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GENERAL COMMENTS Congratulations on an important study that is well designed and 
reported. This is an interesting article investigating the research 
productivity regarding the emerging phenomenon of HIV. I think it is 
well done and written. Methods. Some more details of the database 
of ISI Web of Science, Medline, etc. should be provide and, if 
possible, some comparative analysis with respect to other database 
(eg. Scopus). For me the manuscript is acceptable in its current 
version with minor comment.  
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GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript is well written and clear. Overall I recommend that 
this manuscript be published with some minor 
revisions/clarifications. The primary focus for improving the strength 
of the manuscript should be the implications. The emphasis in the 
implications section is primarily on the use of bibliometric methods. 
However, the authors need to explain and further the implications of 
the findings. After doing this study what have the authors learned, 
beyond the use of the methods, that add to our understanding about 
scientific productivity. Is there a model underlying their analysis that 
is worth exploring? What does the weight of the factors suggest for 
future scientific strategy development? These might not be the only 
questions for which there are implications, but some expanded 
discussion is warranted.  
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer Sa'ed H. Zyoud  

 

“Some more details of the database of ISI Web of Science, Medline, etc. should be provide and, if 

possible, some comparative analysis with respect to other database (eg. Scopus)”  

 

Response:  

We provide additional information on databases used on page 7.  

Medline (PubMed, Ovid) focuses mainly on medicine and biomedical sciences, whereas Web of 

Science and Scopus cover most scientific fields. However, PubMed does provide excellent coverage 

of behavioral research in HIV/AIDS, for example, AIDS papers in American Psychologist are included 

in PubMed. Web of Science was preferred over Scopus for the systematic access to the conferences 

proceeding citation index.  

 

 

 

Reviewer Scott Rosas  

 

”The authors need to explain and further the implications of the findings. After doing this study what 

have the authors learned, beyond the use of the methods, that add to our understanding about 

scientific productivity. Is there a model underlying their analysis that is worth exploring? What does 

the weight of the factors suggest for future scientific strategy development?”  

 

Response:  

Expanded discussion on implications of the findings is provided on pages 16 and 17.  

 

Highly skewed distribution of productivity among individual scientists (Allison PD 1974) or universities 

(Beerkens M 2013) has been explained by a process of accumulative advantage, and that the 

accumulative advantage results in increasing inequality (Allison PD 1974). The same model might 

also be applicable for countries: because of feedback through recognition and resources and facilities, 

scientifically productive countries maintain or increase their productivity. Recognising the structural 

factors (economic wellbeing, size of the population) of research productivity stresses the significance 

of strategic decisions in research development. Johnston (1994) surveyed research productivity 

studies and found strong evidence from the existing literature that the scale and continuity of funding 

helped higher level research activity (Johnston R. 1994). The weight of the factors suggests 

recognizing the need to further develop research capacity in countries that are currently not highly 

productive but face public health problems where research might contribute to successfully 

addressing the problems. This would probably involve both national and international (e.g European 

Union) resource commitments. The commitments would need to be sustained over time and not 

limited to a single public health problem. 


