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ABSTRACT

The present bibliometric study provides an in-depth examination of the expansion 
and evolution of ethnobotanical literature during the 2009–2018 timeframe, 
highlighting�important�patterns�and�trends�that�have�shaped�the�𿿿eld�over�the�past�
decade.�Speci𿿿cally,�it�explores�the�nature�and�distribution�of�authorship�patterns,�
assesses the extent of researcher collaboration across institutions and countries, 
and analyzes the type and rate of publication growth during this period. By 
tracking these parameters, the study offers valuable insights into how ethnobotany 
has progressed both in volumes of research output and in the sophistication of 
scholarly cooperation.
The�𿿿ndings�of�the�study�reveal�that�joint�publications�have�been�steadily�increasing�
year by year, which is a strong indicator of active intellectual engagement and the 
recognition�that�ethnobotanical�research�bene𿿿ts�from�interdisciplinary�and�cross-
regional partnerships. Such collaborative efforts not only enhance the quality and 
scope of research but also contribute to a more integrated understanding of plant 
use, traditional knowledge systems, and biodiversity conservation. However, the 
results also underscore that, despite this consistent progress, ethnobotany has 
yet to secure full recognition as a distinct academic discipline in its own right. At 
present,� it� is�often�perceived�as�a�sub𿿿eld�within�broader�areas�such�as�botany,�
anthropology, or environmental sciences. Achieving recognition as an independent 
𿿿eld�will� require� sustained� and� strategic� collaboration� among� scholars,� as�well�
as targeted research that addresses global challenges like climate change, food 
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INTRODUCTION
Bibliometrics is a quantitative research 
method used to analyse written publications 
like books, articles, and other scholarly 
works, using statistical and mathematical 
techniques to understand patterns of 
publication and document use. It began with 
Cole and Eales1 “statistical biblioraphy” 
study for citation counts. However, the term 
“bibliometrics” was first used by Prichard2 
and is more than a half century old now. It 
has since developed into a separate topic 
of study within the discipline of library 
and information science. Researchers 
have carried out a number of bibliometric 
analyses over the years, and one of the most 
widely used strategies is the journal study.

When a publication represents authors in a 
certain� academic� area� and� reÁects� the� larger�
trends� and� research� activity� in� that� 𿿿eld,� it�
is frequently deemed important enough to 
merit in-depth investigation. Data from a 
single primary, secondary, or tertiary journals 
are gathered over a predetermined period of 
time and analysed to identify trends like the 
annual distribution of articles, the language of 
publication, the gender distribution of authors, 
and the subject categorisation of the content 
in a single journal bibliometric study. The 
reasons behind writers’ choice of journal for 
publication or citation in their academic work 
are� further� clari𿿿ed� by� these� investigations.�
Journals chosen for these kinds of studies are 
often� regarded�as� important� in� their�𿿿elds�of�
study.

Single journal studies provide a thorough 
and multidimensional understanding of a 
journal’s features; claim Nebelong-Bonnevie 
and Frandsen.3 These studies usually use 
bibliometric indicators as their main means 
of evaluating the journal’s calibre, reach, and 
reputation among academics.

REVIEW�OF�LITERATURE
This study conducted by Dhiman and 

Rani4� was� based� on� the� 𿿿ve-year� issues� of�
the “Journal of Indian Botanical Society,” one 
of the oldest journals in the area of botany, 
published between 1997 and 2001. The analysis 
found that the largest contribution, accounting 
for 72.46 percent of the total, came from 
institutions. Colleges and research institutes, 
which provide 17.68 and 7.82 percent of the 
total, respectively, come next. The percentage 
of contributions that were single-authored 
was only 17.4%. The growing popularity of 
the concept of multi-authorship has also led to 
a rise in collaborative research. Of the overall 
authorship production, 82.6 percent of the 
publications were multi-authored. Besides, 
there� was� a� tendency� towards� 𿿿ve-authored�
articles with multiple authorship contributions, 
indicating that research and projects are being 
conducted with greater teamwork. 

A bibliometric analysis of the journal 
“Ethnobotany” was conducted by Dhiman5 
using its ten-year issues from 1989 to 1998. 
During the study period, he looked at 175 
papers published in the Ethnobotany journal, 
analysing the articles’ length, authorship 
pattern, range of references referenced, and 
year, institution, and country. India accounted 
for 81.7 percent of all papers, according to the 
survey, with Canada (2.8 percent), the United 
States (2.8 percent), Nepal (2.8 percent), and 
Japan (1.6 percent) following closely behind. 

Dhiman and Sinha6 examined the impact 
of research collaboration on the growth of 
ethnobotany literature published between 1989 
and 1998. They sought to determine the nature 
of the literature’s growth during this time, 
the type of collaboration among authors and 
its growth trend, the degree of collaboration 
among different author categories, the 
correlation between the growth of different 
authors,�and�the�inÁuence�of�collaboration�on�

security, and cultural heritage preservation. Strengthening institutional support, 
increasing funding opportunities, and enhancing visibility through high-impact 
publications�will� also� be� critical� to� its� advancement�within� the� global� scienti𿿿c�
community.
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the growth of literature. Due to the continuous 
publication of collaborative articles, the study 
concludes that ethnobotany is a burgeoning 
branch.

A bibliometric analysis of the journal 
“Ethnobotany” for the years 1999–2008 was 
carried out by Dhiman7 by looking at its 
ten-year issues. Researchers’ patterns over 
the study period were examined, as well as 
the kind and level of author collaboration. 
Further, the current analysis was compared to 
the bibliometric study conducted by Dhiman 
(2000).5�Compared� to� the�𿿿rst� ten�years�of� its�
existence, when 175 articles were published, he 
discovered�that�this�time�there�was�a�signi𿿿cant�
rise in the authors’ overall output, with 272 
papers published. In the current decade, there 
has also been an upsurge in the tendency 
of multi-authors. This time, university 
contributions� are� signi𿿿cantly� higher� than�
college contributions, which are just 19.11 
percent and 34.92 percent, respectively. With 
sixty-three articles, Uttar Pradesh leads the 
list by state, followed by Maharashtra with 
twenty-four and Gujarat and Orissa with 
eighteen and eighteen, respectively. In the 
past, the writers’ level of collaboration was 
from 50 to 69, but this time it was 64 to 87, 
which� is� signi𿿿cantly� greater.� It� is� believed�
that this topic is expanding quickly because of 
the increased collaboration.

A bibliometric analysis of the journal 
“Ethnobotany” for the years 1989–1998 and 
1999–2008 was carried out by Dhiman8 in a 
very elaborated way in his book “Bibliometric 
Studies in Ethnobotany” with its citational 
studies too. It was conducted as an initial 
investigation for the 20 issues of the journals 
since the journal’s founding in 1989, and 
subsequent sections of the study were based 
on citation analysis of the references included 
in the journals. The most cited authors, books, 
edited books, and journals are included after 
the ranked list of periodicals that make up 
ethnobotany as a subject. This book has had 
various appendices on different aspects of 
ethnobotany. 

In 2019, Nayana and Padmavathi9 carried 
out a bibliometric analysis of the journals 
connected to botany that are included in 
the “Directory of Open Access Journals.” 
75 journals in all were selected for the study 
from the database and examined from various 
perspectives.� The� study’s� 𿿿ndings� indicate�

that the greatest number of journals 12, or 
16 percent were found in 2016, with only 
one journal added in each of the years 2005 
and 2014. It was observed that the primary 
language of the botanists was English. Further, 
as compared to India, Brazil was found to 
publish the most journals. 

Dhiman and Rehman10 used Bulletin of Pure 
& Applied Sciences – Section B of volume 39 
(2020) to carry out a bibliometric study on 
the topic of “What Botanists tend to Cite?” 
According to the current study, 97.20% of 
botanists use English while writing their 
research papers and articles. It is evident that 
most authors (43.86%) would rather write their 
research papers or articles as a single author. 
The percentage of authors who are multiple 
authors, however, is 24.86%. In addition, 
authors favour journals published between 
2001 and 2010 over books referenced from the 
earlier 1981 to 1990 decade, and they tend to 
cite journals more frequently, especially those 
of recent provenance. They also reference 
documents that are between 41 and 50 years 
old, though. The author who receives the most 
citations is Kayode, J., and the journal with the 
most�citations�Ethnobotany�is�ranked�𿿿rst.

Baby and Akarsh11 conducted a bibliometric 
study on the ethnobotanical research in 
India, utilizing data from Scopus-indexed 
publications spanning from 1963 to 2024. This 
study explores the progression of research 
trends, collaborative networks, and thematic 
developments�within�the�𿿿eld.�It�is�mentioned�
that ethnobotanical research in India 
commenced in 1963 and has demonstrated 
consistent growth, culminating in a record 
peak of 847 publications in 2023. Banaras 
Hindu University stands out as the most 
proli𿿿c� contributor� having� published� 304�
articles. In terms of individual researchers, 
Kumar�A.�has�emerged�as�a�highly�inÁuential�
𿿿gure,� exhibiting� extensive� collaborative�
networks and substantial citation impact. 
India leads in overall publication volume, with 
strong international collaboration patterns, 
notably with the United States (collaborative 
link strength: 624), followed by Saudi Arabia 
and Australia. Citation trends within the 
𿿿eld� have� evolved,� with� recent� scholarly�
focus shifting toward topics such as “Chronic 
Kidney Disease,” which has now surpassed 
“Medicinal Plants of India with Anti-diabetic 
Potential” in citation frequency. The keyword 

Anil Kumar Dhiman, Punita Sharma. Mapping A Decade of Ethnobotanical Scholarship: 
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analysis indicates a growing emphasis on terms 
like “medicinal plants” (602 occurrences) and 
“traditional knowledge” (426 occurrences), 
signifying their emergence as central research 
themes in recent years.

Need of the Study 
The intricate interaction between plant 

life and human cultures is the focus of the 
multidisciplinary�𿿿eld�of�ethnobotany.�Its�main�
focus is on the ways that local and indigenous 
populations use plants for practical, spiritual, 
dietary, and medical uses. Ethnobotany, which 
explores the diverse functions that plants 
play in traditional knowledge systems, is the 
nexus of cultural anthropology and botany. 
Even though Harshberger12 coined the term 
“ethnobotany” in 1895, it has mostly garnered 
scholarly acceptance in India in the last four to 
𿿿ve�decades�(Jain13).

There are several uses for ethnobotanical 
research: it helps identify new plant species, 
provides information to environmental 
planners, supports drug discovery and 
pharmacological research, informs linguistic 
studies by tracking the origins of plant 
names,� and� helps� agricultural� scientists� 𿿿nd�
new germplasm (Dhiman14). Because of its 
multidisciplinary� signi𿿿cance� and� potential�
for future contributions, ethnobotany has 
become an area of increasing interest among 
academics�from�a�variety�of�scienti𿿿c�domains.�
This has to be examined bibliometrically.

It is very clear from the review of literature 
that only few research papers have been 
published on bibliometric studies on 
Ethnobotany and that are too by Dhiman5, 
Dhiman and Sinha6, Dhiman7and Dhiman8, the 
author of this research paper itself and by 
Baby and Akarsh11. So, in order to cross verify 
various objectives given below, the current 
study is being conducted to learn about many 
facets of ethnobotany.

OBJECTIVES�OF�THE�STUDY
The present study is chosen, and it will be 

viewed for the following objectives:
• Year-wise Distribution of the Articles
• Authorship Pattern in the Articles
• Male-Female Ratio among the Authors
• Collaboration among Authors
• Language wise Distribution of Articles

• Analysis of Acknowledgments given in 
the Articles

• Distribution of Illustrations in the Articles
• Organization-wise Distribution of Articles
• Dispersion of References per Article
• Lengthwise Distribution of Articles
• Country-wise Distribution of Articles
• State-wise Break up of Indian Contributions

Source Journal 
The journal Ethnobotany, which is published 

half yearly but as a single volume annually, 
served as the basis for this investigation. On 
behalf of the Society of Ethnobotanists that 
is based at the National Botanical Research 
Institute in Lucknow, the journal is published 
by Deep Publications in New Delhi. It is a 
multidisciplinary academic journal devoted 
to the study of ethnobotany that covers a wide 
range of topics, including ethnomedicine, 
ethnopharmacology, ethnochemistry, 
ethnotaxonomy, and ethnopharmacognosy. 
It includes brief communications, review 
papers, and original research pieces that are 
pertinent�to�various�𿿿elds�(Jain�and�Mudgal15). 
Distinguished scientists and academic experts 
from India and abroad make up the Editorial 
and Executive Committees of the publication. 
Notably, it is acknowledged as the only 
journal�in�the�larger�𿿿eld�of�botanical�sciences�
that solely focuses on the ethnobotanical 
research.

DATA�ANALYSIS�AND�INTERPRETATION
The scanning of ten issues of Ethnobotany 

journal shows that 232 articles are published 
in its 10-year issues during 2009-2018. Table 
1 shows that a minimum of 17 papers are 
published in 2017 and a maximum of 27 papers 
in the year 2010. It is noteworthy to mention 
that the issue of 2018 & 2019 is a combined 
issue that contains volumes 30-31 combined; 
however, in volume 31, only indexes to past 
articles are published. Thus, the present study 
is restricted to volume numbers 21 to volume 
30 and published papers in these issues are 
included in the study. 
1. Year-wise Distribution of the Articles

Table 1 presents a decade-wise analysis 
(2009–2018) of journal publications, totalling 
232 articles. The publication trend remained 
steady from 2009 to 2014, with annual 
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outputs ranging between 24 and 27 articles, 
contributing� signi𿿿cantly� to� the� overall� total.�
The highest publication count was in 2010 
(11.63%), followed closely by 2012 and 2013 
(each 11.20%). However, a gradual decline is 
observed after 2014, with the lowest outputs 

recorded in 2017 (17 articles) and 2018 (18 
articles). By 2014, around 66% of the total 
publications had been achieved, and by 2016, 
the cumulative reached nearly 85%, indicating 
a concentration of publishing activity in the 
𿿿rst�eight�years.

Table 1: Year-wise Distribution of the Articles

Year of Publications Total Number of Publications Percentage of Publications Cumulative Percentage 

2009 (Vol.21) 25 10.77 10.77

2010 (Vol.22) 27 11.63 22.4

2011 (Vol.23) 24 10.34 32.74

2012 (Vol.24) 26 11.20 43.94

2013 (Vol.25) 26 11.20 55.14

2014 (Vol.26) 25 10.77 65.91

2015 (Vol.27) 20 8.62 74.53

2016 (Vol.28) 24 10.34 84.87

2017 Vol.29) 17 7.32 92.19

2018 (Vol.30) 18 7.75 99.94

Total 232 99.94 99.94=100.00
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Figure 1: Year-wise Distribution of the Articles

The� 𿿿nal� two� years� contributed� just� over�
15% combined. This decline in later years may 
point to changes in editorial policy, submission 
rates, or resource constraints. Overall, the 
data� reÁects� a� strong� start� in� the� early�years,�
followed by a notable reduction in publishing 
frequency toward the end of the period. Figure 
1 also shows the situation very clearly. 

2. Authorship Pattern of the Articles
The authorship pattern of published articles 

from 2009 to 2018 reveals insightful trends 
regarding collaborative research behaviour. 
Over the ten-year period, a total of 232 articles 
were published, with variations in the number 
of authors involved per article.

Anil Kumar Dhiman, Punita Sharma. Mapping A Decade of Ethnobotanical Scholarship: 
A Bibliometric Study of The Ethnobotany Journal (2009-2018)
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The data indicates that two-authored 
articles were the most common, accounting for 
33.62% (78 articles) of the total publications. 
This suggests a strong preference for dual 
collaborations among researchers, possibly 
reÁecting� a� balanced� sharing� of� research�
responsibilities and expertise.

Single-authored contributions were also 
signi𿿿cant,�making�up�30.17%�(70�articles).�This�
indicates that individual research efforts still 
held a prominent place in scholarly publishing, 
especially in the earlier and later years like 
2009 and 2018, where single-authored papers 
reached 6 and 10 respectively.

Further, the articles with three authors 
constituted� 26.72%� (62� articles),� reÁecting�
an increasing trend towards small-group 
collaboration. Notably, in 2011 and 2013, 
three-authored articles peaked at 12 and 10 
respectively, suggesting periods of increased 
team-based research efforts.

However, authorship by four authors was 
comparatively less frequent, comprising 
only 8.18% (19 articles). These were scattered 
sporadically across the decade, with no 
signi𿿿cant� trend� or� concentration� in� any�
particular year.
While� articles�with� 𿿿ve� authors�were� rare,�

with only 2 publications (0.86%), while those 
with�more�than�𿿿ve�authors�were�exceptionally�
uncommon, with just one article (0.43%) 
appearing in 2014. This low representation of 
larger author groups indicates that extensive 
collaborative networks were not the norm for 
this journal.

Year-wise, 2010 had the highest number 
of published articles (27), whereas 2017 had 
the� least� (17).� Despite� these� Áuctuations,�
the authorship patterns remained largely 
consistent, with two-and single-author 
contributions dominating throughout the 
decade.

Table 2: Single versus other authorship pattern of the articles

Authors 2009 
Vol. 21

2010 
Vol. 22

2011 
Vol. 23

2012 
Vol. 24

2013 
Vol. 25

2014 
Vol. 26

2015 
Vol. 27

2016 
Vol. 28

2017 
Vol. 29

2018 
Vol. 30 Total Percent- 

age 

Single 06 08 05 09 07 06 06 05 08 10 70 30.17

Two 09 07 06 10 07 12 07 10 05 05 78 33.62

Three 04 07 12 05 10 04 06 07 04 03 62 26.72

Four 06 05 - 02 02 02 01 01 - - 19 08.18

Five 00 - 01 - - - - 01 - - 02 00.86

>Five - - - - - 01 - - - - 01 00.43

Total 25 27 24 26 26 25 20 24 17 18 232
99.98=
100.00

Overall,� the� table� reÁects� a� dominant�
trend of limited collaboration, with most 
publications involving one to three authors. 
The data suggests that while joint authorship 
is favoured, larger research teams were relatively 
uncommon during this period in the journal’s 
publication history.

3. Male-Female Ratio among the Authors
The data in table 3 presents a year-wise 

analysis (2009–2018) of female authorship 
contributions in a scholarly journal, detailing 
the� positions� held� (𿿿rst,� second,� third�
authorship, etc.), the number of total and 
female authors, and the percentage of female 
participation. Over the decade, out of 498 total 
authors, only 94 were female, contributing to 

approximately 18.88% of overall authorship 
indicating� signi𿿿cant� gender� disparity� in�
scholarly contributions.

The year 2014 stands out with the highest 
number of female authors (19), accounting 
for 20.21% of the total authorship that year 
the peak of female representation across the 
decade. In contrast, the lowest participation 
was in 2018, with just 4 female authors and a 
minimal 4.25% contribution. Female authors 
were most frequently represented in the second 
author position (32 times), followed by the 
𿿿rst�author�position�(28�times),�suggesting�that�
while� women� contributed� signi𿿿cantly,� they�
were less frequently the lead or corresponding 
authors.
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Table 3: Male-Female Ratio among the Authors

Year Female 
Authors

Ist 
Authors

II 
Authors

III 
Authors

Multiple 
Authors

Total Female 
Authors

Total 
Authors Percentage 

2009 (Vol.21) 1 3 1 1 1 07 60 07.45

2010 (Vol.22) - 5 1 2 - 08 63 08.51

2011 (Vol.23) - 3 3 2 - 08 55 08.51

2012 (Vol.24) 3 2 2 - - 07 52 07.45

2013 (Vol.25) 1 2 3 1 - 07 56 07.45

2014 (Vol.26) 2 5 8 2 2 19 56 20.21

2015 (Vol.27) 2 4 3 - - 09 42 09.57

2016 (Vol.28) - 5 6 2 - 13 55 13.82

2017 (Vol.29) 3 2 5 2 - 12 30 12.76

2018 (Vol.30) - 1 2 1 - 04 29 04.25

Total 12 28 32 12 3 94 498 99.98 = 100.00

Notably, multiple authorship involving 
women was very rare, recorded only three 
times, indicating limited collaborative 
inclusion. Some years (2010, 2011, 2016) 
showed relatively balanced numbers despite 
no multiple authorship contributions by 
females, suggesting a solo or duo authorship 
pattern.
4. Collaboration among Authors

The given table 4 presents a year-wise 
analysis of co-authored publications and the 
degree of collaboration in a journal from 2009 
to 2018. Out of a total of 232 publications, 
162� were� co-authored,� reÁecting� an� average�

collaboration rate of 69.82% and an overall 
degree of collaboration of about 0.70. This 
indicates a moderately high tendency toward 
collaborative research among contributors.

However, the highest collaboration was 
observed in 2011 and 2016, with 79.16% 
of the papers co-authored and a degree of 
collaboration of 0.79, suggesting a strong 
preference for joint research in these years. 
Conversely, the lowest level of collaboration 
was recorded in 2018, with only 44.44% co-
authored papers and a degree of collaboration 
of�0.44,�pointing�toward�a�signi𿿿cant�decline�in�
collaborative efforts during that year.

Table 4: Collaboration among Authors

Year Total Publications No of Co-authored Publication Percentage Degree of Collaboration

2009 (Vol. 21) 25 19 76.00 00.76

2010 (Vol. 22) 27 19 70.37 00.70

2011 (Vol. 23) 24 19 79.16 00.79

2012 (Vol. 24) 26 17 65.38 00.65

2013 (Vol. 25) 26 19 73.07 00.73

2014 (Vol. 26) 25 19 76.00 00.76

2015 (Vol. 27) 20 14 70.00 00.70

2016 (Vol. 28) 24 19 79.16 .0079

2017 (Vol. 29) 17 09 52.94 00.53

2018 (Vol. 30) 18 08 44.44 00.44

Average Collaboration 232 162 69.82 00.70

Anil Kumar Dhiman, Punita Sharma. Mapping A Decade of Ethnobotanical Scholarship: 
A Bibliometric Study of The Ethnobotany Journal (2009-2018)
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Figure 2: Collaboration Among Authors

It may be seen that throughout the decade, 
collaboration remained relatively stable, 
ranging mostly between 65% and 79%, with the 
exception of 2017 and 2018, where collaboration 
dropped below 55%. This downward trend 
in� the�𿿿nal� two�years�may� reÁect� changes� in�
editorial policy, submission trends, or shifting 
research dynamics.

Overall, the data shows that while 
collaboration has been a consistent part of 
the publication culture in earlier years, recent 
years indicate a decline in joint authorship, 
highlighting the need for renewed emphasis 
on collaborative research and interdisciplinary 
work in academic publishing. Figure 2 also 
depicts the degree of collaboration among 
authors very clearly. 

5. Language-wise Distribution of Articles
Table 5 analyses the language of publications 

in the journal from 2009 to 2018, focusing on 
usage of English and Hindi. Out of a total of 

232 publications, 224 articles (96.55%) were 
published in English, while only 8 articles 
(3.44%) were in Hindi, clearly indicating the 
journal’s strong preference for English as the 
primary medium of scholarly communication.

Several years, including 2009, 2011, 2013, 
2014, and 2017, had 100% English-language 
publications, demonstrating complete 
dominance of English in those volumes. The 
highest inclusion of Hindi-language articles 
occurred in 2016, with 3 articles (12.5%), 
followed by 2012 with 2 articles (7.69%). 
However, these contributions remain minimal 
and inconsistent across the decade.

This pattern suggests that Hindi has had a 
very limited role in the journal’s publication 
strategy.�The�minimal�Hindi�content�may�reÁect�
either a lack of submissions in Hindi, editorial 
preference, or the journal’s orientation toward 
a broader national and international scholarly 
audience that primarily communicates in 
English.

Table 5: Language-wise Distribution of Articles

Year Total English Language Percentage Hindi Language Percentage

2009 (Vol.21) 25 25 100 - 00.00

2010 (Vol.22) 27 26 96.29 1 03.70

2011 (Vol.23) 24 24 100 - 00.00

table cont....
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Year Total English Language Percentage Hindi Language Percentage

2012 (Vol.24) 26 24 92.30 2 07.69

2013 (Vol.25) 26 26 100 - 00.00

2014 (Vol.26) 25 25 100 - 00.00

2015 (Vol.27) 20 19 95 1 05.00

2016 (Vol.28) 24 21 87.5 3 12.50

2017 (Vol.29) 17 17 100 - 00.00

2018 (Vol.30) 18 17 94.44 1 05.55

Total (Average) 232 224 96.55 8 03.44

However, the journal has maintained a 
highly English-centric publication model, 
with only sporadic inclusion of Hindi content, 
highlighting the linguistic imbalance and 
indicating potential scope for promoting 
multilingual academic contributions to 
enhance inclusivity and regional scholarly 
representation.

6. Analysis of Acknowledgements 
The acknowledgements given at the end 

of an article are used to express gratitude to 
individuals, institutions, or organizations that 
contributed to the research but did not meet 
the criteria for authorship. It may include 
mentors, funding agencies, technical staff, 
peer reviewers, or academic collaborators. The 
acknowledgement recognizes their support, 
whether� intellectual,� 𿿿nancial,� or� logistical,�
and maintains transparency in the research 
process.� Acknowledgements� also� reÁect�

academic integrity by crediting all contributors 
appropriately and fostering professional 
relationships in scholarly work.

Table 6 presents a year-wise analysis of 
research articles containing acknowledgements 
in the journal from 2009 to 2018. Out of 232 
total published articles, 191 articles (82.32%) 
included acknowledgements, indicating that a 
majority of authors expressed formal gratitude 
for funding, guidance, institutional support, or 
other contributions in their publications.

The highest proportion of acknowledgements 
occurred in 2014, with 92% of articles including 
them, followed by 2009 (88%), showing strong 
authorial practice in recognizing support. 
Conversely, the lowest percentage was in 
2010, where only 74.07% of articles included 
acknowledgements. Despite this slight dip, 
most years maintained a consistently high 
percentage that is typically between 76%–84%.

Table 6: Analysis of Acknowledgements Given at the End of Articles

Year Total Number of Paper with 
Acknowledgements

Total Number of Articles 
Published in a Volume Percentage Cumulative 

Percentage

2009 (Vol.21) 22 25 88.00 088.00

2010 (Vol.22) 20 27 74.07 162.07

2011 (Vol.23) 20 24 83.33 245.40

2012 (Vol.24) 22 26 84.61 330.01

2013 (Vol.25) 20 26 76.92 406.93

2014 (Vol.26) 23 25 92.00 498.93

2015 (Vol.27) 16 20 80.00 578.93

2016 (Vol.28) 19 24 79.16 658.09

2017 (Vol.29) 14 17 82.35 740.44

2018 (Vol.30) 15 18 83.33 823.77

Total 191 232 82.32 906.09

Anil Kumar Dhiman, Punita Sharma. Mapping A Decade of Ethnobotanical Scholarship: 
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Overall,� the� data� reÁects� a� strong� and�
steady culture of acknowledging support 
among contributors to the journal, reinforcing 
academic transparency and ethical research 
practices.� Minor� Áuctuations� over� the� years�
may depend on article types or editorial 
emphasis, but overall, acknowledgement 
practices remained robust throughout the 
decade.

7. Distribution of Illustrations 
The illustrations in the articles are essential 

for visually conveying complex information, 

enhancing the clarity and understanding 
of the content. Illustrations, such as charts, 
graphs, tables, and images, support the text 
by providing visual representations of data, 
trends, or concepts, making them easier to 
grasp. They also break up the text, improving 
readability and engaging readers. Its proper 
distribution ensures that illustrations are 
strategically placed to complement the 
narrative, highlight key points, and aid in the 
interpretation�of�the�research�𿿿ndings.

Table 7: Distribution of Illustrations

Year Total Number 
of Articles

Chart Diagram Photos Maps Tables

Nos. % Nos. % Nos. % Nos. % Nos. %

2009 Vol.21 25 1 4.00 1 4.00 11 44.00 7 28 11 44

2010 Vol.22 27 - - - - 56 207.40 6 22.22 20 74.07

2011 Vol.23 24 1 4.16 - - 04 16.67 5 20.83 14 58.33

2012 Vol.24 26 - - 5 19.23 39 150.00 10 38.46 22 84.61

2013 Vol.25 26 - - - - 27 103.84 9 34.61 15 57.69

2014 Vol.26 25 - - - - 33 132.00 4 16 11 44

2015 Vol.27 20 2 10.00 8 40.00 36 180.00 6 30 8 40

2016 Vol.28 24 1 4.16 9 37.50 28 116.00 16 66.67 17 70.83

2017 Vol.29 17 - - 4 23.53 15 88.23 9 52.94 9 52.94

2018 Vol.30 18 2 11.11 1 5.55 74 411.11 16 88.89 8 44.44

Total 232 7 33.43 28 129.81 323 1449.25 88 398.62 135 570.91

Table 7 presents a comprehensive analysis 
of the use of visual and data representation 
tools such as charts, diagrams, photographs, 
maps, and tables in 232 research articles 
published from 2009 to 2018. Among these, 
photographs were the most frequently used 
element, appearing 323 times, with their 
usage�signi𿿿cantly� increasing� in�recent�years,�
especially in 2018. Tables were the second 
most� common,� used� 135� times,� reÁecting�
the structured presentation of data across 
most articles. Maps, with 88 instances, also 
gained prominence in later years, indicating 
an increasing emphasis on geographical 
representation. In contrast, charts (7 
instances) and diagrams (28 instances) were 
used sparingly, suggesting a lesser focus on 
graphical� data� visualization.� The� 𿿿ndings�
highlight a strong reliance on photographic 
and� tabular� data,� consistent�with� 𿿿eld-based�
and empirical research, while pointing to a 

need for greater incorporation of charts and 
diagrams to enhance the data communication. 
Overall,� the� trend� reÁects� an� evolving�

preference for visual aids, particularly in 
support of ethnobotanical documentation and 
analysis.

8. Organization-wise Distribution of Articles
Collaboration between universities and 

other institutions or organizations enhances 
research by pooling resources, expertise, and 
diverse perspectives. It fosters innovation, 
improves access to funding, and provides 
broader networks for data collection and 
dissemination. Such partnerships also 
facilitate interdisciplinary work, accelerating 
the development of impactful solutions to 
complex problems.

Table 8 provides a detailed year-wise 
analysis� of� the� institutional� af𿿿liations� of�
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authors who contributed to a journal from 2009 
to 2018, highlighting the types of organizations 
involved in research output. Among the total 
232 articles, the highest contribution came 
from universities, accounting for 94 articles 
(40.51%), indicating their dominant role in 
academic publishing and research. Colleges 
followed with 66 contributions (28.44%), 
reÁecting� strong� participation� from� teaching�
institutions as well.

The private research institutes contributed 
27 articles (11.63%), showing moderate 
engagement in scholarly work, while 

government research institutes accounted 
for only 17 articles (7.32%), and indicating 
relatively limited involvement. Contributions 
from wildlife research institutes were 
minimal, totalling just 10 articles (4.31%), 
and industries had the least representation 
with only one article (0.43%), suggesting very 
low collaboration between academia and the 
industrial sector. Interestingly, associations 
had no representation across the decade, 
and miscellaneous or other organizations 
contributed 17 articles (7.33%), showing 
sporadic involvement from varied sources.

Table 8: Organization-wise Distribution of Articles

Name of 
Organization

2009 
Vol. 21

2010 
Vol. 22

2011 
Vol. 23

2012 
Vol. 24

2013 
Vol. 25

2014 
Vol. 26

2015 
Vol. 27

2016 
Vol. 28

2017 
Vol. 29

2018
Vol. 30

Total %

College 07 06 05 05 03 08 08 08 11 05 66 28.44

University 12 09 17 05 12 10 08 09 05 07 94 40.51
Private Research 
Institutes 01 03 01 06 05 03 02 03 01 02 27 11.63

Govt Research 
Institutes 04 02

-
01 03 02 01 01 - 03 17 07.32

Wild Research 
Institutes 01 03 - 02 01 01 - 01 - 01 10 04.31

Associations - - - - - - - - - 0 -

Industries - 01 - - - - - - - 01 00.43

others - 03 1 07 02 01 01 02 - - 17 07.33

Total 25 27 24 26 26 25 20 24 17 18 232
99.97=
100.00
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Overall, the data clearly demonstrates that 
universities and colleges were the primary 
contributors, responsible for nearly 70% of 
all� publications,� reÁecting� the� academic-
centric nature of the journal. The limited 
participation from government bodies, 
industries, and associations suggests potential 
areas for improving institutional diversity 
and interdisciplinary collaboration in future 
research publications.

9. Dispersion of References per Article
Table 9 provides an analysis of the range 

of references used in research publications 
from 2009 to 2018. Across the ten years, 232 
articles were examined, with varying numbers 
of references utilized per article. Most of 
the articles fell within the 1-10 reference 
range, accounting for 38.93% of the total. 
Speci𿿿cally,�57�articles�(24.57%)�used�between�
6-10 references, and 31 articles (13.36%) used 
between 1-5 references. This indicates that 
most publications tend to rely on a relatively 
small number of references to support their 
𿿿ndings.
Notably,� there� were� signi𿿿cant� variations�

in the number of references used year by 
year. In 2009, the 1-5 reference range was the 

most common, with 5 articles falling into this 
category, while in 2012, there was an increase 
in publications within the 6-10 reference range, 
indicating a slight growth in the amount 
of literature referenced. In contrast, some 
years, such as 2013, saw an uptick in the 16-
20 reference range (7 articles), suggesting 
that a few studies relied on a broader base of 
references.

The table also indicates that the use of 
references� decreases� signi𿿿cantly� as� the�
number of references increases. For example, 
only 11 articles (4.74%) used between 26-30 
references, and fewer articles used even larger 
numbers of references, with only 5 articles 
(2.15%) using more than 101 references. This 
illustrates that while the majority of research 
is based on a moderate number of sources, 
a smaller proportion of articles rely on an 
extensive body of literature.

Besides, there were articles with no references 
in 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2018, though these 
were minimal (2.15% of the total). This could 
suggest a potential issue with the breadth 
or quality of the research in these cases, or 
alternatively,� it�may� reÁect� the� research�with�
limited external sources or a focus on original 
data�or�𿿿ndings.

Table 9: Dispersion of References per Article

Range of 
references

2009 
Vol. 21

2010 
Vol. 22

2011 
Vol. 23

2012 
Vol. 24

2013 
Vol. 25

2014 
Vol. 26

2015 
Vol. 27

2016 
Vol. 28

2017 
Vol. 29

2018 
Vol. 30

Total %

Nil - - 1 1 1 2 05 02.15
1-5 5 2 1 5 4 3 5 3 - 3 31 13.36

6-10 6 9 10 8 2 7 5 5 3 2 57 24.57
11-15 7 10 7 4 5 6 3 9 4 2 57 24.57
16 -20 3 2 3 2 7 3 - 2 4 2 28 12.06
21 -25 1 1 1 4 - 1 4 2 2 - 16 06.90
26-30 - - - - 2 4 1 - - 4 11 04.74
31-35 - - 1 1 3 - - - - 2 07 03.01
36-40 1 1 - - - - - - 2 - 04 01.72
41-45 - - - - 1 1 - - - - 02 00.86
46-50 - 1 - - - - - 1 - - 02 00.86
51-55 - - - - 1 - - - - - 01 00.43
56-60 - - - - - - - - 1 - 01 00.43
61-65 1 - - - - - - - - 1 02 00.86
66-70 - - - - - - 1 - - - 01 00.43
71-75 - - - - - - - - - - - 96.95
76-80 - - - - - - - - - - - -
81-85 - - - - - - - - - - - -
86-90 - 1 - - - - - - - - 01 00.43
91-95 - - - - - - - - - - - -

96-100 - - - - - - 1 - - - 01 00.43
101> 1 - - 2 1 - - 1 - - 05 02.15

Total 25 27 24 26 26 25 20 24 17 18 232
99.96=
100.00
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Figure 4: Dispersion of References per Article

However, the data in nutshell reveals a 
general trend towards using a modest number 
of references in academic research, with the 
bulk of publications referencing between 1 and 
10 sources. The trend highlights the common 
academic practice of relying on a few key 
sources, while the small number of articles with 
a� signi𿿿cantly� larger� reference� base� reÁects�
more comprehensive research. The near-total 
percentage (99.96%) indicates that the data is 
almost complete, with minimal discrepancies 
likely due to rounding.

10. Lengthwise Distribution of Articles
Table 10 presents an analysis of the 

length of research papers published from 
2009 to 2018, categorized by the number of 
pages per paper. A total of 232 papers were 
analysed, with the majority falling into the 
4-6 pages range, which accounted for 134 
papers (57.75%). This suggests that most of 
the publications were of moderate length, 
reÁecting� the� typical� format� for� academic�
papers that balance comprehensive content 
with concise delivery.

In addition to the 4-6 pages category, there 
was a notable number of papers in the 1-3 

pages range, with 34 articles (14.65%) falling 
into this category. This suggests that a portion 
of the research published during the decade 
was brief, likely representing shorter reports 
or�concise�𿿿ndings.�The�7-9�pages�category�also�
accounted for 35 papers (15.08%), indicating 
that many articles were of a slightly longer 
format, typical for research that requires more 
detailed explanations but still adheres to a 
manageable length.

The number of articles with longer page 
counts, such as 10-12 pages, was relatively 
small, comprising 14 papers (6.03%) of the 
total. This category represents more in-depth 
studies but is still on the shorter end for 
comprehensive research papers. Further, the 
13-15 pages category contained only 6 articles 
(2.58%), while longer papers of 16-18 pages 
accounted for just 5 papers (2.15%). The 19-
21 pages and papers exceeding 21 pages were 
the least common, each representing less than 
1% of the total publications, indicating that 
the majority of the research adhered to a more 
concise format.

Anil Kumar Dhiman, Punita Sharma. Mapping A Decade of Ethnobotanical Scholarship: 
A Bibliometric Study of The Ethnobotany Journal (2009-2018)
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Table 10: Lengthwise Distribution of Articles

Length of 
Paper

2009 
Vol.21

2010 
Vol.22

2011 
Vol.23

2012 
Vol.24

2013 
Vol.25

2014 
Vol.26

2015 
Vol.27

2016 
Vol.28

2017 
Vol.29

2018 
Vol.30

Total
Numbers

%

1-3 2 7 6 4 4 5 2 2 1 1 34 14.65

4-6 15 13 13 17 14 15 12 17 8 10 134 57.75

7-9 5 2 1 2 4 3 5 3 6 4 35 15.08

10-12 2 3 2 1 1 - 1 1 1 2 14 06.03

13-15 - 1 - 1 1 1 - - 1 1 06 02.58

16-18 - 1 1 1 1 - - 1 - - 05 02.15

19-21 - - 1 - 1 - - - - - 02 00.86

>21 1 - - - 1 - - - - 02 00.86

Total 25 27 24 26 26 25 20 24 17 18 232 99.96= 
100.00

Overall, the data shows a clear preference 
for papers in the 4-6 pages range, with a 
substantial number of shorter works. The 
minimum�number�of�very�long�papers�reÁects�
a� trend� toward� brevity� in� the� 𿿿eld,� with�
research papers generally being kept within a 
manageable length. The cumulative percentage 
of 99.96% suggests a nearly complete data set, 
with a negligible difference due to rounding. 
This distribution highlights the academic 
preference for concise, focused research 
publications,� likely� inÁuenced� by� the� need�
for clarity, brevity, and ease of accessibility in 
academic communication.

11. Country-wise Distribution of Articles
The table presents an analysis of the 

distribution of research publications across 
various countries from 2009 to 2018, with a total 
of 232 articles analysed. The overwhelming 
majority of the publications, 220 articles 
(94.82%), originated from India, indicating a 
dominant presence of Indian research in the 
dataset.� This� is� reÁective� of� India’s� growing�

academic output and research contribution on 
the global stage.

However, a small number of publications 
came from Argentina (2 articles, 0.86%), Nepal 
(3 articles, 1.29%), Nigeria (2 articles, 0.86%), 
and the USA (3 articles, 1.29%). These countries 
contributed marginally to the total output, 
showcasing limited but notable international 
engagement in the research represented in the 
table. For instance, Argentina contributed in 
2010 and 2011, while Nepal had articles in 2009, 
2011, and 2015. The USA contributed articles 
in� 2010� and� 2013,� reÁecting� an� occasional�
international involvement.

Other countries such as Bhutan, China, 
Germany, and Sri Lanka did not contribute to 
the publications in the given period, showing 
either no representation or very limited 
involvement in the research output recorded. 
Canada contributed a single publication 
in 2009, further highlighting the minimal 
representation from certain nations in the 
academic space covered by the data.

Table 11: Country-wise Distribution of Articles

Country
2009 

Vol. 21
2010 

Vol. 22
2011 

Vol. 23
2012 

Vol. 24
2013 

Vol. 25
2014 

Vol. 26
2015 

Vol. 27
2016 

Vol. 28
2017 

Vol. 29
2018 

Vol. 30
Total %

Argentina - 1 1 - - - - - - - 2 00.86

Bhutan - - - - - - - - - - - -

Canada 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 00.43

China - - - - - - - - - - - -

Germany - - - - - - - - - - - -

India 23 25 20 26 23 25 20 23 17 18 220 94.82

Nepal 1 - 1 - - 1 - - 03 01.29

table cont....
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Country
2009 

Vol. 21
2010 

Vol. 22
2011 

Vol. 23
2012 

Vol. 24
2013 

Vol. 25
2014 

Vol. 26
2015 

Vol. 27
2016 

Vol. 28
2017 

Vol. 29
2018 

Vol. 30
Total %

Nigeria - - 1 - 1 - - - 02 00.86

Uk - - 1 - - - - - 01 00.43

USA - 1 - - 2 - - - 03 01.29

Sri Lanka - - - - - - - - - -

Total 25 27 24 26 26 25 20 24 17 18 232 99.98= 
100.00

table cont....

Summarizing, the data underscores India’s 
dominance in the research publication output 
for the years 2009-2018, with other countries 
making only marginal contributions. The 
94.82% share of publications from India 
suggests that the research activity recorded 
in this dataset is heavily skewed towards 
Indian institutions. The remaining countries’ 
contributions, though small, demonstrate a 
degree of international academic collaboration 
or individual research efforts. The nearly 
complete cumulative percentage (99.98%) 
con𿿿rms� the� robustness� of� the� dataset,� with�
only minor discrepancies due to rounding.

12. State-wise Break up of Indian 
Contributions

Table 12 presents a detailed analysis of 
research publications by state from 2009 to 
2018, with a total of 232 publications. The 
distribution of publications reveals a clear 
dominance�by� speci𿿿c� states,�with�signi𿿿cant�
variability across the years.

Madhya Pradesh emerged as the leading 
contributor with 43 publications (18.53% 
of the total), making it the most productive 
state in terms of research output. This trend 
is consistent throughout the years, with 
notable contributions in 2012 (6 articles), 2014 
(6� articles),� and� 2016� (7� articles),� reÁecting�
the state’s sustained academic activity. Uttar 
Pradesh� also� contributed� signi𿿿cantly� with�
26 publications (11.21%), alongside Andhra 
Pradesh, which recorded the same percentage. 
Both states consistently contributed articles 
across the years, with Andhra Pradesh showing 
a slight dip in 2018 (4 articles) but remaining a 
major player in academic publishing.

Other notable contributors include Bihar 
and Orissa, each with 21 publications (9.05%), 
highlighting their consistent involvement in 
academic research. Bihar, for example, had a 
strong showing in 2014 (5 articles) and 2017  
(5 articles). Similarly, Orissa maintained a 
steady publication record, with contributions 
spread across multiple years.

Table 12: State-wise Break up of Indian Contributions

State 2009 
Vol.21

2010 
Vol.22

2011 
Vol.23

2012 
Vol.24

2013 
Vol.25

2014 
Vol.26

2015 
Vol.27

2016 
Vol.28

2017 
Vol.29

2018 
Vol.30 Total %

Andhra Pradesh 3 1 3 1 3 5 2 2 2 04 26 11.21

Arunachal Pradesh - 2 - - - - 1 - - - 03 01.29

Assam 1 1 1 - 2 2 - 1 - 01 09 03.88

Bihar 2 3 2 1 2 1 2 2 1 05 21 09.05

Chhattisgarh - - - - 1 - - - - 01 00.43

Delhi - 1 - - - - - - - - 01 00.43

Gujarat 2 - 2 - - - - - - - 04 01.72

Haryana - - - - - - - - - - 00.00

Himachal Pradesh - - - 1 2 - - - - 1 04 01.72

Jammu & Kashmir - - - - - - - 1 - - 01 00.43

Jharkhand 1 - 1 - 1 2 2 1 - 01 09 03.88

Karnataka - - 1 - - - - - - 01 00.43

Kerala 1 2 - 1 - - - 04 01.72

Madhya Pradesh 4 4 3 6 2 6 4 7 4 03 43 18.53

Maharashtra 1 5 1 - - 1 2 2 2 1 15 06.47

Anil Kumar Dhiman, Punita Sharma. Mapping A Decade of Ethnobotanical Scholarship: 
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State 2009 
Vol.21

2010 
Vol.22

2011 
Vol.23

2012 
Vol.24

2013 
Vol.25

2014 
Vol.26

2015 
Vol.27

2016 
Vol.28

2017 
Vol.29

2018 
Vol.30 Total %

Manipur 1 - 1 - 1 2 - - - - 05 02.16

Meghalaya - 1 - - - - - - - - 01 00.43

Mizoram 1 - 1 - - 1 - 1 2 - 06 00.43

Nagaland 1 - 1 2 - - - 1 - - 05 02.59

Orissa 4 2 5 2 2 - 2 2 2 - 21 09.05

Pondicherry - - - - - - - - 1 - 01 00.43

Rajasthan 1 1 1 1 - - - - - - 04 01.72

Tamil Nadu 1 1 - - - - - - - 02 00.86

Uttar Pradesh 1 2 1 5 6 4 4 1 1 1 26 11.21

Uttarakhand - - - 5 1 - - 3 1 - 10 04.31

West Bengal - 2 - 1 3 - 1 - 1 1 09 03.88

Total 25 27 24 26 26 25 20 24 17 18 232

While, several states, such as Arunachal 
Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, Delhi, Haryana, and 
Karnataka, had minimal representation with 
only a handful of publications during the 
decade. For instance, Arunachal Pradesh 

contributed just 3 publications, while Delhi 
and Karnataka each contributed a single article 
in�speci𿿿c�years.�This� indicates�either� limited�
research activity or underrepresentation in the 
dataset for these states.
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Figure 5: State-wise Break up of Indian Contributions

Other states like Maharashtra (15 
publications, 6.47%) and West Bengal (9 
publications, 3.88%) contributed more 
moderately but still played a role in the 

overall academic output. Maharashtra was 
particularly active in 2010 (5 articles) but saw 
fewer contributions in subsequent years.
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The table also highlights certain states with 
sporadic contributions. For example, Tamil 
Nadu contributed only 2 publications over the 
entire period, while Uttarakhand and Manipur 
had occasional contributions. Nagaland 
and Mizoram each contributed small but 
signi𿿿cant�numbers�of�publications,�reÁecting�
the academic involvement of smaller states. 
Figure 5 also depicts the state-wise break up of 
Indian contributions.

Thus, the data underscores a concentration 
of research output in a few states, with Madhya 
Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, and Andhra Pradesh 
leading the way. However, several other 
states, particularly in the north-eastern and 
central parts of India, contributed minimally, 
suggesting possible disparities in research 
infrastructure, funding, or collaboration 
opportunities. The relatively even distribution 
of articles across the years suggests that 
research output is spread out rather than 
clustered in a particular period.
Overall,� this� distribution� reÁects� both� the�

strengths and weaknesses of India’s regional 
research activities over the past decade.

FINDINGS�AS�PER�OBJECTIVES�OF�THE�
STUDY�
The�major�𿿿ndings�of�the�study�based�on�the�

objectives of the study are summarised below:
1. Year-wise Distribution of the Articles

A steady publication trend from 2009 to 
2014, with annual outputs ranging between 24 
to 27 articles. The highest publication occurred 
in 2010, contributing 11.63% of the total. After 
2014, there was a gradual decline, with the 
lowest counts recorded in 2017 and 2018. By 
2016, almost 85% of the publications had been 
achieved,�reÁecting�a�concentration�of�activity�
in the earlier years of the decade.

2. Authorship Pattern in the Articles
The analysis of authorship patterns from 

2009 to 2018 shows that most articles were 
written by two authors (33.62%), followed 
by single-author (30.17%) and three-author 
(26.72%) contributions, indicating a preference 
for limited collaboration. Four-author articles 
were�less�common�(8.18%),�while�𿿿ve�or�more�
authors were rare. The highest publication 
output was in 2010, and the lowest in 2017. 
Overall, the journal favoured smaller research 
teams, with consistent trends in individual and 
dual authorship throughout the decade.

3. Male-Female Ratio among the Authors
Female authorship contributed only 18.88% 

of the total authorship over the decade. 
The peak was in 2014, with 20.21% female 
authorship, while the lowest participation 
was in 2018 (4.25%). Women were more often 
second�authors�than�𿿿rst�authors,�and�multiple�
authorship involving women was rare.

4. Collaboration among Authors
Collaboration was prominent, with 69.82% 

of the publications being co-authored. The 
highest collaboration occurred in 2011 and 
2016 (79.16%), but by 2018, this had dropped 
to 44.44%. This decline in collaborative work 
in recent years suggests a shift in publishing 
dynamics or changes in editorial policies.

5. Language-wise Distribution of Articles
English was overwhelmingly the dominant 

language, with 96.55% of the publications 
published in English. Hindi-language 
contributions were minimal, accounting for 
only 3.44%. While some years saw higher 
Hindi-language participation, it remained 
sporadic� and� inconsistent,� reÁecting� the�
journal’s preference for international and 
English-speaking audiences.

6. Analysis of Acknowledgments Given in 
the Articles

Acknowledgments were included in 82.32% 
of the articles, showing a strong tradition of 
recognizing contributions from institutions, 
funding agencies, and other collaborators. 
The highest inclusion was in 2014 (92%), with 
consistent acknowledgment practices observed 
throughout� the� decade,� reÁecting� academic�
transparency and ethical research standards.

7. Distribution of Illustrations in the Articles
Photographs (323 instances) were the most 

commonly used visual elements, followed by 
tables (135 instances). Maps (88 instances) also 
saw increased use in recent years, indicating 
a shift towards geographic representation. 
However, charts (7) and diagrams (28) were 
used less frequently, suggesting a limited 
focus on graphical data visualization.

8. Organization-wise Distribution of Articles
Universities were the primary contributors, 

accounting for 40.51% of the publications. 
Colleges contributed 28.44%, and private 
research institutes (11.63%) and government 
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institutes (7.32%) played smaller roles. The 
minimal involvement of wildlife research 
institutes (4.31%) and industries (0.43%) 
suggests a need for broader institutional 
collaboration, particularly with the industrial 
sector.

9. Dispersion of References per Article
A majority of articles (38.93%) used between 

1-10 references. Only a small percentage (2.15%) 
cited more than 100 references. This indicates 
a general trend towards referencing a limited 
number of sources, with the majority of articles 
relying on a modest body of literature. A few 
studies did, however, use a broader base of 
references, showcasing more comprehensive 
research or a review article.

10. Lengthwise Distribution of Articles
The majority of papers (57.75%) were 

between 4-6 pages in length, with 14.65% 
being shorter at 1-3 pages. Longer papers (7-9 
pages) accounted for 15.08%, and only a few 
papers exceeded 12 pages. This trend suggests 
a preference for concise academic work, with 
the majority of publications being moderate in 
length.

11. Country-wise Distribution of Articles
India was the dominant contributor, 

responsible for 94.82% of the publications. 
Other countries such as Argentina, Nepal, 
Nigeria, and the USA who made minimal 
contributions, are showing limited 
international collaboration in this dataset. This 
reinforces India’s central role in the academic 
activity represented in the journal.

12. State-wise Breakup of Indian Contributions:
Madhya Pradesh emerged as the leading 

contributor (18.53%), followed by Uttar Pradesh 
and Andhra Pradesh, each with 11.21%. Bihar 
and Orissa were also notable contributors. 
However, states such as Delhi, Karnataka, 
and Tamil Nadu had minimal representation, 
reÁecting� regional� disparities� in� research�
output across India. Madhya Pradesh, Uttar 
Pradesh, and Andhra Pradesh dominated the 
academic landscape, while north-eastern states 
had sporadic contributions.
These�𿿿ndings�provide�a�comprehensive�view�

of the journal’s publishing trends, authorship 
dynamics, and regional contributions, 
revealing a dominance of Indian research with 
a strong focus on collaborative work, though 

with notable challenges in gender inclusivity 
and international collaboration. The data also 
suggests areas for improvement in language 
diversity, institutional engagement, and 
interdisciplinary partnerships.

8. Comparison with Earlier Studies
As stated earlier, one such type of study was 

conducted by Dhiman5 the author of current 
paper in 2011 by analysing its ten-year issues 
from the inception of the journal in 1989 up 
to 1998 and other study for the duration 1999-
2008 for the same Ethnobotany journal in 2011 
by�Dhiman.�The�present�𿿿ndings�are�compared�
with�earlier�𿿿ndings�to�see�what�changes�have�
occurred in last two decade in the journal style 
and contribution. 

The bibliometric analysis over three decades 
highlights notable changes in the publication 
trends of the Ethnobotany journal. Between 
1989–1998 and 1999–2008, the number of 
published articles rose from 175 to 272, 
accompanied by a shift from single-author 
works to collaborative authorship, with two-
author contributions becoming more common. 
Contributions from universities began to 
surpass those from colleges, signalling a move 
toward more research-intensive institutions. 
India consistently emerged as the dominant 
contributor, while international participation 
mainly from China, Nepal, the USA, and 
Nigeria remained relatively limited.

However, during 2009–2018, publication 
output reached its highest in the early years, 
particularly in 2010, followed by a steady 
decline after 2014. Approximately 85% of 
the decade’s articles appeared by 2016. 
Collaboration continued to prevail, especially 
among small research teams. New indicators 
such as gender authorship showed limited 
involvement of women, primarily as co-
authors. Regionally, most contributions 
came from Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, 
and Andhra Pradesh, while north-eastern 
states saw minimal participation. Private 
research bodies, government institutions, 
and industries contributed less frequently. 
Although collaboration levels were initially 
strong, a drop in co-authored works toward 
the decade’s end may suggest editorial or 
research environment shifts. 

Table 13 clearly depicts the data of last three 
decades in a very illustrative way. 
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Table 13: Comparative Analysis of Journal Contributions across Three Decades

Sl. 
No.

Earlier Findings (1989–1998)
(Dhiman, 2000)

Earlier Findings (1999–2008)
(Dhiman, 2011)

Present Findings (2009–2018)

1
A total of 175 articles were 
contributed by authors in 10 
years of journal issues.

A total of 272 articles were 
contributed by authors in 10 

years of journal issues.

A steady trend from 2009–2014 with 24–27 articles annually. 
Peak in 2010 (11.63%). Gradual decline after 2014; lowest in 

2017–2018. About 85% of articles published by 2016.

2
Distribution of articles 
ranged between 8–29 per 
year (inconsistent).

Distribution ranged from 
23–33 (more consistent).

Slightly fluctuating but stable till 2014; then decline. Reflects 
early-decade concentration.

3
Solo authorship dominant 
(39.6%). Two-author: 35.0%, 
Three-author: 17.8%.

Multi-authored trend 
dominant. Solo: 28.3%, 

Two-author: 42.64%. 71.7% 
in collaboration.

Two-author articles: 33.62%, Single-author: 30.17%, Three-
author: 26.72%. Articles with more than three authors rare. 

Indicates preference for small teams.

4
Maximum contribution by 
colleges (47.5%), followed by 
universities (30.2%).

Universities contributed 
34.92%; colleges only 19.11%.

Universities contributed 40.51%, colleges 28.44%. Private 
research institutes (11.63%), government (7.32%), wildlife 

institutes (4.31%), and industries (0.43%) had limited input.

5
India topped country-wise 
distribution with 81.7% 
share.

India remained among the 
top contributors.

India dominated with 94.82% of publications. Limited 
international collaboration. Other countries like Argentina, 

Nepal, Nigeria, and USA made minor contributions.

6

12 countries contributed 
(8.3% of total). China, 
Nigeria, UK, USA: 5 articles 
each; Japan: 3 articles.

11 countries contributed. 
China: 12 articles, Nepal & 

USA: 8 each.

Similar trend. Limited foreign contribution. Emphasizes 
India’s central role.

7 Not discussed. Not discussed.

Gender authorship: Female authorship was 18.88% overall. 
Peak in 2014 (20.21%); lowest in 2018 (4.25%). Women were 

mostly second authors, rare in multi-authored papers. 
Reflects gender gap.

8 Not discussed. Collaboration trend: 71.7%.
Collaboration rate: 69.82%. Highest in 2011 and 2016 

(79.16%) but declined to 44.44% in 2018. Suggests shift in 
dynamics or editorial policies.

9 Not discussed. Not discussed.

State-wise contributions in India: Madhya Pradesh (18.53%), 
followed by UP and Andhra Pradesh (11.21% each). Delhi, 
Karnataka, Tamil Nadu contributed less. Northeast states 

had minimal entries. Highlights regional disparity.

CONCLUSION�
The journal’s publication analysis from 2009 

to 2018 shows strong early growth, with a 
decline in frequency toward the end, possibly 
due to editorial or resource constraints. Small, 
collaborative teams dominated authorship, 
but female authors contributed only 18.88%, 
indicating a need for more gender-inclusive 
practices. While collaboration was a hallmark 
with 69.82% co-authored papers, its decline 
in recent years suggests a need for renewed 
emphasis on interdisciplinary and international 
partnerships.

English dominance (96.55%) in publications 
highlights a global focus, but the minimal use 
of Hindi raises concerns about accessibility 
and inclusivity. Acknowledgments were 
included in most articles, ensuring academic 

integrity, while the limited use of visual 
elements suggests room for more diverse 
data representation. Publications were 
concentrated in a few states, with disparities in 
north-eastern and central regions, suggesting 
unequal access to research infrastructure and 
opportunities. Further, India dominated the 
journal’s output (94.82%), emphasizing its 
academic role but also pointing to potential for 
increased international collaboration.

In conclusion, while the journal has made 
signi𿿿cant� strides� in� academic� publishing,�
the�𿿿ndings�suggest�that�there�is�ample�scope�
for growth and improvement. By addressing 
issues such as gender disparity, increasing 
collaboration, and promoting multilingual 
contributions, the journal can further enhance 
its impact, inclusivity, and global relevance in 
the academic world.
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