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Abstract

We summarize our exploratory investigation into whether Machine Learning (ML) techniques applied to publicly available pro-
fessional text can substantially augment strategic planning for astronomy. We find that an approach based on Latent Dirichlet
Allocation (LDA) using content drawn from astronomy journal papers can be used to infer high-priority research areas. While the
LDA models are challenging to interpret, we find that they may be strongly associated with meaningful keywords and scientific
papers which allow for human interpretation of the topic models.

Significant correlation is found between the results of applying these models to the previous decade of astronomical research
(“1998−2010” corpus) and the contents of the science frontier panel report which contains high-priority research areas identified
by the 2010 National Academies’ Astronomy and Astrophysics Decadal Survey (“DS2010” corpus). Significant correlations also
exist between model results of the 1998−2010 corpus and the submitted whitepapers to the Decadal Survey (“whitepapers” corpus).
Importantly, we derive predictive metrics based on these results which can provide leading indicators of which content modeled by
the topic models will become highly cited in the future. Using these identified metrics and the associations between papers and
topic models it is possible to identify important papers for planners to consider.

A preliminary version of our work was presented by Thronson et al. (2021) and Thomas et al. (2022).

Keywords: Machine Learning, Strategic Planning, Astronomy Research

1. Introduction

One of the most critical planning activities in the sciences is
identifying credible priorities for investment. A highly regarded
process of scientific prioritization is the National Academies’
Decadal Surveys. Among the principal challenges faced by
this process is the Survey panelists’ necessity to assess a very
large – and rapidly growing – amount of relevant information,
specifically many tens of thousands of published research pa-
pers in journals (Santamaria (2018)). The potential input ma-
terials have thus increased greatly over the years in both vari-
ety and quantity, while the basic processes of the Surveys and
other strategic planning activities have changed relatively lit-
tle. The primary approach for the Surveys over the past half-
century remains the same (Dressler et al. (2015)): a central
steering committee of a couple dozen members supported by
large specialty panels. This leads to the primary motivation of
our work: How do we substantially improve the current very
labor-intensive process of identifying the highest-priority sci-
ence without adding additional personnel?

Advances in Artificial Intelligence (AI) over the past decade
have been impressive. Increasingly powerful AI techniques
have been developed which can comb through large corpora
of unstructured text to reveal insight into their contents. Much
recent work on use of AI to augment the science discovery and
prioritization process has been broadly philosophical on the na-
ture of “discovery” (Kitano (2016); Clark and Khosrowi (2022);
Khalili and Bouchachia (2021), among many others). Although

interesting, our goal was instead to avoid such questions as “the
nature of discovery” and instead undertake an assessment of the
empirical determination of science priorities. That is, assess the
outcome rather than the process of science prioritization and
discovery.

There have recently been a few examples relevant to the de-
termination of science prioritization that are somewhat similar
to that which we describe here. For example, Zelnio (2020) re-
ports the successful use of Machine Learning (ML) to evaluate
research literature for promising technologies and Krenn and
Zelinger (2020) demonstrate a method used to predict future
trends in quantum physics. Tshitoyan et al. (2019) demonstrate
a successful application of Natural Language Processing (NLP)
applied to many thousands of research publications to reveal
undiscovered materials. Shi and Evans (2023) employ a hyper-
graph embedding model to demonstrate that surprising scien-
tific advances often arise across teams and disciplines, rather
than within them.

In this paper we report on our exploratory research to un-
derstand whether we can use ML techniques to provide useful
insight into how the field of astronomy research is evolving.
Important questions that should be answered include:

• Which research areas are the prominent ones?

• Which research areas are growing (or declining) most sig-
nificantly?
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• Can we independently determine from the literature the
most important topics of astronomy research? and

• How may we quantify the performance of these models
relative to human perception of which areas of research
are important?

In order to determine the validity of machine predictions,
we conducted an experiment using machine predictions de-
rived from information contained in the astronomy literature
published from 1998 - 2010 (”1998 - 2010” corpus) and com-
pared it with the science priorities found in the 2010 National
Academies’ Astronomy and Astrophysics Decadal Survey sci-
ence frontier panels (“DS2010” corpus). Our earlier experi-
ments in this area have been previously described in Thronson
et al. (2021) and Thomas et al. (2022). In this paper we up-
date and significantly expand upon the experiments conducted
in that work.

Topic Modeling

A first key objective is to automate the classification of re-
search areas. For this paper, we have investigated a classifica-
tion approach to model topics of research in the literature using
Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA, Blei et al. (2003)), which
is an unsupervised algorithm able to identify topics found in a
large text corpus. A key challenge is the preparation of the input
material so that the resulting LDA topic models align with areas
of scientific research. The pipeline to determine topic models
is shown in Figure 1 and starts with the formation of a cor-
pus (step A). This corpus is created by downloading the titles
and abstracts of published papers discovered using the Astro-
physical Data Service (ADS, Kurtz et al. (2000)). In all cases
papers were limited to those published in ‘high-impact’ astron-
omy journals in the decade 1998 - 2010 (see Appendix A for
a description of the method used to determine high-impact as-
tronomy journals).

We limited our analysis to the titles and abstracts because
both concentrate on summarizing or detailing the research and
related priority conclusions, as opposed to the other sections of
a paper that may include topics of little relevance to our work:
e.g., background or history, details of a program of observation,
names of institutions or observational platforms, etc. Papers
with abstracts of fewer than 100 characters were considered to
have insufficient substantive content and were dropped. This
filtering left approximately 77,000 papers for this time period.

In the next step (B), we use the SingleRank algorithm, an
adaptation of the TextRank framework (Mihalcea and Tarau
(2004)), to extract semantically significant terms from these ti-
tles and abstracts. These terms may be single or compound
words and are in all cases “nouns”. Examples include “mas-
sive black hole”, “gravitational wave”, “star formation”, “agn”,
and so on. In particular, we use the textacy (DeWilde (2020))
library’s SingleRank implementation with a ten-word contex-
tual window, count-based edge-weighting, and no positional
bias. To help improve our key term extraction, particularly
for the specialized vocabulary of scientific literature, we utilize

the SciSpacy language model (Neumann et al. (2019)) for nor-
malization via lemmatization. This combination of SingleRank
and SciSpacy facilitates the extraction of highly informative key
terms.

After utilizing this SciSpacy-powered SingleRank algorithm
for key term extraction on each document, we are left with a
very large collection of terms. In order to winnow the terms
down to those which are most informative, we apply several
filters in step C. In particular, we remove any terms which occur
in more than 20% of documents, terms which occur fewer than
300 times total, and terms which have an average SingleRank
score of less than 0.015. These filters are intended to remove
terms which are overly general or which have a weak signal in
the overall corpus.

Finally, subject matter experts further filter these terms by
manually removing those terms which are unlikely to be unique
to a particular type of research. These manually removed terms
include those which refer to a common scientific technique
(e.g., “photometry”), those which refer to a common type of
data (e.g. “light curve”), ambiguous common terms (e.g., “new
result”) or terms which refer to facilities/origins that may be
related to many types of research (e.g., “Hubble Space Tele-
scope”, “NASA”). Examples of resulting terms that we keep af-
ter filtering include “massive black hole”, “gravitational wave”,
“star formation”, and significant acronyms such as “agn” (i.e.,
active galactic nucleus). There were a total of 1569 “black-
listed” terms which we identified and removed, leaving 399
terms for topic modeling.

The filtering of these terms better helps the modeling of the
corpus in step D to create topics found in astrophysical research.
Topic modeling uses the filtered term list as input “features” for
the LDA. The resulting topics and associated models, step E,
are associated with a (potentially large) collection of strongly
associated terms (defined below and shown in the diagram as
terms which appear inside the colored circles). The graphic in
Figure 1 only shows a few terms in each topic for illustration, in
particular to draw attention to the fact that sometimes strongly
associated terms may be shared by two or more topics.

The optimal number of LDA topics (in our case, 125) was de-
termined using a maximum coherence method, an approach that
was systematized by Röder et al. (2015) and utilizes the UMass
coherence measure (Mimno et al. (2011)). This methodology
builds on foundational work by Newman et al. (2010), who first
explicitly introduced the task of evaluating topic coherence, as
a type of measure which seeks to align with qualitative human
judgements of coherence. Irrespective of the number of top-
ics chosen – we examined cases with no fewer than 25 topics
– we always obtain a very small minority of topics that are an
apparent mix of terms that make no obvious sense in that they
collect documents with seemingly random criteria. The docu-
ments strongly associated with these types of topics tend to be
those few non-scientific or broadly descriptive papers that are
hard to associate with any specific type of research and so are
problematic to model by the algorithm. This is an inescapable
outcome for the LDA modeling of any large corpus drawn from
an assortment of published material.

Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) models a corpus as a col-
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Figure 1: Topic Modeling Pipeline. The diagram indicates how we create our topic models using refereed journal articles from high-impact journals (Appendix A).
Steps A through E indicate key processing points which are described in the text.

lection of topics, where each topic is a distribution over terms,
and each document is a mixture of these topics. Upon apply-
ing LDA, each document (d) is associated with a set of topics
(t) through inference scores (I(t, d)). These scores represent
the document’s distribution over topics, indicating the strength
of association between terms in the given document and each
topic. A document which is uniquely connected to a topic
would have an inference score of 1.0, whereas a document with
no relationship to a topic will have a score of 0.0. In practice,
no document is uniquely associated with any single topic, but is
a blend of several topics. Many documents are “strongly asso-
ciated” with a singular topic, which we define as 0.5 or greater
topic inference for that paper. On the other hand, some docu-
ments are “poorly associated” and have almost uniformly low
inference with every topic; that is, essentially an inference score
of approximately 1/(number of topics). There are many docu-
ments which lie between these two extremes and have a peak
inference which is between 0.3 - 0.4 for each of two or three
topics associated with a document.

Understanding the nature of each topic is important in order
assess its relationship to research. Human interpretation may
be achieved using both terms and documents which are strongly
associated to the topic. We have already defined above criteria
for determination of strongly associated documents but strongly
associated term criteria require some further explanation and
definition as follows. Because topics are distributions over
terms, all of the thousands of terms are at some level associated
with each topic. Moreover, some terms may be ranked highly
for a given topic, but also ranked highly for many other topics
due to these terms’ frequency across the corpus. Consequently,
just looking at the most probable terms for a given topic may
fail to provide easily interpretable topics and uniquely charac-
terize a topic. To remedy this issue, we use a “term relevance”
metric Sievert and Shirley (2014) to intelligently re−weight a
given topic’s terms to determine which terms are most “strongly
associated,” defined in this work as those terms that have a rel-
evance log probability greater or equal than -2.5. Examples of
labels we may assign to topics include “massive black hole evo-
lution,” “dwarf galaxy evolution,” “early dark-energy universe
modeling,” and “high-redshift galaxy.”

The stochastic nature of LDA should be mentioned as it could

impact the interpretation of the results. Because the LDA model
defines posteriors which are computationally intractable, LDA
is often trained with variational inference, which requires ini-
tializations for topic-word and document-topic matrices. The
initializations are randomly drawn from gamma distributions
and they directly affect the approximate posteriors, the trained
model. Consequently, each time the algorithm is run on the
same input, but with a differing random seed, the output topic
models will vary. To understand this variation we examined
how much a topic appeared in repeated runs. We recreated the
topic models for ten runs, each run initialized with a differing
random seed, and used strongly associated topic terms of each
topic to construct Cosine Similarity Vectors (CSVs) between
every topic in every run. The magnitude of the term CSV used
the estimated number of occurrences of the term in documents
associated with the topic (Mabey (2021)) in a given run. The
term CSV for each topic were then compared with all other
topic term CSV in all other runs and the maximum value of
cosine similarity was kept between the examined topic and the
best matching topic in another run. This collection of nine mea-
sured maximum values for cosine similarity was then averaged
to find the mean best cosine similarity of the topic.

Results of this assessment of similarity, using papers from the
1998−2000 corpus, appear in Figure 2, where we find that more
than half of the topics (≈ 59%) for all runs had a mean cosine
similarity of greater than 50% indicating significant similarity
exists between a given topic in one run and some best-matching
topic in another. In other words, the algorithm is creating sim-
ilar topics each time it is run with a different random seed for
most of the topics. This indicates the majority of the derived
topics were approximately stable in occurrence from run to run,
although very few topics are so stable (⪅ 5% of all topics) that
they occur with little change from run to run (⪆ 90% mean
similarity).

Analysis

We have developed several metrics designed to help answer
key questions identified in Section 1. The first metric is the
“Topic Contribution Score” (TCS) which determines the over-
all representation of a given topic in a corpus and which we
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Figure 2: Gauging stability of derived topic models. The diagram indicates how
interrelated topic models are between separate runs of LDA (trained using the
1998−2010 corpus) using different random seeds. Ten runs generating topic
models were created and topics in each run then cross-compared to topics in
other runs using cosine similarity based on the strongly associated term for
each topic. “Mean Similarity,” a gauge of topic stability, was calculated in two
steps. First by finding the best (highest) cosine similarity for a given topic to
all other topics in another run. This was then repeated for all runs to yield nine
measurements of cosine similarity for the topic which were then averaged to
yield the mean similarity.

use to infer how much the population of researchers is studying
(publishing) work related to a given research topic t (Question
1). TCS(t) may be calculated as

TCS(t) =
d=Dn∑
d=D1

I(t, d), (1)

where I(t, d) is the LDA inference score or inferred amount of
how much topic t is represented in document d in a collection
of documents of size n. I(t, d) has a value between 0 and 1
and the sum of all I(t, d) for all topics always sums to 1 for
any document d. The TCS for the body of astronomical liter-
ature (TCS1998−2010) may therefore be calculated by obtaining
the inference scores for the selected content of each paper in
the corpus (I1998−2010) by applying the derived LDA topic mod-
els on a paper-by-paper basis (paper abstract and title content
serve as the documents).

Figure 3 summarizes steps used to calculate TCS. First, a
corpus is assembled (Step A) and then the derived LDA topic
models applied to each document (Step B) to determine the
contributions (inference values) of each topic in the given doc-
ument (Step C). The topic contributions in each document are
then summed, by each topic t, across the corpus to create the
TCS(t), or Topic Contribution Score of topic t (Step D).

To determine the growth rate of research areas (Question 2)
we calculate the time series of TCS for each topic t. We may do
this by breaking the corpus up into yearly groupings and then
reapplying the TCS pipeline to derive TCS(t, y) where t is the
research topic and y is the year for which TCS is calculated.
Example time series appear in Figure 4 calculated using the
1998−2010 corpus. Behavior in these plots is indicative of the
larger population. Topic time series may clearly increase year
on year (a), may exhibit an increase and then plateau at a certain
level (b) or may simply remain at the same level or decrease

overall. Significant variation from year to year may occur (c).
These time series may be analyzed to determine the com-

pound annual growth rate of the Topic Contribution Score for a
topic t or TCS CAGR(t). The equation for its calculation is

TCS CAGR(t) =
[
TCS(t, y f )
TCS(t, y0)

] 1
P

− 1, (2)

where TCS(t, y f ) is the TCS for topic t measured in the final
year of the time series, TCS(t, y0) is TCS measured for the first
year in the time series and P is the number of years in the
time series. The observed variability (Figure 4c) presents the
concern that the derived TCS CAGR values may fail to ade-
quately represent the growth rate (or lack thereof) of TCS. To
understand if this is the case or not we have also examined us-
ing a weighted TCS CAGR metric in which the first and last
two years of TCS(t, y) were averaged. This did not appreciably
change the resulting distribution of TCS CAGR values for the
population of all topics.

The overall “importance” of research topics is a key question
(Question 3). In this work, we associate importance with how
engaged the community is in a given topic. We consider this
engagement, or interest, to be the combination of how much a
topic is studied by researchers as well as how much the research
community for this topic is growing (or not). The most inter-
esting topics are those topics which are both growing rapidly
and have significant, but still growing, communities. We have
tried to parameterize this interest using both the previously de-
fined metrics of TCS and TCS CAGR. The “Research Interest”
(RI); that is, how much overall interest the research community
places on a given topic, is a gauge of its research engagement
by the community in that topic, which may be quantified from
these measures via

RI(t) = [TCS CAGR(t) + O] ∗ TCS(t), (3)

where t is the given topic, RI(t) is the Research Interest for
topic t, TCS(t) is the Topic Contribution Score for topic t and
TCS CAGR(t) is the Topic Contribution Compound Annual
Growth Rate of topic t and O is a constant offset to avoid the
growth rate value being negative. Based on the data in this pa-
per we utilize an offset of 0.05 (which will bring the lowest
value of TCS CAGR in our ten run dataset just above zero).

We come now to the final question which is to understand
whether this approach adequately models human perception of
which areas of research are important (Question 4). To inves-
tigate this we utilized the Science Frontier panel chapters 1 - 4
for the 2010 National Academies’ Astronomy and Astrophysics
Decadal Survey (“DS2010” corpus) which identify decadal pri-
orities for the astronomy community. We split this chapter ma-
terial into individual paragraphs, dropped content related to the
formatting of the page (the page header), and applied the other
cleaning criteria as before for the literature. There were 1020
resulting paragraphs available for comparison after this filter-
ing. We used the same code as before to extract features from
the DS2010 corpus paragraphs and applied the 1998 - 2010 lit-
erature topic models. Using these models we derived a topic
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Figure 3: Topic Contribution Score Pipeline. This shows the pipeline used to calculate “Topic Contribution Score” (TCS) or the total contribution of a topic to an
example corpus of three documents and four topics. This pipeline is used for the determination of topic contributions for our various corpora which include the
1998−2010 corpus (documents are the journal papers abstracts and titles), the Decadal Survey (documents are the text blocks found in the science frontier panel
chapters 1-4), and submitted whitepaper content (documents are the whole text of the papers). Detailed description of steps A through D appear in the text.

Figure 4: Sample Topic Timeseries. Three different example topic time series for the 1998−2010 corpus appear in this figure which exemplify common behaviors
seen in the population of topic timeseries.

contribution score by topic (TCSDS 2010(t, d)) for each paragraph
(x) in the 2010 Survey.

The DS2010 TCS was derived by topic by calculating and
summing over the derived inference for topics in all remaining
paragraphs as given by

TCSDS 2010(t) =
d=Pn∑
d=P1

IDS 2010(t, d), (4)

where t is a given topic, d is the document (science frontiers
paragraph), and IDS 2010(t, d) is the LDA inference score for
topic t in paragraph d in the DS2010 corpus.

We may do something similar for whitepapers which have
been submitted to the 2010 Decadal Survey. We utilized 274
submitted whitepapers by extracting and combining the whole
text of the title, any abstract (not always present) and the main
body of the whitepaper text. References were stripped out and

unused. TCSwhitepapers may be defined as

TCSwhitepapers(t) =
x=Xn∑
x=X1

Iwhitepapers(t, x), (5)

where t is a given topic, x is the ID of the text block representing
the above indicated contents of the whitepaper (title, abstract,
main body and excepting references) and Iwhitepapers(t, x) is the
LDA inference score for topic t in whitepaper text block x from
a collection of size n.

We investigated the association between the Decadal Sur-
vey metrics TCSDS 2010 and TCSwhitepapers to the literature-based
metrics of TCS1998−2010, TCS CAGR1998−2010, and RI1998−2010.
We created topic models for ten runs, each run initialized with
a different random seed and producing 125 topic models. We
then tested by cross-comparing Decadal Survey- and literature-
based metrics to determine the value of any correlation be-
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Figure 5: Literature Research Interest compared to TCS for Decadal Survey
content. An example plot of one run comparing the 1998 - 2010 literature
metric RI1998−2010 versus the 2010 Decadal Survey Topic Contribution Score
(TCSDS 2010) by topic. Each red dot represents a topic. The data indicate a
significant, but weak-to-moderate, correlation exists. The mean Spearman cor-
relation for ten runs is Rmean = 0.57 ± 0.02. Estimated errors are of the same
size or smaller than the symbols.

tween them in the data of each run. Using these results we
then calculated the mean correlation values and standard errors
of each test. These mean correlation results appear in Table
1. One post-processing filtering step was taken before calcula-
tion of the metrics; we removed one significant recurring non-
astronomy topic, “Gravity Waves”, from each of the ten runs
which left 124 topics for analysis.

Because a priori we have no reason to believe the relation-
ships are necessarily linear, we performed correlation tests us-
ing both Pearson and Spearman statistics. As may be seen in
Table 1, the RI1998−2010 metric generally showed the strongest
correlation of the literature metrics, the only exception being
for the Spearman-based tests of the Decadal Survey whitepa-
pers where both RI1998−2010 and TCS1998−2010 are statistically
equivalent. Figures 5 and 6 respectively show example results
from one run for the literature metric RI1998−2010 compared to
TCSDS 2010 or TCSwhitepapers. In both of these plots errors have
been estimated using bootstrap error estimation and the errors
are of the same size or smaller than the symbols in these figures.

As a check on how our metrics may relate to human per-
ception of the importance of the research we investigated
a different metric to compare to our TCS-based ones (e.g.
TCSDS 2010, TCSwhitepapers, TCS1998−2010, TCS CAGR1998−2010,
and RI1998−2010). Citations of a paper are a known metric for
assessing research impact (Garfield (1973)) and we have at-
tempted to create a citation rate metric for each topic based
on the papers associated with a given topic. One challenge
for development of this metric is that the ensemble of associ-
ated papers are published at different times and therefore the
measured citation rate for each paper needs to be normalized to
some common interval of time. We have attempted to estimate
the lifetime citation rate of each paper and then take the mean
of each paper associated with a topic in order to develop a topic
Mean Lifetime Citation Rate (MLCR, see Appendix B).

In calculating the topic MLCR we needed to apply some fil-

Figure 6: Literature Research Interest compared to TCS for the Decadal Sur-
vey whitepapers. An example plot of one run comparing the 1998 - 2010 litera-
ture RI versus the 2010 decadal submitted whitepaper Topic Contribution Score
(TCSwhitepaper) by topic. Each red dot represents a topic. The data indicate a
significant, but moderate, Spearman correlation exists (Rmean = 0.65 ± 0.02).
Estimated errors are of the same size or smaller than symbols.

tering. First, we filtered out papers with a very low number of
citations (less than 10 citations). Next we needed to determine
which papers were most closely related to a given topic. This
is critical because if we do not apply some filter then all papers
in our corpus are associated with all topics and we will have
the same calculated value of MLCR for each topic. There is
no a priori obvious criteria for association of a paper (d) to a
topic so we investigated applying different minimum inference
thresholds to filter out the papers which contained less content
than a given threshold for topic t, as gauged by the paper topic
inference, or Ipaper(t, d), before calculation of MLCR. We ran a
grid of tests (all metrics to MLCR in each of ten runs generating
models with different random seeds) to check for the strength of
the mean correlation between TCS-based metrics and the var-
ious MLCR at different paper minimum inference thresholds.
A minimum paper inference threshold value of 0.2 was found
to yield the best mean correlation in all cases where a TCS-
based metric was correlated. See Figure 7 for an example plot
of these tests for the mean TCS CAGR1998−2010 metric. A final
filtering step was to drop any topic which had fewer than three
papers associated with it (this was rare at low Ipaper minimum
thresholds but occurred with increased frequency for topics as
the minimum paper threshold for association with a topic was
increased).

Comparing results of TCS-based metrics determined from
the ten runs of our pipeline (see Table 1) we consistently
find TCS CAGR1998−2010 is best correlated to MLCR regard-
less of the choice of statistic (see Figure 8 for an exam-
ple run). Surprisingly TCS1998−2010 is not significantly cor-
related with MLCR and RI1998−2010 is not a useful metric to
compare to MLCR because of the uncorrelated contribution
of TCS1998−2010 and should be discarded. When we com-
pare Decadal Survey-based metrics with MLCR we find that
both TCSDS 2010 is significantly correlated with MLCR although
the correlation is not as strong as for TCS CAGR1998−2010.
TCSwhitepaper is not significantly correlated when testing using
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Literature Metric Mean Correlation Coefficient Mean P-value
Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman
Literature Metric vs TCSDS 2010

TCS1998−2010 0.40 ± 0.2 0.51 ± 0.03 0.00014 8.6e-7
TCS CAGR1998−2010 0.47 ± 0.02 0.30 ± 0.02 5.1e-7 0.009
RI1998−2010 0.62 ± 0.03 0.57 ± 0.02 3.7e-9 8.5e-9

Literature Metric vs TCSwhitepapers

TCS1998−2010 0.51 ± 0.2 0.61 ± 0.02 4.7e-8 1.3e-9
TCS CAGR1998−2010 0.43 ± 0.1 0.31 ± 0.02 5.4e-6 0.003
RI1998−2010 0.68 ± 0.2 0.65 ± 0.02 1.5e-13 4.0e-12

Table 1: Mean results of tests of Pearson and Spearman correlation for Decadal Survey documents using ten runs of our LDA model pipeline. TCSDS 2010 and
TCSwhitepapers cross-correlation tests are shown for various metrics derived from the 1998−2010 astronomical literature. In most cases, the Research Interest metric
RI1998−2010 outperforms or equals the other literature-based metrics. Errors are the standard error.

Compared Metric Mean Correlation Coefficient Mean P-value
Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman

Literature-based Metrics
TCS1998−2010 0.08 ± 0.2 0.08 ± 0.03 0.5 0.32
TCS CAGR1998−2010 0.75 ± 0.01 0.70 ± 0.01 6.6e-21 1.8e-17
RI1998−2010 0.42 ± 0.2 0.46 ± 0.02 2.3e-5 8.4e-6

Decadal Survey-based Metrics
TCSDS 2010 0.51 ± 0.2 0.43 ± 0.02 3.7e-7 3.7e-5
TCSwhitepaper 0.43 ± 0.1 0.32 ± 0.02 1.1e-5 0.01

Table 2: Mean results of tests of the Pearson and Spearman statistics for various TCS-based metrics compared to MLCR (Ipaper ≥ 0.2) for ten runs. The topic
growth rate for the literature, TCS CAGR1998−2010 (in bold font), provided the strongest correlation. TCS1998−2010 is uncorrelated. Errors are the standard error.

Figure 7: Comparison of minimum topic inference thresholds to the mean
TCS CAGR1998−2010 versus MLCR Spearman correlation. The higher the
value of the threshold the greater the paper content (used to calculate MLCR)
must be associated with a given topic. The correlation is maximized at a min-
imum paper inference threshold of Ipaper ∼ 0.2. Mean TCS CAGR1998−2010
and MLCR were calculated from the data from ten runs and errors are standard
errors. The leftmost point is for a minimum paper threshold of Ipaper = 0.01.

the Spearman statistic. In the case of significant correlations
the comparison of Pearson and Spearman statistics indicates
lower overall comparable correlation coefficients for Spearman.
We interpret this as largely due to some significant outliers in
the dataset driving the Pearson correlation coefficient slightly
higher (see Figure 8 for an example which does show a ‘tail’

Figure 8: Comparison of literature topic growth to literature citation rate. Ex-
ample results of one run comparing TCS CAGR1998−2010 and to the estimated
topic MLCR. Each red dot represents a topic. The mean TCS CAGR1998−2010
is significantly correlated (Rmean = 0.75 ± 0.01; standard error estimated from
10 runs). In this plot the individual topic errors for TCS CAGR1998−2010 are
smaller than the symbol size and MLCR errors were not estimated. We filtered
papers with low inference values (Ipaper < 0.2) before calculating MLCR for
each topic (see text for an explanation).

away from the main body of points for higher values of MLCR).
Spearman is likely the best choice of statistic for quantifying the
relationship with MLCR.

Public repositories containing code and data used by this
work include:
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• Analysis Software: Thomas and Buonomo (2024)

• Topic Modeling: Buonomo and Thomas (2024)

• LDA Training Dataset: Thomas et al. (2024)

Discussion

Our results indicate it is possible to develop metrics based
on LDA modeling of the research literature which may be used
to quantify how much activity or ‘interest’ there is in certain
research topics (TCS) and how much that interest is chang-
ing (TCS CAGR). Across ten runs which regenerated the LDA
models based on different random seeds we see consistent be-
havior where the best correlation between either the Decadal
Survey frontier panel report content (TCSDS 2010) or submitted
whitepaper content (TCSwhitepaper) and that of the astronomical
literature (1998 - 2010) is found by the Research Interest met-
ric (RI1998−2010) which folds together the behavior of the other
metrics.

Interestingly, we find only TCS CAGR1998−2010 and not
RI1998−2010 to be significantly correlated with the Mean Life-
time Citation Rate of topics (MLCR). This result may indicate
that the Decadal Survey and the submitted whitepapers place
significant emphasis on popular established research (as cap-
tured by the TCS metric) and both the Decadal Survey and
whitepapers may under-emphasize new and growing research
topic areas (as captured by TCS CAGR). The very significant
moderate correlation between MLCR and TCS CAGR1998−2010
is also an independent confirmation that our approach can tease
out information on which research areas (topics) are important.

We note that in all cases our correlations, although signifi-
cant, are of only moderate strength and the resultant coefficient
of determination (R2), a measure of how much of the variability
in one variable results from variation in the other, is moder-
ately weak (mean R2 ≈ 0.4 for the RI1998−2010 to TCSDS 2010
correlation, for example). At least several reasons may explain
why. First, in some cases we may be undersampling the trend
in the topic time series as we are selecting only a restricted
set of astronomy journals which would lead to some variation
in measured TCS CAGR. Another issue is that our technique
models the language present in scientific abstracts, but this may
be significantly different from the language present in the 2010
Decadal Survey corpus and could thereby result in lowering the
TCSDS 2010 values. Finally, while nearly all topics are relevant to
the Decadal Survey, there remains for each LDA run an admix-
ture of topics which are not germane to the Decadal Survey such
as “solar wind” and “coronal mass ejection,” so the mapping
of research topic matter is not one-to-one between the models
and the 2010 Decadal Survey and these non-Survey topics will
lower the correlation we derive. Removing these topics, how-
ever, is not “clean,” as we can expect there is no simple way to
isolate heliophysics from astrophysics topics as many of their
research areas overlap somewhat. Culling to use simply “as-
tronomy journals”’ is not a perfect solution either; in practice
astronomy journals will accept and publish according to their
interest, not according to our desired categories for astronomy.

A word should be mentioned about the nature of the topics.
In general these appear to be fairly specific topics which col-
lect papers in a helpful manner such as “monte carlo simulation
and black hole mass” or “mass accretion, accretion rate, and
young stellar object”. Nevertheless, in each run we still de-
rive a small number of less-specific topics which indicate broad
research areas which collect papers from across various areas
of astronomy. A good example of this is the topic “magnetic
field, field strength, field line” or “soft x-ray, x-ray emission,
x-ray light curve”. Presumably moving to a higher number of
topics when modeling would help to better divide these papers
into separate topics, but doing so would lose coherence in the
modeling producing poorer models. We simply do not have suf-
ficient data at this time to further increase the number of topics.
Another concern is the potential presence of “semantic drift,”
whereby the description of a field changes appreciably over the
time period being studied. Again because of the limited amount
of data we had available, we were unable to investigate this and
assumed little to no change in meaning for our topics over the
roughly ten years of research we examined (e.g., the “star for-
mation” research topic meant more or less the same thing across
the years of 1998 to 2010).

Nevertheless, despite these issues there is still immediate
value in applying these metrics to the science prioritization pro-
cess. Unlike the MLCR, a metric based on citation rates, which
is a lagging measure of topic research impact, these new mea-
sures are leading indicators, which makes them attractive for
planning. As shown in Figure 9, one potential application may
be to utilize the TCS CAGR measure to identify probable future
impactful research topics and papers, thus creating valuable cu-
rated reading for participants in the Decadal Survey process.
Another application may be to utilize a TCS to TCS CAGR
scatterplot (see Figure 9) for scientific papers to investigate the
topics which fall at the extremes of the topic distribution and
thereby uncover potentially new interesting areas for invest-
ment, or conversely, discover areas of investment which may
need to be re-evaluated and descoped.

This is exploratory work and looking forward there are many
possibilities for further research. We expect that this experiment
can and should be conducted with a more recent research corpus
to continue to qualify the relationship between TCS CAGR and
citation rates/research impact. It would also be fruitful to apply
this work in other science domains which have Decadal Surveys
or similar studies to use as a reference for how that community
is prioritizing its science investments in order to see if the re-
lationship with RI holds for those documents. Finally, we note
that the ML technology employed in this study is now at least
a generation old! Leveraging newer, more advanced NLP tech-
niques and language models which are trained for scientific data
such as AstroBERT (Grezes (2022)) or perhaps more powerful,
but general, large language models based on GPT-4 (OpenAI
(2023)) may help us to better quantify and pull useful features
from the scientific literature and result in improved predictions.
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Figure 9: Example use of literature-based metrics TCS and TCS CAGR. Blue
lines represent constant RI (where O = 0.05). Extremes of the plot distribution
may be of some utility to planners. The green dashed box, for example, marks
topics which are not as popular as many others (TCS ≲ 700) but which are
exhibiting very high growth in interest. Conversely, an examination of low RI,
and/or low TCS CAGR, topics may reveal areas of lessening strategic impor-
tance. Data are from one run using the 1998 to 2010 astronomical corpus.

Summary

We have found there is potential to utilize Machine Learning
(ML) to aid in science planning and prioritization. Using open-
source ML algorithms we have explored different derived met-
rics that may be used to predict future research interest, as well
as research topics that may be of declining future research inter-
est. We trained topic models using a corpus of scientific papers
drawn from high-impact journals and then tested the perfor-
mance of our derived metrics using strategic publications which
project what the field of astronomy should be doing in the com-
ing decade. These reference materials include the science fron-
tier panel chapters of the 2010 National Academies’ Decadal
Survey report for Astronomy and Astrophysics (“DS2010”) and
the submitted Decadal Survey whitepapers (“whitepapers”). In
both cases we find some agreement between the predictions of
our metrics for the astronomical literature (1998 - 2010) and the
predictions of these metrics when applied to either the DS2010
or whitepaper materials. After examination of all tests, we find
that the best performing metric was one which blended the cur-
rent popularity or interest in a topic area (“TCS”) with a mea-
sure of its growth (“TCS CAGR”). This metric, “Research
Interest” (RI), shows a very significant moderate correlation
(R ≈ 0.6 − 0.7) between the astronomical literature and with
these Decadal Survey-based materials.

We also checked for independent confirmation of the per-
formance of our metrics. Using a citation rate-based measure
for the topics, “Mean Lifetime Citation Rate” (MLCR), we
found a significant moderate correlation (R ≈ 0.7) to the topic
growth rate TCS CAGR exists. Surprisingly TCS was not sig-
nificantly correlated with MLCR. We interpret this to possibly
mean that the Decadal Survey materials under-emphasize topic
areas which are growing – which conversely is the best predic-
tor of whether research will have future impact.

While this is exploratory research there may be some im-
mediate application of this work. A process such as ours can

easily produce a useful curated list of published work for fu-
ture Decadal Survey participants or might be applied by sci-
ence planners to uncover potential research areas for increased
(or decreased) investment.
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Appendix A. Top High-Impact Astronomy and Astro-
physics Journals 1999-2010

We extracted journal data from the SciMago website for
the Astronomy and Astrophysics category (https://www.
scimagojr.com/journalrank.php). This site provides the
SciMago Journal Rank Indicator (SJRI; see SCImago Journal
& Country Rank (2021), [26]), which we averaged and then
ranked for all journals for the time period 1999 to 2010 (1998
data were not available). Journals which are not unambiguously
dedicated to astronomy were filtered out (for example “An-
nual Review of Earth and Planetary Sciences”, “Solar Physics”,
and “Icarus”) and journals were selected that had an average
S JRI ≥ 1.0. The resulting list is shown in Table Appendix A.

Appendix B. Calculation of the Estimated Mean Lifetime
Citation Rate

The estimated Mean Lifetime Citation Rate (MLCR) is cal-
culated by first fitting data drawn from 1998 to 2019 high-
impact astronomy journal papers mean citation data with a lo-
gistic sigmoid function, which is given by

Estimated Citations(t) =
β

1 + e−t/α + γ, (B.1)

where t is the time since publication (in years), α is the
timescale of change constant, γ is a bias offset to adjust mean
starting citations and β is a scaling constant. Uncertainties in
mean citations per paper were estimated using bootstrap error
estimation (standard error for the mean). Figure B.10 shows
the results of fitting both linear and logistic sigmoid functions
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Journal Mean SJRI (1999-2010)
Annual Review of Astronomy and Astrophysics 14.1
Astrophysical Journal, Supplement Series 6.9
Astrophysical Journal Letters 5.4
Astronomy and Astrophysics Review 4.5
Astronomical Journal 4.1
Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society 3.5
Astrophysical Journal 3.2
Astronomy and Astrophysics 2.7
Publications of the Astronomical Society of the Pacific 2.4
Acta Astronomica 2.0
Astroparticle Physics 2.0
Publication of the Astronomical Society of Japan 1.8
New Astronomy 1.6
Publications of the Astronomical Society of Australia 1.0

Table A.3: Top High-Impact Astronomy Journals 1999 to 2010.

to the mean paper citations. The logistic sigmoid function sig-
nificantly performs better than the linear function and yields
β = 138.7± 2.2 mean citations/paper, α = 5.6± 0.2 years and a
bias offset γ = −72.5 ± 2.2 mean citations/paper.

Using this relationship, we obtained the estimated Lifetime
Citations (LC) for each of the papers (assuming that the fit pa-
rameters β, α, and γ were the same for all papers) with the
following calculation:

Lifetime Citations(p) =
Cites(p) − γ
1 + e−t(p)/α , (B.2)

where p is the given paper, t(p) is the year paper p was pub-
lished and Cites(p) is the number of papers citing paper p, as
measured in 2021, the year we extracted the ADS citation data.
The estimated Mean Lifetime Citation Rate (MLCR) for any
topic is then the mean LC for all papers associated with the
topic.
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Figure B.10: Comparison of a linear and a logistic sigmoid function (see Equation B.1). Fits to the mean citation data by year for high-impact journal papers (1998
to 2019). The logistic sigmoid function fits the data significantly better than the linear function. Mean citation uncertainties were calculated using bootstrap error
estimation of the standard error.
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