


Outline

• Reflection about the performativity of the ’citation culture’ and the role of
metrics in research evaluation and funding

• Going back to the drawing-board to suggest bibliometric impact analytics
focusesing on relational (who, where and how) aspects of citation 
analysis rather than on the actual numbers.

• Incentives: to create analytics that are long term reliable, useful for 
different stakeholders (policy, leadership, researchers), and at the same 
time easy to collect using available resources and adaptable to users’ 
needs.

• Future: Societal impact: Patents, companies, social media, and policy 
documents (e.g. clinical guidelines, gov’ment white papers).



Citations as performativity - “being cited”

1. The normative system and the citation debate
• The classic debate: Do citations indicate quality of research?

2. Contrast: The ’performative perspective’ on citations in practice
• What research work do citations do?
• The citation viewed as an outcome of active achievement or 

”performance”
• The reflexive actors (researchers are active). 

3. Performance based funding/evaluation
• At three levels in the academic system

i. National, 

ii. within universities, 

iii. at the individual level.

4. More meaningful suggestion: ’Institute Impact Assessment’
• Instead of rankings, focuses on relationships research units



Why allocate resources based on indicator
models?
• Research policy needs tools to allocate funds without steering

research directly.
• Though, there is also a tradition of directly funding sector research (not treated here).

• Evaluation based on notions of ”quality”

• Based on the Mertonian CUDOS norms

• Prerequisites:
• ”objective measure”

• ”unobtrusive measures”

• Quantitative models are (quite) easy to operationalize.

Communalism
Universalism 
Disinterestedness 
Organized Scepticism



Performance based research allocation models at 3 levels

• Field normalized publication and 
citation measures / Norwegian
point based model

National 
level:

• Norwegian ”impact 
factor” model based 
on secondary peer review

Within
universities

• H-Index / 
Norwegian list 

• ABS-list
Individual level



Publication output
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Downside of the performative idiom

’Gaming the system’
Techniques

• self (colleague) citing of references

• editor coercion

• citation cartels

Research policy advice:

Division of Analysis and Evaluation, GU In 
response to university rankings:

• ”another way of advancing on the list would 
be to appoint highly cited researchers, since 
they ’bring with them’ their earlier 
citations…”

• “publish review articles”

• “methodological papers are more well cited 
than “programmatic papers”

False!

’curriculum vitae AND h-index’ Not adhering to DORA:

Gift authorships: only admitted
when research is under scrutiny:

– ”Oh, that paper, no my name was only
added after the research was done – no 
responsibility...”

Post doc position at ETH Zürich:

”Applicant needs at least one
authorship in a high impact
(JIF >10 e.g. Nature) journal”



Source: https://wonderopolis.org/wonder/do-ostriches-really-bury-their-heads-in-the-sand/



‘Institute Impact Assessment’

OBJECTIVES

• Discover the institutes and research groups that are using your work.

• Find the researchers from around the world that are citing you.

• Explore the journals where your work is being cited.

• Discover the main  keywords used.

• Retrieve the highest cited articles that reference your work.



PILOT STUDY: 
Dept. of Marketing and 

Management at SDU

Time Span:  2012-2017

Database is PURE:
• 448 registered publications
• 352 were peer-reviewed

• 26 non-peer-reviewed 
• 70 without a status

Research Units:

• Consumption, Culture and Commerce
• Strategic Organisation Design
• Centre for Integrative Innovation Management
• Management of People
• International Business & Entrepreneurship



PURE output:



PURE: create Excel report
Grab DOI’s, make a search script in WoS

Filtering - Priorities for data selection:
• With a DOI: 252

• Searchable: 252 publications

• Identified in WoS: 170 publications (all publications                         

are not covered in WoS)

• 1332 citing articles 

• 1195 citing articles excluding self-citations



Who’s using our work?



Authors

Bibliographic coupling at the paper 
level: Of 2959 authors citing the work, 
295 have received >=2 citations



Journals

Bibliographic coupling at the source 
level: Of 616 sources citing the work, 
196 have received >=2 citations.



Strategic Organization Design

Consumption, Culture and Commerce

International Business & Entrepreneurship

Centre for Integrative Innovation Management

Management of People (?)

Journals

Bibliographic coupling at the source 
level: Of 616 sources citing the work, 
196 have received >=2 citations.



Bibliographic coupling at the 
organization level: Of 1336 sources 
citing the work, 448 has published 
at least 2 papers in the set

Organization 
Level



Keywords



Undergoing case-study at SDU – Stepping Stones

Invitation 

by email

One department from each 

faculty at SDU is invited to 

participate in our case-study

Together with you we 

will select a 

department/institute 

that could be a 

benchmark for your IIF.

Co-selection of 

a benchmark

Leadership 

decision

Department heads 

can decide to accept 

or decline our 

invitation by June 12th.

We collect publication data 

and create your draft 

Institute Impact Footprint 

(IIF)

Your draft institute/department 
impact footprint is a series of 
thematic maps representing the
• keywords, 
• journals, 
• Institutions, 
• and authors of all articles citing 

your publications.

You evaluate the 

IIF and give us 

feedback

Brief review of your institute’s 

PURE data.

Selection of the thematic map 

that represent the research at 

your institute in the best way.

We finalize your

Institute Impact Footprint

Final IIF detailed report.

Presentation of the results to 

you, and/or your group 

leaders and/or the all 

department/institute.

Partnering strategy

Funding opportunities identification

Branding & more…



Authors

Organisation

Journals

Keywords

Pilot IIF: maps independant of each
other

Final IIF: maps mirrored behind
the most representative map, 
resembling a GIS

Authors

Organisation

Journals

Keywords



SDU Researchers

SDU Research & Innovation Office

SDU Library

SDU Head of Departments

Actors involved in the co-creation of the IIF

Development

IIF project phases

Evaluation Use & ReuseDeployment

We are here
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Future extensions: tracking societal impact
Here: twitter retweets about ’vaccination’

”Deniers” #hashtags
(measles, vaxxed, mmr, 
autism, study, flu, hpv, 
informedconsent, 
vaxwoke, cdc, 
vaccineinjury, learntherisk, 
maga, gardasil, 
vaccineskill)

”Non-deniers 2” #hastags
(measles, vaccineswork, 
publichealth, science, 
humanitariancrisis, scientificreport, 
antivax, vaccinessavelives, 
venezuela, crisis, humanitarianaid, 
help, antivaxxers, vaccinesaresafe, 
misinformation, scicomm, 
itrustvaccines, mmr, factsmatter)

Data4Impact has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 770531.


