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Grading Journals in Economics:

{

Q'!The ABCs of the ABDC

rg, Jeanette Ngaire Lye
H I
Economicssmversity of Melbourne, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia

O Abstract:

Many insti d governments grade academic journals for the evaluation of research. In this
paper we implemeRt a multi-bibliometric methodology for the evaluation of such a list of journal
grades. We examine the grades assigned by the Australian Business Deans Council (ABDC) for over

750 journaSm tEe Tields of economics and statistics.

First, we generate up to 48 bibliometric based grades for each journal based on the grade
distributiof by the ABDC. Second, we categorise the bibliometrics employing a cluster
analysis of Ay i ater agreement statistic. Third, we present a visualisation of the consistency of

the gradi j al. Finally, we list those journals where the majority of the matched
bibliometri icate a higher or lower grade than their ABDC grade.

Key words: Research productivity measurement, Academic Journal Quality Guide, journal lists, multi-
bibliometr&nalxsis, cluster analysis, grade distributions, heat-maps.

JEL Codes: @ Y10

lntde
Grading of Journals has been proposed for the evaluation of research production in several countries

where a proportion of academic institutions are state funded. Dobra and Tombazos
(2019) ref umber of these schemes from: the UK in 1986, Belgium in 1990, Italy and the
Netherlands 2003 8apan in 2004, and Norway and Denmark in 2006. Australia generated such a list
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as part of the 2010 Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) which originally classified over 20,000
journals in 173 fields of research. In this paper we employ a multi-bibliometric approach to
determine the consistency of a journal grading scheme generated by the Australian Business Deans
Council ournals in economics and statistics that was based in part on the ERA list.

Th
Research ( 3
Other E@briomies®E Each journal is given a grade according to a four-interval scale defined as: A*, A,
B, and C. se scales have been proposed to be used to evaluate research within and across

ade over 750 journals in the Australian Bureau of Statistics defined Fields of
8fies of Statistics, Economic Theory, Applied Economics, Econometrics and

institutions ve gone through a series of public discussions as documented at the ABDC web-
site.

The ABDC raakimgs are widely employed for the measurement of research output. Current

cademic positions in Australia explicitly require that applicants demonstrate a
record of cons
the web-address O the list.* This would indicate that the ABDC list is used as an indicator of
potential f

istént publication in A* journals as defined by the ABDC gradings with a reference to

L

earch productivity by newly minted PhDs and economists with limited
lop a citation history (i.e. Laband 2013). However, Card and DellaVigna (2013)
found thatWop journals in economics are publishing 25% fewer papers and have cut their acceptance

opportunit

I

rate by al rom 1970 to 2013, a finding that implies that job applicants will find it harder to

publish in urnals and assessing their research will also require an evaluation of lower

ranked jouRal

d

Althou
economists e
the US

S S

! The curre @ of journals can be found at: https://www.arc.gov.au/excellence-research-australia/era-
2018-journa HPWever, this list no longer includes grades for the journals and is only used to allocate
publications in th journals to the Field of Research code. A site to look up journals based on the historic
versions of Ist is maintained by Associate Professor John Lamp of Deakin University, Geelong
Australi accessed at http://lamp.infosys.deakin.edu.au/era/?page=jmain . The 2010 list is in:

http://content.webarchive.nla.gov.au/gov/wayback/20110217195308/http://www.arc.gov.au/zip/ERA2010_t
ech_paclH

’> The 2016 n be found at https://abdc.edu.au/wp-content/plugins/abdc-
manager/inc/scriptsfjournals.php

® The Fields of

ustralian, it is employed as a resource for evaluation of publication records for
d in other countries. On-line searches reveal several universities’ web-sites in
as other countries explicitly reference the ABDC list grades as a criterion for the

ch (FoR) can be found at
ov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/4AE1B46AE2048A28CA25741800044242?0pendocument .

* Job Openings nomists JOE ID Number:2018-01_111460158 (Monash University).
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evaluation of research for promotion and tenure decisions. > Liebowitz (2014) conducted a survey of
46 US economics department heads’ promotions criteria. He reports that when considering
applicants for promotion heads of lower ranked departments placed double the importance on
where tPHt's research appeared than on the reading of their research as compared to their
counterpar sher ranked institutions who placed almost equal emphasis on reading the
applicants @
more likely to be employed where limited resources for evaluation necessitates the use of lower cost
methodEoEv guality assessment. In addition, the more extensive coverage of journals in the

ABDC list t i st of the alternative journal ranking lists means that it would cover more of the

d where the papers were published. This implies that a list such as the ABDC is

publishing let@ygvailable to young researchers and for more specialized research.

To gauge th tial influence of lists such as the ABDC grading in countries other than Australia
and New Zg@lafidwe compiled an indication of the number of organisations that may employ
journal IistWation purposes. For example, RePEcC’s list of Economics Departments, Institutes
and Resear, rs in the World (EDIRC) has 14,451 entities.® We find that approximately 25% of
these listed organigations are located in countries outside the European Union (including the UK),
the US, Ca Japan (Australia and New Zealand excluded) where we may assume there are
limited res r research evaluation. However, even within the US there would be a significant
number ofEtions with limited evaluation resources and thus be prone to use such lists as the
ABDC grades. Scott and Siegfried‘s (2019) survey of US economics departments reports that of the
6,235 mermhe 299 departments that returned surveys, 11% are employed in institutions that
offer only M#s 31% are employed by institutions that offer only BAs. This would imply that
are likely to be in the lower ranked group as those referred to by Liebowitz

(2014). Th d for less costly methods of research assessment by these institutions implies
roportion of the world’s research active economists are employed by institutions
e ABDC journal gradings or one similar for the evaluation of their research. ’

The ranking,of journals in economics and econometrics has been the subject of many articles both in
the econor‘L)ibliometrics literature. Most of these papers propose alternative rankings that

partially coye nals from some countries, are not widely available, and not maintained. For

example, GRang etfal (2011) propose the advantages of 12 different bibliometrics for a set of the

most highly @Journals in economics, management, business and business-finance. Most recently,

= e

® Asof W institutions in the US that make reference to the ABDC list are: Towson University in
Baltimore , Sacramento State University, Florida Atlantic University, San Francisco State University,

Worcester c Institute in Boston MA, Stetson University in DeLand FL and Middle Tennessee State
University in Murfreg@sboro TN. In India Pondicherry and Vellore Institute of Technology are two examples.

® These were d

ded on September 1, 2019 from: https://edirc.repec.org/ .

’ Boden

extensive and t

3) found that the research output of the faculty of US Liberal Arts Colleges can be quite
uld require some means for the measurement of productivity.
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Bornmann et al (2018) provide an overview of 45 previous studies that rank economics journals. They propose
that the ranking of economics journals be performed using a composite bibliometric based on the principal
component analysis of the harmonic mean of 22 bibliometrics to arrive at a single bibliometric. Other
methods en proposed rank journals based on a matrix of the number of citations “imported” from
and “exported’ta other journals. For example, Koczy and Strobel (2010) propose a tournament methodology
that ranks jg @ ed on their net export of citations to and from each other. Koczy and Nichifor (2013) in
a related papg€nge psega method to use a weighting of citation imports based on the quality of the journal.
In most itWes, the coverage of journals is limited to the top tier of US/UK journals. One exception is
a ranking of@#,168 journals in economics that appeared in Combes and Linnemer (2010) although it is based on
bibliometricLe available in 2010. In this paper we examine the ABDC grading of journals that covers
many of the glitle ft out of earlier studies and is regularly updated. We estimate that between 30 to 40

percent of tRe citatighs to articles published in the ABDC listed journals are to articles published in 576
journals ranke and C that are often overlooked in previous studies that only focus on the top 200 to 250
. 8
journals.

S

Unlike many earlier approaches to economics journal rankings, this study does not propose a single ranking,
but it employs a mtii-bibliometric approach. In this way we attempt to avoid the potential pitfall of using a
single biblio i t may be subject to uncertainty as shown by Stern (2013). We generate alternative

journal gradings based on 48 existing and widely available bibliometrics. The bibliometrics employed are

e comparison of journals based on citation counts, abstract views and downloads. Our

a multivariate generalization of Moosa’s (2016) univariate buckets and uses interrater
to establish the consistency of the ABDC grades with the bibliometric ranking alternative.
We use the intefratdl statistics to define a distance matrix which is used in a cluster analysis to establish the
relationship the bibliometrics. We present these results with a series of graphic representations to
allow th aw conclusions as to the consistency of the ABDC grading. We also identify those

journals fo the majority of the bibliometrics would indicate greatest difference in grading.

The pa ceeds as follows: First, we provide a background for the ABDC list and the 48
bibliometric measures used. Second, we formalise the analysis employed by Zainuba and Rahal
(2015) by defining a measure of interrater agreement to evaluate the ABDC grades with respect to
alternative ankings based on the bibliometrics. Third, we compute this measure for each set

of bibliometrj des to determine how well they match the ABDC grades. We then compute the

interrater 4g dht between the bibliometric grades in order to cluster them. We also consider an
proposed by the UK Chartered Association of Business School’s Academic Journal
to establish how the ABDC compares to this ranking. Finally, we determine the
consistencyof the ABDC with the various bibliometrics that have been proposed and list those
journals for which there exists the greatest evidence of over classification and under classification by

hen compared to the bibliometric grades.

Of Scopus CiteScore count of cites in the last 3 years by ABDC grade times the number of

journals ﬂ ade or the number of journals matched from the Scopus data.

® This list can be'8gated at: https://charteredabs.org/academic-journal-guide-2018/

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.
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The ABDC List and Journal Quality Bibliometrics.

2.1  The ABDC list
The Aust ss Deans Council represents 39 Australian university business schools. The ABDC

!!I:l! ist of journals in most of the fields under which research is performed in these institutions.
list that was'dfsco ted in 2010 due to “... feedback from Research Evaluation Committees that they relied on
their owlle JBEFEIRABW [edge of the quality of research outlets relevant to their discipline ...” rather than using a
ranking Iist.!The then Australian government minister for Science and Research Kim Carr, stated “that the
ERA (Excellence in Research for Australia) could work perfectly well without the rankings and their existence

ABDC list is the now defunct Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) journal rankings

was focussing ill-in ed undesirable behaviour in the management of research” (Rowbotham 2011).

Moosa (2011) examined the ARC gradings in the fields of accounting and finance journals and concluded that

when re-gra@din journals by citation indices he found many miscategorized journals. Recent studies
conducted nd Tombazos (Tombazos and Dobra 2014, Dobra and Tombazos 2019) investigating the
impact of th experts that were involved in the original 2007 ERA rankings found that the

characteristics of thé8e experts, as defined by the journals in which they published, had a significant influence
on the jour gs they proposed.

The 2016 Agc list examined here, categorises 760 journals in the Australian and New Zealand Standard
Research Cl jeation Field of Research (FoR) classifications of: Statistics, Economic Theory, Applied
Economics, Eceneme rics and Other Economics. Table 2.1 lists the distribution of the 760 journals by letter
Note that categorisation by letters C, B, A and A* is 45.00%, 30.79%, 16.71% and 7.50%

e, that the FoRs Statistics, Economic Theory, Applied Economics, Econometrics and Other

designationf@nd

respectively.GAlsE

Economj ented by 11.05%, 3.95%, 66.45%, 4.47% and 14.08%. From Table 2.1 it can be noted
that the pro ion of the highest grade (A*) is 7.5% for all the journals considered here. However, the
“Econometricsz of journals is listed with 6 of the 34 journals (17.65%) classified as an A* journal, while

of the 1
journals in this category are new, highly specialised or local journals that are not edited in the US or a major

the “Other Economics” FoR none earn an A* rating. Many of the “Other Economics”

European cquntry. This table also indicates that approximately 2/3 of the journals graded are in the “Applied
Economics” search.

To determi gree to which these grades that have been proposed are consistent with the bibliometrics

for these jot g@/match the list of ABDC graded journals to the corresponding bibliometrics collected from

several sources. The next section describes the statistics collected from these ranking lists. In the remainder

of this secti cribe the sources and the nature of the available measures. The span of possible
bibliometricSi ite wide and has spawned numerous studies in this area as reviewed by Waltman (2016).

10 Copies O;J and the 2019 files can be found on the Mendeley data site Hirschberg (2020). The
variation betw se files are discussed in Section 5.

" From alian Research Council website on 30/07/2018 : http://www.arc.gov.au/excellence-research-
australia .
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Field of Research (FoR code)
Statistics Economic Applle(.f Econometrics Other Economics
ABDC Theory Economics Total
grade
(0104) (1401) (1402) (1403) (1499)
24* 8 221 14 75 342
3.16%* 1.05 29.08 1.84 9.87 45.00
(o
7.02% 2.34 64.62 4.09 21.93 100.00
28.57% 26.67 43.76 41.18 70.09
26 9 166 6 27 234
3.42 1.18 21.84 0.79 3.55 30.79
B
11.11 3.85 70.94 2.56 11.54 100.00
30.95 30.00 32.87 17.65 25.23
23 9 82 8 5 127
3.03 1.18 10.79 1.05 0.66 16.71
A
18.11 7.09 64.57 6.3 3.94 100.00
27.38 30.00 16.24 23.53 4.67
11 4 36 6 0 57
1.45 0.53 4.74 0.79 0.00 7.50
A*
19.30 7.02 63.16 10.53 0.00 100.00
13.10 13.33 7.13 17.65 0.00
84 30 505 34 107 760
Total
11.05 3.95 66.45 4.47 14.08 100.00
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

* Number in M cell, T % with the same ABDC grade, ¥ % in the same FoR.

Table 2.

istribution of journals by their ABDC grades and Field of Research from the 2016

t.

6
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2.2 The Bibliometrics collected.

The bibliHe use are generated by eight different publishing and academic initiatives, they
CiteScore bibliometrics %2, the SCimagoJR Journal ranks®®, the Clarivate Analytics’
5 4 the IDEAS/RePEc citation indices™, the LogEc access measures'®, the latest

include: the

Ptrics measures based on internet activity'’, the Combes and Linnemer (2010)

emerging se
ranking®w RTER" TN extensive set of measures targeting only economics journals®® and the
bibliometri ted by Google Scholar cites that includes cites in non-traditional publications

such as worjgng T)ers.19

To match the bibliometric data to the ABDC list we use the titles of the journals and the ISSN
numbers fo_r bo_th t_he electronic and paper versions of the journals. To facilitate the matching of the
titles we cowrtill letters to upper-case and remove special characters from the titles. In addition,
once the matching was done we check the matching by comparing all non-matched records for both
sets using a genera_lised distance function based on the Levenshtein (1966) edit distance to measure
the differences between two strings.”® This distance measure attempts to construct the second
string from_the first by using each character from the first and computes the distance based on a
weighting of the number of moves needed. In this case we checked the titles of the closest of the
non-matched titles to determine if there was any similarity between the two sets. When a similar

title was found we modified the titles compared to make the match.

221

Scopus CiteScore Measures.

copus ranking statistics are provided under subscription by Elsevier. The primary
ometric generated by Scopus is the CiteScore which measures the average

that are recorded for all the papers published in the journals during the previous

journal specific

12 Scopus CLata and details can be downloaded at https://www.scopus.com/sources .

@

% The InCites U8 ¢can be found at https://clarivate.com/products/incites/.

> The IDEA!RePEc rankings and details can be found at https://ideas.RePEc.org/top/top.journals.all.html .
* The LogEidata aw details can be found at: https://logec.RePEc.org/about.htm .
17

a and details can be found at http://www.scimagojr.com/journalrank.php .

The Altmetri available from https://www.altmetric.com/ .

¥ These can be fouglll at https://www.gate.cnrs.fr/IMG/pdf/cl_ranking_with_econ_correction.pdf

5-median were found at
ogle.com/citations?view op=top venues&hl=en

were made using the compged function in SAS.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.
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3 years. The CiteScore data for 22,366 titles®! used here was accessed on April 30, 2018 based on
data from May 31, 2017. In addition to the CiteScore that indicates the average number of cites per
paper we also recorded the CiteScore Percentage that measures the relative CiteScore for the
journal Id, the total number of cites, the percent of the papers cited at least once, the
Source Norinalized_lmpact per Paper (SNIP) which indicates the number of citations received relative
to citations expected in the journal’s subject field, SCiImagoJR Journal Rank (SJR) measures weighted
citations_received by the journal where the citation weighting depends on the subject field and
prestige of the citing journal based on its SIR and the total number of papers published in 2013 to
2015.%

A b
We are able to match 510 titles from the Scopus data to the ABDC list. Of the 250 that were not

matched over 80% were classified as C journals, 18% as B journals and only 2 A journals. All of the
A* journals were matched to the Scopus list.

2.2.2 ThMm!goJRJournal Ranking Bibliometrics

Thmm journal ranking bibliometrics are based on the Scopus data. It is a research
group bas onsejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas (CSIC), University of Granada,
Extremadur, Il (Madrid), Spain. They have developed a number of journal ranking

bibliometrigs that are also included in the Scopus CiteScore data series discussed above with
coverage t es most but not all the same journals.”® The bibliometrics obtained from the

SCimagolJR ude: the total number of papers in the journal in 2016 and from 2013 to 2015,
the numbegof le papers from 2013 to 2015, the Hirsch index(2005)*, the SCImagolR journal

er paper in last 2 years, total cites in last 3 years, SIR rank over all journals, and

magoJR data covers 509 of the journals on the ABDC list.”® The majority of the

journals that are not matched are C’s (with 274 non-matches) B’s (with 71 non-matches) and A’s

I

?! Note that a number of journals were listed more than once in the original list of 49,146 due to being
classified in ategories.

O

2 The detai
bibliometrics,

JR bibliometric are listed in Section 2.2 that describes the SCImago Journal ranking

q

> SCIm R — SCImago Journal & Country Rank. Retrieved July 21, 2015, from
http://www.scimagojr.com

{

** Here we Use the Hirsch index of the journal which is defined as the largest number h such that h articles
published in over a given period have at least h citations each. For an analysis of the properties of this statistic

see Pratelli et al ‘20').

he construction of the SIR bibliometric can be found at
agojr.com/SCimagoJournalRank.pdf .

?® There are 2 Is that do not match between the Scopus and SCimago data series.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.
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(with 5 non-matches) with all the A* journals matched. The same procedure for matching the series
was employed as was used for the Scopus data.

2.2.3 Wournal Access Bibliometrics

Clarivate An produces the InCites journal citation reports as part of their Web of Science
products. bmetrics available in this data are like those in the Scopus and SCImagolJR series
with the ad@ e Eigenfactor score, the separation of self-cites from all cites, the immediacy

index, afid BWEEIGIGle influence score. The Eigenfactor score was first proposed by Bergstrom (2007).
It involves @R iterative ranking method by which the citations in more influential journals are
weighted higher, The article influence score is based on a weighted value of the Eigenfactor score

where the flumberfbf articles in the journal is used as the weight. The immediacy index is based on

the numbe ions to the articles in the journal in the year it is published indicating how quickly
the journalg are cited. By self-cites the InCites data is referring to citations to articles in the
overage of the ABDC list journals in the InCites list is the lowest of the

bibliometriﬁsider here with only 364 journals. However, the majority of these are of the
ee cate

same jour

highest thr ries.

224 Th urnal Ranking Bibliometrics
ReSearch Papers in Economics (RePEc) has been an on-line bibliographic service for academic
economist 97. Traditionally this web-site and the related products have been a repository

for workin nd software. It provides a web-page for academics in the field of economics to
list their w ing working papers, published papers and software. This process is done
automatically, and each registrant is provided with monthly updates as to the number of cites,
abstract reads of their work. The details of the RePEc and the related sites are
described in Zj rmann (2013). In this study we have downloaded a series of citation measures
that ar ia the CitEc site that are like those provided by Scopus and SCimagoJR with a
more extensive coverage of smaller journals in economics, but less coverage of statistics journals.
Note that g's service is not a commercial service thus it is not vulnerable to possible influence to be

exerted by ishers (see Moosa 2016). It has been used in many classifications of economics
journals (i.e and Wohlrabe 2012, Wohlrabe and Friedrich 2016, Bornmann et al 2018).

Th es we have obtained from CitEc include: Hirsch index (Hirsch 2005), the Euclidian
index (Perr ny 2016), simple impact factor, discounted impact factor, recursive impact factor,

the discoufted recursive impact factor, and the number of articles. The simple impact factor is the
numbe (after removal of self cites to the same journal) divided by the number of
articles.wnted impact factor uses weights for each citation that is proportional to the

inverse of ago the cite was made. One interpretation of the recursive impact factor for a

journal is that it pr@vides a measure of the probability that the random selection of references in all

articles would result in a search ending at the journal. The recursive discounted impact factor
combines ursive process with the discounted impacts. The details of the definitions of these
etrics are given in Zimmermann (2013). The Euclidean index was proposed by Perry

ich they found to be superior to the Hirsch index in the prediction of the

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.
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strength of a selection of economics departments in Macroeconomics. This measure is computed as
the square-root of the sum of the squares of the number of cites each article received.

AIthougM: data coverage for economics journals is wider than for the SCImagoJR and
Scopus econgaaics journals it does not include many specialized statistics journals and thus we can

nals of the 760 ABDC ranked journals using the RePEc citation data.

only matc

2.2.5 Ethrnal Access Bibliometrics

In a differefice from the other journal bibliometrics, the RePEc site also collects data on article text
download(:hs abstract views from its site and reports them on LogEc.”’” These bibliometrics
have been @Mmploy@d to rank economics journals in Bornmann et al (2018). Originally, these
statistics ly available for determining the visibility of working papers and could be
accessed fogg ndimi
site that ¢

ual researchers. However, they are also available by journal on the related LogEc

st@atistics for all items listed in RePEc and accessed through that site. In this analysis

we accesse stract views and article downloads for the years 2014, 2015 and 2016 for all the
journals on the c list. Unlike the citation data which is based on the years the articles were
published, a are defined by when the download or abstract view occurred. Consequently,
these obseryaii may be influenced by the downloads and abstract views of articles that were
published years ago. To scale these observations by the number of articles in these journals we
divide the iews and downloads by the reported number of items listed in the RePEc data to
obtain rati nloads and abstract views. These measures are more in the spirit of internet

related me@su at are based on the non-paper access and not the older technology citation
statistics. In addition, we also construct a new measure defined as the number of downloads per
abstrac s a potential quality measure to establish the degree to which visitors to the site
wouldgotot
than th
and downloads. However, due to cases where the number of abstract views was recorded as zero
we lost 11 ghservations. Since 2008 the aggregate LogEc statistics indicate a downturn across all
journals dLs

nt of reading the entire paper. The coverage of the LogEc data is a bit wider
. This means that we could match 542 journals for the number of abstract views

hift in the use of Google instead of RePEc to download and review abstracts,

thus these ics may be biased by the shift in the access method employed.?
22.6 Th ics
“Altmetrics dy and use of scholarly impact measures based on activity in online tools and

environmeRits” (Priem 2014). These are measures based on the access and reference to articles that
appear areas that are less formal than citations in other scholarly journals in web-
based |OH as blogs, Wikipedia entries, news sites and specialized scientific websites.

site at: https://logec.RePEc.org/, the journal bibliometrics can be found at:
https://logec.R rg/scripts/seriesstat.pf .

n was made in a private communication with Professor Sune Karlsson the maintainer of the
LogEc web-site.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.
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These alternative references appear in what may be described as research “products” as
differentiated from research publications. The shift to consideration of the inclusion of products in
US grant applications was referred to in a comment in Nature (Piwowar 2013). The study of social
media a%

several autf
These stud @

measures avallable

to disseminate information has been compared to traditional bibliometrics by
e Costas et al 2015, Bornmann 2014, Haustein et al 2014, and Zahedi et al 2014).
nvestigated the correlations between these measures and the traditional

rom the other sources discussed above based on article and researcher specific
measures 2 well as acceptance of these sources in scientific research. They have not considered the

journals w in this analysis nor do they consider the full set of other bibliometrics as

described B
These meas e closest in nature to the LogEc measures of abstract views and downloads since
they are nofli to output produced during a specified period — the limiting factor is when the
output wa ighed. Here we limit the counts to those that have been measured during the 3-
year perioﬁuary 1, 2015 to December 31, 2017. Although the Altmetrics site includes 19
bibliometrics we hBive chosen 7 that have the greatest number of non-zero values for the ABDC

listed jour this time. The bibliometric with the greatest coverage is defined as the “Total

mentions” items counted by the “Number of mentioned outputs” bibliometric. The seven
web indica include are the number of: Blog mentions, Wikipedia mentions, Facebook
mentions, Policy mentions, Twitter mentions, mentioned outputs, and all mentions. In addition, we
added an €lgh liometric as the ratio of all mentions to the number of outputs mentioned. Note
that the Al atch 573 of the ABDC listed journals which is more than any of the other

ur traditional sources.

bibliomgitmi

2.2.7 The CE and Linnemer Bibliometrics

Combe i er (2010) propose a ranking of 1,168 journals in economics that were listed in
Econlit.”® They combine a number of rankings some of which are: the Thompson-Reuters Journal of
Citation Regorts (JCR) Impact factor, the Red Jasper indices *°, Bergstrom’s (2007) Eigenfactors, h-
index fromL

that they h

characteris

cholar, and the JCR by field of specialization. One feature of these rankings is
perated the bibliometrics using out-of-sample predictions based on the publishing

then transfo @'to provide two versions with differing distributional characteristics.** These are
designate es-Linnemer medium (CLM) and Combes-Linnemer high (CLH). These two
measur, i e same ranking except for the limitation caused by the presence of ties. Unlike

-

*® The current list urnals covered by Econlit can be found at
https://www.aeaweb.org/econlit/journal_list.php

e authors in those journals that are not included in the JCR. Their final index is

30 Curre https://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=1620121

' See Combes an@iinnemer (2010) for the details on the construction of these scores.
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the other bibliometrics in this study that are based on the most current values as of 2018, these
bibliometrics are based on data available in 2010.

Due to t ber of statistics journals included in the Combes and Linnemer data we match
only 480 jouta o the ABDC list. However, coverage of journals in all other FoRs exceeded or
matched t @ ge of the other bibliometrics.

2.2.8 ihMScholar Bibliometrics

Google praiides a service to measure the impact of scholarly publications via its Google Scholar
service.* hee automatically constructs and updates a web-site that lists all the publications
available of'the by an author and the corresponding number of publications that cite them.
The Googl

scholarly jousn

G

list of publications includes not only those items appearing in traditional
ut those that may only be available as unrefereed working papers. Recently this

service ha bibliometrics for scholarly journals as well as for individuals. These

bibliometrics are available for lookup by field and by journal title based on citations as of July, 2019.
The two biblio c¢s provided are the Hirsch index based on all the citations to the journal from

2014 to0 20
of the Hirsc

articles in the five-year period.

L

e median number of citations for the articles that are used in the computation
The bibliometrics are only available for journals that have published at least 100

[

The Google bibliometrics matched to 515 journals on the ABDC list. There did not appear to

be any pargicu Id in which the Google Scholar bibliometrics matches were better than by any of

cl

the other biblio rics.

The Jo iometrics.

V]

In this section we present a description of the 48 journal bibliometrics we use. We also discuss the
relationshigybetween these bibliometrics and the ABDC grades based on interrater agreement

[

statistics. examine the interrelationship between the bibliometrics and assess the potential

grouping of, ibliometrics using a hierarchical clustering algorithm.

O

uth

d at https://scholar.google.com/intl/en/scholar/metrics.html. The bibliometrics for a
can be found at :
ogle.com/citations?hl=en&view_op=search venues&vgq=%22American+Economic+Review%

22&btnG=.
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Figure 3. tter plot of the correlations between the bibliometrics described in Table 3.1 with

th s of the correlations.

/]

Most of the bibliometrics are significantly positively correlated with each other (using both Pearson
and Spearman rank measures). Figure 3.1 displays the scatter plot of the Spearman rank and
Pearson C(h coefficients with boxplots of the distribution of the correlations on the axes.
The differenceghetween the Spearman and Pearson correlations indicates that these measures tend
to be subj
are sufficient

skewed distribution. The majority of the correlations between the bibliometrics

ge enough to reject the null that they are equal to zero. The main exception is the
ratio of do o abstract views (D_p_AV) which appears to be uncorrelated with most of the
other biblidknetrics. We examine the interrelationship between these bibliometrics using the grades

implied byﬁeir raDks in Section 3.4 below.

Table 3.1 i he descriptive statistics for the 48 bibliometrics used in this analysis. This table
also lists the variallle names and source series for each of the bibliometrics. To ensure that higher
values of e lometric are considered an indication of greater quality we have constructed
inverse ran asi_rnk_area so that they count-up instead of down.
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Mnemonic Source* Label N Mean Sd Min Max
h_index R Hirsch-index 478 12.43 12.62 0 100.00
e_c_score R Euclidian citation score 478 152.22 257.64 0 2528.79
s_impact R Simple impact factor 478 3.33 5.82 0 55.67
d_impact R Discounted impact factor 478 0.88 1.57 0 15.63
dr_impact R Discounted recursive impact 478 0.33 0.90 0 10.91

factor
r_impact R Recursive impact factor 478 0.35 0.93 0 10.76
Number R Number of items listed 478 408.28 469.92 1 3840
absv_item R&L Abstract Views / Item 478 117.75 163.76 0 1831.67
dl_item R&L File downloads / Item 478 25.37 38.17 0 488.50
sjr_cscore C SClmagoJR Journal Rank Index 510 1.20 2.09 0.1 24.77
SNIP C Source Normalized Impact per 510 1.07 0.84 0 6.75
Paper
CiteScore C Average citations per document 510 1.18 1.11 0 8.21
Citation_Count C # cites in 2016 for 2013-15 510 245.81 766.94 0 15407
papers
Percent_Cited C % of papers in 2013-15 cited 510 44.79 19.94 0 96.00
Percentile C Relative standing in its subject 510 61.23 25.14 0 99.00
field.
Scholarly_Output C Documents published in 2013 — 510 163.07 240.47 6 3424
15
i_rnk_area C 5000 - Rank in subject area 510 4863.26 141.79 3700 4999
Total_2016 S Total Docs. (2016) 509 60.83 85.34 0 1192
Total_3yr S Total Docs. (3years) 509 167.91 256.45 5 3424
Cit_Doc_3yr S Citable Docs. (3years) 509 156.58 224.26 3 2343
h_ind_sjr S Hirsch index 509 36.00 33.13 0 300
SIR S SClmagoJR Journal Rank 509 1.19 2.10 0.1 24.77
Cites_ p D 2yr S Cites per document in the last 2 509 1.07 1.03 0 8.77
yrs
Total _C_3yr S Total Cites (3years) 509 245.53 765.46 0 15342
i_rnk_sjr S 30000 - SIR overall rank 530 20878.32 6827.31 1901 29993
Total_Refs S Total Refs 509 1961.17 2222.33 0 16656
D p AV L Downloads/Abstract Views 2013- | 531 0.21 0.07 0 0.41
17
File_Ds L File Downloads 2013-2017 542 10425.33 23483.73 0 314208

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.

14




Mnemonic Source* Label N Mean Sd Min Max
Abs_Vs L Abstract Views 2013-2017 542 43970.46 86030.92 0 1197132
jif_inc | Journal Impact Factor 364 1.30 1.13 0.04 9.44
jif_wo_inc | J9urna| Impact Factor w/o self- 364 117 1.09 0.03 931
cites
Jif5_inc | Syr Journal Impact Factor 364 1.69 1.50 0.07 10.70
ElFac_inc | Eigenfactor 364 0.0057 0.0135 0.00 0.1833
im_index_inc | Immediacy Index 364 0.3055 0.4216 0.00 5.0770
inf_sc_inc | Article influence score 364 1.27 1.89 0.02 17.15
av_jif_inc | Average Journal Impact Factor 364 48.53 27.35 0.14 99.86
Blog_mentions A Blog mentions 573 38.10 126.35 0.00 1737
Wikipedia_mentions A Wikipedia mentions 573 24.96 74.79 0.00 1128
Facebook_mentions A Facebook mentions 573 33.29 104.87 0.00 1288
Policy_mentions A Policy mentions 573 174.36 578.08 0.00 6036
Twitter_mentions A Twitter mentions 573 901.36 3140.21 0.00 59256
Number_of mentioned A Number of mentioned outputs 573 227.67 475.12 1.00 7659
Total_mentions A Total mentions 573 1248.40 4000.31 1.00 70978
Mentions_p_Output A Mentions per outputs 573 4.04 5.94 1.00 103.46
CLM CL Combes-Linnemer medium 480 13.19 14.73 4.40 100.00
CLH CL Combes-Linnemer high 480 3.91 11.75 .20 100.00
gsh_inx GS Google Scholar h_index 2014-18 515 22.17 16.53 1.00 147.00
gs_med GS Google Scholar median # cites 515 33.21 27.28 1.00 233.00
2014-18

* Codes for sources: R — RePEc, C— Scopus CiteScore, S — SCImagoJR, L — LogEc, R&L match of RePEc and LogEc, | — InCites, A — Altmetrics,
CL— Combes and Linnemer, GS — Google Scholar

- -
Table 3.1 statistics for journal bibliometrics (N indicates the number of ABDC journals
matiched).

1.1“ription of the Bibliometrics

Table 3.2 he level of coverage of the journals by FoR. From these tables it can be noted
that the Combes afid Linnemer, LogEc and RePEc bibliometrics have the lowest coverage for
Statistics si are primarily focused on journals in economics. The other general bibliometrics

of the 84 statistics journals on the ABDC list. Another anomaly occurs in the FoR
s where the InCites bibliometrics only match 24 journals while LogEc matches 87 of

the 107 on the C list.
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Field of Research
Source
. . Economic Applied , Other
Statistics . Econometrics . Total
I ' Theory Economics Economics
76 22 345 18 49 510
CiteS
14.9 4.31 67.65 3.53 9.61 100.00
= 77 22 357 20 54 530
SCimagoJR
14.53 4.15 67.36 3.77 10.19 100.00
63 18 243 16 24 364
InCi
17.31 4.95 66.76 4.40 6.59 100.00
21 21 333 27 76 478
Re
4.39 4.39 69.67 5.65 15.9 100.00
: 30 24 374 27 87 542
Log
5.54 4.43 69.00 4.98 16.05 100.00
s 78 27 381 22 65 573
Altme
13.61 4.71 66.49 3.84 11.34 100.00
< E s 12 20 373 20 55 480
Com-Li
2.50 4.17 77.71 4.17 11.46 100.00
70 25 340 23 57 515
GS
13.59 4.85 66.02 4.47 11.07 100.00

Table 3.2 The coverage of the bibliometrics by FoR. (top is number, bottom is column %)

In Table 3.3 we present the coverage by ABDC grade. In this table we also note that the

> N
InCites bibliometrics have a much lower coverage of the B and C graded journals than any of the
| \

other bibliometrics. Although coverage of the InCites bibliometrics are comparable to the other

N

bibliometrics for the ABDC grades A and A* they cover far fewer of the B and C grade journals. The

A ¢
lower coverage for the A* journals by LogEc, RePEc and Combes and Linnemer bibliometrics is due to
[ | ) |

the lack of some major Statistics journals.

ABDC grade
Source
A* A B C Total
57 125 188 140 510
CiteScore
11.18 24.51 36.86 27.45 100.00
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57 125 194 154 530
SCImagoJR
10.75 23.58 36.6 29.06 100.00
57 124 134 49 364
InCites
15.66 34.07 36.81 13.46 100.00
49 100 163 166 478
- RePEc
10.25 20.92 34.1 34.73 100.00
50 111 182 199 542
LogEc
9.23 20.48 33.58 36.72 100.00
57 127 208 181 573
Itmetrics
9.95 22.16 36.3 31.59 100.00
43 98 168 171 480
om-Lin
8.96 20.42 35 35.63 100.00
56 115 168 176 515
G Scholar
10.87 22.33 32.62 34.17 100.00
Table 3.3 age of the bibliometrics by ABDC grade. (top is number, bottom is column %).
3.2 arison of Bibliometric Grades to ABDC Grades
For our lysis we employ the ranks of these bibliometrics since our objective is to match
themt ing of the journals as was done in Zainuba and Rahal (2015). In this way we use the

distribution of the sample of journals where we observe both the bibliometric and the ABDC grade.

The process proceeds in three steps.
&. , we determine the implied grade distribution of the sample of journals we can

to the ABDC list from each bibliometric source.
d, we construct a cross-tabulation table of the grades implied by the distribution
otnd in step 1 as applied to the rank of the bibliometric and the grades assigned by

cBDC.
Last, we compute an interrater agreement statistic based on the degree to which the
WO gradings agree.

e

The use ofﬂ the ABDC instead of a complete ranking allows a degree of flexibility in the

classification of th@journals. In order to make comparisons between the ABDC grades and the

bibliometri nstruct an equivalent grade for each journal. We acknowledge that this process
involves the information as to the magnitude of the differences in the bibliometrics between
the jou wever, it most closely matches the process employed by the ABDC. An example of
this process | in Section 3.2.1
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3.2.1 An Example of the Implied Grade Distribution

We grade each journal into the A*, A, B and C designation based on the rank of each bibliometric
where we can match a value for the bibliometric. For example, of the 478 journals for which we
observeHmetrics in the RePEc list, we determine their corresponding designations as A*,
A, BorCfr BDC list. This will provide the grade distribution for this sample of journals as
establishe BDC. Table 3.4 shows the comparison of the grade distribution for the 478

journals in RePEc data as compared to the distribution of all the ABDC listed journals as replicated

from TaEIeE

O RePEc ABDC (all)
w Score | Number % Number %
C 166 34.73 342 45.00
i B 163 34.10 234 30.79
A 100 20.92 127 16.71
C A* 49 10.25 57 7.50
m Total 478 760

Table

bution of the sample of journals listed in the RePEc bibliometrics by the ABDC

3
gra mpared to the distribution of all the journals classified by the ABDC.

FromT ote that the sample of RePEc measured journals significantly under represents
the C and B level journals. While the top 10.25% of the journals for which we observe a RePEc
bibliometrig are classified as A*. We conclude then, that if the ranking was made based on any of
the bibliorrhund from RePEc that the top 10.25% would be graded as A* journals, then the

next 20.92% .. et cetera. This follows in the same manner as if we were marking students in a

iven a grade distribution that we were expected to follow. Hence, we employ
the distributiof®t 10.25%, 20.92%, 34.10% and 34.73% to determine the grades of all the journals in
the RePEc the A*, A, B and C classes based on the journal’s rank (marks) in each
bibliom&ment). Thus, we only use the grade distribution based on how the ABDC grades
those journals for which we match bibliometrics from the RePEc list. In this process each journal has
a grade Me bibliometric and the one specified by the ABDC. In this way each bibliometric

can be usemn a grade to the journal and each journal may have up to 48 separate grades if

we can ma bibliometrics for that journal.
3.2.2 abulation of Grades
We can e the grades we assign the journal based on the bibliometric and the ABDC’s grade

using a cross-tab@@tion table. For example, to compare the grades implied for the Hirsch index from

RePEc to the grades assigned by the ABDC we first rank the journals that we can match from the
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RePEc data by the Hirsch index (h-index) and assign each journal a grade from A*to C grades based
on the 10.25%, 20.92%, 34.10% and 34.73% distribution (see the RePEc row in Table 3.3). The
crosstabulation table in Table 3.5 allows the comparison between the ABDC grades and the grades
implied ¢ Hirsch index.

RePEc h_index

ABDC | C B A A* | Total

< > C 119 42 5 0] 166

B 40 98 22 3| 163

A 6 22 63 9| 100
: A* 1 1 10 37 49
Total | 166 163 100 49| 478

Table 3.5 C tabulation of the classification by rank of Hirsch index reported in RePEc to the

ABD ification.
From Tabl ind that of the 478 journals in the RePEc data that we can match to the ABDC
series same number of journals as A*, A, B and C. However, a journal may not have
the sam when ranked by the bibliometric (here the Hirsch index) as assigned to it by the
ABCD. We n t the diagonal values in this table (119, 98, 63, 37) indicate the journals where

both th imglex and the ABDC grades agree. Thus, the percent of the same (%Same) in this
case is 100(31%78) =66.32% . The number of cases where the ABDC grade indicates a lower grade
than the HSch index is the sum of journals in the cells in the upper triangle (42 +5+0+22+3+9 =
81). This implies that 100(81478) =16.95% of the journals are graded lower by the ABDC. We refer

tothisast @ The alternative percentage case, where the ABDC grade indicates a higher

grade than th&Mirsch index, would be 100(80478) =16.74% and is referred to as the %High.

3.2.3 @er Agreement Statistic

We can m;sure t'e consistency of the bibliometric and the ABDC grading as the % of the journals
with the safhe grades. Measures of this type are referred to as interrater agreement statistics (IAS)
(chapter 1met al 2003). In this case 66.32% of the classifications are the %Same. We can

also establj mber that are graded higher by the Hirsch index than the ABDC as the number

above the dia divided by the total as 16.95% and those graded higher by the ABDC than the
Hirsch i he number below the diagonal divided by the total as: 16.74%.
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Table 3.6 lists the IAS defined by %Same, %$High and %Low compared to the ABDC classification for
all the bibliometrics. The table is sorted by %Same. In addition, we also report Cohen’s kappa as an

alternative IAS (Coien 1960). The definition of kappa is given as:
K= pO _pc
100 - p,

where !ﬁmmber in row i and column j, N is the number of journals compared, p, is the

4
%Same deﬁp0 = %ini ,and p_ is the hypothetical %Same based on the product of the
i=1

4 4 4
marginal pges defined by p = i\‘/’—gzxjxi. where x, = Zxﬁ and x;, = inj . Inthe
i=1 J=1 J=1

compariso edffiere p_ is the same for every bibliometric from the same source. In addition, it
is very simi parisons between bibliometric sources consequently, the value of K is

approximample linear transformation of p, . This implies that ordering bibliometrics by the
%Same is eqidi t to the ordering by the kappa. From this table we find that for 44 out of the 48

bibliometri€s %High < %Low. This indicates that on average when the grades do not agree one
would exp he ABDC grade is lower or the same as the grade implied by the bibliometric.

In Table 3.6wd W that the Combes and Linnemer bibliometrics (CLM and CLH) are the most
consistent in‘the@®ategorisation and the ratio of downloads to abstract views (D_p_AV) is the least
consist lish statistical significance for the statistics reported in this table, we use a

randomisatio to determine the distribution under the null hypothesis that the bibliometrics
ship to the ABDC grade. This is done by assigning a uniformly distributed random
variable instea he bibliometric for the same coverage of the journals in the ABDC list as the
bibliometric to be tested. From this analysis we find that all the values in this table had less than a
1% probab&x of being generated under the null hypothesis of no relationship.*®> The asymptotic
standard error for k can also be derived and we found that all of the values in this table are
significantlt from zero. Banerjee et al (1999) propose that values of K >.75 indicate
excellent agkeem@nt with values of .75 >k > .40 as an indication of fair to good agreement. Using
this rule of e conclude that the ABDC and these bibliometrics only have a fair degree of

agreement§for the first 12 bibliometrics listed here.

O

i

* The 982
from 32.
of bibliometrics

for same % under the null was from 23.4% to 34.5%, for the higher % under the null was
9%, and for the lower % under the null was from 32.3% to 38.5% based on 1000 random sets
he same match to the ABDC list.
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Bibliometric Source Label %Same™* %High™  %Low™  «k v
CLM CL Combes-Linnemer medium 72.08 13.96 13.96 0.60 1.15
CLH CL Combes-Linnemer high 71.67 14.17 1417 059 036
h_index R Hirsch-index 66.32 16.74 16.95 0.52 053
dr_impact R gz‘fg:’nted recursive impact 64.23 17.57 18.20 0.50 0.3
e_c_score R Euclidian citation score 63.81 17.78 18.41 0.49 na
r_impact R Recursive impact factor 62.97 18.20 18.83 0.48 na
d_impact R Discounted impact factor 62.34 18.41 19.25 047 0.17
s_impact R Simple impact factor 62.13 19.04 18.83 0.47 na
h_ind_sjr S Hirsch index 59.62 19.81 20.57 043 0.78
i_rnk_sjr S 30000 - SJR overall rank 58.30 19.06 22.64 0.42 na
SIR S SCImagolJR Journal Rank 57.92 19.25 22.83 041 0.25
sjr_cscore C SCImagolJR Journal Rank Index 57.45 19.41 23.14 0.41 na
ElFac_inc | Eigenfactor 56.59 20.33 23.08 038 0.57
inf_sc_inc | Article influence score 55.22 20.60 24.18 0.37 na
gsh_inx GS Google Scholar h-index 2014-18 54.76 20.58 2466 037 043
Wikipedia_mentions A Wikipedia mentions 54.62 22.69 2269 036 0.64
Policy_mentions A Policy mentions 53.75 23.56 22,69 035 0.13
Number_of_mentioned A Number of mentioned outputs 52.53 23.21 2426 0.33 na
CiteScore C 2;/;;arge citations received per 51.96 21.57 26.47 0.33 -
gs_med Gs Google Scholar med # cites 2014- 52.04 21.94 26.02 0.33 0.38

18

Total_C 3yr S Total Cites (3years) 51.89 21.70 26.42 033 na
Abs_Vs L Abstract Views 2013-2017 52.40 23.62 2399 0.32 na
Citation_Count C # cites in 2016 for 2013-15 papers 51.37 22.16 26.47 0.32 na

34 .
%same is

» %Hig

* 9%Low is the

cent of cases where both the bibliometric and the ABDC grades agree.
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Blog_mentions

SNIP

File_Ds

Cites_ p_D__2yr
Percent_Cited
Jif5_inc
Total_mentions
Number
av_jif_inc

jif_ wo_inc
dl_item

jif _inc
Percentile

Twitter_mentions
absv_item
Facebook_mentions
Cit_Doc_3yr
Total_Refs
Total_3yr
Scholarly_Output
Total_2016
i_rnk_area
im_index_inc

Mentions_p_Output

D _p_AV

R&L

Blog mentions

Source Normalized Impact per
paper

File Downloads 2013-17

Cites per doc in the last 2 years
% of papers in 2013-15 cited
5yr Journal Impact Factor
Total mentions

Number of items listed
Average Journal Impact Factor

Journal Impact Factor w/o self-
cites

File downloads / Item
Journal Impact Factor

Relative standing in its subject
field.

Twitter mentions
Abstract Views / Iltem
Facebook mentions
Citable Docs. (3years)
Total Refs

Total Docs. (3years)

Documents published in 2013 — 15

Total Docs. (2016)
5000 - Rank in subject area
Immediacy Index

Mentions per Outputs

Downloads/Abstract Views 2013-

17

51.66

51.18

51.29

49.43

48.82

49.45

48.34

47.49

47.25

46.15

44.98

45.05

43.33

43.80

43.72

42.41

41.89

40.57

40.00

39.80

39.62

37.65

37.64

36.65

35.78

23.39

23.14

24.72

22.26

23.53

22.80

24.96

24.69

23.63

24.18

26.78

24.18

26.08

28.10

26.15

27.57

28.11

27.74

28.87

29.22

29.62

30.78

28.85

30.19

32.20

24.96

25.69

23.99

28.30

27.65

27.75

26.70

27.82

29.12

29.67

28.24

30.77

30.59

28.10

30.13

30.02

30.00

31.70

31.13

30.98

30.75

31.57

33.52

33.16

32.02

0.32

0.32

0.31

0.29

0.29

0.28

0.27

0.26

0.25

0.24

0.22

0.22

0.21

0.21

0.21

0.09

0.45

na

na

0.44

na

na

na

na

na

na

na

0.24

0.09

na

0.69

0.28

na

0.40

0.17

0.69

0.09

0.07

na

na

* Codes for sources: R — RePEc, C — Scopus CiteScore, S — SCImagolR, L — LogEc, R&L match of RePEc and

LogEc, | — InCites, A - Altmetrics, CL — Combes and Linnemer, GS — Google Scholar

Table 3%ater agreement statistics for different bibliometrics and the ABDC classifications.
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3.3  Uncertainty in Bibliometrics

Bibliometrics are statistics and as such they are subject to uncertainty. Although we do not observe
the within gncertainty statistics for the individual bibliometrics we employ, we can measure the
betweeM

ajournal. o establish how the variation in rankings we observe compares to the variation
for specific ics we perform a comparison of the within bibliometric variation to the

betweeabi liometric variation.

in the rank of the same journal over the set of bibliometrics that we can match to

In order togneasure the within variation of the bibliometrics we use Stern’s (2013) data. Stern
examined Ltainty in the ranking of 230 journals in economics by collecting the set of all
citations t 4 rticles published in these journals from 2006 to 2010. Employing his data, we
compute t v e interquartile range of the fractional rank (ranked from 0 to 1) over the 230

journals for ibliometrics: the average number of cites, the median number of cites, the percent

of papers st one citation and the Hirsch-index. To compute the journal specific
interquartil for the ranks of these statistics we use a balanced bootstrap (see Algorithm 9.1 in
Davison an 1997) with 1,000 replications. For each bootstrap replication we determine the
fractional r, ch journal separately based on these four bibliometrics as they compare to the
other journ use these replications to define the interquartile range for the fractile ranks for
each of thdffour bibliometrics.”’” The average interquartile range for the fractional ranks range from
.056 for th the average number of citations per article to .087 for the rank of the Hirsch-
index.

To measurgth een variation we use the bibliometrics that we have measured for the set of

712 journals for which we have at least one bibliometric measure. The between variation is defined

as the of interquartile range of the ranks for each journal’s bibliometrics. This was done in

three steps: fir convert the bibliometrics to fractional ranks. Then we compute an interquartile

value a ibliometric ranks observed for each journal. Finally, we average these interquartile
values across all 712 journals. From this exercise we find that the average interquartile range of the
ranks betwgen the set of bibliometrics observed for these journals is .236.

Thus, we chde that on average the between variation in the bibliometric ranking for each

journal is of thegerder of 3 times the within variation from the variation in the individual

bibliometr @ plies that by making comparisons across multiple bibliometrics we allowed for a
greater deglé ariation in our comparisons than one would find if our analysis is based on a
single bibli ith a measure of the variability for that bibliometric.*®

34 ns of Bibliometric Grades

mparisons between the bibliometrics, we employ the same type of table as Table

3.5 except jf comparing them to the ABDC classifications we compare them to the implied

¥ Thei le range is defined as the difference between the 75% and 25% value.

%A comparab sis based on the average standard deviation produced similar results.
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ABDC classes based on the ranks of each bibliometric. Table 3.7 is a cross tabulation table of the
rankings based on the Number of downloads to abstract views from the LogEc series (D_P_AV) as
compared to the Hirsch index compiled in the RePEc series (h-index). From this table we find that
these th

match in bg

rics agree on the ABDC rankings for 178 out of 471 journals for which there is a
s. Thus, we have the %Same as 37.8% for the rankings they match and 62.2% do
ins of Table 3.7 are not equal the appropriate interrater agreement statistic for

e ma)

not. Since

this table would be kappa.
H I
s LogEc D_p AV
O RePEch_index |C B A  A* | Total
C 71 44 28 16| 159
w B 55 65 33 10| 163
A 29 39 26 6| 100
: A* 4 11 18 16| 49
S Total 159 159 105 48 471
Table3.7 T -tabulation between the ABDC rankings based on the RePEc h-index and the
LogFc of article downloads to abstract views.

To compare theY@lrnal bibliometrics we can define a distance between each bibliometric based on
the kap margins are different between bibliometrics from different sources. This

distance is de y: 100 — kappa. Figure 3.2 provides a heatmap of the distance matrix between
i ric based on those comparisons where the full set of bibliometrics are available. The
Iometrics is based on their proximity where the darker the value the smaller the
value of kappa.*® Note that the darker the squares on this map indicate the greater the dissimilarity
and the Iig&r Sﬁuares indicate bibliometrics that are more similar. The lines of dark squares
indicate those bibliometrics that are dissimilar from all other bibliometrics.

gate the similarities of these bibliometrics we use the distance matrix shown in
Figure 3.2 to perform a hierarchical cluster analysis. Cluster analysis is employed to provide an

overview dffa multivariate phenomenon as an alternative to the use of such summary techniques as
princip t analysis.*® We employ a hierarchical method to allow us to demonstrate how
these cl rmed with a dendrogram or tree diagram. Figure 3.3 is a dendrogram based on
a hierarchi r analysis based on the distance matrix as shown in Figure 3.2. These clusters
* Other exam the use of the heatmap presentation of multivariate data can be found in Nickerson and

Stock and Watson (2014)

*° For example, omparison of quality of life indicators using cluster analysis see Hirschberg et al (1991).
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were formed using the complete or furthest distance linkage to determine the distances between
clusters.”” The complete linkage method defines the inter-cluster distance as the maximum distance
between any bibliometric in one cluster to any bibliometric in the cluster to which it is to be
combianrogram indicates the relationship between the bibliometrics and provides an
indication g
agglomera
to find the closest one to combine with until all the bibliometrics are included in one cluster. The

istances between the clusters formed. Note that each bibliometric begins the

less in a cluster of its own, then the distances between the clusters are compared

compleg I kage method employed here defines the distance between clusters as the maximum
distance bL-\

e members of the clusters being compared.

WIKIPEDIA MENTIONS
TWITTER  MENTIONS
TOTAL_REFS
TOTAL. MENTIONS
TOTAL C_3 YR
TOTAL_3YR
TOTAL_ 2016

S_ IMPA

SNIP
SJR_ CSCORE
SIR
SCHOLARLY. OUTPUT
R_ IMPA(
POLICY_ MENTIONS
PERCENT. CITED

CITES P_D_2YR

CITESCORE
CITATION. COUNT
BLOG_ MENTIONS

N P Y S, S, o, 9 0, 0, 0\ & T, T 7,
2
L7 e e e 9. %, S % %2,

Figure 3Htmap of the distance matrix based on the interrater score between the grading of

a c:et of journals defined as 100 - kappa.

" See Section 5. Min Kaufman and Rousseeuw (1990) for details.
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From Figure 3.3 we can see that at a scaled distance of 1.00 on the bottom axis we can define 10
cIustersWe left axis of Figure 3.3 we can find the bibliometrics absv_item (abstract views
per item), dl_item (downloads per item), abs_vs (abstract views) and file_ds (file downloads) all
ogEc and RePEc make up the first cluster. Note that abstract views per item and

stered together first then abstract views and file downloads clustered
togethelam these two clusters combined to one cluster. All 10 clusters are identified in
Figure 3.3 th four bibliometrics d_p_av (downloads per abstract view), im_index_inc (immediacy
index), i_rnk_ar the inverse of the rank in subject area) and mentions_p_output (mentions per
output) that are ing@luded in clusters with only one member. Those clusters that are formed first are
the ones fo ith branches that are closest to the left-hand axis. For example, i_rnk_sjr (30000 -

SJR overall (SCImagolR Journal Rank) and sjr_cscore (SCImagolR Journal Rank Index), all
appear to ith very little distance between them since the only difference between them is

a slight diff; coverage of different journals. Also note that the ratio of downloads to
abstract views (d_ ; av) appears to be combined at the furthest distance with the other
b|b||ometr| indicates that its measure is the most diverse from all the others.

Clusters rics 10 Clusters

ABSVilTEM 1 |
1— | pLITEM !
ABS_VS
FILE DS
CITATION_C0)

TOTAL_C 3Y]
2 | EFACINC
H_IND_SIR

GSH_INX |
F— GS_MED

RIMPACT
D_IMPACT
3— | siweact
E_C_SCORE
H_INDi

SR ] J
| SIR_CSCORE
4—[_prav

|
|
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
[ AvJIFINC

o L:'—'ji |

CITES P D_

JIF INC |

JIF_WO_INC
|
|
|
T
|
|
|
|
|
|
I

5= | cmscore 1
PERCENT CITED,

SNIP

|— PERCENTILE
6— | M INDEX I
7 | LRNK_AREA

BLOG_MENTION
NUMBER_OF MENTIONED

TOTAL_MENTIONS

s | o
'WIKIPEDIA M
FACEBOOK M}
9— [~ MmN
CIT_DOC_3YR |
SCHOLARLY_@ETPUT
10— w —
NUMBEI
| torar aess ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘g ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0 12 14
Maximum Distance Between Clusters
Figure endrogram of the clustering of the journal bibliometrics using the kappa IRS

s shown in Figure 3.2 using a complete linkage hierarchical algorithm.
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Table 3.8 lists the membership of each cluster as implied by the dendrogram in Figure 3.3. Note that
some cIMminated by bibliometrics from one source as in the case of cluster one and

cluster eight. k@, define subgroups of bibliometrics within the clusters one can use the dendrogram
to find tho @
use the ord Bibliometrics on the left axis from the dendrogram to order the bibliometrics in
the healfin 3SIgEGVilded in Figures 4.1 and 4.2 listed below.

¢

etrics that form sub-clusters within the clusters with multiple bibliometrics. We

Cluster Bibliometric Source* Label
absv_item R&L Abstract Views / Item
1 dl_item R&L File downloads / Item
Abs_Vs L Abstract Views 2013-2017
File_Ds L File Downloads 2013-2017
Citation_Count (o # cites in 2016 for papers from 2013-15
Total _C 3yr S Total Cites (3years)
ElFac_inc 1 Eigenfactor
2
h_ind_sjr S Hirsch index
gsh_inx GS Hirsch-index 2014-18
‘gs_med GS Median # cites 2014-18
clh CL Combes — Linnemer high
‘clm CL Combes — Linnemer medium
dr_impact R Discounted recursive impact factor
r_impact R Recursive impact factor
d_impact R Discounted impact factor
s_impact R Simple impact factor
3
e_c_score R Euclidian citation score
-h_index R Hirsch-index
inf_sc_inc ] Article influence score
i_rnk_sjr S 30000 - SJR overall rank
SIR S SClmagoJR Journal Rank
‘sjr_cscore Cc SClmagoJR Journal Rank Index
4 D p_AV L Downloads/Abstract Views 2013-2017
5 av_jif_inc I Average Journal Impact Factor
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jif_inc ) Journal Impact Factor
jif_ wo_inc ] Journal Impact Factor w/o self-cites

‘jif5_inc ) 5yr Journal Impact Factor
CiteScore C Average citations received per document
Percent_Cited C % of papers in 2013-15 cited

M cites p D 2yr S Cites per document in the last 2 years
SNIP C Source Normalized Impact per Paper
Percentile C Relative standing in its subject field.

6 im_index_inc ] Immediacy Index
7 i_rnk_area c 5000 - Rank in subject area
Blog_mentions A Blog mentions
Number_of_mentioned A Number of mentioned outputs
Total_mentions A Total mentions
8 Twitter_mentions A Twitter mentions

Policy_mentions A Policy mentions
Facebook_mentions A Facebook mentions

‘Wikipedia_mentions A Wikipedia mentions

9 Mentions_p_Output A Mentions per Outputs

‘Cit_Doc_S’yr S Citable Docs. (3years)
Scholarly_Output C Documents published in 2013 — 15
Total_3yr ) Total Docs. (3years)

10
Number R Number of items listed
Total_2016 S Total Docs. (2016)
Total_Refs S Total Refs
m RePEc, C— Scopus CiteScore, S—SCImagoJR, L — LogEc, R&L match of RePEc and LogEc, | — InCites, A
- A/tmetrw Scholar.

Table 3.8 The Cluster membership.
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The Academic Journal Quality Guide (AJG)

A similar classification to the ABDC list has been proposed by the UK Chartered Association of
Busines cademic Journal Quality Guide (see Harvey et al 2007) that grades scholarly

journalsin b research fields. Recently this classification of journals has been updated as the
@ uide (AJG) (Chartered Association of Business Schools 2018). The guide provides
a ranking of journals’into 5 categories 4*, 4, 3, 2, and 1, where the 4* category is very small and

reserveEfmandful of journals designated as “Journals of Distinction”. In this study we

Academic

compare t ings for the economics, econometrics and statistics journals in the ABDC list. For
our comparison note that these 4* journals would be designated as A* in the ABDC list. The
implicationg for thg consistency of the AJG rankings have been investigated by Mingers and Yang
(2017) who p rm a similar analysis on a smaller range of bibliometrics.

Table 4.1 pwhe cross tabulation of the AJG ranking with the ABDC rankings.** From this table

we note th f the AJG ranks are the same or lower than the ABDC ranks and that only 332
out of 760 journal3lin the ABDC list are ranked by the AJG. A primary cause for this discrepancy is
the incom erage of statistics journals in the AJG list. Thus, the %Same is 52.71% while
40.96% of als are ranked higher by the ABDC ranking than the AJG list and only 6.32% are

ranked higRer by the AJG than the ABDC rankings. Because the marginal totals are not the same, we
use the more appropriate Cohen’s kappa statistic which in this case is .3397 with an estimated

. ere the journals are ranked by the AJG we have included the rank in the lists

provid ices A and B.
ABDC
AlJG C B A A* Total

s 1 33 58 1 0 92

2 9 66 51 0 126

O 3 0 9 52 26 87
4+4* 0 0 3 24 27
; Total | 42 133 107 50 332

Table 4.1 Tﬁtabulation of the AJG rankings for 2015 and the ABDC rankings.

of .0387. From this comparison we see that the AJG rankings are usually lower

* Fort s we use the 2015 AJG rankings to conform more closely to the date of the ABDC rankings we
use in this ana
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Applyimetrics to the Journals.

In this sectj

purnal bibliometrics described in Section 3 are used to grade journals in the ABDC
rankings u ious bibliometrics we have discussed. Thus, for all the journals that are
incIudeﬁinMnal data (i.e. Scopus, Citescore, RePEc and LogEc) we determine the distribution
of A*, A, BSnd C journals using a similar approach as was described for Table 3.4. Then we rank the
journals b e different bibliometrics and allocate them a grade so that the distribution of
the gradesffatchag the distribution we observe in the data. For example, a journal may be classified
as an A*in C list but its ranking according to the RePEc h-index may indicate that it isan A

journal. Ww the corresponding ranking for each bibliometric we observe for the journal to
gr

establish t to which the ABDC ranking agrees with the rankings that may have been
created by any of the bibliometrics.

Journal

Al -
Journal non
Journal of Health Econor

Review g
Econo
conomic Perspectives-

Journal of Economet
Journal of International Econoj

Journal of Econom
Journal of Environmental Economics and Ma

American E

Review of Economic Dynam
Annals of
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Figure 5.1 Emap of the grades for all journals designated as A* journals in the ABDC

rankings. :
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An example of the rankings can be seen in the heatmap given in Figure 5.1 for the journals
that have ien ca'gorised by the ABDC as A* journals. The darkest value in the heatmap indicates
the highest'numeric value. The journals are ordered by the grade point average (GPA where A* = 4,
A=3,B=2 ) they receive based on all the bibliometrics that we can match for the journal.
48 bibliometrics are of A* rank for the American Economic Review. However,
althougiy thueesbilbliometrics rank Quantitative Economics as an A* journal it has a GPA of 2.41.
Consequergy, itis listed last among the ABDC A* journals in this list. In this figure one can note that
the less co he colours near the lower part of the heatmap indicate the greater variability in
the gradesfimpliediby the bibliometrics. The more consistent colours at the top demonstrate that
the bibliometgi des for these journals are graded more consistently with the ABDC grades. We
use the order offfle bibliometrics in Table 3.8 for the bottom axis in Figure 5.1.
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4,7, %, % % 0 ) Yy %, N, R 50, S0 o, S R Se T % e T D 0, e Y T, ey Y, 0, Y, %0\% Yo, %, Gy O
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Figure 5.2 tmap of the grades for the 712 journals for which we observe the at least one of

ibliometrics.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.

31

Grade Designated by ABDC



To appreciate how these bibliometrics coincide with the journals graded by the ABDC in all
categories, we provide the equivalent heatmap for all 712 journals for which we can match any of the 48
bibliometrics in Figure 5.2. To reduce the clutter in this figure we have removed the journal titles.
Again, M are ordered by ABDC grade then by their GPA within the ABDC rank based on
the biblio om Figure 5.2 one can see that the top journals in the A, B and C categories often
have seve ic grades that would indicate the journal is above their designated ABDC
categor;lisw bunching is most noticeable at the borders of the ABDC grades where the colour of
the indicatqus for the journals at the top of the next grade appear darker than the indicators at the bottom
of the grad M The heatmaps also allow us to establish the degree of consistency or inconsistency
in the gradiffgs act@ss the different bibliometrics by comparing the indicator colours across the rows.
Thus, ins re the colour changes across the rows are an indication of the between variation in
bibliometri for a journal. This figure can be viewed as a multivariate version of Moosa’s (2016)

bucket fi erghe shows separate plots of the ranks of the SJR and the h-index (as defined by
h_ind_sjr and h-index ) by grade classification.

Although

ize the consideration of multiple bibliometrics in this paper it is useful to provide
some summ

istics. We can determine the GPA and the median grade (GPM) based on all the
bibliometri€ grades available for a journal. Figure 5.3a is an overlay plot of the estimated kernel
densities o for each set of journals as classed by the ABDC grade.” Note that there is
considerab of the densities between the grades which indicates that the GPA for some journals
could be gl@Wer than the GPA of journals in the adjacent ABDC grade. The difficulty in the
use of a single measure such as the GPA or GPM is the need to assume a weight for each bibliometric.

0164
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Figure 5.3b % Same
ABDC Grade
I ' C=-=—=-=B ——— A ———A*
Figure 5.3 jibutions of the GPA and %Same by ABDC grade

2 Theseﬁwates employ the Epanechnikov kernel evaluated at 100 points with a bandwidth of .35.
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An alternative statistic for the degree to which the ABDC grade matches the implied bibliometric grade

is to detMopoﬂion of the bibliometrics that imply a grade above, the same grade, and a grade
below.* Fig b provides the equivalent set of density plots to Figure 5.3a for the %6Same. This

journals in thEOther gtades. We also note that the for the ABDC grades A*, A, and B there is less
distinctiBh e grades.

%Same (agreement) %Above (undervalued)

: .000. NN
Jo 60 80 100 120 140 40 20 0 20 40 60 €0 100 120 140

20

istics ---- Economic Theory— — — Applied Economics — = —Econometrics — — - — Other Economics

ibutions of the %6Below, %6Same, and %6Above by Field of Research .

an additional perspective on the allocation of grades by the ABDC by examining
ating overvalued by ABDC), %Same (indicating agreement with the ABDC) and
undervalued by ABDC) by the Field of Research (FoR) designation of the journals.
endent of the journal classification, then there would be no indication that

ield may be classified differently than those in other fields. We can reject the

€ averages of the %Below, %Same and %Above are equal in all FoRs with a 95%
confidence. Figure 5.4 provides an indication of the distributions of these measures by FoR. We
note that tRe ABDC grades for Economic Theory journals appear to have a distribution that indicates
the average %Below to be greater than those for any other field — a measure that would specify that

they are o w )

e
r—
-

* Onel of these measures for grades A* and C is that they are truncated from above and below
respectively. ns that the %Above for all A* journals is zero and %Below for all C journals is zero.
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Figure 5.53; Ee distributions of the difference between the ABDC grade and the GPA
( = PA) by FoR and ABDC grade (the box indicates the interquartile distance, the

linmian and the dot is the mean).
By comparing the GPA to the numeric value of the ABDC grade we can define the difference as

. The boxplots provided by FoR and ABDC grade are listed in Figure 5.5. Note that

(ABD

negative v; is difference are indicative of cases where the average bibliometric grade would
specify than the grade assigned by the ABDC. Thus, a difference of -1 indicates that the
GPA is one unit less than the ABDC grade consequently the journal is graded higher by the ABDC than
would be cgermined by the average bibliometric grade. From this figure one can see that the lower
quartile of nces for the B and A grade journals in Econometrics and Economic Theory are
given gradgéthat age above the equivalent GPA as defined by the bibliometrics. For example, the mean
GPA of Ec@ ﬁ eory journals graded as A by the ABDC, where A =3, is estimated as 2.08 which

implies an g de differential of -.92.
To exarﬁ; to which the bibliometric grades for specific journals match the ABDC grades
we hav i les of those journals that appear to be undervalued in Appendix A and overvalued

in Appendix B. In Appendix A we list those journals where we find that the majority of the bibliometric
grades suggest a higher grade (where %64bove > 50) than their ABDC grade. These tables also list the

percent of ics that agree with the ABDC grade (%Same), the percent that are below the ABDC
grade (%oBel. GPA of the bibliometrics, the difference of the GPA from the ABDC grade (Diff),
the me (GPM), and the number of bibliometrics matched for this journal (V). In addition, we
have added point average based only on the more traditional bibliometrics in clusters 2, 3, 5

and 10 (designated as GPA*), where N* indicates the number of these bibliometrics which could be
matched, and 4JG indicates the grade from the UK Academic Journal Quality Guide for 2015 when
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available. The tables in Appendix B provides the list of journals where 50% or more of the bibliometric
grades are lower, hence when %Below is greater than 50%. The columns in these tables are the same as

those used IF the ﬁipendix A tables.

By comparinggthe bibliometrics for journals classified by the ABDC we can determine that several
journals ar

90% or mo

discoveP WaEEREraare five journals (one A and four B’s) that can be classed as overvalued with

alued by almost all bibliometrics. There are 16 journals that are graded as C with

Bibliometric grades indicating they should have a higher grade.”> We also

100% of thsibliometrics we can assign to them indicating they would be in a lower grade. Unlike
previous methods for the analysis of journal rankings we have employed a multi-bibliometric
approach. fhis wa§ done by a comparison on grades assuming a discrete categorization in the same
manner as t C. Although we find that most of the journals that are graded as C journals that

would be specialist journals, some cover more mainstream topics. In addition, we can

S

identify jo t are classed by the ABDC as A* journals that bibliometric ranks would order as
A’s and B’s

capricious nature @f the changes in the ABDC ranking for journals has been widely noted. For

nclude Quantitative Economics, and the Journal of Law and Economics. The

U

example, i spaper article Keen (2013) refers to changes that were initiated by one academic.

l

Our tables in the appendices A and B are relevant to the ABDC list up to December 2019 (ABDC
2019). However, tbis list is a moving target since it was updated in December 2019.*® Table 5.1 lists
the total ch_ang_es to the ABDC list by grade and FoR code for the economics and statistics journals.
Twenty—nine‘jOLLnaIs were added to the list and 2 were reclassified by FoR code into economics FoRs
from other fields. Thirty journals were removed, many of these are journals that are no longer
issued or do not‘satisfy the requirement of appropriate content. Ten of the 79 undervalued journals
with a graMc C as listed in Table A.1 are now graded as B or A. In Table A.2 six of the 27
undervalued journals with a grade of B have been upgraded to an A. However, although two
journals were up-graded from A to A*, none of these are among the journals listed in Table A.3. This
new gradin_g exercise has resulted in only three journals in Table B.1 to be down-graded from A* to A
with another removed from the list entirely. All of these are Statistics journals. None of the
overvalued_journaE graded as A (48) or B (66) listed in Tables B.2 and B.3 have been downgraded.
Also note that ofme 29 “new” journals the majority are in Applied Economics and their grades are

either B or C. The one new A* journal (American Economic Review: Insights) is an off-shoot of the

American Economic Review that appears to publish the shorter papers that used to appear in the

* Tables A.:. highlight those journals that have been moved based on the 2019 revision of the ABDC

list.

tr

** Dow cember 2019 from https://abdc.edu.au/wp-

content/uploa /12/abdc_jgl_2019_0612.xlsx .
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original journal. The stated aim of this new journal is to publish “insights that can be conveyed

succinctly” with submissions limited to 6,000 words.*’

e

December 20 New Grade Field of Research
A B C . Economic Applied . Other Total
Statistics . Econometrics .
Theory Economics Economics
I
Change FoR f@m 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2
“Applied Eco
Change FoR fom 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
“Other Econofigs=
Change FoR fi 0 0 oO0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1
“Other Commérc,
Change in nu -1 +18 +3 - 0 +2 +6 -2 -7 -1
21

Upgrade to 2 13 9 5 2 14 2 1 24
Upgrade and{ghange 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
FoR from “Ot
Economics”
Upgrade and{gha ‘ 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
FoR from “Ba g

3 3 3

1 5 11 12 1 3 22 1 2 29

1 1 6 22 1 1 17 3 8 30

Table 5.1 ganges to the ABDC list as of the December 2019 table.

Discussi(O

There is no

devised as@n inexpensive method for the evaluation of research that can be conducted by

individ

that these rankings provide some indication of research quality and have been

limited expertise in the research areas and to provide a tool for the evaluation

of youn#ho have a limited track record. However, one aspect of journal rankings is that

“bucket classifications” lead inevitably to “publication
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ing the result. This was the position taken by Biagioli (2016) who claimed that
ific evaluation are bound to be abused” (page 201) along the lines of Moosa’s

they are o m

“All metrics of scie

(2016, pag ssertion that such
Y See hﬂeaweb.org/]ournals/aeri/about-aeri for details of the submission policy.




arbitrage” — whereby authors search for the lowest entry barrier in the highest graded journal — the
bottom of the bucket. A recent panel discussion by five Nobel Laureates held at the 2017 American
Economic A;ssociatz)n Annual Meeting discussed the topic of “Publishing and Promotion in
Economics: The Curse of the Top Five”, (American Economic Association 2017, see also notes by
Heckman 2917). A major concern of this panel was the over reliance on publishing activity in the top
journals as a measure of the worth of prospective hires and promotion in academic economics
departm_ents. Angus Deaton observed that academics, in countries outside the US, may encounter
significant gifﬁculties in publishing on local policy issues in US/UK based journals when promotion
decisions are heavily weighted toward these journals.

A b
There appear to be some systematic factors that determine the overvaluations. It was shown in

Figure 5.5 that the difference between a journal’s ABDC grade and the GPA is greater for Economic
TheoryjouLnaIitha_n for Applied Economics journals. In addition, of the 13 journals that can be
identified asvhavigg an Australian origin, 10 can be classed as overvalued since more than 50% of
their bibliometrics indicate that they would be given a lower grade if classified based purely on their
bibliometric gradei48 Are these “inflated grades” enough to encourage research in the areas that
are pertinent to Australian policy and are the non-Australian institutions that use the ABDC grades
aware of th_is characteristic? Should a domestic ranking be used to encourage examination of
Australian policy issues? Or more generally, should domestic journals be promoted over journals
based in other countries?

Itis also inmo keep in mind that these bibliometrics were originally designed to aid in the
planning of library holdings and, there are several recent papers that demonstrate their short-

iviere et al (2016) suggest the full distribution of citations for a journal be used. In this
way the natur e skewness that may dominate the journal level citation count maybe

Hirsch index is one of several measures to describe the nature of the distribution
of the number of citations (see Ellison 2013 for others).

Other pap% ﬁuestion the use of journal rankings to measure research productivity. Haucap et al
(2017) find little relationship between an economist’s academic reputation and the rankings of the
ey publish as based on the Handelsblatt journal grades.” In a recent paper in

journals in
which Hamg 2018) uses a citation analysis to rank the top 30 economics departments in the

Us, he rem: “the tremendous heterogeneity of individual contributions published in the same

8 Australial and New Zealand Journal of Statistics, Economic Record, Australian Journal of Agricultural and

Resource Ec tatistics Education Research Journal, History of Economics Review, Agenda, Australian
Journal of Labour Ec@homics, Journal of Australian Political Economy, Australian Economic History Review, and

Australian

Papers
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outlet makes attributing journals’ average quality to the individual articles they published extremely
error-prone.”(page 116) He then proposes that it would be more appropriate to “rely on one’s own
reading of scholarly contributions or the readings by a group of scholars refereeing a person for
appoint?Hmotion." (page 116) He then proposes that one way to develop a personal

citation prq Id be to ask researchers to register and create a Google Scholar site.*

Alternative an employ Anne-Wil Harzing’s Publish or Perish computer application to query
Google Scholar, Scopus, Microsoft Academic and the Web of Science citation indices to generate
citationﬂs mmr.51 Another approach would be to create a RePEc site.>® In an earlier paper
(Hamermehann 2012) he concludes that “The major determinant of reputation - what is
rewarded iwticular academic reputational market - is the interest that a scholar’s work

generates Qmong fis/her peers.” (page 15)

One rece i his research is that citations do not account for the desire for original
contributi “peophilia”. Packalen and Bhattacharya (2017) propose a bibliometric that is based
on the ori

S

contributions where the innovative aspects of articles are characterised. They
find that although #he rank of the usual citation indices for journals in the area of General and
re related to the index of neophilia the correlation is -.47 and there are a

L

Internal M

significant f outliers. Wang et al (2017) investigate a similar phenomenon with research
into the bi inst novelty in scientific research.
Fi eat to this analysis is that none of the citation and access statistics match the

full set of tRe j Is in the ABDC list. Partly this is due to the imperfect information available in
both the ABDC list and the citation information lists where journals have conflicting titles, non-
ational Standard Book Numbers (ISBNs), changing titles and problems in translation
les and where non-English characters are used. In addition, some of the smaller

d

matchin
from non-En

and les published journals are not included in the major citation indices. Furthermore,

W

the RePEc and LogEc lists only include those outlets that are primarily oriented toward economics
and econometric journals and do not cover all statistics journals. The full list of journals to which
could be matched is available at Hirschberg (2020).>

I

bibliometri

no

>0 Instructiis can %found at https://libguides.reading.ac.uk/boost/google-scholar-profile .

See https://harzing.com/.author/anne.harzing to download this program.
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Appendi undervalued journals with at least 50% of bibliometrics indicating the
grade igher.

Table A.1Sndervalued journals with an ABDC ranking of C.>*
Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5 &10

Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AJG

Journal of Medi S 100 0 0 2.22 3.22 3 27 3.28 18

Economic Syst (B) 100 0 0 1.88 288 3 48 3.06 33 2

>+ (X) iMas of December 2019 the journal was up-graded by the ABDC to grade X (see
https://abd:esearch/abdc-journal-list/). %Above indicates the % of bibliometrics that would indicate
a higher rank, %BeloW is the % of bibliometrics that would indicate a lower rank, %Same the % of bibliometrics
that would i
ABDC rank, N indi

e same rank, Diff is the difference between the average of the bibliometric ranks and the
s the number of bibliometrics for which we can match the journal, GPA is the average

e observed bibliometrics , GPM is the median grade based on the observed bibliometrics,

y on bibliometrics in clusters 2, 3, 5, and 10, N* is the number of bibliometrics in the clusters
d, AJG indicates the grade given to this journal by the 2015 AJG ranking.

2,3,5,and 100
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5,&10
Above  Same  Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AIG
Journal ofStati!’cal Comp'ﬂ’ion and Simulation 97 3 0 1.53 2.53 2 34 2.71 24
Journal of Biopharmaceutical Statistics 97 3 0 1.26 2.26 2 34 2.42 24
Journal of Stat| @ e T(A) 96 4 0 211 3.11 3 46 3.48 31
Journal of Consumer Policy 95 5 0 1.12 2.12 2 41 2.07 27 2
I

Socio Economi nning Sciences 95 5 0 1.13 2.13 2 39 2.16 25

Expert Review onomics and Outcomes Research 94 6 0 1.67 2.67 3 36 2.62 26

CES IFO Econa@ 94 6 0 1.06 2.06 2 36 2.08 26 2
Energy Sources. nomics, Planning, and Policy 94 6 0 1.32 2.32 2 34 2.54 24
Applied Health E€onofics Health Policy 94 6 0 1.69 2.69 3 32 2.80 20
Empirica 94 6 0 0.98 1.98 2 48 2.03 33 1
Sustainable De\T 93 7 0 1.59  2.59 2 46 2.61 31
Monetary and dies 93 7 0 1.50 2.50 2 14 2.33 9
Journal of The ility * (A) 91 9 0 124 224 2 34 2.42 24

World Trade ch 90 10 0 1.00 2.00 2 48 2.03 33

Cost Effectiven ce Allocation 89 11 0 1.52 2.52 3 27 2.33 18

Forest Policy am (B) 87 13 0 191 291 3 46 3.10 31
African D e 85 15 0 1.02 2.02 2 48 2.09 33
International Jour y Economics and Policy 84 16 0 116 216 2 31 2.24 25
Journal of, 'edge Economy 83 17 0 1.20 2.20 2 30 2.50 18
Journal of Development Effectiveness 83 17 0 1.04 2.04 2 48 1.85 33
Intereconomics 83 17 0 0.97 1.97 2 29 1.90 20 1
Networks and Lvicsf (8) 81 19 0 135 235 2 48 | 267 33 2
Journal of Industl on and Trade 81 19 0 0.84 1.84 2 32 1.85 20 2
Statistical Meth8 79 21 0 0.79 1.79 2 34 1.92 24
Review of Afric nomy 79 21 0 1.25 2.25 2 48 2.18 33 2
Agquacultu, i anagement 78 22 0 1.15 2.15 2 27 2.17 18

Health ECOW 77 23 0 1.00  2.00 2 30 1.89 18
Stochasticst (B, 76 24 0 0.88 1.88 2 34 213 24

Local Economy 76 24 0 1.12 2.12 2 41 2.19 27 2
Review of Black Political Ecagomy 75 25 0 0.94 1.94 2 32 1.75 20

De Econo 75 25 0 0.90 1.90 2 48 1.88 33 1
Choices 75 25 0 0.81 1.81 2 16 191 11
Atlantic Economic Journal 73 27 0 0.80 1.80 2 41 1.67 27 1
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5,&10
Above  Same  Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AIG

Journal of Benefit Cost Analgsis 73 27 0 0.77 1.77 2 22 1.89 9
Advances in Statistical Analysis 72 28 0 0.92 1.92 2 36 1.96 26
Journal of Eco on and Coordinationt (B) 72 28 0 0.79 1.79 2 39 1.85 26 1
Progress in Development Studies 72 28 0 0.98 1.98 2 46 2.00 31
Brussels Econo m 71 29 0 1.07 2.07 2 14 1.56 9
Economics Bull 71 29 0 1.27 227 2 41 2.30 27
Cliometrica O 70 30 0 1.02 2.02 2 44 2.03 29 2
Middle East Devei ournal 70 30 0 0.75 1.75 2 20 1.86 7
Development Sm 69 31 0 0.90 1.90 2 48 1.82 33
Environmental mics"and Policy Studiest (B) 69 31 0 0.69 1.69 2 32 1.75 20 1
Transformation@nd Economics 68 32 0 0.86 1.86 2 28 1.88 26

China Agricultul Review 67 33 0 0.70 1.70 2 46 1.71 31
Applied Econo 67 33 0 1.42 2.42 3 12 1.71 7
European Econ 67 33 0 0.92 1.92 2 12 1.71 7
Working USA 67 33 0 0.83 1.83 2 12 1.00 4
Journal of Choil o ” (B) 67 33 0 0.77 1.77 2 39 1.88 25
Journal of &hi and Business Studies 66 34 0 0.73 1.73 2 41 1.59 27 1
International Econ 66 34 0 0.71 1.71 2 41 1.59 27 1
Review of 65 35 0 0.78 1.78 2 46 1.65 31

Asian Economic Policy Review 65 35 0 0.69 1.69 2 48 1.73 33
Statistical Meth@ds and Applications 64 36 0 0.64 1.64 2 39 1.81 26
Historical Mat 62 38 0 0.71 1.71 2 34 1.63 24
Journal of Bioeg @ 61 39 0 0.66 1.66 2 41 1.67 27 1
Rethinking MarXigha 59 41 0 0.85 1.85 2 27 1.61 18
International Jo, cal Economy 59 41 0 0.82 1.82 2 22 1.33 9 1
Money Affai 58 42 0 0.83 1.83 2 12 1.57 7
Journal oprlied Economics 58 42 0 075 175 2 24 2.09 11 1
Journal of Win i 58 42 0 0.71 1.71 2 24 1.73 11
Theoretical and Applied Ec;mics 57 43 0 0.86 1.86 2 14 1.56 9
Journal of African Develo nt 57 43 0 0.57 1.57 2 14 1.56 9

Studies in 56 44 0 0.56 1.56 2 25 1.63 16
Foundations an onometrics 56 44 0 0.78 1.78 2 27 1.67 18 1
Czech Journal of Economics and Finance 56 44 0 0.72 1.72 2 36 1.73 22
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5,&10
Above  Same  Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AIG
Journal of Eco;etric M’odsf (B) 55 45 0 090 1.90 2 20 2.29 7 1
Capitalism and Societ 55 45 0 0.55 1.55 2 22 1.67 9
Review of AustHi@ 54 46 0 0.68 1.68 2 41 1.44 27 1
German Journal of Agricultural Economics 53 47 0 0.63 1.63 2 38 1.55 31
I
Prague Economjig Papers 52 48 0 0.52 1.52 2 48 1.58 33
Mathematics a onomics 52 48 0 0.67 1.67 2 27 1.78 18
International A@ances in E@@nomic Research 51 49 0 0.63 1.63 2 41 1.56 27 1
Journal of Econo ation 51 49 0 0.54 1.54 2 41 1.56 27 1
IUP Journal of Miénage@lial Beonomics 50 50 0 0.75 1.75 15 12 1.57 7
Journal of Econo ev ment 50 50 0 0.63 1.63 15 24 1.64 11
Economics and Applied In, atics 50 50 0 0.58 1.58 15 12 1.29 7
Table A.2§ ndervalued journals with an ABDC ranking of B. *°
Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,50nly
‘ ! s Above Same  Below Diff  GPA GPM N GPA* N* AlG
Value in Hea 97 3 0 1.74 3.74 4 34 3.79 24
Statist, dical Research 97 3 0 138 338 3 34 3.50 24
Food Policy 94 6 0 1.50 3.50 4 48 3.52 33 3
Journ yst (A) 90 10 0 1.23 3.23 3 48 3.30 33 2
Journal of Happiness Studies 87 5 8 1.23 3.23 3 39 3.23 26 1
Journal of mon Market Studies 83 6 10 1.25 3.25 4 48 3.30 33 3
80 17 2 1.28 3.28 3.5 46 3.45 31 3
80 9 11 1.15 3.15 3 46 3.19 31 2
79 18 3 1.18 3.18 3 39 3.27 26 2
77 10 13 1.21 3.21 4 48 3.27 33 2
77 19 4 1.21 3.21 3 48 3.15 33
laumamityf (A) 77 23 0 106 306 3 48| 324 33 |3
Agriculture zmlues 77 21 3 0.92 2.92 3 39 3.00 26

>t (X) i at as of December 2019 the journal was up-graded by the ABDC to grade X (see

https://abdc.e

esearch/abdc-journal-list/). .
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,50nly
Above Same Below | Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AJG
Stochastic E'ironment,?esearch and Risk Assessment 76 21 3 112 312 3 34 3.46 24
Resources Policy 75 25 0 1.02 3.02 3 48 3.09 33 2
Developme @ 73 10 17 0.63 2.63 3 48 2.67 33 3
British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical Psychology 71 26 3 1.06 3.06 3 34 3.17 24
I
Biometrical Jgurnal 68 32 0 071 271 3 34 2.71 24
Bayesian A 65 35 0 0.74 2.74 3 34 2.75 24
Applied Eca@ives and Policy 59 33 9 0.50 2.50 3 46 2.58 31 2
Cambridge Jo gions, Economy and Society 57 35 9 0.76 2.76 3 46 2.90 31 3
Annual Revim/ Economics 57 33 11 0.65 2.65 3 46 2.81 31 3
Annual Revie esOUrce Economics 57 30 13 0.48 248 3 46 2.61 31 2
Journal of ITnomics 56 38 6 0.56 2.56 3 48 2.58 33 3
Environmet 52 24 24 0.28 2.28 3 46 2.42 31
Applied Eco 50 38 13 0.60 2.60 2.5 48 2.42 33 1
Journal of BE Experimental Economicst (A) 50 46 4 0.48 2.48 2.5 48 2.39 33 2
Table A.3®alued journals with an ABDC ranking of A.
Journ % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5o0nly
Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* AIG
Bioinf 97 3 0 0.97 3.97 4 34 4.00 24
World Development 79 21 0 0.79 3.79 4 48 3.76 33 3
Ecological ESomics 65 27 8 0.56 3.56 4 48 3.58 33 3
PharmacoEconomis 59 31 10 0.46 3.46 4 39 3.50 26 2
Statistics in @ 53 44 3 0.50 3.50 4 34 3.46 24
Economics Lette 52 13 35 0.17 3.17 4 48 3.09 33 3

-
r—

-
<
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Appendix B The overvalued journals with at least 50% of bibliometrics indicating they
would

Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5o0nly
H Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* AJG

Annals afALilityf (A) 0 3 97 -1.15 2.85 3 34 3.04 24
Economic T)D 0 5 95 -1.44 2.56 3 39 2.81 26 3
Biostatistics 0 6 94 -0.97 3.03 3 34 2.96 24
Journal of Cmnd Graphical Statistics 0 8 92 -1.00 3.00 3 36 3.00 26
Econometric Y 0 17 83 -1.23 2.77 3 48 291 33 4
Quantitativ 0 17 83 -1.59 2.41 2.5 46 2.84 31 3
Theoretical 0 19 81 -1.38 2.63 3 48 3.03 33 3
Journal of L 0 19 81 -1.15 2.85 3 48 2.73 33 3
Biometrika 0 22 78 -1.17 2.83 3 46 2.97 31 4
Experimental, 0 23 77 -1.02 2.98 3 48 3.15 33 3
Games and 0 25 75 -0.96 3.04 3 48 3.18 33 3

0 26 74 -1.20 2.80 3 46 2.90 31

0 26 74 -0.82 3.18 3 34 3.33 24

0 27 73 -0.94 3.06 3 48 2.88 33 3
Probability Theory and Related Fields 0 29 71 -1.00 3.00 3 34 3.33 24
American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 0 30 70 -1.07 2.93 3 46 3.19 31 3
Journal of B onomic Statistics 0 33 67 -0.85 3.15 3 48 3.36 33 4

0 33 67 -0.81 3.19 3 48 3.27 33 3

0 35 65 -0.90 3.10 3 48 3.21 33 4

0 40 60 -0.71 3.29 3 48 3.39 33 4

¢+ (X) iMas of December 2019 the journal was down-graded or removed by the ABDC to grade X

(see https:/, .au/research/abdc-journal-list/). %Above indicates the % of bibliometrics that would
indicate a higher rank, %Below is the % of bibliometrics that would indicate a lower rank, %Same the % of
bibliometric uld indicate the same rank, Diff is the difference between the average of the bibliometric

ranks and the AB

nk, N indicates the number of bibliometrics for which we can match the journal, GPA is
based on the observed bibliometrics , GPM is the median grade based on the observed
*is based only on bibliometrics in clusters 2, 3, 5, and 10, N* is the number of bibliometrics

in the clusters and 10 observed, AJG indicates the grade given to this journal by the 2015 AJG ranking.
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,50nly
Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* AJG
Journal of E]nomic Dy'nics and Control 0 42 58 -0.71 3.29 3 48 3.45 33 3
Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 0 42 58 -0.67 3.33 3 48 3.45 33 4
American Jairnal of Agri@ultural Economics 0 42 58 -0.63 3.38 3 48 3.39 33 3
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B 0 43 57 -0.89 3.11 3 46 3.39 31 4
H
Annals of Prghability 0 44 56 -0.79 3.21 3 34 3.54 24
Health Econ 0 48 52 -0.65 3.35 3 48 3.45 33 3
Table B.2 Qlued journals with an ABDC ranking of A.
urnal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5o0nly
w Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* AJG
Australian and ournal of Statistics 0 0 100 -1.17 1.83 2 35 1.86 22
Statistica Neerlandica s 0 2 98 -1.39 161 2 46 1.58 31
Environmental a ical Statistics 0 3 97 -1.06 1.94 2 34 1.96 24
BE Journal of TR@oretical Economics 0 4 96 -1.48 1.52 1 48 1.52 33 2
Studies in Nonlinear Dynamics and Econometrics 2 8 90 -1.13 1.88 2 48 1.97 33 2
0 11 89 -1.46 1.54 1 28 1.25 16 2
0 12 88 -1.26 1.74 2 34 1.79 24
0 15 85 -1.27 173 2 48 1.73 33 2
2 15 83 -0.96  2.04 2 48 1.85 33 2
eory 0 17 83 -0.90 2.10 2 48 2.24 33 2
Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economics 0 17 83 -0.83 2.17 2 36 2.15 26 2
Review of Indu&' ‘ Orianization 0 21 79 -0.83 2.17 2 48 2.15 33 2
0 21 79 -0.83 217 2 48 2.18 33 2
0 23 77 -1.25 1.75 2 48 1.70 33 2
Mathematical Social Sciences 0 23 77 -0.94 2.06 2 48 2.00 33 2
Economics of :gsition 0 23 77 -0.85 2.15 2 48 2.21 33 2
NBER Macroeconomics Annual 16 8 76 -1.05 1.95 2 37 1.96 23
Journal ofW 4 22 74 -0.93 207 2 46 2.00 31
Economics and@ 0 26 74 -0.85 2.15 2 46 2.06 31 2
Journal of the Ji International Economies 0 26 74 -0.74 2.26 2 46 2.13 31 2
Journal of Appli ity 12 15 74 -0.71 2.29 2 34 2.46 24 2
Annals of f Statistical Mathematics 0 27 73 -0.78 2.22 2 37 2.38 24
Journal of Agricultural and Résource Economics 0 27 73 -1.00 2.00 2 48 2.18 33 2
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,50nly
Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* AJG
Theory and Dei‘ jon ' 0 27 73 -0.79 221 2 48 233 33 2
Economic and Industrial Democracy 0 28 72 -0.81 2.19 2 36 2.04 26 3
Marine Resour#‘ 0 29 71 -1.00 2.00 2 48 2.06 33 1
Social Choice and Welfare 10 21 69 -0.62 2.38 2 39 2.54 26 3
I
Journal of Foreggsting 0 31 69 -0.71 2.29 2 48 2.33 33 2
Econometrics J 9 24 67 -0.74 2.26 2 46 242 31 3
Economic Reco, 0 33 67 -0.77 2.23 2 48 2.15 33 2
International Jou 'me Theory 3 31 67 -0.74 2.26 2 39 2.38 26 2
History of Politm 6 27 67 -0.73 2.27 2 48 2.03 33 2
Journal of Africa normfes 0 33 67 -0.71 2.29 2 48 2.30 33 2
Journal of Evo/::tionﬁmics 0 33 67 -0.67 2.33 2 39 2.27 26 2
Journal of Mat nomics 8 27 65 -0.65 2.35 2 48 2.48 33 3
Information Ec olicy 0 38 63 -0.65 2.35 2 48 2.39 33 2
International Ei greements Politics 0 38 62 -0.73 2.27 2 37 2.38 24
BE Journal of E sis and Policy 0 39 61 -0.83 2.17 2 46 2.23 31 2
Journal of Time' s 0 39 61 -0.67 2.33 2 46 2.35 31 3
Journal of; 0 40 60 -0.63 2.38 2 48 2.55 33 2
American Journa conomics 4 37 59 -0.89 211 2 27 2.15 13
Australian, Agricultural and Resource Economics 6 35 58 -0.56 2.44 2 48 2.55 33 2
Scandinavian Journal of Statistics 0 46 54 -0.67 2.33 2 46 2.58 31 3
Electronic Journgl of Statistics 18 29 53 -0.35 2.65 2 34 2.88 24
Macroeconomi 4 44 52 -0.52 2.48 2 48 2.61 33 2
Statistica Sinic 3 47 50 -0.71 2.29 2.5 34 271 24
International St w 4 46 50 -0.61 2.39 25 46 2.29 31 3
Kyklos 0 50 50 -0.56 2.44 25 48 2.36 33 3
Journal of, it ing and Inference 15 35 50 -0.38 2.62 2.5 34 2.75 24 2
Table B.3Everva|ued journals with an ABDC ranking of B.
W: % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,5o0nly
Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AIG
Asia Pacific Jour nomics and Business 0 0 100 -1.00 1.00 1 16 1.00 11
Internation Development and Conflict 0 0 100 -1.00 1.00 1 12 1.00 7
Journal of European Economic History 0 0 100 -1.00 1.00 1 12 1.00 4 1

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.

49




Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,50nly
Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AIG
Recherches Ec;miques d'ouvain 0 0 100 -1.00 1.00 1 17 1.00 9
Statistics Education Research Journal 0 6 94 -0.94 1.06 1 17 1.06 16
History of Econ| @ 0 8 93 -0.93 1.08 1 40 1.06 33
History of Economics Review 0 8 92 -0.92 1.08 1 12 1.00 4
I
Review of Urbageand Regional Development Studies 3 8 90 -0.87 1.13 1 39 1.04 25
Revue d tudes st Ouest 0 15 85 -0.85 1.15 1 34 1.17 24
Politica Econoru 2 13 85 -0.83 1.17 1 46 1.16 31
Competition and n in Network Industries 0 16 84 -0.84 1.16 1 31 1.12 25
El Trimestre Ecm 3 13 84 -0.81 1.19 1 31 1.21 19
Decisions in Eco cs alel Finance 0 17 83 -0.83 117 1 30 117 18 1
Indian Growth Tent Review 3 15 82 -0.79 1.21 1 39 1.16 25
Hitotsubashi Jol omics 8 11 82 -0.74 1.26 1 38 1.00 31
International J astic Analysis 0 20 80 -0.80 1.20 1 25 1.19 16
Problems of Ec i ition 8 13 79 -0.67 1.33 1 24 1.27 11
Review of Econ 5 16 78 -0.73 1.27 1 37 1.29 24 2
Spanish Econo Re 0 23 77 -0.77 1.23 1 13 2.00 2
Internatio view 0 24 76 -0.76 1.24 1 41 1.30 27 1
Journal of Gambli igess and Economics 8 17 75 -0.67 1.33 1 12 1.00 7 1
Mathemati s of Statistics 11 14 75 -0.64 1.36 1 28 1.56 16
Journal of Statistics Education 0 26 74 -0.74 1.26 1 27 1.22 18
Agenda 4 22 74 -0.70 1.30 1 27 117 18
Australian Jour) conomics 0 27 73 -0.73 1.27 1 22 1.56 9 1
Japanese Econ 0 27 73 -0.73 1.27 1 22 1.00 9
Journal of Inco n 3 26 71 -0.68 1.32 1 31 1.33 18 1
Econ Journal W, 4 25 71 -0.67 1.33 1 48 1.24 33
Internatio, jpess and Economics 8 21 71 -0.63 1.38 1 24 1.18 11
Journal of Wmm 13 17 71 058 142 1 24 1.27 11
Chinese Econo 7 22 71 -0.63 1.37 1 41 1.26 27
International Journal of Ecofil@emic Theory 4 26 70 -0.65 1.35 1 46 1.39 31 2
Journal of Financial Economig Policy 5 27 68 -0.59 141 1 41 1.52 27 1
Journal of, litical Economy 0 32 68 -0.68 1.32 1 28 131 26
International Lab king Class History 2 30 67 -0.65 1.35 1 46 1.29 31
Journal of Demographic Economics 6 28 66 -0.59 1.41 1 32 1.23 22
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Journal % All Bibliometrics CL2,3,50nly
Above Same Below Diff GPA GPM N GPA* N* | AIG
Cogent Economigs and Fin 20 15 65 -0.45 1.55 1 20 1.00 7
Asia Pacific Development Journal 14 21 64 -0.50 1.50 1 14 1.22 9
Review of Econ| 14 21 64 -0.50 1.50 1 14 1.00 9
Review of Law an cs 0 36 64 -0.64 1.36 1 39 1.40 25 2
Journal of Med% 2 35 63 -0.61 1.39 1 46 1.13 31 1
Eastern Europel 2 35 63 -0.60 1.40 1 48 1.45 33 1
Singapore Eco ic Revie 13 25 63 -0.48 1.52 1 48 1.48 33
Journal of the Ecol d Social History of the Orient 12 26 62 -0.44 1.56 1 34 1.21 24
New Zealand EWS 3 36 62 -0.59 1.41 1 39 1.32 25 1
Global Economy nal 5 34 61 -0.56 1.44 1 41 1.33 27 1
Economic and P@y 30 11 59 0.00 2.00 1 27 2.28 18
African Journal ‘al and Resource Economics 0 41 59 -0.59 1.41 1 22 1.67 9
European Jouri tive Economics 0 41 59 -0.59 1.41 1 22 1.67 9
Economic Note. 0 41 59 -0.59 1.41 1 39 1.32 25 1
Contributions tqQ 3 38 59 -0.56 1.44 1 39 1.24 25 2
Australian Ecol 2 40 58 -0.56 1.44 1 48 1.33 33 2
Journal of, 8 33 58 -0.42 1.58 1 12 1.29 7 1
Communications | 25 17 58 -0.19 1.81 1 36 2.08 26
Economisi 5 38 56 -0.51 1.49 1 39 1.28 25
Series 13 31 56 -0.44 1.56 1 32 1.27 22 1
Journal of Modggn Applied Statistical Methods 19 26 56 -0.37 1.63 1 27 1.78 18
Journal of Econ tistics 10 35 55 -0.45 1.55 1 40 1.50 26 1
Finnish Econom, 27 18 55 -0.18 1.82 1 22 2.22 9
Australian Econd 4 42 54 -0.50 1.50 1 48 1.33 33 1
International Tr; 10 36 54 -0.41 1.59 1 39 1.52 25 1
Revue Eco, i 17 31 52 -0.34 1.66 1 29 1.60 20
Innovatioanomy 16 32 51 -0.35 1.65 1 37 1.70 23
Studies in Econﬁ' inance 7 41 51 -0.44 1.56 1 41 1.67 27 1
Asian Economic Journal 0 50 50 -0.50 1.50 15 46 1.42 31 1
Journal of Time Series Eco etrics 15 35 50 -0.30 1.70 15 20 2.14 7 2
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