmentation. Use and reuse of SSH publications is
suboptimal, interdisciplinary collaborations are often missed, and as a result the societal,
economic, and academic impacts of SSH are limited. Having SSH disciplines embrace
Open Science more concretely can help in addressing some of these issues by break-
ing down barriers and supporting wider collaborations. In line with this, the Horizon
2020 TRIPLE project (https://project.gotriple.eu/about/, accessed 7 August 2022) seeks to
offer a contribution to address some of these issues and break down the siloed approach
often common in SSH. It is trying to do so with the design, development, and dissemina-
tion of the GoTriple discovery platform (https://www.gotriple.eu/). GoTriple is a digital
solution based on cutting edge web technology and design which should facilitate better
discovery for SSH and foster wider collaboration. With the term discovery we mean the
capacity to find, expose, and display material such as literature, data, projects, people etc.,
that researchers would need for their work [1].
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The aim of GoTriple is to make it much easier for scientists, citizens, and business
organizations to access scientific publications, data, data processing platforms, and data
processing services, with a focus on SSH. This effort is equally linked with the development
of Open Science as it is with the fostering of Open Access. The Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) provides the following definition of Open Science:
“To make the primary outputs of publicly funded research results—publications and the
research data—publicly accessible in digital format with no or minimal restriction” [2]
(p. 7). They add yet another important aspect: “Open Science is about extending the
principles of openness to the whole research cycle, fostering sharing and collaboration
as early as possible thus entailing a systemic change to the way science and research
is done”. The TRIPLE project, via the development of GoTriple, shares the ambition
to contribute to Open Science. The technical and philosophical work underpinning the
development of GoTriple have been described in detail in the paper by Dumouchel et al. [3],
whilst the paper by Achenbach et al. [1] discusses the differences between GoTriple and
other mainstream discovery services and, in particular, Google Scholar. GoTriple had
been initially conceived based on the results of the OPERAS design study which were
presented in detail in a white paper [4] and other studies, for instance, the “European
survey on scholarly practices and digital needs in the arts and humanities”, conducted
by the Digital Methods and Practices Observatory Working Group (DiMPO) [5]. These
publications identified two important gaps: the difficulty to find resources and researchers
in SSH because of their huge fragmentation and the general difficulties that exist in their
discovery. They highlighted the existence of a variety of diverse SSH digital repositories as
well as the numerous small SSH units in Europe. It is this fragmentation of publications,
projects, and people that requires efforts to be made to bring resources together and offer
the SSH community digital tools and services that can act as single access points. The
GoTriple platform therefore has the ambition to try to address some of the known barriers
of interconnection and interoperability across SSH disciplines and communities. There
is also a visible gap in the existing European Open Science Cloud service marketplace
(https://search.eosc-portal.eu/search/service?q=*, accessed 7 August 2022), which largely
offers services for natural sciences, where on the contrary, SSH services are fairly limited in
both numbers and scope. The GoTriple platform therefore is a next necessary step forward
for value generation from the SSH community. By becoming an established European
discovery platform for SSH resources, GoTriple aims to experiment with and develop new
ways to conduct research and especially interdisciplinary research supporting SSH. It is
then important to also reflect on what success for a project such as GoTriple could mean.
Consequently, in this paper, we discuss the strategy which has been developed by the
project for measuring the success of the platform. In doing so, the paper seeks to present an
answer to the following practical research problem: when considering the success of an
Open Science discovery platform, what should we measure and how? In particular, we
aim to explore important aspects associated with the creation and nurturing of a healthy
and varied user community of SSH scholars and other actors.

The TRIPLE project’s methodology is based on the combination of two interlinked
pillars: the first is the adoption of Open Science practices for the design and development;
and the second is a user-centered approach to design with a focus on understanding the
researchers’ needs and co-designing core aspects of the platform with them. These two
pillars have supported the creation of GoTriple as an innovative multilingual and multicul-
tural discovery solution for SSH. GoTriple presently supports discovery in 10 languages
(Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, German, French, Polish, Croatian, Slovene, Ukrainian, and
English) and work is ongoing to include additional languages. The platform’s ambition
is to provide a central access point that allows discovery at a European scale in the above
languages. This is achieved through the harvesting of open repositories, archives, or
other open publishing platforms, offering researchers access to publications and other
resources. The platform technology is also based on the Isidore (https://isidore.science/,
accessed 8 August 2022) search engine [6]. Compared to Isidore, GoTriple additionally
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boosts several innovative services and specific tailored features (see Figure 1 for the main
home page). The innovative services include a trust building system, an annotation tool, a
crowdfunding solution, and a recommender system, as well as a visual search interface.
Tailored features include various dashboards which can be used by the user to explore
publications, such as a dashboard related to publications in specific SSH disciplines (see
Figure 2), user profiles, and others.
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Figure 1. The home page of GoTriple with the search engine. A beta prototype of GoTriple was
released in October 2021 and a near final version was released in September 2022. At the time of
writing, concrete actions for building a lively user community have started via a user engagement
strategy. A further important aspect is that the platform will be one of the dedicated services of
OPERAS (https://operas-eu.org/, accessed 10 August 2022) [7], the research infrastructure sup-
porting open scholarly communication in SSH in the European Research Area. Moreover, GoTriple
will be a dedicated service of the European Open Science Cloud (EOSC) (https://eosc-portal.eu/,
accessed 10 August 2022), thus further contributing to achieving Open Science in Europe.
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Figure 2. Example of a component of the GoTriple discipline dashboard (see https://www.gotriple.
eu/disciplines, accessed 12 August 2022) showing the number of projects and publications discover-
able for sociology over time.

One problem related not so much to the design but to the achievements of the GoTriple
platform is being able to define a set of indicators that can be used to measure success.
Obviously for TRIPLE, with it being a European Union funded project, the partners had
to propose a set of key performance indicators (KPIs), to measure certain achievements
related to the receipt of public funding and tied to the project objectives. These include
the number of documents harvested or the number of users at the end of funding. A
performance indicator is usually defined as “an item of information collected at regular
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intervals to track the performance of a system” [8] (p. 1). Whilst KPIs have a role in
assessing performance in achieving certain critical objectives for, e.g., an organization, and
they should help to substantially increase a certain performance [9], they are essentially
tied with targets [10] to be achieved over time. Not meeting a KPI is often synonymous of
failure as the performance was not what was expected and the objectives were not met.

In our specific case, whilst meeting the funding KPIs is fundamental for measuring the
achievement of high-level objectives, we also need to be mindful that the KPIs proposed
at the time of submitting a project proposal are not necessarily a good representation of
how the project has evolved over time and they are potentially obsolete after the end of
the funding period. Moreover, it is the position of the authors that adopting strict KPIs
may not be the only approach to measure the success of an Open Science platform such
as GoTriple, as success should be seen as a journey which can go in very many directions
more than as a performance target. Indeed, the creation of a new platform is a practical
problem which requires reflection, discussion, user involvement, refinement, and further
action. For this reason, the TRIPLE project partners have conducted work to define an
alternative set of indicators to measure success for an Open Science community platform,
based on a modest practice-led approach [11,12] rather than one of target achievements.
There also is discussion of the importance of adopting both qualitative and quantitative
indicators for measuring Open Science, e.g., [13,14]. For practical reasons which will be
discussed later, the indicators we propose in this work are quantitative in nature, however
they are not targets and are used consequently in an inductive manner as potential guides
for further action based on our expert interpretation. The goal of this paper is then to
present part of the practical work that was conducted to address the problem of “what and
how” to measure success for GoTriple. As we will see later in the paper, we have defined
the indicators for measuring success in GoTriple as compass indicators. This specific name
was adopted to move away from the idea of measuring success as a target to achieve
and instead define success more as a journey where trajectories could be evaluated and
actions taken.

2. State of the Art

Within the field of Open Science and Open Access publishing there is debate about
the need to measure success in ways that differ from the closed model of publishing.
See [13–16] for some contributions to this debate. Traditionally, bibliographic metrics have
been used to measure the success of publications and their impact, and these include
aspects such as the number of citations, the impact factor of a journal, or the H-index of a
scholar. However, in time, the scientific community started to look at alternative metrics to
assess the value of academic publishing and a debate on how to measure success ensued.
This debate goes back more than ten years and is tied to the advent of the digitalization of
publishing and social media [17], which has shown the limits of measuring the impact of
academic publishing based on only traditional bibliographic metrics (arguably originally
developed before digital publishing). On one side, there has been a call to include metrics
based on social media, for example the number of visualizations, downloads, or bookmarks
for a publication. On the other hand, it is now recognized that there are a variety of
outputs of science (beyond publications) which include, for example, datasets, but also
self-publishing outputs (e.g., scientific blogs) and others. This has led to the definition of
alternative metrics, or altmetrics, and the publication of a manifesto [18]. Authors have
noted how altmetrics can provide an important contribution to the development of Open
Science [18], for example, by widening the potential audiences or allowing the impact of a
wider variety of outputs to be assessed. Authors have also pointed to the need to go beyond
the idea of altmetrics, proposing concepts such as “open metrics” [19] and “next-generation
metrics” [13]. This last proposition emphasizes that metrics cannot offer a “one size fits
all solution” (p. 15) to measure the success of Open Science and offer a set of criteria for
the development of responsible metrics for Open Science which include: (1) robustness
(the use the best data available); (2) humility (quantitative measures should go alongside
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qualitative ones and expert judgements); (3) transparency (ensuring that transparency of the
data collection process for stakeholders); (4) diversity (ensuring metrics support plurality),
and (5) reflexivity (assume that metrics can impact a project and reflect on them and
update them).

Several organizations have waded in on this debate, for example, UNESCO which has
promoted a recommendation on open science [20], with “a common definition, shared val-
ues, principles, and standards for open science at the international level and proposes a set
of actions conducive to a fair and equitable operationalization of open science for all at the
individual, institutional, national, regional, and international levels.” (p. 5). Shared values
identified by UNESCO include quality and integrity, collective benefits, equity and fairness,
and diversity and inclusiveness. The Open Science Leadership Forum has proposed a set
of success factors of Open Science, which include, amongst others, increased equity in
research, better recognition of early career researchers or increased accountability of the
research enterprise [21]. Similarly, the European Commission [22] has established specific
initiatives on Open Science, including work on indicators and alternative metrics [23]. The
document “Indicator frameworks for fostering open knowledge practices in science and
scholarship” [24] defines a set of frameworks for establishing relevant indicators for success
in Open Science. This document offers recommendations at four levels and includes novel
infrastructures, capabilities, best practices, and incentives systems. The document also
provides a comprehensive table of potential indicators for each of these actions, based on
analysis from the previous literature.

We can see in the first two examples above (UNESCO and the Open Science Leadership
Forum) the importance which is given to diversity, inclusion, and the collective benefit that
Open Science can bring. However, we need to remark again that these propositions are
tied with measuring success at a rather macro or global level (e.g., in a country) and not at
the level of a specific project. In the third example (from the EU Commission), there is an
emphasis on the need to also operate at levels which are not necessarily global to capture
the diverse contexts in which Open Science is achieved; the four actions offer different
levels of analysis and vary from the EU-wide level to the level of a single research institute.
However, they still are operationalized at a level which is higher than that of a single project
(such as GoTriple).

Overall, it has been recently argued [14] that “diversity, equity, and inclusion are
key components of Open Science” and developing metrics for success must reflect this
commitment. This surely also applies at the level of a single Open Science project. Indeed,
all the above reflections and criteria are a useful frame for the definition of success metrics,
and we will reflect on some of them later in the paper. Moreover, we need to remark that
some of the propositions above (in particular altmetrics) are tied to Open Science related
to publications and we should remember that GoTriple is not concerned with publishing.
Nonetheless, what is relevant for us from the above discussion is: (1) the path to finding
alternative approaches to measure success which are not necessarily hard-wired to KPIs
as targets to meet and (2) that these measures should reflect, amongst others, issues such
as equality, diversity, and inclusion. Moreover, it is clear that the importance of using
available data and to reflect on the transparency of what is being measured at all levels (see
in particular [13]).

In an albeit tangential area to Open Science, Open Source Software (OSS) projects
have also grappled with the issue of defining metrics for success for quite some time.
Whilst in this paper we are not concerned directly with the problem of evaluating the
success of the GoTriple as an OSS, there are interesting insights that can be derived from
the literature. Willinsky [25] noticed the potential convergence between Open Source and
Open Science in several areas but especially “a common commitment to a larger public
sphere”. Over time, OSS projects had to define metrics of success going beyond those of
traditional information system development. Moreover, the OSS efforts are also generally
operating at a project level rather than at a macro-global level. There is somehow a parallel
here with Open Science in terms of proposing some alternative metrics, but this is often a
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localized endeavor. Whilst OSS has become more and more tied with corporate interests
and managers still have to demonstrate things such as the return of investments [26], OSS
is also based on relatively large communities of contributors (often volunteers) attached to
specific projects.

That of the measure of success of OSS projects is indeed a debate with an even longer
standing than that on Open Science and it dates to at least the early 2000s. For exam-
ple, Crowston et al. offered one of the earlier accounts [27] recognizing that OSS is a
form of software development which differs from traditional information system devel-
opment. Therefore, “additional success measures that might be appropriate for OSS”
(p. 1) need to be considered, alongside traditional metrics such as those proposed by,
e.g., Seddon [28]. In OSS, while some metrics clearly have to do with the quality of the
code or with the management of risks of a project, some other metrics relate to the qual-
ity of the management of heterogeneous communities, whilst other metrics deal directly
with the success of a community and with aspects such as diversity and inclusion [29].
Diversity, inclusion, and collective action are therefore keywords that recur in both OSS
and in Open Science. For example, the Linux Foundation has established a project called
CHAOSS—Community Health Analytics Open Source Software [30], which places empha-
sis on, e.g., more traditional metrics related indeed with development and risk management
but it also has metrics with a strong focus on equality, inclusivity, and diversity. As has been
argued by Goggins et al. [31], this proposition supports a shift from looking at communities
merely in terms of measures to considering instead what is defined as the “health” of a
community and the related OSS project: “the potential of projects to continue developing
and maintaining quality software” [32] (p. 31).

Another set of contributions needs to be mentioned in the context of this review in
relation to research assessment. There is a lively discussion on reforming the way research
is assessed, and this also ties with the potential development of metrics. Our goal is not
to assess research or evaluate researchers but rather to assess the success of a platform for
Open Science in SSH. Nonetheless, we should also learn from t literature. Efforts for re-
forming research assessment are being promoted by the Coalition for Advancing Research
Assessment, also in collaboration with the EU Commission, which culminated with the
publication in 2022 of the Agreement on Reforming Research Assessment [33]. The agree-
ment includes high-level principles as well as practical commitments for reform. Amongst
other things, the document emphasizes again a focus on diversity and inclusion, stresses
the importance of also having also qualitative evaluation based on peer-review alongside
quantitative indicators, and also to the need to limit the use of institutional rankings or
measures such as the H-Index or impact factor alone. The document effectively traces a plan
for the reform of research assessment and offers clear steps for this. Similar remarks were
made by Gadd [34] with particular emphasis on empowering researchers, at the expenses
of rankings, strict evaluations, or the measurement of what is not necessary. In this context,
it is also important to mention the work of the HuMetricHSS initiative which in a white pa-
per [35] has offered a set of recommendations to support a better alignment of institutional
values (in, e.g., universities) with evaluation systems for researchers and impact, with a
focus on reappointment, promotion, and tenure. This contribution is interesting because it
focuses specifically on humanities and social sciences. The authors argue that “the values
that institutions of higher education profess to care most deeply about—articulated through
university mission statements, promotional materials, and talking points— are often not
the values enacted in the policies and practices that shape academic life” [35] (p. 10). This
requires a better re-alignment of values with the evaluation of researchers. For example,
many institutes claim to support equality, diversity, and inclusion however achieving this
for, e.g., tenure is quite complex. For instance, the focus on research excellence fosters
elitism which translates into the perpetuation of inequality. Hence the formulation of
recommendations to realign institutional values with the evaluation of researchers. These
contributions are an example of the debate around research evaluation, however this is
an area which does not concern GoTriple directly, since what we are interested in here
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is identifying ways to measure success for an online platform and an online community.
Research evaluation clearly is a task for institutes or specific national programs (such as
the evaluation of universities carried out by ANVUR in Italy). Nonetheless this literature
again points toward the importance of considering equality, diversity, and inclusion, whilst
promoting the need for alternative forms of evaluation.

Lastly, it is also not surprising to see some overlap of what was mentioned ear-
lier with the idea of responsible research and innovation (RRI). This is a policy and a
framework of the EU Commission for the Horizon 2020 programme [36] aimed at con-
sidering the potential effect of science and innovation and can be seen as “the ongoing
process of aligning research and innovation to societal values, needs, and expectations” [37]
(p. 1). A common definition found on various European H2020 project websites states
that RRI is “an approach that anticipates and assesses potential implications and societal
expectations with regard to research and innovation, with the aim to foster the design
of inclusive and sustainable research and innovation” [36]. RRI is anticipated to have an
immediate effect on key areas that promote and monitor both the sustainability and the
social justice/inclusion of any research project undertaken as part of European research.
RRI is based on six principles which include: (1) governance; (2) ethics; (3) gender equality;
(4) public engagement; (5) open access; (6) science education. Open Access, as we can see,
is one component of this policy. However, more relevant to our discussion is the focus
on equality, diversity, and inclusion. The Commission has also offered a set of indicators
to measure the above six principles in practice [38]. These indicators operate at a high
level, national, or supra-national (e.g., the European Union) and are not suitable to be
adopted or adapted into metrics for any specific project. Some are also not relevant for
our discussion. Nonetheless, these are examples of indicators that place emphasis on the
gender balance or on the need to foster better social inclusion of a variety of stakeholders in
science and innovation. Like in the previous discussion in Open Science, OSS, and research
evaluation, diversity, inclusion, and equality recur as potential areas where success needs
to be found—and somehow measured.

As is clear from the review of the literature, we are interested in the idea of embracing
alternative ways of measuring success for an Open Science platform, looking at areas such
as diversity, inclusion, or collaboration. Moreover, we are interested in moving away from
hard-wired KPIs traditionally used to measure whether a project has met its objectives over
time. We also need to identify measures that are modest and that can be located at the level
of a single project rather than at a micro or even global level.

3. Materials and Methods

The approach and methodology we adopted to define the indicators of success for
GoTriple can be seen as: (1) practice-led and (2) emergent. For Candy [10], practice-led
research is “concerned with the nature of practice and leads to new knowledge that has
operational significance for that practice”. In practice-led approaches, artefacts play an
important role in the creation of knowledge as they “function as a means of realizing a
thing which has to be perceived, recognized and conceived, or understood” [11] (p. 159).
Practice-led research is normally associated with creative and artistic practice, but in fact
it parallels action research in the field of design, where it is far more established as an
approach [39]. In practice-led research, new knowledge is generated through first the
process of making things (e.g., a new design, a new creative artefact) and then second on
reflecting on how these things should be, e.g., perceived or understood. It is therefore a
two-pronged approach based on making first and reflecting second. Moreover, practice-led
research can be, to an extent, distinguished from both the qualitative and quantitative
research paradigms [40], as it locates the main outputs not in written texts (i.e., the sci-
entific papers) using either numerical of qualitative data, but in practical outcomes. This
mirrors our own work for GoTriple; the project team engaged in the practice of designing
and developing the platform (the making), and then with the artefact at hand there is a
process of documenting and reflecting on how the artefact (which includes its ideal user
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community) could allow the generation of indicators to measure certain aspects of the
artefact itself and what these indicators represent. The real output of this work therefore is
not this manuscript per se, but it is the production of a set of indicators that can be used
for the practical advancement of the platform. Therefore, the definition of the indicators
follows the process of making the artefact (the platform in our case) and is the key output
of the research presented here. In practice-led research, the role of reflection and documen-
tation is fundamental [41], where documents (of any sort, whether they be diaries, notes,
or anything else) about the practice support further reflection on the construction of the
artefact and the knowledge that was generated. Through the making of GoTriple, several
documents have been produced including deliverables, for example, as well as specific doc-
uments related to the process of defining the indicators which played an important role in
the decision-making.

Our approach to the definition of success indicators can also be seen as an emergent
process. We did not start with a specific theory or view of the world from which we
derived assumptions and deductions. Rather, as we will see later, the definition of success
indicators emerged through the practice-led process of making GoTriple as well as from
internal discussion. This aligns with the idea that phenomena are not fixed by their specific
properties but rather emerge from various social and material practices as discussed by
DeLanda [42] (p. 4), according to whom “separate causes simply add or mix themselves
in their joint effect, so that we can see their agency in action in that effect”. Indeed, the
indicators for success defined for GoTriple emerged as an outcome of several elements
mixing together: the creation of GoTriple itself, the availability of certain data via the
platform, the internal discussion amongst the project partners, the reflection of what is
being carried out in the area of Open Science metrics (i.e., the literature), the existing project
documents, and so on. Thus, the practice-led process of creating a new discovery platform
and the blending of various emergent factors coalesced together in the creation of the
GoTriple indicators for success.

The material we propose here is tied to the use of various sources of knowledge related
to the project as well as internal discussion and decision-making operated by the TRIPLE
project team. If one wanted to formalize and summarize the material we used for defining
the indicators, one could see this as composed of a mix of: (1) knowledge generated from
the participatory research conducted for the GoTriple design; (2) existing assumptions on
the basis of the TRIPLE project; and (3) actions and decisions taken directly by the project
team during various sessions of discussion and debate on the indicators. Moreover, as a
fourth relevant point, we were able to rely on insights driven by the actual development of
GoTriple. This last point is especially important in relation to the knowledge of data that
would become available from the platform.

As stated earlier, the design of GoTriple is based on a user-centered approach. During
the earlier stages of the project, we conducted qualitative interviews (n = 25) with SSH
researchers across Europe (see [43] for the data, which is currently restricted). These
researchers were representative of different disciplines, career levels, ways of working, and
so on. While these interviews were conducted to gather the user needs for the design and
not directly for the purpose of building success indicators, the analysis of these data (see
Forbes et al. [44]) also offered some knowledge for fostering an internal discussion around
the indicators. This includes, for example, observations around the struggle of early career
scholars (for example in making their research emerge) or issues around the dominance of
English as a publishing language at the expense of other languages. These interviews were
conducted following ethical guidelines approved by the Ethical Committee of Abertay
University in 2019. In any case, no excerpts of the interviews are shown in this paper, as
the knowledge generated from the interviews served as basis for some decisions around
the definition of the indicators.

The GoTriple platform has also been developed based on original assumptions. Some
of these can be currently read on the project website (see https://project.gotriple.eu/about/,
accessed 12 August 2022). That is, when we proposed our project to the funding agency,

https://project.gotriple.eu/about/
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we also offered a set of initial assumptions warranting funding support. For example,
as stated earlier, GoTriple is a discovery platform for SSH. Much emphasis of the project
has always been based on the multilingual aspects of the discovery. Moreover, the focus
was on favoring a more collaborative approach amongst the SSH disciplines. Again, these
assumptions have connections with inclusivity, diversity, and collaboration and have
influenced the definition of our indicators.

The two above are elements of the materials that were given in a certain sense. In
practical terms much of the work for the definition of the indicators has been the outcome
of internal meetings of an ad hoc group of project partners. This group included amongst
others, the project coordinator, the leaders of user research, the leader of communication
and dissemination, the leader of the sustainability work. These discussions, specifically five
meetings, took place online between March 2021 and June 2022 and an additional meeting
took place in person, plus some one-to-one meetings between the coordinator and partners
with specific knowledge, which ended with a final presentation of the indicators to the
whole consortium in March 2022. A further three meetings took place afterwards to refine
the indicators and evaluate their feasibility. Ad hoc discussions also took place with other
partners, in particular with the technical team in order to assess the availability of the data
and the definition of a long-term technical strategy (which could last beyond the project’s
funding). Documentation played an important role during and for the meetings. In each
meeting, we took comprehensive notes and minutes about the various options that were
evaluated, the decisions that were taken, the reasons for these decisions, and how the work
for the preparation of the indicators should have been organized.

4. Results

In this section, we report the decision-making process for the definition of the compass
indicators of GoTriple, alongside our understanding of what it means to achieve success
in an Open Science discovery platform. To understand the process and the results, we
have to put things into context and present what was achieved in the different meetings
conducted, as well as comments on the various routes that were evaluated, and the choices
made during our practice-led activities.

4.1. The Vague Notion of “Compass Indicators”

The first meeting for the definition of the success indicators took place on 23 March
2021. When the partners participating in the work met for the first time, there were
originally different ideas on what the challenge at hand was. We were tied with a specific
task of the project stating that we would “evaluate the success of TRIPLE solution in an
iterative process every 7 months”, but beyond this, the task description was not restricting
us to a specific approach nor was it indicating specific measures or other metrics of sort to
adopt. Whilst this loose definition of the task did not offer much guidance, it was also an
opportunity to explore different options and ideas. Essentially the practical decision to be
taken revolved around this simple question/problem: what to measure and how?

The first meeting took place as a form of brainstorming where different ideas and their
merits were discussed among participants (seven in total from four different organizations,
including the project coordinator, the lead of user research, the lead of platform sustainabil-
ity, and the lead of platform interface design). In the beginning, two ideas were floating
around on “what to measure”, as potential starting points; on one side evaluating whether
people/users were happy with the actual GoTriple platform and on the other side defining
a set of KPIs such as the number of users, the number of documents available, and so on.

Discussion ensued on different aspects of these two starting points. Evaluating
whether users are happy with the platform is something more akin to evaluating the
usability [45] of the platform and not a measure of success as such. Moreover, in the project
there was already work planned to conduct a full usability evaluation (also encompassing
a final satisfaction questionnaire). Thus, we agreed that these were not the kind of success
measures we were looking for and that this would lead to a duplication of work. On



Publications 2022, 10, 49 10 of 25

KPIs, discussion ensued on two problems: (1) how the definition of indicators for success
would duplicate other KPIs which were required anyway for the funding agency and
(2) whether KPIs (even if monitored over time) would indeed be the best way to capture
the success of GoTriple. For example, while the overall number of users registered on the
platform could be considered a good measure for success as well as a KPI, it is also a very
generalist measure which tells little, for example, about the composition of the user base,
and if the project is achieving success just beyond increasing numbers, for example, around
diversity or collaboration. We started therefore reflecting on the need to have dynamic
measures/indicators, the sort of compasses that would allow us to understand how the
project was achieving success and also those that would serve as an indication of where we
could take actions now and in the future.

This last consideration is connected with the practice-led approach of generating
knowledge which has operational capacity for decision-making. For example, what if in
building the user base we found that certain European countries are underrepresented or
not represented at all? This would then arguably require the team to take some actions
for promoting the platform more in the under-represented country. Then, we agreed to
abandon the idea of KPIs as targets to meet and began to adopt this, a notion of “com-
pass indicators”. That is, indicators whose main objective is to give us a sense of the
direction of where the platform and its community are going, but also indicators that
would help us take some actions to change the direction. Essentially the main achieve-
ment of the first meeting had been the proposition to adopt this, yet still vague, notion of
compass indicators.

In parallel, we also discussed the problem of “how to measure”. At this stage we
still were not in the position to have identified what to measure, and therefore the “how”
problem was still very loosely approachable. However, something important was clarified.
Since the work with the users for the design of GoTriple had been tied with conducting
largely qualitative data collection (e.g., interviews, codesign), an initial proposition was to
gather evidence for success again with a similar process. However, discussion ensued on
whether this was the best approach. On one side, we had already been demanding a lot
from our potential user base, and involving them in further interviews might just increase
their burden. On the other side, gathering primary data in this way was seen as lacking
sustainability. In other words, running questionnaires or interviews is time-consuming
and requires significant resources, and in the long term (considering the potential end of
funding), this was considered not sustainable. Thus, a proposition was discussed to try to
obtain measures based on data generated directly by the GoTriple platform. For example,
if we wanted to understand the representation in the user base of the different European
countries, we could simply try to obtain this data directly from the GoTriple database if the
information was available or use some proxy measures that could provide an indication
of this. This proposition of reusing the platform data has some significant advantages,
as it would: (1) reduce the burden on the collection of data; (2) allow the direct reuse of
data already potentially held in our database; (3) support the process of automation of
the measurements; and (4) facilitate the creation of visualization offering an immediate
view, rather than waiting for the process of analysis of primary data. It is clear then that
our decision to adopt quantitative measures of success over qualitative ones has been
dictated by practical reasons tied with the availability of resources in the future, after the
end of funding. Qualitative measures do require a lot of resources for data collection and
analysis. Quantitative measures based on existing data from the platform do require an
initial investment in automating the process, but then in the long term, they can be run
with limited resources.

4.2. Preliminary Brainstorming on the Compass Indicators

A second meeting took place on the 11th of May 2021, with a restricted number of
participants (three in total, with members from the coordinator team and the lead of user
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research present). At this stage, having agreed on the notion of “compass indicators”, the
next task was to start defining what these compasses were in more detail.

The first part of the discussion concentrated on brainstorming about potential indica-
tors and broad areas/categories of measure. A good discussion took place in relation to the
diversity of the GoTriple user community, in particular with the proposal to consider the
following indicators:

• The balance of female/male users
• Good coverage of all European countries in the user base
• Good balance at career levels
• Good balance of age levels
• Good representation at discipline levels

Some of these indicators were inspired by the user research conducted in the early
stages of the design. Through interviewing potential users, we often heard, for example,
stories of the struggles that early career researchers face in order to emerge, the difficulties
that older scholars face when dealing with new technologies and of the importance that the
SSH scholars place on the definitions of disciplines. Here, we see a further clear connection
between the practice-led approach of making a new artefact (i.e., the outcomes of the
user-centered design of GoTriple) and the process of making sense of it. The discussion on
diversity also clearly connects with what is seen in the literature review about alternative
metrics for, e.g., Open Science, which have a strong focus on diversity and inclusivity.

The team agreed that the goal was not necessarily to achieve a certain balance or
representation from the outset, for example a perfect balance between female and male
users but to use the indicator to assess the current balance and take action in case of a clear
unhealthy unbalance. The same goes for the other indicators. For example, GoTriple is
aimed at all SSH scholars at all career levels. If for instance we had observed that we had
a very low number, of e.g., PhD students enrolled versus people at the top of their career
(e.g., professors), then this could give us a stimulus to look more into this, understand why,
and then foster better and tailored communication for the under-represented category of
users and achieve better diversity. It thus is clear that the “compass” is not a hard-wired
KPI, where achieving a certain balance is a measurable objective of a performance in itself.
Instead, it is a measure of the current situation, providing knowledge to the platform
managers on where and potentially how to take actions.

Beyond diversity, during the second meeting, we also discussed other indicators,
initially under the label of “technical indicators”; later (see next section) this label had
been changed to better reflect our goals. The initial proposed indicators under this
label included:

• The number of documents available in each of the 10 languages
• The findability of documents in “rarer” languages

These two potential indicators are reflective of the multilingual nature of GoTriple. In
addition, we did not speak of balance here, as clearly it is not possible to have a balance
of documents in different languages. However, the idea was to have an indication of
representation for each of the languages supported by the platform. Moreover, there is
an emphasis on making sure that languages that perhaps have less strength in terms of,
e.g., publications (e.g., Croatian), are represented sufficiently in the material discoverable
through GoTriple.

A third area discussed was related to the label collaboration. Indeed, one of the goals
of GoTriple is to foster collaboration across SSH and make sure that the users can do things
together, across disciplines. The following potential indicators were initially discussed:

• The number and types of interactions between users
• Whether there is a dense relationship or not, based on a network analysis
• The number of times the user looks at other profiles
• The use of innovative services
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Some of these indicators still appeared rather vague during the meeting’s discussion.
For example, the number and types of interactions was just a signpost we could use to
better figure out what kind of interactions are possible via GoTriple. For example, sending a
direct message to another user could be considered as a meaningful type of collaboration, as
a user is trying to contact another user for a purpose. The indicator of “dense relationships”
instead represents a potential measure of whether interactions on the platform are sustained
and happen frequently, or if they are instead just a one-off event. However, this indicator
was later abandoned as it would require further analysis, and it is thus not currently
included in the current indicators. The number of times users look at profiles is an indicator
that there is interest in looking at other people and what they are doing. Finally, the
fourth indicator is related to the use of the GoTriple innovative services. Some of these
services have their own user registration (separated from the platform registration), whilst
others are embedded directly in the platform (such as the recommender system) and thus
measuring the use of the innovative services would tell us which services are providing
added value to our user community.

While much of this second meeting was devoted to fleshing out some initial potential
indicators, a brief discussion also ensued on “how” to measure some of them. For example,
some indicators could be measured through data collected at the moment of the user
registration process or from information that could become available from the GoTriple
user profiles. For example, through the completion of their GoTriple profiles (see an
example in Figure 3), users could insert information about themselves, including, e.g.,
their title, position, gender, and so on. Other indicators (in particular those related with
publications) could be measured from the metadata available from the Isidore search
engine, which include, e.g., the discipline or the language of a publication. Moreover, other
information could be retrieved from the web analytics tools of GoTriple. These analytics
tools have been set up for the traditional purposes of monitoring the use of the platform,
but clearly, they can also provide data relevant for measuring the compass indicators.

4.3. Refining the Compassess and How to Take Action

Having provided an initial definition of potential compass indicators, the team started
to reflect on how to improve them, if there were more indicators to consider and if some
of the already proposed indicators could be abandoned (either because they were not
very meaningful or too difficult to measure). Discussion in the subsequent three meetings
allowed the team to refine the broad categories of the compass indicators. In particular, one
of these meetings entailed an intense discussion with the platform developers in order to
have a clear idea of what could and could not be measured.

The first essential outcome of these meeting has been the definition of the final four
broad categories of the indicators, as follows:

• Diversity and inclusivity
• Platform usage
• Collaboration
• User experience quality

The broad categories of “diversity and inclusivity” and “collaboration” were kept
from the previous discussion. Moreover, the group decided that what were earlier defined
as “technical indicators” were not reflective of the strong user dimension of GoTriple. A
decision was taken to rename this as “platform usage”. A decision was further taken to
include a fourth broad category, mostly to measure the user retention (that is a measure of
the continued use of the platform), and this was called “User experience quality”.
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With the broad categories at hand, detailed compass indicators have then been iden-
tified for each of them. Table A1 in the Appendix A shows all the compass indicators
defined for GoTriple. Some indicators, as we have discussed previously, had already been
defined in the initial meetings (and were at this stage refined); others were further proposed
and accepted. We will comment now on some of these indicators, to give an idea of the
underlying thinking. Readers can consult Table A1 for the complete list.

For example, the “user type” compass indicator under the “diversity and inclusivity”
category captures whether the user is a researcher/academic or another category of user
such as a journalist, an individual from the private sector, or an individual from an NGO, for
example. This indicator could indeed further enhance the understanding of the diversity
in the user base and tell us if GoTriple has managed to entice users beyond research
and academia. This information (the type of user) is provided by the user at the time of
registration (see Figure 4). Additionally, for another example, we decided to adopt the
indicator “number of followed/following” within the collaboration category. This can
tell us something about how the network develops on the platform and how users are
engaging with others. It indicates the activity of interaction among users.
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Alongside the definition of the specific indicators, a discussion took place in relation to
the “type of action” that could be taken based on the knowledge gathered from the compass
indicators and also “how” actions could be taken to modify/improve the situation. We
should remember again that these indicators were developed with the declared goal to tell
us the “direction of travel” of GoTriple and to offer knowledge to take actions to steer this
direction differently where necessary. It is worth commenting on some of these elements to
provide clarity on the undying thinking.

For example, in the category of diversity and inclusivity, for the indicator “gender”
what we are seeking to measure is the balance in the user base of female and male user.
This ideally will be carried out using some baseline data to compare the data, i.e., by using
baseline data of the gender balance of SSH in Europe. Should the indicator offer a picture
of an imbalance, then direct action will be taken to promote the platform more to, e.g., male
scholars, with targeted advertising on social media for example. Indeed, if the indicator
is very different from the EU SSH gender balance, it means the platform is not inclusive
enough on this specific aspect, and we should carry out some research to understand why,
before acting. Similar to this is the plan for the indicator “location” (that is the location
of the user, i.e., the city where the user is based). This is a proxy for us to understand in
which country a user is based (e.g., a user with the location Rome could be assumed to be
working in Italy) and this is information that the user could include in their profile. This
information can tell us about the spread of the user base across Europe, if GoTriple has
coverage of all the countries, and if there is reasonable representation. Again, this indicator
could then be compared with a potential baseline (if available), e.g., the number of SSH
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scholars in each country, to better understand the representation. Should the indicator
tell us that there are countries which are under-represented, then actions could be taken
with promotional activities such as mailing lists or events in the local/national language.
Variation in the time of the actions could also help the team understand the effect of the
promotional activities.

In the category of “platform usage”, particular attention was applied to assess the
multilingual aspect of GoTriple. For example, the “document language” indicator captures
whether the search function facilitates discovery of documents in all the languages sup-
ported. If this is not the case (compared to what should be the expected numbers), then
action could be taken, for example in the form of increasing the number of Open Access
repositories harvested by GoTriple in the under-represented languages. The expected
number is given by a measure of the languages of documents given by regular searches and
the number of documents that the user clicks on (on this second aspect, it is possible with
an analytics tool to track the language of the clicked document). This would then allow
for better coverage of the under-represented languages and ideally increase the number of
publications available in that said languages.

Similarly, for the category “collaboration”, the compass indicator “profiles clicks”
measures the access of users to other users’ profiles. This is seen as a proxy to measure
the fact that users are trying to establish potential connections, discover other people to
collaborate with, and ideally decide to make contact with them. Through the platform
analytics, it is possible to measure the number of profiles clicks and also see what kind of
profiles are the most clicked. Should we assess that the profiles as not being used enough
or that only some categories of users are receiving relevant clicks whilst others lag behind,
then again, some forms of action could be taken. Possible actions include: (1) making
the profiles more visible in the search results; (2) making the profiles stand out more on
the home page; (3) improve the quality of the profile page and data; (4) and increase the
number of profiles.

Overall, from these examples, we see the approach that was adopted: each compass
indicator is accompanied by a definition of what kind of actions could/should be taken
in order to improve the indicator, as well as how this will be achieved with a definition
of activities.

4.4. Automation and Dashboard

During the last meetings, discussions also ensued on the actual process of gathering
the measures (i.e., the data) for the compass indicators. The initial idea was to have an ad
hoc process with the measures essentially collected manually from the GoTriple database
(roughly every 7 months, as this was the period stipulated in the project task to report the
results). Some participants at the meetings voiced, however, considerations on the lack
of sustainability for this approach and they also drew attention to the labor intensity of
a manual ad hoc process. The discussion then pivoted on the merits of instead having
a fully automated process. Meanwhile, as we briefly discussed earlier, some indicators
could be obtained directly through the GoTriple analytics tools (and could hence already
be automated), while others would necessarily require access to information held in the
GoTriple database. To make the measurement of compass indicators sustainable over
time, the team therefore agreed to implement a process of automating the gathering of the
indicator data, in particular, those outside the analytics and related to database information.
Automating the process was seen as having some advantages. Firstly, whilst it would
require an initial investment of time, this investment would however allow for the better
sustainability of the compass indicators in the long term, since the process would then be in
place and functioning with minimal maintenance and/or resources. Secondly, automating
the process could allow the team to use these indicators to create visualizations. This would
allow one or more dashboards to be built, all the indicators to be gathered in one place
and for the use visualizations to derive potential insights for supporting decision-making.
Moreover, the internal discussion also highlighted the potential opportunity to bring back
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some of these visualizations directly within the GoTriple platform and to the users. Indeed,
a public dashboard with some relevant indicators could be realized showcasing how the
platform is doing in certain areas, such as the country balance, or the balance of languages
and so on. This will also have the advantage of sharing some of the compass indicators
with the users and, as a consequence, potentially empower the user community to take
direct action. Currently an initial version of the dashboard is available only for internal
use (see Figure 5), covering a limited set of indicators, in particular those gathering data
that are available from the analytics tools. For building other indicators with the data from
the GoTriple database, additional work will be necessary, with the need to create ad hoc
Python scripts as well as tailored visualizations. At the time of writing, work has started
to implement these scripts and we expect to have initial working versions of all these
indicators by early 2023. Additionally of note is that the user engagement and onboarding
of GoTriple are also planned to take place from December 2022 and therefore most of the
defined indicators cannot be measured as of yet and require the building and presence of a
community of registered users.
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5. Discussion

There is consensus that measuring the success of Open Science initiatives and plat-
forms requires moving away from traditional bibliographic metrics to embrace alternative
metrics, encompassing aspects such as inclusivity or sustainability. There is indeed debate
on how to develop metrics that are appropriate to capture the specific nature of Open
Science, aimed at building better scientific cooperation and wider access to knowledge
through digital technologies. In this paper, we proposed the concept of compass indica-
tors, as a potential avenue to understand success in a localized Open Science platform
and community. This concept is the outcome of the practice-led work of designing and
developing a discovery platform (GoTriple) for SSH in Europe. Compass indicators could
be seen as modest indicators, as they do not seek to target performance necessarily, but
rather offer insights into the direction of travel of a project. We also need to remember that
in practice-led research, new knowledge is generated through the process of making things.
We have been involved in the production of GoTriple and the need to measure its success
connects to the task of reflecting on how GoTriple is used and understood. Therefore, the
concept of compass indicators is not something derived from theory assumptions but is
an emergent component of the practice of making GoTriple. Things come together (such
as the interface design, the software, the data collection, the building of a user base, the
meetings of the project team, etc.) whereby separate elements of the practice-led work for
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making a platform “mix themselves in their joint effect, so that we can see their agency in
action in that effect”. [42] (p. 4).

We can now formally define compass indicators as indicators that can tell the “direction
of travel” of a project (in this case an Open Science discovery platform) and that allow
the promoters of such a project to take actions in order to steer or change this direction.
They are not therefore a measure of performance but a measure of direction. For instance,
GoTriple is a European platform for SSH research and as such it strives to achieve diversity
and inclusion which may require, for example, having a good balance of representation for
scholars at different stages of their career, having a representation of all European countries
in the user base or having a good representation of documents in the different languages
supported by the platform. However, success is not in the achievement of, e.g., a target
balance or representation, but rather on the understanding of how the project is doing
and whether some actions need to be taken. A compass indicator effectively: (1) tells us
what the current situation is (e.g., the current representation of countries in the user base);
(2) signals the project team to whether some action may need to be taken (e.g., an assessment
that there is under-representation of certain countries, based on existing knowledge about
the number of SSH scholars in each country); (3) proposes some potential actions that can
be taken to improve the situation and steer “the direction of travel” of the project (e.g., run
communication campaigns aimed at the under-represented countries, for example in the
national language, to enroll more users); and (4) allows to re-evaluate the effects of the
action on the indicators after some time and assess if further actions are needed. Achieving,
e.g., a balance or representation (of e.g., countries), is not therefore the ultimate goal; the
goal is to travel toward that balance.

It has been a clear outcome of our practice to detach success from the idea of hard-
wired targets that need to be achieved and met (such as KPIs). Of course, the aim is still
to, e.g., achieve a good balance of inclusivity and diversity in several areas, or, e.g., have a
balanced platform usage, but the direction of travel is more important than the achievement
of a measure, even if there is an imbalance in the first place this is not seen as something
unsuccessful. Success in itself is the realization that, in some areas, more work is required
to improve things such as the platform inclusivity/diversity, the usage, the collaboration,
or the user experience quality. Compass indicators therefore put a different light on the
meaning of success and see this as something dynamic, subject to changes and ideally
improvements. Therefore, the “compass” label in our concept offers a strong analogy which
serves as a reminder that success is most likely a journey, and indicators are the signposts
of this journey.

It is useful to remember that in their proposition for next-generation metrics for
Open Science, Wildson et al. [13] proposed a set of criteria for generating robust metrics:
(1) robustness; (2) humility; (3) transparency; (4) diversity, and (5) reflexivity. Our proposi-
tion for compass indicators embraces most of these criteria. We have seen how we seek to
obtain the data that are available directly from the platform in order to support a robust
process of data gathering (via automation and visualization). Whilst the indicators we
propose are largely quantitative, expert judgement will be exercised on them by the project
team in order to make decisions for action. Moreover, initial knowledge for some indicators
was derived by qualitative research conducted for the platform design. We plan to exercise
transparency by bringing back the indicators to the GoTriple users via a public dashboard
with the intent to empower the users in understanding how the project is doing in areas
such as, e.g., inclusivity. Much emphasis on the definition of our indicators was placed
on diversity and inclusion, especially around the composition of the user base and the
language representation. Compass indicators more than targets are providing material to
the project team as well as the platform users to reflect on the trajectory of the platform and
to offer insights to take actions.

We have also seen that much of the existing propositions around metrics for Open
Science take a rather global or macro approach for the definition of metrics (e.g., [20,24]).
However, these propositions offer little insight on how to measure the success of Open
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Science at the level of a single, perhaps small, project, where the health of a user community
is a primary concern and where the achievement of Open Science is a rather situated
endeavor. Compass indicators have a localized nature and are again more modest than
macro indicators. Nonetheless, they serve an important function, which is supporting
project teams in their decision-making. In this sense, they are more similar to the processes
of measuring the health of Open Source communities [32], as they are targeted at a specific
project/community and their merit exists within that context.

It is also important to recognize the debate about the adoption of qualitative indicators
for Open Science, e.g., [13,14], alongside quantitative ones, which was briefly mentioned
in the introduction. Small projects such as GoTriple have to consider the limits of their
resources. Therefore, our position in this debate is that practical considerations should
guide what kind of indicators should be adopted, rather than, e.g., epistemological reasons.
In our case, we agreed for numerical/quantitative indicators as a way of offsetting the
cost in terms of resources for maintaining our measures in the long term. The approach
we propose has the advantage of allowing to us to conduct measures with very limited
resources. On the other hand, maintaining qualitative indicators would require substantial
research work for gathering the data on a continuous basis. This is something which was
not seen as sustainable in the long term for us.

Overall, there are some lessons that can be learned from this experience for other
Open Science digital platforms which focus on offering services to end-users. The first is
to adopt a modest approach to measure success, looking at this as a journey and not as a
hard measure to be achieved. It is therefore not a matter of performance but of reflection
on the evolution of a project and its contribution to Open Science. The second lesson is to
always keep the user at the center, seeking to develop measures that can support both an
understanding of the user community and that can be brought back to the community to
foster a dialogue with them. The third lesson is to reuse existing data as much as possible.
This has advantages in terms of the sustainability of the process as well as supporting
better reflexivity on the current evolution of the user community. The reuse of existing data
allows further reflection but also restitution to the user for example with visualizations.

6. Conclusions

What was described in this paper is the process and the negotiations that led the
GoTriple project team to the emergent definition of the compass indicators. GoTriple was
fully released in September 2022, and from December 2022 this will be followed by a
user engagement strategy which aims to build a thriving community of users around the
platform. It is at this stage that the compass indicators will start to play their role, as they
will be used to measure the status of the nascent GoTriple community and its evolution
(i.e., in terms of diversity, collaboration, etc.) over time. The next steps of this work will
be to complete the automation of the data collection from the GoTriple database with ad
hoc scripts and the creation of the associated dashboards as detailed earlier. Moreover, for
the evaluation of some of the indicators, we assumed we could compare our measures
with some European benchmarks or baseline data. At the time of writing, we have not yet
drawn up a possible list of these benchmarks and this is one of the next significant tasks
for our work. This might require additional considerations, as, for example, baseline data
may not be available at all, and if available they may not exist just for SSH. We would also
need to consider whether to adopt an EU-wide approach or not. For example the “She
Figures“ report from the EU Commission [46] gives aggregate figures at national and the
EU-28 level of the proportion of women in research, including a separate breakdown for hu-
manities and social sciences. This provides a useful baseline for our gender indicator. How-
ever, there are significant differences across countries, and in this case, working with the
EU-28 aggregate figure may seem appropriate. For other indicators, however, finding a
baseline figure may be more complicated and will require careful scrutiny of the existing
literature and reports. For example, this may apply for the indicator of the community
composition at the career level and what a healthy breakdown of our community for this
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indicator should consequently look like. A similar consideration could be made for the
baseline data about the distribution of users across countries. In this case, one could con-
sider gathering data about the total number of SSH scholars in each country, drawing some
ratios, and using these ratios as a baseline. However, it is not obvious that these specific
data exist and if they exist, they may be in national reports (rather than in EU-wide reports),
which would increase the difficulties in building the baseline.

In conclusion, this paper has proposed the concept of compass indicators as a potential
avenue to measure success in a small Open Science research project and community. We
assume success not as a performance or targets to be achieved, but as a journey to be
undertaken. Compass indicators are thus the signposts of this journey and indicate the
direction of travel of an Open Science project, such as GoTriple. We presented the practice-
led work undertaken for the definition of the concept. Further work will be carried out at
a later stage to assess the value of these indicators and how they can support a thriving
Open Science project. With an initial user base and the technical instruments in place, then
the monitoring of the compass indicators will start. We will then strive to assess the value
of these indicators, but also to report back the results in a follow-on publication.
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Appendix A

Table A1. List of GoTriple Compass Indicators with full description.

The GoTriple Compass Indicators
Title Indicator Type of Action and How

1st Category: Indicators about Diversity/Inclusivity

Gender Balance of female/male users

If the indicator is significantly different from the EU SSH
gender balance (our potential baseline), it means the
platform might not be sufficiently inclusive. We should
then conduct some initial research to understand the
underlying issues.
Afterward, we should put in place some activities to
improve the balance, such as better promotion of the
platform or modifications to the design where necessary.

Location Coverage of all European countries in the
user base

Should the indicator signal that there is
under-representation of certain countries (based on
potential baseline data of the number of SSH scholars in
Europe), then action should be undertaken. The focus
will be put on the less covered countries, with
promotional activities covering these potential channels:
mailing lists, events, and social activities (e.g.,
workshops/webinars in the local language). Variation in
time of the indicator can help the team understand the
effect of the promotional activities.

https://zenodo.org/record/5752095#.YwX1vXbMI2w
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Table A1. Cont.

The GoTriple Compass Indicators
Title Indicator Type of Action and How

User type
The type of user (academic researcher, individual
from the private sector, NGO, someone
interested in citizen science, policy maker, etc.)

The approach here could be to run experimental
campaigns to involve specific groups of users (i.e.,
journalists) regardless of the initial metrics, and see if we
can detect any improvement in the on-boarding of users
from the specific user group. Percentage of variation in
time can tell us about the direction of the indicator.
Possible actions to improve this indicator include:

- Changing the communication on various channels
- Selecting different channels of communication to

non-researchers
- Making the platform more usable for

non-researchers

User disciplines Representation at disciplinary level

Should we detect from the indicator a significant
under-representation of certain disciplines in the user
base, we could focus some marketing activities on the
less present disciplines. (We must compare the
percentage of users for each discipline with the
percentage of documents. We expect to have a
relationship between the two: if for a discipline there are
few documents, we cannot expect to have many users)

Search terms
The interest in words, i.e., search terms used for
the discovery on the platform. Interest in what
language is used during the discovery activities

Even if not an actionable metric, this can be of some
interest for the SSH community to know the most
popular arguments and search terms. We could also
breakdown these data with location, type of user, and
disciplines of interests.
These data will also be displayed in the public
GoTriple dashboard.

Docs claiming What percentage of registered users have
claimed at least one document?

Low percentage values might indicate that:

- The users do not really see the benefit of having a
completed profile. We should then work to make
these benefits more evident or add more benefits.

- The UX of claiming a document is not clear
enough, which will require looking into the
platform interface and potentially make
some changes

- We should stress the importance and relevance of
the claiming documents process more to the users
(like Academia and ResearchGate do so, with
regular emails)

Docs claimed
vs. proposed

Number of claimed documents vs. number of
documents whose authorship has been
suggested by the platform

Since it is difficult to set a referral percentage here, we
should work on experiments to try to raise the value.
Actions could be similar to the “docs claiming” indicator
and require stressing more the relevance of the claiming
documents process for the completion of a user profile.
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Table A1. Cont.

The GoTriple Compass Indicators
Title Indicator Type of Action and How

2nd Category: Indicators about Platform Usage

Search language
efficacy Efficacy of the language search of publications

This is like a funnel with three steps:
Step 1. In the Results page list, the user clicks on a
language in the language facet
Step 2. The search results are updated
Step 3. The user clicks on a result (aspect to track:
language of the document clicked)
The factor to investigate is the percentage of found
documents (step 3) which have the same language
selected by the user (step 1).
We could observe the conversion rate of the funnel for a
given time and then complete some modifications to the
interface to see if we have improved it or not. Running
A/B testing is also a further possibility with different
designs, looking at which one delivers more search
language efficacy.

Documents’
language Findable documents in all the languages

This information can be retrieved directly from the
GoTriple database, which can indicate the number of
documents for each language. If some languages are less
present (compared to the expected values), then we
should consider adding to GoTriple repositories that
provide documents in the under-represented languages.

Recommender
Recommender system: Users clicking on the
recommendations offered to them by
the platform

Since we do not have a referral value for this indicator
(i.e., something that tells us the value of the
recommendations for a user, especially one which is not
registered to the platform), we can run campaigns to
improve it.
Possible actions to improve the indicator:

- The Recommender system integration and
visibility could be improved

- The Recommender algorithm itself could be
improved in order to offer more targeted
recommendations

TBS Trust building system use and uptake of the
system by the GoTriple users

Possible actions to improve the indicator should the use
and uptake not be satisfactory:

- TBS integration and visibility could be improved
(maybe users do not see value in using the TBS)

- Overall, the TBS experience and functionalities
could be improved

Pundit PUNDIT Annotation tool use and uptake

Possible actions to improve the indicator should the use
and uptake not be satisfactory:

- Pundit integration and visibility could be
improved on the interface

- Overall, the Pundit experience and functionalities
could be improved
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Table A1. Cont.

The GoTriple Compass Indicators
Title Indicator Type of Action and How

Crowdfunding Crowdfunding (based on the
Wemakeit platform)

Possible actions to improve the indicator should the use
and uptake not be satisfactory:

- Wemakeit integration and visibility could be
improved on the interface

- The CrowdFunding projects presentation is not
effective enough; we should provide guidance on
how to present a project

- Projects promotion/marketing is not effective
enough: we should provide guidance on how to
promote a project

Visualizations Discovery/visualization service: Button from the
platform to connect

Possible actions to improve the indicator should the use
and uptake not be satisfactory:

- Increasing the promotion of visualizations on the
user interface

- Improving the visibility of the visualizations in
the interface

Searches
Search engine: Number of searches, where we
should expect the real growth of the platform
and probably more advanced features

Possible actions to improve the indicator should the use
and uptake not be satisfactory:

- Making the search engine more visible in the
header of the platform (in the home page is
probably already visible)

- Considering adding an autocomplete
- If the results are not satisfying, actions should

defined. Some research is probably needed here,
and probably the quality of documents should
be improved

3rd Category: Indicators about Collaboration

Profiles clicks Number of visualizations of profiles

Should the visualization of profiles not be satisfactory,
we could run campaigns to improve the reach of profiles
on GoTriple.
Possible actions to improve the indicator include:

- Making the profiles more visible in the
search results

- Making the profiles standout on the home page
- Improving the quality of the profile page and data
- Increasing the number of profiles (more actions to

engage users to add more profiles)

Follows Number of Follows

Possible actions to improve metrics should the follow
button not be used enough:

- Making the “Follow” action more visible
- Adding the “Follow” action in other contexts in

the UI
- Making the users better understand why they

should follow their peers
- Adding more benefits from following another user
- More explicit calls to action related to the

recommender system “Profiles you should follow”
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Table A1. Cont.

The GoTriple Compass Indicators
Title Indicator Type of Action and How

Messages
Number of messages between users and
breakdown of other dimensions such as type,
location, and disciplines.

Possible actions to improve this indicator should we see
not enough messaging taking place between users:

- Making the “Message” action more visible
- Adding the “Message” action in other contexts in

the UI
- Explaining to users why they should get in touch

with other users
- Showing the users that there is a “community”

using a messaging system and that they should
join in

Status Current use of the status in the profile (e.g., open
for collaboration)

Possible actions to improve metrics:

- Users do not know how to set the status
- Users do not see the benefit of setting the status
- Make the status statistics more visible in the

interface (such as a chart saying X% of GoTriple
users are willing to collaborate)

Registered users Registered users

Should we see users coming to the platform but not
registering, possible actions to improve this
indicator include:

- If the users do not see the benefit of being
registered, we should show them the benefits by
highlighting actions that require registration and
adding a registration wall (with lazy registration)

- If the registration journey is too difficult, research
would be required to understand why

- Create targeted campaigns to make users register

4th category: Indicators on Quality (Retention) “User experience quality”

Quick survey

Offer a short survey asking: “Did you find what
you were looking for?”(There would need to be a
pop-up question asked to the user)Other
questions may be asked in following campaigns

Possible actions to improve this indicator if the short
survey results are not positive:

- Improving the search function in the UX/UI
- If the results are not satisfactory: actions to be

defined, some research is probably needed here to
investigate the issue more closely, and quality of
documents should be improved

Retention
Considering the type of usage of the platform we
expect users to keep coming back to GoTriple on
a monthly basis

Possible actions to improve this indicator if retention is
not satisfactory:

- Improving the overall UX/UI
- Conducting user research to understand the main

issues with a pool of users
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