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� Reputation/citations = money/prices as a means of 
exchange that regulates the science system

� Money and prices as quantification devices triggered 
calculative rationality of individuals, including allocation 
and discretization of time, strategization of effort/output 
measures, value recognition among people, status and 
power

Reputation as money, citations as prices
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� Reputation is a complex artefact

� Scientists built disciplines, institutions and associations to 
self-regulate and manage reputational credit allocation

� Reputation is productive if competitive spirits (i.e., the 
“priority for reward” game) are constrained by strong social 
norms

� Attention and signalling devices:

metrics could help scientists to deal with

coordination problems

Reputation
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� Growing competition at all levels

� Increasing role of scientists from emerging countries, 
exposed to strong competitive rewards

� Growing fragmentation and knowledge specialisation

� Serious concerns on allocation problems

Our “now”
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� Rankings are natural social artefacts

� They are built-in competition devices

� They are a reference with an objective allure that are used 
to allocate power/reputation resources

� They tend to transform relations in “serious games”

� In times of scarce attention the “rankitude” could bring 
people to easy, broad-tent view conclusions about value of 
people independently of contexts and situations

“Rankitude”
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� Salganik, Dodds and Watts (2006, Science)

� 14000 participants who were shown a list of 48 unknown songs in 
two experimental conditions (independent and social influence)

� Exp 1: previous downloads in a grid; Exp 2: list

Rankings & preferences
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� MIUR and ANVUR in Italy and Norwegian Association for 
Higher Education Institutions (2004-2010): a performance 
indicator used to allocate a percentage of the total funds

� Pros: it mapped productivity differences, stimulated low-
quality institutions, paid-off more active excellent centres

� Cons: no “neutrality” across disciplines and so penalised 
certain domains; rankings were used internally as a political 
means to allocate resources and compare individuals; it 
frustrated specialists in certain fields by exposing them to 
conflicting incentive schemes

� PAQ Research quality assessment of University of Brescia

Examples
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� “Simplicity and transparency of the point system mean that, 
even for departments where local efforts to prevent that the 
indicator is used in undesirable ways, it is difficult to prevent 
if from playing a role at the individual level. Experience with 
bibliometric measures shows that when these types of 
indicators first exist and are readily available, they will often 
be used in both intended and unintended ways”

� The deep “reflexivity” of science system

NAHEI report: conclusions
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Competitors’ detection!
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The model

� 200 agents, authors and referees

� Endowment and resources

� Quality (as authors and referees) [E. 1]

� Publication investment and reviewing cost [Eq. 
2]

� Resources multiplier (depending on publication) 
[m]

� Evaluation (randomly matching of authors and 
referees, noise)

� Publication selection rate (25, 50%, 75%)

� Referee behaviour: random, fair or “rational”
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Implications
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A recent personal experience
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Lessons I believe to have learnt

� The mantra of rankings can erode variety in the 
science system by distorting resource allocation, 
reducing species niches and promoting homophily 
pressures (e.g., “top-five focal point” effect)

� Excessively simplified, although “big picture” valid 
quantitative indicators tend be politically used in power 
relations locally (e.g., “reflexivity”)

� Rankings must be improved, e.g., “real” productivity 
measures and be completed by more qualitative 
principles and evaluation criteria when they are used 
for resource allocation

� Scientific reputation cannot be fully captured by 
quantitative indicators and so indicators must be used 
intelligently to set up priorities and allocate resource



Thank you!
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