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scholarly recognition 
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Introduction 

Researchers are often personally dedicated to their work and normally very keen on understanding 
the issues they are exploring.1 They struggle with their research questions and to produce scholarly 
content in the form of books, reports and peer-reviewed articles. However, the joy and despair of 
writing is only the beginning of a longer process (Larsson, 2004b). Researchers also aim for their 
work to be recognised and read by colleagues. In this process researchers also strive toward 
recognition within specific communities, particularly other colleagues. What is valued among 
researchers has been found to vary greatly across the various fields and disciplines (Lamont, 2009). 

Another side of researchers work is that they strive for being recognized in the “economy of 
publications and citations”, i.e. recognition in specific measurement devices such as the 
acknowledged databases of Web of Science (WoS) or Scopus (Larsson, 2009). Such a recognition 
is increasingly expected of us by the rulers within the current university system. The allocation of 
resources to research groups as well as individual researchers can in worst cases depend directly on 
these standardised valuation tools (Espeland and Sauder, 2016; Gingras, 2016; Larsson, 2009).2 The 
calculative form that publications and citations gets within these measurement devices is akin to a 
“currency”, i.e. has similar properties as money by which each researchers “capital” can be defined 
and compared to others. It can also be an example of what Giddens (1990, p. 21-22) calls 
“disembedded symbolic tokens”, i.e. units disembedded from context, which can then be calculated 
- typical for modernity. Examples are not only money, but grades in school (Andersson, 2000).  
 
When citations become “symbolic tokens” it can be used to measure and compare individual 
scholars or research groups, but also entire universities. It will then work as an objective for 
university managements to assimilate the view that quality is units of citations, since their 
universities’ reputations is at stake and sometimes are allocated external research resources based 
on such calculations.3 The economy of citations forms an integral part of contemporary societies’ 
digital surveillance, and therefore crucial for the ruling of academia. Thus these “engines of anxiety” 
also seem capable of affecting the very modus operandi of contemporary universities, including the 
possibility to recruit new talent and the status of research areas within university system itself (cf. 
Espeland and Sauder, 2016; Gingras, 2016). 
 
The pretense, as emerging in the current economy of publications and citations, of WoS and 
Scopus as indicators of quality is that they would be unbiased in relation to geography, language, 
research areas etc. However, they are in fact including only a limited number of sources – primarily 
articles in a selection of journals. They exclude most journals, almost all books and seem to have a 
                                                
1 This chapter draws on arguments first presented by Larsson (2010) and the same method and material as the article 
“Exploring the adult learning research field by analysing who cites whom” (Nylander et al, 2018).   
2 The political backdrop to these developments was the new way of governing the public sector with “quality 
indicators” – often referred to in the literature as “New Public Management” - where a business perspective was 
expanded to all sectors of the society, inclusive of higher education (Elzinga, 2010). 
3 See for instance, the so called “Shanghai list” that in part builds on performance indicators of WoS. If the list has 
global ambitions, the WoS, in manu scientific areas, have very limited reach (Liedman, 2014, Gingras, 2016 ) 
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heavy language bias towards Anglophone journals judging from previous research (cf. Archambault 
et al, 2006; Heilbron & Gingras, 2018, Chapter 4). Consequently, the geopolitical aspects of this 
economy seem worth exploring further: what is meant with “international” scholarly recognition 
in these databases?  What regions and countries can make its way into the dominating few? What 
scholars get recognised as worthy to cite and how does this differ across the indexed journals?  
 
In this chapter, we analyse citations in five of the leading journals active in the field of adult 
education and learning. The journals were selected by us based on what was available in Scopus 
for the full period 2006–2014. The study can therefore be read as a bibliometric case study on the 
consequences of adopting Scopus-indexed journals as a measurement device within the economy 
of publications and citations in social science. Our examination deals with one the databases often 
used within this economy – Scopus -- and the consequences utilizing this measurement device as 
quality indicator. Is the pretense that Scopus measure quality in an unbiased way substantiated? In 
focus of our presentation are (i) the geographical position of the most cited authors (ii) the gender 
of these authors (iii) and the effects of editorial power positions.     

The journals chosen for further scrutiny, all indexed in Scopus, were Adult Education Quarterly 
(AEQ), International Journal of Lifelong Education (IJLE), Journal of Education and Work (JEW), 
Journal of Workplace learning (JWL), and Studies in Continuing Education (SICE). First we outline 
the 100 dominating scholars in terms of the number of citations received in all five journals 
combined. Secondly, we perform a network analysis of the citations in each of these journals 
separately. Throughout the text we engage in a critical discussion on what characterises the group 
of scholars that are assigned collegial recognition and draw attention to the factors and functions 
that help establishing such dominating position.    

Invisible colleges  

The notion of communication and collaboration between colleagues as creating “invisible colleges” 
was launched by de Solla Price (1986, pp. 56 ff), whom many consider the founder of 
scientometrics. He pointed at the early correspondence between scientists in the 17th and 18th 
Century. They wrote letters, since it was not easy to meet, but through the letters they were like 
colleagues at the same college, albeit an invisible one. These invisible colleges were often 
international. For example, Botanists in the 18th century kept in close contact across borders 
through letters (Wallenquist, 2007). Academic journals later became a supplement to these 
“private” links that built communication nets.  

Nowadays researchers keep in touch with each other in various ways, through e-mail, conferences 
and reading each other’s articles in journals. Such links can be used within the invisible colleges of 
our time, whereby ideas grow and results are communicated within networks. We might view these 
networks of citations as “invisible colleges” in the sense that they include and exclude; they create 
demarcations between the texts which will be recognised, and the texts which do not deserve to be 
mentioned. Invisible colleges, in this respect, are not about direct contacts between researchers as 
in the early letters and correspondences, but rather a digitally distributed contact-network between 
texts.  

Since the birth of modern scientometric method and the notion of invisible colleges was introduced 
by de Solla Price (1986), various research traditions has emerged to explore invisible colleges and 
they have been made “more visible” by the advance of bibliometric methods (Gingras, 2016; 2017). 
One influential tradition within contemporary literature on the sociology of science is actor 
network theory (ANT) or science and technology studies (STS). It is a tradition that emphases how 
relations between actors – human or non-human – produce effects. Research networks are in this 
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perspective not only bridges between researchers who appreciate each other’s contribution to 
collective knowledge, these “citations” are also capable of producing certain effects, for instance 
executing and symbolising academic power (Larsson, 2006, 2010). The citations and the 
connections they represent – the invisible colleges – thus simultaneously effect struggles in the 
academic world and is part of this very struggle.  

The perspective of actor-networks also highlights the importance of scholarly locations: the place 
where something is done or the space where something is moving. Geography and space thus 
become a key category in analysing invisible colleges in this tradition (cf. Latour, 1988; Edwards & 
Usher, 2000; Edwards, 2003). For instance, in the case of academic journals, editors select texts 
written in specific places, which refer to other texts, written in other places. When published, these 
texts are referred to in other texts. Consequently, networks are created that connect texts, 
references, and researchers across a particular space. Such networks include and exclude 
researchers and they are involved in struggles for positions of power and recognition. This facet of 
invisible colleges is part and parcel of academic work, whatever the intention of researchers may 
be.  

Another influential tradition in the sociology of science the last few decades is field theory 
(Bourdieu, 1996, 1997; 2004; Heilbron, 2017; Gingras, 2017; Heilbron and Gingras, 2018). Here 
too the research focus lies on the relations between scholars and their quest for recognition. 
Bourdieu (1997) famously distinguished between two distinctive types of assets that build scientific 
power over time: institutionalised capital and scientific capital. Institutionalised capital consist of 
positions and titles within the academic community (such as the title of a professor, laboratory 
leader, editor, and member of an important institute or commité) as well as having power over the 
means of reproduction (by distribution of money, positions, contracts, career prospects, etc). 
Scientific capital, on the other hand, relies on the personal reputation and the assigned value that 
scholar gets by his or her colleges and peers. These two forms of capital are typically intertwined 
in social science and humanities but could also be seen as relatively independent from one another. 
In fact, according to Bourdieu (2004), the more mature and autonomous a scientific field is, the 
more independent are these forms of academic assets from one another.   

Within this tradition Heilbron and Gingras (2018) more recently shed light on how the struggle for 
international scholarly recognition has played out in the social science and humanities over the last 
few decades. They show, amongst other things, that there has been a strong wave of transnational 
collaboration in the last three decades (1980-2014), but that few structural changes has occurred in 
terms of geo-political power relations. From their study, the global power relations in social science 
can be characterised as a duopolistic system with a euro-american core and some semi-central and 
semi-peripheral countries (smaller European and larger asian countries), followed by a much larger 
pool of peripheral countries with very weak connection to the euro-american core. Among the 
dominating group of countries, US is found to be by far the most powerful nation with some, but 
surprisingly little alteration, depending on research field. In terms of language use, no language is 
found to be able to compete with English, which hold a near monopolistic position in the current 
“marketplace” of ideas. With the emergence of an economy of publications and citations, language 
domination creates various advantages for researchers in places where English is the local lingua 
(Larsson, 2009; Chapter 3.).  

The theme of academic power and research being unevenly distributed over the world is far from 
new (Altbach, 1995, Sinha-Kerkhoff and Alatas, 2010; Mosbah-Natanson and Gingras, 2014). 
There are a few obvious reasons for the shewed pattern that tend to emerge from looking at social 
scientific production from the perspective of the north-south divide. One such explanation is the 
inequalities in material resources between regions of the world (Altbach, 1995). Poor universities 
simply cannot afford good libraries. Related to this are the concrete conditions within the 
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distribution systems of books, journals and reports, which make existing research available to 
researchers.4 Aside from the brute material resources being very unevenly distributed, there are also 
more symbolic assets and resources that help reproduce the current playing field and that seem to 
affect the current struggles for international scholarly recognition.      

Pivotal to the current production system in western academia is the oligopolistic status that two 
databases - WoS and Scopus - hold in validating and indexing certain knowledge as valuable. 
However, the content of these databases have themselves been criticised for being heavily biased 
to Anglo-american research. For instance, an empirical investigation on several scientific 
disciplines, using data from WoS, concluded that, “the vast majority of the highly cited papers in a 
specialty is in fact domestic” (Persson, 2010, p. 398). Most of these highly-cited papers were from 
the US and were cited by others both within and outside the American research community. 
Persson (2010) findings suggest that while smaller countries has to be more truly “international”, 
Anglo-American scholars can continue to be domestically oriented while still pass as 
“international” in the current publication regime. Similarly, Basu (2010) shows that the number of 
journals included in Scopus5 from a particular country explains 80 per cent of the variance of 
citations from that same country. If the four dominating countries are excluded, it explains 87 per 
cent of the variance. This finding demonstrates the importance of geography. In order to be cited 
one has to have one's own country’s journals in the databases. An investigation of Spanish 
universities showed that the research of a great share of scholars, who were considered prestigious 
in Spain, do not appear in WoS or Scopus at all (Extebarria, Gomez-Uranga, 2010). Thus, by 
focusing on the notion of invisible colleges, the geographical aspect of research production and 
citations seem to be of particular importance.  

Even though there are studies emerging on the specific bibliometric networks that carries out 
research in the field of adult education and learning (see chapters 4 and 6 in this book), this universe 
is still relatively unexplored. How does the leading journals in the field indexed in the dominating 
databases relate to previous research on the transnational relationships between scholars in 
different countries? Are the citation practices in international journals on adult education and 
learning similar to each other? And what social structures are of relevance in the reproduction of 
dominating bibliographies within this field?   

The study: Invisible colleges in research on adult learning 

We have selected five journals in the broader adult education and learning field for further analysis. 
These were selected, primarily, based on these journals acquired an indexation status in Scopus6. 
Such selection facilitates the analysis of the knowledge content because the data has been sorted 
out and organised, at the same time as journals indexed in Scopus can be seen as tools in the 
economy of publications and citations as indicated above. The five journals are edited from 
different geographical locations although most of them stem from Anglo-Saxon countries. All in 

                                                
4 One might assume that the growing phenomenon of open access that is now gaining momentum, will lessen the 
exclusion of universities and researchers in poor countries from accessing and contributing to the knowledge 
production in the global north. However, we are yet to see if this is materialising or merely a wishful hypothesis. 
5 Elsevier’s bibliometric database Scopus is arguably the second most influential database next to WoS (Archambault 
et al., (2006, 2009). Since articles in adult education, on the whole, will end up in journals classified as education or 
educational research, empirical data on WoS-indexed journals and how citations are distributed on countries matter to 
this issue (see Larsson, 2010; Fejes & Nylander, 2014; See chapters 4 and 6). Almost all journals in the fields of 
education and educational research, which is indexed in WoS, are British or North American.  
6 The reason for not selecting journals indexed in WoS is that only a very few journals in the adult learning field were 
indexed there at the time of our enquiry.  
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all the five selected journals provide a wide empirical basis for comparison and analysis. They 
include: 7  
 
- Adult Education Quarterly (USA) 
- International Journal of Lifelong Education (UK) 
- Journal of Education and Work8 (UK) 
- Journal of Workplace Learning (Europe) 
- Studies in Continuing Education (Australia) 
 
The empirical sample from these journals includes all articles and reviews published between 2006-
2014, in total 151 261 direct citation links between more than 33 000 different authors in 1 219 
distinct publications. In gathering references we included all these 1219 articles and reviews from 
Scopus and downloaded them as a csv file. Even though references was gathered from journals 
exclusively, we did not discriminate between citations that was directed to books, didactical material 
and other enlightenment literature and those that was written in the form of peer-reviewed articles.9 
To include citations to books is particularly important in the social sciences and humanities, which 
to a large extent, build on knowledge that is not included in Scopus or WoS as peer-reviewed 
articles (Hicks, 2012, Larivière et al 2006). 
In the first step of the analysis we analyse the top 100 cited scholars in the field based on all five 
journals combined. Aside from geographical position of the institution where he or she works, one 
can also imagine that the invisible colleagues are affected by the professional function and social 
characteristics of the scholar. Of special relevance here is information about who has been the 
editor of these journals over time, as that might represent administrative power.10 We have also 
looked at gender, which in this case we constructed as a dichotomous variable (man or woman) 
and attributed to each top-cited scholar based on internet searches.     
As the second step in the analysis we look, more in detail, at each journal. Here we seek a more 
concrete representation of the invisible colleges in adult education and learning. A Visual Basic 
script (a bibliometric algorithm) was used to deal with the complexity of the many citation links 
(151 261) that constitute this large database and strip in down to individual names. This was done 
based on last name and initials, under which we assembled each author cited full bibliography.11 As 
a final maneuver we fractionalised the weight of each author so that multiple authorship should 
not be disproportionately rewarded. For example, if the author received a citation based on a study 

                                                
7  Other journals such as Vocations and Learning, or the European journal for research on the education and learning 
of adults (RELA), were not part of our sample because they had not been indexed in Scopus for a long enough period 
in order to make a full-scale bibliometric analysis meaningful. 
8 This journal publishes articles which concerns adults learning as well as the learning of youths in the regular school 
system. Since the journal is one important publication outlet for adult learning scholars interested in relations between 
education and work in was included in our sample even though it has a slightly wider scope.  
9 Other document types than articles or reviews often do not include reference lists in Scopus and was therefore 
excluded. 
10 Editorial membership was gathered by mailing the editorial boards in each of the respective journals. All editors up 
till 2014 were registered. However, editors to journals outside the sample period were not taken into consideration.   
11  While the author column was rather easily isolated, the reference column often contained both author and editor 
names which required further identification procedures. After running the script, a manual extraction of author names 
from the reference column was carried out. Also, note that Scopus includes a maximum of eight authors per reference 
– the seven first ones and the last. In the field of adult education and learning this is not a serious limitation as very 
few publications contains more than eight authors.  
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with multiple authors s/he received a slightly lower score than if s/he had written this article all by 
herself/himself. For more on the method and fractionalisation approach used see chapter 4.12   
 
The top 100-cited authors  

Let us now turn to the results from the first part of the analysis where all the hundred top-cited 
names are listed based on the five journals combined.    

Table 1. Hierarchical list of the top 100 cited names in adult education and learning based 
on accumulated citation in five learning journals combined, the years 2006-2014 

Name 

Sum of 
citations
: 
fraction
alized 

Number 
of 
articles 
in 
sample 
(n) 

 

 
Editor Country of 

institutional 
affiliation 

 

 

Gender 

Wenger E. 355 0 No USA Man 

Billett S. 343 8 No Australia Man 
Lave J. 243 0 No USA Woman 

Engeström Y. 242 0 No Finland Man 
Mezirow J. 241 0 No USA Man 
Merriam S.B. 229 4 Yes  Great Britain Woman 
Boud D. 198 7 Yes Australia Man 
Hodkinson P. 185 0 Yes Great Britain Man 
Unwin L. 182 3 No Great Britain Woman 
Bourdieu P. 179 0 No France Man 
Fuller A. 178 2 No Great Britain Woman 
Freire P. 174 0 No Brazil Man 
Eraut M. 163 0 No Great Britain Man 
Schön D. 151 0 No USA Man 
Fenwick T. 142 7 No Great Britain Woman 
Edwards R. 141 2 No Great Britain Man 
Brookfield S. 134 2 No USA Man 
Marsick V. 133 2 No USA Woman 
Jarvis P. 133 0 Yes Great Britain Man 
Foucault M. 122 0 No France Man 
Taylor E.W. 112 5 Yes USA Man 
Brown P. 112 0 Yes Great Britain Man 

                                                
12  Names of organisations and government authorities were ignored since the focus of the study is on individual 
authors, traditions and field positions. Furthermore, all variants of citing and cited author names were gathered for a 
manual cleaning process. Of the 33932 names, 862 name variants were identified and corrected among the most 
frequently occurring names. The corrections were replaced in the direct citation links. All author subjects with more 
than ten citations and the 100 most cited authors were double checked by two researchers independently. 
 



 

7 

Strauss A. 111 0 No USA Man 
Watkins K.E. 104 1 No USA Woman 
Giddens A. 102 0 No Great Britain Man 
Dewey J. 96 0 No USA Man 
Field J. 96 1 No Great Britain Man 
Ball S.J. 94 0 No  Great Britain Man 
Biesta G. 92 2 No Great Britain Man 
Knowles M.S. 91 0 No USA Man 
Gherardi S. 86 1 No Italy Woman 
Hager P. 85 3 No Australia Man 
Tisdell E.J. 83 4 Yes USA Woman 
Kolb D.A. 83 0 No USA Man 
Argyris C. 82 0 No USA Man 
Ellström P-E. 78 4 No Sweden Man 
Wilson A.L. 77 1 Yes USA Man 
Young M. 75 3 Yes Great Britain Man 
Usher R. 74 0 No Australia  Man 
Beck U. 71 0 No Germany Man 
Cranton P. 70 2 Yes USA Woman 
Cervero R.M. 69 2 Yes USA Man 
Keep E. 67 1 No Great Britain Man 
Lincoln Y.S. 67 0 No USA Woman 
Evans K. 67 1 No Great Britain Woman 
Solomon N. 66 3 Yes Australia Woman 
Bandura A. 66 0 No USA Man 
Dirkx J.M. 60 2 Yes USA Man 
Brown J.S. 59 0 No USA Man 
Duguid P. 59 0 No USA Man 
Tynjälä, P. 58 1 No Finland Woman 
Glaser B.G. 57 0 No USA Man 
Colley H. 56 1 No Great Britain Woman 
Hodkinson H. 56 1 No Great Britain Woman 
Illeris K. 56 3 No Denmark Man 
Ashton D.N 56 0 No Great Britain Man 
Senge P.M. 56 0 No USA Man 
Salas E. 56 0 No USA Man 
Green A. 55 1 No Great Britain Man 
Reay D. 55 0 No Great Britain Woman 
Rubenson K. 55 2 No Canada Man 
Hodgson A. 54 3 No Great Britain Woman 
Coffield F. 54 0 No Great Britain Man 
Corbin J. 54 0 No USA Woman 
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Bynner J. 54 0 No Great Britain Man 
Livingstone 
D.W. 54 3 

No 
Canada 

Man 

Fejes A. 54 6 No Sweden Man 
Vygotsky L.S. 53 0 No Russia Man 
Lee A. 53 3 No Australia Woman 
Patton M.Q. 52 0 No USA Man 
Habermas J. 52 0 No Germany Man 
Gorard S. 51 3 No Great Britain Man 
Wolf A. 51 0 No USA Woman 
Caffarella R.S. 51 0 No USA Woman 
Baumgartner 
L.M. 51 0 

Yes 
USA 

Woman 

Nonaka I. 51 0 No Japan Man 
Schuller T. 50 1 No Great Britain Man 
Rainbird H. 49 0 No Great Britain Woman 
Andersson P. 49 4 No Sweden Man 
Spours K. 48 3 No Great Britain Man 
Sandlin J.A. 47 5 No USA Woman 
Schatzki T. 47 0 No USA Man 
Bauman Z. 47 0 No Great Britain Man 
Tett L. 47 4 No Great Britain Woman 
Felstead A. 47 1 No Great Britain Man 
Sawchuk P. 47 2 No Canada Man 
Furlong A. 46 0 No Great Britain Man 
Law J. 46 0 No Great Britain Man 
Hesketh A. 46 0 No Great Britain Man 
Marton F. 46 0 No Sweden Man 
Denzin N.K. 46 0 No USA Man 
Boshier R. 45 6 No Canada Man 
Guba E.G. 45 0 No USA Man 
Hammond C. 45 1 No Great Britain Woman 
Lauder H. 44 1 Yes Great Britain Man 
Becker G.S. 44 0 No USA Man 
Barnett R. 44 0 No Great Britain Man 
Welton M.R. 44 1 No Canada Man 
English L.M. 43 5 No USA Woman 
Yin R.K. 42 0 No USA Man 

 

The dominating duo: UK and US  

Let us first focus on the countries where the scholars that receives most citations work. Out the 
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100 most cited researchers in the five journals, 38 were working at universities in UK whereas 37 
are from institutions in the US. If we add other primarily English-speaking countries, such as 
Canada and Australia, 85 of the 100 most cited researchers are from these four anglophone core 
countries. Out of the 15 remaining scholars 7 are from three small North-European countries - 
Finland/Sweden/Denmark - all of them oriented towards the anglophone research world. The 
remaining 8 scholars are from other European countries (6) and only 2 from South America (1) 
and Asia(1). Only 1 of these latter 8 individuals have published an article in some of the five journals 
included in the sample. Instead they constitute a group of social scientific “gurus” (Bourdieu, 
Habermas, Foucault, etc.)  

The pattern of dominance here is quite clear. However, it is worth reminding ourselves that the 
journals which are offering the data material here are limited to the bibliometric resources provided 
by Scopus. As such four out of five of these journals are published and edited in US, UK and 
Australia. As seen from the empirical data there seem to be little interest in those journals for 
research published from scholars outside the dominating countries.  

The domestic focus in the indexed journals seems to suggest that the pretense, as emerging within 
the current publication economy, of Scopus to measure the international academic research in an 
unbiased way is false. It is international in the sense that researchers in some of the dominating 
regions sometimes cite each other, but that is a very limited understanding of what the word 
“international” could entail as the rest of the world’s research is excluded. Language is certainly a 
very heavy reason. For instance, it is easy to check on Google scholar (which does not discriminate 
on language so much) that key adult education researchers writing in German are totally absent 
from anglo-american discussion while being frequently cited in German texts. More generally, 
scholars from regions and countries where the language is spoken by many and that sustain research 
systems that is big enough to support a domestic academic market seem to have little reasons to 
publish in these anglophone journals, and if even if they would their chances for becoming 
recognized seem pretty slim as the most cited content has such a strong national character and 
impetus. 

This may not necessarily constitute a problem since these journals might see themselves as serving 
academia in their own countries. Educational and work-life research are heavily contextualised and 
embedded within political, historical and administrative frames. Adult education is therefore not 
the same regardless of where it is played out, nor is work-life and its conditions for learning. 
However, one might argue that research should be international. One of the potential problems with 
a narrow domestic focus in what researchers read and cite, is that they miss opportunities of 
encountering valuable knowledge, conceptual tools and solutions to problems that others have 
already tackled etc. Furthermore, by comparing your domestic study object with similar objects in 
systems located elsewhere, it might further one's understanding of your domestic practices and 
systems.   

However, it is not easy to accomplish a truly international discourse within a research field, 
especially since the disciplinary openness of adult learning makes the conceptual toolbox and 
theoretical underpinning rather varied (cf. Chapter, 7). Presently there are few alternatives to 
English as a language to be used when scholars want to reach a global audience, particularly as 
English is adopted as first or second language by scholars in emerging economies such as China 
and India. The problems for researchers outside of the anglophone world is partly about workload, 
having to publish the same things for a home-audience as well as for the international scene. 
Another side of this is the role of collegial networks and ties, which in-themselves are nationally 
and regionally embedded. 

The male domination 
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One of the great changes in academia during the last half century is increased gender equality in 
terms of share of the academic staff. This development has been a consistent and gradual change. 
How is this mirrored in the citation database we are investigating? It turns out that 72 out of the 
100 most cited researchers in this sample are men. This means that less than one third of the top-
cited names in the field of adult learning goes to women. Such lack of balance between gender is 
certainly provocative. It shows that gender equality has not reached the academic elite as it is 
construed within our sample. During at least the last decade women has had a higher share of 
participation in higher education in general than men in a growing number of countries. This has 
been particularly pronounced in the educational and adult educational realm. The consequences of 
this pattern is not mirrored in our findings which, at first glimpse, are heavily male dominated.    

Looking more closely at these results reveals more details about this patriarchal tendencies. Among 
the 100 most cited names, 46 of the men and only 7 out of the women had not contributed to these 
journals themselves (during the time period). In more relative terms this amounts to roughly 25 
percent of the women whereas some 64 percent of the men. This indicates that, to a large extent, 
the patriarchal pattern among the top-cited names, is built up by “standard references” to scholars 
outside the field. Hence, it seems to be the abundance of references to major social scientific figures 
that serve the field with methodological and theoretical inspiration that lies behind these findings. 
Another way to put it is that in order to qualify for the list of top 100 cited scholars in adult 
education and learning research, women has to contribute to the field themselves to a much higher 
degree then the men does, who sometimes “become a name” although they do not partake in the 
specialised knowledge production.13   

The journal-specific citation networks  

Let us now turn toward each of the journals dominating citation networks and provide some 
impressions on their scholarly profile based on the name of the scholars that appear as most 
prominent in each publication outlet. Each image of these networks is structured by two factors: 
firstly, the volume of citations directed to the work from the other authors. That factor determines 
the size of each name. Secondly, the relative centrality that each of the authors has in relation to 
the other scholars publishing in that journal. That factor is determined by the citation links that 
each of the authors obtain within the network of individuals, which lies behind the location of their 
names. To facilitate the interpretation of relationships lines is drawn to symbolise direct citation 
links and green color has been used to illustrate the positions of current and former editors in each 
journal. The citation networks were visualized using Gephi with the ForceAtlas2 algorithm (Bastian 
et al, 2009). 
In Figure 1 (below) we see the citation practices from AEQ between 2006-2014. There is a near 
total dominance of authors located in North America, especially the US. Centrally located are 
people working with transformative learning theories (Taylor, Mezirow, Cranton), those who work 
with critical theories (Brookfield, Wilson) as well as those who have authored some of the key 
American textbooks in the field (Merriam, Baumgartner). Canadian scholars are also fairly well 
represented in the space of citations of AEQ (English, Grace, Butterwick, Gouthro). However, 
these scholars are not very centrally localised in the network, nor are they as well cited as the 
bibliographies from the US.   

Focusing on the location of the bibliographies of those 17 persons who have acted editors for the 
journal anywhere between 1989 and 2014, 11 of them can be located in the figure. Some of these 

                                                
13 However, male scholars who identify with the field (i.e. not the “gurus” from outside the field) might also need to 
publish a lot within the field in order to attract scholarly recognition. This is especially the case for scholars from non-
anglophone countries.  
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are key nodes building up core of the citation network (Merriam, Wilson, Baumgartner, Dirkx, 
Tisdell, Taylor, Cranton). Hence, to a fairly large extent citations here correspond to academic 
power in the form of editorial functions. Women are present among the larger citation clusters and 
does not obtain a subservient role. However, among the external references that is given weight 
within this citation network, most standard references are directed to men (Freire, Foucault, 
Knowles, Schön, Habermas, etc.)     

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. The space of citations in AEQ 2006-2014, fractionalized and accumulated as a 
direct citation network.   

In Figure 2 we can see how the citations from International Journal of Lifelong Learning play out in the 
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period 2006-2014. In the centre of this space of citations there are, on the one hand, male social 
scientists with very wide impact across a range of different disciplines (Bourdieu, Foucault, 
Giddens, Habermas, Fairclough, Bauman) and, on the other hand, researchers in the field of adult 
education and learning working with such sociological and critical theories (Edwards, Jarvis, Usher, 
Welton). One influential group is positioned in the Northwest, where most scholars tend to work 
with sociological theories related to policy (Field, Schuller, Preston, Brynner, Ball, Rubenson). 
These scholars are on the opposite end of another influential group that is all oriented toward 
sociocultural perspectives (Wenger, Lave, Billett, Engeström) located in the South of the graph. 
Intertwined with this we find a few bibliographies originated from the US (Mezirow, Knowles, 
Merriam, Tisdell). Close to this north-American camp we find a node built up by references to 
Paulo Freire who have not himself contributed to any of these journals, but still holds an important 
role as standard reference in both Adult Education Quarterly and International Journal of Lifelong 
Education. The woman that appear as influential within these journals are all located in the US 
(Merriam, Tisdell, Lave).  

Out of the eight individuals whom been editor of International Journal of Lifelong Learning from its 
start up until 2014, two of them are visible in the figure. Most centrally located and well-cited 
among them is the founding editor, Peter Jarvis. Not fully as centrally located as of the period 
2006-2014 is one of its current editors John Holford.  
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Figure 2. The space of citations in International Journal of Lifelong Learning 2006-2014, 
fractionalized and accumulated as a direct citation network.   

In Journal of Education and Work (Figure 3) we find a dominance of scholars situated in the UK. 
Centrally located are authors who work with sociological theories with a focus on the relation 
between education and work (Brown, Lauder, Hodgson, Spours, Hesketh, Keep, Ashton). South 
of this center we find scholars who have studied vocational education and training (Fuller, Unwin), 
and another group whom all work with sociocultural perspectives on learning (Wenger, Lave, 
Engeström).  

Worth noting is how several of the key bibliographies in this network are located at the Institute of 
Education in London (Young, Hodgson, Spours, Fuller, Unwin, Green, Evans, Ball). Interestingly 
though, the former Karl Mannheim Chair of the Sociology of Education at IOE - Basil Bernstein 
- receives less citations in this journal then does many of his contemporaries.    

In terms of editorial and administrative power impacting this citation network, we see the current 
editor in chief, Hugh Lauder, occupying a fairly central location in the network as well as a few of 
the current and former associate editors (Young, Hokinson). While the editorial board of Journal of 
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Education and Works has been constituted be a group of men (exclusively), some of the top-cited 
names in the journal are women from the Institute of Education (Fuller, Unwin, Evans). External 
referencing includes some women (Lave, Reay, Knorr-Cetina), but is clearly dominated by men.   

 

Figure 3. The space of citations in Journal of Education and Work 2006-2014, fractionalized and 
accumulated as a direct citation network. 

In figure 4, we can see how Journal of Workplace Learning looks like when taking into consideration 
the key citation clusters during the time 2006-2014. Contrary to the previous journals presented, 
Journal of Workplace Learning is characterised by extremely dispersed citation practices. In geographic 
term it is somewhat more international in its referencing culture despite a certain dominance of US 
and UK scholars. So, on the one hand Journal of Workplace Learning seem to lack a strong centrifugal 
force in terms of standard references, on the other hand it is more open in terms of which 
international scholars that has gotten recognition for their work.   

In the centre of this journal we find scholars which work with sociocultural perspectives on 
learning, may it be an Anglo-American interpretation of such perspective (Wenger, Lave, Billett), 
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or a European-continental interpretation (Engeström). In close proximity to the centre we also 
find scholars connected to vocational education and training research (Fuller, Unwin) as well as 
another group working within human resource development more broadly (Watkins, Marsick, 
Ellinger). Quite a number of the key bibliographies in this citation network are women (Fenwick, 
Lave, Fuller and Unwin, Marsick, Watkins) and oriented toward a qualitative research tradition.        

When focusing on the location of the editors, this is the only journal where none of these can be 
located in the figure at all. This result can probably, partly, be related to Journal of Workplace Learning 
being more flexible on the editorial side, where they often launch “special issues” in proximity to 
the Researching work and learning (RWL) conferences edited by guest editors from that particular 
country.14  

 

                                                
14 For example, see special Issue: RWL9 “Work, learning and globalisation: challenges for the 21st century” Guest 
Editors: Helen Bound, Yew-Jin Lee and Wei-Ying Lim (Volume 29, Issue 7/8) 
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Figure 4. The space of citations in Journal of Workplace Learning 2006-2014, fractionalized and 
accumulated as a direct citation network. 

In figure 5 (below) we can see how research published in Studies in Continuing Education shares an 
interest in sociocultural perspectives on learning with many of the other publication outlets above, 
here represented both by an Anglo-American interpretation of such perspective (Wenger, Lave, 
Billett) as well as a European interpretation (Engeström). Again vocational education and training 
research emerge as a central topic (Fuller, Unwin) as well as practice-oriented research approaches 
(Hager, Schatzki, Gherardi, Latour). Aside from being centred on socio-cultural theory there is 
very strong representation of authors from Australia in centre of this network (e.g. Billett, Boud, 
Hager, Solomon, Lee, Sommerville). Within the anglophone community of scholars interested in 
socio-cultural theory, some of the more prominent names in this journal are women (Lave, Fuller, 
Unwin, Evans, Lee, Solomon), while most of the standard references are here are still going to 
male authors (Boud, Billett, Engström, Hodkinson, Schon, Wenger).  

On the editorial side, we can see how David Boud, who has been a co-editor throughout the entity 
of the journals publication, is one of the most centrally located citation nodes in this network. We 
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can also see how two of the three other acting editors, up until 2014, are centrally located in the 
network, namely Nicky Solomon and Mark Tennant.  

Figure 5. The space of citations in Studies in Continuing Education 2006-2014, fractionalized and 
accumulated as a direct citation network. 

Discussion 

The overarching research problem of this chapter concerned the emergence of an economy of 
publication and citations and the role assigned to databases like WoS and Scopus to measure the 
quality and impact of academic labour in an unbiased and fair way.  In our case we have looked at 
a selection of journals within adult learning included in Scopus and extracted all the referencing 
that has occured in these journals during a period of twelve years (2006-2014). First, we outlined 
the hundred most cited scholars based on their full bibliographic impact in these journals. After 
that we performed a network analysis on the journal-specific citations and dissected as distinct 
invisible colleges.     
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The analyses indicate that there are reasons to question the presumption of lack of biases in the 
valuation of scholarly work in the journals under scrutiny. The domination of authors from a few 
countries is so extreme, that there is reason to believe that it is not representing the quality of 
research on a more global scale. When 85 out of the top 100 cited authors are from four english-
speaking countries, it seems more plausible to suggest that the referencing here mirrors the assigned 
value of research within these four dominating countries. The quality of research in the rest of the 
world seems not to be taken into consideration in any serious way.15 One reason to this can be that 
several journals which are included in Scopus, have a domestic bias and consider themselves as 
journals which primarily serve researchers and readers in a more local context. In this case AEQ 
was founded by the American Association of Adult and Continuing Education; the JEW was 
formerly known as British Journal of Education and Work; the SICE has Australian editors, while 
IJLE has editors from the UK. In this way, the international scope of these journal is not 
wholehearted. This might not be a problem, if Scopus and other indexing databases were not used 
in quality measurements internationally: the misrepresentation of quality is generated by the 
measurement tools, which excludes citations made other journals, most books etc, which are 
published in other contexts and is only available in other languages.  

Relating these results to previous bibliometric research concerned with international power 
relations we see that they are in line with the general duopolistic system presented by Heilbron and 
Gingras (2018), with a euro-american core and some semi-central and semi-peripheral countries. 
However, the label Europe is in reality, almost exclusively, British scholars in this case. In previous 
bibliometric studies on social scientific disciplines US also tend to hold a hegemonic position which 
does not seem entirely warranted looking at our results from the field of adult education and 
learning (cf Heilbron & Gingras, 2018). Instead of a single country having a clear-cut leadership 
position, our findings point out UK and US as a dominating duo. The results are also in line with 
the conclusions presented by Persson (2010) and Basu (2010) that most citations in the leading 
databases are, in fact, directed to domestic entries even if the pretense is that they are international 
in scope.16      

The combination of a domestic focus and language policies have severe consequences. The five 
Scopus-selected journals are all monolinguistic and anglophone. It means that citations in texts 
written in other languages are excluded, tout court. Furthermore, this language discrimination at the 
highest echelons of contemporary academia does not only affect the small languages across the 
globe, but also languages spoken by 100 of millions of individuals. Extebarria and Gomez-Uranga 
(2010) have shown that the dominating scholars within Spanish research is not present in WoS or 
Scopus at all. Writing in a language read by 500 million users they also have little reason why they 
would try and do so. This is consistent with other bibliometric studies that has shown that larger 
countries and languages, such as Spain or Germany, tend to have more limited collaborations 
internationally since their own domestic market is much larger (Heilbron and Gingras, 2018). 
However, scholars from smaller countries and languages regimes are, on the hand, more dependent 
on international scholarly recognition while, on the other, also less likely to receive it.      

In the current era these measurement tools are increasingly influencing university politics on a 
more global level, i.e. outside of Anglophone countries, and an ever increasing number of 
                                                
15 From our own contacts, we know that a lot of research is published in Japanese, Korean, Spanish, Portuguese and 
German. One can thus suspect that there are a lot to be missed when research does not pay attention to international 
research to the extent we have shown to be the case in the field of adult education and learning. For this to change, 
however, is not sufficient to get publishers, editors and reviewers interested in this work, one would also have to train 
researchers to read and acknowledge work across current borders.    
16 Anderson-Lewitt (2011) points out in a review of ethnographic education research on a global scale how different 
discourses are elaborated outside of the anglophone academia. These excluded books and journals may elaborate other 
discourses, other problems and focus on other study objects.  
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researchers seem more or less forced to consider publishing in the journals that have been 
hallmarked as “international” by the leading databases, in spite of their domestic anglo-american 
focus. However, as our analysis shows such efforts for researchers outside the anglo-american core 
countries seem to have very limited possibilities to be rewarded within the larger community of 
scholars that contribute to Scopus journals as very few “outsiders” are recognised and rewarded 
for their work. One might even draw the conclusion from all of this that instrumentally motivated 
activities in order to promote the position within the current quality-measurement-tools simply 
does not “pay”. Is it a game for useful idiots?  

In our analysis we also scrutinised how the most cited scholars in the field relate to the 
representation of gender. The result was striking: male researchers are much more cited than female 
authors. Looking more closely at these results revealed that this patriarchal tendency was not 
primarily due to citations to others active in the field, but instead built up by a rather extreme 
gender difference in the citations directed to scholars those outside the field, i.e. authors on 
methodology and general theory. One might speculate that this partly constitute a lingering effect 
of the previous state of the academia as most the “standard references” goes to the old canon a 
time when academia was even more male dominated then it is today.  Within the bibliometric 
research tradition this can be related to the Matthew’s effect of academic work: that citations lead 
to more citations (de Solla Price, 1986, p 226). The “old” male dominance is in such case 
reproduced by both men and women active in the various subfields in social science when they are 
rendered a status as “standard references” across a range of different disciplines.  

The results are not entirely surprising because also in other respects, like the share of full 
professorships, men tend to be overwhelmingly overrepresented as compared to women. An 
analyses of the Swedish academic system concluded that men are more and more concentrated in 
the academic community the higher you get in the current hierarchies (Charpkowska & Wold, 
2004). In their study of the cohorts of graduates with a bachelor in traditional faculties, men ended 
up being four times more likely than women to end up at a full professorship (chair). Of those who 
graduated with a PhD men became professors two times more often than did the women. And 
this is within a university system where most students, since the 1970s, have been women and a 
country that prides itself for being relatively progressive in terms of gender equality.17  

If it is true that gender discrimination forms an integral part of the citations practices in current 
academia, one might point to numerous underlying factors that might help sustain such social 
structure. One part of this might be the gendered division work, where academic teaching to a large 
extent is carried out by women whereas research tend to be dominated by men. Gender biases in 
the citation practices should, in any case, not be studied in isolation as it relates back to lack of 
research resources, lack of research opportunities as well as academic titles and key positions.     

The academic power of editors   

Another attribute that is visible in the list of top cited scholars as well as in the journal specific 
networks, is the administrative power exercised by editors of these journals. In a Borudieusian 
sense, this is an example of institutionalised capital, i.e. key position in the academic field as well as 
power over the means of reproduction of knowledge (Bourdieu, 1997). Out of the 39 editors that 
was found in the history of editors in the journals that appear in the sample, some 15 is part of the 
top-cited names. This corresponds to roughly 40 percent of the full list of editors, or 15 percent of 
                                                
17 Another study of the peer reviewing in the Swedish Medical Research Council concluded that the peer reviewing was 
discriminating women applicants in a study, which could rule out a number of alternative hypothesis: for a female 
applicant to receive a grant they had to produce 3 extra papers in Nature or Science and be 2,5 times more productive 
than the average male applicant (Wennerås & Wold, 1997, p. 342). The conclusion was that it was discrimination, 
which was behind the outcomes. 
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the full list of top-cited names. Some of the other top-cited scholars, and centrally located names 
are also, or have recently been, editors for journals not included in the sample, such as Billett who 
are the editor of Vocations and learning, Alison Fuller and Lorna Unwin for Journal of Vocational 
Education and training, or Stephen Ball long-standing editor of Journal of Educational policy.  

It is indeed difficult to disentangle if the assigned value to the work of editors has to do with their 
gatekeeping function to a particular journal or if it is on the basis of their scientific capital (see 
Bourdieu, 1997), i.e. the recognition their scientific work has received from peers. However, when 
looking at the journal specific network analysis, we can see how it is rare that editors in one journal 
is attributed a key role in the citations in other journals. If the editorial assignments were heavily 
intertwined with scientific capital in the field as a whole, then we would expect many of the editors 
to be centrally placed in more journals besides their “own”18. This issue connects to issues of the 
field being segmented and loose.  

The research field(s) 

The research practices, which are here scrutinised have many labels: Research on adult education, 
adult learning, lifelong learning, workplace learning, popular education and several more in fact. As 
can be seen from our findings it is definitely not a tight international invisible college. Instead they 
are multiple, often with a domestic focus. However, there are also a tendency of certain approaches 
and perspectives to prefer specific journals. Furthermore, there are connections in term of 
geography and perspectives between journals. Wittgenstein’s expression “family resemblances” 
could be useful to denote the relations between the journals. They are not the same, but they are 
not altogether different from each other. In the economy of publications and citations such lack 
of coherence is a flaw. Citations are spread out to other areas, like sociology or education, which is 
legitimate, but also support the conclusion of weak connections between researchers active in these 
research communities. The very pronounced domestic focus contributes to the same same 
conclusion. The adult education and learning research is, in this sense, unclear as a sub-discipline, 
i.e. it is not an international actor-network, which includes and excludes in a clear way. Nespor 
(1996), writing from a Actor-network theory perspective compared physics and management and 
found that they were very different. Physics being a tight and management a loose actor network. 
The research practices we investigated seems to operate like the field of management; a loose actor-
network, with few, strong connections, which is a similar conclusion to Rubenson and Elfert in 
their chapter of this book (chapter 2).  

With this loose networks comes short-sightedness. One can always forge new connections and 
forsake old ones, not caring much about the research field and its development, since there are 
several actor-networks, weakly connected, akin to amoebas. A consequence is that research, with 
the label adult education, lifelong learning and similar, do not belong to an invisible college related 
to adult education. Rather, they only exploit the positions and culture and some other invisible 
colleges in the academic journals they publish in. These invisible colleges might also become weak, 
when there are not many journals to publish in. One have to publish elsewhere also. In that sense, 
it would be good if there were more academic journals, since that would mean more 
“conversations”, i.e. more research was exposed through articles and more researchers would 
recognise texts which was relevant for their own research.  

The research practices we are here discussing may not be defined and delimited in a very clear way. 
                                                
18 However, we can see how two Australian scholars, who are editors for journals in the field, David Boud and Stephen 
Billett, are relatively central figures in several of the journals under scrutiny. Such position most likely connect to 
Australian scholars having a “brokering function” in the field of adult education and learning research mediating 
between scholars in different countries as well as between different camps in the field (see Nylander, Österlund & 
Fejes, 2018, and chapter 4 in this book).  
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The background of this can be many, but we want to highlight two. The first has to do with the 
lack of a common knowledge base, i.e. what could be common knowledge among those, who are 
doing the research. This is not very conspicuous; since it is also the case with educational research 
generally and also areas like management, or gender studies - research areas, which are more 
defined by their study object, than by a perspective. What becomes more troublesome is the lack 
of common delimitations on what constitutes this study object: Is it adults who are taught or is it 
also adults, who are learning, without being taught or is the educational system provided for adults 
etc. Does higher education belong here or human resource development? Answers are provisional 
and shift according to the region the research activity takes place. In relation to academic journals 
it is a difficulty, since various invisible colleges operate at least partly independently from each 
other, e.g. in higher education, human resource development and in learning at the workplaces.  

The second problem concerns the tendency for researchers to belong to several sub-disciplines. A 
lot of the research practices are sociological and some is developing themes, which could be part 
of educational philosophy. Some researchers are using learning theory, which make them 
participate in conferences, where all participants are connected by such theory as node. One might 
say that many belong to several invisible colleges or are at least faced with such choices. The 
challenge for journals trying to be more comprehensive is great, since rivalling sub-disciplines are 
tempting with better rewards, e.g. have journals, which are indexed in Scopus and WoS.. The fact 
that educational research is not highly regarded by other disciplines (van Zanten, 2009) might also 
influence, i.e. papers on adult education or learning will be sent to journals in subdisciplines like 
educational sociology. Research on higher education has, e.g., more journals indexed in the WoS 
as compared to adult education or workplace learning. This lack of concentration, i.e. that 
researcher is often connected to several invisible colleges has un undermining effect on the strength 
of adult education and learning research as a collective - it becomes a loose network, which cannot 
act with power.  

The invisible colleges can be viewed as less volatile, slowly transforming entities. Our analysis is 
therefore not delimited to the indexes and their selection of journals but concerns the more general 
question about the invisible colleges or networks of references to texts and their location in 
journals. On the other hand, invisible colleges and their power also changes and are to some extent 
dialectically related to the technology of the economy of publications and citations and similar 
managerial tools.  
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