
Klingemann, Hans-Dieter

Article  —  Digitized Version

More citation counting: reply to Charles Cnudde

PS: Political science and politics

Provided in Cooperation with:
WZB Berlin Social Science Center

Suggested Citation: Klingemann, Hans-Dieter (1987) : More citation counting: reply to Charles
Cnudde, PS: Political science and politics, ISSN 1049-0965, Assoc, Washington, DC, Vol. 20, Iss. 3, pp.
616-618

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/122851

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/122851
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


 

WZB-Open Access Digitalisate 

WZB-Open Access digital copies 

 
Das nachfolgende Dokument wurde zum Zweck der kostenfreien Onlinebereitstellung 
digitalisiert am Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung gGmbH (WZB). 
Das WZB verfügt über die entsprechenden Nutzungsrechte. Sollten Sie sich durch die 
Onlineveröffentlichung des Dokuments wider Erwarten dennoch in Ihren Rechten 
verletzt sehen, kontaktieren Sie bitte das WZB postalisch oder per E-Mail:  
Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung gGmbH 
Bibliothek und wissenschaftliche Information 
Reichpietschufer 50 
D-10785 Berlin 
E-Mail: bibliothek@wzb.eu 

 
The following document was digitized at the Berlin Social Science Center (WZB) in 
order to make it publicly available online. 
The WZB has the corresponding rights of use. If, against all possibility, you consider 
your rights to be violated by the online publication of this document, please contact 
the WZB by sending a letter or an e-mail to: 
Berlin Social Science Center (WZB) 
Library and Scientific Information 
Reichpietschufer 50 
D-10785 Berlin 
e-mail: bibliothek@wzb.eu
 
 
 
 
 
Digitalisierung und Bereitstellung dieser Publikation erfolgten im Rahmen des Retrodigitalisierungs-
projektes OOA 1000+. Weitere Informationen zum Projekt und eine Liste der ca. 1 500 digitalisierten Texte 
sind unter http://www.wzb.eu/de/bibliothek/serviceangebote/open-access/oa-1000 verfügbar. 
 
This text was digitizing and published online as part of the digitizing-project OOA 1000+.  
More about the project as well as a list of all the digitized documents (ca. 1 500) can be found at 
http://www.wzb.eu/en/library/services/open-access/oa-1000. 
 



Letters

More Citation Counting:
Reply to Charles Cnudde

The note by Charles Cnudde (PS, Fall 
1986, pp. 850-852) concerning multiple 
authorship is easily demonstrated to be 
false. Since he argues that Klingemann's 
methodology is questionable, it is prob­
ably worthwhile to point out that 
Cnudde's own methodology is flawed.

Cnudde argues that "W e  have no reason 
to believe that persons with names 
beginning with letters in the bottom half 
of the alphabet are less likely to join the 
discipline. . than those whose names 
that begin with letters in the first half of 
the alphabet. He then proceeds to make a 
count of the 100 most-cited scholars 
listed on pp. 657-658, and finds that far 
fewer than half of them have names 
starting with letters in the second half of 
the alphabet. From this he concludes that 
the basic methodology is grossly in­
accurate, and the results should be 
". . . used with care, if at all."

Unfortunately, Cnudde himself has made 
a false assumption that invalidates his 
test. As was acknowledged in the 
original article, multiple authorship does 
pose a problem— but Cnudde's method 
of estimating how great the problem is, 
greatly exaggerates its size. It does so 
because his method is based on an 
assumption that is, quite simply, wrong: 
there is reason to believe that fewer than 
half of all political scientists have names 
starting with letters in the bottom half of 
the alphabet— in fact we know this to be 
the case.

A s the article makes clear, the sample is 
based on all persons teaching in graduate 
departments of political science, as listed 
in the APSA 1984 Guide to Graduate 
Study. As anyone who consults this 
document can verify, this listing does not

show a 50:50 split between those with 
names beginning with letters A-M, and 
those with names that start with letters 
N-Z. Quite the contrary, 6 1 %  of those 
listed have names that start with letters 
A through M. Consequently, on a random 
basis we would expect to find roughly 61 
of the 100 most cited scholars to fall into 
the top half of the alphabet (and not only 
50, as Cnudde assumes). In fact, 70 per­
sons do. Far from showing a bias that is 
significant at the .001 level, as Cnudde 
asserts is the case, this is roughly in the 
right ballpark: with a sample of only 100 
persons, a deviation of this size is not sig­
nificant at even the .1 level; given the 
small size of the subsample Cnudde has 
focused on, the deviation from random 
distribution could be entirely due to nor­
mal sampling error.

Using a much larger and more reliable 
sample, as was done in the original article 
— that is, using the entire universe of per­
sons listed in the APSA Guide to Grad­
uate Study, 1 984— we find that those in 
the first half of the empirical distribution 
(which has a mid-point of LEH— and not 
between M and N, as Cnudde assumes) 
get approximately 5 2 %  of the total cita­
tions. Table 1 gives the detailed picture. 
As the article concluded, "There is some 
advantage, it seems, in having a name 
that appears early in the alphabet— but 
it's a marginal one" (Klingemann, 1986: 
655).

But even this marginal advantage would 
not necessarily have any impact on the 
departmental rankings: in order to do so, 
it would have to be systematically biased 
against certain departments and in favor 
of others. It is not.

To get an optimal measure of the impact 
of given individuals, one might want to 
credit half the citations to each author if 
that were true. This would not always
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increase the accuracy of the measure: 
quite often, the first author is listed first 
because he or she did most of the work 
and deserves most of the credit. But let 
us concede Cnudde the strongest possi­
ble case and assume that being listed 
first author always reflected alphabetical 
order, rather than senior authorship. This 
phenomenon would still not bias the 
rankings. Cnudde argues that some 
departments engage in multiple author­
ship more than other departments, and 
that this produces a systematic bias 
against this type of department. It does 
not: in order for this to be the case, cer­
tain departments must not only have dis­
proportionate amounts of multiple

authorship, but their membership must 
also be disproportionately skewed 
toward the latter part of the alphabet. 
Otherwise, ¡alphabetic listings of multiple- 
authors would have no effect: a given 
department would sometimes lose credit 
fora colleague who did half the work but 
had a name late in the alphabet. What 
they lose on Professor Zyxrqp they would 
gain on Professor Abcdef. If all the mem­
bers of a department had names in the 
last half of the alphabet (and never 
engaged in co-authorship with each 
other) would the full 2 %  bias associated 
with multiple authorship work against the 
department? We know of no department 
that gets this pattern: in most cases the

TABLE 1
The Empirical Distribution of Alphabetically Ordered Last Names 

and the Proportion of Lines of Citrtion, 1981-85

Last Names 
Starting with 

Letter:

Proportion of 
Last Names, 
Starting with 

Letter:

Proportion of 
Lines of 
Citation

A 3.01 4.05
B 7.97 8.48
C 6.88 6.01
D 4.53 5.15
E 2.05 2.90
F 4.03 4.10
G 4.69 4.42
H 6.88 7.31
I 0.36 0.50
J 2.41 2.56
K 5.36 4.66

LEH 1.83 2.27

50.00 52.41

LEI 3.10 5.68
M 8.33 7.17
N 2.38 2.63
0 1.95 1.99
P 4.50 4.44
Q 0.01 0.08
R 6.45 5.52s 10.85 9.18
T 3.27 2.33
U 0.33 0.42
V 0.99 1.69
W 6.15 5.18
X —

Y 0.56 0.10
Z 0.89 1.05

Total N 3,022 21,175
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estimated bias would be well under 2%. 
In fact, Northern Arizona University, 
Lehigh University and the New School for 
Social Research would have had the most 
reason to complain.

If one holds our method of departmental 
rankings up against a standard of abso­
lute perfection, there is no question that 
it falls short. There is no question that it 
is subject to error in measurement. And 
not only that type of error. By accident, 
the total for SUNY Stony Brook was 
omitted from Table 2 of the original arti­
cle. We have to apologize for that mis­
take. According to their own calculation 
she should have been rated 50th, just 
ahead of SUNY-Buffalo. But perfection is 
an unrealistic standard. Every year, hun­
dreds of students and faculty make 
choices about where they will study or 
where they will teach, on the basis of un­
systematic, out of date and incomplete 
information. We do not claim that the 
approach used in our study is perfect. But 
we do believe that it comes much closer 
to reality than most alternatives.

In two other recent studies cited in the 
article, Harvard was ranked close as 13th 
or 14th place. We are confident that no 
conceivable correction for co-authorship 
would move Harvard down to 13th or 
14th place; we would give 5 0 %  odds 
that it would not even more from first to 
second place. There are, however, 
specific cases of departments that have 
citation counts so closely clustered that 
virtually any change at all would change 
their ranking— but published figures 
make it clear that this is the case, and 
indicate just how much (or how little) 
change would be needed to bring about a 
shift in the rankings. We do not claim to 
have produced a perfect measure of 
scholarly impact. We do think we have 
come up with one that's more accurate, 
and more objective, than the alternatives 
we have seen to date.

Hans-Dieter Klingemann
Free University of Berlin

618 PS Summer 1987


