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ABSTRACT

This project, sponsored by the Financial University under the Government of the Russian
Federation, recommended ways to increase collaboration among researchers through the use of
incentives. Using focus groups and interviews with faculty and students we identified the
obstacles they face in their research, as well as the incentives that would motivate them to do
more. Based on this we have proposed gamification techniques and incentives to strengthen the

use of a new online research collaboration platform at Financial University.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Financial University under the Government of the Russian Federation (FU) is one of
the leading research centers in Russia and contains many branches located over many time zones
(FU, 2015a). The university is an environment with opportunity for research collaboration;
however, FU is performing below its potential. Our sponsor’s goal is to improve both the quality
and quantity of collaborative research produced at the university through the use of an online
collaboration platform. However, in order to ensure the success of the online tool students and
faculty must be motivated to use it. As a result, our project identified the obstacles researchers
face within FU and discovered the incentives that would motivate them to perform better. These
incentives would then be promoted through gamification techniques.

The objectives of this project were:

Identify the target audience for the use of the online platform.

Identify the obstacles preventing researchers from collaborating on research.

Identify the incentives needed to promote research collaboration.

Identify gamification techniques and incentives to increase research collaboration and

productivity.

Propose how to determine effectiveness of suggested gamification techniques.

Background

Online collaboration enables research teams to work asynchronously according to their
own personal schedules (Klemm, 1997). Through online platforms users have the capability of
creating, accessing, and editing files collaboratively. One platform, SharePoint, was originally
used as a business collaboration platform (Noel & Spence, 2010), but has found use in an
academic setting. SharePoint’s powerful functions like intranet portals, file management, and
social networks are all reasons why research centers have adapted its use. Although online tools
are powerful they can come with disadvantages. If the tool proves inconvenient or too complex
to the user it could be ignored rather than used (Jamali, 2014).

One way to improve the usage of these collaborative tools would be to provide incentives

to use them, and, more specifically promote these incentives through gamification. Gamification
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can be defined as using game-based mechanics to engage people and motivate action from them
(Kapp, 2012). These game mechanics could include badges, achievements, or high scores: all
features that make a game enticing. By introducing “game thinking” in tasks a depth of

interaction is made, creating incentives that motivate people to complete tasks.

Methodology
In order to meet the objectives of the project our group needed to collect information
from members of the university. We collected this information through
® Preliminary meetings with our sponsor
e Focus groups with undergraduate students, Master’s students, and university
Professors
® An interview with our sponsor, the Dean of International Economic Relations
® An interview with university’s IT Director
Three FinLab research teams from WPI created all protocols for these methods
collectively. Each of the six focus groups and two interviews had one representative from each
team present. All protocols were created in a way that both gathered general information and
specific information that was relevant to each project team. Our sponsor and Russian student
counterparts helped set up the meeting dates and locations for each focus group and interview.

They also assisted in any translation that was required to better understand the participants.

Results and Analysis

The results from our methods were divided into the following sections:
® The target audience for the online platform
® The obstacles preventing researchers from collaborating on research
® The incentives needed to promote research collaboration
e Gamification techniques and incentives to increase research and collaboration
e SharePoint as a Gamification Platform

FinLab teams found that SharePoint would be one option to meet our sponsor’s goal for

research collaboration. SharePoint has the capability to work with gamification tools to provide



research-based incentives and is already easily accessible within FU. We determined the obstacles
preventing research and incentives that would promote these groups to do research. A majority of
the groups expressed privacy concerns as a major obstacle, which made it difficult for them to find
reliable partners, leading them to ultimately work individually. Incentives among all groups were
consistent with one another. Monetary rewards, such as scholarships or research grants, and
recognition for their work proved to be the leading incentives that would motivate the groups to do
research. From this information we applied our knowledge of gamification techniques, such as

badges and points, to identify potential ways to promote these incentives.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Our project’s goal was to increase collaboration and research output within Financial
University. Although we were unable to collect quantifiable data from a survey we had planned
to distribute to all FU researchers, a cost-benefit analysis framework can still be used to describe
the situation at FU. Currently, barriers or costs researchers face outweigh the benefits or
incentives. To remedy this we recommend the continuation of the development of gamification
techniques using the incentives identified through our focus groups. Our survey should still be
carried out in order to collect quantifiable data from a much larger population at FU to support or
contradict our results. We also recommend future testing of gamification techniques through the
use of control groups to compare the differences between researchers who are exposed to these
techniques and those who are not. By promoting and creating more incentives through
gamification, such as recognition for researchers, the benefits for researchers should outweigh

the costs of collaborating and producing quality papers.



1 INTRODUCTION

Collaboration is important when it comes to learning, understanding, and working
together toward a common goal (Dooly, 2008). It is an essential part of good research because of
its contributions and improvements in productivity and innovation (Park, Jeong, Yoon & Lee,
2014). Therefore, a lack of collaboration among researchers could have a negative effect on the
output and quality of their research. With the development of new technology and related tools it
is possible to connect researchers with one another; however, finding the right tools to do this is

not necessarily easy.

The Financial University under the Government of the Russian Federation (FU) (2015a)
is a strong believer in collaboration and believes it helps their researchers to produce good
research. The University is one of the leading research centers within Russia, and it has a large
network of academic branches that span both large distances and many time zones. FU has tried
to create an environment with great potential for research collaboration; however, the university
is performing below its potential, and the leaders at the university are not sure how to provide
incentives to motivate researchers, as well as improve the quality and quantity of published

research.

One option to create this motivation is by introducing gamification to provide incentives.
Gamification by basic definition is the use of game mechanics in activities that normally would
not have them (Cramer, 2014). According to Armstrong (2013), gamification taps into the
motivational forces of a player and helps provide incentives that normally would not be there.
The use of gamification in this incentive based approach has gained popularity within both
business and educational spheres (Burke, 2014; Kapp, 2012). For example, one particular
educational project, Lemon Tree, used the gamification concept in a library environment with
students (Walsh, 2014). The project’s goal was to increase the usage of the library’s resources in
hopes of increasing academic achievement, and it showed encouraging results. However, studies
that pertain to the possible use of gamification in a research setting are still few in number and

explored insubstantially.



FinLab, at the Financial University, wants to determine whether incentives promoted
through gamification may be used to promote research collaboration. They hope to implement
this concept within a large-scale collaborative network platform. Despite already having a
platform, FinLab Wiki, created in 2014 by a previous WPI project group (Baumann, Farrar, and
Gray, 2014), different solutions are being looked at. FinLab Wiki was intended to help solve the
collaboration problem; however, it has seen little usage. FinLab’s director is interested in
increasing the usage of the wiki, or alternatively, switching away from it entirely to explore
better options. But no matter what platform is identified to enable research collaboration, the

challenge of motivating researchers to collaborate on research remains unsolved.

The goal of this project was to determine the most promising approaches to incentivizing
researchers to collaborate. Our objectives focused on determining the obstacles that were
preventing research and research collaboration as well as identifying the potential incentives that
may promote it. By using a mix of focus groups and interviews we were able to determine what
incentives could be used to motivate researchers at FU to collaborate, and how gamification

could be used as an option to advertise and promote those incentives.



2 BACKGROUND

Despite the huge potential for research collaboration using Internet based tools, it is still
difficult for researchers to work with each other across large distances and time zones. Online
tools are one possible answer to this problem because they allow people who are not in the same
location to work together instantaneously (Strickland, 2008). In this chapter, we will discuss the
benefits of online collaboration and the different techniques that are currently in use at WPI and
worldwide. We will discuss the usefulness of FinlLab Wiki, an online collaboration tool
developed to help promote collaboration among researchers at the Financial University (FU).
Since the FinLab Wiki is experiencing underuse, we discuss what motivates people to participate
in research and collaboration to help explain what may encourage researchers at FU to work
together. We also explore gamification techniques as possible solutions to increase research

collaboration.

2.1 Advantages and Disadvantages of Online Collaboration

Online collaboration enables research teams to work asynchronously by providing the
capability of creating, accessing, and editing files according to their personalized schedules
(Klemm, 1997). By using online collaboration tools, researchers have many of the benefits of
face-to-face meetings that would normally be impossible. For example, since it is not always
possible for researchers to have face-to-face communication, online collaboration can help
reduce the cost and the time spent on transportation. In addition, according to Kim & Bonk
(2002), online collaboration tools also provide a more equal environment for every participant.
The lack of social cues and time pressure in an online platform allows researchers, especially
foreign language users, to feel less pressure from other group members.

There are also some disadvantages of online collaboration. One disadvantage is that
online tools can be too time-consuming to use (Jamali, Nicholas, Russell, & Watkinson, 2014). It
takes time to set up a profile, to follow the researchers and groups a user is interested in, and to

check in on the status of other partners. Another disadvantage identified by Jamali is that online



tools could create too much “noise.” They could generate too many alerts, emails, and messages
for users, and end up being ignored rather than acted upon.

2.2 Online Communication Techniques in the Academic Field

Online collaboration tools commonly exist within institutions or other academic
environments. They allow people to access resources, share information, and collaborate on
topics via the Internet. In this section we will cover ways in which collaboration is currently

done at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) and other academic institutions around the world.

2.2.1 Collaboration at WPI

Although Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) is not a university that has multiple
satellite campuses across the nation, as is the case with Financial University, WPI researchers
and students still use online tools to collaborate, such as Blackboard, SharePoint, Google Drive,
Dropbox, Email, and Adobe Connect. WPI hosts their own instances of Blackboard, SharePoint,
and Adobe Connect to be used by faculty and students free of charge.

WPI has adopted Blackboard as a main way to increase the communication among
students and teachers. It allows teachers to set up virtual classrooms where assignments, lectures,
and homework can be posted. It can also be used to enable communication among students via
discussion boards and blogs. Within Blackboard students can post questions, and students
enrolled in the same class are able to see these questions and can provide their answers, or a
professor can answer. With this system there is a clear divide between the teacher, the one who
manages the virtual classroom, and the students, who can participate in activities that the teacher
has made available.

Other than using Blackboard for course-based collaboration, WPI also provides other
ways to increase collaboration within research groups, such as SharePoint. SharePoint was
originally used to provide a business collaboration platform for an enterprise via the Internet
(Noel & Spence, 2010). Since SharePoint has gained a lot of recognition for its powerful
functions like intranet portals, document and file management, collaboration, social networks,
extranets, websites, enterprise search, and business intelligence, many companies and even

research centers have begun to use it. WPI is one institution that has adopted it as a way to



connect people. Students and Faculty have the ability to request a SharePoint site for their group,
where they can invite others to join and collaborate. All members can freely upload, track, edit
and download documents and images. A history of edits made by different members can also be
tracked or restored.

Adobe Connect (2015) is similar to SharePoint; however, it places more emphasis on
online communication rather than document editing. According to Kats (2010), people can use it
to do “... general presentations, online training materials, web conferencing, learning modules,
and user desktop sharing in a ‘live classroom’ environment” (p. 84). When someone creates a
theme, he/she can invite others to participate. Users can also customize the meeting rooms and
can record both the audio and visuals of a meeting. PowerPoint slides can be shown and a virtual
whiteboard can be used to take notes during the meeting.

Both SharePoint and Adobe Connect have received positive feedback from users for their
powerful functions and convenience for the users. These powerful software systems can provide

suggestions for how FinLab researchers could improve their collaboration.

2.2.2 Global Research Collaboration

The Internet itself can be considered one the largest collaborative tools in existence. It is
global in scope and provides “... the world [with] a major channel for communication” (TFIA,
2015, p. 1). Many of online tools that have been developed specifically for collaboration depend
on the Internet to function.

One of the best-known examples of online knowledge collaboration is Wikipedia - the
first cyber encyclopedia (Bruns, 2008). It represents a major change compared to the traditional
encyclopedia. “Anyone can edit” is its iconic slogan. Wikipedia allows information to be
updated in a relatively short time and also makes a huge information pool accessible to anyone
around the world. For almost every concept students learn in a university, an overview can be
found on Wikipedia, in almost every language. The scope of this worldwide database of
knowledge is also its greatest weakness. With such a large number of articles and people

contributing, there is no way to validate and peer review everything that is put online. This



means that information that is posted to Wikipedia may not be accurate. Wikipedia is also only
used as an online information-sharing platform, not to collaborate on individual documents.
Google Drive and Dropbox are two services that make online organizing, finding, sharing
and storage of files possible (Google, 2015; Dropbox, 2015). Users of either service can upload a
file and share it with anyone else on the Internet. Google Drive and Dropbox allow for real time
collaboration on documents, spreadsheets, or slide shows. Users can also synchronize files with a
PC, Mac, or mobile device. Google users can even create an online document by using Google
Docs. Unfortunately, despite all the online communication these tools allow, it is difficult to
integrate all three sources of information into one document. Based on the frequently used online

tools, in Table 2-1 we compare and contrast the different features among them.

Table 2-1: Comparison of Different Online Collaboration Tools

Cost [ Editability | Upload/Download | Calendar | Personal | Online Chat
File site

Google Free | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Drive
Dropbox Free | Yes Yes No Yes No
SharePoint | Paid | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wikipedia | Free | Yes No No No No
Blackboard | Paid | Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Adobe Paid | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Connect




2.3 Gamification

According to Karl Kapp (2012), gamification is defined as “using game-based
mechanics, aesthetics and game thinking to engage people, motivate action, promote learning,
and solve problems” (p. 10). “Game-based mechanics” involve any features that make a game
enticing to play, such as points, badges, levels, or high score rankings. “Aesthetics” are what
make a game look entertaining - the user interface. “Game thinking” is the competition or
cooperation that exists within a game. It adds a depth that is interactive to the users and involves
them in the game. Gamification combines these three aspects and uses them to create incentives
and motivate people to complete tasks or participate in activities that are not considered a
traditional game.

Despite being primarily used in online communities, gamification is not a new concept
(Kapp, 2012). For example, old strategy games, such as chess or checkers, can help teach critical
thinking through the use of competition with an opponent. More recently militaries around the
world have been using gamification to recruit new members to their armed forces (Allen, 2014).
The game America’s Army is used by the United States Army to act as an “interactive
commercial” (p. 180) to recruit for the army, This is just one example of how gamification has
been shown to attract users; however, it could potentially be applied to many other fields, such as

research collaboration.

2.3.1 Gamification Techniques

The most basic forms of gamification are point systems, badges and other rewards. A
user completes a task and receives a reward. The reward may have no real world value but gives
a sense of accomplishment to the user (Armstrong, 2013). Strong examples of these techniques
are common in social media, such as the game Farmville on Facebook. As people grow their own
personal farm, they are rewarded with abstract points (Playgen, 2012). These points create a
sense of accomplishment that motivates users to participate more actively in Farmville and in
return participate more actively on Facebook.

Deeper levels of gamification may include storytelling, explaining a broad purpose, or

even a specific mission that needs to be accomplished. All of these strategies can be used to



increase participation. Elisa Mekler (2013) combined two factors, a point system and a
meaningful purpose, to study their effects on subjects generating image annotation tags. The
experiment was conducted by first having participants generate tags for images with no points
displayed and no meaning given. Then participants were tested with each method individually,
and then both together. The participants were informed, “their tags would help improve
computerized affective image categorization and that their contribution would thereby advance
science” (Mekler, 2013, p. 1139). The study concluded that both methods increased performance
equally, but the combination of a quantitative measure (points) and a meaningful frame

(advancing science) resulted in the highest quantity and quality tags.

2.3.2 Applications of Gamification

Gamification techniques can be used in any situation, from making a few people take the
stairs instead of the elevator to convincing over 18 million people to buy into a service (Kim,
2015). In Sweden a piano staircase, which plays music when people step on a stair, was installed
in a plaza; this made 66% more people take the stairs as opposed to escalators or elevators. A
“Speed Camera Lottery Machine” was placed in a road to encourage people to observe the speed
limit, and the average speed was reduced by 22%.

When used in marketing, gamification helps to motivate or provide incentives to the
consumer, resulting in more effective marketing strategies. One example is Nike plus, which
tracks users’ movements such as running or other exercise and quantifies it into ‘fuel’, which is
tracked online (Cramer, 2014; Nike Inc., 2015). Nike plus uses fuel points to rate users against
themselves and their peers. Users can see how active they are and can challenge friends to be
more active. By giving exercise a numerical value, Nike motivated consumers to exercise more,
and in turn buy more Nike products.

Gamification has also been used in education to increase student engagement and
learning. One such attempt is the Lemontree system, detailed by Walsh (2014), used to increase
the use of library resources. The system tracks students’ use of the library and awards them
points and badges based on checking out books, using online resources, and other activities in

the library. The goal is to make using the library a more playful and fun activity. This was a



largely successful implementation, with the majority of students, 60%, responding that
Lemontree increased their library resource usage. Lemontree is still being used with success
today.

Gamification has been shown to be effective at motivating people to participate in non-
game activities (Burke, 2014; Kapp, 2012). Although it is easy to see how it works, it is also easy
to implement it improperly. Andrew Walsh (2014) points out that a key point of gamification is
that it cannot be mandatory. Once it becomes a required task, the user no longer sees it as ‘fun’,
and usage will drop. To be effective gamification requires a careful balance between pushing
people to participate while still being a voluntary choice that the user makes. Whether
gamification can be properly used within the Financial University to promote research

collaboration is an open question.

2.3.3 Cost-benefit Analysis to Measure Gamification

To analyze the effectiveness that gamification can bring a cost-benefit analysis
framework can be used. Cost-benefit analysis is traditionally used to analyze the effect a project
has on the community (Watkins, 2008). The costs and benefits are tallied from all possible
interactions that a project will influence and given a common currency in which they can be
compared. The total costs, or any downsides that the project has, are compared to the benefits, or
any positive aspect a project brings. This is a simple way to evaluate if a potential project is
worthwhile. Because the effectiveness of gamification techniques may be hard to measure this
framework could be used to give the benefits of gamification a tangible value. The work
necessary to implement and continue use of gamification can be compared to the change in
quality and quantity of research output, and the Financial University can determine if

gamification is a worthwhile effort.

2.4 The FinLab Wiki

The International Financial Laboratory within the Financial University currently uses a
website developed by a 2014 research team from WPI called the FinLab Wiki (Baumann, Farrar,

and Gray, 2014). This wiki is supposed to be used by students and researchers to collaborate on



research projects across all of the Financial University campuses scattered throughout Russia.
Unlike Wikipedia, where anyone is allowed to view and edit articles, the FinLab Wiki is
restricted to students and faculty who have approved access. Tickets and keywords are the main
features of the wiki. Keywords are chosen by the user and represent the particular research
interests of that person. Tickets are proposals for new research projects that are started by users.
Keywords can be added to tickets to make them easy to find based on their subject and field.
Users can join tickets to show interest in the project. Once a supervisor views a ticket, it can be
turned into a project, which means it is ready for students or faculty to begin researching and
collecting data. Through this online information sharing website, all researchers who work on the
same topic should be able to be closely connected with one another.

The FinLab Wiki was well received when it was first introduced, but according to
Professor Didenko (2015), dean of the International Economic Relations faculty and sponsor of
the FinLab Wiki, the Financial Laboratory is experiencing the problem of “free riders”, where
users of the wiki will appear to participate but will not make meaningful contributions. Some
users will begin to work on a ticket but are involved in name only and not actively participating
in the research. Most Russian students are knowledgeable about the area they are researching but
are not regularly exposed to the real-world experience and problem solving skills that are
required for completing a research project (Baumann, Farrar, and Gray, 2014). Our sponsor
believes that to solve the free rider problem and motivate both students and faculty to participate

in research collaboratively will require better incentives.

2.5 Summary

Online collaboration can be beneficial by making it easier to carry out research as well as
improve its quality. The Financial University wants to leverage these benefits by promoting more
collaboration among researchers both within and outside of the University. An online
collaboration tool called FinLab Wiki was put in place in 2014 to help foster collaboration, but it
has not been widely utilized. Gamification has proven to be a viable method for motivating
people to get involved in activities, as seen in business strategies and in education, yet there has

been no research on the effectiveness of introducing gamification techniques and other types of

10



incentives into a research collaboration context. In the next chapter we will discuss how we went
about finding a solution to the challenge of motivating researchers to become more active and

productive collaborators.
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3 METHODOLOGY

The goal of our project was to determine how to enhance research collaboration among
researchers within the Financial University (FU) through the use of incentives promoted through
gamification as part of a set of online collaboration tools. We focused on identifying if gamification
techniques could promote incentives to improve collaboration among the researchers at FU. In
order to achieve our goal we developed the following research objectives:

o [dentify the target audience for the use of the collaboration platform.

® [dentify the obstacles preventing researchers from collaborating on research.

® [dentify the incentives needed to promote research collaboration.

® [dentify gamification techniques and incentives to increase research collaboration and
productivity.

® Propose how to determine effectiveness of suggested gamification techniques.

In this chapter, we will explain the research methods we used to achieve our objectives.

3.1 Identify the Target Audience

In order to promote research collaboration we first needed to identify the target audience.
We held a meeting with our Russian advisors to identify the current and potential users of FinLab
Wiki and other collaboration platform tools. Each group of researchers that was identified would
have different research incentives unique to themselves. These different target groups were taken

into account in completing the rest of our research methods.

3.2 Identify the Obstacles and Incentives for Research Collaboration

In order to identify the obstacles and incentives for research collaboration among
students and faculty members in FU, we used several methods to help us collect important
information about incentives and obstacles. First, we held focus groups to collect in-depth
information from researchers and students. Based on this information we developed a large-scale
survey to help gather university-wide opinions on research collaboration. We also held semi-
structured interviews with the IT department head and our sponsor, the Head of Research and

Development Planning at FU. These interviews allowed our group to have a better understanding of
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the Financial University IT network and possible incentives that the University could offer to
researchers.

Via these methods we discovered the major obstacles to research collaboration and specific
problems that the Financial University had encountered, as well as incentives for research
collaboration. Incentives were important for our project, because they helped us to understand what

motivates people to conduct research at FU.

3.2.1 Focus Groups

We conducted 6 focus groups in conjunction with the other two FinLab research teams in
order to gather generalized information for our project. The groups were organized based on the
position the participants held within the university in order to get their different viewpoints. Our
sponsor and a team of FU sociologists helped us to select these participants. We were able to host
six focus groups with the following:

e International Economic Relations (IER) undergraduate students
e International Financial Faculty (IFF) undergraduate students

e Master's students

e Professors who actively do research at FU

e Undergraduate sociology majors

e Young Scientist Council representatives

Each focus group had up to 6 participants from FU and was conducted by representatives
from each FinLab team. One student from WPI served as moderator, while the other two took
notes. A Russian student was also present to assist in translation. Using our focus group protocol
(see Appendix B) we asked the participants what methods or tools they have used or might use to
collaborate on research. The participants were also asked to explain their personal motivations for
conducting research. The participants were invited to meet in a conference room, Bloomberg Lab,
where the discussion could be moderated. Notes were taken on the key points in order to accurately
represent the opinions voiced. Participants expressed their unique answers related to their own
experience, which helped provide insights on how to enhance the collaboration among researchers

at FU. From these focus groups our team was able to determine both obstacles and incentives the
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different groups of participants experienced in research. At the end of each focus group we
collected the participants contact information, if possible, for follow-up. All names collected during
these focus groups were kept anonymous, and only the participants position within the university

was used in our report.

3.2.2 Large-scale Survey

The three FinLab teams from Worcester Polytechnic Institute in collaboration with
sociology students and other faculty members from FU jointly created a survey questionnaire. Our
Russian partners assisted in translating the questionnaire into Russian after the English survey
protocol was developed (see Appendix M). Afterwards the survey was created in Qualtrics, an
online survey software. The survey was a mix of multiple choice and scale-based questions that
were sourced from the information gathered by previously held focus groups and discussions with
our sponsor and Russian counterparts. Each multiple-choice question had an additional ‘Other’
option. This option was for participants to write down answers for which we did not provide an
appropriate choice that suited their situations. The survey also collected demographic information
about the respondent's position within the university.

Three different FinLab teams were involved in conducting the survey together, since the
questionnaire included several specific questions that pertained to each team’s focus. Our group
targeted important incentives and obstacles that FU researchers have faced. In order to gather
information from as many students and faculty as possible, the online survey was to be sent by
email through the Dean’s Office. However, there was a miscommunication, which caused our
survey to be sent incorrectly. This made it impossible to distinguish between valid and invalid

responses. Our team did not have enough time to correctly send a second survey.

3.2.3 Semi-structured Interviews

To complement our focus groups interviews were conducted with our sponsor, the Dean of
International Economic Relations, and the director of IT at the Financial University. We used semi-
structured interviews (see Appendices J and L) to help focus the interview on our topic, while still

allowing the interviewee to supply relevant information we were not aware of. The interview with
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our sponsor was used to gather information about his views on FinLab Wiki, as well as what
incentives he believed could be offered to researchers at FU. The interview with the director of IT
was used to gather information about FU’s IT organization and internal infrastructure. We also
asked the IT director his opinions on all three WPI team's’ proposal to use SharePoint as the online
platform for enabling and promoting research collaboration, and if he had any other information
that could aid us in our project.

The interviews were conducted with two interviewers from the FinLab project groups. One

WPI student led the interview while the other took notes.

3.3 Identify Gamification Techniques to Improve Research Collaboration

Our group focused on identifying gamification techniques that could be used to promote
incentives to increase research collaboration and productivity. To accomplish this objective we
used our prior knowledge of gamification, based on previous research, to identify techniques. These
techniques used existing gamification principles that could promote the incentives our group had
identified during the focus groups. With this in mind we determined what incentives could be
offered and what gamification techniques could be used to implement them in a way that would be

attractive to potential users.

3.4 Propose Guidelines to Test Effectiveness of Gamification Techniques

Once the chosen gamification techniques have been implemented and are in use, their
performance must be measured. Due to our time constraints and lack of resources our group was
unable to implement and test these techniques ourselves. Instead, after consulting our project
advisors it was determined our group would propose guidelines to test the effectiveness of
gamification techniques. Using our previous background research and the advice of our project
advisors we established guidelines to measure the effectiveness of gamification. These guidelines
could be used by Financial University to determine if incentives promoted through gamification had

the intended effect of increasing research collaboration.
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3.5 Summary

The methods described above helped us to achieve our goal of determining how incentives
promoted by gamification could enhance research collaboration and output among FU researchers.
Through our focus groups and interviews, we identified the incentives and obstacles researchers
face when conducting research at Financial University. This information, along with prior
background research, was used to identify potential gamification techniques that could be used to

promote these incentives. In the next chapter we will present our findings.
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4 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The goal of this project was to determine what incentives could be used to increase
collaboration and research output within the Financial University under the Government of the
Russian Federation (FU). In this chapter we will present the results of our research. We have
organized our findings into the following topics based on our research objectives:

® The target audience for the online platform

The obstacles preventing researchers from collaborating on research

The incentives needed to promote research collaboration

Gamification techniques and incentives to increase research and collaboration

SharePoint as a Gamification Platform

4.1 Current Situation at FU

As mentioned before, FinLab Wiki was created to increase cooperation at Financial
University by providing a collaborative research space for students and professors. It provided a
platform where researchers could share their results and build on each other’s findings, therefore
promoting a higher quality of research output. Through interviews with our sponsor and the
Director of IT at FU, as well as focus groups held with various professors and students, we
discovered FinLab Wiki was not being used.

Another research team has come to the conclusion that the best option for FU is to move
from the FinLab Wiki to Microsoft SharePoint. This platform is much more capable of being a
collaboration platform with all of the features desired by our sponsor. The Financial University
already subscribes to Office 365, which provides the school with SharePoint as well as Yammer,
a private social network. Using these tools FinLab Wiki could be replaced, but development still

needs to be done by the Financial University IT department.

4.1.1 Incentives and Obstacles in FinLab Wiki

Although considered a successful product, as it satisfied its original goal (Appendix J),
FinLab Wiki still had a very low use rate. We believe a large part of this was due to the lack of

incentives to use it as well as the obstacles posed to those who did try to use it.
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Our sponsor advertised the wiki to students and professors, but there was no reason to
start using it beyond this advertisement. Professors could not see any benefits that the wiki would
provide to them or their students, and students, with no pressure from professors, had no reason
to change from their existing research methods.

FinLab wiki suffered from many obstacles that prevented students and professors from
using it. The largest was that it was confusing and difficult to use. Editing a page required
knowledge of the PHP programming language, which is uncommon amongst users. Another
large issue was the privacy of materials on the wiki. A user who had access to the wiki would
have access to view and edit any content on it whether it was their work or not. The risk of a
researcher’s work being edited or taken without their knowledge was cited as a major reason for

not using the wiki (see Appendix H).

4.2 Identify the Target Audience for the use of the Online Platform

Through preliminary meetings with our sponsor and Russian counterparts, our group
discovered the target audience to be all students and faculty at the Financial University. The
audience included undergraduates, Master’s students, and faculty. Our sponsor explained that
each of these groups within the Financial University should have a use for the platform since
research is a large part of FU, and our sponsor is working to promote collaboration to achieve

quality research output.

4.3 Obstacles Preventing Research and Collaboration

Via focus groups with undergraduate students, master students, and professors (see
Appendices C-H), our group discovered many of the obstacles that hinder research collaboration
and production. In Figure 4-1 we have summarized the major obstacles faced by undergraduate

students, masters students, and professors.
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Figure 4-1: Obstacles to Research

4.3.1 Obstacles Preventing Research Production

Before the lack of research collaboration can be addressed, the obstacles preventing
general research must first be understood. The undergraduate population voiced the greatest
number of obstacles to carrying out research, largely due to their inexperience with doing
research and publishing it. This inexperience stems from most professors not encouraging
research in the courses they teach. When there is no requirement imposed by a professor to
conduct research, students do not see a reason to use their free time to carry out research and
write research papers.

When students do begin to work on research papers, many easily give up when they
encounter problems (see Appendix J). Because they are inexperienced, they do not know the
difficulties that writing a research paper can entail. They are usually not informed about the
process on which research papers are based and professors do not have the time to dedicate

themselves to helping every student who encounters a problem when trying to carry out research.
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Professors in one focus group (see Appendix E) explained the progression of research
that students at the Financial University experience. When students enter their first year at the
university they have no research experience, so most of that year is dedicated to instruction and
teaching how to do research, not in actually doing it. Second year students have a preliminary
background in research but still do not have enough experience to be considered good
researchers. Third and fourth year students tend to be the best at doing research, but they have
less time to complete research activities due to graduation and other commitments. Students are
never given adequate opportunity to do research as a core part of the curriculum, and so there are
very few incentives for them to pursue independent research.

If an undergraduate student has written a research paper, the next obstacle is getting it
published. Many students were unaware as to where one would publish a paper, and others were
confused about the process to the point that they decided it was not worth the effort to publish
their research results. They talked about the lack of resources available, and how there was no
real ‘standard’ way to go about having their work published. Instead this process was left entirely
up to the student, resulting in virtually no undergraduate research being published.

Masters students had fewer obstacles than undergraduates, as they had more experience
with research and collaboration. However, the few obstacles they explicitly stated revolved
around the time commitment and usefulness of conducting research. Many saw writing research
papers, beyond the few required for their courses, as something that was taking time away from
other schoolwork or searching for a job.

Professors had the fewest obstacles to getting their research published, as they had the
most experience and strongest reasons to get research published. The largest obstacle was again
time commitment. Professors prioritize classroom instruction over research, as that is their main
role at the University. Professors are also required by the Russian government to produce a
certain number of publications in order to maintain funding and keep their position within the
university. This has led to another problem, the low quality of research being published. Because
professors are assessed on the number of their publications and not their quality, there is no

reason to take time away from teaching and spend it on writing a quality research paper when
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almost any article would be published somewhere, as long as the researcher paid to have it
published.

There is a cultural difference in the nature of publishing between Russian academics and
the Western world, which was described by our sponsor as ‘Reporting versus Publishing
Culture’. In Russia there is a reporting culture for academic writing, where researchers will
publish reports on conferences they attended or works that they had read. Many of the articles
are merely summaries with the researcher’s personal ideas and opinions, without any actual
research being conducted. These would be five to ten pages long as opposed to the more lengthy
publications in Western academic journals. Publishing culture refers to the type of publications
that would appear in Western journals. These publications are much longer and have the
background information that would appear in a Russian article but would also contain research
that was conducted to achieve an objective. Many Russian professors publish a large number of
these smaller reports, which are of a lower quality and would likely be rejected by peer-reviewed

journals.

4.3.2 Obstacles Preventing Collaboration

In addition to the obstacles preventing people from conducting research, we also looked
into the obstacles preventing collaboration at the Financial University. A large problem we found
that was present at every level was that people are wary of working in a group, largely because
they are afraid their research partner would steal their work. Students and professors alike feared
that a partner would be the first to publish a group’s work, and that person would try to take all
the credit without acknowledging collaborators. This was a problem that was made worse with
FinLab Wiki. Professors (see Appendix H) who had experience using it did not like the
openness of the Wiki, where pages could be seen and edited by anyone with an account,
regardless of the status or members of the project. Users would rather have privacy control, such
as private research areas accessible to only their group members, and the possibility to make a

paper viewable, but classified as “read only”, once it was ready to be published.
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Undergraduate students also expressed difficulty in coordinating with other members of
their groups, which led to group members working on their own sections and assembling them at
the end of the project, rather than collaborating on the project together.

A problem that was expressed by all groups was the difficulty in finding new partners to
work with. Most of the time when groups are formed, students and professors form groups with
people that they already know. This makes it easy to form groups, but these groups may not be
the best set of people to work on a particular research task. Many of the researchers at FU will go
through their own personal networks of colleagues before contacting someone new, if at all.
They would rather go with a known, trusted collaborator than an unknown individual. However,

this way of locating research partners causes personal networks to grow slowly, if at all.

4.4 Identify the Incentives Needed to Promote Research Collaboration

To overcome the obstacles facing research and collaboration we discovered the
incentives that already existed at the Financial University, as well as new incentives which
undergraduates, master’s students, and professors saw as being useful for encouraging research

and research collaboration.

4.4.1 Existing Incentives

Our research not only discovered the existing obstacles to research, but also the
incentives that different groups have to conduct research. All groups that we spoke with
expressed a common incentive of monetary benefits. Undergraduates and masters students
expressed an interest in qualifying for scholarships that would help offset the cost of attending
the university. Professors were interested in getting research grants to cover the cost of carrying
out research that was not already paid for by the Russian government.

Specifically for undergraduates, the incentives that they already had for conducting
research were the possibility of earning scholarships, getting good grades from a professor, and
qualifying for study abroad opportunities. Some students expressed an interest in studying
abroad and said that having good documentation of their research work was an important part of

the application and decision making process.
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4.4.2 New Incentives

In addition to the incentives that already exist at the Financial University to encourage
research, we also identified new incentives to overcome the obstacles to research that researchers
had presented and new ideas that they thought would work. Many of these ideas revolve around
bringing more competition to the process of doing research and collaborating on research.

In Table 4-1, we summarize existing and potential incentives available to professors and

students.
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Table 4-1: Incentives for doing Research

Existing Examples

Potential Examples

Incentive Types of
category Incentives
Students Professors Students Professors
Economic Limited Increases in Scholarships | More Funding
scholarships salary and for Research
research
. funding
Explicit
Future Promotions Study abroad
developments opportunities
Academic Degree Obliged to Grades for Ranked on
Requirement | requirements; | publish individual quality not
Thesis at end regularly courses quantity
of degree
Recognition Make Job/internship | Raised status
connections opportunities | as excellent
with professors researcher
Implicit
Personal Get more Get more University University
Satisfaction | knowledge and | knowledge and | Awards Awards

skills

Gain Research
experience

skills

Gain Research
experience
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4.5 Identify Potential Gamification Techniques

Through our previous research and discussions with various members of the Financial
University we have identified simple gamification techniques that could be implemented by FU
to potentially increase research collaboration. There are two categories of techniques and
incentives discussed: those that exist entirely within the online platform, and those that involve

participation or incentives outside of the platform.

4.5.1 Techniques within the Online Platform

The techniques used within the online platform are all virtual rewards, but still provide
motivation to users.

The first and simplest technique is to give users points, badges, and levels based on the
research tasks they have completed. Users would write and collaborate on research papers within
the platform, and for every paper that is marked as ‘finished’ within the system a set number of
points would be awarded to those who collaborated on the paper. These points would be tracked
within the system for every user and would allow he/she to advance through levels. Points and
levels would be tracked publicly on leaderboards, where users would be compared to each other
throughout the entire university and within their faculty based on how many points they have.

Another technique is to add a progress bar for each user as well as for entire research
projects. There would be separate progress bars for research projects and for users. The project
progress bar would track the total completion of a project, and the individual progress bar would
track a user’s completed tasks across all projects they are working on. This provides direct
competition between users, as well as allowing them to see the progress of entire projects. The
progress bars would display the percentage of work completed, so that the details of a project
would remain private. This allows for the privacy that many users were concerned about while
still allowing others to see a user’s contribution to a project.

With these techniques, the problem of quantity versus quality still exists. To combat this,
more points would be awarded based on the quality of the work. Quality is a difficult criterion to
measure, but one method is to track how often a published work is cited. A better paper would be

cited more often, so for each additional citation of a work, the author would receive more points.
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A system of peer reviewing will also improve the quality of papers being published. Each
paper would have a metric for how many peers have viewed the paper and approved it of being a
high quality scientific work. Reviewers would also earn points for doing these reviews, which
would be counted separately from the points earned from participating in research activity.
Papers would be made anonymous before being available for peer review, to eliminate possible
biases that could form if the reviewer knows the reviewee. This is not a perfect peer review
system, as it is traditionally not appropriate to have colleagues from the same university peer
review a paper, but it is a starting point for a publishing system that is severely lacking in peer
reviewed work.

To promote the idea of collaboration, users would be able to earn additional badges
exclusive to tasks involving collaboration, such as a badge for forming or joining a group. These
badges would not affect a researcher’s point count or standing within the platform. Instead, these
badges would represent a user's accomplishments within collaborative projects that could be
used to promote themselves to other users. Since these badges wouldn’t earn a user any tangible
reward they would encourage people to work in a group, while not discriminating against
individual researchers.

Because points constantly track all activity in the online platform, heads of faculties and
other officials at Financial University would be able to measure the activity of researchers and

students at any point in the year, instead of the annual reports that are submitted currently.

4.5.2 Techniques External to the Online Platform

External techniques can be used in conjunction with the in-platform points to provide
tangible rewards to users of the platform. These rewards could be scholarships, research grants,
sponsored publications, or any other tangible rewards that are desired by users and possible for
the Financial University to supply.

These rewards, if FU has the ability to implement them, would be tied to the system that
exists within the platform. Students would submit their papers to compete within FU to earn

scholarships. High-ranking papers could potentially be published in major journals free of charge
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to the student on behalf of the University. Employers could have access to the database of
published papers to search for promising students based on their research ranking.

Professors could have the opportunity for additional research grants if their work within
the platform shows that they are deserving of additional funding. There could be grants for
individual work, but the largest grants will be reserved for research projects that have multiple
active collaborators. The recipients would be determined by deans of the university, preferably
those who supervise research but who aren’t direct stakeholders in who wins, to try to eliminate
as much bias as possible.

Awards that aren’t tied to grants or scholarships could also be given out by FU. By
tracking the leaderboards within the platform, recognition awards can be awarded to the top
research team of the year and the top research team within each faculty. These awards could be
published on the university’s website so that others can see these achievements.

These external techniques add a real-world component to the platform, providing

motivation for users to strive for these higher value rewards.

4.6 Gamification within SharePoint

Multiple companies provide products to integrate gamification techniques within
SharePoint. Two of these companies are Badgeville and RedCritter (Badgeville, 2014; Lambert,
2014). These companies have created programs and services that provide a framework for other
companies to integrate gamification within their own SharePoint sites. Badgeville offers their
services on a per-month basis charging approximately $3000-$5000 a month, while RedCritter
offers theirs for $30-$500 a month (Redcritter, 2015). However, cheaper alternatives exist within
the SharePoint store. One example, Trophy Cabinet, can add a basic badge and point system for
a payment of only $3 (SharePointEdu, 2015).

These products were designed for gamification within an enterprise environment, but
could be adapted as a research and collaboration aid within FU. These services provide the
functionality and framework for gamification within SharePoint, but not the unique content and
incentives a company would populate it with. This means that a company can use the tools to

easily create badges and other gamification tools to track a user’s points. These tools help
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eliminate a lot of the development that would otherwise be necessary to implement these
features.

We have created a mockup of what gamification within SharePoint could look like
(Figures 4-2 & 4-3). This mockup shows a user page, where a user of the system would see what
achievements they have earned, how many points they have, and their ranking within the

Financial university as well as within their faculty.
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Figure 4-2: User Page Mockup
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Figure 4-3: User Achievements Page Mockup

4.7 Limitations of Research

Although we gathered a large amount of useful information from our focus groups and
interviews, we were not able to obtain the campus-wide quantitative data that we hoped for from
our survey discussed in section 3.2.2. We had to forgo analyzing and presenting the data that was

collected, as it was not a valid representation of the university as a whole.
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Because of this we were unable to quantitatively determine what the largest incentives
students and faculty are looking for. While we know students and faculty would be accepting of
the incentives we have discussed, we were unable to obtain a ranking of which would be the
most desired by the students and faculty of the university.

We were only able to provide information from the students and faculty members that we
directly spoke with in the focus groups. These incentives are still valid options that are desired,

but we just do not know which are the most desirable.

4.8 Summary

Our research provided a number of vital findings to achieve our project goal. We
analyzed the current research situation at FU to determine the most challenging obstacles its
researchers faced. We found one of the main reasons is that people lack incentives to collaborate
on quality research. In order to attract more people to become involved in research collaboration,
we suggested potential techniques that can be used to provide the incentives that users could take
advantage of. We were not able to make use of all of the methods we proposed, but we believe

that the information we have collected and the results we have presented are accurate.
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5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our project goal was to determine how to motivate students and faculty members at the
Financial University under the government of the Russian Federation (FU) to increase research
output and collaboration. The development of gamification for increasing research productivity
is still in its early stages, but it shows a lot of promise if it can be implemented. To help stimulate
this process we have created a mockup to give an idea of how gamification within SharePoint
could look, and we have also provided guidelines to test the effectiveness of gamification. In

this chapter we will summarize our conclusions and recommendations.

5.1 Conclusions

By using a cost-benefit framework to analyze our results, we found that currently the
barriers to research outweigh the benefits for students and faculty. Even though scholarships and
grants are appealing incentives for students and are already provided by FU, few students know
about their existence. If more bonuses or research funding were offered to faculty members, they
would tend to engage in more research. However, according to our results, offering monetary
incentives can be difficult for the university. As a result, using non-monetary incentives may be a
more realistic approach. Both students and faculty members discussed how gaining prestige
among peers would give them a sense of achievement. Beside personal satisfaction, students can
benefit from job or internship opportunities and be attracted by connections with professors. For
professors, raising one’s status as a researcher can be a big motivation.

We have determined that the gamification techniques that best fit these incentives for
research are point systems, group progress bars, and leaderboards, which can translate into both
virtual and tangible rewards. These techniques could be implemented within SharePoint using

already existing products such as Badgeville or RedCritter.
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5.2 Project Limitations

Although we have tried to do the best that we could in our project, limitations still existed
due to time constraints. We attempted through a survey to gather quantifiable information about
the incentives and obstacles to research; however, the survey was only able to be sent out during
the final two weeks of our stay in Moscow, and it was sent out incorrectly, so we were not able
to gather reliable or sufficient responses for a meaningful analysis. Due to this we do not have
quantitative data to support our conclusions, only qualitative data from focus groups and
interviews. The information from our focus groups and interviews only provide a list of

incentives rather than a ranking of them.

5.3 Recommendations

Based on our group’s project research and conclusions, we recommend the following to
Financial University:
e Carry out the survey that we had attempted to complete data collection from all
potential researchers in the FU system
® Provide the identified incentives to researchers
e Develop gamification techniques within the SharePoint platform based on
incentives that we have proposed
o Track the effectiveness of gamification techniques as a way to stimulate research
We encourage our Russian counterparts to gather survey responses by sending the survey
out again as an independent request. We suggest gathering at least 500 responses within one
month to have statistically meaningful data. With this information FinLab can more definitively
determine what the most important incentives and obstacles to research collaboration at FU are,
to assess whether these results align with our existing qualitative data. This will allow FinLab to
find the top ranking incentives and obstacles.
Once the top ranking incentives are found, we recommend that the Financial University
uses this ranking to determine what incentive can be offered and implemented. The main
incentives we found were monetary incentives and recognition for a researcher’s work. Students

expressed interest in earning scholarships based on their research, while faculty expressed interest
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in additional research grants or bonuses. Both students and faculty alike expressed great interest
in receiving recognition for their work in research. For example, these recognition-based
incentives could be implemented by presenting awards to the top five researchers from each
faculty department or from the university as a whole, with separate awards for undergraduates,
master’s students, and professors.

After data collection and analysis has been completed, we recommend that the Financial
University implement gamification techniques using the most popular incentives and provide
rewards corresponding to the researcher’s rankings. These rewards are both internal to the
collaboration platform, such as points, badges and levels, as well as real-world rewards such as
scholarships, grants, and awards.

Two possible ways our team suggests to track the effectiveness of gamification
techniques within an online collaborative tool are to:

® Develop a user experience survey
o Compare research output of two groups, with one as a control

After a certain period of time, such as half a year or one year, users can receive a short
online survey to gauge their satisfaction with the gamification techniques when they submit a
finished paper. The users can rate techniques on a scale from one to five based on how much each
technique influenced them in their research. They should also be encouraged to leave qualitative
feedback in addition to their ratings. This feedback would be aimed at determining what
gamification techniques in the platform had the most impact on them. If there is a low response
rate for this survey, a small reward, such as a gift card to a store, could be offered to a random
participant in a lottery fashion. Using this user feedback, gamification within the system could be

evaluated for strengths and weaknesses.

In addition to collecting user’s feedback, we also recommend that FU test the
effectiveness of gamification techniques through the use of a control group. Users of the
collaboration platform would be separated into two groups: those who are given access to the
gamification techniques and incentives and a control group of researchers who use the same
platform but don’t have access to these incentives. These two groups could them be compared to

one another in terms of accomplishments after a one year time period. Each group could be
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tracked using metrics such as the number of publications, the quality of publications, and the
level of group work versus individual work. After one academic year these metrics can be
compared to help determine whether gamification techniques influenced the level of research

collaboration and production.

5.4 Summary

We are confident that these recommendations can help the Financial University increase
the level of research and collaboration conducted by both students and faculty. Implementing
proper gamification techniques will help to outweigh many of the obstacles that currently prevent
students and faculty from conducting quality collaborative research. By removing these obstacles
and providing more incentives to conduct research, the level of collaborative research being done
will rise, and along with it the quality of work that is being published by the Financial University

researchers.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Sponsor Description

The Financial University (2015a) under the Government of the Russian Federation is a
state-funded, finance and economics focused educational and research institution. It is one of the
oldest universities in Russia, originally founded in December 1918 as the Moscow Institute of
Economics and Finance. According to the university’s official website, Financial University is

known as a top university in Russia.

The Financial University (2015¢) is a nationwide institution spanning 11 time zones. It
consists of 21 faculties, 15 of which are located in the Moscow main campus. The locations of
the university’s branches are shown in Figure A-1. This university not only focuses on education,
but also puts a lot of effort in research. Two educational and training laboratories, two teaching
and research laboratories, and three research centers enable the Financial University to become
one of the leading research institutions in Russia. The university currently employs 2,996
academic staff members and has approximately 58,000 students enrolled in Moscow alone. The
Financial University is eager to develop international cooperation, currently partnering with over

100 universities around the world, as shown in Figure A-2.

One of the research centers within the university is the International Financial Laboratory
(2012). The Financial Laboratory’s mission is “...generating scientific knowledge in Finance,
Economics, and several neighboring fields, with special emphasis on quantitative and empirical
studies” (para 1). The Financial Laboratory, or FinLab helps host collaborative projects among

faculty, researchers and students.

Professor Alexander Didenko is the direct sponsor of this project and one of the directors
of the Financial University. Prof. Didenko (2015) is the head of the R&D Planning and Support
Department at the Financial University. He also helps the International Financial Laboratory at
the Financial University and is the Deputy Chairman of the Council for Research within the

Council of Young Scientists. The Council of Young Scientists (2015) is a voluntary scientific
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society whose mission is to “create conditions for the development of research activities and to

promote the professional growth of young scientists” (para 1).

Figure A-1: Locations of Financial University Branches (Google, 2015a)
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Figure A-2: Leading Higher Education Institutions And Financial And Banking
Institutions. (The Financial University, 2013d, para. 4)
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Appendix B: Focus Group Protocol

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:

Time, Date, and Location:

Participants:

Relationship with FU:
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Focus Group Questions

General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?

2. How do you find your research partners?

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?

Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?

Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What
features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers
with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)

Reproducible Research
7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you
be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?

End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?
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Appendix C: Focus Group Notes - Undergraduates (Sociologists)

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:
Ying Lu

Christopher Navarro

Nicholas Wong

Time, Date, and Location:
15:40-16:30 September 14, 2015, Bloomberg Lab, Financial University

Participants:

Relationship with FU:

2nd year undergraduate w/ sociologist background

2nd year undergraduate w/ sociologist background

2nd year undergraduate w/ sociologist background

2nd year undergraduate w/ sociologist background

3rd year undergraduate w/ sociologist background
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Focus Group Questions

General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?
® Most of their research is done for academic purpose by using the Internet and the
university’s library.
o Why do you research?
o For marks/grades
o For master’s project
® Do you write research papers?
O Rarely, most of the students involvement with research papers are during
their 4th year
m [nstead a few keep portfolios
m Do you publish these?
® Rarely, however the group had a desire to publish their
work if it was of good quality.

2. How do you find your research partners?
e Normally, through their own personal network of friends
o They also sometimes use social media tools to connect with others
o Example given: Facebook

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?
e Google translate, docs, email, and social media tools were listed.
o However, the group preferred to meet in person for collaboration or work
individually.
o How do you work individually?
m  Divide and conquer with tasks

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?

o Time

® Lack of interest or motivation

e Not enough skill

® 3rd or 4th year student bias for research publication
® Problems with professors
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o There is no support or instruction to help them publish their research.
m  Are there accessible resources that could help guide you through
the publication process?
® None that they are aware of.
o There is a lack of general support for the process.

Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?
® [ncentives:
o Personal interest
O Recognition
o Their work could be shown to potential employers
o To share personal opinions
o What rewards would you like to see?
o Scholarships
o Monetary rewards
O Recognition
o Connect with companies (career driven)

Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What
features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers
with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)
® Do you all have a smartphone?
o All answered yes.
e [eatures mention:
o Avoid chat feature:
m  The group believed this feature would be too informal.
o Online functionality:
m  The group wanted to be able to access their files offline.
o Contact information:
m  The group wanted to be able to find a person’s contact information
through the app.

Reproducible Research
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7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you
be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?
® Are you aware of what reproducible research is?
o All answered no.
® A brief explanation of the subject was given to the group.
e Would you be willing to incorporate this idea into your research?
o Only ifitis a large project, otherwise no.

End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?
® FExchanged contact information
® Gave the participant a survey that they would fill out and return to our Russian
associates.
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Appendix D: Focus Group Notes - Master Students

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:
Ying Lu

Christopher Navarro

Nicholas Wong

Time, Date, and Location:
17:00-17:50 September 14, 2015, Bloomberg Lab, Financial University

Participants:

Relationship with FU:

Ist year master student

Ist year master student

Ist year master student

Ist year master student

Ist year master student

Ist year master student
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Focus Group Questions

General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?
® What sort of research do you do?
o Corporate findings
Managing business data
Master dissertations
Writing and presenting financial findings

o O O O

The study of theory versus practice
m  Through the use of Bloomberg
® How often do you write research papers?
o Approximately 2 times per semester
e How often do you publish these?
o Sometimes, more so when there is a competition.
m  Some members had published up to 30 articles
o There is a large gap between the quality and quantity of published papers.

2. How do you find your research partners?
Scientific advisors
Addressing a professor who is an expert in your research topic.
Through student societies
o Every faculty has a local society that can help find you partners.
o The students mentioned a lot of individual work is required to find research
partners.

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?
® What current tools do you use for collaboration?
o Social networks
Skype
Email
Dropbox

o O O O

Google Drive
o FinLab Wiki
o What do you like about them?
o Ability to send documents
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Version control
Easy to use

o O O

Privacy control
o Chat system capability
o What do you dislike?
o A lot of the dislikes focused around FinLab Wiki
m  FinLab Wiki:
e Not user friendly
e Sometime broke with file upload
e No privacy
® No file or message sending

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?
e Other priorities
o Finding the right people to work with

Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?
® [ncentives:
o  Monetary
o Fills degree/grade requirements
o Scholarships
m  Want more opportunities for them as well
O Recognition
o A lasting impression
o Looks good to employers, and other selective processes
® More people would be willing to use a tool, which used these incentives.

Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What
features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers
with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)
® [eatures:
o File sharing
o Chat
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o Newsfeed/timeline of current work
o Ability to follow other researchers

Reproducible Research
7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you
be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?

® Are you familiar with reproducible research?
o Yes, somewhat.

e Would you be willing to use it?
O Most said yes, and some were even using in their research already.
o Those who weren't using it would strongly consider using it.

End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?
e Exchanged emails
e Handed out paper survey to participants
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Appendix E: Focus Group Notes - Professors

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:
Josh Hebert

Agyness Liao

Justin Vitiello

Time, Date, and Location:
13:40-14:23, September 15, 2015, Bloomberg Lab, Financial University

Participants:

Relationship with FU:

Professor

Professor
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Focus Group Questions

General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?

® What sort of research do you do?
o Articles in foreign and Russian journals
o Conference and roundtable meetings

m Fordegrees, PhD, etc.

o Supervise students articles
o Professional work related to expertise

o There is difference between Russian and international journals
® Quality for international journals is higher

2. How do you find your research partners?
e Through Dean’s office resources
o Masters:
m  Need to submit their working area to dean’s office and professors
will assign them to projects
o Bachelors:
m  Professors create offers involving different research topics, and
student apply for them
o Professors will supervise 5-7 students, and then build a team
® Need to keep in touch with Prof. and Dean’s office to get information for
available research opportunities

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?
e Google drive/Email:
o There is no time to study other platforms, Drive is simple and open source
® Alternatives:
o Dropbox for students

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?
® Supervisors need to be motivated so that students will publish consistently;
however, it is easier to work with an individual student.
o More efficient to work alone
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e Journals may not accept a paper
e Time constraints
® Lack of interest/motivation from students

Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?
® [ncentives:
o Scholarships
o Education programs/grants, save money
o Provide career opportunities
Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What
features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers
with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)
® Have a progress bar for each researcher
O Researchers will usually not share their data and progress
o This will create competition
o Easy to measure
o Why avoid sharing?
o Plagiarism
o Afraid to have similar work to present at the same time
o  Want to be unique and individual
Reproducible Research
7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you
be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?
o Yes:
o However, there is no widely available system platform to do it
e Would be willing to incorporate;, however, this is hard to continue among
students, especially after they graduate
End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?
e System that allows students to continue research from previous students
o No research focus with 1st and 2nd year students
m Teach students about researching earlier (publication and writing)
o FU s an educational university, so there shouldn’t be too much focus on
research
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e (Contact Info:
o Can be found at Room 343
Appendix F: Focus Group Notes - Undergraduates (International Economic Relations)

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:
Josh Hebert

Agyness Liao

Justin Vitiello

Time, Date, and Location:
15:40-16:10, September 15, 2015, Bloomberg, Financial University

Participants:

Relationship with FU:

International Economic Relations (IER) Undergraduate

International Economic Relations (IER) Undergraduate

International Economic Relations (IER) Undergraduate
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Focus Group Questions

General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?
® Most research pertains to academic requirements
® Published a couple papers within the University, however, this is a low
level/college level of publication
® Thereisn’t a lot of collaboration

2. How do you find your research partners?
e Through Professors
e Through own personal networks or friends and associates

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?
® A majority of research is done individually
e [Face-to-face meetings/communication
e Dropbox
® FEmail

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?
e Difficult to find useful material
o Hard to use search engines to find specific information
o Library at FU is complicated to use
o A lot of potential resources cost money

Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?
® [ncentives:
o Career and job opportunities

Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What
features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers

with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)
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e Keep files private to avoid plagiarism
e [mplement notification system with file sharing

Reproducible Research

7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you

be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?
e No
® The topic should be presented in a user-friendly way that is:
o Structured well
o Easy to understand

End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?

e Potential solutions to get people to collaborate
o Insure competitions are fair, otherwise motivation will diminish

® Scholarship
o The current system is not clear enough
o The requirements for scholarships are too high
o Not enough recognition

® Referencing Research:
o There is no Russian standard to do it
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Appendix G: Focus Group Notes - Undergraduates (International Finance Faculty)

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:
Dylan Baranik

Eli Gonzalez

Han Junxiu

Time, Date, and Location:
13:20-14:00, September 16, 2015, Bloomberg Lab, Financial University

Participants:

Relationship with FU:

2nd year IFF Undergraduate

2nd year IFF Undergraduate

3rd year IFF Undergraduate

3rd year IFF Undergraduate

3rd year IFF Undergraduate
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Focus Group Questions
General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?
e What sort of research do you do?
o Trading research, company relations, investor strategies, accounting,
analyzing key performances and futures of companies
e How often do you publish papers?
o Three of the members had published before
m  Approximately once a year
m  Some have this as a requirement for their degree

2. How do you find your research partners?
® No standardized process to do this
e Most people just end up working with familiar acquaintances
e Sometimes teachers will delegate people to work together
e Team member makes you more productive, more efficient

o Perception is that working with more people would lead to a better quality
of work

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?
® Not a lot of tools are used, instead there is a lot of face-to-face communication
O Meeting in person is better than email; phone communication is not
preferred
® FEmail is common and the preferred method for communication and sharing ideas

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?

o Different standards and requirements for different journals are boring to learn
and difficult to deal with

e Waste time making work appropriate for different magazines with different
standards

You have to pay to get your work published
Collaboration obstacles:

o Haven't found an ideal partner
m  Would prefer a partner but it's difficult to find one
m  Process of finding a partner is difficult and can be inconsistent
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o Very difficult to find time to work with group members: can delegate to get
around this problem, however this commonly leads to people becoming more
separated from the rest of the group

® General strategy is talk about tasks to be accomplished face-to-face and then
separate to do delegated tasks

Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?

® Be able to market previous research to companies to provide career opportunities

e [mprove grades, get extra credit

e Doing research projects helps you learn

® Scholarships

O Many aren't compensated, so there is no incentive for these students
o There are only 9 scholarship students in International Finance Faculty at
any given time

Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What
features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers
with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)
® Profile should have all of these things:

o Photo, resume, spheres of interest, previous works, age, gender,
competitions or conferences they are in, magazines published in, future
career plans, language, location, notes about themselves, what personality
traits are they looking for, skills (programming, etc.) they have and skills

they are looking for
o Everyone has a smartphone ~95% percent
Reproducible Research

7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you
be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?

Somewhat familiar (only one student knew about it)

Definitely, useful for teachers as well

Teachers can control working process, have to show your results

Useful for future publications
End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?
o (Skipped)
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Appendix H: Focus Group Notes - Young Scientist Representatives

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important academic
requirement for graduation. Our project involves determining potential ways to increase research
collaboration within the Financial University (FU) through the use of an online collaboration
platform.

Mission Statement:

The goal of our project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Conductors of Focus Group:
Josh Hebert

Eli Gonzalez

Justin Vitiello

Time, Date, and Location:
16:00-17:15, September 25, 2015, Bloomberg Lab, Financial University

Participants:

Relationship with FU:

Young Scientist Representative

Young Scientist Representative

Young Scientist Representative

Young Scientist Representative
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Focus Group Questions
General Research
1. What sort of research do you do? How often do you write research papers? How often do
you publish these papers?
® Dependent on workload, however, it is required to publish a number per year
o Sometimes I or 2 per year (below average)
o S5or6 (average)
10 and up (above average)
If they take part in a round table, they will publish proceedings
o Collaborative research is often easier to publish, as co-authors may have

o

o

connections
o  More authors, more connections
o Ifyou do not have particularly strong network, it is better to collaborate

2. How do you find your research partners?
e Through own personal networks

3. What current tools do you use for research collaboration? (Google Docs, Email, etc.).
What do you like about these tools? What do you dislike?
® Russia is very conservative in this respective
o  WhatsApp, Skype, text messaging very popular
o Typical to meet once per month to divide work
m  However, there are teams that meet far more often

4. What are the factors that block you from creating and publishing papers? Are there other,
larger obstacles for collaboration?
® No real obstacles to publishing in Russia
o The main issue with Russian journals is the quality. They tend to not have
high quality article
e [nternational articles
o Charge money just to look at article. Does not guarantee publication
o In Russia, publication is guaranteed if the fee is paid
Gamification
5. What are the incentives for you to conduct research? If a collaboration platform had
rewards based on use (grants for researchers, prizes for students, etc.), would more
people use it?
® As of right now, for this group, if there is a requirement to publish a number of articles
per year, but they still do
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o However, they will publish to lower quality journals from an approved list that
FU provides
® People will write papers for the reputation
o These lead to improved career paths
o Ifthey have the time, they will publish
® The best incentives should be the desire to be researchers
o It should not be a quantity requirement for a degree
o People will either copy-paste other articles, write low-quality ones, etc.
o Leads to bad researchers receiving degrees

Mobile Applications
6. We want to design a mobile application to connect researchers with each other. What

features would be useful in this? What about a function that helps you find researchers
with similar interests? (The network will be internal for now but expandable)
® The idea is good. This should not be just a tool to view papers because plenty of
tools that do that.
o Should force public profiles and focus on providing contact information
Will likely only be popular in major cities with colleges/universities
Should establish a precedent that if you have an account, you are expected to
reply
® Replying should prevent ambiguity. Responses should be yes or no

Reproducible Research
7. Are you familiar with the principles of reproducible research? (If no, explain) Would you
be willing to incorporate these principles into your research?
® May discourage people from checking the credibility
o Looking at these algorithms may lead to the false assumption that there is
nothing to explore
O May stunt creativity and innovation
® Reproducible research can cause issues when working with data from a company,
especially if that information is private
o FinLab Wiki was an attempt at this, but it shows too much information before a
paper is ready to publish
O Researchers prefer privacy while working on papers

End
8. Is there anything else anyone wants to add that we didn’t touch upon?

* (Skipped)
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Appendix I: Sponsor Interview Protocol

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important degree
requirement by completing this research project. Our project involves looking at potential ways
to increase research collaboration among researchers within the Financial University, particularly
among users of FinLab Wiki. Your responses will help us understand the actual usage of FinLab
Wiki and investigate potential ways to improve it.

Mission Statement:

The goal of the project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Confidentiality:

Before we start this interview we want to make sure that you give us your permission to
use any information you provide in our final report. We will keep your identity anonymous (if
desired), and we can stop the interview at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You also do not
have to answer any questions that would make you uncomfortable.

Conductors of Interview:

Time, Date, and Location:

Interviewee:

Name: Relationship with FU:
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Interview Questions

1. As the new Dean of IER Faculty (International Economic Relations), what do your duties

include?
2. Can you tell us about the structure of researchers of the Financial University?
3. Can you tell us about the details of the research situation at this university?

4. What were your original intentions with the WPI project last year? Do you think the
project was successful?

5. What do you see as a major roadblock to research productivity: within FU and
worldwide?

6. For the gamification team, we are looking to provide tangible incentives, such as small
research grants, a free trip to a conference in their field, or anything similar. Is this a
possibility within the University?
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Appendix J: Sponsor Interview Notes

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important degree
requirement by completing this research project. Our project involves looking at potential ways
to increase research collaboration among researchers within the Financial University, particularly
among users of FinLab Wiki. Your responses will help us understand the actual usage of FinLab
Wiki and investigate potential ways to improve it.

Mission Statement:

The goal of the project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Confidentiality:

Before we start this interview we want to make sure that you give us your permission to
use any information you provide in our final report. We will keep your identity anonymous (if
desired), and we can stop the interview at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You also do not
have to answer any questions that would make you uncomfortable.

Conductors of Interview:
Han Junxiu
Ying Lu

Time, Date, and Location:
14:00-15:15, September 21, 2015, Room 315, Financial University

Interviewee:

Name: Relationship with FU:

Prof. Alexander Didenko (permission given) | Dean of IER Faculty (International Economic
Relations)
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Interview Questions

1. As the new Dean of IER Faculty (International Economic Relations), what do your duties

include?
e FEverything:
o More specifically, everything that will make students happy.
o Prepare students to write their dissertations
o Instruct students in activities, such as:
m  Competitions
m  Conferences
m L
e Key Performance Indicators (KPI):
o Short Term:
m  Make students desirable to employers
o Long Term:
m  Make students influential in the industry/world

2. Can you tell us about the structure of researchers of the Financial University?
® There are two types of researcher at FU: major researchers and student
researchers.
o Major Researchers (such as PhDs)
m They teach and do research at FU
m They are paid for researching
e Topics of their research are normally chosen from
proposed government plan so that they are funded, as
opposed to self-created topics.
m [ncentives:
® Personal interest/curiosity
® [n order to be re-elected (rehired) they must produce a
certain number of publications
o Student Researchers (Bachelors and Masters):
m  Research and take courses at FU
o They must apply for certain research topics which are
advertised by the different departments at FU
m [ncentives:
® Degree requirements:
o Grades
o Dissertations
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® Published papers reflect well on student portfolios
e Government is more likely to provide money to student who
participate in research
m Do Students work for major researchers?
o Theoretically, yes, however, departments do not trust the
students to arrange these relationships and lack time for
arranging them themselves.

3. Can you tell us about the details of the research situation at this university?
e Not happy about the current situation:
o Sometimes departments won’t change the topic of the research topic year-
to-year.
m This is easy for departments and poses fewer risks to serve as a
student’s dissertation topic.
m  Faculties tend to focus on teaching, not researching due to their
tendency to do the minimum amount of work.
o Students will give up when encountering problems in research, causing
departments to lose students or have low-quality students.
m  Students lack the experience to gauge the difficulty of performing a
task, and often take on more than they can handle.
® The Pros and Cons section of FinLab Wiki was intended to
help inform students of the risks of certain tasks.
m  Didenko blames the reporting culture of research publication in
Russia for this problem.

4. What were your original intentions with the WPI project last year? Do you think the
project was successful?
e Original intentions.
o To increase the cooperation among FU and match students and professors
based on research interests.
o Provide a platform where researchers can share results, and build on
each other’s findings, thus promoting a higher quality of research output.
o Was it successful?
o Yes
m  FinlLab Wiki satisfied the original goals, however, it can be more
successful
m  FinlLab Wiki’s major obstacle was lack of usage and not enough
people realize its value
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5. What do you see as a major roadblock to research productivity: within FU and
worldwide?
e Within FU:
o Lack of motivation
o Language barriers
o Hard To Find trustworthy cooperators
o Students don’t have enough experience:
m  They don’t put in enough effort to produce high quality research
m  They often give up
m  Don’t know how much they can handle
o Worldwide:

o The Western world of research is ideal compared to the current situation
in FU and Russia

6. For the gamification team, we are looking to provide tangible incentives, such as small
research grants, a free trip to a conference in their field, or anything similar. Is this a
possibility within the University?

® [ncentives for major researchers:
o Hard to provide money
m [tisn’t a good way to encourage researchers; it will spoil them.
o Inviting a professor to a conference might be a bad idea.
m  They would have fun instead of working.
® [ncentives for students:
O Recognition:
m Certificates
m  Diplomas
o Educational grants, such as a reduction in tuition
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Appendix K: IT Representative Interview Protocol

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important degree
requirement by completing this research project. Our project involves looking at potential ways
to increase research collaboration among researchers within the Financial University, particularly
among users of FinLab Wiki. Your responses will help us understand the actual usage of FinLab
Wiki and investigate potential ways to improve it.

Mission Statement:

The goal of the project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Confidentiality:

Before we start this interview we want to make sure that you give us your permission to
use any information you provide in our final report. We will keep your identity anonymous (if
desired), and we can stop the interview at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You also do not
have to answer any questions that would make you uncomfortable.

Conductors of Interview:

Time, Date, and Location:

Interviewee:

Name: Relationship with FU:
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Interview Questions

As the head of Information Technology at Financial University, what do your duties
include?

What software tools does the University provide?
How is your user-base using the tools currently available to them?

What are your opinions on using FinLab Wiki as the premiere collaboration tool for
Financial University?

Which tools do you think Financial University should use for online research
collaboration?

Do you know what incentives/rewards could be offered as part of this collaboration tool?

Would it be possible to get your contact information as well as the contact information of
other IT faculty members that could potentially answer our questions if we decide to
follow-up?
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Appendix L: IT Representative Interview Notes

Introduction:

We are students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) located in Worcester,
Massachusetts. Our group is studying in Moscow in order to complete an important degree
requirement by completing this research project. Our project involves looking at potential ways
to increase research collaboration among researchers within the Financial University, particularly
among users of FinLab Wiki. Your responses will help us understand the actual usage of FinLab
Wiki and investigate potential ways to improve it.

Mission Statement:

The goal of the project is to determine how to improve Financial University’s knowledge
and research management software so that the researchers at the Financial University’s many
campuses can collaborate on their research more effectively and efficiently.

Confidentiality:

Before we start this interview we want to make sure that you give us your permission to
use any information you provide in our final report. We will keep your identity anonymous (if
desired), and we can stop the interview at any time if you feel uncomfortable. You also do not
have to answer any questions that would make you uncomfortable.

Conductors of Interview:
Dylan Baranik
Justin Vitiello

Time, Date, and Location:
15:00-15:30, September 24, 2015, Bloomberg Lab, Financial University

Interviewee:
Name: Relationship with FU:
Vladimir I. Soloviev (Permission given) Director of IT
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Interview Questions

1. As the head of Information Technology at Financial University, what do your duties
include?

e Strategic development of information technology:
o Change infrastructure to meet expectations for current and future use
o Develop network/services for user convenience
o Allow home access to FU software
o Constant learning environment for users
o  Currently, the system in place is cheaper

® Bringing new technology to education and scientific process at FU:
o Large focus on financial simulator creation

e Transforming research processes:
o Make things more automated

® [nform society:
o Development of new portals to inform society about research and

education within FU

2. What software tools does the University provide?
o Office 365
® Android/iPhone integration
O Access to remote apps to use financial software

3. How is your user-base using the tools currently available to them?
o (Skipped)

4. What are your opinions on using FinLab Wiki as the premiere collaboration tool for
Financial University?
® [t was a large stepping-stone but has limitations.
e Limitations:
o Slow
o Not fully customizable
e U needs to move forward to another tool.

5. Which tools do you think Financial University should use for online research
collaboration?
® SharePoint
o Would be better than FinLab Wiki
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o Already have Office 365 at FU
o Easier integration with existing systems, however, there is a lack of
SharePoint Developers
e Alfresco
o Content management system that uses Java programming

Do you know what incentives/rewards could be offered as part of this collaboration tool?
® Grade students within the system.
o Provide the top 20% with rewards
B Rewards should be dependent on faculty
e [For Professors:
O Ratings on system might affect earnings

Would it be possible to get your contact information as well as the contact information of
other IT faculty members that could potentially answer our questions if we decide to
follow-up?
® FEmail given:
o vsoloviev@fa.ru
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Appendix M: Survey Protocol (Translated from Russian)

Financial University under the Government of the Russian Federation

Questionnaire

Dear respondent,

We ask you to participate in a sociological survey about the integration of the students
of the Financial University under the government of the Russian Federation in the international
scientific life. We guarantee you the full confidentiality of your answers, which will
subsequently be used only in conjunction with the answers of all other respondents.

How to fill out the questionnaire: carefully read the questions and circle the answer that
best matches your point of view. If none of the options fit your point of view, please give your
opinion on the following line.

Your answers will be used only for research purposes. If you are interested we will
provide you with the results of the survey.

We appreciate your participation!

Moscow, 2015.
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1. YOUR SEX
a. Male
b. Female

2. WHAT IS YOUR ROLE AT FINANCIAL UNIVERSITY?

Demographic Information

General questions

Student — bachelor Ist year 2nd year 3rd year 4th year
Student — master Ist year 2nd year
Postgraduate student Ist year 2nd year 3rd year
Professor

Scientist

3. WHY IS IT IMPORTANT FOR YOU TO ENGAGE IN SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITY?
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Personal desire
I do not know

mmoaw>

provided)

Other (please, answer on the line

It is necessary to have an understanding of science in this day and age
These skills are necessary in the work environment
To meet the requirements and demands of university, department, professors, etc.

4. HOW ACTIVELY DO YOU PARTICIPATE IN ACADEMIC RESEARCH (From 1 till

10, where 1 — min, 10 — max)
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5. HOW OFTEN DO YOU USE SCIENTIFIC LITERATURE FROM THE INTERNET?

oSaw»

Everyday

Every 3 days

Every Week

Other (Please Specify):

7. IN WHICH FORMS ARE YOU READY TO PARTICIPATE IN SCIENTIFIC
ACTIVITY? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

TEY 0w

G.

Publications in written texts/journals
Publication in web-journals

Research activity

Presentations at conferences, discussions
Activity to acquire grants

Other (please, answer on the line
provided)
Nowhere

8. LIST THE REASONS FOR YOUR INTEREST IN SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITY. (CIRCLE
ALL THAT APPLY)

e

moaw»

Self help

Interest in learning/science

A desire to improve the world
An opportunity for work

Other (please, answer on the line
provided)
I am still not ready to engage in scientific activity

9. HOW OFTEN DO YOU PUBLISH SCIENTIFIC WORK?

A. Never

B.
C.

Once a year
Once a month
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10.

11.

12.

13.

D. Multiple times per month
E. Other:

WOULD YOU LIKE TO PUBLISH YOUR SCIENTIFIC WORK MORE OFTEN?

A. YES
B. NO, I am not interested in publishing my work
C. NO, currently I have enough publications

ARE YOU PLANNING TO CONTINUE YOUR SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES?

A. YES

B. NO

C. Iam undecided

Do you prefer to work with partners or alone? Why?

A. Partners because

B. Alone because

C. No Preference
How do you find partners to work with?

Assigned by professor

Work with friends

Using social media

Recommended by friend or professor
E. Other

Sowp>

14. IN WHICH WEB-PLATFORM(S) DO YOU PUBLISH YOUR SCIENTIFIC WORK?
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

E-library
Lambert publisher
Scopus

Web of Science
Social Science Research Network (SSRN)
Gutenberg

nmo 0w
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15.

G. Other (please, answer on the line provided):

H. I do not publish my scientific work in any platform
I. 1did not know about the existence of these platforms

IF YOU DO NOT PUBLISH YOUR WORK ON WEB-PLATFORMS, IS THERE A

PARTICULAR REASON WHY? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

16.

A. T publish my work on web-platforms
B. The need to translate academic work into a foreign language (for foreign web-platforms)
C. Concerns about copyright infringement
D. It takes too much time to publish
E. The uncertainty in the quality of the scientific work performed
F. It costs money to publish
G. I do not know how to publish
H. I do not have scientific work to publish
I. Other (please, answer on the line
provided)
Financial University under the government of the Russian Federation with Worcester
Polytechnic Institute are creating a platform for the dissemination of scientific
knowledge. A place where students and researchers can share their scientific work
(articles, monographs, books), find colleagues with similar interests, be able to
communicate with one another, and create joint projects. This platform should give an
opportunity for students and researchers to collaborate with both domestic and foreign

colleagues, to follow the news in their disciplines, to communicate directly with leading
scientists, and to find resident and scientific leaders for collaboration.

DO YOU USE ANY OF THESE PLATFORMS? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
Academia.edu
Finlabwiki.org
Mendeley.com
Researchgate.net
Linkedin.com
Facebook
VKontakte
Skype

SSRN
Gutenberg

SmEOEmUOWR
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K. Microsoft Sharepoint

L. Google Docs

M. Open Science Framework
N. I know none of them

17. IN YOUR OPINION, WHAT CHARACTERISTICS AND POSSIBILITIES OF THE
WEB-SITE REQUIRED FOR THIS PLATFORM? (FROM 1 TILL 5, WHERE 1- MIN, 5-
MAX)

(PLEASE GIVE AN ANSWER TO EACH LINE )

Opportunity to communicate (chats) 5 4 3 2
Opportunity to freely publish scientific work 5 4 3 2
Opportunity to edit your work 5 4 3 2
Opportunity to review the works of other participants 5 4 3 2
Opportunity to create tags for publications 5 4 3 2

Opportunity to “subscribe” to the publications and disciplines
you are interested

Opportunity to look for a co-author for joint research activity 5 4 3 2

Opportunity to find co-authors for joint projects 5 4 3 2

Opportunity to find a list of conferences and scientific events 5 4 3 2

Opportunity to share files with co-workers

Opportunity to have a personal profile

A timeline or progress bar of your work

Other (please, answer on the line provided)

Thank you for participating in our survey!
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Appendix N: Russian Survey Protocol
duHaHCcoBbIN YHUBepcuTeT npu IllpaBureascree P@®
AHKeTa
Yeaowcaemouii yuacmuux onpoca,

[Tpurnamaem Bac npuHsATH ydyacTe B COIMOJIOTMYECKOM OIPOCE, MOCBAIIEHHOM
BOBJICUEHHOCTHU CTYI€HTOB OUHAHCOBOTO YHHUBEPCUTETA B MEXKTYHAPOIHYIO
HAYYHYIO KU3Hb. MBI TapaHTHPYEM MOJHYI0 KOH(GUIEHIIMATFHOCTh Bammx

OTBETOB, KOTOPHIE BIIOCIEACTBUH OYAYT UCIIOJIB30BAHBI TOJIBKO B COBOKYITHOCTHU C
OTBETaMH JIPYTUX PECTIOHICHTOB.

Texnuxa 3anoanenus: IPOYTUTE BHUMATEIHLHO BOIIPOCHI aHKETHI M OOBEIHUTE

KPY’KKOM TOT OTBET, KOTOPBIM HanboJiee MoIHO coBnaaaeT ¢ Bamieit Toukoit

3peHus. Eciii HU OAWH U3 BApUAHTOB HE COOTBETCTBYET €M, U3JIOKUTE CBOE
MHEHHUE Ha OTJCJIbHBIX CTPOKAX.

Pe3y.HBTaTBI HCCIICA0OBAaHUA 6y,IIYT HCITIOJIB30BAHBI B HAYYHBIX LOCIIAX, U IIPHU
BaIleu 3daMHTCPCCOBAHHOCTHU MBI MOKEM IIPCIOCTABUTDL BaM PE3YJIbTAThI
IMPOBCACHHOT'O UCCIICIOBAHUA.

3apanee bnazooapum Bac 3a compyonuuecmaso!

Mocksa, 2015

Heckoavko cnoe o Bac...
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1. BAII IOJ
a. MYXXCKOH

b. xeHckuit

2. BOPUHAHCOBOM YHUBEPCUTETE BBbl...

Crynent — GakayiaBp 2 3 4
Kypc Kypc Kypc Kypc

CryneHt — 1 2

MarucTp Kypc Kypc
CTyneHT — acnupaHT 1 2 3

Kypc Kypc Kypc
[IpenonaBaTens (CT. 1 2 3
npernogaBaTesb, J01., CT.NpENoIaBaTeNb JTOLIEHT npocdeccop
npodeccop)
Hay4unplii paboTHHUK 1 2 3
C.H.C. B.H.C. I.H.C.

3. INOYEMY JUISA BAC BA’)KHA HAYYHASA AEATEJBHOCTD? (M0:XHO 0OTMETHTDH

HECKOJIbKO BAPHAHTOB)

a. 9TOo TpeboBaHUE BPEMEHHU

b. DTy HaBBIKK HEOOXOIUMEBI B paboueii cpene

C. 3acTaBIIsIET BY3, Kadeapbl, MpenojaBaTenu

d. nu4dHas MOTpeOHOCTH

€. HC 3Haro

f. wuHOe(mommmMTE)
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4.

OIIEHUTE CBOIO HBIHEIITHIOIO AKTUBHOCTD B HAYUHOM
AEATEJIBHOCTH (OT 1 10 7, '’AE 1- MUHUMAJIBHOE YYACTHE, A 7-
MAKCHUMAJIBHOE)

KAK YACTO BbI OBPAIIIAETECH K HAYUYHOM JINTEPATYPE B
UHTEPHETE?

a. ExenneBHO
b. kaxnaple TpU JHA
C. KaXxIylo HENEeIo

d. wHOe (MmoXxanylcra yTOUYHUT )

ECTb JI1 Y BAC TIPO®ANJIBI HA KAKHX-JINBO IIJIAT®OPMAX?
a. [1a, Ha POCCUHCKHUX
b. ma, Ha 3apyOeKHBIX
C. J1a, M Ha POCCUNCKHUX, U Ha 3apyOEKHBIX
d. HeT, HO XOTEJIOCh OBI

€. HET, M HET HeOOXOIUMOCTH

B KAKOM ®OPME BbI TOTOBBI YYACTBOBATHh B HAYYHOM
AEATEJIBHOCTHU? (M0)KHO OTMETUTh HECKOJIbKO BAPUAHTOB)

a. myOauKaruu B OyMaKHBIX JKypHaJIax

b. myOnMKanuu B 3JEKTPOHHBIX JKypHaJIaX

C. ydYacTHe B UCCIICIOBAHUH

d. BBICTyIUICHHE HA KOH(DEPEHIUIX, TUCKYCCHIX
e. TOJyuyeHHEe IpaHTa

f. npyroe (momummTe)
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g. HHU B Kakou

8. TEPEYMCJIMTE IPUYUHBI BAIIEA 3AMHTEPECOBAHHOCTHY B HAYYHOM
AEATEJIBHOCTHU? (M0)KHO OTMETUTh HECKOJIbKO BAPUAHTOB)

a. CcaMOyTBepXACHUE
b. uHTepec K Hayke, IO3HAHUIO, UCCIIEJOBAHUIO
C. JKEJaHHE YJIYyYIIUTh MHUP

d. BO3MOXKHOCTH 3apaboTaTh

e. Jpyroe
(momumuTe)

f. 1oka He roTOB 3aHUMAThCS HAYYHON AESITENTbHOCTHIO
9. KAKYACTO Bbl IYBJIMKYETE CBOU HAYYHBIE PABOTbI?
a. Yacro
b. PaszBrog
c. Pa3 B mecsn
d. Heckoabpko pa3 B MecsIn

e. Hnoe

10. XOTEJIA JIA BbI BbI ITYBJIMKOBATBHCS YALLE?
a. Jla
b. HeT, y MEHS 1OCTATOYHO MyOIMKAIIHIA

C. HET, MHC 3TO HC HHTCPECHO

11. INIAHUPYETE JIM BbI B JIAJIbHEUIIIEM 3AHUMATHCSI HAYUHOM
AEATEJIBHOCTbBIO?

a. Jla
b. Her
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C. TIOKa HE PelIHI

12. Bbl npeanounTaere padoraTth ¢ mapTHepamMu Wid B oAuHO4YKY? [louemy?

a. C IlapTHepamu , moTomMy
4yTo

b. Onun, noromy
4yTo

c. Her npeanmourenust
13. Kak BbI HaXouTe NMAPTHEPOB AJIs1 padboThI?
a. Ha3zna4yennblii npogeccopom
b. Pabora ¢ npy3psamMu
c. Hcnoab3oBaHue couMaabHbIX ceTei

d. PexoMeHayercsi APyromM ujiu npodgeccopom

e. /[pyroe

14. HA KAKUX UHTEPHET-IIVTAT®OPMAX BbI IIYBJIUKYETECbH? (MOKHO
OTMETHUTDHb HECKOJIBKO BAPUAHTOB)

a. E-library

b. Lambert publisher

c. Scopus

d. Web of Science

e. Social Science Research Network (SSRN)

f. Gutenberg



g.

h.

Apyrue (10nuImuTe)

HHN HA KaKHX

sl He 3HAI0 0 CYyNIeCTBOBAHNHU TaKUX MiIaTdopm

15. YTO BAC IPUBJIEKAET B JIIOBOH U3 NEPEUYNCJEHHBIX BBIIIE
N3BECTHbBIX BAM IIVIAT®OPM? (6e3 BApMaHTOB O0TBETA; JONMIIUTE)

16. ECJIX Bbl HE IOMEINAETE CBOU ITYBJIMKAIIUU HA UHTEPHETE, 110
KAKHUM ITIPUYUHAM?? (MO:KHO OTMETHUTH HECKOJIbLKO BAPUAHTOB)

a.

b.

S ny0smKky0 cBoM padoThl B MHTEpHETe

HE00XO0IMMOCTD NMEePEeBOAUTH HAYYHYI0 PAa00Ty HA MHOCTPAHHBIN SA3bIK (115
3apy0e:kHbIX BeO-maaTdopm)

BO3MOKHOCTH HAPYIIEHHSI AaBTOPCKOT0 NMpaBa

. NMy0JuKanus 3aHUMaeT MHOTO BpeMeHH

3aTpaThl BpeMeHHU HA pa3MellleHle MaTepuaJa

HEYBEPEHHOCTh B KaUeCTBE BHINOJHEHHOI padoThI

. HE€ 3HAI0 KaK 3TO0 C1€JaThb

. He4yero my0JMKOBaTh, HET padoT/uaei

Apyroe (IonumuTe)

17. KAKHUE IVIAT®OPMbI Bbl UCIHTOJIB3YETE ? (M0:kHO 0TMETUTH HECKOJIbKO
BApPHAHTOB)

a.

b.

Academia.edu

Finlabwiki.org
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m.

n.

Mendeley.com

. Researchgate.net

Linkedin.com

Facebook

. Kontakte

. Skype

SSRN

Gutenberg

Microsoft SharePoint
Google Docs

Open Science Framework

Quizlet.com

HUKAaKHE HE 3HAI0

18. UTO AJs BAC MOXET ABJISITBCA IPUOPUTETOM JJISA MYBJIUKAIIUA HA
BEB-IIVIAT®OPMAX? (M0OKHO 0OTMETUTbh HECKOJIbKO BAPUAHTOB)

a.

b.

TEXHUYECKas JOCTYIMHOCTh MyOJMKAIIMU Hay4YHOH pabOThI Ha maTdhopme
OTCYTCTBHE IIATHI 3a IMyOIUKAIHIO PAOOTHI

MoAXondAIas TeEMaTHKa

. OTKPBITBIN JOCTYI K HAyYHBIM TPYJlaM KOJIJIET

HaJIeKHOCTh COXPAHCHUS Ty OIUKAIIHIA

JIPYToe(IOTHUIIIHITE)

Qunancoswtii ynusepcumem coemecmuo ¢ uncmumymom Worcester Polytechnic Institute

(WPI) cozoaem niowiadKy ona pacnpocmpaneHus Hay4yHo20 3HaAHUL, MeCmo, 20e

cmydenmbt U yuensvle moliu Obl 0OMeHUBaAMBCA CEOUMU Haylmbtepa6omamu
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19.

(cmampamu, monozpaguamu, KHuzamu), HAXOOUMs KoJij1e2 o UHMmMepecam, UMems
603MOMCHOCHb O0UWLAMBCA U CO30A8AMb COBMECMHbLE npoeKkmbl. /lannan naamgopma
0071)ICHA 0aMb 803MONCHOCHIL MCHOBEHHOU C6A3U C KOJIIE2AMU RO 6CEMY MUPY, CT1eOUmb
30 HOBOCMAMU 8 C60UX OUCUUNTUHAX U HARPAMYIO C8A3BIEAMBCA C 8OYUAUMU YUEHBIMU,
HAxX00umy pe3udeHmos, HAyUHvIX PYKOBOOUmeell U cOa8mopos 01 COBMECMHOU
pabomot.

KAKHUE XAPAKTEPUCTHUKH U BO3SMOKHOCTH CAHUTA, 110 BAIIIEMY
MHEHMIO, HEOBXOJIUMBI IS JAHHOM IIJIAT®OPMbI? OTMETHTE I1O 5-
BAJIBHOM IIKAJIE HEOBXOJUMOCTbD JIAHHBIX OITIUM, TJIE 1 — HU3IIAS
CTEIIEHD, A5 - BBICIIIAS CTEIIEHb HEOBXOJIUMOCTMU . (oTBeTHI Aa10TCS 11O
KaKI0H CTPOKe)

Bo3moxxHOCTE 0011I€HNST (BHYTPEHHUH YaT)

Bo3MOXXHOCTB IyOJIMKAIIK CBOUX pabOT

peIaKTUPOBaHUS CBOUX PabOT

PeuienzupoBanue paboT Ipyrux y4acTHUKOB

Coznanue “teroB” myOauKaruit

Bo3MoxHOCTD “TTOANMUCKH” HA MTyOJIMKAITUHN TI0
uHTEepecyronen Bac qucuuminne

B03MOXHOCTh MOKMCKA COABTOPA JIJI1 COBMECTHOM HAyYHOMH
paboTsl

[Tonck aBTOpPOB 111 COBMECTHOM ITyOJIMKAITAN

[lepeuenb KOHGEPEHIINN U UHBIX HAYYHBIX MEPOIIPHUITHIA

Bo3MoxHOCTE 0OMEHUBATHCS (haiiiaMu C KOJJIETaMH. . ...
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Bo03MOXXHOCTh UMETh TUYHBIN TPOPUITH

Bpemennas mikana wim rnporpecc-6ap Bamei padoThl

Hpyroe
(momumuTe)
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