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Abstract

The study of creativity in science has long sought quantitative metrics capable
of capturing the originality of the scientific insights contained within articles and
other scientific works. In recent years, the field has witnessed a substantial expan-
sion of research activity, enabled by advances in natural language processing
and network analysis, and has utilised both macro- and micro-scale approaches
with success. However, they often do not examine the text itself for evidence
of originality. In this paper, we apply a computational measure correlating with
originality from creativity science, Divergent Semantic Integration (DSI), to a
set of 51,200 scientific abstracts and titles sourced from the Web of Science.
To adapt DSI for application to scientific texts, we advance the original BERT
method by incorporating SciBERT—a model trained on scientific corpora—into
the computation of DSI. In our study, we observe that DSI plays a more pro-
nounced role in the accrual of early citations for papers with fewer authors, varies
substantially across subjects and research fields, and exhibits a declining corre-
lation with citation counts over time. Furthermore, by modelling SciBERT- and
BERT-DSI as predictors of the logarithm of 5-year citation counts—alongside
field, publication year, and the logarithm of author count—we find statistically
significant relationships, with adjusted R2 of 0.103 and 0.101 for BERT-DSI and
SciBERT-DSI. Because existing scientometric measures rarely assess the origi-
nality expressed in textual content, DSI provides a valuable means of directly
quantifying the conceptual originality embedded in scientific writing.

Keywords: Creativity, Scientific Novelty, Scientific Originality, Transformer-based
language models, Contextualized word embeddings, Scientometrics
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1 Introduction

One aspect of abstracts that varies across scientific domains—and evolves over time—is
their degree of originality. While some scientific domains have strict norms on abstract
formats and content, the increased challenge of a scientific paper getting attention,
due to the rapid increase in volume of papers with decreased attention span due to
information overload (Ho lyst et al. 2024), likely impacts the originality of abstracts.
However, the impact of such pressures on abstract writing and title formulation could
have both a facilitative or inhibitory impact on their originality: Abstracts and titles
may become more original over time, to compete for a reader’s attention more strongly,
or they may become less original, to standardize within scientific disciplines and min-
imize information overload. A possible way to examine these competing hypotheses
is by harnessing computational tools that have been recently developed in creativ-
ity research to quantitatively assess the originality of short narratives. Specifically, an
approach called Divergent Semantic Integration (Johnson et al. 2023; Patterson et al.
2025).

Creativity is defined as the ability to generate ideas that are both original and
useful (Green et al. 2024; Runco and Jaeger 2012). Over the past decade, the introduc-
tion of computational metrics in creativity research has propelled the field forward,
increasingly introducing new metrics to provide quantitative and objective measures
of this complex capacity (Kenett 2019, 2025; Beaty and Johnson 2021; Organisciak
et al. 2023; Patterson et al. 2025). These metrics capitalize on advancements in nat-
ural language processing, and have especially focused on quantifying idea originality
(Kenett 2019).

Overall, computational metrics of originality are based on the notion of semantic
distance - the conceptual, or semantic dissimilarity between concepts in a language
model, such as Word2Vec (Mikolov et al. 2013), or NERT (Jiang et al. 2023). Previ-
ous research has shown how semantic distance is strongly correlated with subjective
originality ratings across varied creativity tasks (Beaty and Johnson 2021; Gray et al.
2019; Campidelli et al. 2026).

1.1 Divergent Semantic Integration

Divergent Semantic Integration (DSI) (Johnson et al. 2023) is a computational metric
for short textual narratives, which was shown to correlate with subjective ratings
of originality. DSI is computed as the arithmetic mean of cosine distances between
embeddings of sentences from a language model, measuring the overall richness of the
language used by the writer in their narrative.

The underlying idea of DSI is that divergent concepts within a text map to distant
regions of the model’s embedding space; consequently, more diverse concepts are, on
average, farther apart than similar or conventional ones, yielding a higher DSI score.
Thus, higher DSI scores indicate a richer, more diverse and original content of the
narrative analysed. Extensive empirical research in creativity has shown that highly
creative individuals possess richer memory structures and are able to search, combine,
and expand ideas more broadly, enabling the generation of original insights (Beaty
and Kenett 2023; Benedek et al. 2023).
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Since the release of DSI, it has been studied primarily in the context of linguistic
creativity (Narayanan 2025), but also a particular focus in measuring the creativity of
large language models and comparing them to human creativity (Orwig et al. 2024).
Significant work has been done in automating measurement of scientific creativity or
originality in scientific texts, described here in Section 1.2. However, to the best of
our knowledge, DSI was first applied to scientific titles and abstracts in our previous
study (Culbert et al. 2025).

1.2 Creativity in Science

This study builds upon previous research into creativity in science, also frequently
referred to as originality, scientific innovation, breakthroughs, or novelty. Zhao
and Zhang (2025) categorizes scientific originality into four dimensions: unique-
ness, or the discovery of new knowledge; recombination, or the recombination of
knowledge elements; bridging, or new links connecting two knowledge clusters; and
surprise, or the subjective cognitive violation of expectations. Zhao and Zhang
(2025) classifies measures of originality in academic papers into three main cate-
gories based on the data types used—citation relations, textual data, and multi-type
approaches—and further subdivides these into the following specific originality
measures. They include: reference-based, keyword/entity-level, sentence-level, text-
and-citation-relations-based, and text-and-network-structure-based measures. Our
approach does not neatly fit into any of the above, as it directly exploits the text itself
without extraction techniques as in keyword-entity level measures.

Referenced based approaches such as Trapido (2015), Shibayama and Wang (2020),
Wang et al. (2017) and Uzzi et al. (2013), keyword and entity based approaches such
as Azoulay et al. (2011), Luo et al. (2022), Boudreau et al. (2016), and Ruan et al.
(2025), and multi-type approaches such as Shibayama et al. (2021) utilise the meta-
data of a paper to identify novel combinations, unexpected or unlikely combinations,
outliers, age and frequency distributions, and connectedness and overlap to measure
the originality of a paper.

More recent research utilising the availability of sentence-level and entity based
bibliometric information from sources such as arXiv1, bioRxiv2 and OpenAlex (Priem
et al. 2022) has begun appearing.

Entity based measures are based on extraction techniques such as in Liu et al.
(2022) where bio-entities are extracted from COVID-19 papers in which the number
of novel bio-entity pairs is comparied to the potential number of bio-entity pairs is
used as a measure of originality, or sentence based measures such as Lielei Chen (2019)
utilising n-grams and searching Scopus for originality, Jeon et al. (2023) using a local
outlier factor applied to word embeddings of titles, or Wang et al. (2024) utilising
BERTopic to extract core knowledge from a paper and the cloud model from fuzzy
mathematics to measure originality.

These approaches all relate more closely to the text than metadata-based methods,
which Zhao classifies as micro and macro approaches. In the current study, we focus
on what would be classified as a micro approach when applying DSI. Critically, we

1https://arxiv.org/
2https://www.biorxiv.org/
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address a research gap in the development of a metric which utilises the text itself
through language models to provide a quantitative measure of the paper’s originality
based on its title and abstract.

Similar to our current study, Shibayama et al. (2021) uses the semantic distance
of references to estimate scientific originality in a paper. They do so by: studying the
cosine distance between all pairs of embeddings of all titles of referenced papers in a
given paper using scispaCy (Neumann et al. 2019), using a model focused on biomedi-
cal natural language processing, as an embedding model, and adopting the q-percentile
of these as a measure for a paper’s originality. Similarly to our study, Goecke et al.
(2024) aimed to score scientific originality using a language model (XLM-RoBERTa)
on texts, however they focus on both a different modality of text (a scientific cre-
ative thinking task, selected from a larger multivariate study in Ayas and Sak (2014)),
trained the model on their data (in contrast to our untrained approach) and focused
on German texts in particular.

Unlike these previous studies, our large-scale study introduces the first use of DSI to
scientometrics, and employs (in part) the text of the article itself through embeddings
without extraction methods. While we utilise semantic distance in our metric (similar
to Shibayama et al. (2021) and Luo et al. (2022) - who uses the inverse, semantic
similarity), we differ from Shibayama et al. (2021) through studying the title and
abstract of the paper itself, rather than computing the semantic distance between
the titles of referenced papers. Critically, our approach allows conducting large-scale
scientometric studies, quantitatively capturing a unique aspect of scientific papers that
has hardly been studied before–i.e., originality–in relation to standard bibliometrics.
All of this is possible through the use of recent widely available language models.

1.3 The Significance of Embedding Models

Word embeddings allow a representation of text to encode and utilise the semantic,
logical, and cultural meanings within a text. Prior to the current epoch of transformer
models, models such as recurrent neural networks (Rumelhart et al. 1988; Jordan
1986), long short-term memory (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber 1997) and gated recur-
rent networks (Chung et al. 2014) were studied. Following the publishing of Vaswani
et al. (2023) in 2017 an explosion of research into similar models was conducted, an
early frontrunner in transformer models was BERT (Devlin et al. 2019), which has been
used successfully as a general purpose natural processing model for many applications
and scientific endeavours.

Another model widely studied is SciBERT (Beltagy et al. 2019), which is a model
created by AllenAI which uses the same model architecture as BERT but instead was
trained on a corpus of scientific papers rather than BERT’s training corpus of general
purpose text: a combination of BooksCorpus (Zhu et al. 2015) (800 million words) and
English Wikipedia (where only text passages were extracted, 2,500 million words). The
corpus of texts for SciBERT’s training was a random sample of 1.14 million papers
from Semantic Scholar, primarily from the biomedical domain and a minority from the
computer science domain, this led to a corpus of roughly the same size (3.17 billion
tokens) as the corpus on which BERT was originally trained (3.3 billion tokens).
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Importantly, in psychological and cognitive research, language models, such as
BERT have propelled forward computational research regarding apsects related to
language, memory, and meaning (Mandera et al. 2017; Günther et al. 2019; Mandera
et al. 2015). With regard to scientific texts, both BERT and SciBERT have proven
themselves competent models, with SciBERT often outperforming BERT in tasks on
papers outside of its training domain: SciBERT has performed well in shared tasks
in scholarly publication processing such as Piao (2021) and Wolff et al. (2024), and
in studies such as Jiang et al. (2020) and Poleksić and Martinčić-Ipšić (2023) has
demonstrated superior performance compared to BERT for scientific domain specific
tasks.

1.4 The Current Study

In this study, we extend our previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025) by replicating the
previous study on a new and balanced dataset, and compute the DSI of the combined
titles and abstracts of papers contained within Clarivate’s Web of Science (WoS3)
from a diverse number of fields and over time, to explore whether there exist trends in
originality that correlate with field of research, primary subject classification, number
of authors, publication date, or citation count. We further this by computing DSI
scores using multiple embedding models and comparing the correlations between them,
as well as examining their sensitivity to two bibliometric variables: author count and
publication year.

We aim to introduce the DSI metric to scientometric research as a quantitative
indicator of textual originality. We do so by computing DSI scores for combined titles
and abstracts of scientific papers from 80 topics across science (based on WoS) and
across a large time span from 1994-2025 using two embedding models: BERT, following
Johnson et al. (2023) and our previous paper Culbert et al. (2025), and SciBERT, a
novel contribution. In line with Ho lyst et al. (2024), we analyse how DSI scores change
over time across diverse scientific topics to determine whether abstract originality has
generally increased or decreased.

We hypothesize that: a) the DSI of the combined titles and abstracts of scientific
papers will correlate with their citation count when other bibliometric variables are
controlled for. Furthermore, given prior findings demonstrating the superiority of SciB-
ERT over BERT for scientific texts, b) we hypothesize that DSI scores computed with
SciBERT will exhibit a stronger correlation with citation counts than those computed
with BERT. Finally, we perform exploratory analyses on the relation of DSI scores
with standard bibliometric metrics: number of authors, field of research, and publica-
tion year, c) We expect DSI scores to vary across scientific domains and publication
years, and we anticipate that the number of authors will further influence these scores.

3https://clarivate.com/academia-government/scientific-and-academic-research/research-discovery-and
-referencing/web-of-science/
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2 Methodology

2.1 Data

We obtained the titles, abstracts, and bibliometric information of scientific papers
from the WoS as of July 2025, provided by the Competence Network for Bibliometrics
(Schmidt et al. 2025). From this database we retrieved all subject categories with over
10,000 records with classification “Article”.

For all scientific papers analysed, the following bibliometric information was
extracted from the Competence Network for Bibliometrics’ version of the WoS: “Pri-
mary Subject”, “Publication Year”, “Citations after 3 Years”, “Citations after 5
Years” and “Total Citations”. We identified the Field of Research (field) for each pri-
mary subject by correlating the Leiden University Centre for Science and Technology’s
(CWTS NOWT-WoS) classification of the WoS4 and Clarivate’s Research Areas5,
which is visible in Figure 4. Notably in the NOWT classification, the subject Multi-
disciplinary Sciences was classified into its own field, and we follow this convention,
although this leads to a comparatively higher variance for this field due to its smaller
size.

In our previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025), we selected subjects which have at
least 1000 abstracts with 199-299 spaces, which we assumed correlates to 200-300
words in each abstract. The restriction on the number of spaces (and thereby words)
was to prevent tokenized texts from overrunning the maximum token limit for BERT
and SciBERT.

However, we found that the data was biased towards recent years as the random
sample was more likely to pick up papers from the more abundant modern years.

Our sampling strategy for the current study was to choose 20 subjects per field
with a minimum of 20 articles per year from 1994 to 2025, each of which having an
abstract with 199-299 spaces (again to respect the maximum token limit of BERT and
SciBERT). Due to a lack of data, only 19 categories from the Social Sciences and a sin-
gle category from Arts and Humanities were selected. Therefore, we excluded the Arts
and Humanities field from the analysis. This led to a dataset of a total of 51,200 articles
composed of 80 categories: 20 from each of “Life Sciences & Biomedicine”, “Physical
Sciences”, “Technology”, 19 from “Social Sciences” and the field “Multidisciplinary
Sciences” containing a single subject also named “Multidisciplinary Sciences”.

The dataset contains 51,200 articles collected over the 32-year period from 1994
to 2025, with 1600 papers collected per year distributed equally over the 80 subject
categories. Therefore, 20 papers per subject per year and a total of 640 papers per
subject category. Of these scientific papers, 4,876 (9.523%) did not contain a Digital
Object Identifier (DOI). Summaries of the citation data and author count per paper
in the dataset can be found in Table 1. In Appendix B, Table 5 lists each subject and
their associated field of research.

For modelling citations after 5 years, we dropped the scientific papers published
prior to 2020 to prevent bias from a lack of time to accumulate. For the improved

4https://www.cwts.nl/pdf/nowt classification sc.pdf
5Originally at https://images.webofknowledge.com/images/help/WOS/hp research areas easca.html,

Accessed Jan 2025, no longer available. Now found at https://webofscience.zendesk.com/hc/en-us/articles
/38543541713169-Research-Areas.
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Life Sci. & Biomed. 12,800 5.63 5 177 4.58 2 5.16 3 7.73 2,398(18.7) 10.1 6 15.6 1,402(10.9) 30.3 15 55.9 832(6.5)
Multidisciplinary 640 6.14 5 100 5.18 0 14.5 7 22.6 71(11.1) 28.7 14 45.5 55(8.59) 96.3 33 195 38(5.94)
Physical Sci. 12,800 7.7 3 2,957 85.6 1 5.8 3 9.54 2,124(16.6) 10.8 6 17.5 1,353(10.6) 32.7 14 93.6 868(6.78)
Social Sci. 12,160 2.94 2 50 2.1 3 3.55 2 6.11 3,184(26.2) 7.79 4 13.7 1,842(15.2) 34 13 111 965(7.94)
Technology 12,800 3.79 3 92 2.58 8 4.91 2 8.43 3,078(24.1) 9.86 5 16.8 1,917(15) 35.2 13 113 1,064(8.31)

All Fields 51,200 5.05 3 2,957 42.9 14 4.99 3 8.51 10,855(21.2) 9.88 5 16.8 6,569(12.8) 33.8 14 98.2 3,767(7.36)

Table 1 Author and citation statistics by field of research. N = number of papers; Author
columns: mean, median, maximum, standard deviation, Zeros = papers with zero authors; Citation
columns: mean, median, standard deviation, and Zeros = number (percentage) of uncited papers
for the three citation accumulation periods

model, we further excluded 14 papers with 0 in the authors count. This resulted in a
database of 41,600 articles for the simple model and 41,586 articles for the improved
model.

2.2 Measuring Abstract Originality with DSI

DSI is the arithmetic mean of the pairwise cosine distance of the embeddings (produced
by BERT (Devlin et al. 2019) in hidden layers 6 and 7) of the sentences in a text with
each other. The cosine distance is defined as one minus the inner product of the two
input vectors. Mathematically, this can be formulated as: for a given text T represented
as an ordered list of length n > 2 containing sentences si, and the embedding vector
from the BERT model at layer k defined as BERTk(si) = β(si,k):

DSI([s1, s2, . . . , sn]) =
∑

k1,k2∈{6,7}

∑
1≤i<j≤n

1 −
β(si,k1)·β(sj,k2)

∥β(si,k1)∥·∥β(sj,k2)∥

4n
(1)

To investigate whether SciBERT is a better embedding model for calculating DSI
of scientific papers, we computed the DSI using the cased AllenAI’s SciBERT model
(Beltagy et al. 2019) as embedding model. Hereafter unless otherwise stated, DSI
computed using SciBERT as the embedding model is referred to as SciBERT-DSI and
DSI computed with BERT as the embedding model is referred to as BERT-DSI, if
DSI is stated without reference to model it is referring to both models.

When computing embeddings using a language model, the text must first be
tokenised, this is the process that assigns a number to each wordpiece which is then
used by the language model to compute the semantic embedding of the text. Following
Johnson et al. (2023) we use the Punkt Sentence Tokeniser from the Python Natural
Language Tooklkit (nltk) package (Loper and Bird 2002), which has been trained on
the corpus of texts being fed in to segment our input texts into sentences. We then
used the appropriate model tokeniser to tokenise each sentence; to prevent errors, we
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enabled truncation of the tokenised text if the resulting list of tokens was greater than
the model maximum token input (in case of BERT and SciBERT, this was 512 tokens.)

To allow the faster calculation of DSI, we adapted the code provided alongside
Johnson et al. (2023) to run on a GPU. The details of this are discussed in Appendix
A. The code to compute DSI on GPU is linked in Section 7.

2.3 DSI Computation Illustration

To clarify this computational procedure, we illustrate the result using two examples,
and the computation of BERT-DSI with one example. The examples were selected as
the articles with the highest and lowest BERT-DSI values within the primary subject
exhibiting the greatest range in our dataset: Mycology. The two works quoted are
Vicol (2020) and Zhang et al. (2021) respectively.

Title and Abstract of Vicol (2020)

‘Multi-aged forest fragments in Atlantic France that are surrounded by meadows retain a richer epiphyte
lichen flora.’
‘This project was focused on identifying the effect of environmental factors on epiphytic lichen species by using
a multiscale design applied within multi-aged forest fragments. The field investigations were performed within 20
forest fragments, of which 14 were surrounded by crops and six were surrounded by meadows. Sampling units of 10
by 10 m were selected from the exterior to the interior of each forest fragment following the perimeter line; other
sampling units were selected following the same perimeter line to the centre of the forests. The spatial gradient
represented by the exterior and interior parts of the forest fragments, surrounding matrix and forest structure (i.e.,
the presence of larger trees) significantly supported patterns of lichen abundance and diversity. Lichen abundance
and diversity were significantly influenced by microhabitat and macrohabitat drivers on the relatively large trees
in the forest fragments surrounded by both crops and meadows. Lichen species replacement was significantly
described by both larger and thinner trees situated in the interior and at the exterior of the forest fragments
surrounded by meadows. The lichen richness was significantly higher on larger trees situated in the interior of the
forest fragments surrounded by meadows. The mature structure of forests and the surrounding matrix significantly
determined the pattern of epiphytic lichen species. Furthermore, larger and thinner trees harbour very rare lichen
species within forest fragments surrounded by both crops and meadows. Forest management practices based on
selective cutting on a short rotation cycle did not exert a negative impact on epiphytic lichen.’

Quote 1: Low BERT-DSI Example. Title and abstract from Vicol (2020), BERT-DSI
= 0.563; SciBERT-DSI = 0.630

For the low BERT-DSI example, the computation begins by splitting the text into
sentences using the Punkt Sentence Classifier, which is pre-trained on all texts within
the primary subject. This would break the text down into a list of sentences such as:

[‘Multi-aged forest fragments in Atlantic France that are surrounded by meadows retain
a richer epiphyte lichen flora.’, ‘This project was focused on identifying the effect of envi-
ronmental factors on epiphytic lichen species by using a multiscale design applied within
multi-aged forest fragments.’, ..., ‘Forest management practices based on selective cutting
on a short rotation cycle did not exert a negative impact on epiphytic lichen.’]

This list of sentences is referred to in Formula 2.2 as T , and each sentence as si
where i is the index of the list.

This list would then be tokenised, which takes each sentence si and converts it
into a list of tokens which correspond to numbers which the embedding model can
operate on. In the case of SciBERT and BERT, the tokeniser is a word-part
tokeniser which means that it will split words into constituent parts. For example,
the first sentence s1 is tokenised as:
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Title and Abstract of Zhang et al. (2021)

‘Culturable mycobiota from Karst caves in China II, with descriptions of 33 new species.’
‘Karst caves are characterized by darkness, low temperature, high humidity, and oligotrophic organisms due
to its relatively closed and strongly zonal environments. Up to now, 1626 species in 644 genera of fungi have
been reported from caves and mines worldwide. In this study, we investigated the culturable mycobiota in karst
caves in southwest China. In total, 251 samples from thirteen caves were collected and 2344 fungal strains
were isolated using dilution plate method. Preliminary ITS analyses showed that these strains belonged to 610
species in 253 genera. Among these species, 88.0% belonged to Ascomycota, 8.0% Basidiomycota, 1.9% Mortierel-
lomycota, 1.9% Mucoromycota, and 0.2% Glomeromycota. The majority of these species have been previously
known from other environments, and some of them are known as mycorrhizal or pathogenic fungi. About 52.8%
of these species were discovered for the first time in karst caves. Based on morphological and phylogenetic
distinctions, 33 new species were identified and described in this paper. Meanwhile, one new genus ofCordycipi-
taceae,Gamszarea, and five new combinations are established. This work further demonstrated that Karst caves
encompass a high fungal diversity, including a number of previously unknown species. Taxonomic novelties: New
genus:GamszareaZ.F. Zhang & L. Cai; Novel species:Amphichorda cavernicola,Aspergillus limoniformis,Aspergillus
phialiformis,Aspergillus phialosimplex,Auxarthron chinense,Auxarthron guangxiense,Auxarthronopsis glo-
biasca,Auxarthronopsis pedicellaris,Auxarthronopsis pulverea,Auxarthronopsis stercicola,Chrysosporium
pallidum,Gamszarea humicola,Gamszarea lunata,Gamszarea microspora,Gymnoascus flavus,Jattaea reni-
formis,Lecanicillium magnisporum,Microascus collaris,Microascus levis,Microascus sparsimycelialis,Microascus
superficialis,Microascus trigonus,Nigrospora globosa,Paracremonium apiculatum,Paracremonium ellip-
soideum,Paraphaeosphaeria hydei,Pseudoscopulariopsis asperispora,Setophaeosphaeria microspora,Simplicillium
album,Simplicillium humicola,Wardomycopsis dolichi,Wardomycopsis ellipsoconidiophora,Wardomycopsis fusca;
New combinations:Gamszarea indonesiaca(Kurihara & Sukarno) Z.F. Zhang & L. Cai,Gamszarea kalimantanen-
sis(Kurihara & Sukarno) Z.F. Zhang & L. Cai,Gamszarea restricta(Hubka, Kubatova, Nonaka, Cmokova & &
x158;ehulka) Z.F. Zhang & L. Cai,Gamszarea testudinea(Hubka, Kubatova, Nonaka, Cmokova & & x158;ehulka)
Z.F. Zhang & L. Cai,Gamszarea wallacei(H.C. Evans) Z.F. Zhang & L. Cai.

Quote 2: High BERT-DSI Example. Title and abstract from Zhang et al. (2021),
BERT-DSI = 0.700; SciBERT-DSI = 0.705

[’[CLS]’, ’Multi’, ’##aged’, ’forest’, ’fragments’, ’in’, ’Atlantic’, ’France’, ’that’, ’are’, ’sur-
rounded’, ’by’, ’meadows’, ’retain’, ’a’, ’rich’, ’##er’, ’e’, ’##pi’, ’##phy’, ’##te’, ’l’,
’##iche’, ’##n’, ’flora’, ’[SEP]’]

Which is represented numerically as:

[101, 18447, 15841, 3304, 11062, 1107, 3608, 1699, 1115, 1132, 4405, 1118, 25958, 8983,
170, 3987, 1200, 174, 8508, 22192, 1566, 181, 26312, 1179, 16812, 102].

This is then fed as an input into BERT, and embeddings from the 6th or 7th
layer would be extracted. The embeddings in a single layer are 26, 1024-entry long
vectors (equivalently, lists) of decimal numbers, and represent the input’s semantic
position within the representation of language learnt by the BERT model, provided
by the training process used to generate the internal weights of the model. In the
sixth layer, when computing the above tokenised sentence, the first 1024 long
embedding vector looks like this:

[ 0.2561, 0.0798, 0.0367, ..., 0.0201, -0.0087, -0.0106]

To compute DSI, all 26 of the embeddings from layer 6 and 26 from layer 7 in the
model are extracted for each input sentence and concatenated resulting in a embed-
ding vector βsi,k, where si is the sentence and k is the layer. Then, for each pair of
sentences, the average cosine distance (which is a measure of dissimilarity between two
high-dimensional vectors, applicable to these two, now 26,624 dimensional, vectors) is
computed.

The cosine distance is computed as one minus the cosine similarity, and the formula
for the cosine distance D(v1, v2), between two vectors v1 and v2, with the absolute
value of the vector being represented as ∥v∥ and the dot product as v1 ·v2 is as follows:
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D(v1, v2) = 1 − v1 · v2
∥v1∥∥v2∥

Therefore, the algorithm computes the distance between both layers of the first
and second sentences:

D(βs1,6, βs2,6), D(βs1,6, βs2,7), D(βs1,7, βs2,6), D(βs1,7, βs2,7)

These numbers are then computed for the first and third sentences, and so on for all
possible pairs of sentences without replacement in the list. These are then averaged
to give a DSI for the entire text T , in the case of this text: 0.563.

It should be noted that this number conveys no inherent measure of scientific
importance to the text, and is simply a measure of the textual originality.

2.4 Analysis Approach

This study extends our previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025), and we aim to reproduce
and extend the analyses in the current paper alongside our new contributions.

Our initial work collected and analysed a dataset that was balanced over time
and fields, which we describe in Section 2.1. In particular, we sought out anomalous
bibliometric metadata from this sample and summarized them in Table 1. Finding the
anomalies in the dataset acceptable, we then computed DSI as described in Section
2.2.

To determine whether the distribution and properties of DSI changed between the
dataset studied in the previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025) and the current study,
we first observed the distribution of DSI for both embedding models across fields of
research in Figure 1 and Table 2. This demonstrates that, in essence, DSI behaves
robustly with scientific texts. We can also compare the distribution and properties of
SciBERT against BERT as an embedding model for DSI using this table and figure.
Following the previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025), we will then graph DSI over time
(Figure 2) and boxplots of DSI for each subject (Figure 3) to observe whether there
has been an observable temporal change and whether there are differences per field
and subject in abstract DSI, and whether this is mirrored in SciBERT-DSI.

To assess how the strength of the DSI–citation relationship varies with author
counts and publication year—that is, the sensitivity of DSI to these variables—we com-
pute and plot Spearman correlations between DSI and citation counts across binned
author counts and publication years (4 and Figures 5).

To study the predictive power of DSI on citations, as well as to measure the degree
of any potential effect, we constructed a log-linear model of five-year citation counts
using DSI and the available bibliometric variables in Section 3.4. We first recreated
the model from Culbert et al. (2025) to compare the performance of BERT-DSI on
the new dataset.

As approaches to originality and scholarly document processing are beginning to
leverage large language models (LLMs) (Organisciak et al. 2023; Paige et al. 2024; Taffa
and Usbeck 2023; Orwig et al. 2024), we also ran the above analysis on a third model,
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Google’s Gemini embedding model (Gemini Team et al. 2025), specifically “gemini-
embedding-001”6. We hypothesized that the generally observed greater capabilities of
LLMs such as Gemini may further increase the accuracy of the semantic embedding
in the calculation of DSI, and therefore that the measurement of scientific originality
may be stronger.

However, as the Gemini embedding model API only provided a single embedding
vector per input text, the formula to calculate DSI had to be adjusted to compensate
for this restriction. Furthermore, the dimensionality of the resulting vector was much
larger at 3072 dimensions. As this is likely a final layer embedding rather than an
hidden layer (as used in the standard calculation of DSI from Johnson et al. (2023)) of
the neural network this vector is likely to have different properties. Therefore, as we
have no ground-truth to verify the correlation with originality as observed in Johnson
et al. (2023), and as seen in Appendix Figure 9, there was a lack of correlation between
BERT-DSI, SciBERT-DSI and Gemini-DSI. As such, we only report these analyses in
Appendix C.

3 Results

3.1 BERT- and SciBERT-DSI Distributions

The distribution of DSI by model and domains of science is visualised in Figure 1 and
tabulated in Table 2.

Model Field of Research Min Q1 Median Mean Q3 Max Range SD

BERT

Life Sciences & Biomedicine 0.536 0.603 0.615 0.614 0.626 0.700 0.164 0.0185
Multidisciplinary Sciences 0.552 0.596 0.609 0.609 0.623 0.672 0.120 0.0215
Physical Sciences 0.531 0.590 0.604 0.605 0.619 0.684 0.153 0.0218
Social Sciences 0.516 0.576 0.587 0.588 0.599 0.661 0.145 0.0177
Technology 0.530 0.577 0.590 0.591 0.605 0.661 0.131 0.0201

All Fields 0.516 0.583 0.599 0.600 0.616 0.700 0.184 0.0222

SciBERT

Life Sciences & Biomedicine 0.598 0.649 0.658 0.659 0.668 0.746 0.148 0.0144
Multidisciplinary Sciences 0.608 0.645 0.655 0.657 0.665 0.736 0.128 0.0177
Physical Sciences 0.576 0.643 0.654 0.655 0.666 0.768 0.192 0.0181
Social Sciences 0.599 0.647 0.656 0.656 0.665 0.737 0.138 0.0141
Technology 0.589 0.636 0.647 0.647 0.657 0.750 0.161 0.0161

All Fields 0.576 0.644 0.654 0.654 0.664 0.768 0.192 0.0164

Table 2 Summary statistics of DSI computed with BERT and SciBERT, broken down by Field of
Research

We observe that SciBERT-DSI scores have consistently higher mean values than
BERT-DSI scores, accompanied by smaller standard deviations but comparable over-
all ranges. The distribution is more symmetric and concentrated when computed with
SciBERT-DSI, with a defined but not normal bell curve and long tails. The distri-
bution of BERT-DSI is less concentrated, with wider and less evenly distributed,
non-symmetric tails.

6https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/docs/embeddings
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Fig. 1 Violin plots of the DSI for each field, ordered by mean BERT-DSI

Comparing this to the distribution found in our previous study (Culbert et al.
2025) we observe no change in the ordering of mean BERT-DSI values, however the
BERT-DSI scores are lower. We checked for homogeneity of variances of DSI between
fields using Levene’s test for both models - both failed with statistics of 162.3 for
BERT-DSI and 191.5 for SciBERT-DSI, therefore we did not perform an ANOVA on
the differences in DSI between fields which was performed in the previous study.

SciBERT-DSI being universally higher than BERT-DSI shows that the average
SciBERT embedding of sentences in academic texts is more widely dispersed in the
high dimensional embedding space than the average BERT embedding. This is to
be expected as the pretraining of SciBERT has given it greater direct exposure to
scientific writing than BERT. The lower standard deviation and associated thinner
tails of SciBERT-DSI implies that the model is less sensitive and more regular in its
embedding of texts than BERT.

Observing the progression of BERT-DSI per scientific domain over time in Figure
2, we see a higher average DSI in the early 1990s, which falls and remains relatively
stable if not trending slightly positive since 1997 for each scientific domain excluding
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Fig. 2 Line plots of DSI by publication year with 95% confidence interval, by field

Multidisciplinary Sciences. We have not been able to explain this anomalous drop in
BERT-DSI, and we discuss it in detail in Section 4.5.

For all scientific domains excluding Multidisciplinary Sciences, we do not observe
the discussed drop in SciBERT-DSI around 1995-7, visible in Figure 2. This implies
that the drop may be an artefact of BERT-DSI, of the textual or collection charac-
teristics within WoS, or of an overall stylistic change in scientific writing at this time.
However, evidence to the contrary exists in the dataset used in this paper with the Mul-
tidisciplinary Sciences field: which also shows a higher SciBERT-DSI in the 1995-98
range, and then lower afterwards - favouring the textual/collection hypothesis.

We observe a higher SciBERT-DSI than BERT-DSI for nearly all papers analysed,
and, when normalised, a linear correlation between the two with Pearson r value
= 0.700 and p-value < 0.0001, which is visualized in in Appendix Figures 9 and 10.
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Fig. 3 Boxplot of DSI scores per subject, grouped by field of research, ordered by mean BERT-DSI
including outliers within each field

In Figure 3, we break down scientific domains to primary subjects and plot the
DSI as a bar chart. We observe broadly similar distributions in DSI across domains:
a unimodal bell-curve with thin, long tails and large overlap of the distribution of
DSI between subjects and fields. Furthermore, we observe a correlation between mean
BERT-DSI and mean SciBERT-DSI broken when grouped by primary subjects (Pear-
son r = 0.689, p < 0.0001), where the effect is stronger in Physical Sciences (r = 0.969,
p < 0.0001) and Technology (r = 0.820, p < 0.0001) and weakest in Life Sciences &
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Biomedicine (r = 0.612, p = 0.0041) and Social Sciences (r = 0.295, p = 0.2195). In
particular, we note that in the domain of Life Sciences & Biomedicine and the domain
of Information Science & Library Science exceptions to this rule: In Life Sciences &
Biomedicine we observe a visibly weaker correlation between mean BERT-DSI and
SciBERT-DSI, and Information Science & Library Science is anomalously low in the
domain of Technology, which otherwise correlates with mean BERT-DSI values very
well.

This may imply that BERT-DSI and SciBERT DSI are fundamentally measuring a
similar tendency, which supports the motivation of our study of SciBERT as an embed-
ding model. Recalling from Beltagy et al. (2019), we note that SciBERT was trained
on a random sample of papers: “18% from the computer science domain and 82% from
the broad biomedial domain.” The fact that the field which overlaps most with the
dataset used in SciBERT’s training dataset-Life Sciences & Biomedicine-does not fol-
low the trend in correlation with BERT-DSI is notable, and the fact that the subject
Information Science & Library Science also behaves anomalously seems to strengthen
this observation. However, the primary domains in our dataset seem to more closely
align with the computer science domain from the SciBERT training corpus “Computer
Science, Information Science” and “Computer Science, Interdisciplinary Applications”
do not seem to behave anomalously.

3.2 DSI and Author Count Sensitivity Analysis

Next, we examine how DSI scores relate to author counts. When we studied the
dataset, we noticed that some categories have papers with zero author counts, which
is obviously incorrect, this is captured in the zeros sub-column in the authors column
of Table 1. However, given the low absolute number of occurrences (14) we deemed
this a negligible database error and continued with this analysis without removing
them from the dataset.

We then examined how DSI correlated with the number of authors of a paper. To
do this we binned the author counts (as the range of author group size is very high
and contains a few large outliers, particularly in Physical Sciences where group sizes
can be in the thousands) we then measured the Spearman correlation between the
DSI value and the citation counts in the dataset and plotted the results in Figure 4.

We observed that BERT-DSI correlates positively with citation count over the
author ranges. BERT-DSI shows a higher correlation of DSI to citation score with
lower author counts for time limited ranges. However, the opposite is true with medium
sized author groups and unrestricted citation counts.

SciBERT-DSI correlates negatively with citation counts for single author papers,
but positively with multi-author papers. SciBERT-DSI also demonstrates little sensi-
tivity to author counts for time limited citation accumulation ranges, but a drop-off
is observed in the large author count papers for total citations.

Overall BERT-DSI has a greater absolute value of Spearman correlation to citation
counts for each author count bin.
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Fig. 4 Correlation of DSI with citation counts over binned number of authors for both models

Fig. 5 Correlation of DSI with citation counts over publication year ranges for both models

3.3 DSI and Publishing Year Sensitivity Analysis

In a similar manner to Section 3.2, we examine the sensitivity of DSI to scientific
papers’ publishing year. We correlated the DSI for each model with the citation counts
for publications in five 6-year ranges, covering the whole dataset. Please note that the
most recent range is plotted for citations after 3 and 5 years, in which there will be
papers too recent to have filled the accumulation period.

The results are plotted in Figure 5, in which we see that BERT-DSI has a pos-
itive correlation with the citation counts over all years. However, the strength of
the predictive power of DSI on citation count is monotonically decreasing across all
citation counts. Furthermore, the correlation is clearly stronger for shorter citation-
accumulation periods. SciBERT-DSI exhibits a less regular decline in correlation
strength, and no clear pattern emerges linking model performance to the length of the
citation-accumulation period. In the most recent time period SciBERT-DSI correlates
slightly negatively with citation counts across all accumulation periods, and in the
second most recent period only citations after 5 years correlate negatively, however
the strength of the correlation is very weak.
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Fig. 6 Quantile-Quantile (QQ) plot of untransformed citation data against log transformed citation
data

3.4 Modelling Scientific Papers’ Citation Count Based on DSI

Following our previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025), we wished to model whether DSI
has an effect on scientific impact, as such we modelled citation count using a gener-
alised linear model of DSI and field as a categorical variable. We mitigated the bias
due to accrual of citations by older papers by correlating the number of citations after
5 years. Thus, for this model we considered only papers published before the end of
2019, to allow for a fair accrual of 5 years of citations before the 2025 sample date.
This restriction left us with a dataset of 41,600 records.

As some domains had a large range in citation count after 5 years, and to better
model the large differences in average citation count after 5 years by subject, we took
the base 10 logarithm of the citation count after 5 years (after adding 1 to all citation
counts to prevent the logarithm function mapping to negative infinity for papers with
no citations). In Figure 6, Quantile-Quantile plots of the multilinear model predicting
citations after 5 years and the log transformed citations after 5 years demonstrate the
better fit of the model: log10(cit5years) + 1) ∼ DSI +C(Field) using log transformed
citation counts.

Overall Model DSI Predictor Diagnostics

Model DV Controls N R2 F p β p MSE JB

BERT log(cit. 5 years) Field 41,600 0.033 287.1 <.001 1.594 <.001 0.206 213.5
SciBERT log(cit. 5 years) Field 41,600 0.029 246.6 <.001 0.056 .693 0.207 223.4
BERT log(cit. 5 years) Field, Year, log(Authors) 41,586 0.103 664.9 <.001 0.026 <.001 0.191 131.1
SciBERT log(cit. 5 years) Field, Year, log(Authors) 41,586 0.101 646.7 <.001 0.002 .390 0.192 135.7

Table 3 OLS regression results predicting 5-year citations (log-transformed). DV = dependent
variable; MSE = Mean Squared Error; JB = Jarque-Bera statistic. Field = Field of Research; Year
= publication year (standardised); log(Authors) = number of authors (log-transformed,
standardised). Robust standard errors (HC3) used for models with full controls
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Fig. 7 Ordinary Least Squares Regression for the base 10 of the number of citations after 5 years
(plus one) predicted by DSI and field for both embedding models, plotted with 95% confidence interval

We performed a statistical analysis of the statistical model: log10(cit5years) + 1) ∼
DSI +C(Field) for DSI computed with both embedding models, both overall models
were found to be statistically significant by two-tailed hypothesis test at 99% confi-
dence. The details of this log-linear model can be found rows 1 and 2 of Table 3 and a
regression plot for the model can be found in Figure 7. The large Jarque-Bera statistics
(Jarque and Bera 1987) imply that there is a non-normality to the residuals (errors in
prediction) of the model, which can be observed in the Q-Q plot in the lower left as
the large number of non-cited papers skews the data above the line of agreement.

To improve this model, as highlighted in the future work section of our previous
paper (Culbert et al. 2025), we incorporated the other two bibliometric data available:
publishing year and author count.

We then standardised the non-categorical variables-observing the variables we
discovered the high degree of skew present in author count. This was due in part
to the large outliers present in Physical Sciences visible in the maximum column
and mean > median skew present in the Authors column of Table 1. We rectified
this with a log transformation after filtering out the 14 occurrences of zero author
count prior to the standardisation. Our final log-linear model: log10(cit5years + 1) ∼
DSI+C(Field)+Pubyear+ log10(AuthorCount), was statistically significant at 99%
confidence by two-tailed hypothesis test for both embedding models. The details of
the log-linear modelling can be found in rows 3 and 4 of Table 3. This linear model
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implies that the final BERT model is able to explain 10.3% of the variation in the log-
arithm of citations after 5 years, and the final SciBERT model is able to explain 10.1%
of the variation. However the p-value for the gradient of SciBERT-DSI again fails to
be statistically significant at 99% or 95%, giving more evidence to the hypothesis that
SciBERT is not able to predict the logarithm of citations after 5 years.

Analysing the final models we observe that the BERT-DSI coefficient has a value of
0.0259 and 99% confidence interval of [0.0194, 0.0323]. The SciBERT-DSI has a value
of 0.023 and 99% confidence interval of [-0.0039, 0.0077]. This implies that under this
model, a standard deviation increase of BERT-DSI (+0.0222) corresponds with an
increase in actual citations after 5 years of +6.1%, and a standard deviation increase of
SciBERT-DSI (+0.0164) would correspond with a +0.4% increase in actual citations
after 5 years.

4 Discussion

In Section 2.4 we gave an outline for steps we would take to measure DSI and introduce
it as a novel candidate measure of scientific originality.

We began by replicating the analyses within Culbert et al. (2025) which we discuss
in Section 4.1, but on resampled, smaller dataset, where the number of articles studied
in Culbert et al. (2025) was 99,577, and we studied 51,200 articles in this paper.

The reason for resampling was an imbalance across publication year which we
believed to be the cause of an unexplained drop in BERT-DSI from the early-mid
1990s in all fields around 1995-7. This turned out to not be the cause and it remained,
we discuss this in Section 4.5.

We first produced an overview of the dataset and the bibliometric variables con-
tained within in Section 2.1. In this section we justified the sampling strategy and
discussed obvious errors in the database (such as articles with zero as their author
count), and the adjustments made to correct for them.

Our next step was computing DSI with both embedding models, firstly we analysed
the differences between BERT-DSI and the computation of BERT-DSI in the previous
paper (Culbert et al. 2025), which we will cover in detail in Section 4.1. Secondly we
looked at SciBERT-DSI and compared this to BERT-DSI, which we discuss in more
depth in Section 4.2.

Following this we explored integrating a LLM model as a embedding model for
DSI, unfortunately this effort was relatively unsuccessful as the LLM model of choice,
Google’s Gemini embedding model created DSI scores which were uncorrelated with
both BERT-DSI and SciBERT-DSI. We have summarised our findings of this in
Appendix C.

Subsequently we investigated the sensitivity of DSI to publication year and author
count, and compared results between embedding models. We found notable trends in
BERT-DSI but not SciBERT-DSI, leading us to hypothesise as to the reasons for this
and also the implication that our findings brought up in Section 4.3.

We then looked at modelling citations after 5 years to replicate the analysis in our
previous paper Culbert et al. (2025). We first used the same model as in our previous
paper, where a log-linear model of citations after 5 years was predicted by DSI with
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controls for field of research. This model had a significant drop in R2 value which we
could not explain, however (as outlined in the future work section of Culbert et al.
(2025)) we planned to model DSI while controlling for more bibliometric variables.
When we produced this improved model-with more controls and better modelling-we
saw a step up in R2 to approximately the same value as in our previous paper. We
discuss this in further detail in Section 4.4.

4.1 BERT-DSI Summary

In Culbert et al. (2025), we previously observed a much higher mean BERT-DSI,
this may have been caused by our resampling, as we began sampling in 1994 due to
collection rule restraints (the subjects containing at least 20 papers per year from 1980
onwards are dominated by life sciences, from 1994 onwards there are nearly 20 per field
which allows us study field of research in this paper). This would cause the observed
period of time of higher DSI to not effect our DSI values here. We also observe a drop
in relative positioning for Technology, visible in Figure 1, which is now approximately
equal in mean DSI to Social Sciences. We continue to observe a positive correlation
between DSI and the logarithm of citation count after 5 years, as seen in Figure 7,
although the correlation is weaker.

In our log-linear model log10(cit5years) + 1) ∼ DSI + C(Field), we found that
there was a significant drop in adjusted R2 (from 0.13 to 0.03) and notable increase in
Jarque-Bera (from 12.918 in the model from Culbert et al. (2025) to 213.5) with the
same, simple, model. This implies that there remains a non-normality to the residuals
which is visible in Figure 6, where the low ordered values are much higher than the
theoretical quantiles. While we observe a decrease in the influence of the DSI value
in our final model compared to the simpler model represented by the drop in beta
value in Table 3, this is expected, as correlations with author count and publishing
year. Modelling this as a hurdle model (a combination of two models: one to predict
whether a paper is cited and one to predict the number of citations if a paper is cited)
did not improve on this model.

We found that standardization of DSI improved the Jarque-Bera and R2 of the
log-linear model, and incorporation of standardized publishing year and standardized
logarithmically transformed author counts brought the model to an adjusted R2 of
0.10 and Jarque-Bera of 137.6. The remaining large Jarque-Bera implies there is still
significant non-normality of the residuals in the dataset. However, the simplicity of
the model and fuzzy nature of citation prediction may mitigate this.

4.2 SciBERT-DSI Summary

The distribution of SciBERT-DSI is more concentrated around the mean (the lower
standard deviation for each field and overall is visible in Table 2) and slightly more
symmetrically distributed than BERT-DSI. Figure 3 demonstrates how the loose cor-
relation between BERT-DSI and SciBERT-DSI (further described in Appendix Figure
10) extends to a breakdown by subject. We observed that the standard deviation and
range of each subject is broadly smaller with SciBERT-DSI in a subject granularity.
This correlation seems strongest in Technology and Physical Sciences and weaker in
Life Sciences & Biomedicine and Social Sciences.

20



When observing the Spearman correlations of SciBERT-DSI and citation counts
in Figures 4 and 5, the general trend of decreasing sensitivity to author count and
publishing year observed in the BERT-DSI is not reflected. Further, the correlations
are less in magnitude for all bins and ranges. Specifically with number of authors in a
paper: we observe a negative correlation between all citation counts and DSI for single
author papers, but a positive and fairly stable correlation in all multiple author bins.
For publishing year ranges we see a similar descending trend in strength of correlation
with SciBERT-DSI to that of BERT-DSI which is weaker in correlation strength. The
decreasing trend is less stable with the 2001-2006 year range correlating less strongly
than the 2007-2012 range, and enters a negative correlation in the most recent years.

When modelling the logarithm of citation count after 5 years using SciBERT in
both the simpler and improved model described in Section 3.4, we note that the
gradient of SciBERT-DSI is not statistically significant. This means that from this
dataset, we cannot prove that SciBERT-DSI is a predictor of citations after 5 years.
However, when observing the 99% confidence interval for the effect of SciBERT-DSI
in the improved model we see it contains 0, and the fitted effect at 0.015 is much lower
than the fitted effect of BERT-DSI at 0.0264 (with 99% confidence interval [0.0199,
0.0328]). This implies that over this dataset this modelling detects a positive if slight
effect of BERT-DSI on log-citations at 99% confidence but not with SciBERT-DSI.
These findings should be taken with the caveat that both SciBERT-DSI and BERT-
DSI in this paper have a large Jarque-Bera statistic, which implies that the log-linear
model may not be appropriate for predictive inferences of DSI for citation count on
this dataset.

These conclusions lead us to hypothesize that the exposure of SciBERT to only
these domains’ texts within pretraining causes a greater exposure to the subject terms
and concepts used within the field. This exposure may train SciBERT to better embed
the concepts contained within the scientific data rather than the linguistic and syntac-
tical structures learnt by BERT. This is because BERT uses training data comprising
narrative texts from BookCorpus and explanatory texts from Wikipedia rather than
scientific texts. This would describe why the SciBERT-DSI and BERT-DSI correla-
tion is so low in Life Sciences & Biomedicine, however this is not observed in the two
Computer Science domains in Technology.

4.3 Correlation of DSI with Citations over Time and Author
Count

We can infer from Figures 4 and 5 that BERT-DSI and SciBERT-DSI in general are
positive predictors of citations by themselves - a purely textual measure of likelihood
to be cited, this is with the exception of SciBERT-DSI in single author papers. The fact
that SciBERT-DSI is correlating less strongly than BERT-DSI in both figures implies
that it is a less powerful predictor of citation impact in general, which corroborates
the findings of Section 3.4.

As we observed in Section 3.3, the Spearman correlation decreases for more recent
papers, and particularly for papers with insufficient citation accrual time in 2020-
2025. As these papers are included in our analysis, we note that the effect may in
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fact be stronger than reported in this study. Furthermore, we see that the BERT-
DSI correlation with early citations, after 3 and 5 years, is less powerful with larger
author groups. This may signify that trends observed in scientometric research for
citation counts to be in general higher for larger author groups (Thelwall 2020; Adams
2005; Tahamtan et al. 2016), are due to factors other than the originality of research
as measured by BERT-DSI. Equivalently, early citations (known to be a predictor of
total citation count (Adams 2005), Zhang and Wu (2024)) are predicted more strongly
for papers authored by smaller author groups. This indicates that scientific originality
is a stronger determining factor for paper impact for smaller author groups than for
larger groups.

Across all time ranges except the most recent, BERT-DSI shows a stronger cor-
relation with citation count than SciBERT-DSI. However, because the most recent
range includes papers that have not yet had sufficient time to complete their citation-
accumulation period, this exception should be interpreted with caution. As above,
we note that the degree of Spearman correlation is greater with BERT than SciB-
ERT, further strengthening the case that BERT is the better embedding model for
prediction of citations.

The Spearman correlation of citations and DSI is greater in both maximum and
minimum magnitude for both models than for author group size. This implies a greater
degree of change in the importance of creativity for both a paper’s early and total
citation counts. As such, the general decreasing trend describes a scientific landscape
where one or any of the following trends may occur: One possibility is that the degree of
scientific originality is less strongly correlated with citations implying that originality is
less important to gaining citations. A second possibility is that the degree of originality
in science is less correlated with citations implying more specificity of research and a
decrease in the importance of interdisciplinarity and incorporation of concepts from
varied fields in research. Finally, other effects such as the availability of academic
search engines, databases and scientometric ranking algorithms are driving changes to
the textual content of titles and abstracts

4.4 Modelling Citations after 5 Years with DSI

Predicting citations is a known hard challenge in scientometrics. Importantly, such
attempts utilise bibliographic information such as journal prestige, journal impact
factor and journal language, author H-index and author productivity (Bai et al.
2019; Robson and Mousquès 2016; Yu et al. 2014). Recent work in this area includes
analysing citation network structure (Zhao and Feng 2022), early citations and open
access status (Abramo et al. 2025) or preprint availability (Fraser et al. 2020). In our
study, we do not primarily aim to construct an effective citation prediction model but
rather study the effect of DSI on scientometric data such as citations, as such we did
not explore DSI in context of the advanced models available.

The BERT-DSI model demonstrates that the prediction of citations using DSI
and field is able to explain around 3.3% of the variability in the logarithm of early
citation counts. Comparing this to our previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025) where
the identical model is fitted to the previous dataset, we see a significant drop in the
predictive power of the model. This may be due to a better representation of older
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papers, which would imply that there is a shift in BERT-DSI’s importance in early
citation accrual. This is in fact observed in Figure 5, and would imply that the model
may be stronger on a dataset limited to more recent papers, such as those published
2007-2020 or 2013-2020, as the trend in correlation is changing over time.

Alternatively, it may be due to the change in distribution of primary subjects,
as the resampling of data for our study selected different primary subjects to study
(due to the selection criteria) as in our previous paper (Culbert et al. 2025). This
would imply that the effect of DSI and originality on citations differs significantly by
primary subjects within fields, which concurs with the large intra-field variance in DSI
by primary subject as observed in Figure 3.

The SciBERT model is less powerful than the BERT model in terms of r value, and
Figure 7 shows negative effects of SciBERT-DSI on early citation accrual. Notably,
this trend is present in Life Sciences & Biomedicine (as well as Social Sciences) which
was unexpected as SciBERT was trained on this field and so one may expect it to be
able to perform most accurately in this field. However, since the gradient of SciBERT
fails to be statistically significant for a 99% or even 95% two-tailed hypothesis test
gives strong evidence against the hypothesis of SciBERT measuring citation counts.
This correlates with the lower Spearman correlations observed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3,
the lower standard deviation of DSI as observed in Table 2 and the lack of correlation
between BERT-DSI and SciBERT-DSI in Life Sciences & Biomedicine in 3.

Our final models demonstrate a stronger predictive capability than the simpler
models, this is partially due to the incorporation of more variables. Comparing between
SciBERT and BERT we see the 99% confidence interval for the gradient of the
SciBERT-DSI contains 0 and the 99% confidence interval for BERT-DSI does not.
This highlights that BERT-DSI is a much stronger predictor for citation count.

The large Jarque-Bera statistics for both models describe non-normal residuals,
which means assumptions for linear modelling are not satisfied. This implies that the
effect of DSI on citations is non-linear, and that some form of non-linear model may
allow for a yet stronger predictive model.

However, this is in contrast to the findings of the previous paper (Culbert et al.
2025), the linear model of which did not have significantly non-normal residuals. This
invites the same hypotheses and speculation as above as to the reasons for the change in
modelling properties. Yet, we can infer from this model that due to the non-negativity
of the confidence interval around BERT-DSI that it is a positive predictor of the loga-
rithm of citations after 5 years. Importantly, the effect is statistically significant, which
invited further research into DSI as a metric for use in scientometric and bibliometric
analyses and its value as a novel purely textual metric for scientific originality.

In summary, we were able to achieve our goal in producing a statistical model which
predicts citations after 5 years which measured a statistically significant non-zero effect
of BERT-DSI on citation count. This demonstrates that given the limitations of our
dataset, model and exploration detailed above and in Section 4.6, we identified a novel
predictor of citations, which we use as a indicator of scientific originality.
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4.5 Observed Drop in BERT-DSI in the Early- to Mid- 1990s

After investigating the change in DSI over time in Section 3.1, we speculate on the
drop in BERT-DSI in the early-mid 1990s. Our investigaton led us to the hypothesis
that this is a dataset artefact, as in 1997 the Web of Science was launched - combin-
ing indexes (SCI, SSCI and AHCI) formerly compiled by the Institute for Scientific
Information, and later Thomson Corporation, now Thompson Reuters. At this time,
the data pipeline or data sources may have increased or changed. However, the lack of
similar drop in SciBERT-DSI over this time period weakens this hypothesis, and sug-
gests that this may be due to a sensitivity of the BERT model (although SciBERT-DSI
Multidisciplinary does show a similar pattern). Furthermore, in our previous paper
(Culbert et al. 2025) it was hypothesized that the higher DSI in the 1980s and early
1990s was due to an undersampling of the dataset used in the paper. We can refute
this as the anomaly has remained in the current dataset, although only the end of the
anomaly is visible due to the year constraint of 1994 onwards.

Overall, we do not observe a significant change in DSI with either model since
approximately 1997, which implies that the measure is stable across scientific texts and
that scientific writing has not been significantly changing in overall textual originality
per paper in this time. This is in broad agreement with our previous study (Culbert
et al. 2025), which reported a very weak positive trend over this time period. However,
the change in finding between these studies may be due to the balanced resampling
work over time correcting the bias towards more recent papers in the previous study.

4.6 Limitations

As we were aiming to quantify the usefulness of DSI as a measure of scientific orig-
inality, we limited ourselves, in modelling citation count, to predicting an assumed
indicator of scientific originality. However, without an available ground truth–i.e.,
human ranked originality scores for scientific papers, like done in creativity research
(Johnson et al. 2023)–it appears to be the best approach.

While we could not control for the English proficiency of the authors of the papers,
BERT-DSI was found to generalize across varying cultural and language backgrounds
in study 6 of Johnson et al. (2023). This limitation may influence SciBERT more
strongly, although we were unable to quantify this effect in the present paper.

We acknowledge the assumption that DSI generalizes to longer texts is untested -
in study 5 of Johnson et al. (2023) DSI was found to stablise after 30-50 words and
this was tested up to 200 words, however our dataset contains 200-300 words and
therefore lies outside tested parameters.

A contributing factor to the noise in computing DSI may be database and for-
matting related - as seen in Quote 2.3 the Web of Science has abstracts with
uncontrolled UTF-8 characters such as “& x158”, improper formatting: “Novel
species:Amphichorda cavernicola,Aspergillus”, and citations and attributions “Gam-
szarea indonesiaca(Kurihara & Sukarno) Z.F. Zhang”. While processing such a large
dataset these are likely to occur, cleaning such a large dataset was out of scope for this
paper. Another contributing factor may be the inherent issue that scientific texts use
and develop novel phrasing and specialist terminology that is most likely not contained,
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or rarely contained, in the texts used to train the model, as such the embeddings of
these words may be more inaccurate than if the tokeniser and model were trained on
scientific texts, or fine-tuned with the new vocabulary.

A limitation to the computation of DSI is also the texts input: scientific originality
may not be fully exemplified in the abstract and title alone, and the ideal solution
would be the computation of the full text of the paper. However, due to copyright
and data access restrictions, gathering this data is difficult. If the data was available
for future investigation, we note that with BERT-based models a further restriction
in the maximum of input tokens would be a limitation, one that was already run into
in a number of combined abstracts and titles considered in this paper.

As detailed in Appendix C, in exploring whether DSI computation would be fea-
sible using a LLM, we had to adjust the formula for computation of DSI. This was
because the APIs for Gemini embeddings did not allow for extraction of hidden layer
embeddings of sentences as is possible through BERT and SciBERT. This, and sub-
sequent exploration leading to a lack of correlation with BERT and SciBERT led us
to exclude this work from our study.

Our models predicting citations also utilise relatively basic variables and models
compared to the complexity of other approaches detailed in Section 1.2. This may
explain why our correlations between DSI and citations are relatively low. This may
be due to a number of reasons, such as the dataset available in the WoS is noisy and
contains a modality of text not considered by Johnson et al. (2023). Furthermore, we
consider only an extract of the data available in scientific texts: the title and abstract,
and the full text or its other sections such as the conclusion or introduction may
contain signals on scientific originality which are excluded from our study due to this
data limitation. We also only considered a relatively simple generalized linear model
for the prediction of citations by DSI, modelling with a hurdle model or two part
model—modelling firstly whether a paper is cited and then a second stage or model
which predicts if a paper is cited, how many citations it will receive—may significantly
improve the correlation.

SciBERT in particular is a relatively old model, given the pace of development
in natural language processing since its release. The dataset that it was trained on
contained papers exclusively from the Biomedical and Computer Science domains.
Considering these two facts about SciBERT we note that there may be more power-
ful or appropriate models designed to process scientific texts which may outperform
SciBERT as a model suited for predicting scientific originality.

Furthermore, in Johnson et al. (2023), the algorithm to compute DSI utilised
“middle” (hidden) layers 6 and 7 of BERT. The choice of which layers to use, as dis-
cussed in Johnson et al. (2023), was selected through a combination of justifications:
from Jawahar et al. (2019) that early and middle layers are sensitive to syntactic and
semantic information, and correlations with human originality rankings. This selection
of layers may be a significant factor in the lack of predictive power observed in this
paper, it may be the case that selection of other layers from SciBERT to retrieve the
embeddings from may have proven more effective in capturing the desired sensitivity
to scientific originality. Such a study is not feasible without ground truth data, which
as mentioned is unavailable.
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5 Future Work

We believe there is rich ground for quantitative analyses that implement, compare, and
evaluate metrics for inferring scientific originality from text. This allows the strengths
and weaknesses of different models to be compared and enables the identification
of correlations between measures, helping to reveal potential redundancies among
the models. The ultimate aims of this effort are that better-informed judgments on
scientific originality can be made by utilising the best-performing ensembles of mod-
els, and that these metrics can be adopted by the scientometric and research-policy
communities with confidence.

To enable such future work, it would be useful to have a ground truth dataset of
human measured originality scores for scientific papers, such as the studies in Johnson
et al. (2023). This will enable examining the hypothesis that DSI generalizes from
short creative language texts to longer scientific texts, and furthermore correlates
with scientific originality can be rigorously tested. Furthermore, such a dataset may
allow for the exploration of hidden layer selection in the case of SciBERT for DSI
computation, as described in Section 4.6.

Future work may also include studying the sensitivity of DSI computation, and
more generally the sensitivity of BERT- or other language model embeddings, to
improperly formatted and out of distribution tokens in the context of scientometric
analyses, such as those found in Quote 2.3 described in Section 4.6. Another aspect
of this is studying the overall scope of incorrect formatting of titles, abstracts and
full-texts within large bibliometric databases.

We were initially surprised that SciBERT was not better performing in evaluating
scientific originality. Thus, future research is needed to explore which models perform
best in the task of semantically embedding the originality of scientific texts. Further-
more, model development such as fine tuning, or comparison of specialist models (such
as SciBERT) against more modern general purpose models (such as large language
models, or a wider range of smaller language models) is needed.

If, as mentioned in Section 4.6, full texts were available for future study with DSI,
we believe it would be interesting to study wider language models with larger max-
imum token input size. In particular, the incorporation of introduction, conclusions,
related work and discussion sections (i.e. sections which contain descriptions of the
science being considered in the paper). Furthermore, with respect to the limitation
mentioned on the Gemini embeddings API only providing a single layer for consider-
ation. Thus, we suggest self-hosted open source models such as Llama7 may provide
the flexibility to allow for considering multiple hidden layer embeddings.

Recent work by Bu et al. (2021) has indicated that papers’ citation impact should
be considered in terms of their scope. They found that papers with deep citation
impact typically focus on relatively narrow research areas, and those with broad cita-
tion impact typically cover a wider area of research. In our paper, when modelling
citations after 5 years we considered only citation count rather than categorising the
articles as those with a deep or broad citation impact. We therefore hypothesise that
DSI may have more explanatory for articles with broader citation impact. We believe

7https://www.llama.com/
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that articles with a broader research impact would have scientific terms stemming from
wider research areas would likely be embedded more distantly, and therefore measure
a higher DSI.

6 Conclusions

In the current study, we introduce and explore a quantitative measure of originality–
DSI–in quantifying the originality of scientific papers based on their titles and
abstracts. Our work serves as a bridge between creativity and scientometric research,
and highlights the opportunity of utilising metrics from creativity research in scien-
tometric. While further research is needed to fully establish DSI’s contribution to
scientometric research, our analyses—tracking its behaviour across scientific fields,
publication years, author counts, and citation counts—provide compelling evidence
of its feasibility. Overall, DSI captures a critical dimension of scientific papers—their
originality—which plays a central role in shaping scientific contributions.

With reference to our three hypotheses laid out in Section 1.4, we have demon-
strated:

a) That BERT-DSI computed from combined titles and abstracts correlates with
citation counts, even after controlling for other bibliometric variables, demonstrates
its substantive explanatory power.

b) That SciBERT-DSI scores do not exhibit stronger correlations with citation
counts than those computed with BERT. In fact, we have demonstrated they do not
correlate at all.

c) That BERT-DSI and SciBERT-DSI scores vary substantially across scientific
domains, publication years, and author counts underscores the sensitivity of these
metrics to key bibliometric dimensions.

7 Data Availability

The code to compute both BERT- and SciBERT-DSI on GPU, as well as the code to
compute the Gemini DSI can be found in the following repository: https://github.c
om/jhculb/Scientometric-DSI.

Unfortunately due to copyright restrictions sharing of the dataset alongside the
paper is impossible, however we can provide a list of Web of Science identifiers and
DOIs (where available in the dataset) which we do so here: Culbert (2025), these can
be combined with the field mappings contained in Appendix Table 5 to reconstruct
the dataset.
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Appendix

A CPU & GPU Computation Comparison

For rigour, we then compared the results from the GPU version of the code in two
categories, Applied Physics and Ceramics, to verify that the results from the GPU code
were equivalent to the results produced by the CPU version of the code. As seen in
Figure 8, the errors are on the scale of 1×10−7, and are likely to do with the differences
of floating point representations in CPU and GPU architecture, we therefore accepted
these errors as insignificant enough to proceed with using GPU computation.

Fig. 8 Violin plot of the differences between CPU and GPU computation of DSI using BERT

Our CPU computation was performed on a virtualised 32 core processor with
126GB of RAM available, the host system used a Intel Xeon Gold 6242 16 core,
32 thread CPU running at 2.8GHz with a maximum turbo boost frequency of 3.9
GHz. The GPU computation was performed on a n1-standard-32 T4 VM compute
instance8 sourced from Google Cloud9, designed for general purpose GPU workloads.
This instance contained 32vCPUs, 120GB of memory and had access to 1 NVIDIA
T4 GPU.

We note that in designing the GPU code it was observed that a significant part
of the improvement in computation time through using GPU was the offloading of
the cosine comparison function to the GPU. We did not complete the comparison for

8https://docs.cloud.google.com/compute/docs/gpus
9https://console.cloud.google.com
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BERT-DSI CPU BERT-DSI GPU
Total Per Abstract Total Per Abstract

Applied Physics 201614.8 227.813 165.7 0.187
Ceramics 197035.1 222.639 166.5 0.188

Table 4 Seconds taken to compute BERT-DSI for two Primary
Subjects for CPU and GPU computation, in total for each subject and
per abstract

SciBERT in Table 4, as time and cost restrictions limited our study, but we observed
a similar CPU and GPU computation times.

B Subject Selection and Field Classification

In Table 5 we list the subjects used in the study and categorise them by Field of
Research. As mentioned before the notable features are that Social Sciences has 19
categories compared to 20 in the other categories, barring Multidisciplinary Sciences
which is a field with a single category.

C LLM Embedding Model Exploration

We also explored a further hypothesis in this paper:

Our hypothesis is that DSI computed with a Large Language Model (LLM) as the
embedding model would have even fewer out-of-distribution tokens in this context,
having been trained on scientific works, and may produce a stronger correlation to
citation count than a BERT based embedding model.

To computing DSI with a LLM, we chose a Google Gemini embedding model (Gem-
ini Team et al. 2025), in particular the gemini-embedding-001 model. This requires
some adjustment to the formula given in Section 2.2, as Google Gemini provides access
to only a single output vector. As such we simply calculate the cosine distance of the
resulting output vectors returned for each sentence. This results in the following: for
a given text T represented as an ordered list of length n > 2 containing sentences si,
and the embedding vector from the Gemini model defined as GEMINI(si) = β{(i)}:

DSI([s1, s2, . . . , sn]) =
∑

1≤i<j≤n

1 − βi·βj

∥βi∥·∥βj∥

2n

However, we found that the resulting Gemini-DSI numbers were not significantly
correlated with BERT- nor SciBERT-DSI, even after normalisation, as demonstrated
in Figure 9. This implied that the signal identified in Johnson et al. (2023) was not
present in the computation using Gemini. Due to this finding and the inference, we
prioritized work on the other two embedding models.
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Field of Research Primary Subjects

Life Sciences & Biomedicine ‘Agriculture, Multidisciplinary’, ‘Biophysics’, ‘Cardiac & Cardiovas-
cular Systems’, ‘Cell Biology’, ‘Clinical Neurology’, ‘Ecology’, ‘Ento-
mology’, ‘Forestry’, ‘Genetics & Heredity’, ‘Horticulture’, ‘Immunol-
ogy’, ‘Medicine, Research & Experimental’, ‘Mycology’, ‘Neuro-
sciences’, ‘Ornithology’, ‘Pathology’, ‘Pediatrics’, ‘Pharmacology &
Pharmacy’, ‘Physiology’, ‘Urology & Nephrology’

Multidisciplinary Sciences ‘Multidisciplinary Sciences’
Physical Sciences ‘Astronomy & Astrophysics’, ‘Chemistry, Analytical’, ‘Chemistry,

Inorganic & Nuclear’, ‘Chemistry, Medicinal’, ‘Chemistry, Multidis-
ciplinary’, ‘Chemistry, Physical’, ‘Electrochemistry’, ‘Geochemistry
& Geophysics’, ‘Geology’, ‘Mathematics, Applied’, ‘Meteorology &
Atmospheric Sciences’, ‘Physics, Applied’, ‘Physics, Atomic, Molec-
ular & Chemical’, ‘Physics, Condensed Matter’, ‘Physics, Fluids
& Plasmas’, ‘Physics, Mathematical’, ‘Physics, Multidisciplinary’,
‘Physics, Nuclear’, ‘Physics, Particles & Fields’, ‘Thermodynamics’

Social Sciences ‘Business’, ‘Economics’, ‘Education & Educational Research’, ‘Edu-
cation, Scientific Disciplines’, ‘Geography’, ‘Geography, Physical’,
‘International Relations’, ‘Management’, ‘Political Science’, ‘Psychol-
ogy’, ‘Psychology, Biological’, ‘Psychology, Clinical’, ‘Psychology,
Developmental’, ‘Psychology, Educational’, ‘Psychology, Experimen-
tal’, ‘Psychology, Multidisciplinary’, ‘Psychology, Social’, ‘Social Sci-
ences, Interdisciplinary’, ‘Sociology’

Technology ‘Acoustics’, ‘Computer Science, Artificial Intelligence’, ‘Computer
Science, Information Systems’, ‘Computer Science, Interdisciplinary
Applications’, ‘Construction & Building Technology’, ‘Energy &
Fuels’, ‘Engineering, Biomedical’, ‘Engineering, Chemical’, ‘Engineer-
ing, Electrical & Electronic’, ‘Engineering, Environmental’, ‘Engineer-
ing, Mechanical’, ‘Engineering, Multidisciplinary’, ‘Information Sci-
ence & Library Science’, ‘Instruments & Instrumentation’, ‘Materials
Science, Ceramics’, ‘Materials Science, Multidisciplinary’, ‘Materials
Science, Paper & Wood’, ‘Mechanics’, ‘Nanoscience & Nanotechnol-
ogy’, ‘Nuclear Science & Technology’

Table 5 Primary Subjects by Field of Research

Fig. 9 Scatter diagram of normalised DSI values when computed with different embedding models,
Pearson Correlation r and corresponding p values given
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D Pairwise Comparison of BERT-DSI and
SciBERT-DSI

In Figure 10, we plot the BERT-DSI and SciBERT-DSI for every paper in the dataset
with the log of citations after 5 years plus + 1 as the colour. We observe a positive
correlation between the two embedding models DSI scores, with a higher value for
SciBERT-DSI than BERT-DSI across all but two papers.

Fig. 10 Pairwise scatter plot comparison of BERT-DSI and SCIBERT-DSI, with logarithm of cita-
tion count after 5 years + 1 as colour index
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