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[ABSTRACT]

Is Bibliometrics Useful to Support the Peer-review?
A Case Study of NIAD”s Research Evaluation in Science

HAYASHI Takayuki”

In Japan, the lack of the quantitative information for peer-review in research evaluation has been
criticized. Among them, bibliometrics indicators are the typical information to analyze the
productivity and the impact of research, but it is unclear whether the western database can be used
for research evaluation in Japan. In this study, the usefulness of bibliometrics in research evaluation
in Japan is examined by the case-study of NIAD”s research evaluation in science mathematics,
physics, chemistry, biology, geology and astronomy . The result shows that only half of the
publications can be under analysis by the Science Citation Index in mathematics and geology, while
90% in physics, chemistry and biology. The positive correlation between peer-review and the
citation indicator were found in all disciplines except mathematics. The comparison of the results of
rating between peer-review and citation indicators showed that the two level gaps occur by only few
percentages, so these gaps can ask reviewers to check their result again. And the normalized
indicator of citation can be one of the information for the panels to adjust their criteria of each rank

over reviewers and disciplines.
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