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Abstract

This study focuses on the internationalization trajectories of political science in Japan,
specifically examining the publishing practices of Japanese political scientists in both
English and Japanese languages. The study reveals a generational shift, where younger
scientists, especially those working abroad, increasingly publish in English, aligning
with global trends in English publications and co-authorship since the 2000s. This
shift contrasts with those working in Japan, who predominantly publish in Japanese
and have yet to adopt co-authorship significantly. This article also notes a decline in
book publications in both English and Japanese among Japanese political scientists,
indicating a broader preference for peer-reviewed articles over books due to profes-
sional pressures in Japan. The study uses descriptive statistics, text analysis, network
analysis, and qualitative analysis to explore these trends, highlighting the influence of
internationalization on Japanese political science publication strategies.

1 Introduction

Scientists have contributed to their discipline, community, and society for several decades,
yielding scholastic publications. Owing to the recent advancement of both the data infras-
tructure and datasets of scientific publication or other related information, the research on
bibliometrics and “science of science” have made new findings on scientific practices [1,
2, 3]: scientists have begun to discover scientific patterns such as the success and peak of
a scientist’s career (”hot streaks”) [3], the correlation between scientific productivity and
age [4], patterns of co-authorship and teamwork, the scientific impact, and citation.

There are studies of science of science in political science. For example, there has been
a significant growth in the literature examining ”the gendered nature of political science.”
Those studies show that female political scientists are still underrepresented compared to
their male counterparts [5, 6]. The studies deal with topics such as the leaking pipeline,
the citation gap, invisilibity and inclusion of women of color, and publication bias across
various regional contexts [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22]. However,
scant attention has been paid to non-Western countries.

Moreover, there is a growing body of research on co-authorship in political science [23,
24, 25, 26, 9, 27, 28]. Co-authorship has been increased in many fields of science, including
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political science [29]. The studies on co-authorship patterns aim to elucidate the charac-
teristics of scientific networks, such as mutual trust, cooperation, exchange of ideas, and
creativity. It also inquires about the amount of co-authorship across disciplines, nations,
and languages. Language, geographical conditions, and sub-disciplines play a significant
role in the co-authorship among political scientists. The studies suggested that different
countries have different publishing strategies and publishing cultures. Also, authors’ ages
were related to productivity [30]. They were essential findings. However, the studies men-
tioned above exclusively focused on the cases of Western countries [31, 23, 25]. There is
room for discussion on whether the findings of these studies can be applied to non-Western
countries. Metz and Jäckle [24, p. 157] wrote:

“because focusing on leading journals means focusing on English-speaking
journals, the role of scientists publishing predominantly in other languages or
in specific national communities is certainly undervalued. . . ”

Additionally, there are other themes in political science, such as the peer-review pro-
cess [32], citation pattern [33], determinants of research productivity [34], publication bias [35,
36], the relationship between research productivity and reputation rankings [37], and in-
ternational editorial board composition [38]. Again, the author would like to emphasize
that the existing research is biased toward Western countries. Even if significant patterns
and facts about the scientific work made by political scientists are discovered, it is still
being determined whether they are also observed in non-Western countries.

Thus, it is the internationalization of political science that should be studied. In coun-
tries of the non-Anglophone sphere, scholars conduct academic activities not only in En-
glish but also in their primary languages [39]. Where this prevalent ’dual-language-world’
scenario persists, how does academic research develop in pursuing bifurcated publishing
realms? [40, 41] Given this fact, it is a pitfall in collecting bibliometric data. Major cita-
tion databases such as PubMed, Web of Science, and SCOPUS cover academic journals
exclusively published in English. Therefore, if we want to comprehensively investigate
the scientific practice of ’dual-language’ within a social science discipline (e.g., political
science), we must look into international non-English databases.1 Since Japanese political
scientists put weight on Japanese and English publications in pursuing their scientific ca-
reers, the scientific career trajectory of Japanese political scientists is a crucial case study
of the internationalization of political science. The explication and scholarly scrutiny of
the outcomes engendered by sustaining the ’dual realms’ of English and native languages
are paramount for the inception of a new research topic. Prospective comparative analy-
ses will be anticipated to ascertain the applicability of this article’s findings across diverse
nations and interdisciplinary fields.

1Is there a discipline of political science with unique features localized by domestic context? For more on
this point, see: [42].
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2 Literature Review and Research Questions

How can we define “internationalization of political science?” Carammia simplified inter-
nationalization as an increase in the publication in international journals and an increase
in international co-authorship [43, p. 565]. Just as Caramia, Breuning et al. also consid-
ered submissions and publications in international journals to be important indicators of
internationalization. It is widely accepted that publishing articles from top-ranked in-
ternational political science journals is a distinctive indicator of internationalization [44,
pp.789-799]. However, as Norris defined internationalization of political science as an ac-
celerated movement of people, communications, and labor, there should be other features
that are related to internationalization [45, pp.127-157]: transnational mobility of scholars
and students, adjustment of curriculum to international standards, research and teach-
ing outside of a country of residence, the establishment of school branches and campuses
outside the original country, obtaining supranational academic funds, and organizing in-
ternational conferences [46, 47, 48, 49, 50]. 2 While the authors are fully aware that the
definition of internationalization is multifaceted, we adopt changes in journal publication
patterns as an indicator of internationalization in this article. Hence, we do not deal with
other indicators like student and faculty mobility, education, international strategies of col-
leges, and funding. The studies on internationalization of scientific activities in Japan were
conducted from diverse aspects: expansion of co-authorship networks, diversification of
faculty members, acceptance of international students, changes in international rankings,
and governmental policies [51, 52]. However, those studies were not specific to the social
sciences, and political science is out of the scope of consideration.

Research Question: Carammia’s research showed that international production and
collaborative political science research had moved from Anglo-American countries to pe-
ripheral European countries [43]. Numerous studies on internationalization in Western
Europe [43] and Central/Eastern Europe had done [53, 54, 48], however, only a tiny amount
of research using reliable data had been done on non-Western countries, such as Japan.3

How has this affected the Japanese political scientist’s publishing strategy in English and
Japanese? Is the internationalization of political science in non-Western regions, e.g., Japan,
progressing? It is our fundamental research question.

According to a review of the history of political science in Japan, there were two turn-
ing points in Japanese political science [57, 58]. The first occurred in 1945. It is said that
a significant disconnect exists in terms of themes and methodologies between Japanese
political science before and after World War II. While influenced by Western political sci-
ence, postwar political science was founded upon critical reflection on the prewar period.
The central research theme was the study of totalitarianism in prewar Japan [59, 60]. Fur-
thermore, the second turning point happened in the 1980s, with the influx of American

2What are the causes for the internationalization of political science? Scholars pointed out the development
of dense international networks, resources for international activity, and the existence of incentives for career
paths [43, 46].

3There are some studies on non-Western countries like southern American countries or Turkey. However,
they remain to be exceptional[55, 56].
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political science into Japan. After the second turning point, tension and conflict emerged
between the Japan-specific postwar political scientists and the more scientific, positivist
political scientists.4

Some believed that Japanese political scientists had stayed the same since the prewar
or postwar period. In the 1980s, scholarly attention was increased on the causes of Japan’s
economic growth, and many Japanese academics wrote research articles and books on
Japanese politics in English. However, some say Japanese political scientists had not been
educated abroad, had never taught at foreign institutions, and had not written in English.
It was also said that Japanese political scientists tend to prioritize writing books in Japanese
over articles written in English [61, 62]. A Japanese governmental institution pointed out
the following:

”Japanese political scientists are domestically oriented. The percentage of par-
ticipation in international political science conferences is low, as can be seen
by comparing the number of political scientists by country. The incentive for
internationalization (e.g., writing papers in English) is extremely low. This low
incentive was underscored by the remark of the prominent political scientist at
this meeting. Notably, there have been limited numbers of contributions to in-
ternational journals from scholars who have returned to Japan even after they
taught in the U.S. or in other foreign countries [63, pp.142-143].”

However, some scholars argued that within the social sciences and humanities in Japan,
pressure to publish articles in international journals has loomed large [64]. According to
them, articles and books written in Japanese had been disregarded as academic achieve-
ments: a Japanese political scientist asserted that ”Japanese political science is becoming
more like economics [65].”

After all, has the internationalization of Japanese political science advanced or stag-
nated? If internationalization has advanced, this should be ”the third turning point” of
Japanese political science. However, there needs to be more empirical research on Japanese
political scientists’ publication patterns in the context of internationalization. This article
examines this issue using the original data collected by the authors. More detailed research
questions are as follows:

RQ1: if the internationalization of Japanese political science has fallen behind, the num-
ber of publications in international journals has not been increased. Additionally, there
have been no generational gap in the number of publications in international journals and
domestic journals.

RQ2: if the internationalization of Japanese political science has fallen behind, interna-
tional co-authorship has not been increased and has not differed from preceding genera-
tions.

4Sakai [57] examined from a bibliometric perspective whether these two historical turning points in
Japanese political science existed. As a result, he clarified that there was a break with the prewar period
in postwar Japanese political science. However, in contrast, Sakai found that even after the 1980s, there was
no disconnection with earlier generations.
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RQ3: if Japanese political science internationalization has fallen behind, there have
been a systematic difference between the topics of articles published in international jour-
nals and domestic journals.

3 Data and Methods

3.1 Data

We collected data from international and domestic political science publications. The au-
thors identified the political scientists who published articles in international/domestic
academic journals (book reviews were excluded from the data). So, the unit of observation
was individual Japanese political scientists: if a scholar published a single-authored arti-
cle, he/she was counted as a sample (n=1). In the case of co-authorship among Japanese
scholars, for instance, if the co-authors are Sato, Suzuki, Takahashi, and Tanaka, each was
given a count as a sample (n=4).

The authors referred to the 2018 journal ranking by Journal Citation Reports (JCR) and
listed the top 50 political science journals from January 1971 until October 2023 (see Ap-
pendix 1 for the complete list). In addition, the authors collected data from six primary
Japanese political science journals (see Appendix 1 for the complete list). The total sample
size of our data is 3054, of which 442 were published in international journals, and 2612
were published in Japanese journals.

In the list of international journals, we identified Japanese political scientists. ”Japanese
political scientists” here were defined as those born in Japan and with Japanese nationality.
Scholars who initially had Japanese nationality and renounced it later were also included
in the data. However, foreign nationals who had resided and worked in Japan were not
included, nor were those who were born in Japan but chose the nationality of their parent’s
country of origin (e.g., Michael D. Ward or Frances M. Rosenbluth).

After collecting all the data on publications, we assigned the authors’ gender infor-
mation, birth years, affiliations, citation counts, abstracts, the names of the co-authors,
information on the book publications, positions, and where they obtained their jobs (over-
seas/Japan). The information was gathered from their personal, academic, and institu-
tional web pages. Sometimes, the authors asked the scholars to provide their information.

3.2 Methods

This study examines the degree of internationalization of Japanese political scientists using
quantitative methods, computational social science methods, and case studies. To answer
RQ1, descriptive statistical analysis was used: the authors used Python with the packages
such as ”json,” ”math,” ”pandas,” ”numpy,” and ”matplotlib.”

Network Analysis: to answer RQ2, the authors conducted a network analysis using
R (R.4.3.2) and RStudio (2023.12.1). The author utilized the packages ”igraph,” ”statnet,”
”signnet,” and ”rio.” In articles authored by multiple individuals, we meticulously ana-
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lyzed the co-authorship relationships. Initially, every co-authorship relation was extracted
from the comprehensive dataset. Subsequently, the authors categorized this refined data
into sub-datasets, each spanning distinct periods, and formatted them as edgelists. The pe-
riods demarcated were 1971-1980, 1981-1990, 1991-2000, 2001-2010, and 2011-2023 [66, 67].
Then, the authors calculated the critical indices of each graph within the framework of
undirected graphs.

Topic Modeling: to examine RQ3, the authors conducted a textual analysis. The au-
thors aimed to investigate the utilization of data extracted from the abstracts of both inter-
national and domestic journals. Their objective was to identify subjects within a corpus of
texts and words that were intimately associated with those subjects. The abstracts, which
formed the unit of analysis, were meticulously collected from a subcategory pertinent to
political science journals.

In the methodology, a series of preprocessing steps were undertaken. These included
tokenizing, complexity reduction (i.e., removing URLs, separators, symbols, punctuation,
numbers, and stop words. Then the data were lower-cased and lemmatized), and creating
the Document Feature Matrix. Following this preprocessing, the texts were categorized
using Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA). The choice of LDA was strategic; it was selected
due to its suitability for analyses that do not require the integration of covariates or struc-
tures. Consequently, other models such as Structural Topic Modeling (STM), Guided LDA,
and keyATM were deemed unnecessary and, therefore, not utilized in this study [68]. The
authors used R (R.4.3.2) and RStudio (2023.12.1) to implement the topic modeling. The
authors used the R packages such as ”tm,” ”ldatuning,” ”textstem,” and ”quanteda.”

Qualitative analysis: lastly, the authors picked up 41 Japanese political scientists (see
Appendix 2 for the questionnaire wordings) who published articles in international jour-
nals and sent them a questionnaire. The 36 out of 41 who responded to our survey were
broadly divided into three groups: 1: those who received their doctoral degrees overseas
and were employed by overseas universities (13 scholars), 2: those who received their doc-
toral degrees overseas and were employed by Japanese universities (14 scholars), and 3:
those who received their doctoral degrees in Japan and were employed by Japanese uni-
versities (9 scholars). Those who obtained a doctoral degree in Japan and were positioned
at overseas universities were almost non-existent and thus could not be included in the
survey.

4 Results

Answering the RQ1: how have the numbers of English and Japanese publications changed
over the past 50 years? Initially, the authors examined the number of publications by gen-
eration, considering that the number of publications is proportional to age and conditional
on whether the first job of Japanese political scientists was in Japan or abroad. The number
of publications in English varied by generation, with younger Japanese political scientists
who could find employment abroad tend to publish more in English and tend not to pub-
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lish in Japanese. This fact aligned with a qualitative survey conducted among Japanese po-
litical scientists, which will be discussed later in this article. For those working in foreign
institutions, there was almost no incentive to publish in Japanese, which likely explained
why they rarely did so. Conversely, Japanese political scientists who sought employment
in Japanese universities tend to write few articles in English. They predominantly pub-
lished in Japanese, and this tendency did not significantly vary across generations (Figure
1).

Regarding English publications by Japanese political scientists, the number of articles
published through co-authorship had significantly increased since 2005. The increase in
co-authorship in English articles was consistent with the fact that the co-authorship net-
work of Japanese political scientists who publish in English had become more complex
in recent years in the co-authorship network, as we see later in this article. Addition-
ally, this fact completely matches Barabasi and Wang’s observation that, as a general trend
in academia, co-authored publications have increased since the 2000s in various fields of
natural sciences [1, p. 104] . In contrast, the number of single-authored English articles by
Japanese political scientists had remained relatively high. Articles written in Japanese were
overwhelmingly single-authored, and co-authored papers were rare (Figure 2). Therefore,
it could be inferred from the data that co-authorship was either not valued in the do-
mestic research community or at least single-authored research was preferred. This result
suggests that domestic journals has followed a different trajectory from the international
trend of increasing and establishing a culture of co-authorship.

Figure 1: Journal Publications by First Job

How have book publication patterns changed over the past 50 years? The authors cal-
culated whether the percentage of publications in English by Japanese political scientists
was above or below the average. And the authors assumed that if above average, his/her
Dominant Publication Language (hereafter DPL) was English, and if below average, the
DPL was Japanese. In other words, if more than 11 percent of all publications were in En-
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Figure 2: Co-Authorship in English and Japanese

glish, the DPL was English; otherwise, it was Japanese. Japanese political scientists whose
DPL was English used to publish both English and Japanese books, but the number of
books published by the younger generation had significantly decreased. Japanese political
scientists whose DPL was Japanese seldom publish books in English, and there seems to be
a declining trend in the number of books published in Japanese (Figure 4). This trend had
remained unchanged even when conditioning the first job of Japanese political scientists
as being in Japan or abroad (Figure 3).

What can we ay from the fact that the Japanese political scientists have become to pub-
lisah fewer books in either English or Japanese? It might be that there has been a shift
among Japanese political scientists to count the publication of peer-reviewed articles as a
more significant achievement than books 5. This fact suggests that the academic activi-
ties of political scientists affiliated with domestic research institutions are also a result of
their responses to incentives related to employment, promotion, salary increases, and job
changes. In other words, they do not contribute to international journals and only pub-
lish monographs in Japanese in domestic journals, whether explicitly or implicitly, which
can result from responding to incentives to gain recognition at their institutions and in
their academic communities in Japan. As discussed in the interviews, the differences in
the publication strategies of Japanese political scientists, both in Japan and abroad, can be
explained by differences in incentives.

Answering the RQ2: in the initial phase (1971-1980), the scholarly output of Japanese
academics was relatively limited, with a mere 11 articles published. Among these, 5 fea-
tured co-authorship, incorporating 2 combinations of dyadic international collaborations6.

5According to Sakai cite[32], the younger the Japanese political scientists, the more they choose peer-
reviewed articles over non-refereed articles. Sakai suggests this is because young scholars are more pressured
by competition to obtain jobs. Hence, the authors assume this is why younger political scientists prefer to
publish peer-reviewed articles than books.

6In this context, it is pertinent to elucidate the methodological approach employed for quantifying co-
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Figure 3: Book Publications by First Job

Figure 4: Book Publications by Dominant Publication Language

Progressing to the second phase (1981-1990), there was a discernible increase in interna-
tional publication, totaling 24 articles. Of these, 10 were co-authored, encompassing 14
patterns of dyadic international collaborations. The third phase (1991-2000) witnessed a
substantial augmentation in total publications, which soared to 69. 27 articles were co-
authored within this publication, featuring 33 dyadic international collaborative patterns.
The fourth phase (2001-2010) marked a significant escalation in scholarly production, with
the total number of publications escalating to 127. In this period, 73 articles resulted from

authorship relationships. To illustrate, consider a scenario wherein Yamada, Tanaka, and Smith co-author a
scholarly article. In such an instance, this particular publication is accounted for as a single instance. However,
it encompasses two distinct dyadic international co-authorship relationships: one between Yamada and Smith
and another between Tanaka and Smith.
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co-authorship, including 62 dyadic international collaborations. Lastly, the fifth and final
phase (2011-2023) saw an exponential growth in total publications, amounting to 269. No-
tably, this period was characterized by a substantial increase in collaborative efforts, with
208 co-authored articles, of which 209 involved dyadic international collaborative patterns.

The proliferation of scholarly publications in English had escalated at a rate nearly
twofold that of the preceding decade. This surge ostensibly was attributed to the rapid
growth of Japanese political scientists. Contrarily, an examination of the membership
trends within the Japanese Political Science Association since 1971 revealed a decelerat-
ing growth pattern, with the membership expansion ratios dwindling successively to 1.51,
1.33, 1.17, and 1.06 times per decade, respectively. Consequently, it was impossible to cor-
relate the heightened frequency of English publications with a substantial escalation in the
populace of Japanese political scientists.

Figure 5: Co-Authorship Network, 1971-1980

The network’s temporal dynamics analysis revealed a considerable escalation in the
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Figure 6: Co-Authorship Network, 1981-1990

number of nodes and edges, signifying a pronounced and rapid expansion of the net-
work’s structure over the observed periods (see Figure 1). Simply put, there had been a
significant and progressive increase in the volume of scholarly publications and the extent
of international collaboration among Japanese academics over the past five decades. The
growth in international co-authorship highlighted a trend towards more globalized and
interconnected research networks. This discernible trend can be more profoundly compre-
hended through the visualization of the networks (see Figure 5, Figure 6, Figure 7, Figure 8,
and Figure 9 ).

The 1971-1980 and 1981-1990 networks exhibited a tendency to connect nodes of analo-
gous degrees, resulting in a uniform distribution of coefficient of degree variations. How-
ever, the temporal fluctuations in degree correlations reflected an evolving pattern of inter-
node connections within the network. Notably, the period from 2001 to 2010 marked a
decline in degree correlations, indicative of the network’s diversification and the flourish-
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Figure 7: Co-Authorship Network, 1991-2000

ing of connections between nodes of varying degrees. This trend pointed to an enhanced
heterogeneity within the network, characterized by a proliferation of diverse connections.
Subsequently, the assimilation of new nodes and groups with distinct attributes into the
existing network structure led to a resurgence in connections among nodes of similar de-
grees, culminating in a heightened degree correlation. Concurrently, the average clustering
coefficient had been observed to diminish over time. This trend was likely attributable to
the dilution of tight-knit clusters within the network due to its expansion and the integra-
tion of new nodes (Figure 1).

The analytical framework employed to dissect the network’s architecture was grounded
in modularity-based cluster analysis by the Louvain algorithm (Figues 10, 11, 12, 13, 14).
In 1971, the network’s nascent stage was characterized by a mere trifecta of clusters, each
comprising only a duo of nodes. However, a temporal scan over the subsequent half-
century revealed a marked cluster proliferation, which escalated to 19, 21, 66, and 91. This
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Figure 8: Co-Authorship Network, 2001-2010

Table 1: Network Values, 1971-2023

trajectory unmistakably mirrored the network’s evolution, underscoring its community
structure’s pronounced maturation and refinement. In the data spanning 2011-2023, the
five most prominent clusters manifested with a significantly enhanced node composition,
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Figure 9: Co-Authorship Network, 2011-2023

boasting 42, 40, 31, 22, and 21 nodes, respectively. It indicated the emergence and consol-
idation of distinct groups, communities, or factions within the network, each coalescing
around unique specializations and shared interests, thereby delineating a more sophisti-
cated and specialized network topology.
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Figure 10: Clusters: 1971-1980

Figure 11: Clusters: 1981-1990

A detailed examination of the betweenness centrality for individual political scientists
unveiled nuanced insights. Between 1971 and 1980, the betweenness centrality was regis-
tered at zero, suggesting a nascent or underdeveloped state of network interactions among
political scientists. In subsequent periods, a discernible increment in centrality values was
observed: for instance, Hiroshi Shimizu exhibited a centrality of 0.00025 during 1981-1990,
Ikuo Kabashima 0.0014 in 1991-2000, and Motishi Suzuki 0.0013 from 1985 to 2000. The
period 2001-2010 witnessed further increases, with Kosuke Imai registering a centrality of
0.0028, Yusaku Horiuchi 0.0024, and both Kenichi Ikeda and Takashi Inoguchi marking
0.00063, while Asato Saito stood at 0.00053. The most recent epoch, 2011-2023, saw Seiki
Tanaka and Kosuke Imai achieving a centrality of 0.014 and Yusaku Horiuchi at 0.0095.
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Figure 12: Clusters: 1991-2000

Figure 13: Clusters: 2001-2010

The emergence of nodes with elevated mediating centrality over time suggests that these
political scientists had assumed pivotal roles in facilitating the flow of information and
resources within the network, effectively acting as critical conduits that bridge disparate
communities. These political scientists exhibited a pronounced propensity for accruing
substantial citation counts, alongside notably elevated h-index and i10-index values, in-
dicative of their significant scholarly impact and sustained contribution to the field (see
Table 2). As Barabasi and Wang suggested [1], these authors might be more likely to have
more collaborators than others by preferential attachment.

Answering the RQ3: the data for Japanese articles were taken from abstracts of Nenpo-
Seijigaku, Leviathan, and Senkyo-Kenkyu (now named ”group A”). On the other hand,
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Figure 14: Clusters: 2011-2023

Table 2: Citations and Indexes

the data for English publications were abstracts downloaded from the American Politi-
cal Science Review, American Journal of Political Science, and Journal of Politics (named
”group B”). For international relations, we extracted data from abstracts of Kokusai-Seiji
(now named ”group C”). Abstracts of English publications on international relations were
extracted from International Organization, International Studies Quarterly, Journal of Con-
flict Resolution, and Journal of Peace Research (now named ”group D”). In order to iden-
tify the right number of topics for extraction through LDA, we examined specific model
comparison criteria from the R package ldatuning. These criteria were:”CaoJuan2009,”
”Arun2010,” and ”Deveaud2014.” The ”FindTopicNumer” command suggested optimal
k=49 for group A, k=14 for group B, K=31 for group C, and k=15 for group D.

Subsequently, the researchers undertook a meticulous computation of the mean topic
estimates across the corpus of documents, culminating in the identification and enumer-
ation of the quintet of predominant topics for each designated group A, B, C, and D. The
results are shown in the Figure 15. Next, the comprehension of each topic’s essence was
facilitated by analyzing words ranked at the upper echelons (i.e., top 10 words). By syn-
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ergizing significant topics with their corresponding salient words, the authors could infer
the core substance of the predominant discourse within the documents.

Figure 15: Mean Estimate of Topic Probability: Groups A, B, C, D

In an analysis contrasting group A with group B (Figures 16 and 17), it emerged that
group A predominantly focused on aspects of the Japanese political system, encompass-
ing voter behavior and policy development. Despite addressing similar empirical subjects
within the political science domain, group B paralleled group A in its exploration of empir-
ical phenomena, such as electoral processes and policy formulation. However, there was a
pronounced prevalence of terminology associated with quantitative analysis in group B’s
discourse, including references to ”data,” ”measurement,” ”causal,” ”mechanism,” ”ex-
periment,” ”survey,” and ”statistical.” We observed that Japanese political scientists con-
tributing to internationally renowned journals, such as APSR, JoP, and AJPS, display a
marked predilection for experimental methodology and causal inference, which contrast
distinctly with those of their counterparts publishing articles within Japan. Upon gen-
erating stacked bar charts (Figure 18) that delineate the temporal progression of various
themes, it was evident that empirical subjects about Japanese politics manifest with no-
table regularity within Group A. Conversely, in Group B, there was a discernible increase
in the prevalence of themes related to causal inference and experimental methodologies,
as indicated in Topics 3 and 6, survey-based research (Topic 10), and data-centric discus-
sions (Topic 13) in recent times. Notably, empirical themes encompassing elections and
democratic processes, highlighted in Topic 11, appeared to have experienced a decline in
scholarly attention in the recent period.

The comparison of group C and group D yielded insightful observations into the the-
matic orientations of Japanese political scientists specializing in international relations.
Researchers within group C exhibited a pronounced inclination toward regional studies
including Japan, the United States, Vietnam, Russia, Korea, and China. This regional em-
phasis was further accentuated by their engagement with topics such as nuclear weaponry
and deterrence strategies (Figure 19). Conversely, group D, which comprised Japanese

18



Figure 16: Average Topic Estimate and the Top 10 words: group A

Figure 17: Average Topic Estimate and the Top 10 words: group B

political scientists publishing in international journals, demonstrates a broader thematic
scope. Their scholarly contributions were characterized by exploring more universal sub-
jects, as indicated by references to audience costs, sanctions, violence, interdependence,
and peacekeeping (Figure 20). This divergence in focus suggested a greater inclination
within group D towards the investigation of overarching global phenomena, as opposed
to the regional specificities that preoccupy their counterparts in group C. The stacked bar
charts of the longitudinal trends in topic prevalence within Groups C and D revealed a
distinctive pattern (Figure 21). Specifically, in Group C, there had been a notable uptick in
the frequency of themes focusing on Japan’s security/war dynamics (Topic 27) and gender
issues within the context of international politics (Topic 29). This trend contrasted sharply
with the diminished occurrence of topics related to NATO and Russia (Topic 11), the Cold
War (Topic 26), and the Vietnam War (Topic 28), which had seen a relative decline in recent
years. Meanwhile, in Group D, there was a discernible decrease in the treatment of top-
ics concerning Japan (Topic 7) and the concept of interdependence (Topic 3). Conversely,
empirical subjects such as analyzing audience costs (Topic 8) and peacebuilding (Topic 9)
were increasingly prominent.

Qualitative analysis: lastly, the authors executed qualitative interviews engaging the
pertinent Japanese political scientists. Refer to Appendix 2 for a comprehensive enumer-
ation of the respondents (n=36). It is essential to note that individual comments were
anonymized to maintain the confidentiality of the participants.

Japanese political scientists who had secured employment internationally frequently
attributed it to superior research environments. Additionally, in certain instances, oppor-
tunities overseas aligned more closely with their professional qualifications (e.g., higher
payment and fewer chores), or personal circumstances, such as spousal commitments or
other factors, necessitated relocation outside Japan. Japanese researchers who had ac-
quired doctoral degrees from foreign universities, ventured into international job markets,
secured opportunities at universities abroad, or undergone tenure reviews concurred writ-
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Figure 18: Stacked Bar Chart of the Topics, Group A and Group B

Figure 19: Average Topic Estimate and the Top 10 words: group C

Figure 20: Average Topic Estimate and the Top 10 words: group D

ing in English was an imperative choice. Institutions abroad appeared to predominantly
recognize and reward remarkable articles and books published in English. For instance,
the Research Excellence Framework (REF) has been a pivotal performance evaluation sys-
tem for researchers in the United Kingdom. Responses indicated that continuous contribu-
tions in English were essential as they significantly influence the researchers’ professional
acknowledgment within the REF system. In addition, some scholars indicated that the ac-
quisition of academic grants was potentially hindered if academic publications written in
English were not published in a journal of reputable standing.

Why do individuals who had earned their doctoral degrees from Japanese universities
and subsequently secured employment in these academic institutions selected to write
and publish in English? The rationale extended beyond mere circumstantial necessities; it
was fueled by a fervent passion for scientific exploration and a dedication to enriching the
body of social science literature. The scholars articulated that global academic communi-
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Figure 21: Stacked Bar Chart of the Topics, Group C and Group D

ties could facilitate broader audiences and foster more profound discussions on research
subjects. There was a discernable eagerness to demonstrate that doctoral degrees conferred
by Japanese institutions were universally valid and respected. Nevertheless, Japanese re-
search institutions typically do not bestow rewards for publications articulated in English
with few exceptions, and financial incentives do not ostensibly serve as a paramount moti-
vation. The influential impact of academic advisors, senior researchers, and collaborative
authors who encouraged the adoption of English for academic writing also played a sig-
nificant role in language preference. Furthermore, it was observed that departments of
Japanese universities with a closer affinity to economics, or those in which a significant
proportion of colleagues were economists, appeared to exhibit a heightened motivation
for composing scholarly works in English.

Individuals persistently engaging in English academic writing displayed a diminished
inclination towards opting for Japanese as a medium of written communication. Some
scholars emphasized that the pervasive international acclaim of their English publications
diminished the necessity for Japanese written contributions. Certain researchers expressed
apprehensions regarding writing in Japanese, attributing this to their limited experience
and proficiency. Japanese was predominantly utilized when the objective was to dissem-
inate information or cultivate knowledge amongst the broader populace within Japan,
underscoring a lack of perceived value in composing academic articles or books in the
Japanese language.

Despite these inclinations, numerous respondents continued encountering challenges
in composing or presenting in English. It is essential to acknowledge that even eminent
scholars holding tenured positions at prestigious universities in the United States and
having extensive citation counts and elevated h-indexes reported challenges in compos-
ing academic writings in English: only a limited number reported an absence of diffi-
culties. The majority expressed encountering obstacles in navigating research endeavors
conducted in English, often needing help crafting engaging sentences and being limited to
mundane expressions. Some scholars articulated their perplexity regarding the employ-
ment of precisely definite articles, as well as the application of various tenses and the rules
governing pluralization in the English language. They experienced diminished writing
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and reading speeds compared to their native English-speaking counterparts. Addition-
ally, some revealed feeling disadvantaged due to accent-related comprehensibility issues
and challenges in casual English communication. For instance, a respondent articulated
a necessity to demonstrate exceptional proficiency in English writing, surpassing native
English-speaking colleagues, to attain a commensurate level of professional regard.

Also, there appeared to be a substantial divergence between the sub-disciplines of po-
litical science, as evidenced by observations noting the particularly stringent requirements
for English language proficiency in political theory. Conversely, a researcher specializing
in formal theory responded that writing in English was ”relatively easier, attributing this
to the extensive use of mathematical formulas in my field and the lack of reliance on a spe-
cific regional context.” The subsequent remark by a Japanese political scientist was notably
profound: despite acknowledging his limited proficiency in English, this scholar does not
perceive this linguistic barrier as an impediment. He analogized his experience by stating,
’Athletes do not complain about gravity,’ implying that challenges, much like the natu-
ral force of gravity for athletes, were inherent and not grounds for grievance in academic
pursuits.

Lastly, many Japanese political scientists diligently strived to align with prevailing in-
ternational academic trends. Many actively engaged in academic pursuits such as regu-
larly reviewing academic journals, participating in international conferences, and utilizing
digital platforms for academic advancements, demonstrating a robust commitment to cul-
tivating international academic networks and collaborations.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

In considering the research questions (RQs), several observations emerged. As for RQ1,
over the past 50 years, publication patterns among Japanese political scientists had shifted
significantly. Younger scientists working abroad tended to publish more in English and
less in Japanese, aligning with a global trend of increased English publications and co-
authorship since the 2000s. In contrast, those working in Japan primarily published in
Japanese and had not significantly adopted co-authorship. Book publication patterns also
changed; Japanese political scientists publishing predominantly in English had decreased
their book publications, while those publishing mainly in Japanese showed a declining
trend in English and Japanese book publications. This fact reflected a broader shift towards
prioritizing peer-reviewed articles over books, influenced by employment and academic
pressures in Japan.

Regarding RQ2, the number of articles published in international journals had experi-
enced a marked and rapid escalation, with the prevalence of international co-authorship
also witnessing a substantial and noteworthy augmentation. The landscape of co-authorship
networks had undergone profound and noteworthy transformations over the past half-
century. Contemporary networks were characterized by network structures that were
highly developed, complex, and contain many clusters, and the prominent presence of cer-
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tain political scientists exhibited exceptionally high betweenness centrality. Those political
scientists played a pivotal role in propagating and distributing resources and intellectual
concepts.

About RQ3: a textual analysis of summaries within political science and international
relations journals unveiled variances in the interests and methodologies between researchers
publishing in international versus domestic Japanese journals. The disparity in themes and
methodologies between Japanese domestic journals and their international counterparts,
even when authored by the same Japanese political scientists, indicated a divergence be-
tween the two scholarly communities. Research indicated that scientists’ selection of re-
search topics was impacted by social identities, including gender and race [69]. Similarly,
the extent of internationalization among Japanese politicians might also exert a compara-
ble influence on their choices of topics and methods.

From qualitative analysis, those holding doctoral degrees from foreign institutions and
working overseas were driven by extrinsic motivation. They accentuated the indispens-
ability of English for academic writing and professional advancement. They were substan-
tially influenced by international recognition, professional evaluation frameworks such as
the United Kingdom’s Research Excellence Framework (REF), and broader engagement
opportunities within global academic communities. On the contrary, those who obtained
doctoral degrees from Japanese universities, worked in Japan, and published English arti-
cles were driven by intrinsic motivation. The motivations transcended mere professional
or institutional mandates, such as a profound dedication to scientific exploration and a
desire to contribute substantially to social science literature, which was instrumental in
cultivating a preference for English. Despite the apparent inclination towards English,
challenges such as linguistic proficiency, expression versatility, and comprehension due to
accents were prevalent. Additionally, the influence of academic mentors and an aspira-
tion to align with prevailing international academic trends significantly contributed to the
preference for English, even as it led to a diminished proclivity for utilizing Japanese in
academic writing.

An analytical juxtaposition of scholarly articles disseminated in international and na-
tional journals revealed a marked bifurcation of scholarly pursuits. The process of inter-
nationalization within Japanese political science had advanced; however, this progression
might have accentuated the dichotomy among Japanese political scientists. Even among
the same Japanese political scientists, the academic interests, motivations, and methodolo-
gies of those who publish in Japanese and those who publish in English seemed to differ
significantly. Does the current dichotomy between scholars who publish in English and
those who publish in their native languages represent a transient stage in the process of
internationalization? Specifically, will this bilingual academic landscape ultimately con-
solidate into a monolingual one, resulting in a convergence of scholarly interests, motiva-
tions, and methodologies? Alternatively, will this bifurcation persist, fostering distinct and
stable research trajectories? The situation parallels the ongoing debate in political science
between quantitative and qualitative methodologies [70]. A comparative investigation will
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be imperative to ascertain if analogous trends manifest in other non-anglophone nations,
especially other Asian countries such as China, South Korea, or Taiwan, and academic
disciplines.

A Appendix 1: The list of international and domestic journals

The complete list of the 50 international journals are as follows: International Organiza-
tion, American Journal of Political Science, Political Communication, British Journal of
Political Science, Policy Studies Journal, Annual Review of Political Science, American Po-
litical Science Review, Environmental Politics, Journal of Democracy, Governance, West
European Politics, Journal of European Public Policy, Journal of Public Administration Re-
search and Theory, Global Environmental Politics, World Politics, Socio-Economic Review,
Public Opinion Quarterly, Comparative Political Studies, Political Psychology, New Polit-
ical Economy, European Journal of Political Research, Political Geography, International
Journal of Press-Politics, Review of International Political Economy, Regulation and Gov-
ernance, Geopolitics, JCMS-Journal of Common Market Studies, Territory Politics Gover-
nance, Party Politics, European Union Politics, Public Administration, Government and
Opposition, Political Analysis, Political Behavior, Journal of Peace Research, Journal of
Politics, Journal of Conflict Resolution, South European Society and Politics, Perspectives
on Politics, International Environmental Agreements-Politics Law and Economics, Poli-
tics and Society, British Journal of Politics and International Relations, Post-Soviet Af-
fairs, African Affairs, International Studies Quarterly, Policy and Politics, Social Movement
Studies, Policy and Society, New Left Review, International Political Sociology.

The complete list of the domestic journals are: Nenpo-Seijigaku (Japanese Political Sci-
ence Association); Kokusai-Seiji (The Japan Association of International Relations); Senkyo-
Kenkyu (Japanese Association of Electoral Studies); Leviathan; Nihon-Hikaku-Seijigakkai-
Nenpo (Japanese Association of Comparative Politics); Seijisiso-Kenkyu (The Japanese
Conference for the Study of Political Thought). Leviathan ceased publication in 2018, so
the data on the journal ends in 2018.

B Appendix 2: The questionnaire wordings and the list of the
respondents

(The questionnaire wordings were originally in Japanese)
1: When you published your first article in English, what made you to choose to write

and publish English?
2: What were your reasons for deciding whether to get work for a Japanese research

institute or an overseas research institute?
3: Why did you write and publish in English? Please provide any specific reasons.
4: If your institution has explicitly or implicitly encouraged you to write and publish

in English, please tell us about it. (This can be in the form of performance reviews, direct
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encouragement, etc.)
5: What is your language preference for writing in future?
6: When writing in English, have you felt any difficulty or inconvenience in working

in English? If possible, we would appreciate it if you could tell us what specific difficulties
or inconveniences you are experiencing.

7: In addition to writing, have you felt any hindrance or inconvenience working in
English in any other academic-related activities (e.g., reading, presenting, giving lectures,
meeting with co-authors, applying to conferences, chatting with other scholars, posting on
social media or blogs, etc.)? If possible, we would appreciate it if you could tell us what
specific obstacles or inconveniences you have experienced.

8: Do you consciously adopt different themes and methods when writing papers or
books in English than when writing in Japanese?

9: Do you make any conscious effort to keep up with overseas research trends (e.g.,
to go to overseas academic conferences, attend online seminars, check academic journals
regularly, follow overseas academic journals and scholars on social media, etc.)?

The list of respondents: Kenya Amano, Susumu Annaka, Masahiko Asano, Yuki At-
susaka, Daina Chiba, Naofumi Fujimura, Kentaro Fukumoto, Masataka Harada, Masaru
Kono, Kyosuke Kikuta, Hirokazu Kikuchi, Daiki Kishishita, Tetsuro Kobayashi, Yoshiharu
Kobayashi, Azusa Katagiri, Akira Igarashi, Kosuke Imai, Airo Hino, Kei Hiruta, Yusaku
Horiuchi, Ko Maeda, Tetsuya Matsubayashi, Hirofumi Miwa, Naho Mirumachi, Isamu
Okada, Nobutaka Otobe, Kentaro Sakuwa, Yu Sasaki, Yuki Shiraito, Jun Sudduth, Seiki
Tanaka, Atsushi Tago, Kohei Suzuki, Michio Umeda, Teppei Yamamoto, Yuki Yanai
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