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Publication Analysis 2000-2006

Pathology,

The focus
of many
pathology
researchers:
a cancer cell

European-based authors published fewer articles in pathology journals than their. US colleagues, yet they collected
more citations. The same picture emerged within Europe: Most articles for England, but most citations for Germany.

ic world of pathology has increasingly ceased to exist as a

clearly defined experimental research discipline. On the
other hand, however, it is still a very important medical specialty
as well as an indispensable teaching discipline in medical educa-
tion. (By the way, pathology is not the only biomedical discipline
displaying this problem.)

Wikipedia, for example, defines pathology as “the study and
diagnosis of disease through examination of organs, tissues,
cells and bodily fluids.” It “is a broad and complex scientific field
which seeks to understand the mechanisms of injury to cells and
tissues, as well as the body’s means of responding to and repair-
ing injury.” Finally, concerning experimental pathology Wikipe-
dia states, “In the broadest sense, nearly all research which links
manifestations of disease to identifiable processes in cells, tis-
sues, or organs can be considered experimental pathology.”

That means, as long as there is any connection to any disease,
anything goes. Someone holding a university chair in pathology
must of course teach pathology to medical students but can oth-
erwise do experimental research on almost anything he wants.

One consequence of this is that the borders to other medi-
cal research disciplines have actually been wiped out. Where, for
example, is the difference today between the pathologist inves-
tigating inflammation or allergy and the immunologist study-
ing the same topics? Or between the pathologist specialising in
the mechanisms and diagnosis of lymphomas and an experimen-
tal haematologist engaged in the same questions? Or between the
pathologist looking for specific expression profiles of cancer cells
and the oncologist or human geneticist doing the same thing?

To cut a long story short, it is almost impossible to clearly define
what pathology research is and what it is not.

The problem with pathology is that today’s real scientif-

“Border problems”

Of course, the experimental pathologists themselves don't
care much about these “border problems”. However, it poses real
difficulties for any comparison of publication outputs in patholo-
gy research. The reader should keep that in mind when turning to
the results of our publication analysis “pathology”.

For the reasons noted above, we restricted the analysis of na-
tional publication performance in pathology research exclusive-
ly to the 60 specialist journals in this field as listed by Thomson
Scientific’s database “Web of Science” (see tables on p. 339). Just
by publishing in them means that the authors, irrespective of the
“name” of their fields, thereby demonstrate that they regard their
results to be the most relevant to the pathology community.

On the other hand, we had to exclude multi-disciplinary jour-
nals such as Nature or The Lancet from the analysis anyway since
“Web of Science” provides no tools to reliably extract articles per-
taining only to pathology. Indeed, the most prominent papers in
the field might thus have been omitted from this part of the anal-
ysis. However, we believe that the countries’ performances in the
expert pathology journals suffice to provide valid indicators for
their overall productivity in pathology research between 2000
and 2006.

As diverse as biomedicine itself

Rudolf Virchow (1821-1902), known as the founder of mod-
ern experimental pathology, would surely be happy to note that
his home country Germany still emerges as Europe’s number
one in pathology when applying this approach. However, Vir-
chow's descendants only achieved this top rank because their ar-
ticles during the years 2000-2006 have been cited more frequent-
ly on average than those of their English colleagues. The lat-
ter published more than 6,000 articles in the pathology journals
between 2000 and 2006, which in turn have been cited about
36,000 times to-date. Over the same period, German co-authors
had only amassed about 5,000 articles in the same journals; how-
ever, altogether these have earned them about 1,000 citations
more than all articles co-signed by researchers from England.

Far out of sight of the two top ranks, France and Italy follow
with almost identical citation numbers. Ranks 5-7 are occupied
by the Netherlands, Spain and Switzerland - the only remaining
nations with five-digit citation numbers. Norway (13) and Portu-
gal (17) performed considerably better than in most of the other
biomedical research disciplines, whereas Israel ranks lower than
“usual” (18).






