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Abstract

As a part of science of science (SciSci) research, the evolution of scientific dis-
ciplines has been attracting a great deal of attention recently. This kind of
discipline level analysis not only give insights of one particular field but also
shed light on general principles of scientific enterprise. In this paper we focus
on graphene research, a fast growing field covers both theoretical and applied
study. Using co-clustering method, we split graphene literature into two groups
and confirm that one group is about theoretical research (T) and another cor-
responds to applied research (A). We analyze the proportion of T/A and found
applied research becomes more and more popular after 2007. Geographical anal-
ysis demonstrated that countries have different preference in terms of T/A and
they reacted differently to research trend. The interaction between two groups
has been analyzed and shows that T extremely relies on T and A heavily relies
on A, however the situation is very stable for T but changed markedly for A. No
geographic difference is found for the interaction dynamics. Our results give a
comprehensive picture of graphene research evolution and also provide a general

framework which is able to analyze other disciplines.
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1. Introduction

As an emerging field, science of science (SciSci) has attracted a great deal
attention recently (Zeng et al., 2017; Fortunato et al., 2018; Wang and Barabadsi,
2021). In SciSci, science is treated as a complex system, which include ideas, pa-
pers, scientists, funding agencies and, more importantly, the connections among
them. Using methods from complex system and complex network, researchers
have revealed many interest findings of Science from data. They includes uni-
versal citation distribution (Radicchi et al., 2008), scientists’ career dynamics
(Petersen et al., 2012), the role of team in science (Wuchty et al., 2007), just to
name a few.

As a complex system, science ecosystem has obvious hierarchical structure:
roughly speaking, science includes physical science and life science, physical sci-
ence includes physics, astronomy, chemistry and earth science, physics includes
mechanics, electromagnetism, thermodynamics, relativity, quantum physics and
so on, electromagnetism itself also have its internal fine structure. At each hi-
erarchical level, scientific elements (people, ideas, papers) are closely connected
within disciplines, and loosely connected between disciplines. These naturally
exist modular structure provide convenience to SciSci research since we can con-
centrate on particular discipline by assuming the influence from other disciplines
is negligible. This kind of discipline level analysis not only give insight of one
particular field but also shed light on general principles of scientific enterprise.
Therefore, people’s interest on discipline analysis has been growing rapidly.

One of the earliest extensive studies on this subject was done by Bettencourt
and Kaur (2011). The authors focus on the evolution of sustainability science,
a new discipline emerged in 1980s. By analyzing a large corpus of relevant
publications, they found that sustainability science has been growing explosively
since its advent in the 1980s. This discipline has an unusual spatial distribution
of its contributions: they are widely distributed in both developed counties and
developing countries; the collaboration network has strong roots in national

capital rather than traditionally more academic cities. To capture the main



themes that define the filed, the authors decomposed the corpus into traditional
disciplines and found they are integrated management of human, social, and
ecological systems from an engineering and policy perspective. The work in
Bettencourt and Kaur (2011) also revealed that the unification of sustainability
science happened around the year 2000 by collaboration network analysis.

One recent discipline analysis look to artificial intelligence (AI) research
(Frank et al., 2019). The authors tried to figure out whether AI research and
relevant social science fields keep pace with each other. To answer this question,
they used citation to track the communication between AI research and other
fields. They analyzed citation flows from 1950 to 2018 and found these flow
are neither constant nor symmetric. Al research cited philosophy, geography
and art a lot in its early years, however current Al research cited mathematics
and computer science most strongly. On the other hand, other fields didn’t cite
AT research in proportion to its growing number of publications. There is an
attention gap between Al research and social science.

Here, we conduct a discipline analysis of graphene research, a relatively
young field focus on single layer of carbon atoms arranged in a two-dimensional
honeycomb lattice. Since Novoselov et al. (2004) seminal work, which helps
Andre Geim and Konstantin Novoselov won Nobel Prize in Physics in 2010,
the interest in graphene has grown explosively and even led European Com-
mission to fund Graphene Flagship with €1 billion budget (homepage, 2021a)
and the creation of National Graphene Institute in UK (homepage, 2021b).
Therefore, it is important and beneficial to understand graphene research as
a emerging research discipline. It will not only increase our knowledge about
scientific enterprise at discipline level, but also provide useful information of the
whole discipline to PhD students, graphene scientists, universities and funding
agencies.

Generally speaking, there are two reasons that attract people to do graphene
research: 1) graphene is very strange from a theoretical perspective. It is the
first example of two-dimensional atomic crystal and it was thought that such

structure is thermodynamically unstable. The graphene’s electronic properties



are peculiar: electrons behave as massless relativistic particles. 2) graphene is
very attractive from an applied perspective. It has many properties which are
better than those in all other materials. Hence, graphene has enormous po-
tential to improve many applications, range from electronics to medicine. And
these two reasons guide people go to different directions and form two branches:
theoretical branch and applied branch. Although this division is well known in
graphene research community, there is a lack of quantitative analysis from this
perspective (Barth and Marx, 2008; Lv et al., 2011; Nguyen et al., 2020). To
fill this gap, we collect graphene research literature and conduct a systematic
analysis. First we identify these two branches by their word frequency, then
validate the division result with keywords. We find that theoretical branch in-
cludes around one third of all papers and applied branch includes remaining two
third. We check how these two branches developed temporally and geograph-
ically. The results show that yearly proportion of applied branches decreased
from 2004 to 2007 and kept increasing since then. The research contribution
mainly come from a few regions, and geographic distributions are quite different
in theoretical and applied research. Finally we study the interaction between
two branches and find theoretical research extremely relies on past theoretical
research while applied research heavily relies on past applied research. Tem-
poral analysis suggests that this self-dependence was very stable for theoretical
research while grown significantly for applied research. And this trend holds for
all main regions of graphene research.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we describe our dataset and
the framework to quantify and analyze the inside coevolution. In Sec. 3 we
present our main results, namely, the internal structure of graphene research and
linguistic validation, spatial and temporal analysis of graphene publications and
their interdependence, and also discuss the limitations and implications. Sec. 4

summarize our findings and suggests future perspectives.



2. Methodology

2.1. Dataset

To build the dataset, we chose ‘graphene’ as the topic keyword to search
in the Web of Science Core Collection and obtained bibliographical records of
135,617 graphene-related journal papers in August 2018. These records have
been used in our another paper (Nguyen et al., 2020) and interested readers
can find more information about these records there. Web of Science may not
cover every journal publication in this topic, however, given the wide coverage
of Science Citation Index, most mainstream graphene papers should be included
in our dataset.

There are various document types in 135,617 records: articles, proceeding
papers, reviews, meeting abstracts, etc. Since the primary focus of this paper is
coevolution between theoretical and applied branches in graphene research, we
only included research articles with DOI names and publication years for our
analysis. There are 115,988 remaining records and all analyses in this paper are

done with them if not mentioned otherwise.

2.2. Co-clustering

To group these papers into clusters by their research topics, we applied a
block diagonal co-clustering algorithm introduced by Ailem et al. (2015, 2016),
namely CoClus, to divided papers into a number of non-overlapping clusters
with their characteristic words. It is well known that papers with different
research topics tend to have different word frequency features and researchers
have demonstrated that Coclus algorithm can effectively co-cluster document-
word matrices (Ailem et al., 2016). In this paper, we assume (a) the linguistic
content inside the title and abstract is sufficient to tell the topic in each article,
and (b) words that appear less than 0.01% of all records have insignificant
impact on the clustering process. Generally speaking, CoClus algorithm aims
to partition the object set I of size P and corresponding attribute set J of size
N into g non-overlapping clusters with high in-cluster density and low cross-

cluster density. In our case, the goal is to split our data collection (papers and



associated words) into g groups and each group has a set of papers and a set of
words. These words are used more frequently in the papers belong to the same
group and less frequently in the papers belong to other groups.

Firstly, every article is represented by a N-dimensions vector a;:

;i = (A Qg ooy Qroy ), (1)

where N is the number of feature words we considered in this study and a.,, is
the count of word w; in article a;. By concatenating all paper vectors together,

we constructed a paper-word matrix A:

a Ay, - Ay
A=|... =] : . : ) (2)
ap ale . aiN
where al, + represents the total number of word wy in the title and abstract of

article P. Then, the algorithm tries to cluster matrices effectively by introducing

a block seriation C:

C={cpn}p=1,..P; (3)

n=1,...,

where cp,, = 1if object p and attribute n belong to the same cluster and cp,, = 0
otherwise. Ailem et al. (2015) introduced a reformulated modularity as:

QAC) = g D3 (et - ZZZ) @

pn dn

And it turns out that partition with high in-cluster density and low cross-cluster
density is equivalent to high @) and the C' that returns largest @ is the best par-
tition we are looking for. The reformulated modularity has a linear dependence
on C, therefore the co-clustering task can now be regarded as an integer lin-
ear programming problem. A python package CoClust (Role et al., 2019) was
used to find the partition C' that returns the largest reformulated modularity
Q. Each paper or word has a cluster label g in C' and we can easily construct
any cluster by grouping papers or words with the same label g. This is the main
idea of CoClus algorithm and we refer the interested readers to (Ailem et al.,

2015, 2016).



2.3. Keywords by Z-score

Co-clustering method can help us divide papers and words into several
groups. However, it is not a panacea for all research problems. Apart from the
technical perspective, the result of co-clustering heavily depends on how you
abstract your research problem into mathematical form. If the abstraction is
not reasonable, then co-clustering may not return meaningful results. Therefore
it is very important to validate co-clustering result from different perspectives.
In this study, we built a keyword list for each cluster. If the co-clustering works
well, then one keyword list should have more “theoretical” words and another
should have more “applied” words and this can be easily checked by anyone
with basic science training. Beyond the validation, these keywords also give us
a comprehensible overview of graphene research.

There are many ways to extract keywords from corpus (Berry and Kogan,
2010). The most straightforward option for us is to count all words in each clus-
ter and pick most frequent words as keywords. However this naive method
may take general words like “research”, “study”, “found”, “result” or even
“sraphene” which are extensively used in most papers. Such words are not
informative as keywords for graphene research topics. Therefore, we use statis-
tical significance of word occurrence to measure the correlation between words
and clusters. The words with strong correlation are the keywords for that clus-
ter.

To measure the correlation between word w; and cluster I, (with Ny papers),
we first count the number of papers in I, that contain w; in their titles and
abstracts, refer to it as p, k. We also measure frequency of w; in the whole
data collection and denote it as P,;. By assuming the distribution of fi,;
follows a binomial function, the expected mean and variance of the number of

records in Iy that contain w; are:

ﬁwj,k = N - P'U/j’ (5)

O'wj,k:Nk'ij -(I—ij). (6)



Then, the z-score for word w; can be defined as:

- Hw; ke — ﬁ’wj,k

ij,k?

(7)

Zw;

Apparently, a word that appears more often in a cluster rather than any others
will have a high z-score in that cluster. On the other hand, words with high
z-score do not necessarily appear often, as long as its frequency is higher than
expected value. The top z-score words should be able to illustrate the topic of

each community and we use them as keywords for each cluster.

2.4. Regional credit

As a high competitive field, many regions keep a important position for
graphene when they make their research programme. For example, European
Commission fund Graphene Flagship with €1 billion budget (homepage, 2021a),
UK government fund National Graphene Institute with £38 million (homepage,
2021b) and South Korea government announced the “Technology Roadmap for
Promoting Commercialization of graphene (2015-2020)” in 2015 (). Since re-
gions have different research traditions, resource and targets, it is not surprise
that they may has different aims and preferences in graphene research. To exam-
ine this hypothesis, we counted authors’ affiliations of each paper and calculated
regional credit accordingly. More specifically, if all authors of paper P only have
affiliations in region R, then R has full credit for this paper P, that is 1. On the
other hand, if paper P is result of international collaboration, we first split the
credit among all authors evenly. Then, for each author, we split his/her credit
among all his/her affiliations uniformly. Finally the credits associated with each
affiliation are added together to get regional credits to that paper. They can be
fractions for regions. For instance, paper P has three authors A;, As and Ajs.
Aj has two affiliations, one in country C7 and the other in country Cs. Ay has
only one affiliation in country C5. As has two affiliations both in Cy. Then C4

has credit %, (5 has credit % = % + % and C5 has credit %



2.5. T/A dependency

After graphene research literature be divided into theoretical and applied
branches, a question emerges naturally: how did theoretical branch and applied
branch influence each other and shape current graphene research? Although
the existence of interplay between them is apparent, the extend and strength of
interaction are far from obvious. Generally, theoretical research provides guide-
line for applied research and applied research contributes proving ground for
theoretical research . Meanwhile, theoretical research inspires followed discus-
sion of theoretical questions and applied research stimulate subsequent applied
study for the common interest. Given those complicated interactions, a quanti-
tative method is needed to measure the influence between theoretical research
and applied research. Only then we can answer that question from our dataset.

In this study, we use citation to capture influence: paper A cites only the-
oretical papers means only theoretical research influence A, paper B cites only
applied papers means only applied research influence B, paper C cites theoret-
ical and applied papers means both theoretical and applied research influence
C. At first glance, it is tempting to simply use proportion of reference to mea-
sure influence: if paper D cites 3 theoretical papers and 7 applied papers, then
theoretical research has 30% influence and applied research has 70% influence
over paper D. However, this method oversimplifies the process of knowledge
accumulation: the 3 theoretical papers in D’s references may cite some applied
papers and the 7 applied papers in D’s references may heavily depend on early
theoretical works. Just counting references will miss this information, therefore,
can not accurately reflect the interaction between T and A.

Inspired by persistent influence in della Briotta Parolo et al. (2020), we
introduce a dependency factor pair (D%, D) of paper n to describe its depen-
dency on theoretical research (DY) and applied research (D7%). A paper with
a pair (0.7,0.3) means it receives 70% influence from theoretical research and
30% influence from applied research. (D}, D7) satisfies following conditions:
0<Dr<1,0< Dy <1,and Dr + D4 =1 for obvious reason. To avoid the

oversimplification mentioned in previous paragraph, we split whole dependency



into two parts: direct dependency (d7,4) and indirect dependency (iz/4). The
direct dependency describes paper’s reference proportion of T and A, while the
indirect dependency capture those references’ dependency. The direct depen-
dency is very straightforward: for any paper, we only need to check its reference:
if x% of them are theoretical papers, then dr = 2%,ds = 1 — 2%. We use in-
direct dependency to reflect explicit influence: paper A may only cites applied
papers, however those applied papers cite many theoretical papers, therefore
paper A benefits from theoretical research indirectly and this influence is cap-
tured by i7,4. For paper n, its indirect dependency is defined as the average of

all its references’ dependency factor, that is to say,

1
h=r——— Y  Df, (8a)
||T€fS Of nH merefs of n
1
i = D7 8b
“ s oral, 2=, A (%)

merefs of n
By combining the direct and indirect dependency, our definition can reflect
paper’s reliance on theoretical and applied research more accurately and com-
prehensively.
After obtaining (d%, d%) and (i%,i%), the direct and indirect dependency
of a paper n on T and A respectively, the overall dependency on T and A, D7}

and D’} can be expressed in the following way:

Dy =r-dp+(1—r)-if, (9a)

DY =r-di+(1—r)-i%, (9b)

where 7 is the control parameter determining the mix ratio of direct and in-
direct dependency with constrain 0 < r < 1. By setting » = 1, dependency
factor will reduce to only direct dependency, that is to say dependency factor
will only reflect paper’s reference proportion in T/A. On the other hand, depen-
dency factor will reduce to only indirect dependency with r = 0 and reference
proportion in T/A will not have explicit effect. These extreme cases are the
oversimplification problem we have discussed in previous paragraphs. Through

introducing r, we are able to get over these oversimplification without loss of
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Figure 1: Illustration of dependency factor in citation network. In all panels, we plot the
same citation network where nodes are papers and each edge represents a citation. The arrow
corresponds the flow of influence, i.e., from a cited paper to a citing paper. The square nodes
are theoretical papers and the circle nodes are applied papers. All nodes are colored according
to their D values, which are calculated using Eq. 9. Root papers are left blank as their Dp

are undefined. The control parameter r is set as 0 in (a), 0.5 in (b) and 1 in (c).

generality. The effect of 7 is shown in Fig. 1. We discussed the numerical effect
of r is in SI and its value is set to 0.5 in this study if not mentioned otherwise.
It is worth noting that if a paper does not cite any paper in our dataset (only
be cited), we can not define its dependency factor. We call such papers as "root

papers” and discuss about them in SI.

3. Results and discussion

We start our study by identifying theoretical and applied papers in our
data collection. Given the complexity of research, this dichotomy may miss a
little information since some papers are hard to be categorized. However, this
classification is well accepted by graphene research community and our results
are in good agreement with this convention. Dividing graphene literature into

two branches can capture the most significant heterogeneity inside graphene
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research. Therefore, we use theoretical/applied dichotomy through this paper
and call them T and A for short.

It is well known that word frequency changes significantly from field to field.
We assume theoretical graphene papers tend to use a set of words frequently
while applied graphene papers tend to use another set of words frequently and
these two sets of words are distinct. Based on this assumption, we first counted
all words in titles and abstracts of 115,988 papers through standard natural
language processing techniques (tokenization, stopword filtering, stemming and
so on). The words with frequency larger than 0.01% are selected as feature
words and we have 12328 of them. Every article is represented by a 12328-
dimensions vector (uw, , Gus, - - - ; Guwy gz ) a0 @y is the count of word w; in that
article. Combining all paper vectors together, we constructed a 115988 x 12328
paper-word matrix. Then the CoClus method in Sec. 2.2 was applied to extract
no-overlapping clusters. In CoClus we must specified number of cluster k first
to find best partition with this k. Normally, the number of clusters is unknown
at the beginning. The common protocol is to repeat this process with different k&
and choosing k with highest modularity as the result. We run CoClus algorithm
with 2 < k <9 and found the modularity peaks at two values k = 4 and k = 6,
see supplementary information for more details.

However, the cluster structure in paper-word network is quite fuzzy. More
effort is needed to get the reasonable partition. By comparing best partitions
under different k, we noticed they share a common feature: one group repeat-
edly occurred in most partitions while other groups are not stable. It suggests
that there exist a distinct boundary between that group and others while other
detected structures are more or less the “overfitting”. To show the stability of
this "hyperstructure”, we compare the partitions with two highest modularity,
namely, ¥ = 4 and k£ = 6. In case of k = 4, We named the stable group as I
and other groups as II, ITI, IV for convenience. For the same reason, we named
the stable group as 1 and other groups as 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 in case of kK = 6. Since
the sum of group II, IIT and IV is the complement of group I, we call it group
I’ and also call the sum of group 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 as group 1’. We find group I has

12



43323 papers, group 1 has 42798 papers and they have 40406 papers in common;
group I’ has 72665 papers, group 1’ has 73190 papers and they have 70293 in
common. The situations are very similar for other k values. Therefore, to avoid
the “overfitting”, we use the “hyperstructure” with & = 4, namely group I and
I’ as the partition result.

Using the keyword extraction method, we found the stable group is about
theoretical research and we call it T. Other three groups under k¥ = 4 are (1)
synthesis and functionalization, (2) supercapacitor, and (3) sensor. That also
explain the fuzzy boundary between them since they are closer to each other
than they are from theoretical research. Since they are application-oriented
research comparing with T, we merged them into one cluster as A. There are
72665 papers, 8162 words in group A and 43323 papers, 4166 words in group
T. We visualized the partition in Fig. 2: paper vectors in T are colored blue
and paper vectors in A are colored red. We also sorted columns to make first
4166 columns represent words in group T and remaining 8162 columns represent
words in group A. As illustrated by Fig. 2, it is apparent that first 4166 words
are used more frequently in group T and other words are used more frequently
in group A since these areas are darker than adjacent blocks. And this is exactly
the aim of co-clustering: high in-cluster density and low cross-cluster density.
It is worth noting that there are three subclusters inside A (these blocks are
darker than other red area). They are more specific topics (1) synthesis and
functionalization, (2) supercapacitor, and (3) sensor, respectively.

To validate the clustering result and have an intuitive picture of research
topic, we built a keyword list for each cluster. To avoid statistical fluctuations,
we only considered the words those are in top 2% sorted by frequency. The
results are not sensitive to the quantile we chosen here as long as we dropped
rare words (large fluctuations). These keywords are ranked by their z-scores and
top 25 keywords for T and A are shown in Fig. 3. The lists are very informa-
tive: list A covers hot terms in applied graphene research, like electrochemical,
cycles, supercapacitors, batteries, electrode, lithium and so on; list T covers key

concepts in theoretical graphene research, such as Dirac, gap, spin, calculations,
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Figure 2: Heatmap for word distribution in our data collection. There are 115988 rows and
12328 columns. Each row represents a paper and each column represent a word. A filled
block means that word appears in corresponding paper, otherwise we leave it empty. For the

purpose of comparison, theoretical papers are colored blue and applied papers are colored red.

band, point, states and so on. Therefore, we can conclude confidentially that
co-clustering method successfully divide graphene research literature into theo-
retical branch and applied branch. We also give two more extensive word clouds
for T and A in SI.

Based on the co-clustering result, we first analyze the proportion of T and
A. Among all graphene research papers, 62.6% belong to group A and 37.4%
belong to group T. It suggests that graphene research attract attention from
both theoretical and applied perspectives and both have made indispensable
contribution to this field. Furthermore, this ratio is not constant over time. As
shown in Fig. 4, the proportion of T increased from 70% to around 90% during
2004-2007, then gradually decreased to lower than 30% in 2017. (Our tempo-
ral analysis focus on papers since 2004 because that is the year graphene got
global attention and papers about graphene before 2004 are rare, only about
0.5% in our dataset.) These curves indicate that at the early stage of graphene

research, theoretical branch played a dominant role and gained even more popu-
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Top words in z-score in all groups (above 98th percentile in probability)

Group: A Group: T
oxide Dirac [mm——
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superior transition
reaction field
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Figure 3: Top keywords by z-score in group A and T. Each bar’s length is proportional to the

word frequency in that group and color is based on z-score.

larity until 2007. After that applied branch grown relatively faster and became
the majority after 2012 and this trend kept until 2017. The reason behinds this
process is not clear. Our speculation is that after Novoselov et al. (2004) sem-
inal paper, graphene research attract a great deal of attention. At that time,
this area was still in it’s infancy and many theoretical questions remained to
be answered, while preparation of graphene was difficult and expensive, applied
research is only limited to few labs. So researchers published more theoretical
papers than applied papers. As time elapsed, people gained more understand-
ing of graphene, low-hanging fruit has been picked and theoretical questions
became more difficult and time-consuming. On the contrary, technical advance-
ment make preparation of graphene easier. It lowered research barrier and
allowed more scientists joined the applied research. Also, more understanding
of graphene inspires more application scenarios, which motivate more applied
research. All of these factors together shape the curves in Fig. 4. Although
this hypothesis remains to be validated, our finding that proportion of group
A has increased steadily since 2007 provide a big picture of graphene research

ecosystem for researchers, companies and funding agencies.
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Figure 4: The yearly percentage of T and A from 2004 to 2017.

Beside temporal evolution, we also studied geographic distribution of graphene
research. As a highly actively field with enormous economic potential, it attracts
scientists and engineers all over the world. Affected by tradition, manpower and
funding policy, regions may have different aims and preferences in graphene re-
search. To validate this conjecture, we calculated regional credit using method
in Sec. 2.4. By summing all papers’ credit distribution, we are able to mea-
sure each region’s contribution in the whole field. As shown in Fig. 5, Mainland
China is the topmost player in both theoretical and applied research, with 22.4%
share in T and 51.8% share in A. That means Mainland China’s contribution
in applied research is even more than the sum of all other regions. The United
States is also a big player with 18.9% share in T and 7.5% share in A. In contrast
to Mainland China, US has more share in T than A. It suggests that Mainland
China is more focus on applied graphene research while The United States takes
a more balanced position. Furthermore, the composition of Fig. 5 (a) and (b)
reveal a subtle difference between theoretical and applied research: there are 13
regions with at least 2% contribution in T while only 7 such regions in A. It
suggests that applied research is less geographically diverse than theoretical re-

search. The reason behinds is complicated, may due to economic factor, funding
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Figure 5: The top regions of contribution in T and A. Only regions with at least 2% are

shown. See Appendix A for region codes.

policy, research culture and so on. We leave it for future research.

So far we have studied the graphene research temporarily and geographically.
If this two dimensions are combined together, we are able to analyze evolution
of graphene research in particular regions. More concretely, for a given region
in a given year we can calculate its credit in T (Cr) and A (C4) by method in
Sec. 2.4 using publications only in that year. Then the yearly proportion of T

Ca
and o tea And

Cr
T+Ca

and A of that region in that year can be calculated as &
we plot yearly proportion of T/A for six regions in Fig. 6. These six regions have
at least 2% share in both theoretical and applied research (see Fig. 5), therefore,
are considered as top players in graphene research. The curves in Fig. 6 can be
thought of as regional version or components of Fig. 4 and it shows that all six
regions follow the same general trend in Fig. 4: gradually decrease of theoretical
research and increase of applied research. However, that shift occurred slower in
The United States than in other regions. It suggests that research community
in The United States still put considerable resource in theoretical research. This
finding is very important to understand graphene research competition among
regions and make funding policy.

Like most, if not all, science research fields, both theoretical and applied
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Figure 6: The yearly proportion of T and A in Mainland China, The United States, South
Korea, India, Iran and Singapore from 2004 to 2017. Curves break when that region has not
paper that year.

branches are indispensable parts of graphene research. Each of them has its own
mission and focus. At the same time, they both rely on the communication with
each other: theoretical research gets feedback from applied research, applied re-
search receives guideline from theoretical research. This inside coevolution is
extremely important for any science research fields. If this coevolution mech-
anism does not work well, that research field will experience certain difficulty
to move forward, like Aristotelian Physics or science in ancient non-western
civilizations. Given such importance, we quantified the inside coevolution in
graphene research in terms of interplay between T and A. The dependency fac-
tors were computed for all papers, then the average values were calculated for
papers in group T and A respectively. As shown in Table 1, both T and A rely
more on itself than others. However, the difference is obvious: T is critically
depend on T (90%) while A is relatively rely on A (69%). This result illustrates
a remarkable difference between T and A: theoretical research is mostly driven
by other theoretical research, on the other hand applied research pays fairly high
attention to theoretical research. On possible interpretation of this difference

is that: theoretical graphene research have achieved significant progress and its
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Table 1: The average dependency of T and A groups on T and A respectively.

Dependency . )
Theoretical (T) | Applied (A)
Group
Theoretical (T) 0.90 0.31
Applied (A) 0.10 0.69

current effort is beyond existing technology, while applied research benefits a
lot from theoretical research and as the result A cites T, directly and indirectly,
a lot. More evidences are need to verify this explanation, however, given the
fact that in history of science theory is ahead of application at most of time |,
we believe it is a plausible explanation.

The numbers in Table 1 is aggregated results of papers published in all years.
Even though they provides many insights for us, the temporal information is
lost. To get a better understanding of coevolution process, we calculated the
average values of T/A dependency for T/A papers in each year and plot them
in Fig. 7. As shown in that figure, dependency curves behavior significantly
different between theoretical and applied group: the curves in T is very stable,
while the curves in A underwent dramatic changes during that time. From
2004 to 2006, A’s dependency on T increased from 0.3 to 0.7 and gradually
decreased afterward. That is to say applied graphene research is mainly driven
by theoretical research at early stage and become more motivated by it self as
time goes on. This result suggests that the inside coevolution is not a “static
equilibrium”, but rather a “dynamic process”. Not only proportions of T and
A change with time (Fig. 4), the interaction between them also changes. More
work is needed to fully understand the reason behind these changes, and our
finding can serve as the basis for further research.

We have already shown the geographically difference in Fig. 6. Does such
effect also happen in T/A dependency? To answer this questions, we grouped
all papers according to authors’ affiliation region, and calculated their T/A de-

pendency of T/A. We only consider papers with all authors in the same region
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Dependency on T and A of G-S papers from T and A, where r = 0.5
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Figure 7: The yearly average dependency of T (top panel) and A (down panel) on T (blue)
and A (red) respectively.

since it is not clear to attribute dependency to regions with international collab-
orated papers. However, we found that single region papers are very similar to
international collaborated papers in terms of dependency evolution. Therefore,
the result here will not change much after international collaborated papers are
included. Please see SI for more details. The results of topmost six regions
are shown in Fig. 8. Unlike Fig. 6, all regions in Fig. 8 show roughly the same
behavior, even for Mainland China and The United States. This suggests that
the trend we found in Fig. 7 is a universal phenomenon for graphene research

and is insensitive to geographic factor.

4. Conclusion

Discipline-level analysis give many insights of scientific enterprise, also offer
important reference for practical purpose, like career decision, hiring decision,
funding policy and so on. Some important works have been done with SciSci
paradigm, for example the evolution of sustainability science, the structure and
evolution of physics, and the development of artificial intelligence (Bettencourt

and Kaur, 2011; Sinatra et al., 2015; Frank et al., 2019).
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Dependency on T and A of G-S papers from T and A in 6 regions, wherer = 0.5
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Figure 8: The yearly average dependency of T (square) and A (circle) on T (blue) and A (red)
in Mainland China, The United States, South Korea, India, Iran and Singapore from 2004 to
2017. Curves break when that region has not T/A paper that year.

In this study, we complemented previous studies by investigating evolution
of graphene research in terms of its main components: theoretical branch and
applied branch. Using the co-clustering method we divided the graphene pub-
lication collection into two groups. By extracting each group’s keywords, we
confirmed that one group is about theoretical research and the other does ap-
plied research. Overall, 37.4% of papers belong to T and remaining 62.6% are
members of A. However, these ratios are not constants over time: the propor-
tion of T increased to around 90% in 2007 and gradually decreased afterward,
while the proportion of A did just opposite. It suggests that applied research
grown faster than theoretical research and the attention of graphene research
community shift gradually from theory to application. By analyzing authors’
affiliations, we computed region credit for every paper and all regions total con-
tribution. The distribution of contribution is very different in T and A: many
regions made significant contribution in T while Mainland China is dominant
in A. And the evolution curves also show significant difference among regions.

Using the dependency factor we invented, the reliance between theoretical re-
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search and applied research is quantified. We found that such dependency is
asymmetric: theoretical research is extremely influenced by itself while applied
research benefits from T and A in a more balanced way. Such dependency
relation is very stable for theoretical research while changed significantly for
applied research. And we found this phenomenon is insensitive to geographic
factor, which suggests it is a universal process.

Although many interest findings were observed, several important questions
remain to be answer. For instance, graphene papers were classified either as
theoretical research or applied research in this study. However, this dichotomy
may fail for some papers since collaboration between theorists and experimen-
tists become common nowadays and it is inaccurate to put those paper either
in T or A. In other words, an overlapping-clusters picture of graphene research
may be a better description of reality . Future work should take overlapping
into account given the importance of collaboration in modern scientific enter-
prise. In this study all graphene papers are treated with equal importance.
This choice simplifies our analysis, but introduces deviation from reality: a few
papers receive most attention. It would be beneficial to incorporate this fact
into our framework and new results may give us a better picture of graphene

research.
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7. Appendix A. Region code

CN: Mainland China. US: The United States. JP: Japan. DE: Germany.
KR: South Korea. IR: Iran. IN: India. RU: Russia. GB: The United Kingdom.
FR: France. ES: Spain. IT: Italy. SG: Singapore. TW: Taiwan.
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