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Abstract

Progress in science and technology is punctuated by disruptive innovation and
breakthroughs. Researchers have characterized these disruptions to explore the factors
that spark such innovations and to assess their long-term trends. However, although
understanding disruptive breakthroughs and their drivers hinges upon accurately quan-
tifying disruptiveness, the core metric used in previous studies—the disruption index—
remains insufficiently understood and tested. Here, after demonstrating the critical
shortcomings of the disruption index, including its conflicting evaluations for simulta-
neous discoveries, we propose a new, continuous measure of disruptiveness based on a
neural embedding framework that addresses these limitations. Our measure not only
better distinguishes disruptive works, such as Nobel Prize-winning papers, from others,
but also reveals simultaneous disruptions by allowing us to identify the “twins” that
have the most similar future context. By offering a more robust and precise lens for
identifying disruptive innovations and simultaneous discoveries, our study provides a
foundation for deepening insights into the mechanisms driving scientific breakthroughs
while establishing a more equitable basis for evaluating transformative contributions.
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1 Introduction

A perennial dichotomy in explaining the progress of science has been between “developing”

contributions—small, marginal, continuous, and “normal” progresses—versus “disruptive”

ones—big, discontinuous leaps [1–5]. From this perspective, most works are marginal, real-

izing logically expected next steps and extending the existing streams of works, while there

are exceptions that disrupt existing streams and make prior works obsolete by imagining a

new theory, concept, or way of thinking.

Although many tried to capture this fundamental tension [6–8], the most successful op-

erationalization is, arguably, the disruption index [4, 5]. The disruption index builds on

the idea that disruptive works should replace the established practices, making previous

works obsolete. As a result, a disruptive work is assumed to create a bow-tie structure—a

bottleneck—in the citation network, where it severs the stream of marginal innovations to

create a new stream. The disruption index of a paper aims to quantify the clarity of this

bow-tie structure by contrasting the number of subsequent works that build only on the

focal work against the number of other subsequent works that build on both focal work and

its referenced prior works (see Figure 1a). The disruption index has been widely adopted,

leading to discoveries of factors that may induce the creation of more disruptive innovations

including team size [4], field size [9], atypical knowledge combinations [10], technological

niches [11], remote or fresh collaboration [12, 13], conceptual structure [14], and increasing

reliance on specialized knowledge [15].

The disruption index is, however, a discrete measure that relies on the topology of the

local citation network, hampered by debilitating limitations (see Figure 1). First, the dis-

ruption index can be extremely sensitive to small—even a single citation—changes in the

topology of the local citation network (see Figure 1b). Second, the index has a low resolution

because it counts the papers that are classified into just three categories without taking into

account any other information. For instance, even if the descendent paper relies on the focal

paper citing more antecedent papers, the index does not change. Therefore, the index is
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Figure 1: The disruption index has critical limitations due to its discreteness and
locality. (a) The disruption index quantifies the degree to which the descendent works rely
solely on a focal work and are free from antecedent works. The disruption index of a focal
paper reaches its minimum value D = −1 when all future works citing the focal work also
cite the prior works referenced by the focal work. On the other hand, the focal work is
maximally disruptive (D = 1) when all future works cite the focal work while not citing any
past works referenced by the focal work. (b) The disruption index is extremely sensitive;
even a single missing citation can cause it to shift dramatically from -1 to 1. (c) D exhibits
high degeneracy, having the same values for the different citation topology structures. (d)
The index only captures the local structure formed by directly connected papers, neglecting
any structure beyond the immediate vicinity. (e) In cases where two papers jointly or
simultaneously create disruption and receive equal recognition from descendants, even a
single citation can turn them minimally disruptive from maximally disruptive.
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more likely to have specific ratio values (e.g., 0, 1, and 1
2
), leading to high degeneracy (see

Figure 1c). Third, because the index is calculated by examining only one step of the citation,

it cannot capture any information that is not encoded in the immediate vicinity of the focal

paper (see Figure 1d).

Finally, the disruption index can completely obscure simultaneous disruption events (see

Figure 1e). Simultaneous disruption occurs when scientists independently make similar, or

even the same, discoveries without knowledge of each other’s work, or when the same au-

thor(s) publish multiple papers that collectively represent a single breakthrough [16, 17].

Since the “paper” is the unit of analysis, these “multiples” that represent the same discov-

ery are treated as separate entities when the disruption index is applied. This approach

overlooks simultaneous disruptions and can even render them invisible. Specifically, when

one paper contributing to this simultaneous disruption cites another, the disruption index

mistakenly interprets all subsequent studies that cite both papers as descendants relying on

the references of the collective disruption papers. This misclassification shifts papers that

should be counted as ni to nj, drastically reducing the estimated disruptiveness. In the most

extreme case where two publications represent a perfectly disruptive innovation where none

of the descendants cite any of the antecedents, with the addition of a single citation, the

disruption index can change from 1 (maximally disruptive) to -1 (minimally disruptive). In

our analysis, we find numerous instances of simultaneous disruptions that were obscured by

this issue.

Simultaneous discoveries may not be outliers but commonplaces [16, 18]. Newton and

Leibniz independently formulated calculus; Wallace and Darwin simultaneously devised the

theory of evolution, and multiple researchers independently discovered the periodic table and

energy conservation. The Nobel Prize, the most prestigious award in science, often honors

multiple individuals, sometimes even sparking controversy of crediting limited people among

many contributors [19]. Beyond a few examples involving prominent figures in scientific

research, many scholars have proposed the prevalence of simultaneous discoveries across
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Figure 2: Directional graph embedding captures disruptiveness. Unlike the disrup-
tion index, our embedding approach leverages the entire network structure to estimate the
disruptiveness of each paper. This approach separately represents the citing and cited fea-
tures of papers (see Methods for a detailed explanation of the algorithm). (a) First, we
generate random walks (blue arrow) on the citation network. (b) Our model aims to learn
two vectors (“future” and “past”) for each paper that can be used to accurately predict
‘what comes before’ (future vector) and ‘what comes next’ (past vector) in the random walk
trajectories. (c) As a result, future vector f approaches descendent papers vectors while
past vector p approaches the antecedent papers vectors. (d) For the developing paper, the
distance between the vectors representing antecedent works and descendent works are close
in the embedding space because of the large reliance of descendent works on antecedent
works. This makes the distance between future vector f and past vector p becomes closer.
(e) For the disruptive paper, on the other hand, the distance between future vector and past
vector becomes greater, as the fewer connections between antecedent papers and descendent
papers make their representation vector far away in the latent space.
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general science, arguing that simultaneous discoveries are a common, yet largely overlooked

pattern of scientific discoveries, partly due to the lack of the methods that can discover them

systematically [16, 18]. Therefore, the inability to recognize simultaneous discoveries can

hinder our understanding of scientific progress.

The limitations of the disruption index call for a continuous and more robust measure

of disruptiveness. Here, we propose a continuous measure that addresses these limitations

by combining the conceptual foundation of the disruption index with a method from neural

language models and graph embeddings. Our approach builds on the premise that, just

like neural language models that represent entities (words) as vectors in a high-dimensional

vector space, we can imagine each paper as a vector that captures the particular subject

of the study. Then, embracing the basic idea of the disruption index—where a disruptive

paper diminishes the relevance of earlier works for future research—we develop a method

to train two distinct vectors for each paper in the same embedding space: one represent-

ing the context of “ancestors,” and the other representing the context of “descendants.”

Disruptive works trigger a contextual shift that creates a new stream of works. Thus, we

postulate that the distance between these two representations reflects the extent to which

“descendants” departed from its “ancestors.” We also provide a mathematical formulation

demonstrating how this distance effectively captures the extent to which descendants rely

on their ancestors—the phenomenon that the disruption index was originally designed to

measure (see Methods).

Using a dataset of over 55 million general scientific papers from Web of Science dataset

and physics-related papers from American Physics Society dataset, we demonstrate that

our measure addresses the shortcomings of the disruption index. Not only does it more

accurately identify disruptive works, such as Nobel Prize-winning papers, but it can also

discover simultaneous disruptions that the disruption index fails to recognize.
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2 Results

The key idea behind our approach is that we can imagine, for each paper, two distinct vectors:

the past and future. The past vector pi of paper i, points to the antecedent papers—its

references and their close relatives, whereas the future vector fi points to the future relatives

of the focal paper. If the embedding model is trained such that the proximity between the

vectors indicates higher connections between their papers, and if disruptive papers indeed

tend to eclipse the future knowledge from the past, making future knowledge less rely on the

past, we expect that a paper’s past and future vectors diverge as the paper’s disruptiveness

increases. Thus, by quantifying the distance between these two vectors—representing the

past and future context of each paper—we can estimate their disruptiveness. Because they

are defined in the continuous embedding space from the entire citation network structure,

rather than just the 1-hop neighborhood of the focal paper, we can also expect that this

measure is more robust, incorporating higher-order relationships, reducing degeneracy, and

remaining stable against individual citation link changes.

To accomplish this, let us imagine an embedding framework where two representation

vectors are learned from the past and future contexts respectively, based on the citation

relationship. One way to achieve this is to employ an objective function that aligns the past

vector of the focal paper with the future vectors of its antecedent papers, and the future

vector of the focal paper with the past vectors of its descendant papers. Then, we can create

training examples by generating direction-aware random walks from the citation network

(Figure 2 a). Mathematically, by employing a commonly-used softmax-based formulation,

we can first assume that, if we obtain good representations for every paper, the conditional

probability of seeing paper j after seeing paper i (within a short window) on a random walk

trajectory that follows the citations to the past can be written as

Pr(j|i) = exp (fj · pi)∑
k exp fk · pi

, (1)
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where k is all papers in the dataset. We then use the skip-gram objective function

J =
∑
s∈V

R∑
r=1

T−c∑
t=1

c∑
w=1

log Pr(v
(r,s)
t+w |v

(r,s)
t ), (2)

where V represents the set of all papers, and s ∈ V denotes a paper from which a

random walk is initiated. For each paper s, R random walks are performed, where r indexes

the random walks, and t is the position within each random walk of length T . The context

window size is denoted by c, and w represents the citation step within the window. The

term v
(r,s)
t refers to the node at position t in the r-th random walk starting from paper s,

while v
(r,s)
t+w is the antecedent paper of v

(r,s)
t within w citation steps.

When R and T are big enough, Equation (2) can be approximated as

J ≈
∑
u∈V

∑
v∈Ac(u)

κinu log Pr(v|u), (3)

where Ac(u) is the set of antecedent papers that are cited by the paper u within c cita-

tion steps. Here, the term log Pr(v|u) is weighted by κinu , which is the in-degree (number

of citations) of the paper u, as the density of a random walker can be approximated as

proportional to the in-degree of a node of a network [20, 21]. We learn the vectors that

maximize this likelihood function based on many random work trajectories sampled from

the citation network. In this way, one type of vector, f , learns which papers are likely to

be descendent works connected within c citation steps, while the other type of vector, p,

learns which papers are likely to be prior works within c citation steps (Figure 2b and c).

This approach is equivalent to the node2vec model [22] (or the word2vec model) applied to

citation trajectories treated as ‘sentences’ [23], but with the window constrained to a single

direction.

When our algorithm is applied to a citation network, the cosine distance between the

future vector and the past vector of a paper reflects reliance (or the lack thereof) of its

descendent works on its antecedent works (Figure 2d; see Methods for the mathematical
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description of this argument.) Thus, we introduce Embedding Disruption Measure (EDM)

index for paper i as the cosine distance between the past vector (representing references, pi)

and the future vector (representing citations, fi) of paper i:

∆i = 1− fi · pi

|fi||pi|
. (4)

We choose to use cosine distance instead of Euclidean distance because the vector norms

reflect the frequency of the papers appearing in the random walk sequences, or the ‘attrac-

tiveness’ of the paper—the information we specifically want to exclude from our measure [24,

25].

2.1 Degeneracy and Locality

First, let us show the distribution of the measures across all papers in Web of Science and

American Physical Society datasets (see Methods for the details of the dataset). Given that

our measure (denoted as ∆) is continuously defined and free from degeneracy issues, we

expect that our measure exhibits a smoother distribution with a greater resolution. This

expectation is clearly demonstrated in Figure 3a. While the D tends to bunch at zero

with high degeneracy, ∆ exhibits a much greater resolution and a smooth distribution. The

D’s tendency to produce values very close to zero is due to nk term, which tends to be

significantly larger than other terms in the index, as it represents the total number of papers

citing at least one of the references of the focal paper [26]. Since nk is generally large and

located in the denominator, it dominates the index and makes the scores close to zero. We

further examined the Dnok index, where the nk term is omitted, and the D5 index, which only

considers citations occurring 5 years after the publication of the focal paper. Our analysis

confirmed that both variants still exhibit high degeneracy (see Supplementary Section 1 for

the details).

A higher resolution of ∆ is also linked to its ability to capture a broader scope of infor-

9



mation beyond a single citation. Even for the papers that share the same citation pattern

within a 1-hop citation network with the same D value, their ∆ values can differ, as their

2- or 3-hop citation networks exhibit different patterns. We additionally explored whether

∆ incorporates higher-order citation patterns by comparing D computed over two citation

steps with ∆ in Supplementary Section 2.

2.2 Identification of Disruptive Papers

We compare the performance of EDM and the disruption index in identifying disruptive

papers. We focused on two distinct sets of papers, each with unique characteristics: Nobel

Prize-winning papers, and “Milestone” papers selected by American Physical Society (APS).

2.2.1 Nobel Prize and Milestone Paper

Let us first examine the Nobel Prize-winning papers and Milestone papers. The Nobel Prize,

the most prestigious international science award, is often associated with groundbreaking

breakthroughs in various fields [27]. Similarly, milestone papers, selected by APS editors

for their significant discoveries or for pioneering new fields, are linked to transformative

achievements in physics and and are often recognized as a proxy for disruptive work [28, 29].

In total, our analysis includes 302 Nobel Prize-winning papers identified within the WOS

dataset and 278 milestone papers from the APS dataset (see Methods for details).

As we can see in Figure 3b, although both ∆ and D tend to assess these landmark papers

as highly disruptive, the disruption index produces a bimodal distribution, indicating that

some papers are identified as not at all disruptive. However, the raw index does not tell

us a full story because the index can be confounded by other characteristics such as the

number of references and citations. Indeed, previous studies showed that the disruption

index can be affected by the number of references and exponentially increasing publications

and citations [30–32]. This means any disparity found in these analyses can be due to the

number of citations and references rather than reflecting the disruptive or developmental
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qualities of papers. To address this issue, we compute the same indices in a randomized

citation network, where we maintain the number of citations and references for each paper,

as well as citation year gaps (see Methods for a detailed explanation of the construction of

the randomized citation network). In doing so, we isolate what the indices capture beyond

the number of citations and references.

Figure 3b shows the results for the randomized network. Notably, the Nobel Prize papers

in the randomized network haveD scoresmore heavily concentrated in the top 10% compared

to the original network, indicating that their high D scores can be explained largely by the

number of citation and reference counts. Indeed, when we compare individual papers, as

shown in Figure 3c, the percentile ranking of D scores often remain nearly the same across

the randomized and original networks, further suggesting that the null model explains their

high D scores. (In some cases, D scores drastically shift to lower values—an observation

we will explore more fully in the Results.) On the other hand, ∆ values in the randomized

network are much lower than those in the original network and exhibit varied changes with

less pronounced patterns across the two networks, indicating that ∆ captured the disruptive

quality of these papers beyond what can be attributed to citation and reference counts alone.

The same pattern is observed for the APS’s milestone papers.

We further conduct multivariate logistic regression to assess the extent to which the ∆,

D, and citation count are related to the likelihood of a paper being a Nobel Prize-winning or

milestone paper. To address the sparsity of these papers, we used Firth’s logistic regression.

For comparability of effect sizes, each percentile was scaled by dividing by 10, aligning it

with the citation logarithm scale, which has a maximum value of 12.42 in WOS papers and

9.28 in APS papers.

The regression analysis reveals that ∆ exhibits a much stronger association with milestone

papers and Nobel prize-winning papers. As shown in Figure 3d, for milestone papers, the

odds ratios of the ∆ percentile and the logarithm value of citations are 1.23 (p < 0.001;

95% CI: 1.14–1.34) and 6.14 (p < 0.001; 95% CI: 5.51–6.87), respectively. This implies that
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when the percentile of ∆ increases by 10%, the odds of a paper being a milestone increase

by 1.23. Similarly, when the number of citations increases by about two times, the odds of

a paper being a milestone increase by 6.14. Conversely, the 95% confidence interval for the

odds ratio of the D percentile includes 1 (p > 0.05; 95% CI: 0.99–1.06), suggesting a lack of

statistical significance in predicting milestone papers.

For the Nobel Prize-winning papers, the odds ratios for ∆ percentile and logarithmic

citations were 1.34 (p < 0.001; 95% CI: 1.25–1.44) and 5.55 (p < 0.001; 95% CI: 5.18–5.95).

A 10% increase in ∆ percentile corresponded to a 1.34 times increase in odds, and a twofold

increase in citations associated with a 5.55 times increase. However, the 95% confidence

interval for D percentile includes 1 (p > 0.05; 95% CI: 0.96–1.03), suggesting no statistical

significance in predicting Nobel Prize-winning papers.

We further extended our analysis to the patent dataset by categorizing government-

funded patents as disruptive, based on previous observations that public sector institutions

are more likely to focus on far-reaching, foundational research initiatives, while companies

tend to concentrate on immediate and practical developments [5, 33, 34]. The result aligns

with the observations for scientific papers, showing that ∆ is more effective than D in

identifying government-funded patents.(see Supplementary Section 6).

2.2.2 Simultaneous Disruption

If the disruption index is largely confounded by citations and references, then why do some

of these landmark papers have such low scores, resulting in a bimodal distribution of D?

To understand this discrepancy, we examine the top ten papers with the largest difference

between D and ∆.

We found that, all ten papers are related to the notable examples of simultaneous dis-

ruption, where multiple papers independently reached the same conclusion or where authors

published the study across two separate publications. The problem of D is that, when there

is even a single citation linking these simultaneous disruptive papers, D can change, in prin-
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Figure 3: Embedding Disruptiveness Measure (EDM) better captures disruptive
works as well as simultaneous disruptions, which are obscured by disruptive in-
dex. (a) The disruption index D has higher degeneracy than an embedding disruptiveness
measure ∆. The disruption D has high degeneracy in specific values such as 1, 0.5, and
0.25 (see Figure 1). (b) The D index of 302 Nobel Prize-winning and 278 milestone papers
shows a bimodal distribution, mainly attributed to the failure of D to consider simultaneous
disruptions. Remarkably, ∆ successfully rank most of them highly disruptive, eliminating
the bimodal distribution. Also, the distribution of two indices in the randomization of the
citation network highlights the influence of citations and references on D scores. (c) The
change of the percentile of ∆ at the individual paper level varies between the randomized
citation network and the original citation network. In contrast, the percentile of D either
shifts drastically due to the sensitivity of the index or remains nearly unchanged. (d) Firth’s
logistic regression shows that ∆ correlates more strongly with the likelihood of papers becom-
ing milestones among 327,021 APS papers or Nobel Prize-winning papers among 23,664,187
WOS papers, with higher and more statistically significant odds ratios than D. Error bars
represent the 95% confidence interval. (e) Examples of the papers involved in simultaneous
discoveries that were overlooked by the disruption index D but effectively captured by EDM
with high ∆ score. The D scores for these papers were positioned around the bottom 1%,
contrasting with a potential ranking higher than the top 5% if not for the impact of mutual
citation links. The downward-pointing triangles on the arrows indicate the percentile of ∆
and D of simultaneous discovery papers. 13



ciple, from the maximum (D = 1) to the minimum (D = −1), as shown in Figure 1. Due

to the discrete nature of classifying future papers into the two types, a single citation edge

can turn every descendent paper from one class to the other. Indeed, this seems to be what

happened to these papers.

There are eight simultaneous disruption cases related to these ten papers in total. The

details for the five most notable of these cases are illustrated in Figure 3e. Let us examine

two of these instances here. The first is the story of J/ψ meson, a transformative discovery

that challenged the established three-quark model at that time and sparked what is now

celebrated as the November Revolution in particle physics. On November 11, 1974, two

independent research teams—one led by Burton Richter and the other led by Samuel Ting—

simultaneously announced a discovery of a new particle [35, 36]. Both groups published their

findings in the same issue of the journal Physical Review Letters (PRL) and they both cited

each other. As a result of the citations between their papers, compared with the hypothetical

case without them, their papers’ D dropped from 0.085 (top 4% percentile) and 0.80 (top

1%) to −0.11 (bottom 1%) and −0.64 (bottom 0%). By contrast, ∆ correctly captures

their collective disruption as 0.99 (top 5%) and 0.97 (top 7%). Another case is the Higgs

Mechanism. In 1964, the question of why particles possess mass was addressed through the

development of a model by François Englert and Robert Brout, as well as independently

by Peter Higgs [37, 38]. Like the previous case, they published their studies around the

same time. However, only the paper by Higgs cites Englert and Brout’s paper, resulting in

a decrease in the D value of Higgs’ paper from 0.28 (top 1.3%)—the counterfactual case of

Higgs not citing Englert & Brout’s paper—to −0.27 (bottom 0.1%). On the other hand, the

D value of Englert & Brout’s paper, which did not cite Higgs’ paper, is 0.15 (top 2.8%).

Again, the ∆ values for these papers precisely gauge their overall disruption, resulting in

scores of 1.002 (top 4.1%) and 1.005 (top 4.1%). Other cases of simultaneous disruption

shown in the figure are discovery of reverse tanscriptase, asymptotic freedom in quantum

chromodynamics, and inelastic scattering of electrons and neutrons. The details of these
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examples of simultaneous disruption, along with the other three cases not shown in the figure,

are represented in Supplementary Information Section 4 and 5. A table listing the top eleven

papers with the largest discrepancies between ∆ and D is also included in Supplementary

Table 1 (The inclusion of the eleventh paper is due to its status as a simultaneous discovery

pair with the third-ranked paper.)

2.3 Identification of Simultaneous Discoveries

In the previous section, we demonstrated the advantages offered by EDM in mitigating

issues related to degeneracy, locality, and the ability to capture simultaneous disruption.

Notably, we found numerous examples of simultaneous discoveries in the Nobel Prize-winning

paper dataset, supporting Robert Merton’s argument that simultaneous discovery is not a

rare aspect of scientific evolution [16].These examples of simultaneous disruption exhibit

similarly high EDM scores, indicating that their true significance is effectively captured by

our embedding algorithm.

However, EDM is a measure of the discrepancy between future vectors f , which reflect how

a paper is used in subsequent works, and past vectors p, which indicate what the paper drew

from earlier research. This discrepancy alone does not confirm that the embedding algorithm

accurately captures the parallel impact of simultaneous disruptions on future studies. For the

embedding algorithm to truly reflect the similarity of their impact, the embedding locations

of simultaneous disruptions should be close to one another, as these papers represent the

same discoveries and are utilized by the scientific community in similar contexts. Given this,

we further investigate whether the future vectors f of simultaneous discoveries are positioned

close to each other in the embedding space. Here, we focus on the proximity of future vectors

of simultaneous discovery pairs, reflecting the similarity in how a pair of papers is utilized

by subsequent research, following the approach of previous studies [17, 40, 41]. The same

analysis on the past vectors is provided in Supplementary Section 10.

We analyzed the proximity of future vectors for simultaneous discovery examples based
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Figure 4: Future vectors reveal the simultaneous discoveries. The PCA plot of the
future vectors of 332,518 APS papers. Each paper’s future vector is color-coded according
to its PACS category. Simultaneous discovery papers identified in the Nobel Prize-winning
papers dataset are represented by large red dots, with their closest neighbors connected by
black edges. Two papers involved in the discovery of reverse transcriptase are excluded as
they are not included in the APS datset. For the Higgs mechanism’s simultaneous discov-
ery, we included an additional paper by Guralnik et al. [39] (see Supplementary Section
4 for details). Notably, the future vectors of these simultaneous discovery papers are the
closest pairs to each other. Using this feature, we identified 18,417 potential simultaneous
discovery papers, among which we annotated 80 papers with more than 300 citations. Of
the 80 annotated papers, 64 were identified as simultaneous discovery papers: 34 papers
are independent simultaneous discovery papers, where the authors explicitly reference their
simultaneous discovery counterparts within the text, while another 30 papers represent col-
lective simultaneous discoveries, where the same authors shared their findings across multiple
publications. The 34 independent simultaneous discovery papers are colored with bright teal
in the figure. The black edge again shows that the future vectors of these simultaneous
paper pairs are closest to each other. Principal components 2 and 3 are shown as principal
component 1 primarily captures temporal information.
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on cosine distance, as in our approach for calculating ∆, to reduce the influence of citation

counts. Due to the computational demands of identifying nearest neighbors across the entire

WOS dataset, which includes over 23 million papers, we focused our analysis on the APS

dataset. As expected, simultaneous discovery papers identified in the previous section con-

sistently clustered together in the embedding space, showing the closest proximity to each

other compared to all other papers. For visualization, we plotted the future vectors of the

entire APS dataset using a PCA projection (Figure 4).

Given that the simultaneous discovery pairs in our examples consistently appear as the

nearest neighbors, we further investigated the potential of our embedding approach to sys-

tematically identify such simultaneous discoveries. While previous studies have used over-

lapping citation patterns to detect simultaneous breakthroughs [17, 40, 41], these methods

are limited to analyzing one-step citation counts, potentially having similar limitations with

the disruption index. In contrast, leveraging future vector proximity enables the identifica-

tion of simultaneous discoveries by capturing the broader, cumulative influence of papers on

subsequent research.

To test this approach, we first selected paper pairs with the closest future vectors that

were published in the same year, yielding 18,417 paper pairs involving 36,834 papers. We

then excluded review papers published in Review of Modern Physics (RMP), resulting in

36,743 papers. The dataset of these potential simultaneous discovery paper pairs is publicly

available (see Methods for details)

Because of the impracticality of manually verifying each of the 36,743 papers for simulta-

neous discoveries, we focused on pairs with significant citation impact, those receiving over

300 citations, narrowing the selection to 80 papers. Among these, 64 (80%) were identified

as simultaneous discoveries. Specifically, 34 papers explicitly acknowledged the presence of

their independent simultaneous discoveries within their main text or citations. For example,

Miyake et al. noted in their work [42], “Recently, we became aware of similar work carried

out by Bloch and co-workers,” referencing the paper by Aidelsburger et al. [43], which exhib-
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ited the closest future vectors to Miyake’s paper. These independent simultaneous discovery

paper pairs identified by our embedding approach are illustrated in Fig. 4. Other 30 papers

were identified as instances of collective simultaneous discoveries, where the same authors

disseminated their findings across multiple publications. The dataset for these simultaneous

discovery annotations is available (see Data Availability).

3 Discussion

In our study, we highlight key limitations of the disruption index and introduce a neural

embedding framework that provides a more robust measure of scientific disruptiveness, with

further applications in identifying simultaneous discoveries. This method not only facilitates

the discernment of the true influence of disruptive papers, overcoming limitations inherent

in existing metrics but also provides a means of identifying simultaneous discoveries.

While our study makes significant strides in overcoming the existing problems of the

disruption index, our metric has notable limitations. First, measuring temporal changes

of disruptiveness is challenging with our measure. Because our metric consider the entire

structure of the citation network during the training process, the impact of a paper at specific

points in time can only be quantified by retraining the model using citation data up to that

period, which can be computationally demanding. Second, our method struggles to capture

the disruptive impact of papers with few citations or references. Papers with no citation or

no reference are excluded from the random walk sequences, meaning they are entirely left out

of the training process. Third, the metric primarily focuses on citation relationships, which,

while meaningful, do not always fully capture the broader influence of a paper. Contributions

that impact the field in ways not reflected through citations, such as informal dissemination

or cases where review articles replace the original citation (see Supplementary Section 3),

may not be adequately represented.

Despite these limitations, our metric represents a substantial improvement in capturing
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the multifaceted nature of disruptiveness in scientific research, by addressing significant

limitations in existing indices through the application of neural embedding methods. The

demonstrated reduction in degeneracy, comprehensive consideration of the entire network

structure, and resistance to misleading results in the face of collective and simultaneous

disruption examples underscore the efficacy of our proposed metrics. Given the centrality

of disruptiveness in characterizing the progression of scientific knowledge, our metric offers

valuable insights into the diverse mechanisms driving scientific evolution. Furthermore, its

ability to identify the simultaneous disruption sets opens doors for investigating the drivers

of innovation and recognition dynamics of scientific works in the scientific community.
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4 Methods

4.1 Dataset

4.1.1 WOS Papers

We use a dataset from WOS (Web of Science) including papers released from 1960 to 2019,

which amount to 54,945,692 papers connected by 1,077,709,818 citations. We compute both

the disruption index D and our new index ∆ using this full data set. After calculating these

indices, we exclude the papers between 1960 and 1962 as well as those between 2017 and 2019

to alleviate the boundary problem—biased computation of the indices due to missing data

before and after the time period captured in the data. Furthermore, after calculating the

disruption index, we do not consider papers with fewer than five citations and no references
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to exclude outliers and ensure that every paper belongs to the giant connected component.

We also narrow our focus down to only research-related document types (e.g., ‘Review,’

‘Article,’ ‘Letter,’ and ‘Proceedings Paper’). After these considerations, the total number of

papers we include in our study is 23,664,187.

4.1.2 APS Papers

The APS dataset covers articles published in APS journals, comprising 644,022 papers pub-

lished from 1893 to 2019 with 8,323,911 citations. Similar to our approach with the WOS

data set, we calculated disruption scores and selected papers with a minimum of five citations

and at least one reference. Filtering papers with less than five citations or with no reference

remains the papers published after 1913, so we only further exclude the papers published

after 2017, resulting in a final tally of 327,021 papers. For the identification of simultaneous

discovery pairs in Result, we include papers without references since we solely utilize future

vectors, which is based on only citation information, bringing the total to 332,518 papers.

4.1.3 Nobel Prize-Winning Papers

In our study, we identified 302 Nobel Prize-winning papers, sourced from two comprehensive

studies. The first study compiled 874 prize-winning papers published between 1900 and

2016 across three major fields: 283 in Physics, 259 in Chemistry, and 332 in Medicine. This

dataset was constructed by analyzing references cited in Nobel lectures, with additional cross-

verification using sources such as Wikipedia, personal homepages, and existing academic

studies to ensure the accuracy and completeness of the identified papers [1]. The second

study focused on Nobel Prize-related publications from 1995 to 2017, selecting one significant

paper per laureate based on citation count and main authorship. These key papers were

identified from the Advanced Information section on the official Nobel website, resulting in

a selection of 174 papers [2]. For this source, we identified the papers using their Digital

Object Identifiers (DOIs). From these combined sources, we compiled a final dataset of 302

24



unique Nobel Prize-winning papers for our analysis.

4.1.4 Milestone Papers

We manually collected the milestone paper datasets from each journal website. As a re-

sult, we collected 79 papers from 125 Years of the American Physical Society Journals

milestones [3], 87 papers from a PRL retrospective milestones [4], 24 papers from Physical

Review A 50th Anniversary Milestones [5], 55 papers from Physical Review B 50th Anniver-

sary Milestones [6], 39 papers from Physical Review C 50th Anniversary Milestones [7], 85

papers from Physical Review D 50th Anniversary Milestones [8], and 22 papers from Physi-

cal Review E 50th Anniversary Milestones [9]. Due to overlaps between milestone selections

in 125 Years of the American Physical Society Journals and other journals, the collection

totals 300 milestone papers, with 278 papers included in the datasets used in the analysis.

4.1.5 Patents

We gathered 7,387,609 patents granted by the United States Patent and Trademark Office

(USPTO) from 1976 to 2020, sourced from PatentsView [10]. We computed a disruption

index using the entire citation network and refined the dataset by excluding patents with

fewer than five citations or only one reference, as well as non-utility patents, such as design

patents and defensive publications. Additionally, we filtered out patents issued after 2016

and before 1979, with the same reason of excluding the first and the last three years of WOS

papers and APS papers, resulting in 2,653,873 patents. PatentsView also offers government

interest patents granted by the USPTO for inventions funded, at least in part, by a federal

research grant or government contract. There are 177,742 government interest patents in

the datasets, and among them, 56,243 patents are included in the dataset we used in the

analysis.
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4.2 Embedding Disruptiveness Measure

To calculate the disruptive features of papers, we first imagine two separate representations

of each paper, which we call “past vector” and “future vector.” We assume that having

good representations means that the past vector can effectively predict the previous nodes

in random walk trajectories (i.e., the antecedent papers that the given paper cites), while

the future vector can predict the next nodes (i.e., the descendant papers that cite the given

paper). Borrowing ideas from statistical language models and graph embeddings, we further

assume that this implies the past vector aligns closely with the antecedent papers, while the

future vector aligns with the descendant papers [11–14].

In this framework, if a paper is disruptive, its descendants (those citing it) rely less on

its antecedents (the papers it cites), as the given paper makes the antecedents obsolete or

not relevant to the descendent papers [15]. This creates a clear separation between the two,

causing the representations of the antecedent and descendant papers to move farther apart.

Consequently, the past and future vectors become increasingly distant, indicating the paper’s

disruptiveness and suggesting that future research is diverging from the traditional context

set by the antecedents. Therefore, the disruptiveness of a paper can be quantified as the

distance between its future and past vectors.

To formalize this concept, we first frame the process of learning features of papers as

an optimization problem. Let G = (V,E) represents the citation network, where V and E

indicate the set of papers and citation links, respectively. For any given paper u ∈ V , we

define Dc(u) ⊂ V as the collection of descendant papers that cite paper u within c citation

steps, and Ac(u) ⊂ V as the collection of antecedent papers that are cited by the paper u

within c citation steps.

Then, inspired by the skip-gram model, which is a statistical language model designed

to predict surrounding words in a sentence [12], we define the objective of our model as
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J =
∑
s∈V

R∑
r=1

T−c∑
t=1

c∑
w=1

log Pr(v
(r,s)
t+w |v

(r,s)
t ), (5)

which is the sum of the log-probabilities of observing v
(r,s)
t+w as a cited paper within c citation

steps of v
(r,s)
t , across R random walks of length T initiated from each paper s ∈ V . In this

context, v
(r,s)
t refers to the paper at position t in the r-th random walk starting from s, while

v
(r,s)
t+w is the paper cited by v

(r,s)
t through w citation steps.

Random walks in directed networks tend to visit nodes with a large in-degree κin. It

is known that the probability of visiting each node is approximately proportional to its in-

degree [16]. Keeping this in mind, let us simplify Equation (5). Equation (5) involves R

random walks of length T , represented by the second and third summation. When R and

T are big enough, a random node u appears with frequency approximately proportional to

its in-degree κinu . Thus, the two summations are simplified by κinu , and Equation (5) can be

approximated as

J ≈
∑
u∈V

∑
v∈Ac(u)

κinu log Pr(v|u), (6)

where Pr(v|u) is the conditional probability to observe v in Ac(u) when the paper u is given.

In our model, Pr(v|u) is calculated as the softmax function of the similarity between fv,

which is the future vector of the antecedent works v, and pu, which is the past vector of the

target work u:

Pr(v|u) = exp(fv · pu)

Zu

,

where Zu =
∑

v′ ̸=u exp (fv′ · pu) (In fact, the function Pr(v|u) is biased towards the noise

distribution due to the use of negative sampling in the method [17]. A derivation of the

same conclusion, accounting for the bias, can be found in Supplementary Section 9.)

The difference from the original skip-gram formulation is that our model restricts the

prediction window to only the “left” context in the citation network [18]. This means that
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we focus on predicting the antecedent papers by using the past vector of the given paper

and the future vectors of its antecedent papers, rather than employing a symmetric window

around the target. This design choice reflects our initial assumption that a paper’s influence

is captured through its “future vector,” which becomes distinct from its “past vector” when

the paper is disruptive.

In the following, we will show that the cosine distance between the future vector and the

past vector of the given paper i can approximate the lack of reliance of Dc(i), the descendent

works of i, on the Ac(i), the antecedent works of i.

In Equation (6), the terms related to the given paper i are

∑
j∈Ac(i)

κini log Pr(j|i) +
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink log Pr(i|k) =
∑

j∈Ac(i)

κini log
exp(fj · pi)

Zi

+
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink log
exp(fi · pk)

Zk

=
∑

j∈Ac(i)

κini (fj · pi − logZi) +
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink (fi · pk − logZk) .

(7)

We assume that the network is acyclic, and either Dc(i) or Ac(i) does not include i,

which is mostly the case for citation networks. Then, the question to find a vector fi that

maximizes the Equation (7) becomes maximizing the following function:

∑
k∈Dc(i)

κink (fi · pk − logZk),

where Zk =
∑

v ̸=k exp (fv · pk) = exp(fi · pk) +C. Note that if we think about a function

F (s) = s− log(es + C),

then the gradient of F (s) is positive (C is a positive constant):

F ′(s) = 1− es

es + C
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In other words, F (s) is a monotonically increasing function. It is not bounded and would

keep increasing with s. In practice, due to the noise in the data as well as the stochastic

nature of the optimization algorithm (negative sampling and stochastic gradient descent)

the norm of every vector is bounded. Thus, if we consider a single term associated with a

specific k, we can see that fi, if its norm is fixed, should be aligned with pk to maximize the

objective function.

Then, let us assume that set Dc(i) for most papers capture a fairly homogeneous set of

publications that are similar to each other. Then, we can think about pk as a set of vectors

that are distributed around a certain mean direction uj. Then we can write pk = ui + ϵik,

where ϵik is a small perturbation vector uniformly distributed on a hypersphere (
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk

|Dc(i)| ≃

ui). Then,

∑
k∈Dc(i)

κink (fi · pk − logZk) =
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink [fi · (ui + ϵik)− log(exp(fi · (ui + ϵik)) + C)]

=
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink [fi · ui + fi · ϵik − log(exp(fi · ui) exp(fi · ϵik) + C)]

≃
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink [fi · ui − log(exp(fi · ui) + C)] +
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink fi · ϵik

≃
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink [fi · ui − log(exp(fi · ui) + C)] ,

where we assume exp(fi · ϵik) ≃ 1 and
∑

k∈Dc(i)
κink fi · ϵik ≃ 0. This function is again a

monotonically increasing function of fi · ui. If |fi| is fixed, fi should be aligned with ui to

maximize the function.

Now let’s consider the past vectors of i, pi. The objective function that we need to

maximize in terms of pi is

∑
j∈Ac(i)

κini (fj · pi − logZi) =
∑

j∈Ac(i)

(
κini fj · pi

)
− κini |Ac(i)| logZi, (8)
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where Zi =
∑

v ̸=i exp(fv · pi). Still Equation (8) is a monotonically increasing function

of vi · pi, where vi is approximately the mean future vector of the antecedent papers, i.e.,

vi ≃
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj

|Ac(i)| (see Supplementary Section 8 for details). Therefore, for a given norm ∥pi∥,

pi should be as closely aligned with vi as possible to maximize Equation (8).

Then by calculating the cosine distance between fi and pi, we can approximate the

cosine distance between the average future vector of antecedent papers
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj

|Ac(i)| and the

average past vector of descendent papers,
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk

|Dc(i)| . The cosine distance between these two

average vectors increases as
∑

j∈Ac(i)

∑
k∈Dc(i)

log Pr(j|k) decreases, which reflects the lack

of connections between descendent works and antecedent works as:

1−
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj

|
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj|

·
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk

|
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk|

= 1−
∑

j∈Ac(i)

∑
k∈Dc(i)

fj · pk

|
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj||
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk|

= 1−
∑

j∈Ac(i)

∑
k∈Dc(i)

(log Pr(j|k) + logZk)

|
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj||
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk|

.

Taken together, the cosine distance between fi and pi increases when the descendent

works of the paper i less rely on its antecedent works. This aligns with the idea of the dis-

ruption index, which seeks to capture the degree to which a paper disrupts existing knowl-

edge by introducing new ideas that make future works less dependent on prior literature.

Therefore, we define an Embedding Disruption Measure (EDM) index of paper i as

∆i = 1− fi · pi

∥fi∥∥pi∥
.

Alternatively, the angle between the two vectors f and p, or “geodesic” distance, calcu-

lated as arccos
( ∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj

|
∑

j∈Ac(i)
fj | ·

∑
k∈Dc(i)

pk

|
∑

k∈Dc(i)
pk|

)
, could also serve as a metric for quantifying the

relationship between future and past vectors. Either choice will not alter our analysis, be-

cause we focus on the percentile-based evaluation of the cosine distance metric, which makes

the specific choice of angle or cosine distance immaterial for our conclusions.
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In the main result, we present the outcomes of a model trained with an embedding

dimension of d = 100 and a window size of w = 5. We also observe the robustness of the

result across different parameters as shown in Supplementary Figure 5.

4.3 Randomized Citation Network

To isolate the contribution of disruption measures beyond citation counts and reference

patterns, we constructed a null model by creating a randomized citation network. The

process began by identifying all pairs where papers published in a specific year i cite the

papers published in another year j. With these pairs, we created a list of papers published

in i and a corresponding list of year j papers that were cited by those published in year i.

Once these lists were established, the set of cited papers from year j was shuffled, effectively

randomizing the connections while preserving the original number of citations and references,

as well as the temporal relationships between the citing and cited papers. After shuffling,

the randomized list was used to rewire the citation connections, replacing the original links

in the network. This randomized network, created by reshuffling the cited papers, serves

as the null model, providing a baseline for comparing the original disruption measures and

identifying the unique aspects of disruption that are not simply artifacts of citation and

reference counts.

4.4 Firth’s logistic regression

Given that the Nobel Prize-winning papers and milestone papers constitute a very small

fraction of the entire paper dataset, standard logistic regression may produce biased and un-

reliable estimates. Therefore, for estimating the association between ∆, D, and the citation

counts of papers with the probability of a paper being identified as Nobel Prize-winning and

milestone, we used Firth’s logistic regression, a bias-reduction technique that generates more

reliable estimates, particularly in cases of small sample sizes or imbalanced data [19]. We

implemented Firth’s logistic regression using the logistf package in R version 3.6.3 [20].
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1. Analysis on Variation of Disruption Index

Supplementary Figure 1: Disruption index D and its variants have high degeneracy
while our new disruption index ∆ does not. Two variants of D are explored: Dnok,
where the dominant influence of the nk term is mitigated; and D5, the disruption index
considering only citations occurring 5 years after the publication of the focal paper. Both
indices of APS papers (n = 327, 021) and WOS papers (n = 23, 664, 187) revealed higher
degeneracy than the original index D.

We further explore two common variants of the D index: Dnok and D5. In Dnok, the

nk term in D is dropped because of its dominant influence on the index, which tends to

shrink the index toward zero [1]. We found that the distribution of Dnok does not exhibit
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a pronounced concentration near zero, as observed in the original D distribution, which is

attributed to the omission of the nk term. However, it does display much higher degeneracy.

D5 is the disruption index where only the citations 5 years after the focal paper is published

are considered [2]. The D5 index still shows a high concentration near the value zero, with

higher degeneracy than the index D.

2. Analysis of the Locality of the Measures

Supplementary Figure 2: The Embedding Disruptiveness Measure (EDM) addresses
locality issues inherent in the Disruption index. The Spearman’s rank correlation
between D and ∆ increases (n = 327, 021), when the second citation step is considered
in the calculation of D. This highlights the capacity of ∆ to encompass a more extensive
spectrum of information, surpassing the constraints associated with relying solely on a single
citation.
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We examined the locality of the measures by computing the D index accounting for two

citation steps and comparing the resulting values with ∆. In this approach, the papers

cited by the focal paper through two-step citation steps are regarded as antecedent papers,

while the papers that cite the focal paper through two-step citation steps are considered

descendant papers. Given the substantial computational load required to calculate the D

index over two citation steps, we limited our analysis to the APS dataset. The comparative

results shown in Supplementary Figure 2, indicates that Spearman’s correlation for ∆ is

always higher when compared with the two-step D index than when compared with the one-

step D index, regardless of the model’s window size. These increased correlations suggests

that the ∆ index captures a broader spectrum of information beyond a single citation.

3. Analysis on Review paper

Review papers are academic papers that summarize and synthesize existing research. They

are typically categorized as developmental papers, as they do not usually present novel

innovations but ‘review’ what had happened in the field. In some cases, however, review

papers can go beyond mere summarization; They can clarify the controversies in the emergent

fields or suggest new directions for future research, having a transformative impact on the

related fields [3, 4]. Moreover, when a field reaches a state of completion, and a review paper

systematically cites all the crucial papers, it becomes the representative citation for that field,

eclipsing earlier papers [5]. In this way, review papers have the capacity to replace numerous

individual papers. Therefore, we can expect that while many review papers will leave the

signature of developing works, some, may us say “landmark”, review papers may exhibit

the characteristics of highly disruptive papers obscuring citations toward earlier papers and

making them obsolete as references.

In the WOS dataset, we selected the paper with the document type labeled as “Review,”

resulting in 1,166,514 review articles. In APS dataset, review papers are selected if they are

published in the journal “Review of Modern Physics”, which is the review journal published
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Supplementary Figure 3: Analysis of Disruption Indexes Applied to Review Papers.
Analysis of review articles in the WOS dataset (n = 1, 166, 514) reveals that ∆ scores are
distributed lower than the baseline ∆ scores measured in the random network, showing
the developing characteristics of review articles. However, D scores are distributed higher
than the baseline D scores, implying that their disruptiveness is greater than the random
network baseline. The Review of Modern Physics papers in APS dataset (n = 2, 014)
, a review journal from APS, both indices indicate disruptive contributions exceeding the
baseline scores. This trend may be attributed to the journal’s high impact (IF 44.1). Review
articles of significant influence often supplant previous work references and pave the way for
new directions in future studies.
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by APS, resulting in 2,014 review articles. The results of the application of two different

disruption indexes to review articles in these datasets are shown in Supplementary Figure 3.

In the WOS dataset, the ∆ and D index show different patterns. The ∆ index of WOS

review articles is rightward-skewed, indicating that these papers predominantly contribute

to the development of their respective fields rather than being disruptive, even compared to

the random baseline. On the other hand, the D index of review articles exhibits a slight

left skew and is also bigger than the D index in the random network. In other words, D

index estimates the review articles as much more “disruptive” than the baseline. In the

APS dataset, both the ∆ and D indices reveal consistent findings: both indicate that review

articles in the “Review of Modern Physics” have a disruptive influence on their fields, even

when compared to the random baseline.

The difference in the disruption scores of review articles in different datasets shows the

complex role of review articles. The summarization of the previous works and guiding the

direction of study to future generations is a unique feature that only the review article has.

This can increase the awareness of prior works, but at the same time, it can also replace the

reference of the previous works, which makes the future works cite the previous works less.

Furthermore, the review articles, especially when authored by prominent scientists in the

field, can provide a new direction of study for future works, which can change the existing

flow of the evolution process of science.

The extent of these transformative effects can be tied to the impact of the review articles

themselves, particularly evident in the case of the Review of Modern Physics in the APS

dataset. The papers in this journal are mostly invited and feature contributions from leading

established scientists in their related fields. As reflected in its exceptionally high impact

factor, exceeding 44, the papers published in this journal are significantly influential in

Physics. This notable impact shows the journal’s unique position as a platform for leading

scientists to share their insights and contributions to related fields. In the context of the

discussion on the multifaceted role of review articles, the high disruption index of papers
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in Review of Modern Physics exemplifies the extent to which this distinct feature of review

articles can guide and shape scientific discourse.

4. Additional Examples of Independent Simultaneous Disruption

Asymptotic Freedom in Quantum Chromodynamics

Asymptotic freedom was independently discovered by David Gross & Frank Wilczek, and

David Politzer in 1973 [6, 7]. Their findings demonstrated that at very short distances or

high energies, the strong force weakens, enabling quarks and gluons to exhibit behavior akin

to free particles, which is opposite from the earlier theory that the strong force intensifies

infinitely at shorter distances. Again, they published their independent discoveries in the

same issue of PRL while citing each other. This makes their disruption score low as explained

earlier. The D score of the paper by David J. Gross and Frank Wilczek decreased to −0.12

(bottom 0.4%) from 0.05 (top 5%) because of the citation links between them. Similarly,

the D score of David Politzer’s paper decreased to −0.18 (bottom 0.2%) from 0.15 (top 3%).

On the other hand, ∆ scores for both papers are 0.98, ranking in the top 6.1% and 5.6%,

respectively.

Discovery of Reverse Transcriptase

Reverse transcriptase was concurrently identified by Howard Temin and by David Balti-

more, marking a pivotal moment in molecular biology in 1970 [8, 9]. Temin and Baltimore,

working independently, published their groundbreaking findings on this unique enzyme in

the journal issue, each acknowledging the other’s work through mutual citations. Because

of these mutual citations hiding the disruptiveness of these concurrent innovation, the dis-

ruption score of Baltimore’s paper becomes −0.45 (bottom 0.0%) from 0.43 (top 0.76%)

and Temin’s paper becomes -0.43 (bottom 0.0%) from 0.49 (top 0.61%). Nevertheless, the

significance of their discovery is underscored by the embedding disruptiveness measure with

both papers achieving a score of 0.98 ( top 5%).

Higgs Mechanism
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In addition to Peter Higgs, and the group of François Englert and Robert Brout, who were

mentioned in the main text, Gerald Guralnik, C. Richard Hagen, and Tom Kibble (GHK)

also independently discovered the Higgs mechanism around the same time as the other teams

[10–13]. However, unlike Englert and Higgs, Guralnik, Hagen, and Kibble did not receive the

Nobel Prize, due to the Nobel Committee’s rule of awarding the prize to no more than three

individuals. As a result, their work was not included in the Nobel Prize dataset analyzed

in the main text, a decision that sparked controversy within the scientific community [14].

The GHK group conducted their research independently, without knowledge of the other two

groups’ findings, and published their paper shortly after the others. Like Higgs, the GHK

paper cited the simultaneous discoveries of the other teams, which contributed to a notable

reduction in their D score. Specifically, their paper received a D score of −0.347, placing it

in the bottom 0.04%. Nonetheless, the ∆ score for the GHK paper highlights its significant

influence on the field, with a value of 0.986, ranking it in the top 5.61%.

5. Additional Examples of Collective Simultaneous Disruption

Inelastic Scattering of Electrons and Neutrons

The deep inelastic scattering experiment conducted jointly by teams from the Mas-

sachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC)

revealed the internal structure of protons [15, 16]. The two collaborating teams published

two papers on the same experiment, citing each other. Consequently, both papers exhibit

low disruption scores, measuring -0.1 and -0.06, positioning them in the bottom 0.5% and

1.4%, respectively. In contrast, their EDM scores stand at 0.99 and 0.98, ranking them in

the top 6% and 5.2%, respectively.

Density Functional Theory

In 1964, Walter Kohn and Pierre Hohenberg introduced a revolutionary idea that would

become the foundation of density functional theory (DFT) [17]. They demonstrated that the

electron density, a much simpler quantity to handle compared to the complex many-body
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wave function, is enough to uniquely determine the total energy and all other properties

of a system. This breakthrough drastically simplified the study of electronic structures in

materials. However, it was Kohn’s 1965 collaboration with Lu Sham that offered a practical

computational method by introducing equations for noninteracting electrons, thus making

DFT feasible for real-world applications [18, 19]. Because of the successive publications,

publication in 1965 citing the previous one in 1964, the disruption score of Kohn and Sham’s

1965 paper decreased from 0.96 (top 99.99%) to -0.22 (bottom 0.18%).

The Electroweak Unification Theory

The electroweak theory, often referred to as the Glashow–Weinberg–Salam theory, was

developed through the independent efforts of Sheldon Glashow, Abdus Salam, and Steven

Weinberg during the 1960s, culminating in their shared Nobel Prize in 1979 [20]. Glashow

first proposed a foundational model in 1961 that laid the groundwork for unifying the weak

and electromagnetic forces [21]. Independently, Salam and John Ward developed a similar

idea in 1964, unaware of Glashow’s earlier work [22]. In 1967, Weinberg made a significant

breakthrough by introducing a concrete explanation for how particles acquire mass through

the Higgs mechanism followed by Salam’s independent work in 1968 [23, 24]. Although

these discoveries emerged at different times, the physicists gradually became aware of each

other’s contributions, and their independent developments ultimately converged into a uni-

fied electroweak theory. Despite their overlapping contributions, Weinberg’s 1967 paper has

a disruption index of -0.06, which is the bottom 1.3% because it cited Glashow’s 1961 pa-

per [21]. Without this single citation relationship, the disruption index of Weinberg’s paper

can be 0.57, which is top 0.44%.

6. Identification of Disruptive Patents

We evaluated the performance of the ∆ and D indices in identifying disruptive work within

the patent dataset by categorizing government-funded patents with a “government inter-

est” acknowledgment as disruptive, building on the idea that public sector research of-
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Supplementary Figure 4: The Embedding Disruptiveness Measure (EDM) Better
Captures Disruptive Patents. Firth’s logistic regression on 3,018,390 patents demon-
strates the higher correlation between ∆ and government interest patent than the number
of citations or D. Error bars represent the 95% confidence interval.

ten focuses on foundational innovations, while private companies tend to prioritize short-

term, application-driven developments [25–27]. For this analysis, we used the PatentsView

dataset [28], which consists of 7,387,608 patents published between 1976 and 2020. Similar

to the papers dataset, we calculated the disruption index for all patents but included only

those with at least 5 citations, at least 1 reference, and published between 1978 and 2018

with a utility type in the analysis, resulting in 3,018,390 patents. To assess the relationship

between these indices and 56,708 government-funded patents, we performed multivariate lo-

gistic regressions using Firth’s method, scaling the percentiles by a factor of 10, which is the

same approach used in Section 2.2. The independent variables in this analysis included the

D index percentile, ∆ index percentile, and citation counts.

As a result, the odds ratio for the ∆ percentile was 1.38 (p < 0.001; 95% CI: 1.27–1.51),

indicating that a 10% increase in the ∆ percentile corresponds to a 1.38-fold increase in the

odds of identifying government-funded patents. The 95% confidence interval for this odds

ratio exceeds 1, demonstrating a significant correlation between the ∆ index and government

interest patents. In contrast, the odds ratios for citation counts and the D index percentile

were 0.91 (p > 0.05; 95% CI: 0.73–1.12) and 0.78 (p < 0.001; 95% CI: 0.73–0.84), respectively,

suggesting they do not have a statistically significant positive association with identifying

government-funded patents. In fact, the D index shows a significant negative correlation
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with being a government-funded patent.

Supplementary Figure 5: The EDM exhibits a stronger association with milestone
papers than the Disruption index across various configurations of hyperparam-
eters. w indicates the window size, which is the number of citation steps considered in the
training process, and d indicates the size of the embedding vector. Error bars represent the
95% confidence interval of the odd ratios. The odd ratios of ∆ calculated all variants of
models are significantly bigger than 1, indicating there is a greater probability of the paper
with a high ∆ becoming a milestone paper. On the other hand, the odds ratios of the D
index are not significantly bigger than 1 across all variants. There are 278 milestone papers
among 327,021 papers.

7. Robustness across different hyper-parameters

To assess the robustness of our findings across diverse hyperparameter configurations, we

conduct regression analyses on the APS dataset using various dimension and window size

parameters for training the EDM model. The result is shown in Figure 5. The ∆ score for

EDM exhibits superior predictive ability for milestone papers than the D index consistently

across different window sizes and dimensions.
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8. Approximation of Past Vector

Now let’s consider the past vectors of i, pi. The objective function to maximize is

Li =
∑

j∈Ac(i)

κini (fj · pi − logZi) =
∑

j∈Ac(i)

(
κini fj · pi

)
− κini |Ac(i)| logZi,

where Zi =
∑

k exp(fk ·pi). This case is different from the future vectors because every term

in Zi contains the past vector. Still, we can express Zi as following:

Zi =
∑

k∈Ac(i)

exp(fk · pi) +
∑

k′ /∈Ac(i)

exp(fk′ · pi).

We can ignore the constant term κini , and let k ∈ Ac(i) and k
′ /∈ Ac(i). And let M = |Ac(i)|.

Li ∝
∑
k

fk · pi −M log

(∑
k

exp(fk · pi) +
∑
k′

exp(fk′ · pi)

)
.

Let’s assume that the future vectors of Ac(i) are closely distributed around the mean future

vector vi. Then we can write fk = vi + ϵik for k ∈ Ac(i). For k′ /∈ Ac(i), we write

fk′ = −αvi + f̃ik′ , assuming that, if we consider all future vectors, they are isotropically

distributed in the space without any preferred direction, where α ≃ 1
N−M

> 0 and f̃ik′ are

distributed isotropically. Then we can rewrite

Li ∝
∑
k

vi · pi +
∑
k

ϵik · pi −M log

(∑
k

exp(vi · pi + ϵik · pi) +
∑
k′

exp(−αvi · pi + f̃ik′ · pi)

)

≃Mvi · pi −M logSk,

where
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Sk = exp(vi · pi)
∑
k

exp(ϵik · pi) + exp(−αvi · pi)
∑
k′

exp(f̃ik′ · pi)

≃ M̃ exp(vi · pi) + C exp(−αvi · pi),

where
∑

k exp(ϵik · pi) ≃ cM = M̃ (with a constant c), C =
∑

k′ exp(f̃ik′ · pi). C is a

function of ∥pi∥ and can be considered as a constant given ∥pi∥. We assume that, due to

the regularizing property of stochastic optimization (both negative sampling and stochastic

gradient descent), as well as the inherent noise in the data, the norm of every vector is

bounded and cannot keep growing. Now the whole function can be written as

Li ∝ s− log(M̃es + Ce−αs).

If we take a derivative with s,

dLi

ds
= 1− M̃es − αCe−αs

M̃es + Ce−αs

= 1− (M̃e(1+α)s + C)− (C + αC)

M̃e(1+α)s + C

=
(1 + α)C

M̃e(1+α)s + C
.

Given that all constants are positive, for all real values of s,

dLi

ds
> 0.

Therefore, Li is a monotonically increasing function of s. In other words, given a norm ∥pi∥,

pi should be as closely aligned with vi as possible to maximize Li.

47



9. Interpretation of ∆ Accounting for the Bias in Negative Sam-

pling

In the Methods section of the main text, we showed that the cosine distance between the

future vector fi and the past vector pi for paper i reflects the lack of reliance of its future

works on its past works. However, this conclusion assumes that the embedding model is

based on an unbiased word2vec approach. In reality, our method utilizes negative sampling,

which introduces a bias in the probability of word2vec, as given by:

Pr(v|u) = p0(v) exp(fv · pu)

Zu

,

where p0(v) is the noise distribution in negative sampling. Consequently, Equation (7)

becomes:

∑
j∈Ac(i)

κini log Pr(j|i) +
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink log Pr(i|k) =
∑

j∈Ac(i)

κini

(
log p0(i) + log

exp(fj · pi)

Zi

)

+
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink

(
log p0(k) + log

exp(fi · pk)

Zk

)
=
∑

j∈Ac(i)

κini (log p0(i) + fj · pi − logZi)

+
∑

k∈Dc(i)

κink (log p0(k) + fi · pk − logZk)

(9)

Since log p0(i) and log p0(k) are independent of fi and pi, the derivative of Equation (9)

with respect to fi and pi is identical to that of Equation (7). Therefore, the approximations

for pi and fi that maximize Equation (9) remain unchanged from that maximize Equation

(7), and thus the resulting outcome is the same.
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10. Proximity of Past Vectors Between Simultaneous Discovery

Pairs

In the main results, we demonstrated that the proximity of future vectors effectively identifies

simultaneous discovery pairs. Here, we extend this analysis to past vectors, examining

whether the simultaneous discovery pairs identified through the closest proximity of their

future vectors also exhibit the closest proximity between their past vectors. Unlike the

analysis of future vectors, where papers without references were included, we exclude such

papers here, as past vectors are trained based on their references. The paper set used in

this analysis is the same as the one used for the ∆ and D analysis in the Results section,

consisting of 327,021 APS papers with at least five citations and one reference.

As a result, only 35.9% of simultaneous discovery pairs have the closest proximity in

their past vectors. This finding suggests that the way a paper is used by subsequent research

may better reflect its unique contribution than the specific knowledge sources it initially

draws upon. One possible explanation of this could be due to rhetorical citations, which are

citations that serve purposes other than directly influencing new knowledge, such as providing

background or context [29, 30]. Even if two papers of simultaneous discovery are based on

the same set of foundational prior works, independent authors may use a rhetorical citation in

diverse ways, meaning the set of references may differ between simultaneous discovery pairs.

However, for future papers, even when a paper is cited rhetorically by future works, it is less

likely that those future works would cite only one paper from a simultaneous pair without

acknowledging the other, making the proximity of the future works effective to detect the

simultaneous pairs.
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Supplementary Figure 6: The PCA plot of the past vectors of 327,021 APS papers.
The PCA projection of each paper’s past vector is color-coded based on its PACS category,
with the past vectors of the 34 identified simultaneous discovery papers highlighted in bright
teal. A black edge connects each paper in the simultaneous discovery pairs to its closest
neighbor. If a simultaneous discovery paper’s closest neighbor is not its counterpart but
another paper, the closest paper is represented as a large white dot instead of teal. The plot
displays principal components 2 and 3, as principal component 1 predominantly captures
temporal information.
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Supplementary Tables
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Supplementary Table 1: Top eleven Nobel Prize-winning papers exhibiting the
biggest discrepancies between their ∆ and D quantile rankings. These papers are
all associated with simultaneous discoveries. Higgs’ paper cited Englert’s paper which made
disruption together [10], while Englert’s paper did not. This makes Englert’s paper maintain
a high D score and, as a result, Englert’s paper is not included in the table.

Paper D quantile ∆ quantile Simultaneous Discov-
ery Pair

Kohn, W., & Sham, L. J. (1965). Self-
consistent equations including exchange and
correlation effects. Physical review, 140(4A),
A1133.

0.001 0.959 Hohenberg, P., & Kohn,
W. (1964).

Higgs, P. W. (1964). Broken symmetries and
the masses of gauge bosons. Physical review
letters, 13(16), 508.

0.001 0.959 Englert, F., & Brout, R.
(1964). Guralnik, G. S.,
Hagen, C. R., & Kibble,
T. W. B. (1964).

Augustin, J. E., et al. (1974). Discovery of
a Narrow Resonance in e+ e- Annihilation.
Physical Review Letters, 33(23), 1406.

0.000 0.952 Abrams, G. S., et al.
(1974).

Baltimore, D. (1970). Viral RNA-dependent
DNA polymerase: RNA-dependent DNA
polymerase in virions of RNA tumour viruses.
Nature, 226(5252), 1209-1211.

0.000 0.947 Temin, H. M., & Mizu-
tami, S. (1970)

Temin, H. M., & Mizutami, S. (1970). RNA-
dependent DNA polymerase in virions of Rous
sarcoma virus. Nature, 226, 1211-1213.

0.000 0.945 Baltimore, D. (1970).

Weinberg, S. (1967). A model of leptons.
Physical review letters, 19(21), 1264.

0.013 0.956 Sheldon L. Glashow
(1961).

Gross, D. J., &Wilczek, F. (1973). Ultraviolet
behavior of non-abelian gauge theories. Phys-
ical Review Letters, 30(26), 1343.

0.004 0.946 Politzer, H. D. (1973)

Politzer, H. D. (1973). Reliable perturbative
results for strong interactions? Physical Re-
view Letters, 30(26), 1346.

0.002 0.942 Gross, D. J., & Wilczek,
F. (1973)

Bloom, E. D., et al. (1969). High-Energy In-
elastic e- p Scattering at 6 and 10. Physical
Review Letters, 23(16), 930.

0.013 0.951 Breidenbach, M., et al.
(1969).

Breidenbach, M., et al. (1969). Observed be-
havior of highly inelastic electron-proton scat-
tering. Physical Review Letters, 23(16), 935.

0.005 0.942 Bloom, E. D., et al.
(1969).

Abrams, G. S., et al. (1974). Discovery of a
second narrow resonance in e+ e- annihilation.
Physical Review Letters, 33(24), 1453.

0.001 0.936 Augustin, J. E., et al.
(1974).
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