Scientometrics (2016) 108:1693–1694
DOI 10.1007/s11192-016-1993-3

Rebuttal to: Liu et al. ‘‘Progress in global parallel
computing research: a bibliometric approach’’, vol. 95,
pp 967–983
Yuh-Shan Ho1

Received: 9 May 2016 / Published online: 28 May 2016
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Liu et al. (2013) published the paper entitled ‘‘Progress in global parallel computing
research: a bibliometric approach’’. In the Classic bibliometric methods section, the
authors mentioned that ‘‘In the analysis of keywords, the 22 years (1990–2011, ISI database collected the author keywords from 1990) were divided into four periods: 1990–1995,
1996–2000, 2001–2005 and 2006–2011.’’ without any reference. In recent years, Ho and
co-workers proposed the distribution of words in the article title and abstract, author
keywords, and KeyWords Plus in different periods (Xie et al. 2008; Zhang et al. 2010), for
example 2-year (Fu et al. 2014), 4-year (Li et al. 2009), 5-year (Tan et al. 2014), and 6-year
(Ho et al. 2010) interval, to evaluate trends in research topics (Li et al. 2009, Zhang et al.
2010; Mao et al. 2010, Fu et al. 2013). The concept of Table 2 in the original paper (Liu
et al. 2013) was also reported in several research topics (Xie et al. 2008; Li et al. 2009; Ho
et al. 2010). In recent year, similar comments have also been published in Environmental
Earth Sciences (Ho 2016).
Figure 1 in the original paper (Liu et al. 2013) shows ‘‘The development of parallel
computing research can be divided into three stages’’. This overlooks the fact since 1991,
abstract information has been included in it the SCI database (Ho et al. 2010). In 1990,
only 20 % articles had abstract information in Web of Science. However, since 1991 more
than 90 % of articles include abstract information (Ho 2013). It is thus clear that analysis
of publications before 1991 is not appropriate for investigating publication trends. Thus
discussions about Fig. 1 in the original paper (Liu et al. 2013) is not appropriate. The same
comments were also presented for ‘‘A bibliometric study of earthquake research:
1900–2010’’ (Liu et al. 2012) published in Scientometrics with the same corresponding
author Yaolin Liu.
It is generally accepted that citing the original paper is not only respecting authors who
presented a novel idea in research but also to read the original idea in detail of the work
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(Ho 2014). When a scientific publication duplicate previously published idea, text, equations, or figures without any citations, it frequently is regarded as a sign of possible
plagiarism (Hunter 1994; Noè and Batten 2006). In my view, Liu et al. (2013) should have
cited the original paper for what they mentioned in their paper and thereby provided
greater accuracy and information details about the idea and the methods that they
employed.
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