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Abstract	

Citation-based country rankings consistently categorize Japan as a developing country, 

even in those from the most reputed institutions. This categorization challenges the 

credibility of such rankings, considering Japan’s elevated scientific standing. In most 

cases, these rankings use percentile indicators, which render accurate rankings if 

country citations fit an ideal model of distribution, but they are misleading in cases of 

deviations. The ideal model implies a power law citation-based double rank—in the 

global and country lists. This report conducts a systematic examination of deviations 

from the ideal model and their consequential impact on evaluations. The study evaluates 

six selected countries across three scientifically relevant topics and utilizes Leiden 

Ranking assessments of over 300 universities. The findings reveal four types of 

deviations from the ideal model, occurring in the upper and lower tails of the 

distributions. These deviations lead to incorrect assessments, which in turn may lead to 

misguided research policies. 
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1.	INTRODUCTION	

Research drives the progress of knowledge and technology, and all developed countries 

invest significant amounts of funds in research. However, not all of their research is 

focused on pushing the boundaries of knowledge; incremental innovations also play a 

significant role in the technological development of countries. The ratio of these two 

types of research can vary widely among countries, defining research systems with very 

different structures (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2021b). Despite these different 

structures, most research assessments rely on universal size and efficiency indicators 

applicable to all countries without considering their structural differences. 

Regarding the size of the research systems, indicators such as the number of 

publications (Leydesdorff and Wagner 2009) and even the number of the top 10% most 

cited papers (European Commission 2022) correlate with funding, providing reasonably 

accurate information about size. But size is not sufficient to define a research system, 

and size indicators do not correlate with the number of Nobel Prizes (Rodríguez-

Navarro 2011). Therefore, society needs to know not only the size of its research system 

but also its efficiency, which implies the productivity of its investments in research. 

This is a challenging task because the results of research cannot be counted or weighted 

like common merchandise. Technological advances may be more easily estimated, but 

the contribution of research to pushing the boundaries of knowledge cannot be easily 

quantified. 

Building on the ideas from pioneering studies (Garfield 1955; Merton 1979; 

Narin 1976; Price 1965), a multitude of countries, institutions, and researchers have 

utilized bibliometric measurements to assess the scientific or technological success of 

countries and institutions (Aksnes et al. 2019; Godin 2003; Mingers and Leydesdorff 

2015; Waltman 2016). Regardless of these efforts, country and institution research 

rankings frequently yield evidently misleading results. For instance, reports from the 

US National Science Board (National Science Board 2018, 2020, 2022) and European 

Commission (European Commission 2018, 2020, 2022) depict Japan’s research level 

surprisingly low. Despite the 17 Nobel laureates of Japanese researchers in natural 

sciences in this century, in the European Commission rankings, Japan’s research 

excellence is equated to that of Turkey and falls well below that of Italy and Spain. 
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Similarly, the Australian Strategic Policy Institute (Gaida et al. 2023), in a study of 44 

technologies, positions India and Italy ahead of Japan based on the number of top 10% 

most cited papers (Ptop 10%; henceforth, I will use this Leiden Ranking nomenclature) 

and the h-index. 

These results contradict more reliable deductions based on the number of Nobel 

Prizes (Schlagberger et al. 2016) or triadic patents (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 

2021b). While occasional explanations attribute the discrepancy to the lesser visibility 

of Japanese publications (Pendlebury 2020), other evidence suggests that the poor 

research evaluations of Japan arise from the use of inappropriate metrics (Rodríguez-

Navarro and Brito 2024a), implying similar failures may occur in other countries. 

In summary, the shortcomings of research assessments in Japan raise the 

possibility that these failures are widespread across countries but undetected. Japan’s 

case is obvious because the mistake affects a very successful country, but in other 

countries or institutions, detection might be more difficult. This potential for extended 

failures in research assessments requires investigation because the continuous 

publication of uncertain rankings does not align with society’s needs.  

 

1.1.	Citation	metrics	for	research	assessments		

Bibliometric research assessments based on citation metrics are the simplest and most 

commonly used method to evaluate the scientific success of countries and institutions, 

although these methods should not be employed for individual or a small number of 

papers (Aksnes et al. 2019). As mentioned earlier, the number of scientific papers 

serves as a measure of the size of the system, a necessary component in any research 

assessment, but size alone is insufficient to describe a research system. 

To complement the number of publications, an extensive array of research 

indicators have been proposed using citation metrics (Waltman 2016; Wildgaard et al. 

2014). These metrics can be categorized into three types: citation-only metrics, citation-

based rank metrics, and metrics combining these two basic types. For comparative 

purposes, if citation metrics are going to be applied to different disciplines and 

publication years, they should be normalized to account for the differences in citation 

practices across research fields. It is a fundamental principle long recognized that using 



 4 

citation metrics, two publications in different research fields can only be compared after 

normalizing their number of citations (Mcalister et al. 1983; Schubert and Braun 1996). 

In citation-only metrics, the number of citations is utilized to assess the 

relevance of papers, and the evaluations of countries and institutions are obtained using 

the number of citations of all their publications. This number of citations can be used 

directly or in combination with the number of papers. The mean number of citations, as 

in the case of the impact factor of journals (Garfield 1999), is the simplest of these 

metrics, but there are also more elaborated formulas (Docampo and Besoule 2019; 

Prathap 2010; Waltman et al. 2011). 

Citation-based rank metrics are non-parametric indicators obtained from the 

number of citations (Conover and Iman 1981). In this approach, global papers in certain 

years and research disciplines or topics are ordered by their number of citations, starting 

with the most cited paper, and concurrently, the same is done with the publications of 

institutions or countries. Consequently, each publication has two ranks—in the global 

and local lists—and only these ranks are further used. The most studied metrics of this 

type are the top percentile metrics (Bornmann et al. 2013; Waltman and Schreiber 

2013). In this case, the global list is segmented at certain top percentile levels, e.g., at 

the top 10% or 1%. Then, the percentile indicator is the number of papers in the local 

list that are present in the selected percentile of the global list, which coincides with the 

local rank of the least cited paper of those included—papers with the same number of 

citations raise an issue that has technical solutions (Waltman and Schreiber 2013). This 

method is intuitive because the concept of success is associated with a high number of 

citations and, consequently, with a high number of papers in a narrow top percentile. 

Other metrics of this type are based on the two ranks, either using the whole list of 

papers, as in the ep index (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2018a), or only a few papers in 

the top positions in the lists, as in the Rk index (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2024b). 

The third type of metric employs both citation-based ranks and the number of 

citations. A widely known indicator of this type is the h-index, which has generated an 

abundant bibliography about it and derivative indices (Bihari et al. 2021; Bornmann and 

Daniel 2007). The h-index is the simplest combination of parametric and non-

parametric statistics; it only requires that a rank and the number of citations are equal 
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(Hirsch 2005). However, it is not an accurate indicator (Brito and Rodríguez-Navarro 

2021; Waltman and van Eck 2012). 

 

1.2.	Uncertain	definitions	

Although the contribution to pushing the boundaries of knowledge seems to be the most 

important objective of assessment, the relationship of most country rankings (European 

Commission 2018, 2020, 2022; National Science Board 2018, 2020, 2022) with this 

contribution is not clear. While most country rankings do not explicitly state that they 

pretend to evaluate this type of contribution, an imprecise terminology does not exclude 

it. 

The term impact of a paper is widely used in scientometrics, implying the 

attention that other researchers paid to it in terms of the number of citations. However, 

the relationship between impact and pushing the boundaries of knowledge would need 

to be standardized if the term were used to measure such activity. The term excellence is 

also widely used, normally associated with highly cited papers but not necessarily with 

the progress of knowledge. For example, “Strong representation in the ranks of highly 

cited publications is considered an indicator of scientific excellence” (Science and 

Technology Observatory 2019, p. 29); “The share of the top 1% of highly cited 

scientific publications as a percentage of the total scientific publications (Figure 6.1-8) 

is often used as a proxy for scientific excellence;” ( European Commission 2020, p. 

369) or “We measure scientific research excellence with a field-normalized count of the 

10% most cited publications.” (Hardeman and van Roy 2013, p. 18). Regarding top 

percentile references, the difference between Ptop 10% and Ptop 1% is high, which makes 

unclear the level of the term excellence. With reference to pushing the frontiers of 

knowledge, the notion that one out of every 10 scientific publications really contributes 

to the progress of knowledge is unrealistic. 

Regrettably, excellence and impact are not the only fuzzy concepts in research 

assessments. If what has to be measured is not clearly established, terms such as 

research performance, scientific performance, and scientific importance, which have 

been widely used for many years since the outset of scientometrics (Aksnes et al. 2023; 

Bazeley 2010; Crespo and Simoes 2021; Irvine and Martin 1989; Leydesdorff 1988; 

Mcalister et al. 1983; Narin and Hamilton 1996; Taylor and Ellison 1967), have an 
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uncertain meaning. Even the term progress of knowledge may refer equally to the 

progress of knowledge that is associated with either normal or revolutionary science 

(Kuhn 1970). Consequently, it includes incremental developments, which are important 

in technological progress (Banbury and Mitchel 1995) but cannot be considered 

contributions to pushing the boundaries of knowledge. 

 

1.3.	Science	breakthroughs	

The concept of breakthrough (Sorensen et al. 2016) may resolve the puzzle created by 

other terms concerning the contribution to pushing the boundaries of knowledge 

because it pinpoints an important discovery. For evaluation purposes, breakthrough 

publications can be linked to very highly cited publications (Bornmann et al. 2018; 

Hollingsworth 2008; Min et al. 2021; Schneider and Costas 2017; Wuestman et al. 

2020). Although not all breakthroughs are very highly cited (Hu and Rousseau 2019), 

and not all very highly cited papers report scientific breakthroughs (Garfield 1973), at 

the country or institutional level, the positive and negative deviations cancel out, and the 

number of very highly cited papers could be used as convenient metrics for 

breakthroughs. More importantly, at the global level, the number of breakthroughs has 

been associated with concrete percentiles in the range of 0.01–0.02% % (Bornmann et 

al. 2018; Poege et al. 2019), providing a threshold of reference to calculate the 

contribution or probability of contribution of countries and institutions to pushing the 

boundaries of knowledge. In this sense, the former President of the American 

Association for the Advancement of Science, William H. Press, considers that “the 

benefits of scientific discovery have been heavy tailed,” (Press 2013), implying that 

they are infrequent achievements, although more frequent than could be expected from 

a normal probability distribution, which is not heavy tailed.	

 

1.4.	Deviations	from	a	universal	citation	distribution	model	

Most indicators used in research assessments are statistical data, whose value is 

enhanced if they measure what we want to measure about the research system, either 

breakthroughs or less important achievements. In both cases, for a reliable mathematical 

treatment of these data, there must exist a mathematical model. The proposal and 

discussion of possible models can be tackled using both citation and rank distributions. 
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Regarding citations, a lognormal citation distribution (Radicchi et al. 2008) has 

extensive support (Golosovsky 2021), in which, additionally, the σ parameter is quite 

constant, around 1.0–1.2 (Radicchi et al. 2008; Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2018b; 

Thelwall 2016; Viiu 2018). Concerning rank metrics, a power law links global and local 

ranks in countries and institutions (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2018b). As a 

consequence of their double-rank basis, percentile indicators are also linked by a power 

law (Brito and Rodríguez-Navarro 2018). It is worth noting that the double rank power 

law does not require a lognormal distribution of citations. 

The power law that links percentile indicators has special importance in research 

assessment, and has been demonstrated to hold for countries and institutions. For 

example, despite the 10-fold difference existing between the number of top 10% and 

1% most cited papers, the European Commission country rankings based on the 

Ptop 10%/P and Ptop 1%/P ratios (European Commission 2018, 2020, 2022) are very 

similar. Consistently, analysis of the Leiden Ranking indicates that evaluations based on 

several top percentiles are equivalent (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2021a; Waltman et 

al. 2012b). More significantly, in 500 universities in the Leiden Ranking, the PPtop 10% 

(Ptop 10%/P ratio expressed as percentage) and MNCS (average number of normalized 

citations) indicators are highly correlated (Perianes-Rodriguez and Ruiz-Castillo 2016; 

Waltman et al. 2012b). These two indicators have completely different bases of 

calculation, and their correlation would be impossible in the absence of a common 

model of citation distribution for all universities. 

Contrasting with the above support, deviations from the lognormal distribution 

(Perianes-Rodriguez and Ruiz-Castillo 2016; Shahmandi et al. 2020; Waltman et al. 

2012a) and from the double rank power law (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2018b) have 

been described. These deviations cast doubt on the accuracy of research indicators, 

which is especially relevant if the research evaluation is focused on breakthroughs. In 

this case, the evaluation may need to be based on the calculation of probabilities for 

infrequent papers rather than on counting them (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2019); 

this probability calculation would be inaccurate if there exist large deviations from a 

mathematical model. 

In summary, empirical data show concordances but also deviations from ideal, 

universal models of citation and rank distributions. This poses an interesting question 
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about how deviations from these ideal models affect research assessments based on the 

number of citations or citation-based rank metrics.  

 

 2.	Aim	of	this	study	

This study stems from the unequivocal finding that the evaluations of Japan and several 

of its universities do not accurately reflect their scientific level, and the conjecture that 

similar wrong evaluations may occur in other countries. Given this context, the study 

aims to investigate deviations from the ideal models described above and how these 

deviations could affect the assessment of research systems. A secondary research 

question explores whether research assessments require more than a single indicator to 

assess the efficiency or quality of research.	
To achieve these objectives, this study has three parts. The first part addresses 

the deviations by studying the citation and rank distributions in selected countries and 

research topics. The second part investigates deviations from the double rank model in 

many universities, taking advantage of the large amount of data provided by the Leiden 

Ranking. The last part discusses that a single indicator is not sufficient to describe the 

research systems of some countries and institutions. It is concluded that research 

rankings based on a single indicator of efficiency or quality may overlook important 

information. While a single indicator is sufficient and accurate in some cases, without 

additional information, it is unknown in which cases this occurs, which makes the entire 

ranking uncertain.	
 

3.	MATERIALS	AND	METHODS	

Citations in the topics of solar cells/photovoltaics, semiconductors, and immunity were 

obtained from Clarivate Web of Sciences. Searches were performed making use of the 

Advanced Search tool in the Web of Science Core Collection, edition: Science Citation 

Index Expanded. The searches were limited to articles (DT=) using a four-year 

publication window (2014–2017) and counting the citations in a four-year window 

(2019–2022). The global search was limited to the 75 most productive countries 

(Clarivate InCites). Domestic searches included one country and excluded the other 74. 

Focusing on domestic papers is advantageous in this study because, in general terms, 
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deviations in the lower tail are more evident in domestic than in international 

collaborative papers (unpublished results). 

For double rank analysis, global and country papers were ordered based on their 

number of citations, starting with the one with the highest number of citations. Then, 

the global ranks of country papers were obtained after their identification in the global 

list. Histograms with logarithmic binning also include the numbers of papers with zero, 

one, and two citations. In some figures, the histogram of a synthetic series of 

lognormally distributed random numbers is included to guide the eye. These series were 

generated as described previously (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2018b). 

The university data used in this study were obtained from the CWTS Leiden 

Ranking 2023 (https://zenodo.org/records/8027120). The reported data are the means of 

four periods of evaluation, from 2015–2018 to 2018–2021, using fractional counting. 

Universities with less than 10 papers in the top 1% most cited papers (Ptop 1%) in any of 

the four evaluation periods were eliminated. 

 

4.	RESULTS	

 

4.1.	The	upper	tail	of	citation	distributions	

The measurement or estimation of the contribution or capacity of countries and 

institutions to pushing the boundaries of knowledge should be one of the most 

important aims of research assessment. In every topic or research field evaluated, this 

information can be obtained by studying the very highly cited papers that constitute the 

extreme upper tail of the citation distribution of global papers. To address the question 

of whether this extreme of the upper tail conforms to or deviates from the ideal models, 

double rank analysis is the most convenient. 

To perform this analysis, I chose three important research topics: solar 

cells/photovoltaics, semiconductors, and immunity, which have experienced rapid 

evolution in recent years. In two of these topics, solar cells and semiconductors, 

incremental innovations have proven extremely important, whereas this type of 

innovation holds less significance in immunity. I then selected six countries based on 

their distinct research system models. Table 1 provides a basic description of these 18 

cases in terms of P, Ptop 10%/P, and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10%. In the absence of deviations from the 
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ideal model, the ratios Ptop 10%/P and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% should be equal (Rodríguez-Navarro 

and Brito 2019). This is evident in a few cases, such as the USA in solar cells, and 

Germany and South Korea in semiconductors. In other cases, differences are high in 

either of the two senses, such as Germany and Japan in immunity. Overall, describing a 

general pattern for the comparisons of these ratios proves challenging: each country and 

topic may be different. The existence of high deviations from equality in these ratios is 

noteworthy, as it precludes the use of simple indicators like Ptop 10%/P to assess 

contributions to pushing the boundaries of knowledge. 

 
Table	1.	Basic	description	of	scientific	publications	in	terms	of	P,	Ptop	10%/P,	and	Ptop	1%/	Ptop	10%	in	18	
selected	cases	
	
	 Solar	cells	 Semiconductors	 Immunity	

Country	 P	 Ptop	10%/	

P	

Ptop	1%/	

Ptop	10%	

P	 Ptop	10%/	

P	

Ptop	1%/	

Ptop	10%	

P	 Ptop	10%/	

P	

Ptop	1%/	

Ptop	10%	

Global	 61202	 	 	 58081	 	 	 42586	 	 	

Germany	 1834	 0.077	 0.063	 1748	 0.065	 0.061	 1177	 0.091	 0.056	

India	 3138	 0.052	 N/C	 3056	 0.046	 0.056	 962	 0.021	 N/C	

Japan	 2742	 0.059	 0.092	 3167	 0.058	 0.087	 1491	 0.057	 0.106	

South	Korea	 4193	 0.068	 0.102	 2668	 0.066	 0.068	 1088	 0.053	 N/C	

UK	 892	 0.182	 0.204	 810	 0.115	 0.204	 893	 0.103	 0.076	

USA	 5474	 0.146	 0.141	 6004	 0.149	 0.111	 7946	 0.145	 0.122	

Publication	window:	2014–2017;	citation	window:	2019–2022.	N/C,	not	calculated	because	
Ptop	1%	is	too	low	

 

For double rank analysis, the country rank (ordinate axis) is plotted versus the 

global rank (abscissa axis; Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2018b). Then, to study 

deviations, the double rank plot of the actual data is compared to the plot of data 

mathematically generated. Using as a model the power law defined by P and Ptop 10%, the 

comparison reveals three different patterns (Fig. 1): (i) the reference and actual plots 

practically overlap (e.g., South Korea in semiconductors), ensuring the accuracy of the 

evaluations based on P and Ptop 10%; (ii) the most cited papers have smaller global ranks 

than expected from P and Ptop 10% (e.g., Japan in immunity and South Korea in solar 

cells), implying that evaluations based on P and Ptop 10% undervalue the research 

capacity; (iii) the most cited papers have larger global ranks than expected from P and 
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Ptop 10% (e.g., the USA in immunity), implying that evaluations based on P and Ptop 10% 

overvalue the research capacity. These last two patterns imply that, in these cases, P and 

Ptop 10% should not be used to predict the contribution to pushing the boundaries of 

knowledge. 

 

 
Analysis of the data in Fig. 1 considering the global number of papers (Table 1) 

allows calculating that deviations from the power law occur in the top 1–2% most cited 

papers. This calculation suggested that even restricting the analysis exclusively to the 

top 10% of the most cited papers would not allow a correct evaluation of the tail. Fig. 2 

shows that this conjecture is correct. This figure uses the power law defined by Ptop 10% 

and Ptop 1% instead of P and Ptop 10% as in Fig. 1 in two notable cases: South Korea in 
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solar cells and the USA in immunity. In both cases, the deviations between the actual 

and calculated data persist, although they are reduced. 

A simple conclusion can be drawn from the study of the extreme upper tail of 

the citation distribution. It implies that, as a general rule, the contribution of countries to 

pushing the boundaries of knowledge cannot be predicted from citation metrics based  

on papers that are not in the extreme upper tail. Restricting the rank analysis to the top 

10% of most cited papers improves the prediction a little, but not sufficiently. 

 
4.2.	Inflated	lower	tail	in	citation	distributions	

Another difficulty in describing the research systems of countries arises from deviations 

from the lognormal distribution in the less-cited papers (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 

2024a). To study the lower tail, the double rank approach has little sensitivity, and I 
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used a logarithmic binning approach, including the number of papers with 0, 1, and 2 

citations. 

A first analysis of the global papers in the three topics studied here (Fig. 3) 

shows that their distributions of citations may not fit the lognormal model. In immunity, 

the distribution can be described as lognormal with a minor excess of papers that are 

uncited or with one citation. In solar cells and semiconductors, the distributions are 

more complex, showing an excess of papers in all bins on the left of the mode in the 

histogram. The deviations from the lognormal model of the global citation distribution 

in these two topics are the contributions of many countries. These country contributions 

are likely unequal and could even be highly variable in some countries. This is exactly 

what occurs to a degree that cannot be ignored in evaluations. 

	
Fig. 4 shows the logarithmic binning histograms of three countries—UK, Japan, 

and South Korea—in the topic of solar cells. For easier comparison, the distributions of 

the UK and Japan have been scaled up to the level of South Korea in the 32–49 bin. 

While the UK distribution of papers deviates moderately from the lognormal model, in 

Japan and South Korea, the deviations are important and affect a large proportion of the 

papers. A visual inspection of Fig. 4 suggests that above 8 or 13 citations, the three 

distributions follow similar patterns. This similarity suggests that it would be possible 

the development of simple and reliable indicators for the upper tail. In solar cells, in my 
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conditions of counting, the threshold for the top 10% most cited papers is 47 citations, 

which is well above the threshold of 8–13 citations. This indicates that, in the absence 

of deviations at the extreme of this tail (South Korea semiconductors in Fig. 1), 

indicators based on Ptop 10% and Ptop 1% would be accurate indicators for the upper tail. In 

contrast, when dividing Ptop 10% and Ptop 1% by P, the accuracy is lost because, for similar 

upper tails, the value of P is highly variable depending on the inflation of the lower tail. 

In other words, in the absence of further information, the meaning of Ptop 10%/P or 

Ptop 1%/P is uncertain.	

 
4.3.	Uncertainties	in	universities	

To further investigate the deviations of citation distributions from the ideal model, I 

utilized the extensive data provided by the Leiden Ranking. If the double-rank power 

law model applies, the Ptop 10%/P, Ptop 5%/Ptop 50%, and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratios should be 

equal (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2019). 

To test this requirement, I selected two fields, Physical sciences and engineering 

and Biomedical and health sciences, the data from four evaluation periods, and 

universities in which Ptop 1% is at least 10 using fractional counting. The selection 

meeting the last criterion included 311 universities in 30 countries in Physical sciences 
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and engineering, and 310 universities in 28 countries in Biomedical and health sciences 

(Supplementary Tables S1 and S2). The scatter plots of Ptop 5%/Ptop 50% and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% 

versus Ptop 10%/P show good correlations in the case of Ptop 5%/Ptop 50% but worse in the 

case of Ptop 1%/Ptop 10%. In the field of Physical sciences and engineering the dispersion 

of the data is higher than in the field of Biomedical and health sciences (Fig. 5). 
	
Table	2.	Classification	of	universities	attending	to	the	variation	of	the	Ptop	10%/P,	Ptop	5%/	Ptop	50%,	and	
Ptop	1%/Ptop	10%	ratios:	stable	(Type	A),	decreasing	(Type	B),	or	increasing	(Type	C).	Field	of	Physical	
sciences	and	engineering	
		
University	 Country	 Ptop	10%/P	 Ptop	5%/Ptop	50%	 Ptop	1%/Ptop	10%	

Type	A	
Pennsylvania	State	University	 United	States	 0.138	 0.129	 0.117	
Florida	State	University	 United	States	 0.124	 0.121	 0.130	
University	of	Virginia	 United	States	 0.121	 0.118	 0.118	
University	of	Nottingham	 United	Kingdom	 0.141	 0.125	 0.120	
University	of	Exeter	 United	Kingdom	 0.127	 0.108	 0.125	
Chongqing	University	 China	 0.113	 0.106	 0.109	
Hohai	University	 China	 0.103	 0.113	 0.089	
University	of	Queensland	 Australia	 0.140	 0.131	 0.151	
University	of	Bordeaux	 France	 0.112	 0.109	 0.118	

Type	B	
Harvard	University	 United	States	 0.254	 0.221	 0.170	
Stanford	University	 United	States	 0.249	 0.201	 0.160	
Massachusetts	Institute	of	Technology	 United	States	 0.235	 0.196	 0.155	
Yale	University	 United	States	 0.225	 0.182	 0.129	
Princeton	University	 United	States	 0.211	 0.177	 0.125	
University	of	Colorado,	Boulder	 United	States	 0.168	 0.165	 0.104	
Imperial	College	London	 United	Kingdom	 0.161	 0.135	 0.120	
University	of	Oxford	 United	Kingdom	 0.167	 0.146	 0.124	
University	of	Cambridge	 United	Kingdom	 0.170	 0.145	 0.129	
Lanzhou	University	 China	 0.098	 0.074	 0.052	
Fuzhou	University	 China	 0.127	 0.121	 0.107	
Katholieke	Universiteit	Leuven	 Belgium	 0.149	 0.136	 0.113	
Heidelberg	University	 Germany	 0.147	 0.127	 0.116	

Type	C	
Nagoya	University	 Japan	 0.073	 0.081	 0.120	
Tohoku	University	 Japan	 0.075	 0.082	 0.103	
Drexel	University	 United	States	 0.149	 0.145	 0.183	
Data	from	the	CWTS	Leiden	Ranking	2023,	means	of	four	evaluation	periods	

 

Next, in each university, I compared the three ratios, which should be equal in 

the absence of deviations. This allowed classifying the universities into three types: A, 

B, and C, according to the stability or differences between the ratios. Type A 

corresponds to stability (deviations up to a maximum of 15% between the highest and 
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lowest values); and Types B and C correspond to a decrease or increase of the ratios, 

from Ptop 10%/P to Ptop 1%/Ptop 10%. Tables 2 and 3 show some examples of some 

universities in the fields of Physical sciences and engineering and Biomedical and 

health sciences, respectively, and Table 4 summarizes the number of universities of 

each type across countries (Tables S1 and S2 include all universities). Most universities 

are of Type B, 53% in both fields, and in a low proportion, they are of Type C, 10% in 

Physical sciences and engineering and 4% in Biomedical and health sciences. 

Consequently, in less than half of the universities the ratios are stable, and therefore 

they are Type A: 36% in Physical sciences and engineering and 43% in Biomedical and 

health sciences. 
	
Table	3.	Classification	of	universities	attending	to	the	variation	of	the	Ptop	10%/P,	Ptop	5%/	Ptop	50%,	and	Ptop	1%/Ptop	10%	
ratios:	stable	(Type	A),	decreasing	(Type	B),	or	increasing	(Type	C).	Field	of	Biomedical	and	health	sciences	
	
University	 Country	 Ptop	10%/P	 Ptop	5%/Ptop	50%	 Ptop	1%/Ptop	10%	

Type	A	
Northeastern	University,	USA	 United	States	 0.132	 0.131	 0.139	
University	of	Arizona	 United	States	 0.100	 0.090	 0.091	
Purdue	University,	West	Lafayette	 United	States	 0.100	 0.092	 0.090	
The	University	of	Warwick	 United	Kingdom	 0.142	 0.138	 0.152	
University	of	East	Anglia	 United	Kingdom	 0.146	 0.132	 0.129	
Peking	University	 China	 0.086	 0.079	 0.080	
Xiamen	University	 China	 0.081	 0.075	 0.074	
University	of	Milan	 Italy	 0.104	 0.096	 0.100	
The	University	of	Tokyo	 Japan	 0.081	 0.084	 0.089	

Type	B	
Rockefeller	University	 United	States	 0.326	 0.282	 0.182	
Massachusetts	Institute	of	Technology	 United	States	 0.298	 0.260	 0.192	
Princeton	University	 United	States	 0.267	 0.236	 0.173	
Yale	University	 United	States	 0.225	 0.182	 0.129	
University	of	California,	Berkeley	 United	States	 0.214	 0.185	 0.138	
California	Institute	of	Technology	 United	States	 0.213	 0.185	 0.150	
University	of	Oxford	 United	Kingdom	 0.208	 0.178	 0.133	
University	of	Cambridge	 United	Kingdom	 0.208	 0.174	 0.130	
Tsinghua	University	 China	 0.137	 0.126	 0.115	
Soochow	University	 China	 0.071	 0.061	 0.046	
University	of	Toronto	 Canada	 0.139	 0.127	 0.107	
Universität	Hamburg	 Germany	 0.114	 0.099	 0.085	
Flinders	University	 Australia	 0.111	 0.107	 0.082	

Type	C	
Indiana	University,	Bloomington	 United	States	 0.109	 0.103	 0.128	
Kiel	University	 Germany	 0.109	 0.106	 0.123	
Tohoku	University	 Japan	 0.062	 0.071	 0.078	
Data	from	the	CWTS	Leiden	Ranking	2023	are	means	of	four	evaluation	periods	
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Table 4. Number of universities that belong to the three types described in Tables 2 and 3 
 
	 Physical	sciences	and	engineering	 Biomedical	and	health	sciences	
Country	 Type	A	 Type	B	 Type	C	 Type	A	 Type	B	 Type	C	
Australia	 4	 12	 0	 7	 9	 0	
Belgium	 2	 1	 0	 3	 4	 0	
Brazil	 1	 0	 0	 0	 0	 1	
Canada	 7	 0	 2	 6	 5	 0	
China	 23	 50	 1	 9	 21	 0	
Denmark	 0	 4	 0	 3	 0	 0	
Finland	 0	 2	 0	 1	 1	 0	
France	 9	 2	 2	 7	 6	 1	
Germany	 14	 9	 2	 20	 3	 2	
Greece	 0	 1	 0	 1	 0	 0	
India	 0	 0	 2	 0	 0	 0	
Iran	 1	 2	 1	 0	 0	 1	
Ireland	 1	 0	 0	 0	 3	 0	
Israel	 0	 3	 1	 3	 1	 0	
Italy	 7	 0	 0	 5	 10	 0	
Japan	 2	 0	 6	 4	 0	 1	
Malaysia	 0	 0	 1	 0	 0	 0	
Netherlands	 3	 4	 0	 2	 7	 0	
New	Zealand	 0	 0	 1	 2	 0	 0	
Norway	 0	 1	 0	 2	 1	 0	
Poland	 0	 0	 1	 0	 0	 1	
Portugal	 3	 0	 0	 1	 0	 1	
Singapore	 0	 2	 0	 1	 0	 0	
South	Korea	 3	 4	 4	 3	 1	 0	
Spain	 3	 1	 2	 5	 2	 0	
Sweden	 5	 1	 0	 2	 3	 0	
Switzerland	 1	 4	 0	 1	 6	 0	
Taiwan	 0	 0	 2	 2	 1	 0	
United	Kingdom	 7	 15	 1	 8	 19	 0	
United	States	 17	 48	 3	 36	 61	 4	
Total	 113	 166	 32	 134	 164	 12	

 

Type C universities correspond to the above-described countries with an inflated 

lower tail. In contrast, Type B universities, in which the Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratio is lower—

in some cases much lower—than the Ptop 10%/P ratio, reveal another type of citation 

distribution in which the lower tail has to be diminished with reference to the Type A 

universities, which conform to the ideal model. Confirming this conjecture, Table 5 

shows the comparison of two Type A and two Type B universities regarding the 

proportion of papers in the global 50% less cited. In the two examples of Type A 

universities, the proportion of papers in the global 50% less cited is 43–46%, close to 
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the global proportion of 50%, while in the two Type B universities, the proportion is 

smaller, 24–29%. 
	
Table	5.	Proportion	of	papers	from	two	Type	B	universities	in	the	50%	less	cited	papers	and	
comparison	with	two	Type	A	universities	
	
University	 Country	 Type	 Percent	

Physical	sciences	and	engineering	
Florida	State	University	 USA	 A	 42.9±1.2	
Yale	University	 USA	 B	 29.0±0.4	

Biomedical	and	health	sciences	
Northeastern	University	 USA	 A	 46.1±0.8	
Rockefeller	University	 USA	 B	 23.9±0.9	
Universities	selected	from	Tables	2	and	3.	The	±figure	was	calculated	from	the	data	of	the	four	
evaluation	periods	investigated	

 

 
To further investigate Type B universities, I studied the publications of four US 

universities: Harvard, Stanford, Yale, and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, in 

the topic of immunity (as in Fig. 1, incorporating these universities into the search). The 

Ptop 10%/P and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratios corresponding to the retrieved papers were 0.27 and 

0.16, respectively, as expected for Type B universities. Fig. 6 shows the comparisons of 

the double rank plot of these publications with the power laws defined by P and Ptop 10%, 

and Ptop 1% and Ptop 10%. In consonance with the results shown in Table 5, the results 

displayed in Fig. 6 demonstrate that the less-cited 90% of the papers are more cited than 

expected for the ideal citation distribution. This improvement in the citation of the less-

cited papers leads to the conclusion that the probability of a breakthrough calculated 
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from P and Ptop 10% is higher than it actually is. Ptop 1% and Ptop 10% are better predictors of 

the capacity of these elite universities to publish breakthroughs. 

These findings from universities provide further support to the notion that some 

common research indicators may be misleading. Especially, the existence of high 

deviations from an ideal model in the less cited papers makes it clear that Ptop 10%/P and 

Ptop 1%/P are inappropriate indicators for country and institution comparisons.  

 

5.	DISCUSSION	

Most research country rankings reported by well-known institutions (European 

Commission 2018, 2020, 2022; National Science Board 2018, 2020, 2022) are based on 

two indicators: for the size and quality of the system. Currently, the size indicator, 

number of publications (P), can be considered flaw-free, but the second indicator based 

on citation may be misleading, generating country rankings that do not truly reflect the 

quality of the research system. Common indicators like Ptop 10%/P and Ptop 1%/P define 

the quality of the research system properly if it adheres to the ideal model: a power law 

relationship between the citation-based ranks in local and global lists. This study reveals 

the existence of deviations from this model that make common indicators misleading. 

This applies whether rankings aim for a general system description, as in most 

evaluations, or intend to assess the capacity to publish breakthroughs (Gaida et al. 

2023). Regardless of the frequency of these deviations across countries and institutions, 

currently unknown, the evaluation of a country or institution will always be uncertain 

with citation-based indicators if the absence of deviations is not previously checked. 

Considering only the upper tail defined by the top 10% most cited papers, there 

are two types of deviations at the extreme of this tail, leading to undervaluing or 

overvaluing the contribution to pushing the boundaries of knowledge. In the first type, a 

country’s capacity is higher than expected from Ptop 10% and Ptop 1% because the 

country’s papers are more cited than expected from the indicators (e.g., South Korea in 

solar cells; Fig. 2). This may occur if there is a low proportion of highly competitive 

researchers with very low influence in bulk production but high influence in the most 

cited papers. In the second type, the number of citations of the most cited papers is 

lower than expected from Ptop 10% and Ptop 1% (e.g., the USA in immunity; Fig. 1). A 
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possible explanation for this deviation is more complex and will be discussed below 

regarding Type B universities. 

There are also two types of deviations that occur in the lower tail of the citation 

distribution of papers, or, in any case, out of the top 50% most cited papers. The first 

type of deviation is an inflated lower tail (Shahmandi et al. 2020). The most misleading 

effect of this inflated lower tail is on the Ptop 10%/P and Ptop 1%/P ratios, and therefore on 

indicators that are derived from these ratios. A clear example is South Korea in solar 

cells (Figure 4), where the value of Ptop 10%/P is 0.07 (Table 1), despite South Korea 

being one of the countries with the highest contribution to pushing the boundaries of 

knowledge in this matter (Fig. 1). This type of deviation may be observed in the double 

rank analysis, but with difficulties because when the deviation occurs similarly in the 

country and global distributions, the double rank is not affected or very little affected 

(not shown data). Therefore, the study of the citation distribution is the best approach to 

detecting inflated lower tails. The inflated lower tail occurs in solar cells and 

semiconductors (Fig. 3) and may occur in many technological fields. Although the 

reason for this type of deviation has not been demonstrated, in countries with high 

technology, a reasonable hypothesis is that it is due to the coexistence of two different 

objectives in the research system: pushing the boundaries of knowledge and incremental 

innovations. The papers with the latter purpose are lowly cited, and many are uncited 

even in wide citation windows. This infrequent citation is highly in contrast with the 

research that is focused on pushing the boundaries of knowledge, whose publications 

are frequently cited (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 2021b). Although this study is 

restricted to three research topics, it can be conjectured that inflated lower tails may be 

common across disciplines and countries. In fact, a significant proportion of uncited 

papers have been observed in many scientific fields (Albarrán and Ruiz-Castillo 2011). 

To avoid the effect of these inflated lower tails in research assessments, Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% 

and not Ptop 10%/P should be used to estimate the contribution to pushing the boundaries 

of knowledge. 

The second type of deviations in the lower tail was detected in the Leiden 

Ranking. In this ranking, some universities fit the ideal model, which requires that 

Ptop 10%/P, Ptop 5%/Ptop 50%, and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% are equal (Rodríguez-Navarro and Brito 

2019). These are the Type A universities. The Leiden Ranking also reveals the existence 



 21 

of universities in which the deviation from the ideal model can be explained by an 

inflated lower tail, as discussed above (Type C universities). 

The novelty discovered in the Leiden Ranking was the existence of some 

universities, Type B universities, in which the Ptop 10%/P, Ptop 5%/Ptop 50%, and 

Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratios show decreasing values. The mathematical explanation for this 

trend is that the proportion of papers in the lower part of the citation distribution is 

lower than in the global distribution. In Type B universities, the number of papers in the 

global pool of 50% less cited papers is much lower than 50% (Table 5). In other words, 

a Type A university (conforming to the ideal model) with the P and Ptop 10% values of 

these universities will be more successful in terms of breakthroughs. In the double rank 

plot, the papers in the upper tail are worse positioned in the global rank than predicted 

by Ptop 10% and P (Fig. 6). 

Many well-known, research-intensive universities (e.g., Harvard, Stanford, Yale, 

Cambridge, or Oxford; Tables 2, 3, S1, and S2) fall in the category of Type B. A 

reasonable explanation for this finding is that the number of lowly funded, less 

competitive researchers in these universities is much lower than in global research. 

Therefore, in the absence of both research pursuing incremental innovations and lowly 

productive researchers, the number and distribution of papers with a low number of 

citations are shrunken in comparison to the global distribution. Possibly, across the 

world, the number of Type B universities may not be very high. The high proportion of 

Type B universities in this study is probably the result of the selection of universities 

with Ptop 1% higher than nine in the four evaluation periods. This implies a stringent 

selection of universities and, consequently, an increase in the proportion of Type B 

universities in the selection. In any case, it seems that the proportion of these 

universities is notably different across countries (Table 4). 

The existence of Type B universities poses an interesting question in research 

evaluation. In all universities (and in countries), in the absence of deviations in the 

extreme upper tail, the Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratio is an accurate indicator of the contribution to 

pushing the boundaries of knowledge. In Type A universities, Ptop 10%/P is equal to 

Ptop 1%/Ptop 10%, and both ratios can be used for evaluating the contribution to pushing the 

boundaries of knowledge. In Type C universities, Ptop 10%/P is an undervaluing indicator, 
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as already explained. The novelty of Type B universities is that Ptop 10%/P overvalues the 

capacity to push the boundaries of knowledge. 

For example, in Physical sciences and engineering (Table 2), in the USA, the 

Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratio of Florida State University is similar to those of Yale University and 

Princeton University, and the same occurs in the UK with the universities of 

Nottingham and Exeter in comparison with those of Oxford or Cambridge. In the 

absence of deviations in the extreme upper tail, the similar Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% ratios of these 

universities indicate similar contributions to pushing the boundaries of knowledge. In 

contrast, if the evaluation is based on the Ptop 10%/P ratio, we would reach the conclusion 

that Florida State University in the USA and the universities of Nottingham and Exeter 

in the UK are second-level with reference to Yale University and Princeton University 

in the USA and the universities of Oxford and Cambridge in the UK. Focusing on the 

contribution to pushing the boundaries of knowledge, this would be an inaccurate and 

unfair conclusion, which might be extended to many apparent second-level institutions 

and even countries. 

The deviation in the extreme upper tail of the USA in immunity (Fig. 1 and 2) 

does not have a simple explanation. Type B universities could give a clue to that 

explanation. It might be speculated that the very low proportion of lowly competitive 

research in the USA in comparison with the world might lead to a high value of Ptop 10% 

and Ptop 1% with reference to P and Ptop 10%, respectively, a trend that cannot be 

maintained in the extreme upper tail, e.g., Ptop 0.1% with reference to Ptop 1%.  

 

6.	CONCLUSIONS	AND	IMPLICATIONS	

Currently, many country rankings reported by the most notable institutions use single 

quality indicators, which are frequently Ptop 10%/P or Ptop 1%/P, or derivatives of these 

ratios. This study shows that in countries in which the citation-based double rank of 

papers fits a power law, these evaluations of quality are correct. Furthermore, these 

indicators allow for calculating the contribution of these countries to pushing the 

boundaries of knowledge. On the contrary, in countries that deviate from this ideal 

model, the evaluations will be misleading. This is the case with the evaluations that 

assign Japan low research excellence, and here it is shown that these misleading 

evaluations occur in many other countries and institutions. Research assessments based 
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on Ptop 10%/P or Ptop 1%/P should not be applied without testing deviations from the ideal 

model. If these deviations are unknown, the rankings are uncertain, and the position of a 

certain country might not reveal its real research efficiency.    

The use of uncertain country rankings in research policy decisions may lead to 

misguided research goals. In certain cases, the rankings suggest that a highly 

industrialized country is less competitive than its actual standing, as exemplified by 

Japan. Conversely, comparing less industrialized countries with highly industrialized 

ones may yield an indication in the opposite direction. In this comparison, the lower tail 

may be less inflated in the less industrialized country due to low research activity 

focused on incremental innovations. Under these conditions, the rank of a less 

industrialized, medium-level research country may erroneously convey the impression 

that a country’s contribution to pushing the boundaries of knowledge is greater than it 

truly is. 

Although the proposal of indicators is beyond the scope of this study, its results 

suggest that, taken together, Ptop 10%/P and Ptop 1%/Ptop 10% provide a reasonable general 

description of the research system, revealing also the deviations from the ideal model. 

Therefore, while further scientometric studies find better indicators, a reasonable 

solution for the research assessments of countries and institutions would be to give up 

creating rankings and put the focus on a general description based on Ptop 10%/P and 

Ptop 1%/Ptop 10%. If the purpose is an evaluation based on breakthroughs, the existence of 

deviations in the extreme upper tail makes it necessary to use a specific indicator to 

achieve the purpose. 
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