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The claim that the citedness magnitudes point at the "Nobel class" of 
the scientist seems to be self-evident. However, to accept it as an absolute 
truth, a correspondence must be found between the characteristic (prop
erty) adequately reflected by citedness data and the characteristic that de
termines the award of the Nobel Prizes in science. The characteristic that 
determines the awarding of Nobel Prizes is the benefit brought to mankind 
by discovery or improvement; at least, according to the Nobel will, benefit 
is a criterion for awarding the Prize*.  At the same time, it is widely believed 
that citedness reflect impact or quality of scientific papers (e.g., [1]), while 
impact (e.g. [2; 10]) and quality [5, pp. 41-42, 49-50] are notions which 
semantically close to the notion of benefit.

* https://www.nobelprize.org/alfred-nobel/full-text-of-alfred-nobels-will-2/. 
Date of access: 27.06.2019.

At first glance, the notion of impact looks very tempting in the context 
of the problem under analysis as it is now practiced to be defined, inter 
alia, as “referring to contribution of research outcomes to the advancement 
of scientific/scholarly knowledge and to the benefits for society, culture, the 
environment, or the economy” [8, p. 1991 ]. This definition refers to society, cul
ture, environment and economy, i.e. the principal notions, associated with the con
cept of the of mankind; besides, “impact” is treated as “contribution of research out
comes” exactly to the benefits, i.e. to this very notion that is the criterion for award
ing the Nobel Prize.

However, according such a definition, impact is supposed to be evaluated not 
by the citedness level taken separately, but by an extensive set of indicators applied 
in the complex [8, pp.1991-1994]. Thus, the definition under consideration does 
not correspond to the method used for determining the Nobel class citedness, and, 
therefore, it cannot be taken into account in our farther analysis. Instead, tradi
tional definitions of “impact” should be considered. But when we pass to 
the traditional definitions of “impact” (named in more recent terms as 'sci
entific impact' or 'impact on science'), the results of analytical interpreta
tion of the literature related to the problem would inevitably demonstrate 
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that the existing and used meanings of the term "impact11 are practically 
synonymous with” influence" (without any further definition!) or do not 
go beyond the concept of “strong impression”, or practically coincide with 
the meaning of the term “pertinence”, or refer to purely technical indica
tors. No unified definition is in operation, no sufficient definition of the 
term “impact” has been found out at all [6]. Comparison of the notion of 
“impact” (interpreted as “influence” or “strong impression”) with the pos
sibilities of its quantitative evaluation by citedness data demonstrated the 
unreliability of citation counts as an aid of assessment of exactly the “im
pact” since in terms of cause-and-effect relationships, “impact” may or 
may not be the reason for the use of scientific documents reflected in their 
citedness data. In other words, citedness is not a very reliable proxy (sub
stitute indicator) to be used for assessing “impact” (which notion is poorly 
defined) [7]. Thus, in search for the answer to the question if the citedness 
magnitudes point at the "Nobel class" of the cited items, it is not fruitful to 
use the traditional notion of impact as well as its modem concept.

Asforthe^rwafi/y which is-roughly and universally-may be in all the 
cases defined as “degree of conformance to a standard”* (including spec
ulative “standards” that might exist only in the evaluator’s mind and not 
be formulated in a documentary format [5, pp. 39—40] or to requirements^, 
it was demonstrated that that exactly the concept of “quality” of cited sci
entific documents is the best to correspond with the notion of “benefit to 
mankind” [5, pp.41-42, 49-50]. However, the quality of scientific docu
ments, contrary to popular belief, is not reflected by citedness: the men
tioned indicator has no causal relationships with the given property [1; 9; 
4]. By its very nature citedness is primarily a “measure” of the use of sci
entific documents ([4; 5, pp.46—47] and many more...) which, in turn, in
directly reflects their value (e.g., [7]). The quality of a scientific document 
or a collection of documents is a property that is adequately quantitatively 
characterized by peer reviewing. But due to the revealed correlation be
tween the number of citations to the collections of documents and results 
of their peer reviewing (see [11; 3] and many more) we can assume that

* Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language. Un
abridged. Utilizing All the Experience and Resources of More than One Hundred 
Years of Merriam-Webster Dictionaries, Ed.-in-Chief: Ph.B.Gove. Cologne, 
Koneman, 1993: 1858.

I Quality Management System. Main Provisions and Dictionary (Amended), 
GOST R ISO 9000-2015 (National Standard of the Russian Federation) ’. Para
graph 3.6.5. Mode of access: http://docs.cntd.ru/document/1200124393. Date of 
access: 27.06.2018.
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the quality of scientific documents might be also evaluated by the cited- 
ness level. However, such an evaluation is purely probabilistic; it is not 
causal and therefore it is purely indicative. Herewith, “negative” citations 
seem to refer to items of high value but of low quality.

The presence of the studies which results show a good correlation be
tween the results of the analysis of documents citedness and documents 
expert evaluation do not indicate the adequacy of the method of citation 
analysis to assess the quality, but demonstrate a certain coincidence of the 
assessments of the properties of “value” and “quality” in practice and, ap
parently, about proximity (but not identity!) of the essences of value and 
quality. Since in most of the studies that I know such correlation is invar
iably confirmed, the citation analysis can be successfully applied to assess 
the quality of a large number of scientific documents in cases where it is 
technically unacceptable to conduct an expert evaluation. It is only neces
sary to understand that it actually reflects-due to cause-and-effect relation- 
ships-not quality, but value. However, in practice these properties differ 
from each other quite rarely (it is quite confident to talk about their practi
cal mismatch only in cases of “negative citations”).

So, “Nobel class level of citedness” is a reasonable concept, but it is 
reasonable not due to the causal relations between citedness and benefit to 
mankind, but due to probabilistic relationships between citedness and 
quality, as well as to the proximity of the concepts of “quality" and “benefit 
to mankind" [5].

(In the paper I hope also to consider some other properties of 
scientific papers, such as, e.g., “importance”, “usefulness” etc. as well as 
the ability of their evaluation on the basis of citedness. The consideration 
is going to be carried out in the context of possible correspondence of these 
characteristics to the notion of “benefit brought to the mankind”).
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