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Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
importance of this manuscript for the scientific 
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

Bibliometric analysis is a method used to measure and analyze scientific output through statistical data, 
such as the number of publications, citations, and other related metrics. However, there are certain 
disadvantages to this method: 

1. Superficial analysis: Bibliometric analysis focuses on quantitative data (e.g., the number of 
citations) without considering the quality or the actual impact of the content of the works. 

2. Bias and misconceptions: The analysis can be influenced by biases, such as the emphasis 
on specific fields or regions due to language, geographic distribution, or popular scientific 
journals. 

3. Overlooking the complexity of scientific progress: Scientific progress is often 
multidimensional, and bibliometric analysis cannot fully capture the contributions from 
collaborations, interdisciplinary work, or creativity in research methods. 

4. Unreliable data: The data used for bibliometric analyses can be incomplete or inaccurate, 
affecting the results. 

5. Discouragement of groundbreaking research: Because bibliometric analysis often 
emphasizes measurable citations, it may discourage researchers from pursuing new and 
unestablished areas that may not immediately gain high visibility or citations. 
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Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 
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Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

The manuscript is well-written, and the effort and hard work of the authors are commendable. 
However, I do not consider this manuscript to be valuable due to the reasons I explained earlier. 
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