A proposal to improve the calculation of the disruption index
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Abstract

Wu et al. (2019) proposed the disruption index (DI1) as bibliometric indicator that measures
disruptive and consolidating research. Leibel and Bornmann (2024) recently published a
literature overview on the disruption index research in Scientometrics. In this letter to the editor,
we point out that the method of calculating the DI score of a focal paper contains a logical
impact measurement error that leads to a meaningful reduction of the score. We explain why

this is problematic and propose a correction of the formula.
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1 Introduction

Shortly after Funk and Owen-Smith (2017) introduced the CD index as a measure of
technological change, Wu et al. (2019) recognized its potential for the bibliometric study of
transformative science. Their proposed disruption index (Dl1) is closely related to measures of
betweenness centrality (Freeman, 1977; Gebhart & Russel, 2023). The index uses bibliographic
coupling links to quantify historical discontinuities in the citation network of a focal paper (FP)
(Leydesdorff & Bornmann, 2021). Bibliographic coupling links connect publications that cite
the same references. The DI; ranges from -1 (max. consolidation) to 1 (max. disruption) and is

equivalent to the following ratio:
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Figure 1: How the DI; quantifies continuity and discontinuity in citation networks. The
illustration is based on Funk and Owen-Smith (2017).



Np is the number of citing papers that contain at least one bibliographic coupling link
with the FP. These papers represent historical continuity because they connect the more recent
literature (t+1 in Figure 1) with literature that predates the FP (t-1 in Figure 1). Conversely, N
quantifies historical discontinuities by counting the number of papers that cite the FP without
citing any of the FP’s cited references. A large Ng signals that the ideas that inspired the FP are
no longer relevant for future research. One could say that the FP “overshadows” (Liu et al.,
2023) previous research. Since Ny indicates consolidation and N indicates that the FP disrupts
the cumulative progress of science, it makes sense that Ny is subtracted from N in the
numerator of the Dl..

In addition to Nz and N, the formula for the calculation of the DI; also includes Ng.
Ny counts the number of papers that cite the FP’s cited references without citing the FP itself.
Since it only appears in the denominator, it affects the size, but not the sign of the DI11. Ny tends
to be very large in practice, which pushes the DIy scores of most papers (both disruptive and
consolidating) close to zero (Leydesdorff et al., 2021; Wu & Wu, 2019). Compared to Ny and
Np, it is much less clear what Ny is supposed to represent. On the one hand, its function may
be to measure the citation impact of all publications cited by the FP. On the other hand, its
consideration may be intended to produce index scores close to zero in many cases and to
produce high scores in only a few cases. In other words, the distribution of DIy scores should
follow what one would expect from research outcomes: disruptive research is a rare event.

This letter to the editor is intended to point out a logical measurement error of Ny:
Whereas Ny and Ny only include papers that were published after the publication of the FP, Ny
may also include papers that were published prior to the FP. This is not only counterintuitive,
but it also seems out of place in the context of identifying and quantifying disruptive and
consolidating citations. Nz and Ny capture how the FP affects the citing behaviour of its citing
papers’ authors. Since citation impact always follows the publication event, the FP cannot affect
the citing behaviour of authors whose papers were published prior to its appearance. We think
that the formula for calculating the DIy contains a logical impact measurement error: Ng
includes citations of cited publications that were published prior to the appearance of the FP.
Given that a paper can only have a disruptive or consolidating influence after researchers have
actually had the chance to read and cite it, we propose that N, only considers cited papers that

were published after the FP’s appearance in the calculation of the Dls.



Table 1: Dl score of Fukuda et al. (1998) according to the standard method and our proposed

method
Nr Np Ng DIy
Standard method 2,952 1,144 4,163 0.22
New method 2,952 1,144 2,112 0.29
Difference 0 0 -2,051 0.07

To illustrate how our proposed method of calculating N affects DIy scores, we
calculated the DI1 score of the Nobel Prize winning paper by Fukuda et al. (1998)! using the
Max Planck Society’s inhouse version of the Web of Science (Clarivate). One of the paper’s
authors, Takaaki Kajita, was awarded the Nobel Prize (together with Arthur B. McDonald) ““for
the discovery of neutrino oscillations, which shows that neutrinos have mass”?. Because the
paper is associated with a Nobel prize, we expected a high DIy score. Table 1 shows that our
proposed counting method (only including citing papers that were published in the year
following the FP’s publication year or later)® leads to a significantly lower Ny and a much
higher DIy score compared to the standard method. The DIy score increases by about 32% and
is thus more in line with expectations for a Nobel Prize winning paper.

Our empirical results for the paper published by Fukuda et al. (1998) shows that the
logical impact measurement error in the DI formula leads to a meaningful reduction of the Dl
score. Since we cannot expect the DIy scores of all papers are affected by the error to the same
extent, the error could lead to significant biases in the empirical application (e.g. rankings of
the most disruptive papers in a specific field). Hence, we propose that the correction is made in
the empirical application of the DI1. Although we only focused on the DIy in this paper, our
proposed method can also be used to improve other variants of the disruption index. An
overview of modified variants of the DIy is provided by Leibel and Bornmann (2024), who

published a literature overview on the disruption index research.

1 We randomly selected our example paper from the dataset provided by Li et al. (2019).

2 https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/lists/all-nobel-prizes/

3 Since the database we used to obtain the bibliometric data does not include information about the exact
publication date, we used the publication year to determine whether a paper was published after the FP’s
appearance. More precise data about the FP’s publication date enables more precise thresholds for determining

which papers should be considered by Np.



https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/lists/all-nobel-prizes/
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