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Bibliometric approximation of a research specialty 
by partial combination of key values for 4 publication data fields: [7]

8 INVITATIONS
TO REVIEW

6 Applicants
(Engineering & Bioengineering)

30 Potential reviewers,
4-6 per application

Research
administration

34 Potential reviewers,
5-7 per application

APPLICATIONS

11 Potential reviewers,
0-4 per application

Academic evaluation
coordinator (per application)

18 INVITATIONS
TO REVIEW

10 INVITATIONS
TO REVIEW

10 Reviews

4 Reviews

5 Reviews

INVITATIONS aiming to obtain reviews from 3 experts:
≥1 suggested by the applicant,
≥1 not suggested by the applicant
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DISCIPLINES [1] 
and 
SCHOLARLY
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Applied earlier to subdomains of Biology [7] and Physics [8].

Many contemporary research funding instruments
and research policies aim for excellence 
at the level of individual scientists, teams or 
research programmes. 

Bibliometric approximations of related specialties
could be useful for instance to help find reviewers. 

This poster reports findings on the usability of 
reviewer suggestions derived from a 
new specialty approximation method combining 
key sources, title words, authors and references. 

Reviewer suggestions were made available to 
academic evaluation coordinators during a real 
research evaluation. 

The coordinators were free to use or not to use 
these bibliometric suggestions. 

1. USAGE 
of the bibliometric reviewer suggestions
by almost all 
academic evaluation coordinators

↓ for 5 of the 6 applications

↑ 
for 8 of the 18 
invitations to review 
sent to experts 
‘not suggested by the applicant’

2. ACCEPTATION RATE 
after invitation is normal, 
similar to results
for customary approaches

↓  4✔ / 8☐ for bibliometric 
reviewer
suggestions

↑          ↑ 
15✔ / 28☐
for the other experts,
◻ suggested by applicants
◼ found by coordinators
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Responses from invited experts and academic evaluation coordinators 
contained no indications of mismatched scientific focus.

The results show how the new 
specialty approximation method

was successfully applied for the first 
time during an evaluation, to support
academic evaluation coordinators 

in their task to find reviewers
for applications by

individual scientists.

The method
builds on 
conceptual and 
empirical foundations, 
and consists of 3 phases: 
1. specification of the 

seed record as starting point, 
2. determination of the sets of most

frequently occurring key sources, 
title words, authors and references 
characterizing the seed record

3. identification of all publications associated to 
key values for ≥ 3 of the 4 data fields 
= the specialty approximation.


