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Soil erosion can present a major threat to agriculture due to loss of soil, nutrients, and organic carbon. Therefore,
soil erosion modelling is one of the steps used to plan suitable soil protection measures and detect erosion
hotspots. A bibliometric analysis of this topic can reveal research patterns and soil erosion modelling charac-
teristics that can help identify steps needed to enhance the research conducted in this field. Therefore, a detailed
bibliometric analysis, including investigation of collaboration networks and citation patterns, should be con-
ducted. The updated version of the Global Applications of Soil Erosion Modelling Tracker (GASEMT) database
contains information about citation characteristics and publication type. Here, we investigated the impact of the
number of authors, the publication type and the selected journal on the number of citations. Generalized boosted
regression tree (BRT) modelling was used to evaluate the most relevant variables related to soil erosion
modelling. Additionally, bibliometric networks were analysed and visualized. This study revealed that the se-
lection of the soil erosion model has the largest impact on the number of publication citations, followed by the
modelling scale and the publication’s CiteScore. Some of the other GASEMT database attributes such as model
calibration and validation have negligible influence on the number of citations according to the BRT model.
Although it is true that studies that conduct calibration, on average, received around 30% more citations, than
studies where calibration was not performed. Moreover, the bibliographic coupling and citation networks show a
clear continental pattern, although the co-authorship network does not show the same characteristics. Therefore,
soil erosion modellers should conduct even more comprehensive review of past studies and focus not just on the
research conducted in the same country or continent. Moreover, when evaluating soil erosion models, an
additional focus should be given to field measurements, model calibration, performance assessment and un-
certainty of modelling results. The results of this study indicate that these GASEMT database attributes had
smaller impact on the number of citations, according to the BRT model, than anticipated, which could suggest
that these attributes should be given additional attention by the soil erosion modelling community. This study
provides a kind of bibliographic benchmark for soil erosion modelling research papers as modellers can estimate
the influence of their paper.

1. Introduction

Systematic bibliometric analyses can be useful analytical tools to
gain a better understanding of research patterns (e.g., journal, author,
country) and characteristics of research fields (Wu et al., 2015). Recent
applications have shown that such analyses can be used to recognize
emerging topics (Small et al., 2014), study cooperation networking in
research (Wagner et al., 2015) or gain in-depth insight into a research

topic (Tang et al., 2020). Moreover, a joint search in the SCOPUS
database for article titles, abstracts and keywords containing “biblio-
metric analysis” or “citation analysis” in January 2021 yielded over 40,
000 documents with a clear upwards trend in number of published items
in the last years.

Literature analysis as a tool is gaining popularity among interdisci-
plinary academic fields such as earth sciences. For instance, Liu et al.
(2012) performed a bibliometric study of earthquake research during
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1900-2010, Wu et al. (2015) performed a bibliometric analysis in order
to study global research trends in landslides during 1991-2014, and
Emmer (2018) studied research on natural hazards worldwide during
1900-2017. Gariano and Guzzetti (2016) reviewed published papers
that investigated the past, current, and future (expected, projected)
impact of climate change on landslides. Moreover, Reichenbach et al.
(2018) conducted a critical review of statistical methods for landslide
susceptibility modelling and associated terrain zonation. They used a
database of 565 articles published in peer-reviewed international jour-
nals from January 1983 to June 2016 and identified by a systematic
search of the Web of Science database using a set of keywords and
criteria as evidence. A recent bibliographic review of landslide suscep-
tibility provides insights on the trends and journal performance in field
of geomorphology (Pourghasemi et al., 2018). Therefore, these studies
indicate that different fields that are part of the earth science field can
gain knowledge about the field based on these kinds of analyses.
Moreover, the analyses can also identify steps forward.

The research topics of soil degradation and erosion in the field of
earth sciences are studied from many points of view and are highly
relevant to a wide audience of researchers. They range from the climate
change perspective (Lal, 2019) to sustainable agriculture production
(Tarolli et al., 2019) to understanding sediment transport, water fluxes
and extreme storm events at catchment scales (Keesstra et al., 2018;
Lizaga et al., 2019) to investigating the impact of soil erosion on
biogeochemical cycling (Lugato et al., 2016; Quinton et al., 2010; Tan
et al., 2020), or the modelling of soil erosion (Batista et al., 2019; Bor-
relli et al., 2018; Panagos and Katsoyiannis, 2019; Ricci et al., 2018).
Moreover, there are other emerging topics such as the use and abuse of
biocides on soil erosion, agricultural and forest management practices to
reduce soil erosion rates or experimental studies at small scales. A
literature review on research trends and hotspots in soil erosion from
1932 to 2013 was performed by Zhuang et al. (2015) using the Science
Citation Index (SCI) database. According to this study, soil research has
rapidly increased since 1990 with major contributions from the USA and
Europe before 2001, and additionally from China and Australia since
2001. They also discovered through co-citation analysis that soil erosion
research mainly focuses on three aspects as follows: soil erosion
modelling, soil erosion estimates using caesium-137 and the impact of
soil erosion on the environment. Niu et al. (2014) used a keyword
analysis to discover that “evolution”, “water”, “soil(s)", and “model”
were consistent hotspots in sediment-related research in earth science
during 1992-2011. To investigate how soil erosion model evaluation is
approached in soil erosion research, Batista et al. (2019) compiled a
database of 550 papers published between 1958 and 2018 that were
selected by querying the Web of Science using the query “soil erosion
model”. However, Batista et al. (2019) did not conduct a detailed bib-
liometric investigation and focused on a much smaller number of papers
than the GASEMT database (Borrelli et al., 2021) that was used in this
study. Therefore, to extend these studies, we performed a bibliometric
analysis based on the enhanced version of the GASEMT database (Bor-
relli et al., 2021). The main goal of this paper was to investigate how soil
erosion modelling study characteristics (i.e., study scale, mathematical
model used, validation/calibration etc.) and related bibliometric char-
acteristics (number of co-authors, country of affiliation, book chapter vs.
journal paper, etc.) influence the impact of a given publication measured
by the number of citations. Moreover, potential bibliometric networks
(i.e., journals, countries) that are part of the constructed database were
also analysed. Specifically, we evaluated the following questions:

a) How is the number and geographic origin of the authors and the
publication’s CiteScore related to the number of citations?

b) Which mathematical models are widely applied and used as a
reference when cited in the literature, and how do the other
modelling framework characteristics affect the impact of the publi-
cation as measured by the number of citations?
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c) How can a study of citation patterns and clusters help recognize
interrelated countries and determine who the leading countries and
leading journals are that publish research results in the soil erosion
modelling field?

2. Methods

Bibliometric analyses require extensive datasets that contain suffi-
cient number of records and period covered. To gain a better under-
standing of the global application of soil erosion prediction models, a
group of more than 60 soil erosion scientists from more than 20 coun-
tries all around the world comprehensively reviewed relevant peer-
reviewed research literature on soil erosion prediction modelling in
the 1994-2018 period (Borrelli et al., 2021). As a result, the ‘Global
Applications of Soil Erosion Modelling Tracker (GASEMT)’ database was
created (Borrelli et al., 2021). Additional information about the con-
structed database and results of the study can be found in Borrelli et al.
(2021). GASEMT database is available to users as part of the publication
(Borrelli et al., 2021).

2.1. GASEMT database enhancement

In this study, the analysis of the GASEMT database was enhanced by
investigating the relationship between soil erosion modelling and bib-
liometric characteristics. For this purpose, for the 1697 publication en-
tries (3030 modelling records) that are included in the GASEMT
database, the number of citations from the Scopus database was added.
The number of citations indicates the citation status in September 2019
when they were downloaded. Additionally, the Scopus CiteScoregoig
was added to the database for all sources with a CiteScore in 2018;

Citationsyy7 + Citations,y s + Citationsys

@

CiteScoresg 3 =

Publications,y 7 + Publicationsy s + Publications,ys’

where “citations” and “publications” mean the number of citations and
citable items published in a specific year, respectively. Additionally, the
number of authors of each publication was also added to the database.
Moreover, for each document type (i.e., journal, conference proceeding
or book series), the main (i.e., listed first) sub-subject area from the
Scopus database was extracted. This, information was semi-
automatically extracted from the Scopus database based on matching
paper titles in the GASEMT and Scopus.

The GASEMT database includes studies published between 1994 and
2018. To account for the impact of the different number of years from
the publishing date, the decision was made to use the normalized
number of citations, which was calculated for each publication as:

Total number of citations

N lized citations = .
ormatized.ciiations Number of years fromthe year when study was published

(2)

Therefore, we have added the following attributes to GASEMT:
CiteScoreyg1g, total number of citations, number of authors, normalized
citations, document type and the main Scopus sub-subject area. The
enhanced GASEMT database including the bibliographic data is avail-
able in the European Soil Data Centre (ESDAC; Panagos et al., 2012).

2.2. Generalized boosted regression trees (BRT)

To investigate the impact of different soil erosion modelling char-
acteristics on the gained number of citations, the generalized boosted
regression trees (BRT) model was used. This model is able to estimate
the relative impact of different variables on the target variable. BRT is a
machine learning tool. This model has been used successfully in
different fields for activities such as calculating the relative impact of
variables on evapotranspiration (Macek et al., 2018), investigating
impact of different meteorological variables on rainfall interception
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variables (Zabret et al., 2018) or predicting topsoil organic carbon
(Veronesi and Schillaci, 2019). A detailed description about the method
is provided by Elith et al. (2008) and Ridgeway (2019). The BRT
modelling was conducted using the ‘gmb’ package (Greenwell et al.,
2019) in the statistical software R (R Core Team, 2017). In our case, the
target variable was the normalized number of citations, which was
calculated using Eq. (2). The following variables were used as an input
for the BRT model: number of authors, publication’s CiteScore in 2018,
publication type, Scopus sub-subject category, and from the GASEMT
database:

- erosion agent (e.g., water, wind, water and wind, etc.),

- name of the soil erosion model used, modelled period (e.g., present,
past, future),

time resolution (e.g., daily, monthly, annually),

continent of model application,

modelled area (e.g., forest, arable land),

scale of the study (e.g., plot, hillslope, catchment),

- type of field soil sampling, model calibration and model validation.

For the BRT analysis, the following parameters were used: a) the
minimum number of trees was 1,500, b) the minimum number of ob-
servations in the terminal target node was 10, c) the learning rate was set
to 0.005, d) the number of cross-validation folds was 5, and e) the
Gaussian distribution was used as a loss function. As a result, the BRT
model calculated the relative impact of input variables. The relative
impact was determined by considering the number of times that the
variable was used for splitting trees and weighted by squared
improvement of the model as a result of the splitting procedure that was
averaged over all of the trees (Elith et al., 2008; Friedman et al., 2000).

2.3. Bibliometric networks

To analyse the bibliometric networks, the VOSviewer software was
used (Van Eck et al., 2010; van Eck and Waltman, 2010; VOSviewer,
2019; Waltman et al., 2010). VOSviewer is a freely available software
that can be used for visualizing bibliometric networks that include
journals, individual publications, authors affiliations, etc. (VOSviewer,
2019). To visualize bibliometric networks, part of the GASEMT data-
base, which also appears in the Clarivate Analytics Web of Science
database (i.e., the overlap between Scopus and Web of Science was
approx. 70%) was used. Moreover, Schillaci et al. (2018) also found
approximately 60% agreement between Scopus and the Web of Science
as a result of the systematic search. The reason for selecting part of the
GASEMT database was to take into consideration only more eminent
publications since Scopus also covers journals that are not indexed in
Web of Science and other document types such as conference pro-
ceedings. The following analyses were conducted (VOSviewer, 2019):

a) the citation, bibliographic coupling and co-citation analysis of
sources (e.g., journals),

b) the citation, co-authorship and bibliographic coupling analysis
among countries,

c) the citation and bibliographic coupling analysis of the most
frequently used soil erosion models.

Co-authorship analysis investigates the relatedness of items based on
the number of co-authored documents (VOSviewer, 2019). Moreover,
citation analyses define the relatedness of items based on the number of
times they cite each other (VOSviewer, 2019). Furthermore, biblio-
graphic coupling expresses the relatedness of items based on the number
of shared references (VOSviewer, 2019). Finally, co-citation analyses
determine the relatedness of items based on the number of times they
are cited together (VOSviewer, 2019). The difference between biblio-
graphic coupling and co-citation is that the former links two items that
both cite the same document while the latter links two items that are
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both cited by the same document (VOSviewer, 2019).

Full counting was used and documents with a large number of au-
thors were not ignored. Full counting means that each co-authorship, co-
citation, etc. has the same weight (VOSviewer, 2019). To improve the
readability of network visualization, we used certain thresholds to
remove less frequent entries (specific selected threshold values are
mentioned in section 3). For example, in the case of co-authorship
among countries, there were many countries with few entries that
would worsen the readability of the network. For visualization, network
visualization style was used where items were represented by a label and
a circle. Moreover, the size indicated the weight of an item (i.e., the
larger the circle, the higher the weight and vice-versa). Additionally, the
colour of the item indicates the cluster to which the item belongs. A
detailed description of the clustering techniques in VOSviewer is pro-
vided by Waltman et al. (2010). Additionally, lines represent links
among items. We used a maximum of 1000 lines, which means that the
1000 strongest connections are shown (VOSviewer, 2019). Furthermore,
the distance between items also shows their relatedness. Therefore, the
closer the items are together, the stronger their relatedness (VOSviewer,
2019).

3. Results and discussion

Using the enhanced GASEMT database and the methodology
described in section 2, the impact of different variables on the total and
the normalized number of citations was investigated. In section 3.1, the
differences among different document types, the Scopus sub-subject
categories, and the relationship between the number of authors and
the publication’s (i.e., source) CiteScore is discussed. In the section 3.2,
the relative impact of the different variables on the normalized number
of citations is estimated using the BRT model. In section 3.3, a detailed
evaluation of the most cited papers is performed and in the last section
various characteristics of the bibliometric networks are visualized and
discussed (section 3.4).

3.1. Publication type, journal selection and number of author’s impact

It is evident that most (i.e. 89%) of the soil erosion modelling papers
that are included in the Scopus database were published in peer-
reviewed journals (Table 1). Moreover, journal publications also
receive, on average, a considerably larger number of citations than book
series and conference proceedings (Table 1). Accordingly, the average
normalized number of citations for journal publications, book series and
conference proceedings is 2.78, 0.42 and 0.22, respectively. The mean
number of citations of the journal articles was 5.4-fold that of book se-
ries and 11.2-fold that of conference proceedings and similarly, but
slightly more pronounced was the variation for the normalized citations
(6.6-fold and 12.6-fold, respectively). A similar relationship was also
observed by other researchers. For example, a difference between the
citation rates of papers published in journals and in books or conference
proceedings was also observed by Mikos (2018), who studied 3426 book
chapters from 52 landslide-related books published by Springer Nature
from 2005 to 2018, in the earth sciences category, and he also observed
that articles in conference proceedings were not cited as often as journal
articles. The reported average number of citations in these 52 books was
0.86 citations per year and chapter.

There are 23 journals that have more than 10 papers where most of
the articles were published in CATENA followed by journals such as
Land Degradation & Development, Journal of Hydrology, Geo-
morphology, Hydrological Processes, Environmental Earth Sciences,
Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, Soil & Tillage Research, Geo-
derma, Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, Environmental Moni-
toring and Assessment, Science of the Total Environment, Transactions
of the ASABE, Water Resources Management, Environmental Manage-
ment, Journal of Hydrologic Engineering, Natural Hazards, Arabian
Journal of Geosciences, Journal of Environmental Management,
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Table 1
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Differences in the mean and percentiles (50th, 75th, 99th percentile) for the total and normalized number of citations for different publication types.

Publication type Mean number of citations (50th, 75th, 99th

Mean normalized number of citations [per year] (50th, 75th, 99th

Percentage of entries in the

percentile) percentile) database [%]
Peer-reviewed 25.7 (13.5, 31.3, 162) 2.78 (1,8, 3.7, 15.7) approx. 89
journal
Book Series 4.8 (1.5, 4.8, 31) 0.42 (0.2, 0.4, 2.5) approx. 1
Conference 2.3(1,3,17) 0.22 (0.1, 0.3, 2.3) approx. 10
Proceedings

Environmental Modelling & Software, International Journal of Sediment
Research, Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment and Hydrological
Sciences Journal. As a first observation, soil erosion modellers publish
their studies in a wide range of journals.

Regarding the journals receiving the highest number of normalized
citations, we found Science of the Total Environment, followed by
Geomorphology, Journal of Hydrology, Land Degradation & Develop-
ment, Environmental Modelling & Software and CATENA. Furthermore,
Scopus also relates journals with primary Scopus sub-subject categories.
Fig. 1 shows Scopus sub-subject categories where more than 50 publi-
cations (per category) were found in the database. There are ten cate-
gories and most of the papers were published in the “Water Science and
Technology” (e.g., Journal of Hydrology, Hydrological Processes) and
“Earth-Surface Processes” categories (e.g., CATENA, Geomorphology).
These two categories had approximately 200 publications each, the
“Geography, Planning and Development” category had approximately
130 publications and the remaining categories had from 50 to 90 papers
each. Fig. 1 also shows the relationship between the mean number of
normalized citations per publication and the mean CiteScore in 2018 of
the category where the mean was calculated considering CiteScores for
all journals in a specific category. It is interesting to note that there is no
clear relationship between the average category CiteScore and the mean
normalized citations in the field of soil erosion modelling. Therefore, it
seems that if a soil erosion modelling paper is published in a sub-subject
category that is not a primary focus of the researchers that are pub-
lishing in this field, that this kind of paper receives, on average, fewer
citations (e.g., “General Environmental Science” sub-subject category).
Therefore, other topics in this category seem to be more influential than
soil erosion modelling. Additionally, articles that were published in
journals such as SOIL that are included in the “Soil Science” category
have, on average, fewer citations than articles included in the “Water
Science and Technology” and “Earth-Surface Processes” categories. This
observation is partly due to the higher visibility of a published paper in a

more focused journal than in a general one. Researchers that publish
their papers in SOIL journal focus on other aspects of soil erosion and not
purely on modelling. Thus, such papers are not included in the GASEMT
since the focus of the database is on the modelling (Borrelli et al., 2021)
(i.e. this journal has less than 10 entries in the database). It is also true
that the average CiteScores for these categories are relatively similar and
range between 1.2 and 1.8. Similarly, Mikos (2017) performed a com-
parison between the top 20 journals in 2016 from the SCI-expanded
category “Engineering, geological” and their ranking in the CiteScore
metrics in the category “Geotechnical Engineering and Engineering
Geology”. Using the Web of Knowledge tool Essential Science Indicators,
the annualized expected citation rates for papers in three selected
research fields for all years (average) were as follows: for Engineering
6.82 citations/paper, for Geosciences 11.34 citations/paper, and for
Multidisciplinary 13.29 citations/paper. Therefore, other scientometric
studies have also shown that differences among scientific disciplines
exist.

Furthermore, the relationship between the number of citations and
the publication name (i.e., source) from CiteScore was also analysed
(Fig. 2). As expected, papers that are published in journals with higher
CiteScore metrics also have, on average, more citations (Fig. 2). How-
ever, this dependence is rather weak and (R? between the normalized
number of citations and publication name CiteScore is 0.2) yet statisti-
cally significant with the selected significance level of 0.05 (p-value <
0.0001) where a value of 1 would indicate a perfect linear dependence
between these two variables. Papers with a very high number of
normalized citations such as Panagos et al. (2015) (i.e., the highest
normalized number of citations) or Cerdan et al. (2010) were published
in journals with CiteScore values in the range of 3-6 while others
appeared in journals with high CiteScore values > 6 (Borrelli et al.,
2017; Quinton et al., 2010; Van Oost et al., 2007). Likewise, papers
published in journals with very low impact (i.e., CiteScore below 1.5)
did not receive more than five citations per year. Furthermore, there is
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Fig. 2. Relationship between publication name CiteScore for the year 2018 and
total and normalized number of citations for GASEMT database entries
including best-fit linear regression functions models.

no paper with more than 60 normalized citations per year in the ana-
lysed GASEMT database (Fig. 2). Articles published in journals with a
CiteScore between 1.5 and 3 can have either a low number or a medium
number of normalized citations (Fig. 2). Therefore, we agree with Seglen
(1998) that scientific papers receive their citations largely independent
of the journals in which they appear, i.e., the journal impact is deter-
mined by the articles, not vice versa. However, we found only 2 articles
having >20 normalized citations in the Citescore range 1.5-3. Never-
theless, we cannot exclude that the soil erosion modelling scientific
community may have a prejudice against considering articles from
journals with low CiteScores.

For the majority of scientific disciplines, the citability of publications
increases with the number of co-authors (e.g., Abramo and D’Angelo,
2015). Therefore, the relationship between the number of publication
authors and the normalized number of citations according to the Scopus
database was investigated (Fig. 3). In general, studies on soil erosion
modelling are typically conducted in groups of 2-6 co-authors (Fig. 3).
Moreover, only a few papers were co-authored by more than ten re-
searchers (Fig. 3). It seems that in the soil erosion modelling field, a large
number of authors does not necessarily guarantee a large number of
citations, and no clear relationship between the number of authors and
citations per year could be found (Fig. 3). More specifically, the mean
normalized number of citations per number of authors gradually in-
creases from one to eight co-authors and then decreases again in case
that only studies with 1-12 co-authors were taken into account (there
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Fig. 3. Relationship between the number of authors and total and normalized
number of citations for soil erosion modelling GASEMT database entries.
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are only few studies with more than 12 co-authors). The maximum
number of mean normalized citations was found in publications with 8
co-authors (i.e. on average such publication received 4.6 citations per
year). While much smaller values can be seen for publications with one
or two authors: 1.4 and 1.9, respectively. Furthermore, the 7 highly cited
publications with more than 30 citations per year had between 2 and 19
authors (i.e., Borrelli et al., 2017; Cerdan et al., 2010; Fu et al., 2011;
Panagos et al., 2015; Quinton et al., 2010; Syvitski and Milliman, 2007;
Van Oost et al., 2007). All other publications included in the database
received less than 20 normalized citations per year (Fig. 3). Moreover,
for the 30 most cited studies in GASEMT the number of authors range
from 2 to 19 with a mean of 5.7. All single-authored articles have less
than ten normalized citations per year (Fig. 3).

In addition, 8.5% of the papers included in the GASEMT database
(Borrelli et al., 2021) have not yet received any citation. This value is
close to the value report by Van Noorden (2017) that showed that
approximately 10% of all published papers are uncited. Moreover,
loannidis et al. (2019) and Van Noorden and Singh Chawla (2019)
pointed out that the median self-citation rate in their global database
was approximately 12.7%. According to the GASEMT and the Web of
Science (WoS) database, 12% of the citations were attributed to
self-citations, which corresponds well to the median self-citation rate of
12.7% (Ioannidis et al. (2019); Van Noorden and Singh Chawla (2019)).
Therefore, both the non-citing papers and the self-citations of soil
erosion modelling studies are close to the overall statistics of all papers
published in the WoS.

3.2. Confounding factors for the number of citations in soil erosion
modelling

The impact of different variables included in the enhanced GASEMT
database (Borrelli et al., 2021) on the normalized number of citations
was also studied. For this purpose, the boosted regression trees (BRT)
model was applied. The variables that were included in the BRT model
are listed in section 2. Quite surprisingly, the soil erosion model selec-
tion clearly has the largest relative impact on the normalized number of
citations. Model selection is followed by the soil erosion modelling scale,
publication’s CiteScore, Scopus sub-subject category, continent and
number of authors (Table 2). Other considered variables have, according
to the results of the BRT model, no significant impact on the normalized
number of citations (Table 2). The sum of the relative impact of the
variables soil erosion model used, modelling scale, and publication’s
CiteScore explained 86.9% of the total variable importance. Next, the
sub-sections provided discussion about the impact of these variables.
The impact of the publication’s CiteScore, Scopus sub-subject category
and number of authors was already discussed in section 3.1.

3.2.1. Soil erosion model
It is evident that the largest maximum number of citations include
studies with RUSLE, WaTEM/SEDEM and USLE applications. However,

Table 2

Relative impact of different variables on the normalized number of citations. The
relative impact was calculated using generalized boosted regression tree (BRT)
model (section 2.2).

Variable Relative impact
[%]

Soil erosion model used 48.9

Modelling scale 20.6

Publication name CiteScore 17.4

Scopus sub-subject category 9.7

Continent 3.2

Number of authors 0.2

Publication type, erosion agent, modelled area, modelled period, 0
model time resolution, field activity, soil sampling, model
calibration, validation of results
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evaluating mean normalized citations, only WaTEM/SEDEM shows up
among the top cited models, while RUSLE and USLE have considerable
lower means, due to the high application rates with numerous low cited
studies. There are several studies with more than 12 normalized cita-
tions per year that use WaTEM/SEDEM model (Bakker et al., 2008; Feng
et al., 2010; Quinton et al., 2010; Van Oost et al., 2000; Van Rompaey
et al., 2005); however, all of them before 2010. The WaTEM/SEDEM is
followed by the STREAM (e.g., Simonneaux et al., 2015), RHEM (e.g.,
Nearing et al., 2011), RUSLE2 (Sahoo et al., 2016), EROSION 3D (e.g.,
Routschek et al., 2014), EPIC (e.g., Gao et al., 2017), and PESERA (e.g.,
Kirkby et al., 2008) models. STREAM, RHEM, RUSLE2, EROSION 3D,
EPIC, PESERA are used by less than 1.5% of studies/catchments
included in the database. If one compares the USLE and RUSLE models,
the (R)evised USLE model receives, on average, 0.8 more normalized
citations per year than the original version. It should also be noted that
the SWAT model is relatively widely used (i.e., in approximately 6% of
papers in the database) and on average articles using this model receive
more citations than the RUSLE and USLE models (Table 3). Moreover,
Borrelli et al. (2021) showed that SWAT has become more popular
among the soil erosion modellers in the last years. Papers with the
highest number of annual normalized citations (i.e. > 13) using the
SWAT model are Betrie et al. (2011), Gessesse et al. (2015) and Yesuf
et al. (2015).

In absolute numbers, it can also be seen that the RUSLE model has
the largest number of total citations (i.e., multiplying normalized cita-
tions and percent of database entries), followed by the WaTEM/SEDEM,
USLE, SWAT and WEPP models. Moreover, the maximum number of
normalized citations for the RUSLE and USLE models is also high.
Therefore, many studies apply these models, but in many cases these
studies are not very well cited. Therefore, the mean normalized number
of citations is lower as in case of some other models. Additionally,
Borrelli et al. (2021) concluded that the number of RUSLE model ap-
plications is increasing. The same also applies for the total number of
studies in the GASEMT database as the number of soil erosion model
studies in the post-2010 is increasing. It should also be noted that some
of the highest erosion rated were predicted by the RUSLE and USLE

Table 3

Mean and maximum normalized number of citations where different soil erosion
models were used. Only models that were used in more than 15 publications are
shown. Models are sorted based on the percentage of entries in the database.

Soil erosion Mean normalized Maximum Percentage of
model number of citations = normalized number entries in the
[per year] of citations [per database [%]
year]

RUSLE 3.1 52 17.1

USLE 2.3 30.4 13.9

WEPP 2.8 10.7 6.4

SWAT 3.1 18 6.2

WaTEM/ 8.9 35.4 4.7

SEDEM

RUSLE-SDR 1.9 13.7 3.9
USLE-SDR 1.7 11.3 2.2

LISEM 2.9 11.8 1.9
Customized 2.6 14.7 1.8

approach

MUSLE 1.9 6.3 1.7
AnnAGNPS 2.2 10.4 1.6

MMF 3.7 5.7 1.6

RHEM 5.1 7.7 1.5
Unknown 1.3 8.6 1.2

USPED 3.2 14.8 <1

EPIC 3.8 11.7 <1

RUSLE2 4 11.3 <1

PESERA 3.7 10.4 <1

EROSION 3D 3.9 9.1 <1
GeoWEPP 1.9 4.2 <1
RUSLE/SEDD 0.8 2.7 <1

EPM 1.2 2 <1

STREAM 6.2 8.6 <1
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models (Borrelli et al., 2021). Additionally, the median erosion rates
predicted by these two models are also larger than for some other model
(e.g., WaTEM/SEDEM) (Borrelli et al., 2021). Moreover, we investigated
if the higher average number of citations depends on the self-citations of
authors that are using specific models. The comparison was performed
for the WaTEM/SEDEM, SWAT, RUSLE, USLE and WEPP models.
However, self-citation in the case of specific models was similar where
the maximum value was characteristic of the RUSLE model with
approximately 8%. Other models had a self-citation rate of approxi-
mately 5%. Moreover, there are also some differences among the Scopus
sub-subject categories and the most frequently used models. For
example, the most frequently used models in the Water Science and
Technology category are RUSLE and USLE, whereas the WaTEM/SEDEM
model is only used in a small number of studies included in this category.
A similar pattern can be seen for the Forestry, Geography, Planning and
Development and General Earth and Planetary Sciences categories. On
the other hand, in the Earth-Surface Processes category the RUSLE and
USLE models are used less frequently. Additionally, some differences
also exist in different publication types. For example, the WaTEM/SE-
DEM model is only included in journal publications. Moreover, it seems
that the USLE model is used in almost half of the publications that are
published as book series and in approximately 40% of conference pro-
ceedings publications. While in case of journals, the USLE is used by 27%
of publications. A similar pattern can also be seen for the RUSLE model.
Therefore, one could argue that since USLE and RUSLE only account for
the gross soil erosion rates, these types of models are more frequently
published in book series and conference proceedings, and therefore have
a smaller outreach. On the other hand, models that also account for
sediment deposition and transport such as the WaTEM/SEDEM model
could have a larger outreach since more processes are incorporated
within the model.

A comparison of models used for soil erosion assessment in the
Chinese Loess Plateau (Li et al., 2017) that used eleven empirical and
process-based models showed that even for regional studies many
different models are applied. Batista et al. (2019) investigated soil
erosion models from the performance perspective and found out that
different models do not systematically outperform each other. Valida-
tion or uncertainty evaluation is in many cases as important as the
choice of a soil erosion model. Therefore, differences in the mean
number of citations shown in Table 3 cannot be explained with better
model performance of a specific model.

3.2.2. Scale and continent impact

According to the BRT model, the scale of the study and the investi-
gated continent have an impact on the normalized number of citations.
As one could expect, global studies, on average, receive many more ci-
tations than studies that are dealing with a specific local catchment or
even performing soil erosion modelling on a regional scale (Tables 4 and
5). Examples of highly cited global scale studies are Borrelli et al.
(2017), Quinton et al. (2010), Syvitski and Milliman (2007), Van Oost
et al. (2007), Yang et al. (2003). As pointed out by Borrelli et al. (2021)
global scale studies were published both in mid-nineties (e.g., Batjes,
1996) and also in the recent years. Moreover, examples of highly cited

Table 4
Mean number of normalized citations per publication based on the continent of
the study.

Investigated Mean normalized number of Percentage of entries in
continent/area citations [per year] the database [%)]
Global 17.5 0.8

Europe 3.8 30.7

Africa 2.5 8.2

North America 2.5 20.5

Oceania 2.3 3.5

South America 2.1 4.2

Asia 2.0 321
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Table 5
Mean number of normalized citations per publication based on the scale of the
study.

Mean normalized number of
citations [per year]

Scale of the soil
erosion modelling

Percentage of entries in
the database [%]

Global 18.8 0.6
Continental 10.6 0.4
Farm/landscape 4.5 0.7
Regional 2.8 13.7
Watershed 2.8 58.0
Plot 2.7 13.4
National 2.4 2.2
Hillslope 2.3 10.2
Unknown 0.9 0.6

soil erosion modelling studies that focused on the continental scale are
Borrelli et al. (2016), Bosco et al. (2015), Cerdan et al. (2010), and
Panagos et al. (2015). Furthermore, it is also true that performing
modelling on a global or continental scale does not guarantee a high
number of citations since there are also studies with a relatively low
normalized number of citations (e.g., Batjes, 1996; Borrelli et al., 2015).
When comparing the mean normalized number of citations for different
continents, it is evident that studies that focused on Europe, on average,
receive more citations than studies that focused on catchments/areas
located in other continents, even though the most studies are conducted
in Asia (Table 4). The co-citation investigation results are presented in
section 3.4 and based on these one could also assume that the higher
average values shown in Table 4 are the result of co-citations. Moreover,
Borrelli et al. (2021) also showed that higher erosion rates are generally
characteristic of articles focused on Africa, Asia or even South America
where areas with very high soil erosion rates can be found. Although it is
true that some extremely high erosion rates can also be found in Europe
(Borrelli et al., 2021). Therefore, the calculated erosion rate obviously
does not have a direct impact on the normalized number of citations. It
should also be noted that the GASEMT database (Borrelli et al., 2021)
only included publications that were written in English. Thus, the actual
number of soil erosion studies focusing on Asia is probably even higher
(i.e. publications written in Chinese language). Quite interestingly,
studies that focused on a regional and national scale do not, on average,
receive more citations than studies that focused on a specific watershed
or even those with a plot or hillslope scale (Table 5). It should be noted
that the percentage of database records could impact the mean
normalized number of citations in cases when these percentages are low.

3.2.3. Other variables with negligible impact according to the BRT model
Several other variables were also used as an input to the BRT model,
but according to the model results, these variables do not have an impact
on the normalized number of citations (Table 2). It is evident that papers
focused on tillage and harvest erosion, on average, have slightly more
citations than studies focused on water or wind erosion (Table 6).
Multiple examples of highly cited papers focused on these two erosion
agents can be found (De Alba et al., 2004; Quinton et al., 2010; Ver-
straeten et al., 2002). However, it is also true that tillage and harvest
erosion are only investigated in less than 2% of the publications included
in the database, and this limits the information that is needed to
establish efficient management factors in agriculture, that preserve soil,

Table 6
Mean number of normalized citations per publication based on the erosion
agent.

Mean normalized number of
citations [per year]

Erosion agent in the
erosion model

Percentage of entries in
the database [%]

Tillage erosion 3.3 1.8
Harvest erosion 3.1 0.4
Water 2.9 94.5
Wind 2.3 2.3

Water and wind 1.6 0.9
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yield and profit at the same time. As pointed out by Borrelli et al. (2021)
these low percentages could be a result of the Scopus search criteria
used.

On average, papers receive more citations if they address both the
future and present or the present and past than papers that only address
the present or the future (Table 7). Therefore, it seems that if two time
periods are discussed, this yields on average more citations than if only
one period is investigated. Moreover, one can also notice that the pre-
sent, future and past all yield a relatively similar normalized number of
citations (Table 7). This is a relatively surprising result because the
terms “climate change” and “future projections” are hot scientific topics.
For example, a Web of Science search for the topic “climate change”
shows that number of papers that mention this topic are significantly
increasing (i.e., 241 in 1990, 2655 in 2000, 11,630 in 2010 and 33,814
in 2018). A similar trend can also be found with the search “future
projections” in the Web of Science. However, in the field of soil erosion
modelling, focusing on future projections is obviously something that
does not yield, on average, more citations than focusing on the past or
present (Table 7).

Surprisingly, additional field activity or soil sampling does not have a
significant impact on the mean number of normalized citations of pub-
lications included in the database according to the BRT model (Fig. 4).
Although, the mean normalized number of citations is about 15% higher
in case that soil sampling activities were conducted. As discussed by
Borrelli et al. (2021) in-situ soil erosion measurements are the most
common field activity related to modelling. Moreover, publications
where the soil erosion model was calibrated receive, on average, 0.8
more normalized citations per year than publications with no model
calibration. This is almost 30% higher number of citations for studies
using calibration methods compared to the ones that do not include
calibration. It should be noted that only 1/3 of GASEMT entries reported
model calibration (Borrelli et al., 2021), which can be regarded as a
relatively low number. Even though recent studies have argued that
model calibration seems to be the main method for model improvement
in the soil erosion modelling field (Batista et al., 2019), the soil erosion
modelling community should give more focus in future to model cali-
bration, evaluation and uncertainty assessments.

Different types of studies can have diverse ways of model calibration
(e.g., sediment fluxes data at system outlet, remote sensing data).
Moreover, Borrelli et al. (2021) emphasized that model calibration is
most frequently performed with LISEM, SWAT, WaTEM/SEDEM and
MMF (e.g., Bezak et al., 2015). These are also models that account for
sediment delivery and not only gross erosion rates. SWAT, WaTEM/-
SEDEM and MMF are also models that, on average, receive more cita-
tions than the more frequently used USLE or RUSLE models (Table 3).
However, as already discussed, USLE and RUSLE studies can also be
highly cited (Table 3), but the average values are lower because of the
low citation rate of book series and conference proceedings where those
two models are used quite frequently. Additionally, Batista et al. (2019)
also pointed out that focusing on model validation should be replaced
with the uncertainty assessment or model evaluation since no model can
be completely valid because all models are only simplified representa-
tions of the environmental processes. This of course also applies to all
other environmental models (e.g., Beven and Young, 2013). However,

Table 7
Mean number of normalized citations per publication based on the investigated
time period.

Investigated time Mean normalized number of Percentage of entries in the

period citations [per year] database [%]
Present and future 3.9 5.9

Present and past 3.7 8.4

Present 29 52.4

Future 2.7 3.8

Past 2.4 26.7
Unknown 1.9 2.8
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Fig. 4. Mean number of normalized citations per publication based on the field
activity, soil sampling activity, calibration attempt and validation attempt.
Numbers written at the top of bars indicate the percentage of entries in the
database. “Yes” means that specific step was done, “No” means that this step
was not carried out and “Unknown” means that it was not possible to determine
if the step was done or not based on the information provided in the article.

since model validation is terminology still used in the field, this was
included in the global review and statistical analysis performed by
Borrelli et al. (2021). One could argue that model validation does not
have a significant impact on the mean number of normalized citations
(Fig. 4). Moreover, validation is performed in about half of the studies
included in the GASEMT database (Borrelli et al., 2021). Plot-scale
studies show higher level of validation (evaluation) and calibration
(Borrelli et al., 2021). Therefore, the focus should always be on model
validation and in-depth discussion of the results, as the incorrect use of
model parameters can also lead to incorrect conclusions. However, it
should be noted that absolute number of studies that report model
calibration, validation, evaluation is increasing, while on the other hand
the proportion of these studies in the GASEMT has been decreasing
(Borrelli et al., 2021).

Two additional variables, temporal model resolution and modelled
area, were used as an input to the BRT model. Table 8 shows a com-
parison between the mean normalized number of citations for the
different model temporal resolutions. Regarding the model temporal
scale, it is evident that if the daily time step is used then such papers, on
average, receive more normalized citations than publications where the
model is applied on an annual or monthly time scale (Table 8). These
differences can be related to the results shown in Table 3 because for
example, the SWAT model can only be used for a daily time step, and the
RUSLE and USLE models should be used for annual resolution. The same
applies for the WaTEM/SEDEM model that can only estimate long-term
average soil erosion rates (Borrelli et al., 2021). As pointed out by
Govers (2011), care should be taken when performing soil erosion
modelling because for example, the USLE model was developed for
long-term annual soil loss assessments and not for short time period
calculations. Gessesse et al. (2015) is an example of a study that used a
daily time step model and has a large number of citations.

Table 8
Mean number of normalized citations per publication based on the temporal
model resolution.

Temporal model Mean normalized number of Percentage of entries in the

resolution citations [per year] database [%]
Sub-hourly 3.6 6.4

Daily 3.3 17.9

Annual 3.0 25.0
Monthly 2.8 9.0
Unknown 2.6 31.0

Event 2.2 6.5

Hourly 21 3.0

Seasonal 1.8 1.2
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3.3. Most cited papers

The 20 most cited papers (i.e. top 1%) included in the database were
analysed in more detail (Bakker et al., 2008; Benavides-Solorio and
MacDonald, 2001; Betrie et al., 2011; Borrelli et al., 2017; Cerdan et al.,
2010; Fu et al., 2011; Ganasri and Ramesh, 2016; Gessesse et al., 2015;
Haregeweyn et al., 2017; Leh et al., 2013; Panagos et al., 2015; Parra-
s-Alcantara et al., 2016; Prasannakumar et al., 2012; Quinton et al.,
2010; Syvitski and Milliman, 2007; Van Oost et al, 2000, 2007; Van
Rompaey et al., 2005; Viglizzo et al., 2011; Yang et al., 2003). The
threshold for the 1% top cited paper in the soil erosion modelling is 14
normalized citation. The most cited papers were selected based on the
normalized number of citations. These papers were published in an
almost 20-year time window. The number of authors ranges from 2 to 19
with an average of 6.4. Moreover, these papers were published in 17
different journals, which indicates that none of the journals has a
dominant impact in the publishing of the most cited papers. If one in-
vestigates the affiliations of authors (countries) of these 20 most cited
paper it is evident that the authors of the most cited papers are mostly
from Europe or the United States. This presence of EU countries (e.g.,
Italy, Spain, Belgium, United Kingdom, Netherlands, Germany, etc.)
could partly explain the higher normalized citations of publications that
investigated EU areas (Table 4), as EU authors focus more on EU
catchments/areas than on other places. It should be noted that some of
the 20 most cited papers focus on global scale modelling, which means
that authors from the EU took more initiatives to address this issue at
global scale. Additional networking analysis is shown in section 3.4.
Moreover, investigation of the most frequently used words in the titles of
the 20 most cited papers about soil erosion modelling revealed that the
words “land”, “soil”, “erosion”, and “model” could be expected since the
focus is on soil erosion modelling, but words such as “change”, “impact”,
“risk” and “assessment” indicate that the most cited papers are either
focusing on change/variability assessment or risk or impact evaluation.
Furthermore, only one of the 20 most cited papers investigated a com-
bination of present and future while other papers mostly focused on
present and present and past.

We also investigated if any of the papers mentioned above were
defined as either a highly cited paper or a hot paper according to the
Essential Science Indicators by Clarivate Analytics. Hot papers, by
definition, are papers that have been published in the past two years that
received enough citations in May/June 2019 to put them in the top 0.1%
of papers in each of the 22 academic fields. On the other hand, highly
cited papers received enough citations as of May/June 2019 to be in the
top 1% of the specific academic field based on the field threshold and
publication year. Moreover, it should also be noted that there are some
differences in these thresholds for different fields (Mikos, 2017). Borrelli
et al. (2017) is defined as hot paper by the above definition. Moreover,
there are five highly cited papers included in the list of the 20 most cited
papers in the soil erosion GASEMT database (Borrelli et al., 2021). These
are Borrelli et al. (2017), Panagos et al. (2015), Cerdan et al. (2010), Fu
et al. (2011) and Quinton et al. (2010) in the Environment/Ecology,
Environment/Ecology, Geosciences, Environment/Ecology and Geo-
sciences fields, respectively. Moreover, Wang et al. (2012) is a highly
cited paper in the field of Agricultural Sciences, and according to the soil
erosion modelling database is in the top 30 most cited papers based on
the normalized number of citations. This indicates that papers focusing
on soil erosion modelling are among the most highly cited and top pa-
pers in these fields, which shows the relevance of this topic for the wider
scientific community (e.g. agriculture, ecology, geosciences).

3.4. Investigation of the relationship among papers about soil erosion
modelling (VOS viewer)

Additionally, bibliometric networks using the methodology
described in section 2.3 were analysed. The next two sub-sections pre-
sent bibliometric networks from the perspective of journals and
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countries. As mentioned in section 2.3, only part of the database that is
included in the Web of Science database was used as an input for the
VOS Viewer software.

3.4.1. Journals

A citation analysis of the journals that are included in the soil erosion
modelling GASEMT database indicates the relatedness of journals based
on the number of times that they cite each other (Fig. 5; VOSviewer,
2019). It is evident that six different clusters have been identified (i.e.,
indicated by different colours in Fig. 5). Quite surprisingly, CATENA,
where most of the papers included in the database are published, is on
the edge of the central soil erosion cluster and more towards Climatic
Change and Agricultural and Forest Meteorology. This observation
confirms assumptions made in the section 3.3 that soil erosion modelling
papers are also cited in other fields since these two journals are not
among the 23 journals mentioned in section 3.1. Furthermore, at the
same time this also means that articles published in CATENA often cite
papers published by these two journals. However, it is true that CATENA
has the strongest connection (i.e., line width) with the Journal of Hy-
drology, Hydrological Processes and Geomorphology. Moreover, it is
true that CATENA in comparison to some other journals such as Science
of Total Environment or Geomorphology receives, on average, less ci-
tations (section 3.1). Furthermore, it is also evident that journals are not
clustered in the same way as they are categorised based on the Scopus
sub-subject categories. For example, Hydrological Processes is clustered
together with Land Degradation & Development, Landscape Ecology
and Soil Science Society of America and not, for example, with the
Journal of Hydrology or Hydrological Sciences Journal. A similar
conclusion can be made for some other cluster/journals. Additionally, it
is evident that journals, whose title starts with the word “environment”
are clustered together (i.e., dark blue cluster group in Fig. 5).

A co-citation investigation, which reveals the relatedness of journals
based on the number of times that journals are cited together (VOS-
viewer, 2019), identifies three different clusters (Fig. 6). Stronger con-
nections exist between CATENA and Journal of Hydrology, Hydrological
Processes, Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, Geomorphology and
surprisingly also with Journal of Soil and Water Conservation (Fig. 6).
The latter journal has relatively strong connections with Journal of
Hydrology and Transactions of the ASABE.

The bibliographic coupling of journals with more than 250 citations
where this kind of investigation shows the relatedness of journals based
on the number of shared references (VOSviewer, 2019) shows four
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different clusters (Fig. 7). For example, CATENA has strong connections
with Geomorphology, Hydrological Processes, Journal of Hydrology and
Environmental Earth Sciences (Fig. 7). Otherwise, some of the identified
connections are similar to those shown in Fig. 6.

3.4.2. Countries

Bibliographic coupling of countries with more than 12 documents in
the database was investigated for their relatedness of shared references
(Fig. 8). It is evident that three clusters have been identified, whereas
one of the clusters only includes two members (i.e., Japan and Ethiopia).
Quite interestingly, all European countries, except Turkey, which is
partly in Europe and partly in Asia, are clustered together. This means
that authors from Europe usually cite similar references, and these are at
least to some extent different than the ones that authors from other
countries are citing. Moreover, some regional European patterns can
also be seen (i.e., position of the countries in the plot). For example, Italy
and Greece or Belgium and the Netherlands are located close together.
Moreover, the connection of the USA with China is stronger than the
connection with European countries. Bibliographic coupling of organi-
zations was also tested and three major clusters appear; first, there is a
cluster with European organizations (mostly from Belgium and
Netherlands), second, there is one with mainly Chinese organizations
and third, there is one with mainly organizations in the USA. Therefore,
it seems that reference lists in the field of soil erosion modelling are very
regionally focused.

Additionally, citation analysis from the country perspective, which
shows the relatedness of papers based on the number of times that they
cite each other, identifies two clusters (Fig. 9). It is evident that one
cluster includes all European countries (except Turkey) and the other
cluster contains all other countries with more than 12 documents.
Therefore, the pattern is very similar to the one shown in Fig. 8, which
indicates that not only do European authors use similar references, but
these papers are also cited by each other. Therefore, this kind of pattern
could partly explain the results shown in Table 4, which show that pa-
pers focused on European areas/catchments, on average, receive more
citations. It seems that papers focused on other continents often also cite
papers from different continents, whereas for Europe this is more
regionally based.

The co-authorship of papers from the country’s perspective indicates
a relatively strong connection between the USA and China (Fig. 10).
Moreover, four clusters are identified, whereas one of these is composed
only of European countries. However, France, Germany and the

Climatic«Change

vence of the Total Environment

Environmentat-Science & Policy

Fig. 5. Citation investigation of the journals with more than 250 citations where the network shows the relatedness of journals based on the number of times that
these cite each other. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance among items shows their relatedness
and different colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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journals are cited together. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance among items shows their
relatedness and different colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of
this article.)
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Fig. 7. Bibliographic coupling of journals with more than 250 citations where the network shows the relatedness of journals based on the number of shared ref-
erences. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance among items shows their relatedness and different
colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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Fig. 8. Bibliographic coupling of countries with more than 12 documents in the database where the network shows the relatedness of countries based on the number
of shared references. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance among items shows their relatedness
and different colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)

Netherlands are located in a different cluster than most of the European
countries. Therefore, co-authorship of documents is slightly more in-
ternational, but still, as one would expect, some strong regional con-
nections can be detected. A similar investigation was also performed
from the organizations’ point of view, and in this case, different orga-
nizations were more regionally clustered (e.g., Belgium and Netherlands
organizations together, Chinese organizations together, etc.). Indeed,
such results likely depend on the research funding in each nation, lan-
guage of origin, similarity among environments and ability of the re-
searchers to access given research funds.

3.4.3. Models

The citation and bibliographic coupling networks of the 12 most
frequently used soil erosion models was also investigated (Figs. 11 and
12). It is evident that USLE, RUSLE, USLE-SDR and RUSLE-SDR are
clustered into one group. This means that publications that discuss or
apply these models often cite similar literature, and often cite each
other, and this might be related to an inability of the authors to link their
results to the newer models. This is an expected result since these
interrelated models have the same theoretical background and were all
developed based on the USLE model. The WaTEM/SEDEM model is, in
both cases, (i.e., citation and bibliographic coupling analysis) clustered
into a different group although soil loss calculations in this model are
based on the RUSLE equation (Van Rompaey et al., 2001). In the case of
the bibliographic coupling analysis (Fig. 11), the MUSLE model is also
clustered in a one-group member while in case of the citation analysis,
this model is part of a cluster with more models (Fig. 12). Other larger
group of models mostly contain physically based models such as WEPP,
LISEM or RHEM. Therefore, it seems that in terms of citations and

12

bibliographic coupling some differences between more empirical-based
and more physically based soil erosion models exist. Moreover, one
could also expect that models that only account for the gross soil erosion
would be clustered together and models that also account for sediment
delivery would be in a different group. Obviously, this is not the case
since for example, (R)USLE and (R)USLE-SDR are clustered together
(Figs. 11 and 12).

4. Conclusions

We evaluated 3030 model applications published in 1697 articles
included in the GASEMT database (Borrelli et al., 2021) in a rigorous
bibliometric investigation. This study can be used as a metric benchmark
for future erosion modelling studies as potential authors can measure
the impact of their paper comparing with the proposed metrics here.
However, it should be noted that the results presented in the scope of
this paper should not be regarded as a guideline to prepare a highly-cited
paper or to propose specific journals, models or other practices related to
soil erosion modelling. These should be selected based on the aims of the
study.

The largest percentage of studies (i.e. around 13% per category) were
published in the Scopus categories “Earth-Surface Processes” and “Water
Science and Technology” and these papers have, on average, higher
number of normalized citations (i.e. more than 3 normalized citations
per paper). We observed that soil erosion modelling community mostly
published its studies in journals such as CATENA, Land Degradation &
Development, Journal of Hydrology, Hydrological Processes or Geo-
morphology (i.e. in total around 20% of all studies in GASEMT). How-
ever, soil erosion studies are published in a wide range of journals.



N. Bezak et al. Environmental Research 197 (2021) 111087

ria

Soutl

nd

Fig. 9. Citation of countries with more than 12 documents in the database where the network shows the relatedness of countries based on the number of times that
these cite each other. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance among items shows their relatedness
and different colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)

Fig. 10. Co-authorship of papers from the country’s perspective for countries with more than 12 documents in the database where the network shows the relatedness
of items based on the number of co-authored documents. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance
among items shows their relatedness and different colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred
to the Web version of this article.)
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Fig. 11. Citation network of 12 most frequently used
soil erosion models where the network shows the
relatedness of soil erosion models based on the
number of times that these cite each other. The size of
the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines
indicate the links among items, the distance among
items shows their relatedness and different colours
indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references
to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred
to the Web version of this article.)

\”‘\MUStE——; _—Wa EM/SEDEM

Fig. 12. Bibliographic coupling network of 12 most frequently used soil erosion models where the network shows the relatedness of models based on the number of
shared references. The size of the circle indicates a weight of the item, the lines indicate the links among items, the distance among items shows their relatedness and
different colours indicate clusters. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)

The journal Citescore has no significant impact on the normalized Furthermore, the WaTEM/SEDEM model is clustered into a different
number of citations as their correlation is rather weak yet statistically group than the remaining most frequently used soil erosion models.
significant (R = 0.2; p-value < 0.0001). On the contrary, we noted that Regarding the scale, papers evaluating the global scale generally
the model selection and the scale have an impact in the normalized receive considerably more citations than papers focused on a conti-
number of citations. For instance, the WaTEM/SEDEM model received nental, national, or smaller scale. However, we also observed that na-
the highest number of normalized citations (i.e. 8.9 compared to 3.1 of tional scale studies, on average, do not receive more citations compared
RUSLE, 2.3 of USLE and 2.8 of WEPP). However, WaTEM/SEDEM is to local or watershed ones. Additionally, European studies have more
applied only to the 4.7% of the studies in GASEMT database compared to citations than publications targeting other continents. European coun-
17.1% of RUSLE, 13.9% of USLE and 6.4% of WEPP. The insights tries have high levels of co-citations and shared references, which could
emerging from our investigation suggested that studies using more partly explain higher citation values.
empirically based (e.g., USLE) and more physically based models (e.g., The proportion of non-cited papers (i.e. 8.5%) and the share of self-
WEPP) are not citing each other and use different references. citations (i.e. around 10%) of soil erosion modelling community are in
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line with the shares for all papers in Scopus. We observed that journal
publications, on average in the field of soil erosion modelling, receive
6-12 times more citations than book series and conference proceedings.
Soil erosion modelling publications are mostly co-authored by 2-6
people. Single-authored publications receive, on average, fewer cita-
tions. Concerning the co-authorship of publications, we observed some
connections among some neighbouring countries (e.g., Belgium and
Netherlands) while some connections were not expected.

Regarding the impact of field activity, model calibration and vali-
dation, the conducted investigations demonstrated that these attributes
have an impact in increasing normalized annual citations by up to 30%.
However, these attributes were not recognised as influential in case of
the BRT model where impact of other attributes (e.g., model selection)
was larger.

In a nutshell, this review reveals that soil erosion modelling is an
important scientific topic, which attracts citations/readership from
different fields. Additionally, this review identifies that field activity/
measurements, model calibration and evaluation using long-term mea-
surements are to some extent appreciated by the scientific community,
but additional focus should be given to these aspects in future. More-
over, different sources of uncertainty (e.g., Beven and Young, 2013) or
study limitations should be presented in relation to the soil erosion
modelling, which can be regarded as a way forward to have better
studies that also receive more citations.

Credit author statement

N. Bezak, M. Mikos, P. Borrelli and P. Panagos conceptualization, all
authors data curation. N. Bezak and M.Mikos writing-original draft, all
other author’s writing-review and editing where contribution of C.
Alewell, P. Panagos and P. Borrelli was the most significant.

Funding

Nejc Bezak and Matjaz Mikos would like to acknowledge the support
of the Slovenian Research Agency through grant P2-0180. Diana Vieira
is funded by national funds (OE), through FCT - Fundacao para a Ciéncia
e a Tecnologia, I.P., in the scope of the framework contract foreseen -
DL57/2016 (CDL-CTTRI-97-ARH/2018 - REF.191-97-ARH/2018), and
acknowledges CESAM financial support of through (UIDP/50017/
2020+4UIDB/50017/2020). Jae E. Yang and Pasquale Borrelli are fun-
ded by the EcoSSSoil Project, Korea Environmental Industry & Tech-
nology Institute (KEITI), Korea (Grant No. 2019002820004). Walter
Chen is funded by the Ministry of Science and Technology (Taiwan)
Research Project (Grant Number MOST 109-2121-M-027-001).

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

References

Abramo, G., D’Angelo, C.A., 2015. The relationship between the number of authors of a
publication, its citations and the impact factor of the publishing journal: evidence
from Italy. J. Informetr. 9, 746-761. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.j0i.2015.07.003.

Bakker, M.M., Govers, G., van Doorn, A., Quetier, F., Chouvardas, D., Rounsevell, M.,
2008. The response of soil erosion and sediment export to land-use change in four
areas of Europe: the importance of landscape pattern. Geomorphology 98, 213-226.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2006.12.027.

Batista, P.V.G., Davies, J., Silva, M.L.N., Quinton, J.N., 2019. On the evaluation of soil
erosion models: are we doing enough? Earth Sci. Rev. 197 https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-earscirev.2019.102898.

Batjes, N.H., 1996. Global assessment of land vulnerability to water erosion on a 1/2° by
1/2° grid. Land Degrad. Dev. 7, 353-365. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-145X
(199612)7:4<353::AID-LDR239>>3.0.CO;2-N.

15

Environmental Research 197 (2021) 111087

Benavides-Solorio, J., MacDonald, L.H., 2001. Post-fire runoff and erosion from
simulated rainfall on small plots, Colorado Front Range. Hydrol. Process. 15,
2931-2952. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.383.

Betrie, G.D., Mohamed, Y.A., Van Griensven, A., Srinivasan, R., 2011. Sediment
management modelling in the Blue Nile Basin using SWAT model. Hydrol. Earth
Syst. Sci. 15, 807-818. https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-15-807-2011.

Beven, K., Young, P., 2013. A guide to good practice in modeling semantics for authors
and referees. Water Resour. Res. 49, 5092-5098. https://doi.org/10.1002/
wrer.20393.

Bezak, N., Rusjan, S., Petan, S., Sodnik, J., Mikos, M., 2015. Estimation of soil loss by the
WATEM/SEDEM model using an automatic parameter estimation procedure.
Environ. Earth Sci. 74 https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-015-4534-0.

Borrelli, P., Alewell, C., Alvarez, P., Anache, J.A.A., Baartman, J., Ballabio, C., Bezak, N.,
Biddoccu, M., Cerda, A., Chalise, D., Chen, S., Chen, W., De Girolamo, A.M.,
Gessesse, G.D., Deumlich, D., Diodato, N., Efthimiou, N., Erpul, G., Fiener, P.,
Freppaz, M., Gentile, F., Gericke, A., Haregeweyn, N., Hu, B., Jeanneau, A.,

Kaffas, K., Kiani-Harchegani, M., Villuendas, L.L., Li, C., Lombardo, L., Lopez-
Vicente, M., Lucas-Borja, M.E., Marker, M., Matthews, F., Miao, C., Mikos, M.,
Modugno, S., Moller, M., Naipal, V., Nearing, M., Owusu, S., Panday, D., Patault, E.,
Patriche, C.V., Poggio, L., Portes, R., Quijano, L., Rahdari, M.R., Renima, M.,
Ricci, G.F., Rodrigo-Comino, J., Saia, S., Samani, A.N., Schillaci, C., Syrris, V.,
Kim, H.S., Spinola, D.N., Oliveira, P.T., Teng, H., Thapa, R., Vantas, K., Vieira, D.,
Yang, J.E., Yin, S., Zema, D.A., Zhao, G., Panagos, P., 2021. Soil erosion modelling: a
global review and statistical analysis. Sci. Total Environ., 146494 https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.146494.

Borrelli, P., Panagos, P., Ballabio, C., Lugato, E., Weynants, M., Montanarella, L., 2016.
Towards a pan-European assessment of land susceptibility to wind erosion. Land
Degrad. Dev. 27, 1093-1105. https://doi.org/10.1002/1dr.2318.

Borrelli, P., Panagos, P., Montanarella, L., 2015. New insights into the geography and
modelling of wind erosion in the European agricultural land. Application of a
spatially explicit indicator of land susceptibility to wind erosion. Sustain. Times 7,
8823-8836. https://doi.org/10.3390/5u7078823.

Borrelli, P., Robinson, D.A., Fleischer, L.R., Lugato, E., Ballabio, C., Alewell, C.,
Meusburger, K., Modugno, S., Schiitt, B., Ferro, V., Montanarella, L., Panagos, P.,
2017. An assessment of the global impact of 21st century land use change on soil
erosion. Nat. Commun. 8 https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02142-7.

Borrelli, P., Van Oost, K., Meusburger, K., Alewell, C., Lugato, E., Panagos, P., 2018.

A step towards a holistic assessment of soil degradation in Europe: coupling on-site
erosion with sediment transfer and carbon fluxes. Environ. Res. 161, 291-298.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2017.11.009.

Bosco, C., De Rigo, D., Dewitte, O., Poesen, J., Panagos, P., 2015. Modelling soil erosion
at European scale: towards harmonization and reproducibility. Nat. Hazards Earth
Syst. Sci. 15, 225-245. https://doi.org/10.5194/nhess-15-225-2015.

Cerdan, O., Govers, G., Le Bissonnais, Y., Van Oost, K., Poesen, J., Saby, N., Gobin, A.,
Vacca, A., Quinton, J., Auerswald, K., Roxo, M.J., Dostal, T., 2010. Rates and spatial
variations of soil erosion in Europe: a study based on erosion plot data.
Geomorphology 122, 167-177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.06.011.

De Alba, S., Lindstrom, M., Schumacher, T.E., Malo, D.D., 2004. Soil landscape evolution
due to soil redistribution by tillage: a new conceptual model of soil catena evolution
in agricultural landscapes. Catena 58, 77-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
catena.2003.12.004.

Elith, J., Leathwick, J.R., Hastie, T., 2008. A working guide to boosted regression trees.
J. Anim. Ecol. 77, 802-813. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2008.01390.x.

Emmer, A., 2018. Geographies and scientometrics of research on natural hazards. Geosci.
8 https://doi.org/10.3390/geosciences8100382.

Feng, X., Wang, Y., Chen, L., Fu, B., Bai, G., 2010. Modeling soil erosion and its response
to land-use change in hilly catchments of the Chinese Loess Plateau. Geomorphology
118, 239-248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.01.004.

Fu, B, Liu, Y., Li, Y., He, C., Zeng, Y., Wu, B., 2011. Assessing the soil erosion control
service of ecosystems change in the Loess Plateau of China. Ecol. Complex. 8,
284-293. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2011.07.003.

Ganasri, B.P., Ramesh, H., 2016. Assessment of soil erosion by RUSLE model using
remote sensing and GIS - a case study of Nethravathi Basin. Geosci. Front. 7,
953-961. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsf.2015.10.007.

Gao, L., Bowker, M.A., Xu, M., Sun, H., Tuo, D., Zhao, Y., 2017. Biological soil crusts
decrease erodibility by modifying inherent soil properties on the Loess Plateau,
China. Soil Biol. Biochem. 105, 49-58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
s0ilbi0.2016.11.009.

Gariano, S.L., Guzzetti, F., 2016. Landslides in a changing climate. Earth Sci. Rev. 162,
227-252. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2016.08.011.

Gessesse, B., Bewket, W., Brauning, A., 2015. Model-based characterization and
monitoring of runoff and soil erosion in response to land use/land cover changes in
the modjo watershed, Ethiopia. Land Degrad. Dev. 26, 711-724. https://doi.org/
10.1002/1dr.2276.

Govers, G., 2011. Misapplications and Misconceptions of Erosion Models, Handbook of
Erosion Modelling. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444328455.ch7.

Greenwell, B., Boehmke, B., Cunningham, J., 2019. Program R Package Gbm.

Haregeweyn, N., Tsunekawa, A., Poesen, J., Tsubo, M., Meshesha, D.T., Fenta, A.A.,
Nyssen, J., Adgo, E., 2017. Comprehensive assessment of soil erosion risk for better
land use planning in river basins: case study of the Upper Blue Nile River. Sci. Total
Environ. 574, 95-108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.09.019.

Ioannidis, J.P.A., Baas, J., Klavans, R., Boyack, K.W., 2019. A standardized citation
metrics author database annotated for scientific field. PLoS Biol. 17 https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pbio.3000384.

Keesstra, S., Nunes, J.P., Saco, P., Parsons, T., Poeppl, R., Masselink, R., Cerda, A., 2018.
The way forward: can connectivity be useful to design better measuring and


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2015.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2006.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2019.102898
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2019.102898
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-145X(199612)7:4<353::AID-LDR239>3.0.CO;2-N
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-145X(199612)7:4<353::AID-LDR239>3.0.CO;2-N
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.383
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-15-807-2011
https://doi.org/10.1002/wrcr.20393
https://doi.org/10.1002/wrcr.20393
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-015-4534-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.146494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.146494
https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.2318
https://doi.org/10.3390/su7078823
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02142-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.5194/nhess-15-225-2015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2003.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2003.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2656.2008.01390.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/geosciences8100382
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecocom.2011.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsf.2015.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soilbio.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2016.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.2276
https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.2276
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444328455.ch7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref26
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.09.019
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000384
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000384

N. Bezak et al.

modelling schemes for water and sediment dynamics? Sci. Total Environ. 644,
1557-1572. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.06.342.

Kirkby, M.J., Irvine, B.J., Jones, R.J.A., Govers, G., Boer, M., Cerdan, O., Daroussin, J.,
Gobin, A., Grimm, M., Le Bissonnais, Y., Puigdefabregas, J., Van Lynden, G., 2008.
The PESERA coarse scale erosion model for Europe. I. - model rationale and
implementation. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 59, 1293-1306. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2389.2008.01072.x.

Lal, R., 2019. Accelerated Soil erosion as a source of atmospheric CO 2. Soil Tillage Res.
188, 35-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.5till.2018.02.001.

Leh, M., Bajwa, S., Chaubey, I., 2013. IMPACT of land use change on erosion risk: AN
integrated remote sensing, geographic information system and modeling
methodology. Land Degrad. Dev. 24, 409-421. https://doi.org/10.1002/1dr.1137.

Li, P., Mu, X., Holden, J., Wu, Y., Irvine, B., Wang, F., Gao, P., Zhao, G., Sun, W., 2017.
Comparison of soil erosion models used to study the Chinese Loess Plateau. Earth Sci.
Rev. 170, 17-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2017.05.005.

Liu, X., Zhan, F.B., Hong, S., Niu, B., Liu, Y., 2012. A bibliometric study of earthquake
research: 1900-2010. Scientometrics 92, 747-765. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-
011-0599-z.

Lizaga, 1., Gaspar, L., Blake, W.H., Latorre, B., Navas, A., 2019. Fingerprinting changes of
source apportionments from mixed land uses in stream sediments before and after an
exceptional rainstorm event. Geomorphology 341, 216-229. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.geomorph.2019.05.015.

Lugato, E., Paustian, K., Panagos, P., Jones, A., Borrelli, P., 2016. Quantifying the erosion
effect on current carbon budget of European agricultural soils at high spatial
resolution. Global Change Biol. 22, 1976-1984. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gcb.13198.

Macek, U., Bezak, N., Sraj, M., 2018. Reference evapotranspiration changes in Slovenia,
Europe. Agric. For. Meteorol. 260-261. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
agrformet.2018.06.014.

Mikos, M., 2018. The bibliometric impact of books published by the International
Consortium on Landslides. Landslides 15, 1459-1482. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10346-018-1019-8.

Mikos, M., 2017. Landslides: a top international journal in geological engineering and
engineering geology? Landslides 14, 1827-1838. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-
017-0869-9.

Nearing, M.A., Wei, H., Stone, J.J., Pierson, F.B., Spaeth, K.E., Weltz, M.A., Flanagan, D.
C., Hernandez, M., 2011. A rangeland hydrology and erosion model. Trans. ASABE
(Am. Soc. Agric. Biol. Eng.) 54, 901-908.

Niu, B., Hong, S., Yuan, J., Peng, S., Wang, Z., Zhang, X., 2014. Global trends in
sediment-related research in earth science during 1992-2011: a bibliometric
analysis. Scientometrics 98, 511-529. https://doi.org/10.1007/511192-013-1065-x.

Panagos, P., Van Liedekerke, M., Jones, A., Montanarella, L., 2012. European Soil Data
Centre: Response to European policy support and public data requirements. Land
Use Policy 29 (2), 329-338.

Panagos, P., Borrelli, P., Poesen, J., Ballabio, C., Lugato, E., Meusburger, K.,
Montanarella, L., Alewell, C., 2015. The new assessment of soil loss by water erosion
in Europe. Environ. Sci. Pol. 54, 438-447. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
envsci.2015.08.012.

Panagos, P., Katsoyiannis, A., 2019. Soil erosion modelling: the new challenges as the
result of policy developments in Europe. Environ. Res. 172, 470-474. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.envres.2019.02.043.

Parras-Alcantara, L., Lozano-Garcia, B., Keesstra, S., Cerda, A., Brevik, E.C., 2016. Long-
term effects of soil management on ecosystem services and soil loss estimation in
olive grove top soils. Sci. Total Environ. 571, 498-506. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scitotenv.2016.07.016.

Pourghasemi, H.R., Teimoori Yansari, Z., Panagos, P., Pradhan, B., 2018. Analysis and
evaluation of landslide susceptibility: a review on articles published during
2005-2016 (periods of 2005-2012 and 2013-2016). Arab. J. Geosci. 11 https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12517-018-3531-5.

Prasannakumar, V., Vijith, H., Abinod, S., Geetha, N., 2012. Estimation of soil erosion
risk within a small mountainous sub-watershed in Kerala, India, using Revised
Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) and geo-information technology. Geosci.
Front. 3, 209-215. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsf.2011.11.003.

Quinton, J.N., Govers, G., Van Oost, K., Bardgett, R.D., 2010. The impact of agricultural
soil erosion on biogeochemical cycling. Nat. Geosci. 3, 311-314. https://doi.org/
10.1038/ngeo838.

Reichenbach, P., Rossi, M., Malamud, B.D., Mihir, M., Guzzetti, F., 2018. A review of
statistically-based landslide susceptibility models. Earth Sci. Rev. 180, 60-91.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2018.03.001.

Ricci, G.F., De Girolamo, A.M., Abdelwahab, O.M.M., Gentile, F., 2018. Identifying
sediment source areas in a Mediterranean watershed using the SWAT model. Land
Degrad. Dev. 29, 1233-1248. https://doi.org/10.1002/1dr.2889.

Ridgeway, G., 2019. Generalized Boosted Models: A Guide to the Gbm Package. CRAN.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9752.1996.tb00390.x.

Routschek, A., Schmidt, J., Kreienkamp, F., 2014. Impact of climate change on soil
erosion - a high-resolution projection on catchment scale until 2100 in Saxony/
Germany. Catena 121, 99-109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2014.04.019.

Sahoo, K., Hawkins, G.L., Yao, X.A., Samples, K., Mani, S., 2016. GIS-based biomass
assessment and supply logistics system for a sustainable biorefinery: a case study
with cotton stalks in the Southeastern US. Appl. Energy 182, 260-273. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.114.

Schillaci, C., Saia, S., Acutis, M., 2018. Modelling of soil organic carbon in the
Mediterranean area: a systematic map. Rend. Online Soc. Geol. Ital. 46, 161-166.
https://doi.org/10.3301/ROL.2018.68.

16

Environmental Research 197 (2021) 111087

Seglen, P.O., 1998. Citation rates and journal impact factors are not suitable for
evaluation of research. Acta Orthop. Scand. 69, 224-229. https://doi.org/10.3109/
17453679809000920.

Simonneaux, V., Cheggour, A., Deschamps, C., Mouillot, F., Cerdan, O., Le Bissonnais, Y.,
2015. Land use and climate change effects on soil erosion in a semi-arid
mountainous watershed (High Atlas, Morocco). J. Arid Environ. 122, 64-75. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.06.002.

Small, H., Boyack, K.W., Klavans, R., 2014. Identifying emerging topics in science and
technology. Res. Policy 43, 1450-1467. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
respol.2014.02.005.

Syvitski, J.P.M., Milliman, J.D., 2007. Geology, geography, and humans battle for
dominance over the delivery of fluvial sediment to the coastal ocean. J. Geol. 115,
1-19. https://doi.org/10.1086/509246.

Tan, Z., Leung, L.R., Li, H.-Y., Tesfa, T., Zhu, Q., Huang, M., 2020. A substantial role of
soil erosion in the land carbon sink and its future changes. Global Change Biol. 26,
2642-2655. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14982.

Tang, Y., Ren, Z., Kong, W., Jiang, H., 2020. Compiler testing: a systematic literature
analysis. Front. Comput. Sci. 14 https://doi.org/10.1007/511704-019-8231-0.
Tarolli, P., Cavalli, M., Masin, R., 2019. High-resolution morphologic characterization of
conservation agriculture. Catena 172, 846-856. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

catena.2018.08.026.

van Eck, N.J., Waltman, L., 2010. Software survey: VOSviewer, a computer program for
bibliometric mapping. Scientometrics 84, 523-538. https://doi.org/10.1007/
511192-009-0146-3.

Van Eck, N.J., Waltman, L., Dekker, R., Van Den Berg, J., 2010. A comparison of two
techniques for bibliometric mapping: multidimensional scaling and VOS. J. Am. Soc.
Inf. Sci. Technol. 61, 2405-2416. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21421.

Van Noorden, R., 2017. The science that’s never been cited. Nature 552, 162-164.
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-017-08404-0.

Van Noorden, R., Singh Chawla, D., 2019. Hundreds of extreme self-citing scientists
revealed in new database. Nature 572, 578-579. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-
019-02479-7.

Van Oost, K., Govers, G., Desmet, P., 2000. Evaluating the effects of changes in landscape
structure on soil erosion by water and tillage. Landsc. Ecol. 15, 577-589. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1008198215674.

Van Oost, K., Quine, T.A., Govers, G., De Gryze, S., Six, J., Harden, J.W., Ritchie, J.C.,
McCarty, G.W., Heckrath, G., Kosmas, C., Marques Da Silva, J.R., Merckx, R., 2007.
The impact of agricultural soil erosion on the global carbon cycle. Science (80- 318,
626-629. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1145724.

Van Rompaey, A., Bazzoffi, P., Jones, R.J.A., Montanarella, L., 2005. Modeling sediment
yields in Italian catchments. Geomorphology 65, 157-169. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.geomorph.2004.08.006.

Van Rompaey, A.J.J., Verstraeten, G., Van Oost, K., Govers, G., Poesen, J., 2001.
Modelling mean annual sediment yield using a distributed approach. Earth Surf.
Process. Landforms 26, 1221-1236. https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.275.

Veronesi, F., Schillaci, C., 2019. Comparison between geostatistical and machine
learning models as predictors of topsoil organic carbon with a focus on local
uncertainty estimation. Ecol. Indicat. 101, 1032-1044. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecolind.2019.02.026.

Verstraeten, G., Van Oost, K., Van Rompaey, A., Poesen, J., Govers, G., 2002. Evaluating
an integrated approach to catchment management to reduce soil loss and sediment
pollution through modelling. Soil Use Manag. 18, 386-394. https://doi.org/
10.1079/SUM2002150.

Viglizzo, E.F., Frank, F.C., Carreno, L.V., Jobbagy, E.G., Pereyra, H., Clatt, J., Pincén, D.,
Ricard, M.F., 2011. Ecological and environmental footprint of 50 years of
agricultural expansion in Argentina. Global Change Biol. 17, 959-973. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02293.x.

VOSviewer, 2019. VOSviewer. WWW Document. https://www.vosviewer.com/.
accessed 11.13.19.

Wagner, C.S., Park, H.W., Leydesdorff, L., 2015. The continuing growth of global
cooperation networks in research: a conundrum for national governments. PloS One
10. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131816.

Waltman, L., van Eck, N.J., Noyons, E.C.M., 2010. A unified approach to mapping and
clustering of bibliometric networks. J. Informetr. 4, 629-635. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.j0i.2010.07.002.

Wang, X., Williams, J.R., Gassman, P.W., Baffaut, C., Izaurralde, R.C., Jeong, J., Kiniry, J.
R., 2012. EPIC and APEX: model use, calibration, and validation. Trans. ASABE (Am.
Soc. Agric. Biol. Eng.) 55, 1447-1462.

Wu, X., Chen, X., Zhan, F.B., Hong, S., 2015. Global research trends in landslides during
1991-2014: a bibliometric analysis. Landslides 12, 1215-1226. https://doi.org/
10.1007/510346-015-0624-z.

Yang, D., Kanae, S., Oki, T., Koike, T., Musiake, K., 2003. Global potential soil erosion
with reference to land use and climate changes. Hydrol. Process. 17, 2913-2928.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.1441.

Yesuf, H.M., Assen, M., Alamirew, T., Melesse, A.M., 2015. Modeling of sediment yield in
Maybar gauged watershed using SWAT, northeast Ethiopia. Catena 127, 191-205.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2014.12.032.

Zabret, K., Rakovec, J., Sraj, M., 2018. Influence of meteorological variables on rainfall
partitioning for deciduous and coniferous tree species in urban area. J. Hydrol. 558,
29-41. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jhydrol.2018.01.025.

Zhuang, Y., Du, C., Zhang, L., Du, Y., Li, S., 2015. Research trends and hotspots in soil
erosion from 1932 to 2013: a literature review. Scientometrics 105, 743-758.
https://doi.org/10.1007/5s11192-015-1706-3.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.06.342
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.2008.01072.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.2008.01072.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.1137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2017.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0599-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0599-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2019.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2019.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13198
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13198
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2018.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2018.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-018-1019-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-018-1019-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-017-0869-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-017-0869-9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref40
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-013-1065-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2019.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2019.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12517-018-3531-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12517-018-3531-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gsf.2011.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo838
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.2889
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9752.1996.tb00390.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2014.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.114
https://doi.org/10.3301/ROL.2018.68
https://doi.org/10.3109/17453679809000920
https://doi.org/10.3109/17453679809000920
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2014.02.005
https://doi.org/10.1086/509246
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.14982
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11704-019-8231-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2018.08.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2018.08.026
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-009-0146-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-009-0146-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.21421
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-017-08404-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-02479-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-02479-7
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008198215674
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008198215674
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1145724
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2004.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2004.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/esp.275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.02.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2019.02.026
https://doi.org/10.1079/SUM2002150
https://doi.org/10.1079/SUM2002150
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02293.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02293.x
https://www.vosviewer.com/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131816
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2010.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2010.07.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref75
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0013-9351(21)00381-9/sref75
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-015-0624-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10346-015-0624-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.1441
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2014.12.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2018.01.025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1706-3

	Soil erosion modelling: A bibliometric analysis
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 GASEMT database enhancement
	2.2 Generalized boosted regression trees (BRT)
	2.3 Bibliometric networks

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 Publication type, journal selection and number of author’s impact
	3.2 Confounding factors for the number of citations in soil erosion modelling
	3.2.1 Soil erosion model
	3.2.2 Scale and continent impact
	3.2.3 Other variables with negligible impact according to the BRT model

	3.3 Most cited papers
	3.4 Investigation of the relationship among papers about soil erosion modelling (VOS viewer)
	3.4.1 Journals
	3.4.2 Countries
	3.4.3 Models


	4 Conclusions
	Credit author statement
	Funding
	Declaration of competing interest
	References


