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ABSTRACT 
Finding appropriate units for comparison has long been a central and highly contentious 
issues in evaluative bibliometrics (Opthoff and Leydesdorff, 2010; Waltman et al., 2011). The 
conventional approach has been to make comparisons within a given field of research – which 
poses a number of challenges such as field size (Zitt et al. 2005; Adams et al., 2008) and field 
delineation (Rafols and Leydesdorff, 2009; Boyack and Klavans, 2015). Van Eck et al. (2013) 
showed recently that conventional field-size normalisation based on Web of Science 
Categories is problematic in medical research, since within a given field it tends to favour 
basic over clinical research. 

The hypothesis of this article is different topics have different scientific impact as a result of 
their different research size.  This means that the most highly cited articles on an issue that is 
small because of its local specificity are far less cited than cited articles on an issue that 
captures many scientific and economic resources. 

In this study we investigate research on different edible animal in the WoS Category of 
“Agriculture Dairy Animal Science”, which concerns the rearing of animals as food. The 
question is whether animals such as cows and sheep, which are of interest (because they are 
eaten) in many countries have higher visibility than articles concerned with animals such as 
rabbits, ducks or buffalos, which are only of interest in a limited number of countries. 

The first hypothesis is thus that cows and sheep will have a relatively larger proportion of 
articles in higher quartile journals (Q1), in the top 10% cited papers, and mean number of 
citations, than articles on rabbits and buffaloes.  

The second hypothesis is that part of the low impact of some countries (such as Spain or 
India) is due to the fact that they work on less popular topics (such as rabbits or buffalos) and 
the high impact of central countries (such as the US or the Netherlands) is partly due to the 
focus on mainstream topics.  
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However, we do not expect either hypothesis 1 or 2 to be the only relevant factor, because 
there may be indeed differences in the research quality (i.e. scientific interest as perceived by 
scientific peers) of research carried out in certain animals and countries. 

In this poster we will present the analyses of regression that will tease out the different 
influence of topic (animal) size, topic and country. These analyses will allow to test to which 
extent hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported. 

We believe that the results can be potentially relevant for evaluative bibliometrics. If 
hypothesis 1 is confirmed, evaluations may need to take into account whether the topics 
examined have a local nature and thus have size constraints. 

Table 1. Differences in topic size, citations and journal quartile (2006-2015). 

Animals Documents Cits/Doc Q1 (%) 
Pig 6292 6.98 49.08 
Cow 5670 7.93 57.13 
Sheep 4083 5.83 27.95 
Chicken 3969 6.40 44.27 
Goat 2632 5.53 20.90 
Buffalo 1427 2.23 7.50 
Horse 894 6.16 47.54 
Rabbit 800 4.30 21.13 
Turkey 462 5.11 48.48 
Bull 400 5.97 32.00 
Duck 321 3.17 48.91 
Quail 268 4.11 36.94 
Camel 232 4.84 18.10 
Yak 145 2.50 17.93 
Deer 105 3.67 20.00 
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