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Abstract

Research accomplishmentis usually measured
by considering all citations with equal impor-
tance, thus ignoring the wide variety of pur-
poses an article is being cited for. Here, we
posit that measuring the intensity of a refer-
ence is crucial not only to perceive better un-
derstanding of research endeavor, but also to
improve the quality of citation-based applica-
tions. To this end, we collect a rich annotated
dataset with references labeled by the inten-
sity, and propose a novel graph-based semi-
supervised modelzraLap to label the in-
tensity of references. Experiments with AAN
datasets show a significantimprovement com-
pared to the baselines to achieve the true labels
of the references (46% better correlation). Fi-
nally, we provide four applications to demon-
strate how the knowledge of reference inten-
sity leads to design better real-world applica-
tions.

Introduction

Ramasuri Narayanam
IBM Research, India
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the references in a paper are redundant and 40%
are perfunctory|(Moravcsik and Murugesan, 1975),
(iv) 62.7% of the references could not be at-
tributed a specific function (definition, tool etc.)
(Teufel et al., 2006). Despite these facts, the exist-
ing bibliographic metrics consider that all citations
areequally significant

In this paper, we would emphasize the fact that
all the references of a paper are not equally influ-
ential. For instance, we believe that for our current
paper,|(Wan and Liu, 2014) is more influential refer-
ence than| (Garfield, 2006), although the former has
received lower citations (9) than the latter (1650) so
fafl. Therefore the influence of a cited paper com-
pletely depends upon the context of the citing paper,
not the overall citation count of the cited paper. We
further took the opinion of the original authors of
few selective papers and realized that around 16%
of the references in a paper are highly influential,
and the rest are trivial (Sectiéh 4). This motivates us
to design a prediction modetralap to automati-
cally label the influence of a cited paper with respect
to a citing paper. Here, we label paper-reference

With more than one hundred thousand new schol,irs rather than references alone, because a refer-
arly articles being published each year, there is g,.q that is influential for one citing paper may not
rapid growth in the number of citations for the rel-yq ihgential with equal extent for another citing pa-

evant scientific articles.

In this context, we high-
light the following interesting facts about the pro-
cess of citing scientific articles: (i) the most com
monly cited paper by Gerard Salton, titled “A Vec-
tor Space Model for Information Retrieval” (alleged
to have been published in 1975) does not act
ally exist in reality (Dubin, 2004), (ii) the scien-
tific authors read only 20% of the works they cite

er.
We experiment with ACL Anthology Network

(AAN) dataset and show thatraLap along with

the novel feature set, quite efficiently, predicts the

intensity of references of papers, which achieves

LtPearson) correlation @90 with the human anno-

1The statistics are taken from Google Scholar on June 2,

(Simkin and Roychowdhury, 2003), (iii) one third of 2016.
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tations. Finally, we present four interesting appli- Figure 1: Definitions of the intensity of references

cations to show the efficacy of considering unequd
intensity of references, compared to the uniform in
tensity.

The contributions of the paper are four-fold: (i)
we acquire a rich annotated dataset where pap¢
reference pairs are labeled based on the influen
scores (Sectionl4), which is perhaps the first golg
standard for this kind of task; (ii) we propose g
graph-based label propagation modelaLap for
semi-supervised learning which has tremendous p!
tential for any task where the training set is les
in number and labels are non-uniformly distribute
(SectiorB); (iii) we propose a diverse set of feature
(Section 3.B); most of them turn out to be quite ef
fective to fit into the prediction model and yield im-
proved results (Sectidd 5); (iv) we present four ap
plications to show how incorporating the referency
intensity enhances the performance of several staf
of-the-art systems (Section 6).

2 Defining Intensity of References

e Label-1: The reference is related to the citing a
ticle with very limited extenand can beemoved
without compromising the competence of the refe
ences (e.g., (Garfield, 2006) for this paper).

e Label-2: The reference ifittle mentionedn the
citing article and can beeplacedby others without
compromising the adequacy of the references (e
(Zhu et al., 2015) for this paper).

e Label-3: The reference occurs separately in a se
tence within the citing article and has significant
impact on the current problerte.g., references to
metrics, tools) (e.g., (Porter, 1897) for this paper).
e Label-4: The reference ismportantand highly
related to the citing article. It is usually mentione
several times in the article with long reference co
text (e.g.,|/(Singh et al., 20115) for this paper).

e Label-5: The reference i®xtremely important
and occurs (is emphasized) multiple times with
the citing article. It generally points to the citec
article from where the citing article borrows mai

ideas (and can be treated as a baseline) (el

(Wan and Liu, 2014) for this paper).

All the references of a paper usually do not carry
equal intensity/strength with respect to the citing

paper because some papers have influenced the $el

Problem Definition

search more than others. To pin down this intuitionwe are given a set of papefs= {P, Py, ..., Py}
here we discretize the reference intensity by numegnd a sets of referencé® = {Ri,Rs,..., Ry},

ical values within the range df to 5, (5: most in-

fluential, 1: least influential). The appropriate def-cited papers) of?,. There is a set of papetd;,
initions of different labels of reference intensity arep \whose reference®;, ¢ R are a|ready labeled
presented in Figurel 1, which are also the basis By c L = {1,...,5} (each reference is labeled

building the annotated dataset (see Sedtlon 4):

with exactly one value).

>
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where R; corresponds to the set of references (or

Our objective is to de-

Note that “reference intensity” and “referencefine a predictive functiorf that labels the references
similarity” are two different aspects. It might hap-Ry € {R \ Ry} of the papersPy € {P\ P}
pen that two similar reference are used with differwhose reference intensities are unknown, ife.;
ent intensity levels in a citing paper — while one iSP,R, P;, Ry, Py, Rr) — L.
just mentioned somewhere in the paper and other Since the size of the annotated (labeled) data is
is used as a baseline. Here, we address the formmauch smaller than unlabeled dat®(| < |Py|),
problem as a semi-supervised learning problem witlve consider it as a semi-supervised learning prob-
clues taken from content of the citing and cited palem.

pers.

a set of entriesX and a set of possible labels;,,

3 Reference Intensity Prediction Model

Definition 1. (Semi-supervised Learning)Given

let us assume thatz(,y1), (z2,y2),..., @,y be

the set of labeled data where; is a data point
In this section, we formally define the problem andand y; € Y7 is its corresponding label. We as-

introduce our prediction model.

sume that at least one instance of each class label



is present in the labeled dataset. Let (1, y;11),

(.Ilﬂ_z,yl_i_Q),..., (@14n, Y1+) be the unlabeled data 2. while (' does not convergeo
points whereYy = {vyi41,Yit2, Yy} a@re un- N Y TY

known. Each entry € X is represented by a set| .

of features{ f1, fo, ..., fp}. The problem is to deter- 5
mine the unknown labels using andY7..

1: Initialize T andY

i L — Yij
Normaﬁze rows o, y;; = DR
Reassign original labels t& 1,

responding row in order to maintain the interpreta-
tion of label probability (Step 4). Step 5 is crucial,
We proposesralap, a variant of label propagation here we want the labeled sourc&s, to be persis-
(LP) model proposed by (Zhu et al., 2003) where gent. During the iterations, the initial labeled nodes
node in the graph propagates its associated label 0, may fade away with other labels. Therefore we
its neighbors based on the proximity. We intend t@orcefully restore their actual label by settipg = 1
assign same label to the vertices which are closelyf »; ¢ X is originally labeled ag), and other
connected. However unlike the traditional LP modegntries Vj;élyij) by zero. We keep on “pushing”
where the original values of the labels continue teéhe labels from the labeled data points which in turn
fade as the algorithm progresses, we systematicaljushes the class boundary through high density data
handle this problem itraLap. Additionally, we points and settles in low density space. In this way,
follow a post-processing in order to handle “classour approach intelligently uses the unlabeled data in

3.2 GraLap: A Prediction Model

imbalance prpblem". . _ the intermediate steps of the learning.
Graph Creation. The algorithm starts with the Assigning Final Labels.OnceY;; is computed, one
creation of afully connected weighted grapi = may take the most likely label from the label distri-

(X, E) where nodes are data points and the weighfution for each unlabeled data. However, this ap-
wj; of each edge;; € F is determined by the radial proach does not guarantee the label proportion ob-

basis function as follows: served in the annotated data (which in this case is
B S (e — z4)? 1 not well-separated as shown in Sectidn 4). There-
Wiy = e\ o2 (1) fore, we adopt dabel-based normalizatiortech-

o nique. Assume that the label proportions in the la-
The weight is controlled by a parameter Later |L|
beled data are,...,cir (st. > ;2 ¢ = 1). In

in this section, we shall discuss hawis selected. case ofY we trv to balance the label proportion
Each node is allowed to propagate its label to its s y prop

neighbors through edges (the more the edge Weigf?tbserved in the ground-truth. The label mass is the
column sum ofYy;, denoted by ,, ..., Yy ,,, each
the easy to propagate). L . ‘ AL
. , _— . of which is scaled in such a way that,, : ... :
Transition Matrix. We create a probabilistic transi- :
. . - Yu,,, = ca : ... :cg. The label of an unlabeled
tion matrix 7} x| x|, where each entry;; indicates JEL . .
) . ) S data point is finalized as the label with maximum
the probability of jumping fromy to i based on the

following: T; = P(j — i) = —-u value in the row oft".
9 Ly =0 =) = S Wy Convergence.Here we briefly show that our algo-

k=1 Wkj
Label Matrix. Here, we allow a soft label (in- rithm is guaranteed to converge. Let us combine
terpreted as a distribution of labels) to be associsteps 3 and 4 a8 « 7Y, wherel’ = Tii )3k Tire-
ated with each node. We then define a label matriyx g Composed Oﬁ/le\L\ and Yqu\L\’ whereYy
Y| x|z, Whereith row indicates the label distribu- never changes because of the reassignment. We can
tion for nodex;. Initially, ¥ contains only the values split 7" at the boundary of labeled and unlabeled data

of the labeled data; others are zero. as follows:
Label Propagation Algorithm. This algorithm P Ty T
works as follows: " NTw T

After initializing Y andT, the algorithm starts by
disseminating the label from one node to its neigh- ThereforeYy «+ oY +TuYr, which can lead
bors (including self-loop) in one step (Step 3). Theto Yy = limy,_,0o 77,V + [0 T V)TV,
we normalize each entry af by the sum of its cor- whereY? is the shape of at iteration0. We need



to showTAfuinO +— 0. By construction,ﬁj > 0, (iii) CE:Relevantlt indicates whether;; is explic-
and sinceT" is row-normalized, and’,, is a part itly mentioned as relevant in the reference context

of T, it leads to the following condition:3y < (Relin Tablell).

1, Z}L:lfuuij <~ Vi=1,.., u. So, (iv) CFE:Recent It tells whether the reference con-
text indicates thaR;; is new Rec in Table[1).
ST, =303 Tl Ty, (v) CF:Extreme It implies that R;; is extreme in
I Ik some way Ext in Table[1).
:ZT(WUZT . . L
T 2 (vi) CF:Comp It indicates whether the reference
N D ’ context makes some kind of comparison wih;
< DT (Comp in Table[1).
<A4m Note we do not consider any sentiment-based fea-

tures as suggested by (Zhu et al., 2015).
3.3.2 Similarity-based Features (SF)

It is natural that the high degree of semantic simi-
larity between the contents & and P; indicates the

Therefore, the sum of each rowf?j‘u” converges

to zero, which indicateg, Y « 0.
Selection ofo. Assuming a spatial representation

of datal_ points, W(? construct a mmlmumoSpamm%ﬂuence ofP; in P;. We assume that although the
tree using Kruskal's algorithm (Kruskal, 1956) Vmhfull text of P, is given, we do not have access to the
7 L]

distance between two nodes measured by Euclide L
. " y ﬁﬂl text of P; (may be due to the subscription charge
distance. Initially, no nodes are connected. We

i . . . ar the unavailability of the older papers). Therefore,
keep on adding edges in increasing orderofdlstanc\(,av.e consider onlv the title of: as a proxv of its
We choose the distance (sa¥;) of the first edge Y J Proxy

which connects two components with different Ia—fu” text. Then we calculate the cosme—amﬂe@ty

beled points in them. We considéf as a heuristic between the title) of 1; and () SE:TTitle.the t-

. : tle, (i) SF:TAbs the abstractSF:TIntro. the in-
to the minimum distance between two classes, a . 5 ) -
o . roduction, (iv)SF:TConcl the conclusion, and (v)
arbitrarily setc = dy/3, following 3¢ rule of nor-

L ) SF:TRest the rest of the sections (sections other
mal distribution (Pukelsheim, 1994). than abstract, introduction and conclusion)rbf
3.3 Features for Learning Model We further assume that the “reference context”

We use a wide range of features that suitably repR© ©f £ in £ might provide an alternate way of
resent a paper-reference pali (R;;), indicating P summarizing the usage of the reference. Therefore,

refers toP; through referencek;;. These features W€ take the same similarity based approach men-
can be grouped into six general classes. tioned ab_ov<_e, but replace the title Bf W|th its F\_’_C
3.3.1 Context-based Features (CF) and obtain five more features: (\®F:RCTitle (vii)

The “reference context” aR;; in P; is defined by SF:RCAbs(viii) SF:RCIntrq (ix) SF:RCC()_nchr_]d
three-sentence window (sentence whase occurs (x) SF:RCRestif a reference appears multiple times

and its immediate previous and next sentences). Fi&ra citing paper, we consider the aggregation of all

multiple occurrences, we calculate its average scor@.cS together.

We refer to “reference sentence” to indicate the sery 3 5 Frequency-based Feature (FF)

tence wherek;; appears. _ _ )
(i) CF:Alone It indicates whetheR;; is mentioned ~ 1h€ underlying assumption of these features is

alone in the reference context or together with othdfat a reference which occurs more frequently in a
references. citing paper is more influential than a single occur-

(ii) CF:First. WhenR;; is grouped with others, this "€nce (Singh etal., 2015). We count the frequency

feature indicates whether it is mentioned first (e.gf ti; In () FE:Whole the entire content, (ii)
“[2]" is first in “[2,4,6]"). FFE:Intro. the introduction, (ii)FF:Rel. the related

Next four features are based on the occurrence of 5,
We use the vector space based model

words in the corresponding lists created manuallyrymey and Pantel, 2010) after stemming the words using
(see Tablell) to understand different aspects. Porter stammef (Porter, 1997).



Table 1. Manually curated lists of words collected from gmaig the reference contexts. The lists are
further expanded using the Wordnet:Synonym with diffederical variations. Note that while searching
the occurrence of these words in reference contexts, weifiseedt lexical variations of the words instead
of exact matching.

Rel | pivotal, comparable, innovative, relevant, relevantiggiring, related, relatedly, similar, similarly, apglie, appropriate,
pertinent, influential, influenced, original, originallyseful, suggested, interesting, inspired, likewise

recent, recently, latest, later, late, latest, up-to-datetinuing, continued, upcoming, expected, update wedeextended
Rec | subsequent, subsequently, initial, initially, suddemyent, currently, future, unexpected, previous, previgusd,
ongoing, imminent, anticipated, unprecedented, propagadling, preliminary, ensuing, repeated, reported, earlier,
earliest, early, existing, further, revised, improved

Ext | greatly, awfully, drastically, intensely, acutely, alhig, exceptionally, excessively, exceedingly, tremerstigumportantly
significantly, notably, outstandingly

Comp | easy, easier, easiest, vague, vaguer, vaguest, weak, weakéest, strong, stronger, strongest, bogus, unclear

work, (iv) FF:Rest the rest of the sections (as men+eference context to see the effect of different word
tioned in Sectioh 3.312) aP;,. We also introduce (v) combination[(Athar and Teufel, 2012).
FF:Sec to measure the fraction of different sectiongii) LF:POS Part-of-speech (POS) tags of the
of P; whereR;; occurs (assuming that appearance ofiords in the reference sentence are used as features
R;; in different sections is more influential). These(Jochim and Schitze, 2012).
features are further normalized using the number d@fii) LF:Tense The main verb of the reference
sentences it in order to avoid unnecessary bias orsentence is used as a feature (Teufel et al., [2006).
the size of the paper. (iv) LF:Modal. The presence of modal verbs (e.g.,
N “can”, “may”) often indicates the strength of the
3.3.4 Position-based Features (PF) claims. Hence, we check the presence of the modal
Position of a reference in a paper mightverbs in the reference sentence.
be a predictive clue to measure the influenc¢s) LF:MainV. We use the main-verb of the refer-
(Zhu et al., 2015). Intuitively, the earlier the ref-ence sentence as a direct feature in the model.
erence appears in the paper, the more important(iti) LF:hasBut We check the presence of con-
seems to us. For the first two features, we dividfunction “but”, which is another clue to show less
the entire paper into two parts equally based on theonfidence on the cited paper.
sentence count and then see whetRgrappears (i) (vii) LF:DepRel Following
PF:Begin in the beginning or (ilPF:End in the (Athar and Teufel, 2012) we use all the depen-
end of P;. Importantly, if R;; appears multiple times dencies present in the reference context, as given by
in P;, we consider the fraction of times it occurs inthe dependency parsér (Marneffe et al., 2006).
each part. (viiiy LF:POSP (Dong and Schfer, 2011) use
For the other two features, we take the entire paeven regular expression patterns of POS tags to
per, consider sentences as atomic units, and measuegpture syntactic information; then seven boolean
position of the sentences whelg; appears, includ- features mark the presence of these patterns. We
ing (iii) PE:Mean mean position of appearance, (iv)also utilize the same regular expressions as shown
PF:Std standard deviation of different appearancesbelowﬁ with the examples (the empty parenthesis in
These features are normalized by the total lengisach example indicates the presence of a reference
(number of sentences) @f. , thus ranging from) tokenR;; in the corresponding sentence; while few
(indicating beginning of%) to 1 (indicating the end examples are complete sentences, few are not):
of PZ) e “*\\(\\) VVIDPZN].*": Chen () showethat cohesion is held
3.35 Linguistic Features (LF) in the vast majority of cases for English-French.

The linguistic evidences around the context of ;*(VHtF’IVH]?)\t/V*';j Wh"z Cr_effyaﬂtd Lin () have showitto
. . € a strong reature 1or wora alignment...
R;; sometimes provide clues to understand the 9 9
intrinsic influence ofP; on P;. Here we consider ¢ "*VH(D[GIN|PIZ) (RB )*VBN.*" Inducing features for tag-
word level and structural features gers by clustering has bedried by several researchers ().

() LF:NGram Different levels of n-grams (- 3The meaning of each POS tag can be found in
grams2-grams and-grams) are extracted from thehttp://nlp.stanford.edu/software/tagger.shtml(Toutanova an



http://nlp.stanford.edu/software/tagger.shtml

e “*MD (RB)*VB(RB)*VVN.*: Forexample, the likelihood of Next we useParscit (Councill et al., 2008) to
those generative procedures can be accumulateget the like- — jqentify the reference contexts from the dataset and
lihood of the phrase pair (). . .

then extract the section headings from all the pa-
pers. Then each section heading is mapped into one
of the following broad categories using the method
proposed by|(Liakata et al., 2012): Abstract, Intro-

“*VVG (NP )*(CC)*(NP).*" Following (), we provide the an- - diction, Related Work, Conclusion and Rest.
notators with only short sentences: those with source seate

between 10 and 25 tokens long. Dataset Labeling. The hardest challenge in this
task is that there is no publicly available dataset
These are all considered as Boolean features. Fahere references are annotated with the intensity
each feature, we take all the possible evidences fromalue. Therefore, we constructed our own annotated
all paper-reference pairs and prepare a vector. Thelataset in two different ways. (fxpert Annota-
for each pair, we check the presence (absence) fén: we requested members of our research dgfoup
tokens for the corresponding feature and mark th@ participate in this survey. To facilitate the labeling
vector accordingly (which in turn produces a set oprocess, we designed a portal where all the papers
Boolean features). present in our dataset are enlisted in a drop-down
menu. Upon selecting a paper, its corresponding
references were shown with five possible intensity
This group provides other factors to explain whyvalues. The citing and cited papers are also linked
is a paper being cited. (MS:GCount To answer to the original texts so that the annotators can read
whether a highly-cited paper has more academic ithe original papers. A total af0 researchers partic-
fluence on the citing paper than the one which is legpated and they were asked to label as many paper-
cited, we measure the number of other papers (ereference pairs as they could based on the definitions
ceptp;) citing F;. of the intensity provided in Sectidd 2. The annota-
(i) MS:SelfC To see the effect of self-citation, we tion process went on for one month. Out of total
check whether at least one author is common in bott640 pairs annotated,270 pairs were taken such
P, and P;. that each pair was annotated by at least two anno-
(i) MG:Time The fact that older papers are rarelytators, and the final intensity value of the pair was
cited, may not stipulate that these are less influentiatonsidered to be the average of the scores. The Pear-
Therefore, we measure the difference of the publicaon correlation and Kendell’s among the annota-
tion years ofP; and P;. tors are0.787 and 0.712 respectively. (ii)Author
(iv) MG:CoCite It measures the co-citation countsAnnotation we believe that the authors of a paper
of P, and P; defined by}%ﬂﬁ{}, which in turn an- are the best experts to judge the intensity of refer-
swers the significance of reference-based similarignces present in the paper. With this intension, we
driving the academic influence (Small, 1973). launched a survey where we requested the authors
Following (Witten and Frank, 2005), we furtherWhose papers are present in our dataset with signif-
make one step normalization and divide each featutgant numbers. We designed a web portal in similar

e ‘[IW.]*VB(D |P|Z) (RB)*VVI[ND].*": Our experimental set-up
is modeledafter the human evaluation presented in ().

“(RB )*PP (RB )*V.*": We useCRF () to perform this tagging.

3.3.6 Miscellaneous Features (MS)

shown her own papers in the drop-down menu. Out
4 Dataset and Annotation of 35 requests22 authors responded and totil6

pairs are annotated. This time we made sure that
We use the AAN dataset (Radev et al., 2009) whiclach paper-reference pair was annotated by only one
is an assemblage of papers included in ACL relateguthor. The percentages of labels in the overall an-
venues. The texts are preprocessed where sentenggftated dataset are as follows: 1: 9%, 2: 74%, 3:
paragraphs and sections are properly separated 984, 4: 3%, 5: 4%.

- - H 1 ‘S— . .
ing different markers. The filtered dataset contain “All were researchers with the age between 25-45 working

12,843 papers (on average 6.21 references per pap§focument summarization, sentiment analysis, and taxt mi
and 11,092 unique authors. ing in NLP.
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o (e | perere ] (Zhu et al., 2008). Three metrics are used to com-
TAbs \Wholg |Modal [|Rest . .
TRest [|Rel ' [[POS |fwholg pare the results of the competing models with the

TTitle Intro | [NGram|(Intro

TConcl ||Sec_| |POSP jsec annotated labeldRoot Mean Square ErraRMSH,

RCRest| —g~ [Mainv

o]
A

o

0.

Pearson correaltior

Non-increasing order of correlat

RGAbs |[CoCTel2 Pearson’s correlation coefficierfp), andcoefficient
RCTitle ||TIme .. 9
FF SF CF PF LF MF ReConq|2eoun of determlnatlor(R ﬁ
Feature ®) Table[2 shows the performance of the competing

Figure 2: Pearson correlation coefficient betweemodels. We incrementally include each feature set
the features and the gold-standard annotations. (@o GraLap greedily on the basis of ranking shown
Group-wise average correlation, and (b) ranking oh Figure[2(a). We observe thataLap with only
features in each group based on the correlation. rr outperformssvr+0 with 41% improvement of

p. As expected, the inclusion @ff into the model
improves the model marginally. However, the over-
In this section, we start with analyzing the impor-all performance oraLap is significantly higher
tance of the feature sets in predicting the referendgan any of the baselinep  0.01).

intensity, followed by the detailed results.

Feature Analysis.In order to determine which fea-

tures highly determine the gold-standard labelingn this section, we provide four different applica-
we measure the Pearson correlation between vagions to show the use of measuring the intensity of
ous features and the ground-truth labels. Figlire 2(gdferences. To this end, we consider all the labeled
shows the average correlation for each feature grougntries for training and rusraLap to predict the

and in each group the rank of features based Qntensity of rest of the paper-reference pairs.
the correlation is shown in Figuké 2(b). Frequency-

based features=F) turn out to be the best, among6.1 Discovering Influential Articles

which FF:Restis mostly correlated. This set of Influential papers in a particular area are often dis-
features is convenient and can be easily computegbvered by consideringqual weightgo all the ci-
Both CFandLF seem to be equally important. How-tations of a paper. We anticipate that considering
ever, PI tends to be less important in this task.  the reference intensity would perhaps return more

meaningful results. To show this, Here we use the

Table 2: Performance of the competing models. Thgyjowing measures individually to compute the in-
features are added greedily into theaLap model.  f,ence of a paper: (RawCite: total number of

5 Experimental Results

6 Applications of Reference Intensity

(a) Baselines (b) Our model citations per paper, (ilRawPR: we construct a ci-
Model | RMSE R? No. Model | RMSE R? i . i - ~itati
Griform| 206| 00539T (0 [oraianere | 130 [0l 105 tation network (nodes: papers, links: citations), and
SVRW | 195] 054 1.34 @ ()+LF | 0.98|084] 095 measure PageRarlk (Page et al., 1998) of each node
SVR+0 1-23 g-ig ;-ig 3) (2)+cF | 0.90|0.870.87 p 1-gq PR(m) h
C4.585L . - - 4 3 0.95| 0.89 | 0.84 : = - b SLLE A
GLM 1-98‘ 052|135 25; 54312,[? 0.92|0.90 | 0.82 - R(n) . N + qZWEM(") \L(gb])‘-, the to.
® (5)+pr | 0.91] 090 0.80 q, the damping factor, is set to 0.85] is the to-

tal number of nodes) (n) is the set of nodes that

Results of Pred_lctlve Models. For the pur- | ..o edges ta, and L(m) is the set of nodes that
pose of evaluation, we rgpo_rt the average re; pag gn edge to, (iifnfCite: the weighted
sults after 10-fold cross-validation. Here we CONYersion ofRawCite, measured by the sum of in-

sider five baselines to compare witiralap: () (ensities of all citations of a paper, (M)nfPR:
the weighted version akawPR: PR(n) = 34 +

Uniform: assign3 to all the references assum-
ing equal intensity, (ii)svR+wW: recently proposed Inf(m—n)PR(m) \\borer £ indicates

Support Vector Regression (SVR) with the fead 2omeM(n) 2aeL(m)Inf(m—a)
ture set mentioned in| (Wan and Liu, 2014), (jii)the influence of a reference. We rank all the arti-

SVR+0: SVR model with our feature set, (iv) Cles based on these four measures separately. Ta-
C4.5SSL: C4.5 semi-supervised algorithm with ble[3(a) shows the Spearman’s rank correlation be-

our feature sef (Quinlan, 1993), and @aM: the tra- The less fesp. more) the value oM SE and R? (resp.
ditional graph-based LP model with our feature set), the better the performance of the models.




tween pair-wise measures. As expected, (i) anshows thePrecision@k for five competing mea-
(i) have high correlation (same for (iii) and (iv)), sures at identifying ACL fellows. We observe that
whereas across two types of measures the correlai f-index performs significantly well with an
tion is less. Further, in order to know which mea-overall precision of.54, followed byavgc (0.37),
sure is more relevant, we conduct a subjective studyindex (0.35), TotC (0.32) andTotP (0.34). This
where we select top ten papers from each measuresult is an encouraging evidence that the reference-
and invite the experts (not authors) who annotateititensity could improve the identification of the
the dataset, to make a binary decision whether a reicfluential authors. Top three authors based on
ommended paper is relevarfl. The average pair- hif-index are shown in Tablel4.
wise inter-annotator’s agreement (based on Cohen TopP[ TopC[AvaC [i-mdeffiinds] o4
kappa [(Cohen, 1960)) i8.71. Table[3(b) presents :Z’;z oo | SO o2 0
that out of10 recommendations afn£PR, 7 (5) pa- avgC | 034 035| 1 | 024 038
pers are marked as influential by majority (all) of the || 24| 02) 0241 & | o S
annotators, which is followed bynfCcite. These Q) K
results indeed show the utility of measuring referFigure 3: (a) Sprearman’s rank correlation among
ence intensity for discovering influential papers. Tofpair-wise ranks, and (b) the performance of all the
three papers based am £PR from the entire dataset Measures.

are shown in Tablel4.
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6.3 Effect on Recommendation System
Table 3: (a) Spearman’s rank correlation among "Here we show the effectiveness of reference-

fluence measures and (b) expert evqluation of tnﬁtensity by applying it to a real paper recom-
ranked results (for top0 recommendations). mendation system. To this end, we consider

(@) (0) FeRosA] (Chakraborty et al., 2016), a new (prob-
poncire | LT FoweR | neite IR | e | MR ably the first) framework of faceted recommenda-
Tofeits | 06 0BT | 8| |mseice| 4| 5 tion for scientific articles, where given a query
o ne el oem o mE el T it provides facet-wise recommendations with each

6.2 Identifying Influential Authors facet representing the purpose of recommendation

Chakraborty et al., 2016). The methodology is
H-index, a measure of impact/influence of an au( Y ) 9y

_ L : _““based on random walk with restarts (RWR) initiated
thor, considers each citation with equal welghL

Mirsch—200%). H ) te th i rom a query paper. The model is built on AAN
(Hirsch, - o). riere we incorporate the Nolion 0j,iaset and considers both the citation links and the
reference intensity into it and defime f-index.

content information to produce the most relevant re-
Definition 2. An authorA with a set of papers’(A) sults. Instead of using the unweighted citation net-
has anhif-index equals toh, if & is the largest value work, here we use the weighted network with each
suchthat{p € P(A)|Inf(p) 2 h}| = h;wherelnf(p)  gqqe abeled by the intensity score. The final rec-
is the sum of intensities of all citations f . . . )
ommendation of eRoSA is obtained by performing
We consider37 ACL fellows as the list of gold- RWR with the transition probability proportional to
standard influential authors. For comparative evathe edge-weight (we call tnf-FeRoSA). We ob-
uation, we consider the total number of paperserve thattnf-FeRoSA achieves an average pre-
(TotP), total number of citationsTctC) and av- cision of0.81 at top 10 recommendations, which is
erage citations per papex{gC) as three competing 14% higher theireRoSA while considering the flat
measures along with-index andhif-index. version and 12.34% higher thaeRoSA while con-
We arrange all the authors in our dataset in desidering the faceted version.
creasing order of each measure. Fiddre 3(a) shows
the Spearman’s rank correlation among the conf-4 Detecting Citation Stacking
mon elements across pair-wise rankings. Figlire 3(lRecently, Thomson Reuters began screening for

_ . ~_journals that exchange large number of anoma-
%We choose papers from the area of “sentiment analysis” on

which experts agree on evaluating the papers. Twww.ferosa.org


www.ferosa.org

Table 4: Top three papers and authors basedrof PR andHi f—index respectively.

No Paper Author
1. | Lexical semantic techniques for corpus analysis (Pussgjoet al., 1993) Mark Johnson
2. | Anunsupervised method for detecting grammatical erfor®forow and Leacock, 2000)Christopher D. Manning
3. | Amaximum entropy approach to natural language proces8emgér et al., 1996) Dan Klein
150 v = . .
% ®) (Garfield, 1964) was the first who explained the rea-
o8 . ., -
5% 100 sons of citing a paper| (Pham and Hoffmann, 2003)
o o 29 ) . introduced a method for the rapid develop-
g.g sog ' ment of complex rule bases for classifying text
=T segments. [ (Dong and Schfer, 2011) focused on
3 4 5 L 0 500 1000 1500  200C 1 1
F R otal Sitations a less manual approach by learning domain-

Figure 4: Correlation between (&F andF;; and insensitive features from textual, physical, and

(b) number of citations before and after removingyNtactic aspects To address concerns about h-
self-journal citations. Index, different alternative measures are proposed

(Waltman and van Eck, 2012). However they too

lous citations with other journals in a cartel-likecould benefit from filtering or weighting refer-
arrangement, often known as “citation stacking©Nces with a model of influence. Several re-
(Jump, 201B; Hardcastle, 2015). This sort of ciSearch have been proposed to weight citations
tation stacking is much more pernicious and difpased on factors such as the prestige of the cit-
ficult to detect. We anticipate that this behaviofng journal (Ding, 2011} Yan and Ding, 2010), pres-
can be detected by the reference intensity. Sindge of an author|(Balaban, 2012), frequency of
the AAN dataset does not have journal information¢itations in citing papers| (Hou et al., 2011). Re-
we use DBLP dataset (Singh et al., 2015) where tHeently, (Wan and Liu, 2014) proposed a SVR based
complete metadata information (along with refer@pproach to measure the intensity of citations. Our
ence contexts and abstract) is available, except tHgethodology differs from this approach in at lease
full content of the paper (559,338 papers and 68four significant ways: (i) they used six very shallow
journals; more details in (Chakraborty et al., 2014))I_evel features; whereas we consider features from
From this dataset, we extract all the features meflifferent dimensions, (i) they labeled the dataset by
tioned in Sectiod 3]3 except the ones that requirée help of independent annotators; here we addi-
full text, and run our model using the existing andionally ask the authors of the citing papers to iden-
notated dataset as training instances. We meastify the influential references which is very realistic
the traditional impact factod () of the journals and (Gilbert, 1977); (iii) they adopted SVR for labeling,
impact factor after considering the reference interhich does not perform well for small training in-
sity (IF;s). Figure[#(a) shows that there are fewstances; here we proposeaLap , designed specif-
journals whosd Fj; significantly deviates (3from ically for small training instances; (iv) four applica-
the mean) from/F; out of the suspected journalstions of reference intensity mentioned here are com-
70% suffer from the effect of self-journal citations agPletely new and can trigger further to reassessing the
well (shown in Figuré (b)), example includirigx-  €Xisting bibliometrics.

pert Systems with Applicatiofsurrent F' of 2.53). )

One of the future work directions would be to pre—8 Conclusion

dict such journals as early as possible after their firgf/e argued that the equal weight of all references

appearance. might not be a good idea not only to gauge success
7 Related Work ofa resegrch, but also to track follow-up work or rec-
ommending research papers. The annotated dataset
Although the citation count based metrics are widelyould have tremendous potential to be utilized for
accepted| (Garfield, 2006; Hirsch, 2010), the beliefther research. MoreovetraLap can be used for
that mere counting of citations is dubious has alsany semi-supervised learning problem. Each appli-
been a subject of study (Chubin and Moitra, 1975)ation mentioned here needs separate attention. In
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