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BRI 5 F & 75 51 4% 86 PR A L 2 BE AN El Bl
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FUREEA T b — A1 WIBE X FoRE, —
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WTIRE SR 5 RS Bl T SSIE M . il SE it
W B =l 2 2 i) (B AFRACIR A7 oA Bl i) i 2 1))
FE 5| RS AR 5T ST A A A He, T 51
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BTFAES I HTES0 — B AL . X —FEIEE S, X T 2
S | RITESE A IR, TR 265 | FH D RE R, st i i 5|
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#f1ii] N “ use” “ perform” “follow” “ obtain” s S 4
— G AT 2 TR SRR 3 - ¢ B, el
we used” “we used the” 212

R. Mercer £ C. Di Marco WX} 5| FiESE ot A
2 %1 (hedging cues) #E4T TIAIBI AT . WAL R
PR R K. Hyland ™ $2 1, fth 45 i) 0 572 2% 1) J2 X
F AT BRI BTy Bl i) LA K SRk o TR ) 1 3]
I assume” “unlikely” 55, BF5T 45 R R, 51 HITES
A3 S R0 & i T AR TR

A HE BE R R A 2 AR 1), A S BT 5 | AT S sl
BLARRAE AT AR BFFE PO AR EE LT 1999 48, H
AAE 2 H. Nanba S55 15| A8 ML R, T —
Pl B 84 2 RS, ¥ 51 40 B = 2 Type B
(base on) .Type C( compare to) il Type O (others) , fit
4B, N A KT, Type B I Type C 7353 B T
ANTAI R 2K i), Type B Xt 1 Y £k 2 1) £ 45 “ based on”
“used in” “we can use” %, Type C X} I [ 26 & 170 +5
“but” “however” “ although” 45, St (1L 26 T
Type B FF %t B HO26 27 84 4~ Type C IO 22 217
76 4~

SIHF K S. Teufel AR FLg 46 0 E 5| FH TR B 43
BT BRAE B S B L R —, A
1999 4, S. Teufel £ {8 118 3CH a8 40 B 58 3 51
TEBER AR I L X — 3 HH K 35 25 TT, Mo
FIFE R L 150 Z RN, 4055 1) . R SRR AR Sl e B 134
WI5E, AR —Fh R T RN | a7 20 25 0 7
MRy RN AL F 1 762 SRR (185 AP AF
(POS-based recognizer) A F 20 M7 K shial . fE AN LTIR
AR, A 75 23k 892 MR R I it X
X AEAS A A I T A R v dse Ry S A ) — A

BEAM I KU B 5 K% R. Radoulov ' 156 [ 2k
Wb R R IR B BT E LA K H Yu 5§
NIl 2 3 1 S SCARHRAE, LA A T 1
Bk TSR B S ARG, IR TR
IIRRCR

SR, 1 T IFBOR BUE 3l i 24k , 42 SCEURE IE
A ORI S 5, S IO 23 B 1 SO A 51 TR 85 E A
SR SOOI R B A R R T 1, X
T ol B i 2 R i sl 2k R AE FE T4 O 3 4,
S| BB A AT A LR o TSR IO AT 51
B v Rk — DR B A S, A TR IR @ g | TR SR Y
SIBTRESE  HA AR A Al R S

“was used to”
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2 HESHE

2.1 HEFRIR

SEH PSR AR A JOI 1) B 2007 ARG ) 2
2013 41 350 FR i 3. JOI S5 B it a2 45 s 1) — Fh
SSCI [H b B B 1, piy th 5L 25 24 B s b i 2 JEL ol
RicH ., TR BEMERET, 2B EBHE IOLERND
2 5002 Fh2E AR T, B 73X 28 35 1) a] LU i Science-
Direct F1 ConSyn P4 I TR R s & SC 3, H:
H, ScienceDirect $2 £ PDF #% 0 i 4 3C T % ; Elsevier
ConSyn £&{ILff) XML 4% X 2 3CF 8. 7EARISE T, 7
BrR FH Y XML A% 2S04 IF 2 7E Elsevier ConSyn Hr4it
HN I

SRICXML A 2 AR HEAT 7047, S R A T
PDF M A SCAS, 5| B PRI 2 2y Fvfers . B 1 2
XML A& XA —A Fr Be, o5 1 4 A5 | RS .

The time-evolution of the h-index, called h-index sequence
in the following, has received much attention in recent
years as a way to quantify the progress of scientists’
careers (<ce:cross-refs refid="bib0025 bibo035">Egghe,
2010; Hirsch, 2005</ce:cross-refs>), <ce:cross-ref refid="
bibe04o">Liang (2006)</ce:cross-ref> proposed the concept
of the h-index sequence.
<ce:cross-ref refid="bib0005">Burrell (2007a)</ce:cross-ref>
used a stochastic model to investigate the influence of
parameters like publication and citation rates as well as
the researcher's career length on the h-index's time
evolution. Moreover, he studied some properties of the
h-index sequences of 19 leading physicists included in the
dataset used in the original Hirsch-index paper (
<ce:cross-ref refid="bib0o035">Hirsch, 2005</ce:cross-ref>).

1 XML #X18XXAHH5| AiFERER

S TESE SR B R 4N R

(D) LVAS () /815 () MR 189 o Ba A, U0
HA]F, 5 A sentence BHER T, BT HSBRIERN
) FERAEAN BT REH BAE AN 4 (10" Tijima S. ) £k
F(0.1237) S HABLE S H (41 “ete. " “e. g. 7 “ Fig.
17) i X T RGO, 32 SR HUIA) e 5 4 ( E 224X
A5 R R) AT ) IR ) 2 R U g (T A X N 44 AN
B i) S ) MRS S R T S E R
HAWRRIRAT =, V)03 Z S5 B AT IR

Q) P A 2w T 5 AU (<
ce: cross -ref refid = “bib0040” > Liang (2006) </ce:
cross-ref > ) o ANARA] T A3 5| ALK, AR ic 51
e, %, 41 JO W TIRY 350 f i 3¢ rp At 42
By 67 612 S5, Hoh S A 5| 4] - B | A i 5
10 40855, i A m) 1 1 15. 4% , H A Ak 5| i 5
57 204%%, i & HRA) 11 84.6%
2.2 5|RHIBERHNLRIA

FEATFFE T, EFHBEICT DUT =R 1 2k R ]



LA, IR, TR ABERL T O RFEASH
25 -33.

vA Journal of Informetrics 145 [ J]. B 4 ¥4k T4£,2017,61(23) ;

HEAT O30T« NFRAGIA] AT Ry sliim) f i 4edn] . X ik 2E 2R
PRI, FEERANEN AR A k. Horb X
AT 9 i) id A A B AT B9 7 5 3R T TR VE G, LA
PO HAS R S ATE SR A F e

2R A A F N AT AR Y, B AT — D RR B 2
SR, AFORMRI MR B2 IR T AT
AT AN AR Y DX AE R 25 T 2R iA 2 5, T LA
ETEUL AT 447" (h-index  h-values , productivity . cita-
tion practices %) , T AN HIEFE UL A+ 43", BRIE1E 5
BRI A, AR B T AR S AR AN S s e RS 23
THWAERZG, \TLARGETEDL 4 97 (however , sev-
eral limitations of the something 4% ) , {H /A~ %1 38 7E V4. 1
LRV, HEER G| I PR B AE E R .
2, BRETAZMEG:

sl “EAWFT , 2R oL
“Hrk&E .

However, several limitations of the |
have also been remarked: there are [
differences in typical [ due to
differences among fields in [N and
[ (—), so the

I should not be used to compare
N from different [N

1. R TREEE:
JoBEH HLARE” , 2R 4l
ECPACE SN

I h-index
— interfield
I h-values ——
—— productivity
citation practices [l Hirsch, 2005
hindex I——
scientists INE——————

5l MiEHLR L
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WRLAEES X, )

2 SIRERPHAFRMELRAED

AP R B &5 R £ R, B AR A
Bk o AFRATA 2 BENFR AT A3 A 45— ARk (4
1. We) 55 Z AFRAE (U0 You) F155 = A BRI (i
He She Fl They) . &M AFRHE AT LAYy FA% AT (A
D) EARATR (A me) F1H AR, ) T4 S0 B
AV Y F A (I my ) A4 G R A 3 A
mine) o BRSO AR B 5 R

® We focused mainly on what information the engineers
needed and used in their work and how they obiained
and managed this information.

® QOur goal is to analyze not the publication and cita-
tion counts but the group’ s connectedness to the re-
search mainstream , both statically and over time.

11 B R e 5 | B SR T i EiE S5 . X
A5 R A S, 2B R T FE AR R TE e s
TR AT D 3R 51 2, A4 18 2K 364 ~47 D 3)
i, X 18 RE T N aiE S Ik 1,

MR X — 1) 2, 765 | A5 S IR 2 /947 3l
EEBFE

® Details of our proposal are given in Section 2, where
we also show how this can be determined under the

stochastic model used by Burrell (2007b).
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(ER

Affect 521
Argumentation j&iIE
Aware JE%E
BetterSolution H{F: 7 %
Change pi7%
Comparison A&
Continue 4k%Z%
Contrast X} H
Futurelnterest 2 3f¢ 2%#K

Interest 2%

Need 3%
Presentation [/~
Problem [r]
Research 5%
Similar 25142
Solution J5%&

Text Structure 3CHE45F4
Use fli/H]

afford | believe | decide | feel | hope | imagine | regard | trust | think -
agree | accept | advocate | argue | claim | conclude | comment- -+
be unaware | be familiar with |be aware | be not aware---
boost | enhance | defeat | improve | go beyond | perform better---

adapt | adjust | augment | combine | change | decrease | elaborate- -

compare | compete | evaluate | test--+

adopt | agree with |baselbe based onlbe derived from|be originated in

be different from|be distinct from | confict | contrast | clash---

plan onlplan tolexpect tolintend to--+

aim | ask | address | attempt | be concerned | be interested | be motivated
be dependent onlbe reliant on|depend onllack | need | necessitate
describe | discuss | give | introduce | note | notice | point out | present
abound | aggravate | arise | be cursed | be incapable of | be forced to
apply | analyze | analyse | build | calculate | categorize | categorise- -+
bear comparison | be analogous to|be alike|be related to---
accomplish | account for | achieve | apply to | answer| alleviate | allow for

begin by | illustrate | conclude by | organize | organise | outline | return to

apply | employ | use | make use | utilize---

® The Journal Citation Report promulgated by ISTin2008
used a new journal evaluationindex, Eigenfactor , the
calculation of which is based on the PageRank algo-

rithm, but eliminates selfcitationsinjournals.

FEHR IR RIS ORI B R . W T
TR, EH R T A, Knott 76 HA7 163 i
KR LR ZIAF %, 45 10 28 123 A&, 3k 2
FIF 7R -
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®2 5| RIER TR A E IR K K5

e n|

(ER

AdditionalInformation % ¢,
Cause [FH
Digression 575
Hypothetical {i{i%
Negative Polarity %41
Restatement 5 iA
Result 453
Sequence JIfiJ¥:
Similarity 2&[f]
Temporal i} [a]

evenlon the contrarylin factlin actual factlactuallylas a matter of fact

because | , for|insofar as|to the extent that|considering that| given that

incidentally | by the way

if everlif only! in that caselas long aslon condition that|supposing that
but! whereas | instead | however | though | nevertheless | yet | otherwise
to summarise | to sum up | summing up | to recap | or rather|at least
therefore | consequently | to this endlas a result|for example | thus | hence

besides | in addition | first | firstly | to begin with [first of all | furthermore

just as|the waylalsoltoolas well

while | meanwhile | beforehand | previously | ever since | since

MR X — a2, $R B B i Ron e r e 2 5 1
R IT

® However, this algorithm is very slow and has been
outperformed by more recent methods ( Newman,
2006).

® As noted above (in footnote 4 ), algorithms for
weighted betweenness centrality are available in the
literature ( Brandes, 2001) , but have not yet been
implemented for maitrices of this size ( Brandes, per-

sonal communication, 25 February 2010).

5 JOUI FE ST 51 R BE b, 23 5l S O iy
BRG] AT g Bl i) A3 12 1A, GE B AT Y IR A K 44

Wo [ B EATAEAR 5 5 A a4 K 4% Tk
FexbEe, VLR BLS | FHTE S A 5 T AR5 TE S R — e
fik.
3.1 A#KiA

3P TAESIALESEAAES RS B A
PRACTZNFE . E5 RS Hh BUSUC 5 8 1 P> AR
AR I3 39102 we ™ I their” , 7351 ) BEAE 841 4> Fil 548
AFURES T, GRS HTESR 8. 08% F15.27% .
KB 751 HITE S AR m Ak R AT T
P, DRE LIRS FATT™ B A s AN S5t 3 s A 1Y
A a5 8 D FAT” B Lo e Ah, X P AS i A 38
B T RHADETE R I AR SC R RIS FRATT 1 AR —
JERET AR B ORI Y

&3 SIAERMIES| AiERPHARKRIETIR

wr A O T wE o Amm i

(51 AESR) IS HESD) (5IAESD) ClE51HESD)
1 we 841 7 656/1 12 himself 12 15/16
2 their 548 2672/3 12 my 12 88/12
3 I 410 340572 14 she 9 68/13
4 they 359 1733/4 15 ours 4 8/20
5 our 213 1 689/5 15 ourselves 4 13/17
6 his 117 413/8 17 him 3 17/15
7 he 111 252/9 17 me 3 25/14
8 us 110 664/7 19 herself 1 9/18
9 them 96 669/6 19 mine 1 9/18
10 her 48 196/10 19 myself 1 5/21
11 themselves 22 105/11

MRS EUIRHED, S, 423 R0 9 0
TR S A 0 B 9 AR AR UL 2
LA, “their” “ bis™ “he” 555 = A B 5| %
S HPH T A T A PSP T 7 5 M
2T s S AR AR A6 RS 1 4 T
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WAk, g Rk R W FE S RS b, 4 48R FI B
R AR AR G R A AR, 4N their 1 B
T 548 ¥k, they HBL T 359 YK, 1M them {L I T 96 ¥k ;
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ROV NFRA I i 08 2 AT, 4 we B
T 841 Y T BT 410 Y B M AN FRAR I L P
AFRACTH], 4 he LT 111 3K, i she {0 BE 9 1K,
3.2 1TAFE

4 F T AE JOT Mg SCh A7 ok shia) 78 51 G
e oroRnElE 5 | S 43 3 B R R IR o 7E 51
EAE R, IR B R = AT R B3 Ry Cuse” LT
1 0299, (i 45| FHiEBE 10 9. 88% , it M i HEAE 5 —
WIAT R Bl . FEAEGI BB T, “use” — iR L A3 575

UNCOREERY A SR NE R AN

FEG FESE T HEAE “ use” Z 5 WIBIANT R Bl i) 43
JJE: " base” Fl“ study” , 733 H BT 558 YR 504 3K, &
THARAEG I HES P AL (5 4 A5 6 1) | iX %
B base” F1“ study” S 25 5 th BUAE S | HliE S5 vh . 7EK 4
RN TE S| TR B b R s T AR S s S
AIHEF A AT R slin), AR AT T ARG, BR T “base”
F“study” Z4b , B “ model” “ propose” “review” “ de-
fine” “suggest” &%

®4 S|HEBREFMIES BEREPNSHITAEIETIR

sy fiyshi e Y ¥ fyshi % T
(BIHIESE) (AE5IHIESD) (BIHATESD) (AE5 1S
1 use 1029 3575/1 21 describe 152 602/27
2 base 558 1891/4 22 obtain 151 1087/14
3 study 504 1807/6 23 discuss 148 467/33
4 measure 503 1992/3 24 note 147 849/18
5 model 411 1689/7 24 test 147 719/25
6 show 397 2 964/2 26 calculate 138 900/17
7 propose 393 742/23 27 analyze 126 490/32
8 give 296 1875/5 28 expect 114 822/22
9 consider 263 1516/8 29 change 111 835/20
9 review 263 971/16 30 observe 106 720/24
11 define 262 1165/12 31 determine 104 570/30
12 provide 255 1220/10 31 examine 104 340/37
13 count 251 1109/13 31 need 104 677/26
14 suggest 219 579/29 34 follow 102 461/34
15 present 218 1362/9 35 based on 98 337/38
16 compare 211 1 003/15 36 indicate 94 830/21
17 structure 192 838/19 37 analyze 86 525/31
18 introduce 184 333/39 37 investigate 86 312/40
19 increase 172 1167/11 37 state 86 405/36
20 report 169 595/28 40 allow 81 411/35

AT S i S 15| T B Y T ) RE AN 8
BL, R ECAT LAy S i JL2E: O B3R J5 85, 0" use”
“base” “ measure” “ model” 25 ; Q¥ 715 ] {3, 41 “ study”
“propose” “introduce” “ discuss” “ examine” 2 ; @JH & 24
i, U show” “ suggest” “report” “ describe” 5% . 8K, 1E
JOUATIE SCHY 51 B SE v, I A& J7 127 1Y 3l ] th 31
A 2 R T 5| TR v i B 7 R AR AL

M5 1 b r9AT 3 92 5% 4, B E it 1
AN RESS B 1) Sl i) 7E 5 | FH iR B b i e, ansk 5 B
7N o HETERT I AT Bl 23 il “ WF5E 7 (research) |
“TIr %7 (solution) \“ 4R (interest) .“ E/R” ( presenta-
tion) F1“fd A1 (use) , 0 5] i 4= 78 51 FH 18 55 50 AL 19
9.85% —3.65% , XX TIERFIR P, 5l TGS
FEOEFIZE S W A RN AT RHE , iaE5E A
R WEFE 7 58 WIESE T3 10 ORI S8 05 ¥4

xS ETTABANAXKEHER AL

I e A R TS LT
B TEE
1 Research 5% 1025 9.85% 1 5266 9.21%
2 Solution J57%& 878 8.44% 2 4279 7.48%
3 Interest %) 775 7.45% 4 3665 6.41%
4 Presentation &/~ 594 5.71% 3 3692 6.45%
5 Use {ii f{| 378 3.63% 17 1437 2.51%
6 Text Structure 3 #5254 368 3.54% 6 1529 2.67%
7 Change 2{7% 238 2.29% 5 1590 2.78%
8 Comparison P 215 2.07% 8 1030 1.80%
9 Argumentation &I 143 1.37% 9 730 1.28%
10 Need F55 117 1.12% 10 725 1.27%
11 Problem i1 {5 74 0.71% 13 286 0.50%
12 Affect 51 73 0.70% 11 419  0.73%
13 Contrast %] Ht 66 0.63% 12 297 0.52%
14 BetterSolution B {F: )7 % 55  0.53% 14 199 0.35%
15 Continue 4k&%E 30 0.29% 15 160  0.28%
16 Futurelnterest 7 {6 2%k 6 0.06% 16 44 0.08%
17 Similar Z&{p) 3 0.03% 17 28 0.05%
18 Aware 5 2 0.02% 18 18 0.03%
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ARSI S, & 2RI RERAT h shin i o LA
HEP 55 FIESE P L — 80, A&, Fm %"
(interest) \“ffi " (use) . “[a] " ( problem) ff) = 2 f7
R BRI TE 5 | P B v AR B R R e T S0
45897 (text structure) | “ 2787 ( change ) 1) 8l 7£ 4 5|
FHVEE T W) 778 BE A R o
3.3 &

# 6 A T AET TS b B R 2 1Y HiT 40
AN ERE o HETERT =7 1Y 3 $2 10 73 )] J2 “ also” “ but”
H1“however” , 73 B T 725 ¥ .515 YN 290 YK, 43
A AR B 6.97% 4.96% F12.79% . W&
SORF , “also” 7R 2 [R]85 2% , 11 “ but” 1 however”
FOREAT . X RVIEI BT S| S R T —
FZ LR

®6 SIRIBRPHBHEZATR

7 s i e T 7 s i e AT
(51 TESD) (AE51HESD (5IHiESD) ClEF RS
1 also 725 2714/1 21 for instance 91 282/29
2 but 516 2 668/2 22 in addition 81 321/25
3 however 290 1 464/6 23 instead 70 254/32
4 first 281 1 869/4 24 previously 57 133/42
5 if 265 2 655/3 25 yet 56 226/35
6 for example 227 776/14 26 furthermore 55 301/26
7 since 218 990/11 26 hence 55 685/16
8 because 192 1 059/8 26 still 55 371/23
8 while 192 1125/7 29 moreover 51 267/31
10 , as 178 806/13 29 whereas 51 301/26
11 although 171 589/19 31 indeed 47 253/33
12 , for 170 774/15 32 in fact 46 182/39
13 even 155 650/18 33 either 40 292/28
14 then 138 1520/5 33 though 40 199/37
15 at least 136 676/17 35 next 35 396/22
16 as well 134 557/20 36 actually 34 191/38
17 S0 131 1 019/10 37 nevertheless 31 151/40
18 thus 124 1 051/9 38 clearly 30 345/24
19 rather 101 514/21 38 in that 30 200/36
20 therefore 100 830/12 38 so that 30 246/34

Xof b | i B AR 5 B S Hh i i B HE Y, AT
L& B, “ however” “for example” “since” “as” “ al-
though” 85 7R 5 4 5L 51 26 5C R 1 i B i) 7E 5| iR 35
(R Ta] A AR oF B, T “if” “then” “so” “thus” “ there-
fore” “hence” %53 71 PN R 5C £ 1Y i e 1) 78 51 TR B2 o
Y S A AR R A o X U, 5| i 0 S i 2ot 5|
AR —FR 3" (FRon F1 28 1 e H2 1) ) iR, I i it
XPEATHPEAN, “ e (Fon B 4T i 1% eim) ) U WA 1R ¥
H ORI L AR o DHERR A £ BE R o, 51
FEE TP S LA SR R 5 125, TS 2 B T A
(PERICR) AR CEIRIR BRI

P RRER 2 PR R 2 2 e | TR B b B g
Z ) X% 5 P17 A (negative polarity ) , It B 1
14897k, (5 51 B 14.31% 47 /a) [a] it J2 JF
U R 5 e B R A S & AR S IR 5
13.71% HFAESE /2 R8s “ K 7 (similarity ) /4]

30

T e g b 8. 61% ,{H & 1EE 51 15 55 i1 4
URACHETE 55 DU, 130 BH ok /) B o s BRAE 5 | T B 85
FERT)

Xt He s FESE RS S b Y A =CHEA  FE S
MBS Fe7m “ 2[R (similarity ) | [H2R” (cause ) Hl
“IFR] B A AR R AL 22 TR R G5 (result) R
" (hypothetical ) i) 4] A%

3.4 L Hirsch 2005 — 32 B35 FiEEE 4 61

ok, LA IO T rh 9 5 B 2211918 3C -h -index —
SCPY (R Hirsch 2005 ) F 5 P 58 o 191, R B0 J2- 745 1
PIEE TR 1m0 51 R0 sh AL A5 | S0 21 Re 47 H)
e TEASCIT B &, A 121 i scsl i T
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ETERRNAXKBEBER L

Ho7 il e RS ikt HErF A1 lESE ikt
1 Negative Polarity #44f1 1 489 14.31% 1 7780 13.60%
2 Similarity 25[r] 896 8.61% 4 3509 6.13%
3 Result £}t 854 8.21% 2 5781 10.11%
4 Cause [K 577 5.54% 6 2 957 5.17%
5 Sequence JIiiJ¥ 536 5.15% 5 3351 5.86%
6 Temporal Ff[i1] 472 4.53% 7 2256 3.94%
7 Hypothetical {515 402 3.86% 3 3764 6.58%
8 Additional Information %p3¢ 287 2.76% 8 1288 2.25%
9 Restatement ik 137 1.32% 9 696 1.22%
10 Digression 530 1 0.01% 10 13 0.02%

FHTESE b B A5 22 9 A PR A3 y his (24 7K | we (22
) Jher(18 ¥X) il their( 18 ¥R) ¢, “we” Fl“ their” 1% 15
S 35 T A 0 — 30, T his” A her ™ HY BLR &K
WEZ IR RS h-index [ JR5E X H A “his or her N pa-
pers” (UYL . B i 2 0947 N 3l iR 43 il J& measure
(33 ¥X) .propose (25 ¥k ) .define(17 X ) Al introduce (17

) 4, i 26y ia) 2 B Hirsch 2005 — 3CY 3 %2 57 ik 2
P I SCT — BRI bR . IR 2 Y i )
J& at least (23 ¥K) .if (21 ¥K) .also (19 Y% ) Fi first (13
Y A RITPIAS fR AT 3% 422 1) 1Y)t B R R h-index (1 )5
E X HEE A A scientist has h-indexh if h of his n pa-
pers have at least h citations each. .. ” XA FHiiA

% 8 Hirsch 2005 — 35| HiBE RS N% RiA

Hirsch, who other than being author of numerous articles in physics, is also the inventor of the renowned index known by

In particular we intend to show in this article that the h-index or Hirsch (2005) index can be considered hype in our field.

A scientist has index h if h of his or her N papers have at least h citations each and the other papers have less than h cita-

Notably, both the g index ( Egghe, 2006) and the h index ( Hirsch, 2005) , as well as the total citation count per researc-

As a physicist, Hirsch himself published only three articles (Hirsch, 2005, 2007, 2010) related to the index he created.

Hence, the h index measures both productivity and impact of his/her work (Hirsch, 2005; Hirsch, 2007).

It is defined as the number h such that, for a general group of papers, h papers received at least h citations while the other

The following definition provides a formal mathematical description of the h index introduced by Hirsch (2005) and the w

The h index for a publication set is the highest number n such that there are n papers in the set each of them received at

A scientist has h index h if h of his n papers have at least h citations each and the other n-h papers have fewer than h +

Just like for any author, the well known Hirsch’ s index (Hirsch, 2005) may also be calculated for journals (cf. Braun,

We refer to measures such as the h index, first suggested by Hirsch (2005) for the evaluation of individual scientists.

LR k] e. g 5l HIHE
AR his 24
his name ( Hirsch, 2005).
we 22
her 18
tions each.
their 18
her, show equivalent statistical properties in terms of their distributions.
he 6
103 measure 33
propose 25 One of the most recent and successful indicators was proposed by Hirsch (2005) and it is called h-index.
define 17
papers received no more than h citations (Hirsch, 2005).
introduce 17
index introduced by Woeginger (2008).
use 15 Today, the h index (Hirsch, 2005) is a widely used measure of scientific performance.
T at least 23
least n citations ( Hirsch, 2005).
if 21
1 citations each (Hirsch, 2005).
also 19
Glanzel, & Schubert, 2006 ) .
first 13
since 11

For this reason, Hirsch (2005) already proposed dividing the h-index by number of years since a scientist” s first publica-

tion and called it the m-quotient.
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Citation Context Analysis Based on Cue Words: A Case Study of Journal of Informetrics
Hu Zhigang Sun Tai’an Wang Xianwen
" Institute of Science of Science and Science and Technology Management
Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024
> WISE Laboratory, Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024

Abstract. [ Purpose/significance ] A citation context is a descriptive or evaluative sentence in scientific papers that
contains references. By extracting and analyzing the cue words in the citation context, we are able to identify the citation
behavior and motivations. [ Method/process | Taking citation contexts in Journal of Informetrics as an example, we se-
lected three kinds of commonly used cue words, such as personal pronouns, behavioral verbs and conjunctions, and re-
spectively calculated the frequency, proportion and ranking in the citation context. By comparing the existence of cue
words in the citation context and non-citation context, the common sentence pattern of citation contexts was characterized.
[ Result/conclusion | In Journal of Informetrics, the citation context mainly shows the following characteristics: a) focu-
sing on the first-person and third -person perspectives, the citation context not only shows the works of others, but also
shows the authors’ own research; b) citing papers prefer to citing references involved research methods, and the most
commonly used behavior verbs are“use” “base” and “study”; c) adversative and enumerative sentences are the main
demonstration modes. The most used conjunctions are“also” and “but”. In conclusion, the citation context analysis based
on cue words has important value and significance for us to better understand the functions and motivations of citations in
scientific papers.

Keywords: citation context cue words word frequency analysis citation
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