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DEAR EDITOR, Bibliometrics is the quantitative study of literature

according to bibliographies, intended to provide evolutionary

models of science, technology and scholarship through an

objective evaluation of the performance and impact of research

activity in the studied field.1 In recent years, bibliometric meth-

ods have been increasingly used to evaluate scientific produc-

tion in numerous medical fields, including anaesthesiology,

ophthalmology, psychiatry and orthopaedics.2–5

Studies on dermatological literature have been conducted in

central European, Nordic and Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development countries.6–8 However, no global,

long-term bibliometric studies have so far been conducted in

this field.

To explore systematically the worldwide development of

dermatological research, we performed a bibliometric study of

papers published from 1985 to 2014. All papers published in

all the journals listed under the subject category of

‘dermatology’ in Web of Science were collected. We also used

a keyword search to target dermatological papers published in

nondermatological journals. The distribution of article classifi-

cations, countries and institutions were each analysed in order

to determine the characteristics of dermatological research

activity.

We found that the average number of citations per paper

(CPP) of papers published in dermatological journals was

8�63, while the top 10% most highly cited papers had a mean

CPP of 45�12. Dermatological papers published in nonderma-

tological journals had an average CPP of 16�18, whereas the

top 10% had a mean CPP of 70�86. This indicates that a sub-

stantial number of high-impact dermatological papers were

not published in dermatological journals. In addition, citations

from the top 27�5% of papers contributed to 88�0% of total

citations, indicating a centralized distribution.

The papers collected in our study were distributed across

seven classifications, comprising 98�6% of all papers: original

articles (OAs); proceedings papers; editorial material; letters;

meeting abstracts; notes; reviews. Of all seven types, OAs were

the most common (approximately 49�0% of all papers). The

paper types in dermatology research varied more widely than

Table 1 The total numbers of papers and citations per paper of the top 20 h-index-ranked countries 1985–2014

Rank Country h-index

Number of papers Times cited

1985–94 1995–2004 2005–14 1985–94 1995–2004 2005–14

1 U.S.A. 237 20 598 24 379 48 472 330 947 438 305 420 315

2 U.K. 158 6110 7603 15 483 93 281 137 586 128 465
2 Germany 158 5798 9709 22 061 61 344 153 704 161 577

4 France 133 4096 6531 10 143 44 779 75 989 79 105
5 Netherlands 127 1651 1924 3895 26 638 47 637 54 295

6 Japan 115 3096 6935 12 484 38 416 97 035 78 452
7 Italy 112 2235 4052 8138 26 102 58 551 71 376

7 Canada 112 972 1406 4126 15 857 34 029 45 505
9 Switzerland 106 1209 1891 3196 17 073 31 900 39 124

9 Sweden 106 1228 1396 2048 23 979 33 726 31 716
11 Australia 105 400 1056 4452 9213 30 494 45 354

12 Denmark 95 986 920 2126 19 735 23 579 27 402
13 Austria 93 1160 1646 3124 15 604 24 960 26 141

14 Belgium 83 797 1158 1752 11 069 19 514 20 800
14 Spain 83 1096 2148 5379 11 589 28 928 34 642

14 Finland 83 632 789 918 13 043 17 239 12 900
17 Israel 66 723 913 1501 7775 14 334 14 884

18 Norway 63 233 241 534 3672 6781 6840
19 Ireland 60 81 238 957 1384 4947 11 120

20 South Korea 58 139 1178 6489 1607 12 867 26 934
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those in other fields (e.g. electronic health record research, for

which > 80�0% of papers are OAs), and the proportion of

meeting abstracts was also substantially higher.9

To determine the distribution and impact for countries and

institutions, we ranked them according to their total number of

published papers. The h-index was used to determine the num-

ber and quality of citations of a researcher or institution. When

a certain country or institute was given ‘h’ as its h-index, it was

defined as ‘the number of papers with a citation number

≥ h’.10 In this analysis, we used the h-index of the period

1984–2015 to rank and understand the geographical distribu-

tion. The only Asian countries in the top 20 h-index-ranked

countries were Japan and the Republic of Korea (Table 1).

Although China was not in the top 20, it exhibited a high rate

of increase, with 4899 published papers and 24 198 citations

in 2005–14, ranking ninth and seventeenth, respectively. The

number of citations of most countries decreased in the last dec-

ade as there less time to accumulate citations, but this does not

mean there was a decrease in impact.

We also found that the quality of papers from northern

Europe was higher than those from other regions; Sweden

and Norway ranked in the top 20 list despite a low number

of published papers. Their CPPs were 15�5 and 12�8, respec-
tively, which are much higher than other countries on the list;

for example, the U.S.A. had a CPP of only 8�67.
A bibliometric study of the orthopaedic literature revealed

that the top 10 countries publishing orthopaedic papers con-

stituted 81�4% of the total orthopaedic papers from 2000 to

2011.5 In our study, we observed a similar proportion, with

the top 10 countries constituting 78�6% of published papers.

These papers accounted for 98�8% of total citations.

The top 20 institutions were also ranked according to their

h-index from 1984 to 2015 (Table 2). All institutions in the

list were from North America and Europe, with 13 institutions

in the top 20 being from the U.S.A. Germany was ranked sec-

ond, with three institutions. Other countries had far fewer

institutions in the top 20 list. The U.K., the Netherlands, Swe-

den and Denmark had one institute each in the list.

The bibliometric method has rarely been adopted in medi-

cal fields and in dermatological research. Therefore, a head-

to-head comparison between fields is nearly impossible.

Hence, two possible outcomes of our study are to introduce

the bibliometric method to researchers in medicine and

encourage similar studies in other fields to create a compre-

hensive understanding of research activities in all medical

fields.
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Table 2 Total numbers of papers and citations per paper of the top 20 h-index-ranked institutions 1985–2004

Rank Institution h-index

Number of papers Times cited

1985–94 1995–2004 2005–14 1985–94 1995–2004 2005–14

1 Harvard University 113 701 1218 2069 17 504 32 133 31 577
2 University of California – San Francisco 108 946 1195 1946 19 418 32 207 27 505

3 Massachusetts General Hospital 101 437 645 1056 10 114 21 667 17 903
4 University of Pennsylvania 97 620 785 1682 13 353 16 351 22 771

5 University of Michigan – Dearborn 94 816 540 850 18 885 15 417 11 663
6 The University of Texas – El Paso 92 990 1203 600 17 641 27 788 11 430

7 Free University of Berlin 81 435 686 1719 5967 14 345 19 546
7 New York University 81 559 475 1003 10 666 10 674 12 992

9 Humboldt University of Berlin 80 63 758 1655 576 16 374 18 978
10 Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich 77 816 732 1223 8915 12 999 12 949

11 Yale University 76 533 443 866 9457 8786 10 670
12 National Cancer Institute 75 98 408 722 7178 11 861 9681

13 Johns Hopkins University 74 443 415 760 8447 11 110 11 781
14 University of California – Los Angeles 73 333 346 806 7353 9777 11 146

15 The University of Manchester 72 59 306 1277 772 8544 14 039
15 University of Copenhagen 72 241 373 961 4499 10 915 14 725

17 University of Amsterdam 70 229 234 521 4134 8365 7583

17 Stanford University 70 422 515 935 6995 7561 11 578
19 University of Colorado – Colorado Springs 69 274 323 599 5757 8989 8035

19 Karolinska Institutet 69 156 301 733 2778 8112 7903

© 2016 British Association of Dermatologists British Journal of Dermatology (2017) 176, pp234–236

Research letter 235



References

1 Williams ME (ed.). Annual Review of Information Science and Technology.
White Plains, NY: Knowledge Industry Publications, 1979.

2 Tripathi RS, Blum JM, Papadimos TJ, Rosenberg AL. A bibliometric
search of citation classics in anesthesiology. BMC Anesthesiol 2011;

11:24.
3 Mansour AM, Mollayess GE, Habib R et al. Bibliometric trends in

ophthalmology 1997–2009. Indian J Ophthalmol 2015; 63:54–8.
4 Garc�ıa-Garc�ıa P, L�opez-Mu~noz F, Rubio G et al. Phytotherapy and

psychiatry: bibliometric study of the scientific literature from the
last 20 years. Phytomedicine 2008; 15:566–76.

5 Hui Z, Yi Z, Peng J. Bibliometric analysis of the orthopedic litera-
ture. Orthopedics 2013; 36:e1225–32.

6 Jemec GBE, Nybaek H. A bibliometric study of dermatology in
central Europe 1991–2002. Int J Dermatol 2006; 45:922–6.

7 Gjersvik P, Nylenna M, Jemec GBE, Haraldstad A-M. Dermatologic
research in the Nordic countries 1989–2008 – a bibliometric

study. Int J Dermatol 2010; 49:1276–81.
8 Tasli L, Kacar N, Aydemir EH. Scientific productivity of OECD

countries in dermatology journals within the last 10-year period:
scientific productivity of OECD countries. Int J Dermatol 2012;

51:665–71.
9 Wen H-C, Ho Y-S, Jian W-S et al. Scientific production of elec-

tronic health record research, 1991–2005. Comput Methods Programs
Biomed 2007; 86:191–6.

10 Hirsch JE. An index to quantify an individual’s scientific research

output. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 2005; 102:16569–72.

Funding sources: none.

Conflicts of interest: none declared.

© 2016 British Association of DermatologistsBritish Journal of Dermatology (2017) 176, pp234–236

236 Research letter


