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MAXIMIZING THE IMPACTS OF YOUR RESEARCH:
A HANDBOOK FOR SOCIAL SCIENTISTS

About this Handbook

There are few academics who are interested in doing research that simply has no
influence on anyone else in academia or outside. Some perhaps will be content to
produce ‘shelf-bending’ work that goes into a library (included in a published
journal or book), and then over the next decades ever-so-slightly bends the shelf
it sits on. But we believe that they are in a small minority. The whole point of
social science research is to achieve academic impact by advancing your
discipline, and (where possible) by having some positive influence also on
external audiences - in business, government, the media, civil society or public
debate.

For the past year a team of academics based at the London School of Economics,
the University of Leeds and Imperial College London have been working on the
Impact of Social Sciences project aimed at developing precise methods for
measuring and evaluating the impact of research in the public sphere. We believe
our data will be of interest to all UK universities to better capture and track the
impacts of their social science research and applications work.

Part of our task is to develop guidance for colleagues interested in this field. In
the past, there has been no one source of systematic advice on how to maximize
the academic impacts of your research in terms of citations and other measures
of influence. And almost no sources at all have helped researchers to achieve
greater visibility and impacts with audiences outside the university. Instead
researchers have had to rely on informal knowledge and picking up random
hints and tips here and there from colleagues, and from their own personal
experience.

This Handbook remedies this key gap and, we hope, will help researchers
achieving a more professional and focused approach to their research from the
outset. It provides a large menu of sound and evidence-based advice and
guidance on how to ensure that your work achieves its maximum visibility and
influence with both academic and external audiences. As with any menu, readers
need to pick and choose the elements that are relevant for them. We provide
detailed information on what constitutes good practice in expanding the impact
of social science research. We also survey a wide range of new developments,
new tools and new techniques that can help make sense of a rapidly changing
field.

This Handbook will be of immediate practical value for academics, lead
researchers, research staff, academic mentors, research lab leaders, chairs and
research directors of academic departments, and administrative staff assisting
researchers or faculty team leaders in their work.
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Executive Summary

Defining research impacts

1. A research impact is a recorded or otherwise auditable occasion of influence
from academic research on another actor or organization.

a. Academic impacts from research are influences upon actors in
academia or universities, e.g. as measured by citations in other academic
authors’ work.

b. External impacts are influences on actors outside higher education,
that is, in business, government or civil society, e.g. as measured by
references in the trade press or in government documents, or by
coverage in mass media.

2. A research impact is an occasion of influence and hence it is not the same
thing as a change in outputs or activities as a result of that influence, still less a
change in social outcomes. Changes in organizational outputs and social
outcomes are always attributable to multiple forces and influences.
Consequently, verified causal links from one author or piece of work to output
changes or to social outcomes cannot realistically be made or measured in the
current state of knowledge.

3. Aresearch impact is also emphatically not a claim for a clear-cut social
welfare gain (i.e. it is not causally linked to a social outcome that has been
positively evaluated or validated as beneficial to society in some way).

4. However, secondary impacts from research can sometimes be traced at a
much more aggregate level, and some macro-evaluations of the economic net
benefits of university research are feasible. Improving our knowledge of
primary impacts as occasions of influence is the best route to expanding what
can be achieved here.

What shapes the citing of academic publications?

5. Citation rates are used as a basis for tracking academic impacts. The shape of
citation rates vary widely across academic disciplines.

6. There are substantial differences in the general rate of citing across disciplines
with more cites (including self-cites) being found in the sciences than the social
sciences.

7. The type of output chosen affects citation rates e.g. on average a book will take
longer to be referred to but will be cited for longer.



8. How academics balance their time across the six areas of responsibility will be
another important factor in citation rates.

Knowing your strengths

9. In the past academics have had few available tools to track their citation rates.
We suggest using a combination of the three best tools which are Harzing’s
Publish or Perish, Google Scholar and Book Search, and the ISI Web of
Knowledge.

10. Having a distinctive author name is essential for academics’ work to be easily
found amongst a global deluge of information.

11. Conventional citation-tracking systems like ISI WOK and Scopus have limited
coverage in the social sciences and humanities, and an American-based
geographical bias, as well as capturing relatively few citations in languages other
than English.

12. Internet-based systems like Harzing’s Publish or Perish, Google and Scirus
cover a wider range of academic outputs and now provide more reliable analysis
of how research is being cited - much more reliable in the social sciences and
humanities.

Key measures of academic influence

13. Simple indicators for judging citation rates - such as total number of
publications, total number of citations, and an age-weighted citation rate do not
accurately capture an academics’ citation success.

14. Calculating an academic’s h-score and g-score provides a more robust picture
of how much an academic’s work is valued by her peers.

15. Across all disciplines in the social sciences journal articles account for the
majority of citations, reflecting the large numbers of published articles. Books
account for 8 to 30 per cent of citations across different disciplines. Books may
figure disproportionately amongst those well-cited entries that build h scores
and the g index. Book chapters, however, are often hard to find and are poorly
referenced.

16. Network analysis can help shed light on the difference in citation rates
between ‘hub’ and ‘authority’ academics at different stages in their careers,
which compares the number of inward and outward citations.

Getting better cited

17. Academics who wish to improve the citation rate of their journal articles
should ensure that title names are informative and memorable, and that their
abstracts contain key ‘bottom line’ or ‘take-away points’.

18. Book authors should ensure that their titles and sub-titles are distinctive yet
appear in general ‘Google Book’ searches around the given theme.



19. There are a number of schools of thoughts regarding self-citations. In general
academics should aim to ensure their own self-citation rate is in line with
academics in the same discipline.

20. Co-authored outputs tend to generate more citations due to networking
effects between authors in a given research team or lab, especially if the co-
authors come from different universities or countries.

Patterns of external research impacts

21. Generating impact within single academic disciplines is a complex process
encompassing not only ‘discovery’ but also integration, application, and
professional renewal; each of which impart significant demands on an
academic’s time.

22. Academic work is highly siloed into disciplines while societal problems are
multi-dimensional. Bridging scholarship across disciplines, promoting
integration at the university level, and engaging in academic and professional
service are some ways in which academics’ work can better reach and influence
wider society.

23. The ‘impacts interface’ describes how in advanced societies intermediaries
such as consultancies, think tanks, the media, and other organisational bodies
aggregate, distil and re-package trends in academic research for clients and other
actors in the private sector, government, and civil society.

24. Academics giving informal advice to businesses, along with lectures,
networking, contract work, student placements, joint publications and
consultancy are the most widely undertaken activities likely to generate external
impacts.

Is there an impacts gap?

25. Government officials and businesses often complain of an ‘impact gap’ where
academic research fails to fulfil its potential to influence wider societal
development. (The wider issue of ‘outcome gaps’ is too difficult to track or
discuss due to the multi-causal nature of social life and the weak existing
evidence base about such issues).

26. If there is an impacts gap it could be attributed to:
* demand and supply mismatches;
* insufficient incentives problems;
e poor mutual understanding and communication;
e cultural mismatch problems; or
* weak social networks and social capital.



27. Solutions to effectively combat an impacts gap cannot be homogenous across
all academic disciplines and sectors, but rather should be innovative and tailored
to the demonstrated problem.

How researchers achieve external impacts

28. While different authors and schools of thoughts within disciplines will take a
different view of what make a difference to an academic achieving external
impacts, we hypothesize that the following eight factors are most relevant:

* His or her academic credibility;

e dispositional and sub-field constraints networking skills;

* personal communication capacity;

* external reputation;

* experience;

* and track record of successful work.

29. Analysis of our pilot sample of 120 academics shows that academics who are
cited more in the academic literature in social sciences are cited more in non-
academic Google references from external actors.

30. Researchers tend to claim impact in a haphazard way; it is possible to see a
more robust correlation between outputs produced for a particular project and
moderated impact assessments.

How organizations achieve external impact

31. While academic departments, labs, and research groups produce a great deal
of explicit knowledge, it is their collective ‘tacit knowledge,” which is the most
difficult to communicate to external audiences, that tends to have the most
impact.

32. The changing nature of commissioned academic work means that the time
lag in achieving external impacts can be radically reduced, yet any external
impact of non-commissioned work is likely to lag far beyond its academic impact.

33. It is important for both individual departments/ research labs, schools or
faculties, and the University as a whole to systematically collect, access and
arrange auditable data on external impacts; keeping in mind that some ‘naive
customers’ like funders, regulators, and other parts of their universities may
insist on proof of ‘extended’ impacts

34. Making meaningful comparisons between universities’ and individual
departments’ external impact requires contextual understanding of how
departments and universities generally perform in a given country and
institutional environment.

35. Seeking to improve external impact should not mean sacrificing academic
independence and integrity; compiling a risk assessment for working with
external actors or funders is one way to mitigate the politicization of one’s
research.



Expanding external research impacts

36. Academics should move beyond simply maintaining a CV and publications
list and develop and keep updated an ‘impacts file’ which allows them to list
occasions of influence in a recordable and auditable way.

37. Universities’ events programmes should be re-oriented toward promoting
their own research strengths as well as external speakers. Events should be
integrated multi-media and multi-stage from the outset and universities should
seek to develop ‘zero touch’ technologies to track and better target audience
members.

38. Universities should learn from corporate customer relationship
management (CRM) systems to better collect, collate, and analyse information
gathered from discrete parts of the university and encourage academics to
record their impact-related work with external actors.

39. ‘Information wants to be free.” Publishing some form of an academics
research on the open web or storing it in a university’s online depository is
essential to ensure that readers beyond academia can gain easy access to
research.

40. Improving professional communication, such as through starting multi-
author blogs, will help academics ‘cut out the middleman’ and disseminate
their research more broadly.

41. Academics must realise key interface bodies like think tanks are not going
to go away, Being smart about working with intermediaries and networks can
broaden access to the potential beneficiaries of research.



Introduction

What are research impacts?

In any sphere of social life it is not easy to assess how much influence particular
people, ideas, products or organizations have on others in the same occupation
or industry, or on other spheres of social life. We are forced to look for indicators
or ways of measuring influence (‘metrics’), each of which (taken on its own) is
likely to have limited usefulness and to be liable to various problems. In business
fields the development of metrics is often most advanced, because there is a clear
monetary value to many actors in knowing which advertising medium reaches
most consumers, or which form of marketing elicits the greatest volume of
eventual sales. Yet even the most well-developed metrics of influence only go so
far - they tell us how many people read print newspapers, but not how many
read each article. Online, we can say more - for instance, we know precisely how
many people clicked on an article and how long they spent on each item. But we
cannot know how many readers agreed with what they read, or disagreed, or
immediately forgot about the argument. In short, metrics or indicators can tell us
about many aspects of potential occasions of influence, but not what the outcome
of this influence was.

Within academia, there has long been a studied disparagement of these
‘bean counting’ exercises in trying to chase down or fix the influence of our work.
The conventional wisdom has been that we do not know (and inherently we
cannot ever know) much about the mechanisms or byways by which academic
research influences other scholars or reaches external audiences. On principle,
the argument goes, we should not want to know, lest we are lead astray from the
‘pure’ and disinterested pursuit of academic knowledge for its own sake, and
veer off instead into the perils of adjusting what we research, find or say so as to
deliver more of what university colleagues or external audiences want to hear.
Our job is just to put ideas and findings out there (via publications, conferences,
lectures etc.), and then to sit passively by while they are, or are not, taken up by

others.
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We do not believe that this traditional approach is useful or valid in the
modern, digital era. The responsibility of researchers and academics is to think
their research through carefully from the outset, paying at least some attention
to what ‘works’ in terms of reaching and influencing other researchers or
external audiences. Researchers need to construct and maintain a portfolio of
projects that help them make a difference to their discipline. They also need to
try to ensure that the social sciences make some form of contribution to the
wider social world and context in which the researcher is embedded. Whatever
an academic or a researcher eventually decides to include in or leave out of their
portfolio of projects, the only rational or responsible decisions to be made are
those based on having good quality information about how their existing works

have fared in terms of achieving academic impacts or external impacts.

We define a research impact as a recorded or otherwise auditable occasion of
influence from academic research on another actor or organization. Impact is
usually demonstrated by pointing to a record of the active consultation,
consideration, citation, discussion, referencing or use of a piece of research. In
the modern period this is most easily or widely captured as some form of ‘digital
footprint’ (e.g. by looking at how often other people cite different pieces of
research in their own work). But in principle there could be many different ways
of demonstrating impact, including collecting the subjective views of a relevant
audience or observing the objective behaviour of members of that audience.
Research has an academic impact when the influence is upon another
researcher, academic author or university organization. Academic impacts are
usually and most objectively demonstrated by citation indicators, the focus of the
next four chapters. This is a ‘revealed preference’ approach to understanding
academic influence, and an increasingly sophisticated one that now allows us to
very promptly trace out flows of ideas and expertise in great detail, down to the
level of an individual researcher or her portfolio of works (Harzing, 2010, p.2).
Sadly for the field, however, a range of crude and now-outdated methods
are still deployed by academic departments, universities and governments when
trying to assess the quality of academic work. A key example is using ‘journal

impact factors’ (JIFs) which count how many academics cite a journal’s output of

11



papers on average, or (even worse) subjective lists of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ journals
(or ‘good’ and ‘bad’ book publishers) to evaluate the contribution made by
researchers. As Harzing (2010, p. 3) points out, using JIFs or such lists is actually
applying a ‘proxy indicator’ of quality, by assuming that an academic’s work is as
good as the average article in the journal they publish it in, or that an academic’s
book is as good as the average of all those put out by that publisher in that
discipline. Yet in fact, all journals and publishers publish rather varied work,
some that proves influential and much that does not. This is especially the case in
the social sciences (and humanities) where even the highest quality journals
rarely achieve JIF scores above 2.0 - that is, an average of two other articles
citing each paper within the first two years after its publication.

In addition, academic influence may also be gauged in a ‘stated
preference’ way by developing recordable subjective judgements or qualitative
assessments, which are systematically conducted and use a non-biasing
methodology. Useful approaches include surveys of professional groups,
academics voting online for their influences in a controlled market, and newer
forms of open-access online peer group evaluations. Perhaps we might also
include here government-designed or officially-mandated peer group review
processes that seek to be comprehensive, such as the judgements of academic
panels relied on in the UK’s Research Assessment Exercise (the ‘RAE’ which ran
from 2000 to 2008, covering all academic disciplines) and the new Research
Excellence Framework (REF, which seems broadly similar). These essentially use
a committee and some set of rules to try and do the JIF/lists proxy categorization
of publications and other academic outputs a bit more systematically. However,
the jury is still out on whether such externally guided and bureaucratically
driven exercises do anything more than crystallize certain priorities of
officialdom, let alone representing academically valid or worthwhile exercises in

assessing the impacts of research within higher education itself.

Research has an external impact when an auditable or recorded influence is
achieved upon a non-academic organization or actor in a sector outside the
university sector itself - for instance, by being used by a business corporation, a

government agency, a civil society organization or a media or
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specialist/professional media organization. As is the case with academic impacts,
external impacts need to be demonstrated rather than assumed. Evidence of
external impacts can take the form of references to, citations of or discussion of a
person or work or meme (idea, concept or finding):

* in a practitioner or commercial document;

* in media or specialist media outlets;

* inthe records of meetings, conferences, seminars, working groups and

other interchanges;

¢ inthe speeches or statements of authoritative actors; or

e viainclusions or referencing or web links to research documents in an

external organization’s websites or intranets;

* in the funding, commissioning or contracting of research or research-

based consultancy from university teams or academics; and

¢ in the direct involvement of academics in decision-making in

government agencies, government or professional advisory
committees, business corporations or interest groups, and trade
unions, charities or other civil society organizations.

Just as with academic citations, we could mainly follow a ‘revealed
preference’ approach to finding external impacts, looking for a residue or
‘footprint’ and assigning to each reported influence as much credibility as the
available evidence allows. Thus, extensive citation or use of distinctive research
findings, concepts or memes would justify assigning more influence than
scattered or isolated references. Similarly the commitment of more funding to
commissioned research or showing that university academics were closely
involved in external organizations’ decisions could all provide indications of a
greater degree of achieved impact. Note that in our approach an external
research impact, just like an academic citation, is an occasion of apparent
influence only.

In addition, however, a ‘stated preference’ approach can be very useful, by
asking external users of academic research how much contact they had with and
how they rated the contribution of individuals, research teams, universities and
bodies of literature. Of course, such judgements and assessments are subjective,

and prone to potential distortions familiar with all reactive measures (such as
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potential ‘elicitation biases’ involved in how the questions are asked of
respondents). Yet especially if the sample of external people surveyed are expert
in the utilization and contribution of university research, and the questionnaires
used or interview methods are rigorously designed, this approach can
powerfully counteract some of the many problems that can occur in trying to
trace academic contributions to economic, business or public policy change in

terms of electronic or other footprints.

In our terms claiming an external impact from research does not say anything
further about what follows from this influence. As Figure 1.1 shows, we can draw
out further possible changes that may or may not follow from an initial occasion
of influence, the primary impacts on which we focus here. Academic work that
influences other academics or external organizations forms part of a societal-
wide ‘dynamic knowledge inventory’, a constantly developing stock of
knowledge and expertise of which universities are important but by no means
sole guardians, nor even necessarily the most important custodians. The role of
‘caring for and attending to the whole intellectual capital which composes a
civilization’ is one that the philosopher Michael Oakeshott (1962, p. 194) once
assigned exclusively to universities. Yet now that role is in fact widely shared,
and the dynamic knowledge inventory is constantly looked after, activated and
recombined by many different institutions - for instance, think Google or

Wikipedia as much as (often perhaps far more than) individual universities.
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Figure I.1: The primary and secondary impacts of academic research
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For many conventional people in the business world, the concept of any
kind of inventory, construed as ‘unsold goods’ or things unused, gathering dust
on warehouse shelves, comes across exclusively as a bad thing. Contemporary
businesses
have invested a lot of time, money and energy in minimizing their inventories,
paring down stocks to maximize efficiency, and bringing in ‘just in time’ delivery
to transfer storage and inventory costs to other firms further up the supply
chain. So in this view a dynamic knowledge inventory may sound no different in
kind, an ‘odds and sods’ store of bric a brac knowledge without conceivable
applications, expensively produced initially (often at taxpayers’ expense) and
now kept in ways that must equally be costing someone to store, curate and
maintain.

Yet there are fundamental differences between the static inventories of
physical goods that are fixed-in-form (once created) and the dynamic knowledge
inventory. There are multiple forces at work that strongly reduce over time the

costs of storing knowledge ready to use. Knowledge that is employed or applied
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is always routinized and simplified in use and over time. Partly this is because
‘practice makes perfect’ at an individual level, and experience counts even for the
most esoteric or unformalized forms of tacit knowledge and skill, such as
craftsmanship (Sennet, 2008). In intellectual life also, devoting a critical mass of
time (perhaps 10,000 hours) to perfecting capabilities is often associated with
exceptional individuals achieving radical innovations or breakthroughs in
perception of how to tackle problems (Gladwell, 2009).

But the same processes of re-simplifying the initially complex, or
routinizing the initially sui generis, of converting the initially unique solution into
a more generic one, is also implemented far more powerfully at the collective
level, across groups, occupations, professions and communities of interest. We
discuss below (in Chapter 5) the importance of ‘integration’ scholarship within
the development of academic disciplines. The initial work here involves isolated
and hard-to-fathom discoveries being recognized as related, re-conceptualized
and then synergized into more complete explanations. At a more macro-level,
many initially distinct-looking phenomena may be recombined and re-
understood through new ‘paradigms’ that unify understanding of them in
intellectually coherent ways. Later on, much of the detail of initial research
advances becomes less relevant and is screened out by improved
understandings. The final stage of integration scholarship is that new ideas or
discoveries are filtered through many layers of the research literature and into
authoritative core textbooks and the professional practices and teaching of
academic disciplines. Through all these stages, and in all these ways, knowledge
often becomes ‘easier’ to understand over time, less costly to curate, store and
maintain, as the fragmentary or disorganized discovery knowledge moves
further and further behind the research frontier and is re-processed and re-
understood.

We also embody knowledge in multiple cultural artefacts that function to
make far easier the next round of knowledge acquisition and re-use. At root we
embody knowledge in new languages and concepts, new intellectual equipment
that makes the redeployment of old knowledge or the development of many new
knowledge products (such as dictionaries, encyclopaedias, textbooks, review

articles and journals) that make information accessing more comprehensive,
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quicker and better-validated. Equally knowledge is embodied in physical tools
and equipment, from laboratory equipment, through machine tools and process
manufacture capabilities, through to first analogue and now digitized
information storage and retrieval machines.

The modern period is of critical significance in this respect because of the
divergence between what (Anderson, 2009) terms:

e the ‘world of atoms’, where storage and retrieval are still expensive,
inventories must be limited or minimized, and because everything
costs, so everything has a price; and

* the ‘world of bits’, where storage and retrieval are effectively free,
information and inventories can expand (almost) without limit, and
new marginal users of existing knowledge or information goods costs
nothing. Hence companies like Google can build a business on ‘a
radical price’, offering many services for free.

Digitalization has already transformed private sector commerce and business,
and has made feasible the ‘long tail’ in retailing, perhaps most notably for books
(Anderson, 2006, or 2004). The digitalization of the dynamic knowledge
inventory is the most important post-war step in human culture and
development. And despite multiple premature sceptical voices, its implications
have only just begun to track through academia, university research processes
and the ways that they influence civil society.

Beyond the cumulating and sifting roles played by the knowledge
inventory, it is possible that we can also disentangle and identify these secondary
impacts of research in changing the activities or outputs or policies of firms,
businesses, government agencies, policy-makers or civil society organizations. In
at least some cases, we might be able to take this further, and to trace through
the social outcomes that follow from such an influence. But we live in a complex
social world where many different social forces contribute to the production of
business or governmental activities, and to the evolution of social outcomes - as
the blue oval box in Figure 1.1 indicates. Any research impacts on outputs or
outcomes in advanced industrial societies occur in an inherently multi-causal
setting. Many influences are aggregated and cumulated by multiple institutions,

so that dozens, hundreds or thousands of influences have some impacts, either
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simultaneously or in a lagged and cumulated way over time. In these conditions,
it is not realistically possible to track in detail the outcomes of particular external
impacts from individual pieces of academic work. Even if we were to look at the
top set of influences, within academia or the university domain itself,
environmental influences are so strong that tracing influences just on university
outcomes from academic research is a tricky endeavour.

The final part of Figure 1.1 concerns the evaluation of those social
outcomes that are influenced by academic research - as positive, negative or
indeterminate or contested for society. Even if we could track through the
influence of any given piece of research amidst this welter of other influences, we
cannot assume a priori that societal outcomes influenced by academic research
are beneficial. Primary impacts are ‘brute facts’. There is no inherent evaluative
colouring built into the concept of a research impact as ‘an auditable occasion of
influence’. But once we consider secondary impacts mediated through changes of
outputs and outcomes, this is rarely going to be a sustainable position. A
scientific advance may help produce a cure for an illness, for example, or it may
allow the construction of some new weapon or the manufacture of a severely
addictive leisure drug. A social science paper may improve the efficiency of a
business or governmental process, but it may also help to sway businesses or
governments to make ill-advised choices that reduce the social welfare. The
moral colour of the outcomes from any research impact is normally determined
in subsequent use by others, and it cannot usually be controlled or even shaped
by the original researcher.

However, not being able to track individual research work’s secondary
impacts on outputs and outcomes, and not being able to impart normative
evaluations of individual influence flows, does not mean that the accumulation of
impacts across a whole academic field has no effect or cannot be assessed.
‘Bottom-up’ processes of assessment are infeasible at this stage, but ‘top down’
and aggregate approaches are not. Indeed, at the level of primary impacts we can
say a lot more in modern times by looking across researchers, research teams,
institutions and indeed disciplines and countries. We can quantify and compare
primary impacts (as occasions of influence), charting the extent to which

different academics have influence with their peers in their discipline. And
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equally researchers themselves can make meaningful (if as yet only qualitative)
analyses of how influential their different (large) strands of work have been, as
we show below. Enhancing this capacity to understand academic influence can
help all of us in the social sciences to become more effective as researchers. And
for external actors, a better understanding of academic research can help
organizations and governments to use it more intelligently and constructively to
address contemporary social problems.

These warning words are likely to prove palatable to government officials
and politicians, however. Governments worldwide demand that universities
justify public funding of science and research efforts, effectively asking for an
enumeration of outputs and outcomes linked to research, and for a systematic
evaluation of these effects. In short they demand an itemization not just of
primary impacts, which is do-able, but also of extended secondary impacts,
which is not (in the current state of knowledge and technology). Yet scientists
and universities in turn are tempted not to rebut such ‘naive customer’ demands
but instead to play up to them by producing inflated or mainly un-evidenced
claims of their extended effects on outcomes and outcomes. These claims are
then backed up using ‘case studies’ of research dividends, anecdotes and fairy
tales of influence, and the organized lobbying of politicians and public opinion.
The net effect is often to produce an unreal public discourse in which political
and bureaucratic demands for unrealistic evidence co-exist with university
claims to meet the actually unattainable criteria being set. The forthcoming
Research Excellence Framework in England looks like becoming a classic
example of this pattern, like its RAE (Research Assessment Exercise)
predecessors.

This is not to say that no economic evaluation of the costs, benefits and
values served by academic research is feasible - but only that what is currently
achievable is likely to operate at a very aggregate level. We can look across
countries, and perhaps within countries across disciplines, at how far investing
in different kinds of university research is correlated with other social, economic
or public policy changes that we value as positive. Standard cross-national
regression analyses already provide some basic pointers to guide policy-makers

here. Useful analytic techniques have been developed in environmental
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economics for imputing values to things not paid for, or assigning values to the
continued existence of things even when they are not currently being directly
used. They could potentially be extended to other areas, such as valuing cultural
institutions (O’Brien, 2010), or valuing university education and research efforts,
or unravelling the latent value of the dynamic knowledge inventory as a key
factor separating advanced industrial states from those that are still developing
and industrializing.

As we develop much better knowledge of the primary impacts of research
(both on academia itself and externally), so we can expect the scope and detail of
linkages between academic influences and output and outcome changes to
increase. Generating better data on primary research impacts is also likely to
greatly expand what it is feasible to accomplish in evaluating the mediated
influence of academic work on social outcomes. But even with our current rapid
advances in information technology and the pooling of information over the
internet, these shifts are most likely to occur over a period of years, and certainly
are not immediately possible. In this book we primarily seek to give a boost to
the analysis of primary research impacts, from which we are confident that

further major improvements in assessing secondary impacts should flow.
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Summary

1. A research impact is a recorded or otherwise auditable occasion of
influence from academic research on another actor or organization.

a. Academic impacts from research are influences upon actors in
academia or universities, e.g. as measured by citations in other academic
authors’ work.

b. External impacts are influences on actors outside higher education,
that is, in business, government or civil society, e.g. as measured by
references in the trade press or in government documents, or by
coverage in mass media.

2. A research impact is an occasion of influence and hence it is not the same
thing as a change in outputs or activities as a result of that influence, still less a
change in social outcomes. Changes in organizational outputs and social
outcomes are always attributable to multiple forces and influences.
Consequently, verified causal links from one author or piece of work to
output changes or to social outcomes cannot realistically be made or
measured in the current state of knowledge.

3. Aresearch impact is also emphatically not a claim for a clear-cut social
welfare gain (i.e. it is not causally linked to a social outcome that has been
positively evaluated or validated as beneficial to society in some way).

4. However, secondary impacts from research can sometimes be traced at a
much more aggregate level, and some macro-evaluations of the economic net
benefits of university research are feasible. Improving our knowledge of
primary impacts as occasions of influence is the best route to expanding what
can be achieved here.
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PART A

MAXIMIZING THE ACADEMIC IMPACTS
OF RESEARCH
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Chapter 1

What shapes the citing of academic
publications?

Understanding why citations patterns are the way they are for any individual
academic or researcher, and how they might be improved upon, is not a simple
thing to do. Thinking about these issues demands a good deal of appropriate
context. Some academics may avoid dipping their toes into the water at all out of
fear that their work is not being cited as much as they would like, whereas others
are keener to better understand their citation record. In this chapter we aim to
give readers an appropriate context, within which it will be easier to make
sensible judgements about citations. How many cites anyone can expect to get
depends on several key factors - especially the distinctive features of their
discipline and sub-discipline; the specialized academic role that their career fits
into; which country they work in; which language they publish in; how old they
are (or rather how far out they are from their PhD); and other factors (such as,

gender or career interruptions).

Another concern with citations is that academics may get cited as easily
for making a famous mistake as for getting something right. In principle this is
possible - but in practice we know that academics do not usually cite mistakes,
or work that they believe is plain wrong. Our Impact of Social Sciences project
looked at 10,400 citations in social science papers and found that explicitly
negative commentaries accompanying a citation occurred in only 10 out of these
cases. If a paper is wrong (or thought to be wrong), it is simply not cited. Note
that we would argue that citing research from an author’s own work with which
you disagree, perhaps literature that takes a different view from the author’s
own position, is just as much a case of achieving an impact on disciplinary
debates as is being cited because the author fully agrees with you.

It is tricky for an individual academic to make sense of their citation

record, but it can be equally difficult for a whole department or research lab to
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understand how they are collectively performing, or to make sensible
judgements about what more they could or should do to create greater impact.
So academics who are asked to sit in judgement on colleagues - whether because
of interviewing applicants for new staff roles, appraisal or promotion systems,
mentoring, or departmental administration tasks - should take special care to
appreciate the complexities described in this chapter. There is no realistic single
archetype of how an academic career should develop, but instead a number of
different trajectories. This diversity both reflects the variety talents and
capacities of academics and researchers themselves, and it responds to the
complex, interlocking needs of disciplines, departments and research labs for
many different types of contributions.

We begin by considering the different rates at which publications are
cited across disciplines. Within these gross differences in citation rates, we turn
secondly to look at the overall influence of age and experience in shaping the
cumulation of citations. Third, many different factors at work across an
academics’ lifetime - such as their choices of what to do, their experience or their
success in getting to a research intensive university - can be summarized by
considering a number of somewhat stylized career trajectories. In the third
section of the chapter we consider how these narratively organized influences

shape characteristic publications profiles and citation rates.

1.1 Variations in citations rates across disciplines

The average article in the social sciences and
humanities is cited less than once a year.
Anne-Wil Harzing (2010: 6)

For many years (from 2004 to 2009) the leading UK specialist journal/magazine
for the university sector, the Times Higher Education or THE, published league
tables of world universities that purported to show their academic quality
derived from their gross citation counts. In fact, the THE rankings principally

showed how large their medical faculties and physical science faculties were
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relative to other parts of the universities. Universities with big medical schools
and lots of staff in the physical sciences did very well. And universities without
them did relatively worse. Yet the power of focusing on what is easily or
immediately quantifiable was such that it took many years for THE to admit that
their approach was deficient, fire their citations metrics analysts and recruit a
new team.

Figure 1.1 shows the roots of this problem by looking at the total number
of citations to journal articles in a given year divided by the number of journal
articles produced in the same year, as recorded in the ISI WOK citations
database. The cite rate in medicine is greater than the cite rate in the social
sciences by a factor of 8 to 3, and greater than that in law and the humanities by
a factor of 8 to 1. Physical sciences papers in the ISIWOK are also cited twice as
often as those from the social sciences, and four times as often as those in law
and the humanities.

There are many possible reasons for this patterning. In medicine all
published papers are written to a word limit of 3,000 words, whereas the norm
in the social sciences is for main papers to be around 6,000 to 9,000 words long.
Medical sciences have also developed a strong and rigorous culture of
‘systematic review’ which requires that all relevant studies be cited initially, but
that only those that pass certain criteria for methods and merit need be analysed
closely. This very structured and well-defined approach to reviewing literature is
mirrored (perhaps in a less rigorous way) in the physical sciences. But a culture
of systematic review or comprehensive referencing is far from being established
in most social science disciplines - for instance, in theoretical economics and
public choice only methodologically similar work is cited, and authors often
make a cult of minimal referencing. Systematic review, or a stress on

comprehensive referencing, is entirely absent in the humanities.
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Figure 1.1: Differences in the average aggregate citation rates between
major groups of disciplines, (that is, total citations divided by number of
publications)
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Source: Centre for Science and Technology Studies (2007).

The differences in citation patterns between the medical/physical
sciences and the social sciences and humanities can also be explained by the
development of a ‘normal science’ culture in the former - whereas in the social
sciences there are still fundamentally opposed theoretical streams across most of
the component disciplines. In the social sciences citations can become a way of
taking sides on what constitutes a valid argument. All of these features are even
more strongly marked in the humanities, where referencing is often a matter of
personal choice.

While discussing citation patterns it is worth briefly mentioning several
technical facts about ISI WOK coverage that will be discussed in more detail in
Chapter 2. First, its roster of journal articles is much more comprehensive for the
medical and physical sciences, the areas where the database first developed.
Second, the IST WOK does not include books (which are an important element of
professional communication in the social sciences and the humanities), but does
include book reviews (very much more important in the social sciences and
humanities, but of course almost never cited by anyone else and hence tend to
depress the average citation scores of these disciplines). Third, we know that the
self-citation rates (where academics cite their own work) vary dramatically

across disciplines - for instance, being twice as high in engineering as they are in
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political science (see Chapter 4 for a detailed discussion). There are some good
grounds for arguing though that citation rates should be assessed leaving out
self-citations - although as Chapter 4 shows there are also strong arguments the
other way as well. Cumulatively these effects are more than enough for us to
emphasize that no worthwhile comparisons of citation rates or scores achieved
by different academics can be made across the major discipline groups recorded
in Figure 1.1. The nature of an academic subject, the ways in which it is set up to
generate different kinds of publications, and how practices relating to citation
and literature reviews have developed over time, are all far too distinctive across
major subject groups to make inter-group comparisons legitimate or useful.

Looking in more detail at the detailed variations across individual social
science disciplines in citation rates, Figure 1.2 shows that they vary from just
under a third in psychology (which we count as being half included in the
science, technology, engineering and maths or STEM disciplines), down to just
over a fifth in economics and political science. In terms of not blowing your own
trumpet, this low level makes these disciplines amongst the most austere of any
discipline outside the humanities. Alternatively, these appear to be disciplines
where cumulative work by a single team or research laboratory on developing
ideas, methods and approaches distinctive to their lab or university plays least
role in developing knowledge. Whichever interpretation makes sense, in all the
fields where self-citation is below a quarter in Figure 1.2, there would seem to be
scope for academics and researchers to be somewhat more generous with self-
citations. There is also some preliminary research work suggesting that perhaps
authors who self-cite, also get cited more by other people than those who are too
puritanical in approach.

Lastly by way of introduction, it is important to notice that key
bibliometrics and citation tools initially developed in America and some of the,
notably the ISI WOK, continue to have a strong built-in orientation (or bias,
depending on your viewpoint), towards English language publications. All the
citations tracking systems have begun to diversify in the last decade, but
progress has been fairly slow, especially in ISI WOK. Authors who publish
exclusively in English will have the most comprehensive citations information.

Citations for authors who publish both in English and in other languages are
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likely to be seriously under-counted on the non-English side. And authors
publishing exclusively in a non-English language will be the most under-

represented of all.

Figure 1.2: Differences in the average aggregate citation rates between
major groups of disciplines, (that is, total citations divided by number of
publications
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1.2 Academic careers and the accumulation of citations

Citation patterns are strongly linked to academic career development, a process
which takes a long time to get started and to develop. Citations counts for
academics are therefore highly attuned to age, gender, size of country, and other
demographic variables. Citations chiefly depend on where authors are placed in
their career trajectories, that is, how far along they are, and which route they are
following.

Modern researchers and academics often feel under impossible pressures
to perform brilliantly in many different spheres of activity, such as forefront
‘discovery’ research, academic integration of knowledge, teaching, academic
citizenship and management roles, and achieving external impacts (see Chapter

5). In fact, however, these combined expectations cannot all be met by one
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person in a single time or even a single whole career - and yet they are often
melded into a single composite image of what the ‘ideal type’ academic should be
able to do. This image is unrealistic and disabling, because it takes insufficient
account of the contemporary specialization of different, equally valid and
important academic career trajectories. Modern academia is decreasingly a lone-
scholar occupation and increasingly one where research and academic teams are
important, further enhancing the need for role-specialization. Finally, different
disciplines vary a great deal across the social sciences in how academic roles are
configured and in the mix of roles needed.

Getting a doctorate initially and beginning to generate reputable
publications both entail overcoming high peer review barriers. Not everyone
with a PhD can get to stay on in academia if they want to, so only some
researchers are able to transition to a first post-doctoral appointment, either in a
research role or as temporary lecturer. Later on, transitioning from a researcher
funded on ‘short’ project budgets, or from teaching fellowships or
temporary/junior appointments, to being a tenured member of an academic
department is again not easy. Being able to generate publications despite the
many other demands in this period is often crucial to an individual making a
successful transition to a long-run academic career. When academic researchers
are in their late 20s and early 30s, and still building up their research skills and
competencies, it often takes time for them to produce their first publications.

Once the turmoil of getting onto a tenure track is passed, many
researchers are then at their most innovative and productive stage of new
research work in their 30s and 40s, especially in technical or mathematically-
based subjects. In this period publications become more frequent, because
researchers are more experienced and formulate better ‘standard operating
procedures’ for completing research and publishing outputs. Authors also
become better known and so their citations cumulate, and their annual rate of
citation normally tends to increase. These citations may either tend to reach a
‘steady state’ or plateau, or they may continue to grow rapidly or incrementally,
often responding to how far the research community sees their work as

successful, reputable and innovative.
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As in many other walks of life, in their late 40s, 50s and early 60s many
academics move into more integrative or managerial roles. The most
administratively competent or interested senior staff may end up running
laboratories, departments or serving in university roles. The more academically
orientated senior staff in many disciplines also tend to succeed better in securing
funding, perhaps becoming a ‘grants entrepreneur’ and running large-scale
research projects. Authors less involved in research teams also often edit
journals and co-ordinate academic networks. Lastly, senior staff tend to
undertake more applied work and they generally have greater recognition and
hence more impacts outside academia itself. The cumulative effect of these
changing roles is that senior academics’ research-frontier journal outputs may
decrease. At the same time in most social science disciplines they tend to write
more books or book chapters, and in many disciplines they continue to play
more of a research-leader role in joint articles. Senior academics are also
generally better networked, they can draw on even more experience to
formulate problems, and so their outputs may also get more attention in
academic disciplines. They have established channels of influence. Hence their
annual rates of citations tend to stay high or keep growing. Beyond retirement
annual citation counts tend to reduce, as academics are not as active in
professional networks as before.

For a minority of academic ‘stars’, however, citations per year may still
increase rapidly in late career for several reasons. Their mature works may
achieve wide recognition, often because they have strong integrative effects
within a discipline; or their earlier work may acquire ‘timeless’ or ‘standard
reference’ status and thus continue to be cited despite being long-published, also
guaranteeing close attention to their later work; or they may undertake applied
work that acquires wider influence beyond the academy.

These key demographic factors interact with the characteristic pattern of
‘normal’ citations, shown in Figure 1.3. Usually there is an initial lag in the
recognition or take-up of published articles, of around a year or so, and longer
for a book. This is followed by a higher-intensity citing period, generally from
one to four years after publication in the physical and social science disciplines,

perhaps longer in the humanities. This occurs when the work is first widely
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communicated to a research community and in some way shapes the research
forefront - the optimal conditions for being cited. Being cited in one place will
also create a smaller ‘multiplier’ effect for other current authors to cite the piece.
After this peak period passes, however, journal articles will generally drop out of
regular sight fairly completely. Hence, they will subsequently be found only by
authors conducting literature reviews and searching with appropriate keywords.
Similarly, new books will feature prominently in publishers’ catalogues in their
first year, less prominently for between one to three years after that (with
research monographs getting least coverage in later years), and then cease to be
mentioned. After initial world-wide sales to main university libraries have been
exhausted, monographs may only be findable by people searching library
catalogues, Google Books, Amazon or the internet. But books that achieve sales to
students and professional audiences may be publicized for somewhat longer.

For all publications, we get a three-part pattern of influence, shown in
Figure 1.3 - with an initial lag period for recognition, a core ‘pulse’ of citations in
the optimal years (usually 2 to 5), and then a ‘tail’ of citations. For regular journal
articles this will tend to decline very steeply. The tail may be rather longer for

books, especially in the ‘soft’ social sciences, for example, communication and

media studies.

Figure 1.3: Hypothetical citations profiles over time for three main types of
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Different social science disciplines now vary a good deal in citation
patterns across working papers and published journal articles. In political
science, for instance, working papers have little currency and journal publication
is the key stimulus. Most researchers here also seem to still use ISI WOK and
older databases for searches. However, in economics working papers are more
important, partly because it may take 3 to 3.5 years to get papers published in
key journals. Hence there is a ‘two pulse’ model as in Figure 1.2 with working
papers achieving impacts quickly, but subsequently ceasing to be cited as soon as
a fully revised journal article is published after two or three years. Some
prestigious working papers series (such as those of the National Bureau for
Economic Research in the US) achieve wide currency as soon as they are issued,
along with papers from some major economics profession conferences.
Researchers will normally cite the paper in one but not both of the two core
versions.

A few of an author’s publications may break out of the ‘normal’ peak and
decline pattern for journal articles and research monographs, and instead will
achieve relatively higher levels of continuing references. Useful distinctions here
are:

* An ‘enduring’ piece of research still has a falling citations profile over

time, but one falling more gently and stretching beyond 5 years.

* A'standard reference’ in a discipline or sub-discipline will be
distinguished by having a stable tail of continuing citations below its
initial peak, but which does not thereafter decline for an extended
period, perhaps for as long as 10 to 12 years. Standard references may
reflect the prominence gained by a ‘first-in-field’ piece; or they may
have strong multiplier effects; or they may just be located in slower-
moving or less popular parts of a discipline. Finally,

e ‘Classic’ pieces of research can be distinguished because their over-
time annual citations volume tends to expand for the same extended
period, say 10 to 12 years, perhaps even beyond that in some cases.

How do these citation patterns affect the over-time profile of individual

researchers and academics? Figure 1.4 shows three fairly widespread patterns.
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Researchers whose outputs achieve medium levels of resonance only and tend to
be episodic and separated by longer periods of time may have an over-time
profile of small numbers of citations pulsed around the episodes of their work
coming out. Academics who become better established, and can crank up a
reasonable rate of publications and maintain that regularly, will benefit far more
from the cumulation of citations for different pieces of work. Their annual
citation rate will hence grow steadily in their early career years, reach a ‘plateau’
level fairly soon (perhaps most usually in their mid to late 30s) and broadly
maintain that level (perhaps with a few ups and downs) until retirement. Finally,
the most successful academics will not only benefit from the short-term blips of
citations for their regular work, but will add layers of continuing citations from
items that become enduring, standard references or classic references (as
defined above), perhaps especially from books in the ‘softer’ social sciences.
Researchers whose output includes some pieces of work that achieve these
longer tails, especially those with a more intense pace of research outputs in
mid-career years, become the most successful academics - those whose annual
citation rates grow over long time periods, along with their seniority. Here an
individual’s retirement may not have immediate effects on reducing their

cumulative citations count.

Figure 1.4: Normal and extended citations profiles for individual piece of
research
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1.3 Career trajectories and the development of capabilities
and publications

There are many different routes for academic career trajectories, which could be
characterized in a large variety of ways. For our purposes here, Figure 1.5 shows
that a key branching point occurs between two paths, one that is research-
predominant (conceivably research-only in some subjects), and the other which
is a teaching plus research track. This divergence tends to occur early on during
someone’s doctoral work. The factors that incline people one way or the other at
this and later stages are always complex, and so to summarize may always be to
over-simplify. But an early factor that often seems to set people onto one or the
other of these tracks concerns the extent to which their doctorate is undertaken
as part of a large research team and in a university context that plugs them into
strong networks in other universities, perhaps internationally. PhD students who
are well plugged-in seem to be also more likely to adopt topics and approaches
that lead more to research-track progression. They may also commit more
strongly to attending professional conferences and do more ‘fashionable’ or

forefront work.
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Figure 1.5: The research-intensive and teaching-based pathways in
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By contrast, students who work on their doctorate in smaller
departments or more on their own, with relatively lesser supervisory or peer-
group support, tend to focus more on topics that may not lead easily to winning
posts in research-intensive institutions at a later state. They often also invest
more in developing their teaching capacities early on, and locating their futures
within more teaching-orientated universities.

Research-dominated and research-only careers are far more feasible in
the physical science subjects (including medicine), engineering, technology and
mathematics (hereafter termed the STEM subjects) than in social science. One
key factor behind is the transition from working on a PhD to getting a post-doc
position. The latter are usually concentrated in research-intensive universities
by patterns of government funding for the STEM subjects, and hence the
availability of such posts varies sharply across disciplines. Figure 1.6 shows that
in US universities three in every five PhD holders in the life sciences have held a
post-doc position. By contrast, in the social sciences the proportion is half this

level, at three in every ten. However, in the social sciences this proportion has
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grown slowly over three decades, from less than two in ten in the 1970s - more
or less keeping pace with other disciplines where post-docs have been
increasingly common, especially engineering and computer science and
mathematics. In the physical sciences the proportion of social science PhDs with
post-doc experience has oscillated quite sharply with changes in the economy or
the availability of funding. By contrast, at least the experience of post-docs in the

social sciences has been very steady over time.

Figure 1.6: The growth in the number of US PhD holders who have ever
held post-doc positions, by discipline groups from 1972 to 2006
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At the next stage in the STEM subjects also there is additionally a regular supply
of contract research positions that can be alternatives to post-docs, and involve
working in a junior role on larger scientific projects, funded from ‘short money’
budgets in university departments. There are also research positions in business
labs and technical institutes, from which it is still feasible to return to an
academic pathway. Not all academics do a lot of teaching. As a result many
researchers are able to develop viable, research-only career routes, where their
teaching outputs are minimal or zero. In the UK Figure 1.7 shows that more than
a third of UK university academics hold research-only posts in the STEM
disciplines - reflecting the concentration of five sixths of dedicated government

research funding on STEM subjects, plus the additional commitment of corporate
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research and development monies. By contrast, only one in ten professional
social scientists in higher education has a research-only job. The vast bulk of
social science academics undertake both research and teaching throughout their

careers.

Figure 1.7: Numbers of UK academic teaching and research staff, and
sources of funding, by discipline group in 2005-06
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Source: HESA statistics 2005-06; LSE Public Policy Group (2008, Figure 1.2).

Alternatively in Figure 1.5 young academics may get appointed to a time-
limited teaching contract, as a junior teaching fellow or on a short-term
appointment as a lecturer or assistant professor, often in universities most
orientated to undergraduate teaching. The scale of temporary appointments
involved here has mushroomed in recent decades, as universities have run down
the proportion of their staff who are full-time and tenured faculty and increased
their use of part-time and non-tenured teachers. These developments match
similar changes in a wide range of business and government organizations
towards more ‘flexibilization’ of staff by organizations, with individuals more
commonly having a ‘portfolio’ career path with multiple components, rather than
lifetime careers with a single employer.

On an individual level, getting into one track or another often makes a
large difference to the probabilities of subsequently publishing, but of course it is
never decisive or fully determinant. At later stages people can shift between
tracks, with initially teaching-track academics who undertake excellent research
tending to move into more research-intensive universities over time. The
bifurcation between ‘research-intensive’ universities, laboratories and

departments and those in predominantly teaching-orientated departments is
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important, but it is also not complete. Even in the most research-intensive
institutions some members of departments will be more ‘research active’ than
others, and some will be more teaching-orientated, especially taken across long
careers. And even in mainly teaching-based departments, a lot of good research
gets undertaken - as the 2008 research assessment exercise in the UK
demonstrated. Even a bureaucratic exercise weighted to legitimizing existing
funding distributions none the less showed multiple ‘islands of excellence’ in
smaller universities and departments. In some university systems, however, the
separation of research-led and teaching-orientated universities has stronger
consequences. In the US some evidence suggests that staff from the many non-
PhD departments in the social sciences generate only around a sixth of journal
articles in their discipline (Fowler et al, 2007). The situation is less stark in the
UK and Europe, where almost all universities will claim to run PhD programmes
in most subjects, but there is still a gap.

So although we acknowledge that the pathways in Figure 1.5 are
approximations only, it is still useful exercise to use them as a framework to
discuss how individuals characteristically develop some of the main dimensions

of their academic activity.

To think about these dimensions we use a fairly simple conceptual
schema known as a ‘balanced score card’. This is an approach that developed in
business and government as a way of coping with the complexity of assessing an
organization’s overall performance. Our schema, shown in Figure 1.8, charts an
academic’s profile as low, medium or high when moving out from the centre
along each of the six dimensions shown. We begin by exploring the earliest-
developed capabilities, coloured blue in the Figure, then move to those shown in
green and finally cover the red dimensions.

Research skills and competence are in many ways the first developed
aspect of any academic’s profile, since everyone entering the profession now
must complete a doctorate. In the physical and social sciences this means that
they master a range of methods and skills in an increasingly systematized and
professionalized way. In the humanities research capabilities are more varied,

typically involving more stress on theoretical and thematic ideas development,
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and on archival or literary-based methods for analysing texts. Research
competences also typically continue to grow strongly in post-doctoral and early
teaching posts. But in principle this is an area where researchers can keep
pushing their competences outwards throughout their careers, especially at

points where they change topics, or sub-fields, or the direction of their work.

Figure 1.8: A ‘balanced scorecard’ for assessing academic achievement

teaching \ / authoring

managing research

celebrity \ networking

Authoring capabilities are normally the second dimension that academics
develop early on, usually somewhat lagging behind research skills. In the
physical sciences especially, the tradition has been to undertake series of
experiments first (for say two or three years) and then to ‘write up’ extensively
only at the end of the doctoral period. In many (but not all) STEM subjects,
composing this final text for submission is also often still done in a restrictive
technical structure and format. In the social sciences and especially in the
humanities, however, it is more normal for people to treat writing as
‘constitutive’ of their thinking, and hence to write chapters as they go along
(Dunleavy, 2003, 2009). In ‘soft’ subjects students write a ‘big book’ thesis where
how a researcher’s authoring skills shape up early on often determines to a large

extent (say 30 to 50 per cent) how successful their PhD is and whether they are
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able to generate early journal articles (Dunleavy, 2003). In other more technical
social sciences (like economics) most students now complete a different ‘papers
model’ PhD, which is a shorter text, but where the authoring and presentation
standards are higher and where the three or four component chapters must
attain a ‘publishable’ quality (Dunleavy, 2011). Whatever pattern is followed,
during the later years of their doctoral work anyone entering modern academia
must begin to strongly develop the (admittedly often strange or off-putting)
forms of professional writing used in each discipline. In all subjects following the
‘big book’ model, a PhD thesis can often be (one of) the longest piece of sustained
writing that a researcher completes across their academic career.

Teaching capabilities are the third dimension that would-be academics
start developing in the middle to later years of their doctorate, when they begin
teaching classes and seminars, and perhaps giving a few lectures. In some
subjects PhD students often take on course administration tasks, and even
examining responsibilities, especially in the US and Europe. Nowadays most PhD
students in the UK complete a more structured programme for developing their
teaching capacities and skills, with certification linked to the Higher Education
Academy, a body that inter alia provides assurance to future university
employers of their basic competence.

However, the most critical stage in the expansion of teaching skills occurs
when new lecturers or assistant professors start work full time and begin to cope
with a full teaching load, often initially in temporary or time-limited posts. Their
employing university will normally provide formal induction processes designed
to enhance their capabilities, and their department may require completion of a
formal certification as a competent teacher (especially for tenure track posts).
Beyond this beginning stage, teaching capabilities generally take many years to
develop as academics’ experience of different types of courses and student
groups grows, from undergraduates through masters courses and extends to
PhD teaching and supervision. So far, academics have generally been exempt
from the requirements to periodically re-certify their professional competence
that are common in other professions, such as medicine and law. However, in
modern universities student feedback scores provide a ceaseless commentary on

teachers’ success and some spur to continuing improvement.
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Management capabilities for academics and researchers generally are
acquired informally as their career develops and they assume senior positions.
Academic management roles relate chiefly either to running combined teaching
and research departments or in the STEM subjects to full-time posts organizing
research units and labs. The implication of Figure 1.7 is that in the social sciences
perhaps 90 per cent of management tasks relate to conventional academic
departments, while running research units and labs is either much less common
or more of a part-time commitment. Indeed, in many universities and in ‘softer’
social sciences with less team-effort in the research process, academic
management is almost synonymous with departmental staffing and
administration issues.

As in most other serious professions, management capabilities tend to be
developed as people become older and more experienced, normally in their late
30s through to their 50s (for someone entering academia in their late 20s or
early 30s). Universities have some rudimentary training for heads of
departments, but these capabilities are primarily inculcated across the sector in
a rather amateurish way - by ‘socializing’ academics into administration issues
piecemeal. The core process here involves the parcelling out of numerous
administrative chores, along with broader ‘departmental citizenship’ tasks and
the job of representing the department on numerous faculty or university
committees. Younger academics get to do the more boring or tedious chores
here, and with age and experience gravitate to more consequential or outwards-
looking roles. The process may seem rather random and disorganized, and
academics often spent inordinate amounts of time bewailing having to handle a
quota of administrative and bureaucratic tasks. However, universities are very
unlike what Henry Mintzberg calls ‘machine bureaucracies’, by which he means
the classic forms of administration of firms and government bureaucracies
analysed by Max Weber. Instead universities are classic ‘professional
bureaucracies’ with a quite different internal structure as described below in
Figure 1.9.

The rationale for universities’ apparently unusual approach to
organizational management has always been to maintain a close control of all

university politics, decision-making and management by their academic
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departments - what Mintzberg calls their ‘operating core’, the part of any
organization at the heart of its mission. Like other professional bureaucracies,
universities are politically dominated by their ‘operating core’ - so that their
professional academic staffs collegially decide their policies. Compared to
machine bureaucracies, universities have minimal ‘middle management’ and a
curiously undeveloped ‘strategic apex’, because the academics insist on retaining
so much control. They also have big support services (covering functions such as
libraries, IT services, collecting student fees and research grants, and running
catering facilities and halls of residence). But however large-scale they become,
these operations are kept in a very subordinate role to the dominant professional

group, namely the academics.

Figure 1.9: The key differences between universities as ‘professional
bureaucracies’ and Weberian or ‘machine bureaucracies’ (such as
government agencies or some large private corporations)

Apex
Middle o
line
Technostructur

Operating core

Professional bureaucracy

Techno- Middle
structure Line

Machine bureaucracy

Operating core

Notes: Each form of bureaucracy includes five elements, but their relative sizes, roles
and powers vary a good deal across the two types. The ‘strategic apex’ covers the
controlling decision-makers and their immediate support staffs. The ‘middle line’ covers
the routing of resources to production and the supervision of what gets done. The
‘operating core’ is the part of the organization that implements production or carries out
the core ‘mission’ of the organization. ‘Support services’ are things that support the
organization’s main mission but are not part of it directly (and so could be outsourced in
the modern era). The ‘technostructure’ is the part of the organization that innovates,
designs new products and pushes forward organizational efficiency.
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Professional bureaucracies also have very slender innovation,
improvement or product-development specialist units (called the
‘technostructure’ in Mintzberg’s terms). The vast bulk of this work is instead
done by the academic departments themselves. In research-intensive areas, the
effective organizational management of labs and specialist units requires very
high (post-PhD) levels of context-specific information, expertise and
understanding, as well as more generic leadership and management skills and
capabilities. Thus universities depart in many key respects from modern
machine bureaucracy paradigms in business and the private sector (Roberts,
2004) or in the government and public sectors. The apparently haphazard
socialization of academics into management roles plays a key part in maintaining
all these features. But, just as in other large organizations, managerial capacities
still form a key part of the burdens of seniority.

Networking is an academic skill that develops over time and is clearly
linked to research in several dimensions. At its most basic, the ability to work in
teams of two, three or more co-researchers and co-authors is an important
influence on the quality and type of research that any academic can undertake.
Modern social science is more specialized than in the past, yet co-author teams
have remained much smaller here than in the STEM disciplines. Networking and
the ability to build teams is also important for winning research grants, itself a
key influence upon research productivity - given that most social scientists have
continuing teaching obligations, from which grants allow them to be bought out.
Academic networking within disciplines but across universities and countries is
a key element in broadening academics horizons, keeping researchers in touch
with the constantly-moving research frontier, and up-to-date with recent
substantive and methodological developments.

Networking within universities across disciplines is often a key influence
on inter-disciplinary research, as is academics’ ability to engage in ‘bridging
scholarship’ that works across fields and helps develop meta-theories and
intellectual waves - both of which influence external impacts (see Chapter 5).

Finally, networking with external actors is a key element in fund-raising for
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research from non-foundation and non-government sources, and in academics
achieving external impacts at later stages of their careers.

Celebrity is the final dimension in Figure 1.8, and at first sight this label
may seem an odd one to choose. Do not academic capabilities and professional
virtues stand in acute contrast to the ungrounded, ‘famous for being famous’
quality of celebrity in contemporary media or popular culture? Of course, as a
result of peer review academic reputations are normally grounded in more solid
and well-attested achievements. But it is also clear that the distribution of fame
and knowledge of their work and arguments across academics is highly uneven.
Some excellent academics are little known, and some of those who become well-
known are not necessarily strong figures in intellectual terms.

What shapes academic celebrity? In a famous analysis of ‘public
intellectuals’, Regis Debray (1981) argued that there have been three phases of
development in their characteristic origins and roles since the last quarter of the
nineteenth century. The first was the age of universities’ pre-eminence, from the
1860s to the early twentieth century. The second was an era dominated by
writers and literary figures, from the 1900s to the 1950s. The third is the age of
public intellectuals as media-savvy celebrities, whose reputation depends far
most closely on their ability to project and convince via the mass media. This
still-current period dates more or less from the advent of pervasive television
coverage in the mid 1960s onwards. Arguably Debray’s analysis is overly
orientated to a restrictive French concept of public intellectuals, and it neglects
the enduring role of science-based intellectuals, who remain resolutely
university-grounded. Yet the growth of popular science books and media
productions, and of science/technology-watching magazines and newspaper
columns, has also contributed to the emergence of ‘celebrity scientists’.

The apparatus of achieving academic ‘celebrity’ has also drastically
simplified and been democratized in the digital era, so that internet mechanisms
are now reasonably decisive in conditioning someone’s renown. Counting an
individual academic’s cites in Google Scholar or Google Books, is a once-specialist
activity that can now be easily (almost instantly) undertaken by anyone. Their

prominence in ISI ratings or Scopus is a bit more tricky because of the access
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costs involved, but even these older, paid-for databases should be equally
instantly available to staff and students across the university network.

So what was once vague or requiring expert judgement has now become
simpler. We can index and measure someone’s prominence on the ‘celebrity’
dimension perhaps more easily than almost any other. In an increasingly
globalized academic community, the importance of academics’ and researchers’
wider reputation in attracting attention to their work has never been greater.
Celebrity has hugely increased in importance relative to networking interactions.
Whereas once academics relied on people knowing them and their work
personally in order to gain citations from other academics, now what matters is
how easy it is to find someone’s work - and how many versions of it there are out
there in different channels to be picked up and noticed by other academics and
researchers.

Similarly, contra Debray, academics’ dependence upon mass media
intermediaries to reach any audience beyond their immediate discipline has
arguably reduced in an era where full academic works can be accessed through
the internet at the click of a button. A whole series of developments have
recently coalesced to begin far-reaching changes in the inter-relationship of
academic work and wider societal development in advanced industrial societies
including:

e Google’s push to ‘organize the world’s information’, especially via its

Scholar and Books operations;

* the growth of free research depositories for academic materials,
making them much more accessible to non-professionals;

* improvements in the standards of professional communication with
the public in the physical sciences and (after a long lag) the social
sciences; and

* the emergence of many think tanks, a burgeoning industrial and
professional consultancy sector, and numerous NGOs and specialist
media interested in debating and processing much more specialist
themes (see Chapters 5 and 6 below).

These changes have occurred rapidly in the last two decades, but in many ways

they have only just begun and they have a long way further to run.
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Celebrity has also begun to change the ways in which government,
business and to a lesser degree actors in civil society gain access to academic
expertise. As late as the 1980s officials in government departments especially
could afford to maintain costly, long-run personal networks of contacts that
formed their gateways into seeking external expertise when needed. Since the
age of ‘new public management’ and the subsequent austerity period following
the 2008-10 financial crash in many advanced industrial societies, government’s
apparatus has been pared back. Now when they need academic expertise, UK
civil servants told us for this research that they go on Google and search digitally
like anyone else, as their American counterparts have been doing for a decade or
more. In many STEM disciplines large business corporations close to particular
academic discipline areas still operate networks based heavily around personal
contacts, as do business schools in most countries and some increasingly
specialist public policy schools in the US, Europe and elsewhere. But increasingly
academic celebrity rather than personal contacts has become the currency by
which the media initially and other sections of society form a view of the debates
and knowledge-terrain inside disciplines.

How should we weight or compare individuals’ achievements on the six
dimensions in Figure 1.8? The whole rationale of such scorecards is that
organizations (and here individuals) need to do many different things at once, all
of which need to be kept in view for an accurate assessment of their progress.
Thus, a firm that makes short-run profits by taking big risks or neglecting to
invest in its talent-development or business infrastructures is not a good
investment. And nor is a government bureaucracy doing well if it saves money by
worsening the standards of services it delivers to citizens or cuts corners on
consultations or rule of law principles. The rationale for using a balanced
scorecard approach to assess academics is very similar. In the same way, the six
dimensions in Figure 1.8 are all important in some combination for all kinds of
university professionals.

But this is not to say that any given person can or should be expected to
perform excellently on all these dimensions. A disabling paradigm of the ‘ideal
academic’, who is good at all these things simultaneously - a great researcher,

author, teacher, manager, networker and celebrated disseminator of knowledge -
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often lurks pervasively in the culture of higher education and academic
disciplines. It shows up strongly in appointment, promotion and appraisal
discussions and it is pervasive in the pages of most universities” HR manuals.
This mythical image of an omni-competent academic is also powerfully codified
by government bodies conducting research audits (like the UK’s Research
Excellence Framework) and by government or foundation grant-giving bodies
demanding ‘impact’ and ‘dissemination’ from those to whom they dispense
funding. Yet our argument here is that no one can be simultaneously good at or
focused on all six of the dimensions we have reviewed. Instead most academic
career tracks involve people in specializing to a considerable degree, and thus
ending up with a configuration of capabilities that will differ significantly from
those of other academic professionals who choose alternative career routes.

To explore what this means in practice, we follow through in more detail
how people’s capabilities develop at the key stages in the two trajectories shown
in Figure 1.5, beginning with the research track sequence of roles. Here Figure
1.10 suggests that PhD students are likely to have their best-developed
capabilities on the research dimension, where they should score medium,
because they are still learning the craft of research at this stage. At the same time
they will have to achieve at least a basic competency in authoring (to
communicate their findings), in teaching (which even research-track people
must usually do at this stage for pecuniary and career-development reasons),
and in networking (essential if they are to have a decent sense of where the
research frontier is and of the requirements for career progression). Most PhD
students will not have developed even low managerial capacities, nor will they

normally rate any level of celebrity.
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Figure 1.10: Development paths for research-track academics

networked PhD students’ profile young research academic profile
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Moving on to being a young academic in the research-track is a time when
people’s capacities improve in many dimensions at once, with changes shown by
the arrows. Thus the second chart in Figure 1.10 shows individuals growing their
research capabilities from medium to high; improving their teaching, authoring
and networking capabilities from low to medium; and establishing low
capabilities in managing and in terms of celebrity and citation scores. Achieving
such a multi-dimensional improvement is an extraordinarily demanding thing to
do, and younger staff can expect to work many hours a week to get it done,
perhaps in a way that is not sustainable over the long term.

At a senior academic stage in the research track, Figure 1.10 suggests
three possible patterns of development, each much more sustainable over the
long term once the first burst of career-establishing effort has occurred:

1) The senior all-round scholar profile involves maintaining a high level of
research capabilities, while expanding teaching and authoring performance to a

high level, and growing managerial capacities to a medium level. The costs of
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achieving this transition is often that the researcher in question does not become
any better connected in professional networks and that their ‘celebrity’ level
remains low, with publications staying resolutely academic and discipline-
bound.

2) The research obsessive profile here captures senior academics whose
central focus demonstrates a continuing commitment to research allied with
passion for their discipline or sub-discipline. Scholars here become more
specialist and focused in their interests and so invest heavily in expanding their
networks, especially internationally as their seniority rises. This emphasis fits
well with the ‘lone scholar’ mode of research in the social sciences and
humanities, and is perhaps less common in the physical sciences where
teamwork is fundamental and the financial and time costs of research are high.
Research obsessives may achieve a continuing research profile only at the
expense of not much expanding their management capabilities (they shun all
administration) and remaining little known outside their sub-field (so their
celebrity score remains low). They are also not known for being outstanding
teachers.

3) By contrast the research grants entrepreneur denotes a crucial role in
areas of research like the STEM disciplines where assembling and funding teams
of researchers is vital for achieving advances. Here academics tend to withdraw
from teaching to focus on leading a research unit, and they may also do markedly
less authoring due to lack of time and because of the specialization of roles
within the research team. Instead grants-entrepreneurs maintain their research
capacities at high, but also expand their management and networking capacities
to high. To help win grants and to tap wider resources beyond grant-funding
foundations or government bodies, they must also become at least moderately
well-known, expanding their celebrity capacity to medium. Grants
entrepreneurs, of course, rely on junior researchers to undertake virtually all
time-consuming primary research, and often to write up the first drafts of
papers, with their contribution being in intellectual leadership, managing team
members, providing a fount of accumulated experiences for the team to draw on,

and securing a continuing funding stream.
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Turning to teaching track academics, Figure 1.11 shows that the only salient
difference at PhD level is that the student here is not networked. Indeed the
context of many students’ doctoral work remains very closely bound by what is
going on in their home university department, and perhaps a little beyond. PhD
students here have a medium research capacity (because they are still learning),
and a low capacity in authoring and in teaching, where the roles for PhD students

are inherently rather limiting.

Figure 1.11: Development paths for more teaching career track academics
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Once people on more of a teaching-track make the transition to being full-
time young academics with tenure, Figure 1.11 suggests that they invest heavily
in boosting their teaching capabilities from low to high, in expanding their
management and administrative capabilities from zero to medium, and in
improving their authoring to a medium rating. Not surprisingly, achieving this

degree of change leaves little time for expanding research capabilities and
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methodological skills, which may stay at medium as a result. In terms of celebrity
younger teaching track academics may remain very low profile, since their
publications are new. However, most people at this stage will expand their
networking capabilities to at least a low level.

For senior people in this track there are three possibilities for further
development:

1) The senior all-round academic profile here is exactly the same as that
already discussed in Figure 1.10. What is different in Figure 1.11, however, are
the arrows showing the degree of change from the young teaching track profile.
Teaching capabilities stays at high and management at medium, but as they
become more experienced with successive projects and writing articles and
books senior teaching-track academics invest heavily in expanding both their
research and authoring capabilities to high. The accumulation of publications
also expands their celebrity from zero to low, and their networking capabilities
from low to medium.

2) Some senior teaching-track staff specialize instead in academic
management roles, running departments, and often moving on to undertake
university roles as well. While keeping their teaching capabilities at high, and
their research and authoring at medium, they invest in moving their
management capacities from medium to high, which absorbs a lot of time.
Broadening their management roles also tend to expand their networking
capacity, while their accumulation of publications and citations expands their
celebrity from zero to low.

3) Finally some senior academics in fields where lone scholar research
prevails (as in many humanities and ‘soft’ social sciences) may transition to a pop
academic profile, as may some individual expositors in areas more dominated by
research-team work (such as ‘popular science’ expositors). Here the academic
tends to withdraw from teaching and strongly avoids all administration (so that
their capacities on both dimensions may decrease). Their research capacity stays
stable (at medium) but they specialize strongly in achieving excellent authoring
skills, which move to high. Other expository skills, such as lecturing, designing
media programmes and expounding in person on TV also move to high. Well-

known academics will invest time and effort in becoming strongly networked
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(where their score improves from low to high) and household names in the
media and externally (where their score improves from zero to high). Authors
here may achieve high level of citations for books that expand public
understanding of their discipline, but many also undertake important
scholarship in a more ‘integrative’ vein focusing less on discovery research and
more on thematic or theoretical understandings. And academics in this stream
may often have high overall external impacts also, parlaying their celebrity into
influence also with businesses or governments. But in other respects this still
remains a somewhat risky choice of career-turn, as James Boyle noted:

‘For those in my profession, being readable is a dangerous goal. You have

never heard true condescension until you have heard academics

pronounce the word “popularizer”’.1

Trying to categorize diverse academic career pathways into just a few
types (as we have here), risks over-simplifying a complex picture. Yet we believe
that it is worthwhile to do so in order to stress that people at different stages on
different career paths are likely to have quite distinct profiles of citations within
academia, and quite different impacts outside the higher education system itself.
Research track academics, as we have described them here, are likely to fare well
in the most conventional, journal-orientated bibliometric systems, such as the ISI
Web of Knowledge discussed in the next chapter, whereas teaching track staff
are likely to fare better in broader bibliometric systems, such as Google Scholar
and Google Books. Younger staff are likely to have slender citations profiles, and
senior staff will generally fare better in cumulative citations terms, although

their annual rates of citation may not be so different.
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Summary

1. Citation rates are used as a basis for tracking academic impacts. The
shape of citation rates vary widely across academic disciplines.

2. There are substantial differences in the general rate of citing across
disciplines with more cites (including self-cites) being found in the

sciences than the social sciences.

3. The type of output chosen affects citation rates e.g. on average a book will
take longer to be referred to but will be cited for longer.

4. How academics balance their time across the six areas of responsibility
will be another important factor in citation rates.
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Chapter 2

Knowing your strengths: using citation
tracking systems

In the past academics and researchers have had relatively few tools at hand for
finding out which bits of their work are appreciated and used by other
academics. There are well-known, first generation, proprietary citations tracking
systems (like ISI Web of Knowledge and Scopus) that cover only or chiefly well-
established journals with long time-lags. In the digital-era there are also newer
internet-based systems drawing extensively on Google that now offer a much
broader and more responsive picture of who is citing or using whom in
academia. Both types of systems have limitations and we describe their different
pros and cons in detail below, as well as giving step-by-step guidance on how
academics can use the systems to look at their own work.

Our best advice to researchers wanting to find out how their work is
being used by other academics is to use a combination of the three best tools,
which are:

* Harzing’s Publish or Perish (HPoP) software, which is a tweaked version of
Google Scholar that delivers rapid feedback and covers far more sources
(and somewhat more diverse sources) than anything else;

e ISI Web of Knowledge or Scopus, which are most useful for senior
academics with a slate of published work already in high impact journals,
and for academics in the physical sciences; and

* Google Book Search and Google Scholar for people working in disciplines
where books and other non-journal academic outputs are important.

In the main body of this chapter we review these three systems and quite a few
alternatives in depth, and explain how they work, what each of them is good for,
their limitations, and how to get the best possible results from each of them.
Armed with our advice notes below, we suggest that readers try out these
systems and see which ones seem to work best for their discipline and for

tracking their particular type of research.

54



We begin with a small but key digression on how to maximise finding an
academic’s name in a search engine so that her citations can be more easily
tracked. Next we consider the older citation tracking systems that focus only on
(some) journal articles. In section three we look at the new Internet-based

systems.

2.1 How distinctive is your author name?

If an academic has a distinctive author name (with an uncommon surname and
plenty of initials to identify her uniquely) then it will easier to find out how many
other authors are citing her research. However, if an author has an indistinctive
name (like Smith, Jones, Brown, Li, Dupont, etc. and only one initial), it will take
longer to obtain the same accurate information. It may not be possible to
efficiently use some of the best citation systems at all (such as HPoP), and an
academic may have to piece together citations for each of their publications
using the titles to exclude references to many namesakes. A key implication
arises here for new researchers just starting out on academic career (or a mentor
advising a new researcher). She must choose her author name with great care,
using the full first name and adding her second name or initial if applicable.
Academics should keep in mind that from now on (for the rest of their career)
people will be looking for their work in a global-sized haystack of competing
information.

In Britain and Europe generally there is a huge extra problem to citation
tracking arising from the restrictive and old-fashioned practices of journal style
sheets. Coming from mostly small countries it is still common to find that most
European social science journals include only the first initials of authors in
footnotes or reference lists, so that they do not give authors’ first names in full,
nor include their second or subsequent initials. Since academic knowledge is
now organized on a global scale this is very bad practice. In the US, where there
are over 300 million people, the demands of finding people in a larger society
have generally meant that much better author details are included. This is a

pattern that European academics and journal editors should urgently start to

copy.
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2.2 Orthodox citation-tracking systems

ISI completely ignores a vast majority of
publications in the social sciences and humanities.
Anne-Will Harzing (2010: 109)

There are some well-established and proprietary systems for tracking citations,
also known as bibliometric systems. Compiled by hand and run on mainframe
computers, they started as far back as the 1970s, and the best-known now is the
ISI Web of Knowledge (ISI WOK)(which has a Social Science Citation Index). Its
main rival is the Scopus. Since these mainframe systems went online they have
become a lot more accessible and somewhat easier to use. Most academics, post-
docs and PhD students should now be able to access one of them from their
offices or home computers via their university library. (Few libraries will pay for
both of them, because their subscriptions are expensive.)

The companies that produce these systems (Thompson for ISI WOK and
Elsevier for Scopus) rightly stress that they are well-established and well-
founded on decades of experience. The systems give accurate citation counts
(without duplications or phantom citations) because they are human-edited
systems - one reason why they are also expensive to produce and hence are
charged for. Above all they emphasize that the carefully guarded portals of the
ISIWOK and Scopus include only academically verified journals and exclude
irrelevant or non-standard sources. However, there are conflicts of interest in
Scopus being run by a company that is itself a major global journal publisher.
Both databases also have a strong vested interest in running their operations in a
restrictive way, to protect their costly proprietary model.

University hierarchs and government research boards love the solid, IBM-
era technology of these systems, and view their costliness as a sign of quality. In
addition, there is a whole sub-community of scholars and consultants who have
grown up to analyse scientific referencing, especially in the physical sciences.

Practitioners in this sub-field of library science have invested a lot of intellectual
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capital in learning how to use these large systems. Because it requires some time
to extract meaningful data from ISI WOK and Scopus, most bibliometrics experts
favour a strategy that presents their data as comprehensive of the best journals.
This has hindered the development and recognition of newer internet-based

systems and approaches.

Conventional citation systems like ISI WOK and Scopus have some severe
limitations that need to be kept in mind - especially by social scientists and
academics in the humanities - because these systems cover only a limited
number of journals, and no or few books. In addition, the indexing criteria for
journals are lengthy and heavily weighted towards journals that have already
accumulated a critical mass of citations from journals that are already in the
index.

The two conventional systems have a heavy bias in coverage towards
English-language and towards older established journals. IS WOK especially is
heavily US-dominated. Because the US is a large and rich society, with many
more academics in most social science fields than in Europe or any other region
of the world, the conventional systems automatically tend to deliver rankings
and statistics that are weighted heavily towards success in the US ‘market’,
compared with the rest of the world. The ISI WOK system does not cover
references in books, (although it does cover some book reviews in journals). The
Scopus system covers book series. Excluding books is a fairly small problem in
the physical sciences, which explains why the ISI WOK systems are set up in this
way. But it is an insurmountably serious limitation across the humanities where
books are the main mode of scholarly communication and a key vehicle of
disciplinary development. The lack of book coverage poses is a serious
difficulties for accurately measuring citations within ‘softer’ social science fields
where books remain very important.

The older systems completely exclude references in working papers or
conference papers, and hence have very long time lags. Publishing in a journal
across the social sciences generally takes a minimum of two years from
submission to publication, and often up to 3.5 years in the most competitive and

technical fields like economics. In the interim, conference papers and working
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papers often provide many indications of how much work is being cited. But
neither type of outputs is included in the ISI WOK, nor in the Scopus index.
Rather than reflecting the latest advances in academic research, these systems
tend to reflect the output component of the discipline three or four years in the
past.

As a result of all these factors, ISIWOK and Scopus only cover a low
fraction of academic journal papers in social science published worldwide, and
far less than the coverage in the physical sciences, which can be regarded as near
complete
Figure 2.1 assesses the effects of ISIWOK’s limited coverage of social science
research. It captures the internal coverage of the ISI WOK databases in 2006 by
showing the percentage of references made in ISI WOK articles that were made
to journal articles already included in the database. If ISI WOK is capturing as it
claims the most important

Figure 2.1: How far the ISI Citation Indexes for 2006 include the references
cited by articles contained in the database across groups of related
disciplines

Percentage of references cited in the ISI databases
that are to other items included in the databases

High (80-100%) Medium (60-80%) Low (40- Very low (less
60%) than 40%)
Molecular biology Applied physics and Mathematics | Languages and
and biochemistry chemistry (64%) communication
(90%) (32 t0 40%)
Biological Sciences - | Biological sciences - Engineering | All other social
humans (82 to 99%) | animals and plants (45to 69%) | sciences (24 to
(c.75%) 36%)
Chemistry (88%) Psychology and Computer Humanities and
psychiatry (c.72%) sciences arts (11 to 27%)
(43%)
Clinical medicine Geosciences (62 to Economics
(85%) 74%) (43%)
Physics and Social sciences in
astronomy (84 to medicine (62%)
86%)

Source: Centre for Science and Technology Studies, 2007, Tables 3.1 and 3.3.

work in a field, then most of these references should be to articles elsewhere in

the ISI WOK database. Figure 2.1 shows that ISI WOK's internal coverage was
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indeed high in the medical and physical sciences, for instance over 90 per cent in
physics. Across other STEM disciplines from four fifths to nearly all of the
references are included. In more applied physical science fields this proportion
falls to two thirds or three fifths, and in maths and engineering to between two
and three fifths, a level that is relatively lower. Social sciences, however, are
strongly affected by ISI WOK’s coverage bias. With the exception of social
sciences related to medicine, coverage for the rest of social sciences falls below
50 per cent; for example, 43 per cent for economics and between 24-36 per cent
for all other social sciences. The humanities are the most affected with only 11-
27 per cent of internal coverage. Most bibliometric experts acknowledge that the
usefulness of these systems declines sharply if they include fewer than three
quarters to two thirds of all journal articles world-wide.

In addition, how far does ISI WOK’s strong orientation towards US
journals affect coverage when we come to look at research undertaken in other
countries, like the UK? A detailed analysis was undertaken of the research
submitted to the UK’s Research Assessment Exercise for 2001 (covering
publications in 1996-2000), providing a useful external measure of coverage. It
found that the ISI WOK database included five out of every six RAE items
submitted in the physical sciences (the STEM disciplines), but only one in four
items for the social sciences, as Figure 2.2 demonstrates below. These numbers
are very similar to the ISI WOK internal coverage numbers above, even though
they relate to different dates. So the internal coverage estimates for the database
as a whole and the UK-specific external estimates of coverage offer a similar

picture.
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Figure 2.2: The inclusiveness of the ISI databases for items submitted to the
UK’s Research Assessment Exercise of 2001

Clinical medicien

Biological sciences

Physical sciences

Health sciences

Mathematics

Discipline goup

Health allied

Engineering and
Computer Sciences

Social sciences

(o] 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Percentage of research items submitted in the 2001 RAE that were
included in the ISI database

Source: Centre for Science and Technology Studies, 2007.

A final dimension to consider for the social sciences concerns the trends over
time - has the ISI WOK got better at including social science materials? Do its
continuing problems perhaps reflect chiefly its origins in the physical sciences
and initially rather restrictive approach to including journals? As the database
has expanded along with the growth of social sciences journals and publishing,
has it become any more inclusive? Figure 2.3 shows how the detailed ISI WOK
internal coverage of the social science disciplines changed over a decade and a
half. There has indeed been a general substantial improvement in coverage of
these disciplines, but one starting from a pretty low base. By contrast, in
humanities subjects the ISI WOK’s inclusiveness has generally either declined or
increased only slightly. Subjects bridging from the social sciences into STEM
disciplines also show increases in internal coverage, but with smaller percentage

changes because they start from a higher initial base.
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Figure 2.3: How far the ISI Citation Indexes have improved over time in
their including the references cited by articles contained in the database
across social science and neighbouring disciplines, from 1991 to 2006

ISI's internal Percentage
coverage (%) in change
2006 | 1991 | 1991to
2006
For comparison: Life sciences 93 87 7
Psychology 72 59 22
Health sciences 62 50 24
Computer sciences 43 38 13
Economics 43 35 23
Inter-disciplinary social sciences 40 33 21
Languages and linguistics 40 26 54
Educational sciences 36 27 33
Management, Planning 36 23 57
Law, Criminology 31 27 15
Sociology, Anthropology 34 22 55
Information science, 32 32 0
Communication science
History, Philosophy, Religion 27 24 13
Political science, Public 24 17 41
administration
Creative arts, Culture, Music 14 17 -18
Literature 11 14 -21

Source: Centre for Science and Technology Studies, 2007, Table 3.3.

Notes: ‘Internal coverage’ means the percentage of references cited in articles in the ISI databases
that are to other items included in the databases.

The yellow-shaded rows here are those for social sciences, green for humanities, and blue for
subjects that are primarily physical sciences or STEM subjects.

For many years the known deficiencies of the ISI databases in the social
sciences were routinely acknowledged, but none the less were put somewhat on
one side because the data represented one of the only sources of insight.
However, in the modern era where there are viable alternatives (indeed superior
options for most social scientists, as we show below) this stance is no longer
appropriate. Bibliometricians commissioned by the UK’s Higher Education
Funding Council to help them consider the use of citations data recommended
that it was not appropriate to rely on conventional citations systems like ISI

WOK unless the internal coverage of items approached four fifths (the ‘high’ level
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in Figure 3.1) (Centre for Science and Technology, 2007: 54-6). The lower that
coverage gets in a field, the less useful ISI WOK ratings could be for assessing
scholarly performance. They recommended that in disciplines where less than 50
per cent of references are being included in ISI WOK, citations analysis could not
contribute reliable information to a research assessment process.

Bearing in mind ISI WOK’s limited coverage and geographical bias,
academics should interpret ISI WOK citation data with some degree of caution. In
the social sciences ISI WOK does not in any sense provide a more accurate
insight into the overall and global impacts of academic work than newer
internet-based systems. It can offer, however, a somewhat better picture of
academic impact for those disciplines which tend to focus on high-prestige
American-based journal articles. As the US is still normally rated as the first or
second most influential country in the world across all social science disciplines,

this is an important consideration.
Box 2a explains how to access ISI WOK and the somewhat complicated

processes that are normally necessary to extract a record from it of how your

work has been cited:
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Box 2a: How to use the ISI Web of Knowledge
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Gaining access will usually require going to your library’s website and following a link to the online

version of ISI that you can operate from your desktop in your office or home office. Once you are
logged on:

Step 1: Click the button to access the Web of Knowledge. First use the “Select A Database” tab on the
top right of the screen and click on Web of Science. One of the most confusing aspects of the ISI website
is its proliferation of differently named databases (all sitting on different mainframes). These names
obviously mean a lot to ISI and bibliometrics experts but they are just confusing ‘chaff’ for normal
users. You can choose to look across four citation indexes or only choose the ones you want.

Step 2: Input the author name you are searching for, your own or someone else’s. It is important to do
it in the restrictive (old-fashioned) format suggested by the software. For example, if your name is
‘Peter Smith’, you will have to enter ‘Smith P'.
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Step 3: The outputs from the software will include each article name, journal title, volume, issue, pages,
publishing year and times cited. The most important parameter to understand the academic impact of
aresearcher is the times each piece of work is cited.

To read, store and analyse the data in a more convenient program like Excel, and to ‘clean’ it of
misleading materials and statistics, do the following:

Step 4: Scroll to the bottom of the page and under Step 1 of “Output Records” select “All records on
page”.

Step 5: Under Step 2 of “Output Records” deselect “plus Abstract”.

Step 6: Under Step 3 of “Output Records” in “Save to other reference software” pick “save to Tab
delimited (win)” (or Mac if you have a Mac).

Step 7: A Notepad file will be created that you can either open immediately or save onto your desktop.
With two or more screens of data you need to past each screen into Notepad in sequence and then save
it.

Step 8: If you now open the Notepad file and highlight and copy its full contents you can then just paste
them directly into Excel - the data and text will come into Excel fully formatted.

Step 9: Alternatively you can import your saved Notepad file into Excel. You will be prompted to
complete three steps to import the data

(@)  Select “delimited”

(b)  Select “Tab”

(c)  Justclick on FINISH

Step 10: You could archive the whole resulting file and then copy the records to a new worksheet
where you can construct a summary tile. Delete any columns that are of no interest to you. Normally it
will be enough to retain the publication name, authors, publication year, and times cited.

Step 11: If you have written a lot of book reviews in journals they will be included as items in the ISI
lists. But such single reviews are almost never cited by anyone. Hence they will always act to depress
your ‘times cited’ average. To get rid of them, and get a better picture, sort the ISI WOK entries in Excel
in descending order of times cited, so as to group all the zero cited items together at the end of the list.
Copy the sorted full data to a new worksheet in the same file, and then delete the book reviews from
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the end to give a new listing of just genuine journal articles.

[STWOK can be a helpful system for expanding normal literature review
searches. However, it doesn’t provide the ‘snippet-view’ materials that Google
Scholar does, which can be very helpful in ascertaining what a paper is about if it
has an obscure title, and which are more helpful for checking through the
backlist works of particular authors. But ISI WOK does provide a relatively useful
means of checking for key terms in article titles. It has a good date record and
hence is an effective way of surfacing some of the main journal articles with
keywords in their titles in say the last 5 or 10 years, often the most relevant

search periods.

2.3 Internet-based citation-tracking systems

Google has been the prime force in the development of article-finding, book-
finding and citations-tracking systems free over the internet, having ambitiously
declared its mission to ‘to organize the world’s information.” Less than a decade
after its founding, the company’s twin academic research engines Google Scholar
(for journal articles and other academic papers) and Google Books now dominate
the university sector.

There are other similar internet-based systems. The nearest counterpart
to Google Scholar is the little-known Scirus system from Elsevier, a free-to-use
counterpart to their Scopus system, and one that draws more widely on current
working papers and conference papers. It operates similarly to Scholar and is
worth checking as an additional source. In the US there are some other Scholar
competitor sites, but they all rely on academics registering and voluntarily
uploading materials. As many academics are unlikely to do this, the coverage of
these sites (like CiteSeerX and getCITED) is now far too restricted and non-
comprehensive to be very useful.

The current dominance of automatic search systems like Google Scholar
(also an approach used by Scirus) derives from the fact that they voraciously and

automatically record all citations. In particular they include:
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» all ‘black’ literature in journal articles or books, that is, material that has
been definitively and formally published, and is normally well-edited and
certified through some form of peer review; plus

* less conventional ‘grey’ literature, such as working papers, conference
papers, seminar discussions or teaching materials that has been issued in
a less formal or definitive form. Often, of course, these research items are
versions of material that is later formally published, but at this stage they
have not been formally peer-reviewed. Some items included in Scholar

are also academic but more teaching related.

This inclusiveness makes Google Scholar far more up-to-date in its picture of
academic debates and controversies in each discipline, especially so in fields like
computer science and IT studies where the pace of change in technologies and
social uses of IT is very rapid. Scholar also gives users much more immediate
information about the work being found, and it often gives full-text access to it if
the material is not in a published book or placed behind a journal pay wall.

The dominance of automatic systems has been strengthened (and the
obsolescing of American voluntary article-aggregator sites has been speeded up)
by the growth of online research depositories in most serious universities in the
advanced industrial countries. These university archives now host copies of their
professors’ and lecturers’ works that previously were accessible only with great
difficulty (by going to each individual author’s personal website) or behind
journal pay walls. University online depositories also often contain conference
and working papers that have not yet been formally published in journals, which
Scholar and Scirus can both access and provide immediate full text access to.

Another useful development for Scholar and Scirus has been the
development of some important multi-institutional sources hosting key research
in pre-journal forms for free download. In the physical sciences newsletters and
research feeds now often sustain a vigorous window into professional culture
and current developments. In the social sciences these networks are somewhat
less developed, but research paper depositories are big news. Two of the most

important are the multi-field Social Science Research Network (SSRN) and in
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American economics the National Bureau for Economic Research (NBER). But

there are many others.

For assessing citations in journal articles, papers and related materials, at
first sight it seems clear that Scholar and Scirus should be the most useful search
tools. However, there are also four significant problems.

1) Both the Scholar and Scirus systems clearly access a range of mainly

academic sources, but unlike ISI WOK and Scopus neither company provides

any full specification of exactly which sources they use. Scholar clearly
searches many conventional academic index systems, as well as journals’ and
publishers’ websites, conference proceedings, university sites and
depositories, and other web-accessible materials in academic contexts. But

Google provides almost no information on exactly how this is done. This non-

disclosure creates a big problem for government or professional bodies, and

for university hierarchs. For all three groups it often feeds their resolution
not to take what Google says on trust.

2) For commercial reasons Google and Scirus are both equally secretive
about the algorithms that they use to sort and search, in particular to
discount duplicate entries for the same material, and how they count the
remaining citations (after duplicates are removed). This is a highly sensitive
subject and adds another barrier. However, the companies also argue that
only by keeping their algorithms secret can they effectively counter spam,
which is a growing and huge problem. Clearly if the ranking of sites could be
distorted by spammers, the usefulness of Scholar or alternatives could
become completely devalued.

3) Critics argue that because Scholar and Scirus are automated systems
they sweep up together lots of different academic sources, some major
journal articles, books, key professional conferences or major university e-
depositories - but others quite likely to be of questionable academic status
and provenance. So citations become blurred and over-inclusive, with far
more marked variations in the ‘academic value’ or ‘research’ status of
different citations than occur within the walled gardens of the IST WOK

database.

67



4) Another problem with these systems is that they cannot recognise
duplicated outputs, for example, a paper that is available both on a standard
journal website and on the author’s personal website. This has implications
for accurately counting the number of outputs and citations.

These are indeed potentially serious problems if the purpose of accessing
Google Scholar (or Scirus) were to rank scholars’ standing or citations to their
research comparatively in fine detail; perhaps especially if these rankings were
then also being used to allocate rewards like research support funding between
departments or universities. However, we have chosen to focus on two distinct
features of these systems:

* allowing individual academics and researchers, or teams and

departments to track their own citations; and

* expanding literature searches of other authors’ or researchers’ main

works.
For both purposes, the four key problems above are still worth bearing in mind,
but they are only limitations that emphasize the need for individual judgement
by the person consulting them. Authors and research teams know their own
work better than anyone else, and are therefore better able to analyse the
comprehensive listings data available.

In addition, there are now simplified and tweaked forms of accessing
Google Scholar, of which the most important is the ‘Public or Perish’ software
designed by Professor Anne-Wil Harzing of the University of Melbourne, and

available for free download from www.harzing.com/pop.htm. This is a most

valuable programme that combats many of the problems of interpreting Google
Scholar outputs. It allows academics to easily check their own or others’
performance - without having to become bibliometrics specialists in the process.
The software presents academic outputs quickly and computes excellent citation
statistics about each author’s work, including an overall ‘times cited’ score and
times cited per year since publication. We will continue the discussion of the
more complex versions of HPoP’s citation statistics in Chapter 3 below. Box 2b

explains how to download the HPoP programme and then how to use it.
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Box 2b: How to use Harzing’s Publish or Perish software

£
X]

Harzing’s Publish or Parish

Fie Edt Uiew Tools Help

Author impact analysis - Perform a citation analysis for one or more authors

T | smth Patrick | [Zlpiogy, Lie Sciences, Envronmental Scisnce
ek ithnsn s | usiness, Finance, Econormics
hemistry and Materials Science
Year of publication bebween: | 2005 | and; | 2009 ngineering, Computer Science, Mathematics
- eccing, Phatmacalogy, Vetetnary scence
~ Program maintenance tysics, Astronomy, Flanstary Science
sl Scisnices, Arts, Humanitiss
Results
¥ Help resources
Papers: 100 Chesijpapsr: 118,21 hindex: 45 AWCR 263223 - Copy >
Giations: 11821 Cresjauthor: 248094 gindex 100 AW-ndex: 53,22 =
Vears: 3 Papersfauthor; 24,14 heindex: 45 AWCRDA:  592.47
Clesfysar: 197017  Authorsjpaper: 470 Rlindext 847  eindew 9417
Loom: 26 fmendex  14.72 v
L
Cites Peryear  Rank | Authors Title Year  Publication a
1073 20480 19, PMShah, J55h.., ACCIAHA 2006 guideines for the management of patients with valvular hesit dsesse: ar... 2006 Joumal of the
709 177,25 24 . Varly, LDStein, ... A second generation human haplotype map of over 3.1 milion ShPs 2007 Mature
25 128,00 25 SCsmith , TE Feld... ACCIAHA/SCAL 2008 quideline update for percutaneous coronary intervertion: areport of... 2008 Joumal of the
567 11340 28, CR Slaughterbe...  Genome-wide atlss of gene expression in the aduk mouss brsin 2006 Mature
504 10080 31 . Srhroth, 5 Shehe...  The Micrafrray Guality Control (MAQC) profect shows inter-and intraplatform reproducbit,.. 2006 Maturs
452 9040 33 SCSMHh Y, TE Feld,.. ACCHAHAISCAL 2005 guideline update for percutaneous coronary inten w2008 and.. || [ Uncheckselection
432 21600 36 ., L Gubarevs, 16... Antigenic and genstic characteristics of swine-orign 2009 & (HIN influenzs viruses crcul... 2008 Srience
03 13433 37 . Sealy, GP Schrot...  Accurate whole human genome sequencing using reversble terminator chemistry 2008 Mature
369 380 39 ., NGeverlan, 2., Comelates and long-temm sutcomes of angiographicaly proven stent thrombaosis wh sroll., 2006  Circulation
362 6033 40 ., AJKnights, AK... The DNA sequence of the human X chromosome 2005 Mature
335 11167 42 Simone, A Simons...  Guidsines for the use and interpretetion of assays for monikoring autophagy in higher euk... 2008 Autophagy
333 5550 41 ., MK Melalland, The St ultrs-violetfoptical telescops 2005 Space Stience i
287 LTS 49 .-Ficado, M Mi A whale-genome association study of major determinants For host contral of HIY-1 2007 science

256 4267 54 ., GRickett, C Maraviroc (LK-427,57), a potent, orall biosvailsble, and selective smalkmolecule inhibio... 2005 Antimicrobial agents
247 6175 57 ...Sham, LDiStein, L... Genome-wide detestion and cheracterization of pastive selection in human populations 2007 Mature
23 5875 6 .., NBSineros, CD... Evelution of genes and genomes an the Drosophia phylogeny. 2007 Mature
azs 7500 58 ..DElarson,DCKo... DNA sequencingsf 3 cytageneticaly normal acte myelod leukasmia genome 2008 Mature
208 3483 65 RHKim, PDSmith, H... Hypersensiivity of DJ-1-deficeent mice to 1-methyl-4-phemyl-1, 2, 3, é-tetrahychopyrindin... 2005 Frocesdings of the
172 5733 66 .., AFASE, APas... Genome analysis of the platypus reveals Lniqus signatures of evolution 2008 Mature
168 200 67 .., PCReadng, KA., Vaceinia virus protein ASR targsts multiple Tolkike-nterlekin-] receptor adaptors and o, 2005 The Journal of .
164 5467 70 .., LGeunt, JClsyt... Recurent rearrangements of chromosome 1q21. L and varisble pedistric phenotypes 2008 . Englsnd Journal of
157 325 71 ..., MSale, PKely, ... Veriants conferring isk of atrial brilation on chramosome 425 2007 Mature
154 2567 74 . Hunter, GBionel,.. A screen of Hhe complets protein knase oen Family identifies diverse patterns of somatic ., 2005 Mature genetics
153 3825 73 ..M)OComnel,RE... Oxaplati combined with weskly bolus fluorouraci and leucoverin as surgical adiuvank che... 2007 Journal of Clinical
143 260 75 ...AMushegian, JF .. The genome of the sea urchin Strongylecentrotus purpuratus 2006 Science
140 2800 76 ..., Atung LPhllp... Hipocempel and amygdala volumes according to psychosi stage and disgnosis: amagneti.., 2006 Archives of General
134 %80 77 ..Machel, 5)Howe.,.  EFfective gens therapy With noninkearating lentiviral vectors 2006 Nature medichne
134 2233 78 ., PTOGara, RFa... Acuteintramural hematoma of the aorta: amystery in evolution 2005 Cireulation
133 650 81 NSmthPAmett  Whitenoise magnetization Fluctustions inmagnetoresistive heads 2003 Applied Physics Letters
133 6650 79 ., STood, CHolw.., Genome-wide association study identfies variants at LU and PICALM assaciated with Ah.., 2009 Maturs genetics
128 2560 82 MWestby, CSmth-... Reduced maximal ichbition in phenatypic susceptibilty assays indicates that viral strains re.., 2008 Jounal of
_ . 128 2560 83 .., ADStrand, LCu... Themoregulstory and metabolc defects in Huntingtan's dissase transgenic mice implicate ... 2006~ Cell Metabolism
Publish or Perish sponsars
125 4167 80 ..., )%y HGronber... Common sequence variants on 2015 and Hp11. 22 confer susceptbilty to prostete cancer 2008 Nature genetics
TARMA® 13 2360 91 .., Plynch, TLu, ... Randomized controlled study of kencfavir and adefovie n chroric hepatitis B virus and HIV.., 2006 ...
11 2775 53 ...Mahani, D Selw...  Disruption of methylargitine metabolsm impais vascular homeostasis 2007 Mature medicine
G L?\ 11t 18.50 94 . Salant.S Sethi.R... is bvoe I disease): an udate i 2005 Toumal of the o
3.1.3925 04 October 2010

Step 1: Download the software for free from www.harzing.com.

Step 2: Launch the application from your desktop.
Step 3: Choose ‘Author Impact Analysis’.

Step 4: Enter the name you want as surname, firstname. (Capitalization is not
necessary.)

Step 5: The statistical indicators for that author will be displayed in the upper portion
of the screen, and a detailed list of works in the bottom panel, initially

arranged in descending order of total citations for works. You can rearrange

the order of the list of works by clicking any of the column headings here.

Step 6: Check the detailed list for any irrelevant entries for other authors - exclude
them from the statistics by de-clicking the tick box in the leftmost column.

Step7: If other authors have cited your work in different ways (e.g. some include
sub-titles and others don’t, or get the title or name spelling wrong) there will
be duplicate entries. To eliminate (most of) these, click the ‘Title’ heading to
temporarily re-arrange items in alphabetical order of titles. Then work

through and when you find duplications, right click the duplicate item to
highlight it, and then move it to place it above the main reference for that

work: HPoP will now show these as one item. With several duplicates, be
careful to choose the most accurate one as the main reference.

Step 8: The list of works can be saved in Excel format (comma delimited) or copied
and pasted into Word. The Word lists initially look a bit jumbled. They can

be quickly clarified by going to the very end of each entry (giving the URL for

that work) and clicking on one space to show the URL in clickable format.

Then click return to start the next entry on a new line.

Step 9: Save the HPoP statistics displayed in the upper portion of the screen by
copying and pasting them in Word format.
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Google Books is a system that is primarily designed to make available a range of
different online views of a book’s contents to potential readers. Essentially
Google has now run around 10 million books through optical character readers
so as to create online images of each page. For books that are out of copyright,
Google makes available the full text for reading online, but the material cannot be
downloaded in the free use version of the programme. The text of most out of
copyright books is also fully searchable, so you can easily find specific sentences,
quotations, or words of interest anywhere in the book. This software is so
powerful and so good that many scholars now use Google Books as an online
index to find material within books that they already have on their shelves, but
which have either no index or the normally very inadequate academic book
index system. There are also links through from Google Books to the publisher’s
website, to booksellers offering the book, or to libraries nearby to the searchers’
location that stock it.

For books in copyright how much information is viewable on Google
Books depends on what agreement the book’s publisher has reached with them.
The most restrictive ‘no preview’ entry just replicates the publishers’ blurb and
perhaps gives the contents pages. The next most restrictive approach is a
‘snippet view’ that offers only a few short glimpses of the book’s content, but still
allows readers to search the full text and to find relevant material. If you want to
find out if a book covers the kind of topic you are interested in, even in snippet
view you can very quickly check far more material in a fraction of the time that
would be needed for previous literature searches. The most expansive Google
Books preview allows you to read many full pages of the text, but normally will
leave out some key chapters or sections. However, you can usually search across
the omitted sections as well as the full text pages (helpful for knowing how much
coverage a book gives to your topic of interest). But again you cannot download a
copy of the book in the free version.

Eventually, Google Books will be available worldwide in a commercial
version that will make all copyrighted books in its database available for
download, of course in return for a fee that will be agreed between Google, the

publishers and universities. Google will potentially have an enormous monopoly
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position here, in a market that is bound to grow very strongly in size and value
over the next decade, as e-books take off. How governments in the US, Europe
and other regions of the world decide to regulate Google’s operations of this key
intermediary role will have very substantial consequences for how academic
research develops, especially in the most book-based disciplines, such as the
humanities and ‘softer’ social sciences.

Leaving these meta-issues on one side, however, what concerns us here is
the citations-counting capacity of Google Books, and Box 2c explains how to use
it.

Box 2c: How to use Google Books for citations tracking

(= Google Books - Windows Intermet Explorer [BEE
i 9] (&[] [%] [P conu =28
¢ Faverkes | 95 & Customize Links
#§ Googls Books I - B O & - Pages Safety- Tods- @
Web Images Videos Maps Mews Shopping Gmail more v My library | Signin &
GOUSIC books Search Books
Agvane sren

Browse popular books

Sign in with your Google Classics
Account to ereate and —
manage personal
bookshelves, share books
with friends. and see what
they are reading

| ThE Dol oF
PARIS

THE NEW
MACHIAVELLI

Google has reached a
groundbreaking agreement
with authors and publishers

),

[

i ke Google My
Homepage

Crome Yellow
Aldous HUxley

THE IDOL OF PARI THE NEW MACHIA JUNGLE TALES ~ The po

Peter Pan and Wenc  The wonderful Wiz
SARAH BERNHARI HG

EDGAR RICE BL  Sir Arth J.M. Barrie L. Frank Baum
» Browse subjects . =
5 Trending Topics
usiness & Economics
Cooking
Computers GAME

Family & Relationships

s
(iRt
Fiction g

‘h’;‘g!

T
:r!M“;"”

A

|
Games

Gardening

Health & Fitness

House & Home

Humer

Law

Literary Collections

Literary Criticism

Literary Criticiem & Collections
Iathematics

Iedical

Body Mind & Spirit

Performing Arts

Pets
Philosophy

In the event Social netwark an
ott

ol
Deborah Esch John Scots iei Ahron Bregman

‘4 start cEe [Eav

Step 1: Go to http://books.google.co.uk. Alternatively go to the main Google site and pull

down the menu tab labelled ‘more’ on the left of the Google menu bar and go to Books
directly in the options menu.

Step 2: Enter the author name in double quotes, as “Firstname Lastname” and search.
You can also try it as “Initial Lastname”. Search using the ‘Listwise’ (default)
option that shows a snippet about each item found.

Step 3: When the Books search results come back make a note of how many items
are returned in the initial count given at the top of the search list. It is generally
better to go with the version of the author name that yields most results.

Step 4: Check that the search process is producing a close fit to the author you want
and is not cluttered up with works from many other authors. This is easy if the
author name is distinctive. If the author name is a commonplace one use
‘Advanced Search’ to exclude ‘confuser’ author names and perhaps to require

a field-specific word to be present - e.g. entering ‘politic’ for a political scientist,
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should capture almost all their work but exclude non-political items.

Step 5: When you have a basically OK listing, print the citations pages off and go
through manually excluding any remaining ‘confuser’ entries. Unless you have

a very common author name or a great deal of citations, this takes hardly any
time to do. (You may also wish to separate out and count those references that
are to the author as a book editor rather than to the author’s own writings).

Step 6: Always click through to the final Google Books page, and you will get a
completely different citations count, one that is a fraction of the initial count. This
appears to be the count of citations excluding multiple cites. You will need to
deduct from it a number for the entries you have hand deleted.

Step7: If the author name is impossible to untangle from a multitude of similar names,

even in the same field, you can try repeating the search above using their main
book or journal titles as the search items.

2.4 Comparing conventional and internet citations tracking
systems

[t is worth comparing how the two broad categories of citations systems
discussed above perform against each other. In general the HPoP/Google Scholar
database is much more inclusive than the ISI WOK one, especially in disciplines
where books and book chapters are an important means of professional
communication. Figure 2.4 shows how the ISI WOK and HPoP/Scholar indices
compare. The top two parts show only the items included in the ISI WOK, first on
a linear scale (which shows a strong bunching of low-scoring items) and
secondly on a logarithmic scale (which helps to spread out the lower scores and
shows the patterns of data better). In every case the ISI WOK cites score for a
publication is less than the HPoP/Google Scholar score (the point where they
would be equal being shown by the parity line).
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Figure 2.4: The inter-relationship between ISI WOK and HPoP scores for
one example academic, a senior professor in political science

Each diamond represents one item’s citation scores.

(a) Linear scales (coverage: 1Sl items only) (b) Log scales (coverage: I1SI items only)

ISI cites

1000

100 A

ISI cites

10 4

parity Iine,/'/

anomalies

possible ISI

250 300
Harzing cites

y=0.2218x + 2.9609
R?=0.7895

350

400

450 500 1

*

y =0.2218x + 2.9609
R?=0.7895

3
*
3
«Q‘%&\
N @

Harzing cites

1000

(c) ISI WOK and HPoP scores for all items included in this author’s HPoP listings
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Notes: Figures 2.4a and b include only items in the ISI WOK database for this academic; Figure
2.4c includes all items in the person’s HPoP listing with at least three cites. The HPoP scores have
been manually cleaned to eliminate duplicate Google Scholar entries.

Figure 2.4c shows the scores for all the person’s HPoP scores. The items

scoring high on HPoP but zero on the ISIWOK are in all cases comprised of

books, book chapters and journal articles in journals that are not indexed by ISI
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WOK. Five of this author’s top 6 cited items fall into this category, and 12 of the
person’s top 20 cited pieces.

Of course, a single example of this kind is only indicative, and so to get a
broader picture we turn next to data collected as part of the Impact of Social
Sciences project. This dataset collated by the LSE Public Policy Group is
described in Annex 1. Essentially we collated ISI WOK and HPoP scores for all the
traceable publications of a sample of 120 academics spread across five social
science disciplines. We also carefully checked by hand all the publications listed
in HPoP/Scholar and looked at all the sources citing them. We removed all
duplicate entries, unacknowledged citations, publishers’ publicity materials etc.
to produce a completely ‘cleaned’ PPG score, one that also incorporated citations
in books. We aggregated the ISI WOK, HPoP and PPG scores for each academic
concerned, and compared them.

Figure 2.5 below shows a strong continuity with the picture drawn above.
Most ISI WOK cites scores for authors are much lower than their HPoP scores,
although it is noticeable that one in 10 of the sample showed ISI WOK scores that
are higher than their HPoP score. One in twelve of the sample were rated by ISI
WOK as having a minimal score of 1, whereas their HPoP scores ranged from 0 to
2089 cites. (On a per author basis there are obviously fewer instances of ISTWOK

registering zero cites than was the case for the per item basis in Figures 2.4a, or

(b) or (c).)

Figure 2.5b shows that this picture is also strongly born out at the author
level in the manually checked PPG scores. The key reason for this is shown in
Figure 2.5c, where the HPoP/Scholar and PPG scores are shown to correlate
almost perfectly (and of course significantly). By contrast, the ISI WOK scores
correlated weakly with the HPoP/Scholar scores for our sample, and even less

well with the carefully checked PPG scores.
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Figure 2.5: The inter-relationship between ISI WOK and HPoP scores, and
between ISI WOK and PPG scores, for 100 academics in the PPG dataset
Each diamond represents one author’s aggregate citation scores. Graphs are log
scaled.
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(c) Correlation coefficients between the aggregate scores for authors

ISI scores HPoP scores
HPoP scores 0.22 (0.24)
PPG scores 0.14 (0.46) 0.95** (0.0)

Notes: Correlation coefficient (significance test, two-tailed).

So far though these are rather aggregated analyses, at the level of an
author’s whole profile of work. By pooling data across multiple authors, and
looking instead at the level of individual items we can examine how the
relationships between the ISIWOK, HPoP and PPG scores operate at the level of
individual publications. Figure 2.6 shows the results for all the publications of a
small sub-sample of 15 academics taken from 120 in PPG dataset. We essentially

repeat here the analysis above, but at the level of individual publications.

Figure 2.6: The inter-relationship between ISI WOK and HPoP scores, and
between ISI WOK and PPG scores, for all the publications of a subset of 15
academics drawn from the PPG dataset

Each diamond represents the citation scores for a single publication. Graphs are log
scaled.
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Figure 3.6 continued
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The previous patterns found are strengthened. Figures 2.6a and 2.6b
show that only around a quarter of the score that individual social science
publications get in the ISI WOK database can be explained in terms of
HPoP/Google scholar citations, or in terms of the manually cleaned and checked

PPG scores (also including manually checked Google Books scores). By contrast,
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Figure 2.6c shows that the HPoP/Google Scholar scores for all publications
included in the analysis are very similar indeed to the checked PPG scores.
Indeed the R squared proportion of variance explained is 97 per cent, meaning
that the two indicators are clearly tapping the same phenomena. Interestingly,
although our analysis eliminated a good deal of double counting in the
HPoP/Google Scholar listings, none the less the checked PPG scores are
somewhat above the parity line here - reflecting the role of Google Books in
boosting item scores. The two indicators move closely in step, but are not exactly
the same. By contrast, the ISI WOK citations count for most social science
publications is far less than the HPoP/Google Scholar or PPG counts.

The implications of this analysis are clear-cut for academics. The quickest,
most reliable and most comprehensive way of understanding how their research
is being cited is to run a HPoP/Scholar analysis of their outputs and to manually
clean the results so as to correct for problems, as discussed above. The ISTWOK
cites scores perhaps add insight into which journal articles are being cited in
other US-orientated research articles. But in most social science fields, and
especially more book-orientated disciplines, the ISI WOK simply does not include
enough materials to be a useful or reliable guide to what is being found useful

and cited by other members of the profession.
Summary

1. Inthe past academics have had few available tools to track their citation
rates. We suggest using a combination of the three best tools which are
Harzing’s Publish or Perish, Google Scholar and Book Search, and the ISI
Web of Knowledge.

2. Having a distinctive author name is essential for academics’ work to be
easily found amongst a global deluge of information.

3. Conventional citation-tracking systems like ISI WOK and Scopus have
limited coverage in the social sciences and humanities, and an American-
based geographical bias, as well as capturing relatively few citations in
languages other than English.

4. Internet-based systems like HPoP, Google and Scirus cover a wider range
of academic outputs and now provide more reliable analysis of how
research is being cited - much more reliable in the social sciences and
humanities.
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Chapter 3

Key measures of academic influence

So far we have focused chiefly on finding out which parts of an academic’s
outputs are being cited and achieving influence. Once this information is collated,
it is then possible to look at a range of different indicators or measures of
success.

Some of the concepts discussed in this section (like the h-index versus the
g-index) may sound overly technical or complex. In fact, all of the indicators we
discuss here are relatively straightforward and each is useful in capturing one
facet of the complex picture of academic impact. Any single indicator will have
some things it does well, along with some limitations that need to be borne in
mind. The most useful approach is to take a small set of indicators and create a
well-balanced view of an individual’s citations profile.

We first consider the indicators that are useful in assessing an academic’s
citations records. We next consider how indicators of a journal’s success can be
useful in deciding where to try and place future articles, and how to assess the
comparative dividends from publishing journal articles and from books. Finally
we consider who cites a little and a lot in academic disciplines, often discussed

under the ‘hub’ and ‘authority’ patterns.

3.1 Assessing how well an author is cited

Straightforward totals are the simplest type of indicators for judging how widely
aresearcher or academic is being cited:

1) An author’s total number of publications is obviously fewer for new
researchers, and tends to grow over time. Comparisons are easier if you know
total publications per year measures, starting with someone’s PhD award date.
This is easy to do for academics analysing their own records but PhD dates are
difficult to calculate for other academics. Total publications per year measures

are therefore not readily available on a comparative basis. Clearly there is also a
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great difference between a short note or report, a full journal article, or an
academic book, so any publications head-count that treats each output the same
can only be of limited value. In HPoP/Google publications count details can be
distorted by other authors mis-spelling the original author’s names or mis-
referencing the title, each of which will register as a separate publication. But the
HPoP software hugely improves on Scholar by including a handy facility to merge
together records. Simply click on the titles tab to view titles in alphabetical
author, and then pile duplicate entries for an item into the correctly cited entry
for that item.

2) The total number of citations for an author solves this problem
somewhat (we’d expect a book to be more cited than a short report). However,
citations totals are equally shaped by longevity, and hence normally flatter
senior academics relative to new entrants. To meet this problem, HPoP calculates
a useful average citations per year index that controls well for senior versus
junior staff differences.

3) HPoP also provides an age-weighted citation rate (AWCR) that
measures the average number of citations to an entire body of work, adjusted for
the number of years since the academic’s first paper was published. The AWCR is
very useful, but it only works if publishers enter the dates of their online
materials correctly.

Some other apparently straightforward-looking indices raise quite
interesting issues about whether they are of any use, because they are not easy
to interpret. The key instance is the average citations per item. This may seem a
useful statistic for estimating how influential an author’s work is on average, and
it does have a certain rudimentary value. However, any mean score like this
makes most sense when data are normally distributed, which is rarely true for
academic citations data. Most authors will tend to have a few strongly cited
pieces that ‘break through’ into being extensively referenced by others, a larger
number of medium-cited pieces, and a ‘long tail’ of rarely and barely cited pieces,
including some or many that are uncited by anyone. (The more book reviews the
author writes in ISI WOK journals, the longer this tail will be.)

There is extensive evidence for academic disciplines as a whole that

patterns of citations of journal articles display a ‘power law’ configuration, such
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as that shown in Figure 3.1 for physics papers analysed by Sidney Redner. On the

left are the small numbers of highly influential papers, and as one moves to the

right so the number of papers with a given but lower and lower number of cites

increases. The vertical axis uses a logarithmic scale here so that if the

distribution approximates to a straight line sloping down to the right, then this is

a sure sign of a power law effect in action.

Figure 3.1: The ‘power law’ effect in the citation of physics journal articles
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Figure 22 Distribution of research papers according to the number of citatigns they
receive. (Adapted from Sidney Redner, Eur. Phys. J. B., 1998, 4: 131-4, reprinted by
permission.)
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Compare this distribution with that for the same five senior social science
professors whose distributions of publications across rates of citation are shown

in Figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2: Publication profiles for five senior social science academics
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Senior Professor Political Science
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For this illustration we chose one senior academic from each discipline
included in the PPG dataset because their longer career time, plus their greater
prominence in their academic disciplines, helps to bring out patterns more
clearly. (By contrast, the scantier publication profiles of younger staff are often
susceptible to different interpretations.) Among our chosen professors the top-
cited publications have from 40 to 250 references each, but in most cases there
are only one or a few such papers or books. The number of publications generally
increases as we move into lower citation ranges, with the peak being in items
with single or zero citations. There are good grounds for expecting that this kind
of broad pattern will be reasonably common across most academics.

To just take a mean average per item score across distributions such as
these is clearly not a very useful thing to do, because the preponderance of single
cited or zero cited items will produce very low numbers, which capture very
little of the real variations in success in being cited across different academics.
We need to use instead some slightly more complex indicators that compute a
number by looking across the whole of an author’s outputs:

The h index has become the most widely used of these indicators. It was
suggested by Jorge S. Hirsch and defined by him as follows: ‘A scientist has index
hif h of [his/her]| N, papers have at least h citations each, and the other (N, - h)
papers have at most h citations each’. In case this leaves you none the wiser, an h
score of 5 means that the person involved has at least five papers which have
attracted at least five citations each; and an h score of 10 means they have 10
papers with at least 10 citations each.

Figure 3.3 shows how this approach works. We graph the number of
papers an academic has on the horizontal axis, against the level of cites achieved
on the vertical axis and then find the point where the resulting curve cuts the
‘parity line’, where the number of cites equals the number of papers at that level
of cites. As a physical scientist, Hirsch envisioned that this computation would be
done in ISI WOK, which is easy to do. As we have seen, this is a reasonable
approach in physics, where the internal coverage of the ISI WOK database is high.
However, for the social sciences we suggest that it should instead be much better
carried out in HPoP/Google, which also has the great advantage of computing an

h score index automatically for all authors. (In the humanities only HPoP should
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be used at all.) This number is accurately calculated provided that two things are

done:

i) Check that no extraneous (similarly named) authors are included in the
top publications in the HPoP listing, those close to or above the h-score
level. (For authors with very numerous publications, it is not strictly
necessary to check the whole listing to ensure an accurate h-score, only
down to just below the h-score level.)

ii) Check through the full HPoP list to ensure that any duplicate entries for
one of the top listed publications have been added to the appropriate
entries. If duplicate entries appear lower down the list, this may

somewhat depress the h-score level below what it should be.

Figure 3.3: How the h-index works
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The huge advantage of the h-index is that it is very robust - it will not be

much affected by mis-citations of most pieces and it usually will not move very

radically even when corrections are made to clean data as recommended above.

In particular, the index is highly resistant to being influenced by the numbers of

low cited or uncited items (where most errors live). Hirsch also claimed that the

index summed up in one useful number a measure of how much an academic’s

85



work is valued by her peers, how diverse that individual’s contribution has been,
and how sustained it is over time.

Perhaps Hirsch was so keen on this index because it gave him a personal
h-score of 110, a very high level even for extensively citing disciplines like
physics or medicine (see section 1.2). The strong variations in publishing and
citing behaviours across disciplines also mean that 110 is probably more than
twice the score that is ever likely to be attained by any social scientist - and it
would be still less using the ISI WOK with its strong physical science roots. So
what would a good h-score index level be in the social sciences? Probably we can
set the maximum feasible level at around 45 to 50 for the greatest international
stars across these disciplines, and this would be using the HPoP index h-scores

and not just looking at the ISI WOK databases.

The PPG dataset also suggests that in the social sciences the range of h-
scores that are attained by staff at different levels of age and seniority are
markedly different as Figure 3.4 shows for five main disciplines. Taken as a
whole our 20 geographers have the best h scores, closely followed by
economists, while law academics have noticeably lower citation scores. These h
score variations clearly reflect differences in citations behaviours across
disciplines, with more article-based disciplines having higher scores. (On our
definitions, geography is also of course regarded as being 50 per cent a physical
sciences discipline.) H scores are also almost certainly affected by the sheer sizes
of disciplines, and perhaps by other confuser factors. (For instance, because
economics lecturers in the UK are generally paid around one third higher
academic salaries than others of the same age in other disciplines, they may also
be somewhat older on appointment to full-time positions than elsewhere.)
Overall, economics and geography professors clearly top the average h score
rankings here; and lecturers in these two disciplines have h scores more or less
equivalent to those of professors elsewhere in our sample.

The h-score has some limitations. A rather key one is that your h-score is
constrained not just by how many cites you get, but by the simple fact of the
number of papers you have had time to produce. The index tends to favour

senior people who have had the chance to publish a lot, as well as having had
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more time for their items to accumulate citations. So it is not surprising that
Figure 3.4b shows that h scores vary a lot by rank, with professors generally
having more than twice the h-scores of senior lecturers and lecturers. (To
counteract the age-bias of the h-score in the social sciences you can just use age-
weighted benchmarks. The HPoP software calculates an age-weighted version of
the h-score that helps compare across different staff of different ranks or ages.)
Putting together discipline and rank influences in Figure 3.6c shows a more
complicated picture from the mixing of the two factors. Some lecturers (in
economics and geography) have h scores above law professors and comparable
to those political science and sociology professors. The senior economics

lecturers in the PPG dataset also have rather low h scores on average.

Figure 3.4: Average h-scores for 120 social science academics in PPG

dataset

Average h-scores by Discipline

DISCIPLINE AVERAGE h-SCORE
Geography 5.04
Economics 4.83
Political Science 2.46
Sociology 2.38
Law 1.25

Average h-scores by Position

POSITION AVERAGE h-SCORE
Professor 4.97
Senior Lecturer 2.29
Lecturer 2.21

Average h-scores by Discipline and Position

SUBJECT Lecturer Senior Lecturer Professor
Economics 3.11 2.40
Geography 3.73
Sociology 1.91
Political Science 1.20
Law 0.83
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A more fundamental critique of the h-score is that it assumes that all
academics in a field have the same pattern, such as the cites curve shown in
Figure 3.1 and the profiles considered in Figure 3.2. But what if they don’t?
Should we not more highly value an academic whose top publications are very
highly cited, compared with another academic whose top items are not much
more cited than those on the h-score boundary? To address this issue another
score - the g index - has been developed. It is a key variant of the h-score, and it
was suggested by Leo Egghe to incorporate the effect of very highly cited top
publications. It is also automatically calculated by the HPoP software.

To understand how the g score is calculated, we first need to draw the
same graph as for the h-index in Figure 3.3 above. According to Egghe we then
pick ‘the (unique) largest number such that the top g articles received on average
at least g citations’. (Note that here what Egghe means by ‘the average’ is the
mean.) In practice, we add up total number of cites for items above the h score
limit, and find the mean of this sub-set of well cited publications. If an author has
some very highly cited pieces in her top listed h pieces, then their extra impetus
operates to raise that person’s g score well above their h score. For instance, for

one senior researcher we looked at the h score in HPoP was 28, but the g-score
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was 53, almost twice as great. This is because the top cited piece here had over
700 cites, and several more have 100 to 250 cites, thereby strongly raising the
mean level of cites across the whole top-cited group. By contrast, if an academic
does not have this marked inequality in cites across their different publications
then their h-scores and g-score will tend to be much closer together, although the
g-score will almost always still be higher. HPoP (2010, p. 13) judges that the g
index ‘is a very useful complement to the h index’, and we concur that using the h

and g indices in tandem is clearly very helpful.

3.2 Assessing how far journals and books are cited

In the STEM disciplines, and in the social sciences in subjects such as economics
and geography, there are strong and straightforward incentives for academics to
concentrate on producing peer-reviewed journal articles, as far and away the
premier form of output. Journals are also arranged in a clear and well-known
hierarchy in terms of their journal impact factors, a rather inadequate proxy
indication of outputs quality there, but still the main determinant of journals’
relative prestige. Books (and even more book chapters) constitute only a small
proportion of research outputs, although a few classic or standard reference
high-end textbooks may also be influential and well cited in the research
literature.

By contrast, in some humanities subjects the hierarchy of journals is often
rather weakly defined, with multiple specialist outlets. Here books can often
appear to be more well cited, a pattern that might apply in some of the social
sciences as well, such as in sociology and law. Here too external assessors (such
as the REF panels in the UK) may assign as much or more weight to books. And
promotion committees may expect young academics to make a distinct (‘own
voice’) contribution to the discipline by publishing at least one book before being
promoted to more senior or tenure track positions. Hence it is important for
academics in these disciplines to assess carefully the likely gains to their citation
scores from concentrating solely on journal articles, or from widening their
outputs to include books.

On the other hand it seems clear that book chapters are generally second-

order publications, unless the edited collection involved is an especially
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prestigious or influential one (such as a widely used Handbook for a sub-field).
Regular series of edited books in some disciplines may also be well referenced.
But normally book chapters will be harder for other authors to find and
reference, unless they actually own the book in question, than are whole books
or journal articles. Because more senior authors in ‘soft’ subjects tend to
gravitate towards writing book chapters in later life, and may not sustain journal
publications, book chapters may still seem to be well-cited - but we would need
to be able to discount here for seniority and cumulative reputational effects to be
sure of this.

To shed some more light on these issues, we look next at some
preliminary data on citation patterns for 120 academics across five social science
disciplines included in the PPG dataset. Figure 3.5a shows that looking across all
areas journal articles account for more than three fifths of the more than 1,100
citations included. Books and book chapters are the next most important
category, accounting for one in six citations, followed by research and working
papers accounting for a tenth of citations.

Perhaps surprisingly, Figure 3.5b shows that journal articles were more
important as a source of citations in geography and political science than in
economics. However, in economics discussion papers and working papers also
accounted for a further fifth of citations, reflecting the longer lags to publication
here, Books and book chapters accounted for less than one in twelve citations in
economics, around one in six citations in geography and political science, over a
quarter of references in sociology and law. In these last two areas journal articles

only accounted for just over half of citations.
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Figure 3.5: The importance of different types of outputs in academic
citations

(a) Total outputs by type

Output Type Total | Percentage
Academic articles 743 63

All book outputs 199 17
Discussion and Working papers 126 11
Conference Papers 54 5
Research Reports 30 3
Other 18 2

Not available 7 1
Total 1,177 100

(b) Variations in the citing of type of outputs across discipline (percentages
of all cites per discipline)

Geography l;(c)::atrlniil Economics Law | Sociology Tl(\)lf)al Tg/zal
Academic
articles 69.6 64.5 63.7 56.1 53.0 743 63.1
All book
outputs 17.5 15.8 7.4 25.7 29.9 199 16.9
Discussion
and Working
papers 4.6 7.9 21.2 6.1 7.3 126 10.7
Conference
Paper 5.7 5.3 3.8 2.0 5.5 54 4.6
Research
reports 2.0 3.3 2.7 3.4 1.8 30 2.5
Other 0.6 2.6 1.1 4.1 1.2 18 1.5
Not available 0.0 0.7 0.0 2.7 1.2 7 0.6
Total 100 100 100 100 100 1,177 100

We also looked at the patterns of citing for outputs across academics of different

ranks in the university hierarchy, and Figure 3.6 shows the results. Lecturers

were cited four fifths of the time for journal articles, but the same was also true

of professors, with both groups also showing small cites for working papers. By

contrast, senior lecturers were cited more than twice as often for books and book

chapters than other academics, although even for this group articles were the

main outputs that were extensively cited. This pattern may reflect a

concentration of senior lecturers in more teaching track forms of academic work.
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Figure 3.6: The origins of citations to academic social scientists in five
disciplines, by university rank and the type of outputs

Type of Output Lecturer Senior Lecturer | Professor
Academic Article 80 66 80
All book outputs 13 29 12
g;;c;251on & Working 6 3 6
Conference Paper 0.7 0.6 0.8
Research Report 0.3 0.7 0.8
Other 0.1 1.5 0.0
Not available 0.2 0.0 0.1
Total 100 100 100
Cereontage of all 18.2 14.1 67.7

Source: LSE PPG dataset.

In numerical terms, the predominance of journal articles in terms of
citations is unsurprising, because a large majority of academic outputs are in this
form, and books (even book chapters) are published less frequently. A key
question to consider is how publishing books or articles compare in terms of
achieving high h score items, those which fall above the parity line in Figure 3.3
above. Here the picture is more mixed, because books tend to have a longer shelf
life in referencing terms than most articles and so may accumulate citations for
longer.

In many academic fields where (senior) authors write books (such as
political science), it is common to draw attention to a book being forthcoming by
condensing its key content into one or two rather ‘hard-boiled’ journal article
that show key parts of the argument in a professionally impressive if rather
hard-to-understand way. The book itself is not so condensed and is written in a
somewhat more accessible style, designed more to maximize its audience. The
book may also give more details of methods etc. than is feasible in the brief
compass of a journal article. Little wonder then that the book will tend to be
more referenced, and in a wider range of academic media, than its article

precursors.
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For all these reasons, we hypothesize that in social science disciplines

where books remain a regular and important type of output:

* anindividual author’s books tend to figure disproportionately in the
h-score entries above the parity line, compared with their journal
articles;

e anindividual’s books also figure disproportionately in the ‘above the
line’ h score entries with higher than average citations, and hence they
tend to build that person’s g index number;

* anindividual’s books rarely accumulate no or only a few (under 5 say)
citations, whereas some or many journal articles will tend to do so;

* however, chapters in books will also tend to figure disproportionately
below the h score parity line, and they may also disproportionately
accumulate no or very few (0, 1 or 2) citations.

Currently the PPG dataset offers some supportive indicative evidence for each of
these propositions, but their fuller exploration must rest on creating a wider
database by adding additional academics from a more varied range of subject

disciplines.

3.3 Who cites a little or a lot: Hub and authority patterns

Network analysis provides some interesting insights into how academics tend to
cite and be cited. Research on network analysis originated in the work of
Kleinberg (1998) on computer sciences, exploring which websites link to each
other. The approach has greatly expanded in recent years in the social sciences,
where researchers try to show how many different kinds of things are inter-
connected. For instance, researchers have examined which US Supreme Court
decisions cite other decisions as precedents (Fowler, 2008; Fowler et al., 2007)
and how major US universities academic departments secure the placement and
hiring of their PhDs (see Fowler et al., 2007; Fowler and Aksnes, 2007). However,
network analyses of academic citing behaviours are far better developed.

The basic concept of network analysis is to consider the different units
(articles or books, individual researchers or whole academic departments) as

nodes that are connected among each other by inward or outward citations.
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Taking the example of individual researchers, an inward citation is a citation to
that person, while an outward citation is that academic citing someone else. The
number of inward and outward citations flowing into and out of a node may be
considered as a degree of centrality.

In network analysis nodes with a high number of inward citations are
regarded as an authority, because they are identified by units within the network
being analysed as worthwhile tokens or links to make. An academic who receives
a high number of inward citations is clearly considered an authority by her peers.
Typically, an authority will have published key works in the disciplines, works
that are frequently cited by other academics in order to ground new research -
such as classic treatments or standard references. Given that it often takes time
for their key articles or books to be widely recognized in the discipline, we might
expect that authority scholars will be generally older and well established
researchers, usually in high prestige universities. A scholar who achieves wide
peer-recognition initially at a less prestigious university is generally able to
move into an Ivy League or other high-prestige university. And indeed, Figure 3.6
above shows that in the PPG dataset covering 120 UK social scientists the
professors accounted for two thirds of all inwards citations, compared with less
than a fifth of citations for the numerically most numerous group, the lecturers.

Network theorists also argue that the number of outward citations can be
used to indicate whether the work of a given academic is well grounded in the
body of academic research. An academic with a high number of outward citations
can be considered as a hub because she cites and aggregates a set of relevant
works in her discipline. Figure 3.7 below shows a hypothetical network of
academics with inwards and outwards citations. In this Figure ‘Academic 1’ is
clearly an ‘authority’ because she receives a total of 5 inwards citations
(represented by the inward looking arrows). By contrast, ‘Academic 4’ is a hub
because he has 4 outwards citations (represented by the outward-pointing

arrows).
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Figure 3.7: Network of academic citations

I Academic 1

Academic 10

Young academics will probably have a higher number of outward
citations relative to their inward citations, because they are in the early stages of
their careers and hence receive fewer citations than well-established academics.
Younger staff may also tend to cite more works than established academics,
because they are keener to demonstrate diligent scholarship and may feel more
pressure to establish that their work is grounded in a comprehensive knowledge
of relevant works in their discipline. Senior academics may be more experienced
in defining topics narrowly, using a customary range of sources. And they may
feel less need to prove knowledge of the literature through comprehensive

references.
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Summary

1. Simple indicators for judging citation rates- such as total number of
publications, total number of citations, and an age-weighted citation rate
do not accurately capture an academics’ citation success.

2. Calculating an academic’s h-score and g-score provides a more robust
picture of how much an academic’s work is valued by her peers.

3. Across all disciplines in the social sciences journal articles account for the
majority of citations, reflecting the large numbers of published articles.
Books account for 8 to 30 per cent of citations across different disciplines.
Books may figure disproportionately amongst those well-cited entries
that build h scores and the g index. Book chapters, however, are often
hard to find and are poorly referenced.

4. Network analysis can help shed light on the difference in citation rates

between ‘hub’ and ‘authority’ academics at different stages in their
careers, which compares the number of inward and outward citations.
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Chapter 4
Getting better cited

A key reason why academic work is poorly cited is that the authors make
virtually no effort to encourage citation. In pursuit of an obscure ideal of making
their work appear ‘academic’ researchers seem go to enormous lengths to make
their work impossibly hard to find and understand. So a reader who is
undertaking a literature review will have difficulty finding a piece, especially
from knowing the title or reading the abstract for a journal article or the blurb
description for a book. The first part of this chapter explores some
straightforward solutions to these problems, focusing on using titles and
abstracts for journal articles that will better inform readers, and writing book
descriptions in a similarly more informative way.

Academic work by any one researcher or team often hangs together in a
web of connections, for which the ‘natural’ solution is for the author or team to
cite their previous work, so as to build up a cumulative picture economically
without repetitions. Yet the whole issue of self-citations is also fraught with
conflicting norms suggesting that they are boastful, illegitimate or count less
than normal citations. In section 4.2 we explore some of the issues here.

Citations are in part the product of networks of intellectual contacts, and
on the whole academics who write with others in research teams might be
expected to have greater access to more networks as a result. The social sciences
have conspicuously lagged behind the development of co-authorship in fields
that are better cited, like medicine and the physical sciences. Our third section
accordingly looks at whether working with co-authors offers a route that will

tend to produce better cited work.
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4.1 Writing informative titles, abstracts and book blurbs

Academics may remember and pass on recommendations about works to others
in conversation (a form of ‘viral marketing’), but often only if the title has
memorable or distinctive words. And when researchers search for articles on
Google, ISIWOK or other sources they will generally do so in formats that only
show the most abbreviated details of a source, especially its author and title/sub-
title, plus maybe a few lines of the abstract or book blurb. These ‘snippet’ entries
are quickly scanned for useful gold-dust in building the searcher’s intended
argument. Student searchers will normally scan only the top two screenfuls of
information before giving up, and they will rarely alternate search words.
Academics, research assistants and PhD students are usually more persistent and
professional. They will quickly appraise (say) the top 50 (or perhaps 100) Google
or ISI WOK entries that they have in front of them, but then also try alternate
search words. Only the most conscientious researchers will scan say the top 200
to 300 possibly relevant items from searches.

One of the key tasks for an article author who wants to be cited is to quickly
persuade people to click on the title of their piece and learn more from the
abstract or book outline. From there, the next task is to persuade searchers to
download the whole article or to look for a copy of the book in a library or order
it from a bookshop. At each stage there will be an ‘attrition’ loss of people
through:

* not finding the title of the piece in their searches at all;

* notrecognizing the title of a piece as relevant for their needs;

* not clicking through from the title to learn more from the abstract or book
outline;

* notrecognizing from the abstract or book outline that the piece is
relevant for their needs;

* notbeing motivated enough to pursue the full text, always a considerable
hassle for a book, but in principle for an article easily accessible to a

university searcher.
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Even when a piece is found and downloaded or read in full, the next stage

involves the reading academic deciding to cite the piece or not. Often this

decision may be a completely separate one, made perhaps weeks or months (or

even years) after the person involved first read the piece. So here the key

determinants of whether an article or book is now cited are usually:

whether the potential citer remembers the existence of the piece or not;
how much the person remembers of the key ‘take-away’ points that they
found valuable in the piece when they first read it, which may often be its
‘bottom-line’ conclusions, or alternatively only one or two noteworthy
points or pieces of data within the text;

whether they can find the piece again easily on their often voluminous
PDF library on their PC or on their crowded book shelves, so as to confirm
its details;

whether they can quickly re-access the argument or details of the piece so

as to accurately cite it and characterize it when citing.

Many academics do things that effectively ensure that the title of their work

makes it hard to find initially in literature reviews and very hard to cite later on:

Choosing an obscure, formal or completely vague title for an article or
book, one that essentially gives readers no useful clue as to what the
publication covers. Academic titles commonly convey not the slightest
idea of what the author’s substantive findings, ‘bottom line’ conclusions or
line of argument may be.

Choosing a title that is positively misleading, digressive or at a tangent
from what the publication actually covers. Often in the humanities and
‘soft’ social sciences authors choose a ‘clever’ or ‘learned’-looking main
title, whose meaning is non-obvious or positively diversionary at first
sight, but which they then explain in the main text. The trouble is that this
form of words is not one that anyone else doing an online search will put
into a search engine, or indeed associate in any way with the actual
content. For example, in 2004 a committee from the British Academy
produced a report on the role of the humanities and social sciences in the
UK economy and society. They chose as a title a quotation from the

eighteenth century philosopher David Hume, That Full Complement of
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Riches, which does not provide any clues to the report’s content. This

might explain why the report has

deserved in this important field.

not received the number of citations it

Choosing the same title words as thousands of other works, so that your

own title has no memorable or distinctive words that might stick in the

searcher’s brains and cause them

instance, titling an article ‘Mill on

to easily find (or re-find) your piece. For

liberty’ would make it completely

indistinguishable from literally thousands of others.

It is useful to consider here some

specific examples of social science

article titles and what can go wrong with them, shown in Box 4a below.

Box 4a: Good and bad practice for choosing article titles

Is your title:

e A full ‘narrative title’ that clearly
summarizes the substance of what the
article argues or what has been found
out? (Very good)

e An ambiguous title but with at least
some narrative or substantive hints
about your line of argument or findings?
(OK)

o A title that perhaps contains some cues
as to the author’s argument, but where
you’d need to read the piece first to
understand these hints? (Poor)

¢ An overly general title that could lead
to multiple conclusions or lines of
argument? (Poor)

¢ An interrogative title, albeit with some
cues? (Poor - because there are many
interesting questions, but far fewer
useful or interesting answers.)

¢ An unspecific and hackneyed title that
has been used many times already (Very
poor).

o A title so unspecific that it could cover
work in several different topic areas or

Example (and comment)

‘New public management is dead -
Long live digital era governance’

- the whole argument of the paper in
10 words

‘Modernist art - the gay dimension’
- probably highlights themes about
homosexuality, but might deny them
instead

‘One for All - the logic of group
conflict’

- actually this is a book title about
solidarity pressures in ethnic groups,
(and not Alexander Dumas’s ‘The
Three Musketeers’ which it apparently
references)

‘The Economic Institutions of
Capitalism’

- probably related to organizational
/institutional aspects of economics

‘Is economic growth in Argentina
endogenous?’

- why not actually tell us the answer?
Is it ‘Yes’ or ‘No’, or ‘A bit’?

‘Mill on liberty’

- could make searchers think, ‘ Not
another one’

‘Measuring power’

- this article could be in sociology/
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even disciplines? (Very poor - should be  political science, or it could be in

rewritten to avoid possible ‘confuser’ electronics/engineering.

meanings.)

o A title that is almost completely formal ‘Beyond Economics’

or vacuous? (Very poor - should be - actually this is all about economics,
redone.) while apparently claiming to not be.

‘Interpreting Social Behaviour’
- all social life is here

When it comes to writing article abstracts, most academics then compound

the problem by being as uninformative as possible in the 150 to 300 words that

they are typically allowed. Most abstracts say very little about what authors have

found out or what their key findings are, what they are arguing as a ‘bottom line’,

or what key ‘take-away points’ they want readers to remember. A conventional

journal abstract will be structured as follows:

the opening sentence argues that the topic of the paper is an important
one;

however, the next two or three sentences argue that the previous
literature

has neglected an aspect of the topic or has used approaches with some
limitations that need to be improved on;

the abstract may now define what the author’s particular focus is, without
saying what is being argued substantively;

for empirical articles, the abstract will almost always expound at length
on what methods have been used, or what data coverage has been
achieved;

the abstract ends by stating that following this approach the author has
indeed reached certain (unspecified) conclusions. Perhaps the author
even lets it be known via hints that their conclusions are different in some
way from the previous literature. But the abstract still ends without giving
the slightest real glimpse of what the substantive findings are, nor does it
indicate what argument the author herself makes at the end.

There is also no clue as to what the ‘value-added’ of the article is in

theoretical or empirical terms.
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Often these problems reflect the fact that abstracts are rather casually
written, perhaps at the beginning of writing when authors don’t yet really know
what they want to say, or perhaps as a rushed afterthought just before
submission to a journal or a conference. Once an abstract exists, authors are also
often reluctant to reappraise them, or to ask critically whether they give the best
obtainable picture of the work done and the findings achieved. To counteract
these problems the checklist in Box 4b offers a structured set of suggestions for

what an abstract should include, and what should be kept to a small presence.

Box 4b: Good practice guidelines for writing informative abstracts

1. How long is the abstract? [Generally it should be 150 words minimum, usually
300 maximum.] Does it have paragraphs? [No more than 2.]

How much information does the abstract
give about:

None

A
bit

A
lot

Suggested number
of words (for a 300
word abstract;
reduce pro rata for
smaller word
limits)

2. Other people’s work and the focus of
previous research literature?

No more than 50
words

3. What is distinctive to your own theory
position or intellectual approach?

At least 50 words

4. Your methods or data
sources/datasets?

From 50 words
minimum to c. 100
maximum

5. Your bottom-line findings - i.e. what
‘new facts’ have you found? Or what
key conclusions do you draw?

As many words as
possible within your
limit

6. The value-added or originality of your
work within this field?

Atleast 30 to 50
words

7. Does the abstract systematically follow the sequence of elements in 2 to 6 above?
[good] Or does it have some other sequence? [bad] Is the progression of ideas clear

and connected?

8. How many theme/theory words from the article title recur in the abstract? Does
the abstract introduce any new theme/theory words, which are not present in the

article title?

Do the two sets of words fit closely together? [good] or suggest different

emphases? [bad]

9. Style points: How many words are wasted on ‘This article sets out to prove..” or
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‘Section 2 shows that...’
[s the description of your own research in the present tense? [good] or the future
tense?[bad]

10. Look carefully at the ‘ordinary language’ words in the title. Are they ‘filler’ words
only? In which case, are they needed? If not, do they have a clear and precise meaning
or implication that you want your title to express? (Most ordinary language words
with substantive content will have multiple meanings.)

11. Suppose that you have read on the web (in a long list of other articles and items)
the article title and the first three lines of the abstract. Do they make you want to
download the full article? What kind of academics elsewhere will be able to reference
this article usefully in their own work, using just the information given in the title and
abstract alone?

“on

12. Type the whole title (in double quotes “ ”) into Google Scholar and check against the
table below. Then type the three or four most distinctive or memorable title words
separately into the search engine, and check again.

Full title in Three or four most
quotes distinctive title
words
How many items show up? - None (good) - None (bad)
- Many (poor) - Very few (bad)
- Modest number
(good)

- Lots and lots (bad)
- it'san inverted U

curve here.
How do most of the other -Very close (good)
references or items that show - Close (OK)
up relate to your topic and - Remote (bad)
subject matter? - Completely different topic (very bad)
Does the search show thatyou - Have the same meaning as you are
are using terms, phrases or using (good)
acronyms that - Or have a number of different

meanings from your sense (bad)

In choosing article titles it is worth remembering that articles have
compound identities, because the journal title itself often gives many clues to
what the work is about. Academics and researchers in the field will know well
what a top journal covers, and what type of work it generally publishes. Hence
article titles do not necessarily need to be as distinctive as books (see below). It

is fine for your title to have some of the key words used by other authors, but
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preferably in some distinctive combination with other words. Your title must
include some key words likely to be typed into search engines by potential
readers.

Beyond the title and abstract, the introduction to a paper also has an
important role to play, not so much in being a condensed record of the whole
paper’s argument (since the title and abstract should already fulfil this role), but
rather as a piece of text that motivates readers to read the whole paper (or at
least to read further into it). A useful suggested mnemonic for the opening
paragraphs suggests that they cover the four M’s of:

- motivation, why the article is important and worth readers spending

time on;

- methods, what analytic approach is employed;

- measurement, what data or sources of evidence are used; and

- message, what implications the article has for the key issues or

controversies considered.

To engage readers’ attention, and to persuade them to read the whole
paper, it can also be useful to begin with a ‘high impact start’, one that expresses
issues or key findings in an especially engaging or interesting fashion. Ending the
introduction or lead-in passage with a clear set of signposts to the structure of
the remaining sections of the article can also help readers to gauge in advance
what is being argued. Lastly, most professional academics will also turn
immediately to the paper conclusions to assess whether it is worth their while
investing the time needed to work through the whole paper in detail, or to cite its
key results and argument. Hence a succinct but clearly expressed conclusion is
very useful. It should always give the most salient details of the findings or
argument in an accessible way, but more precisely and substantively expressed

than in the abstract, and accompanied by a clear author evaluation of their own

work.

Turning to research books, one might expect that their titles and
back-jacket blurbs and outlines on publishers’ sites or Google Books would be
much better written than article abstracts, since publishers as well as authors
are involved in what gets chosen here. After all, while most articles will be

available online with a few clicks to researchers or students via their university
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library, gaining access to a book will often entail higher transaction costs.
Potential readers need to be persuaded to check through more of a book on
Google Books, to look for the book in the library or to order the book from a
retailer like Amazon - each fairly time-consuming operations. Yet despite this,
much the same obscure academic approach is often adopted to choosing book
titles and giving a summary of their contents as with articles. Completely formal
or vacuous book titles are prevalent in STEM disciplines and in the ‘hard’ social
sciences. And in the ‘soft’ social sciences and humanities, deliberately obscure,
idiosyncratic or even actively mis-directing titles are often used to try and create
a particular intellectual impression. However, the costs of this gambit is again
that internet searchers probably never find the book.

As for book blurbs, authors and publishers often do little more than write
out in joined-up text form the sequence of titles for the chapters, which are also
generally quite formal or obscure. At best this lets readers know what topics are
being covered, but usually without any ‘narrative cues’, without in any way
hinting at what the authors’ conclusions or distinctive contributions are. Book
blurbs and outlines may also indicate a readership group, and publishers often
insert vague promises about how valuable or accessible the analysis is, often
without saying anything substantive.

Choosing a book title intelligently can radically increase the ability of
other academics and researchers to first find out about the piece of work, then to
remember it when needed, and hence to retrieve its details and cite it, perhaps
months or years later. Box 4c provides a checklist that may be helpful to work
through here. In the current digital era all authors should also run their potential
titles through main search engines, as suggested in point 7. A book title has got to
be good for the book’s lifetime, so spending some time in getting it right is always

worthwhile.
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Box 4c: Good practice ideas for choosing a book title

1. How many words are there in the title? How many of these are theory or
theme words?

2. Isthere a main title and sub-title separated by a colon or other device?
[usually a good idea] Or is it integrated in one piece? [less good]

3. Is the book meant to be of interest
a. primarily for theory reasons? Is it solely theoretical?
b. primarily for empirical reasons? Does it have any theory interest?
Conventionally in academic books this distinction is signalled as follows:

Before the colon After the colon

Primarily theoretical book | Theory or thematic | Empirical field stuff
words
Primarily empirical book | Empirical field stuff | Theory or thematic
words

Be honest with yourself here - if your work is primarily empirical, don’t
choose an over-theory-claiming main title to try and look more impressive.

In choosing wordings, you should also bear in mind that the sub-title
may often be left off by other authors citing your work. It also may not show
up in many abbreviated internet listings.

4. Does the title accurately characterize the book as a type of academic
work, making clear its discipline and approach?

5. Are the thematic or theory words included in the title fashionable or
recent? In which case, will they endure? Or are they familiar or long
accepted? In which case, are they already over-used? Who will like these
words and who will dislike them?

6. Look carefully at the ‘ordinary language’ words in the title. Are they ‘filler’
words only? In which case, are they needed? If not, do they have a clear
and precise meaning or implication that you want your title to express?
(Most ordinary language words with substantive content will have
multiple meanings.)
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7. Type the whole title (in double quotes “”) into Google Books and check
against the table below. Then type the three or four most distinctive or
memorable words separately into the search engine, and check again.

Full title in Three or four most
quotes distinctive title
words
How many items show up? - None (good) - None (bad)
- Many (poor) - Very few (bad)
- Modest number
(good)

- Lots and lots (bad)
it’'s an inverted U

curve here.
How do most of the other - Very close (good)
references or items that - Close (OK)
show up relate to your topic - Remote (bad)
and subject matter? - Completely different topic (very bad)
Does the search show that - Have the same meaning as you are
you are using terms, phrases using (good)
or acronyms that - Or have a number of different

meanings from your sense (bad)

[t is a very good idea that wherever possible your book should not have
exactly the same title as any other volumes. However, your title (and to a lesser
degree sub-title) should include some words used by other authors, preferably in
some distinctive (or even unique) combination with other words. Your title and
sub-title must include if possible those key words that are most likely to be typed
into search engines by the book’s potential readers.

Since books are much longer and less accessible than articles, the
summary provided by a book ‘blurb’ (its back-cover description, also included in
the publisher’s catalogue) is ultra-condensed. Hence it is correspondingly easier
in writing a blurb to mask what the book’s contribution or value-added is
supposed to be. If the book is extensively viewable on Google Books (in preview
mode) then potentially readers may look more widely to try and find out what it
covers: here a poor title and an obscure outline may not matter so much. Even if
the book can only be viewed in ‘snippet’ mode, the most persistent would-be

readers can often find out a little more about its style, approach and contents
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using the excellent search facility in Google Books to look for how often
keywords occur. (How successful this strategy is depends on how much of the
text the publisher has required to be blanked out.) But otherwise, the book titles
and descriptions on the publishers’ site or Google may be all that readers have to
go on in deciding whether to go through the considerable sweat of trying to get

to read a copy.

As with articles, one of the most important reasons why people choose poor
titles for books, and write such poor summary descriptions of them, is a drive
towards academic respectability, often construed as being small ‘c’ conservative
in academic terms. Younger researchers who still have to win tenure-track jobs,
or who may want to move to a different university in future, often believe that
the key thing for them is not to look in any way ‘flashy’, or ‘popularizing’ in their
approach. Hence they choose article titles exactly like their thesis chapters, and
use only slightly shorter versions of their PhD title for their books, accompanying
them with abstracts or blurbs of oracular obscurity. This imperative towards
poor professional communication is not usually well thought through. Younger
researchers perhaps may not yet have come to terms with the remorseless battle
to secure any recognition and make an impact on the discipline and to secure
citations that tends to be more important to older academics. And people who
have so far been preoccupied with research may also underestimate the
importance of being able to communicate in teaching and to achieve external
impacts to departments.

To help put such attitudes in a better perspective, it can be useful to
imagine that you are a member of a university department’s appointment
committee and you are reviewing a large pile of applications for a junior
academic post, with a view to identifying a shortlist of people to interview. You
see this book or article title on an applicants’ CV or resumé.

- Does the title motivate you to look further so as to find the book
outline or article abstract, ideally included somewhere along with the
CV or alternatively online? Or does it leave you none the wiser, or

make you want to move onto the next candidate in the pile?
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-  How would a young researcher who has investigated this topic fit into
your department’s teaching portfolio? Would they be able to teach a
wide range of courses, or only a few? Would their courses be of wide
interest for your students, or restricted to covering only a specialist
subject?

- Inresearch terms, what kind of project would you expect the person

who completed this article or book to do next?

4.2 The issues around self-citation

The distrust of self-citations is completely misplaced
Anne-Will Harzing (2010: 4).

In the social sciences self-citation is often considered problematic - some
scholars see it as a case of ‘blowing your own trumpet’, while others may argue
‘If I don’t cite my work, no one else will’. For similar reasons, official bodies often
ask for citations data to be adjusted so as to exclude self-citations, as if these
were somehow illegitimate when measuring academic performance. Some
bibliometric scholars also concur that self-citation should be excluded from
citation counts, at least in undertaking comparative analyses of the research
performance of individuals, research groups, departments and universities. In
this view self-citations are not as important as citations from other academics
when determining how much of an authority an academic is within a field
(Fowler and Aksnes, 2007: 428). To meet this demand to filter out self-cites
some producers of bibliometric indicators have begun to identify and publish the
proportion of self-citations in order to compare them with the number of
citations to other authors.

However, there are also good grounds for objecting to this approach and
for recognizing self-citations by individuals and research teams as a perfectly
legitimate and relevant aspect of disciplinary practices in different parts of
academia. Figure 4.1 shows that there are very large and systematic differences

between discipline groups in the proportion of all citations that are self-citation,
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ranging from a high of 42 per cent for engineering sciences, down to a low of 21

per cent for medical and life sciences.

Figure 4.1: Self-citation rates across groups of disciplines

ENGENEERING SCIENCES

NATURAL SCIENCES |
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COMMUNICATION T T
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INTERDISCIPLINARY SOC. AND BEHAV. ‘ ‘ |
SCIENCES

MEDICAL AND LIFE SCIENCES |

Rate (%)

Source: Centre for Science and Technology Studies, 2007.

The social sciences and the humanities generally have low rates with a
fifth to a quarter of citations being self-cites, whereas in the scientific STEM
disciplines the rate is around a third. It seems deeply unlikely that this pattern
reflects solely different disciplinary propensities to blow your own trumpet.
Rather the extent of the variation is likely to be determined most by the
proportion of applied work undertaken in the discipline, and the serial
development nature of this work. Many engineering departments specialize in
particular sub-fields and develop the knowledge frontier in their chosen areas
very intensively, perhaps with relatively few rivals or competitors
internationally. Consequently if they are to reference their research
appropriately, so that others can check methodologies and follow up effects in
replicable ways, engineering authors must include more self-cites, indeed up to
twice as many self-cites as in some other disciplines. Similarly quite a lot of
scientific work depends on progress made in the same lab or undertaken by the

same author. In these areas normatively excluding self-cites would be severely
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counter-productive for academic development. And doing so in bibliometrics
work is liable to give a misleading impression.

In this view the lower levels of self-cites in the humanities and social
sciences may simply reflect a low propensity to publish applied work in scholarly
journals, or to undertake serial applied work in the first place. The low
proportion of self-cites in medicine (arguably a mostly applied field) needs a
different explanation, however. It may reflect the importance of medical findings
being validated across research teams and across countries (key for drug
approvals, for instance). It may also be an effect of the extensive accumulation of
results produced by very short medical articles (all limited to 3,000 words) and
the profession’s insistence on very full referencing of literatures, producing more
citations per (short) article than any other discipline.

The ‘serial development of applied knowledge’ perspective on self-
citation gains some additional evidence from the tendency of self-cites to grow
with authors’ ages. Older researchers do more self-citing, not because they are
vainer but simply because in a perfectly legitimately they draw more on their
own previous work than do young researchers who are new in a sub-field. Older
academics also do a great deal more applied work in the social sciences than
younger staff, and as a consequence we show in Part B they also have far larger
external impacts. So they may have to cite their own corpus of work more for
reasons similar to those dictating higher self-cite rates in engineering - namely
that their work draws a lot on reports, working papers for external clients, or
detailed case studies that may not have great journal publication possibilities.

So are self-citations a good or bad idea for academics? Our advice here is
that all researchers should prudentially ensure that their own self-citation rate is
not above the average for their particular discipline. Figure 4.2 shows that there
is some detailed variation within the social sciences, with political science and
economics at a low 21 per cent, but with psychology and education higher in

their rates of self-cites at 28 and 26 per cent, respectively.
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Figure 4.2 Self-citation rates for social sciences and law
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But it is equally not a good idea to ‘unnaturally’ suppress referencing of
your own previous work. Some research has tested whether citing one’s own
work tends to encourage other people to cite it as well. After controlling for
different factors, Fowler and Aksnes (2007) found that each additional self-
citation increases the number of citations from others by about one citation after
one year, and by about three after five years. Other scholars have also found that
self-citations can be a useful promotion mechanism to increase citations from
others. These empirical studies reveal that self-citations can increase the
visibility of someone’s work. One possible logic behind this is that ‘Conscientious
Scholar A’ doing a literature review may see ‘Author B’ in one of her best-known
works including a citation to some of B’s lesser known pieces of research. Hence
A becomes more likely to look at and cite B’s less well-known work - whereas if
they were directed also to B’s better known works A’s citations would perhaps
have more impact in growing B’s h score and g index.

We therefore recommend that academics do not actively avoid or
minimize self-citations, as long as their level of use is in line with their
discipline’s average rate. Self-citations may be useful to promote relevant

original work that may otherwise pass unnoticed by others. For senior
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academics, citing their own applied research outputs (such as research reports,
client reports, news articles, blog posts etc.) makes sense because such outputs
are often missed in standard academic sources. For young researchers and
academics, who are lesser-known in their field and have a smaller corpus of
work to draw on, self-citations need to be handled ca