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It is unfortunate that many people
who use citation data in sociological
studies fail to explicitly state their

assumptions. Most of these as-
sumptions are by now quite obvious

to research workers in science pol-
icy studies. But even for those
familiar with the methodology of ci-
tation analysis it is still too early in
the field’s development to take cer-
tain assumptions for granted. Au-
thors who do not state their as-
sumptions risk later criticism for
their omission.

The two reprints which follow,
“On the Use of Citations in Study-
ing Scientific Achievements and
Communication” by Belver C.
Griffith, M. Carl Drott, and Henry
G. Small,l and “Why lAm Not aCo-
Citationist” by David Edge,2 dis-
cuss some of the fundamental as-
sumptions underlying citation an-
alysis and co-citation studies.

The first article is a concise state-
ment of the assumptions made in
most citation analyses. The authors
also discuss three “massive” quali-
fications on the use of citation data.
The three qualifications concern the
quality of the Science Citation ln-
dex’w and Social Sciences Citation
Index ‘” tiles, the citation behavior

of authors,3 and the scale and pace
of research activity in the discipline

being studied. This article is a
thoughtful response to critics of ci-
tation studies.

Both papers take a critical view of
citation analysis. The first paper ex-
hibits a healthy, constructive skep-
ticism. The second takes a more
pessimistic view of the sociological
value of studying citation relation-
ships. But neither paper questions
their validity for information retriev-
al.

Edge admits that his perspective
“makes research more difficult than
it would be under more simple-
minded premises, but then 1 hap-
pen to believe that sociology is dif-
ficult.” No one–least of all citation
analysts–is saying that sociology is
easy. But I see no reason to make it
even more difficult by excluding a
whole realm of valuable research
work from consideration.

Edge also mentions the ‘‘relative-
ly trivial behavior of adding cita-
tions to papers. ” Citation behavior
may not be the most complex hu-
man behavior one could study, but
even when it is abnormal, it cer-
tainly is not trivial.

Finally, Edge advances an argu-
ment that, if taken to its logical con-
clusion, would mean the elimination
of all sciences which rely upon
quantitative and statistical analy -
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ses. He claims that “citation and co-
gitation analysis, in striving to ac-
cumulate and average, destroys the
evidence we need of individual vari-
ations. ” There is no reason that
quantitative and qualitative studies
should be mutually exclusive. Sub-
jective studies of individual varia-
tions can peacefully co-exist with
objective studies of aggregates.

It is strange that neither paper
discusses the one fundamental as-
sumption that I know disturbs many
people—and justifiably so. It is of-
ten assumed, because of the first-
author arrangement of ISI” ‘s cita-
tion indexes, that all conclusions
derived from such first-author data
will be wrong. There is little doubt
that citation analyses based on first-
author data inadequately recognize
some authors who now publish
mainly as “secondary” authors. This
was not true for authors who pub-
lished before the fifties, when single
authored papers were the rule. The
best way to eliminate this inade-
quacy is to compile data based on all
co-authorships. In fact, 1S1 is now
completing an intensive study
whose aim is to eliminate the first-
author artifact. When this study is
completed some of the results will
be published here. Meanwhile, we

will soon publish a list of the 250
most-cited fk-st authors.4 For this
kind of study the problem of
“noise” caused by errors is of
minor consequence. These 250 au-
thors are so often cited that such
errors rarely have an observable ef-
fect.

Some people are also disturbed
by the use of citation data to indi-
cate areas of activity and merit in
science. However, criticism which
does not offer constructive alterna-
tives has little value. Those who
question the use of citation data as
“indicators””5 of scientific activity
and accomplishment should offer
alternative cost-effective means for
dealing with the problem. Finding
significant information about the
immense world-wide scientific
enterprise is not easy. There is con-
siderable confusion in science about
where the action is and where it
ought to be, and citation analysis is
a valuable tool for reducing the con-
fusion.

It is in the interest of balance and
fairness that these two papers are
reprinted. Together they demon-
strate that in citation studies—as
well as in the rest of science—it is
wise to take little or nothing for
granted.
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