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Who is pressing? Those who care about…
OUTLINE

1.

Rankings and status
– Providers of metrics and rankings
– Users (including for bragging rights)

2.

Allocation of research funds
– Among fields
– Among scholars (in assessing grant applications)

3.

NOTE:
The images in the
following pages
are hot linked to
the source

Improving the quality and cost effectiveness of university systems
– Undergraduate education
– Scholarly output WE WILL LOOK AT SOME H-INDEX COMPARISONS

4.

Accountability, transparency and accessibility
– Showing what the public gets from its money
– Improving public access to scholarly outputs

5.

Challenges, inequities and perverse incentives of metrics
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
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ThompsonReuters

Rankings
• Four of the rankers
QS

Times Higher Education (THE)

Shanghai Jiao Tong University

• One of the users
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Allocation of research grants
• SSHRC and other granting councils allocate available
funds by field and try to determine research quality,
research trends, and research capacity by field
– Council of Canadian Academies’ study (natural sciences)
– SSHRC’s Capturing the Impacts of Research study
….Misak notes that faculty cooperation is necessary to
“articulate a clear and principled rationale for the overarching
aims and value of performance measurement in the humanities
generally.” Once a clear rationale is put in place, it becomes
easier to devise methodologies that “yield reasonably accurate
ranking systems in relevant areas of evaluation.”

• Selection committees have to evaluate the scholarly
merit of grant proposals, including the scholar’s work
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Improving quality and cost effectiveness
• Undergraduate education
– Differentiation (and other
measures)

• Research output
– Separate operating grant into teaching and
research funds, with a performance element

Figure 7: Mean standardized H-scores in each institution
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H-index analysis by Alex Usher et al.
• Database of H-indices created and analyzed by
Alex Usher and colleagues at HESA
– over 60,000 professors employed at 71 Canadian
universities in all fields of study except medicine
– See Report and 16 One Thought Blog posts
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H-index scores vary by field
Leslie Pal, Political Science
H-index = 16

Meric Gertler, Economic Geography
H-index ~ 35

David Naylor, Epidemiology
H-index ~ 70
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Indices generated by Google Scholar
Any researcher can generate (in ~ 1 hour)
and make public his or her Google
Scholar Citations

Note: The g-index* (equal to or higher
than the h-index) is a variation that gives
more weight to highly cited works
*the highest rank such that the top g papers have,
together, at least g2 citations
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Using research metrics for funding (Clark, 2012)
• H-index for 21 associate professors of political science in three Ontario
universities: 16, 14, 10, 10, 7, 9, 9, 6, 6, 5, 5, 5, 4, 4, 4, 2, 2, 2, 1, 1, 0
• This suggests a power law distribution − indeed, a plot of these h-index
values raised to the 1.5 power closely matches a 70-30 distribution
where 70 percent of the research contributions are produced by 30
percent of the professors
Research contribution and RCU assignment for a 70-30 distribution function
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Gains from specialization (Clark, 2012)
California Publics (UC + CSU)
relative to Ontario Universities
•
•
•

California average teaching load
32% higher than Ontario
California students get 55% more
teaching from full-time faculty
California spends 21% less on
faculty time for research but
has 5 universities in THE’s Top 40,
and has had 27 Nobels since 1995
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Faculty web sites and research information
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Making research materials publicly accessible
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Challenges, inequities and perverse incentives
•
•
•
•

Publishing traditions in different fields
Publishing in languages other than English
Multiple authors
Inadequate weighting
of books and articles in
influential but
non-peer-reviewed
publications like
Foreign Affairs, or
Policy Options
• Reduced Canadian
focus
• ….
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Conclusions and suggestions
• Despite measurement challenges, inequities and perverse incentives,
the demand for metrics to assess research performance in the
humanities and social sciences will likely keep growing
• Social science and humanities scholars should work to have the
measurement done in the best way possible by, for example:
1. Defining appropriate fields for meaningful comparison of scholars
2. Developing appropriate metrics and methodologies in each field –
capable, at a minimum, of producing ordinal rankings of scholarly output
3. Determining the best way to normalize for fields and other factors
4. Embracing public accountability and transparency
5. Being deeply skeptical of the claim that faculty need to be highly engaged
in research to be excellent teachers of undergraduates
6. Developing the professional norm of informative, up-to-date, web sites
7. Making research outputs, including work in progress, more accessible
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