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Abstract

The expert-survey and bibliometric methods of assessing the quality of work in
political science are complementary. This project builds on previous surveys of
academic political science journals conducted among US political scientists. The
current wave extends the survey to political scientists in Canada and the UK.
Preliminary results suggest both similarities and differences across the three countries.
The full results of the project will be important for policy debate in any country that is
considering channelling flows of funds to universities in proportion to the quality of
their research; and in helping to supply objective evidence about the research quality
of work submitted by candidates for academic appointments and promotions.
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Comparative journal rankings: a survey report

The reputational method

Academic appointing and promotion committees; policy makers; and grant awarding
bodies all have good reasons to wish to assess the quality of research in any academic
subject such as political science. In numerous countries including the UK, public
funding to university departments is in part (intended to be) a positive monotonic
function of their research quality. Both public- and private-sector grant-making bodies
need to know, before making grants, that the recipients are capable of producing good
quality work; and, at the end of the award, that they have done so.

There are good policy and regulatory reasons for doing so. In natural science, there
are unquestionably network benefits to be had by concentrating high-quality research
in centres of excellence; and the infrastructure costs (libraries, laboratories, research
support teams....) are spent more effectively if concentrated. In humanities, the
infrastructure argument applies in full force, and the network benefit argument applies
mostly to interactions in research seminars and the like. Social sciences, including
political science, are intermediate between the natural sciences and the humanities in
this (as in most other things). Grant-making bodies are spending either public or
charitable money and in either case need to assure themselves that they are getting
good value for money. For instance, the UK Charity Commission has now built
research quality into its very definition of “public benefit”, which is the test that all
non-profits must meet if they are to retain the tax and reputational advantages of
charitable status. In its current guidance notes it states

[T]here is undoubtedly an overall benefit to society from having charities that
undertake cancer research. But that general benefit cannot necessarily be
claimed by every organisation undertaking that sort of research. What matters
is what research the particular organisation is doing, how it does it and what it
does with the results. A cancer research charity that undertakes properly
conducted research ... and that publishes the useful results of that research
from which others can learn, will provide significant benefits to the public.
But ... that benefit would count for very little in assessing the public benefit of
an organisation conducting cancer research if the methods it used were not
scientifically rigorous for example (Charity Commission 2008 p. 13)

People, projects, and publications are inextricably connected in any such assessment.
People work on projects, some of them grant-funded, and others funded out of their
university’s general resources. They publish the results in books and journals. Some
books and journals are better than others. Good journals employ a double-blind peer
reviewing system and insist on various statistical and replicability requirements. Good
academic publishers have manuscripts peer reviewed.

It is also true, but not the same thing, that some journals and academic publishers
have better reputations than others. The reputation of a publisher or a journal is a
(possibly noisy) signal of its true quality. But once the reputation has been acquired,



participants have incentives to shirk. They may get into citation rings in which they
cite one another preferentially; they may promote papers from a certain university, or
a certain region, or with a certain ideology.

How then can appointing committees, research assessment bodies, and grant-makers
minimise the noise-to-signal ratio — and get as close as possible to evaluating the true
but unknown quality of a person, a project, or a publication? No one method is perfect
but a combination of methods is likely to be better than one method on its own.
Informal methods are probably still widely used, but they have obvious dangers. In
practice, the two candidate methods are therefore bibliometric and expert survey. Both
are reputational methods, the first indirectly and the second directly.

In the bibliometric approach, publications are evaluated by the quality of the journal
in which they appear. That quality is in turn evaluated by the number of citations it
receives. The widely-used I1SI Web of Science database generates statistics to rank
journals and people. Journals may be ranked, for example, by average citations per
paper, and by their half-life (a measure of the lasting authority of a paper). Authors
may be ranked, for example, by the number of citations they receive, by the impact of
their papers, or just by the number of papers they publish. A tool such as Google
Scholar can yield similar data although it is not set up to generate such statistics
automatically.

There are well-known criticisms of this approach. A paper may be cited frequently, it
is said, because it is so bad that people frequently wish to rebut it'; or (more
plausibly) because it is a methods paper that is cited in the routine set-up of many
papers reporting substantive results. The role of gatekeeper is crucial. The criteria
used by ISI for admitting new journals to its citation sets, and (if they exist) for
expelling existing journals, are not transparent as far as we know. The impact factor
of a journal is a ratio, which therefore depends on the validity of both numerator and
denominator. The denominator is affected by the sometimes arbitrary classification of
papers into main articles and front-matter. (For a fierce criticism of ISI’s non-
transparency see a recent editorial in Journal of Cell Biology, Rossner, Van Epps, and
Hill 2007). The coverage of books is patchy. Web of Science can pick up citations to
monographs, proceedings, journals outside its set, and other forms of academic
dissemination, but not citations in those forms. This makes its results difficult to
interpret across subjects and perhaps even across subfields within a subject, when
patterns of publication across subjects or across subfields differ. Data for authors are
noisy because authors have similar names, may give their names differently in
different publications, may change names, or may be cited incorrectly. Authors with
common surnames generate particularly noisy data.

The expert survey can counter some (but not all) of these sources of bias and noise.
Of course, the surveyor must be assured that those surveyed really are experts. The
first (1950s) wave of reputational studies, notably of power in local communities,
could be faulted in this respect. They tended to report that well-known local position-
holders were powerful, but this conclusion could be tautological and circular. Since
those days, the expert survey has been refined. In a parallel literature to that in which
this paper is located, the expert survey of party manifestoes has been shown to be at

But why, in a mature science, should it be necessary to refute a bad paper more than once?



least equally valid and reliable a measure of spatial locations of parties as the manual
coding of their manifestoes (Laver 1998; Budge 2001). The present study, like its
predecessors, is based on populations, not samples. The population in question is that
of teachers of political science in Ph.D-awarding universities in the countries studied.
The expert survey may mitigate the problem of exogenous selection of “good”
journals by inviting respondents to write-in other journals, as we have done.

Methods

The present expert survey is the fifth in a series initiated in 1975 with the most recent
instalment published in 2003 by the two US authors of this paper (Giles and Wright,
1975; Giles, Mizell, and Patterson, 1989; Garand, 1990; Garand and Giles, 2003). In
these works Giles and Garand conducted surveys of political scientists in the U.S.,
with respondents asked to evaluate the quality of journals on a scale ranging from 0
(poor quality) to 10 (outstanding). Garand (1990) and Garand and Giles (2003)
combined data on mean journal evaluations and the proportion of respondents who
were familiar with each journal to create a measure of journal “impact.” The authors
reasoned that the most important journals in political science are those that are both
(1) highly regarded for the quality of the work that they publish and (2) highly visible
to the broadest group of political scientists. By combining quality and familiarity
measures into a single scale, Garand and Giles created an impact measure that has a
high level of face validity and that is highly correlated (r = 0.656) with citation-based
measures of journal impact.

For the UK, the population of interest is the list in the latest available edition of the
annual Political Studies Association Directory (PSA 2007). From data supplied by
heads of departments, this lists all academic staff in political science and cognate
departments in the UK, whether or not they are PSA members. It also lists PSA (and
British International Studies Association) members in institutions outside the political
science departments.

This appears to be a high quality list. It probably overstates the true population of
political scientists in UK universities, because some member departments cover more
than one social science (e.g., “Department of Economics and Public Policy”; “Politics
and Contemporary History Subject Group”). This will account for some false
positives on the list. False negatives are minimised (but surely not eliminated) by the
reporting of political scientists outside political science departments.

There are approximately 1800 names on the list. By comparison, about 1000 people
were entered by their universities as research-active political scientists in the 2008
Research Assessment Exercise (RAE). The true unobservable population probably
lies in between those numbers.

The invitation to participate in our survey went out to everybody on the list,
accompanied by a letter of support from the Chair of the PSA (for which we are
exceedingly grateful). The response received, after a reminder, was 432. If the “true’
denominator is the 1800 names on the listing, this is a UK response rate of 24.00%. If
the “true’ denominator is the set of RAE submissions, the response rate is 43.20%.
The mean of the two is 33.60%. This is regarded as good for an expert survey without



material incentives to participants. The demographics of respondents appear to be in
line with those of the profession as a whole (Table Al). The most obvious deviation,
namely that respondents were more likely to hold doctorates than the profession as a
whole, is good news for the “expertise’ of the expert survey results.

For the Canadian case, we compiled a list of all Ph.D. granting departments in
Canada. We consulted their websites for a list of faculty members contacted all of
them to see whether the list needed to be updated. We had to proceed that way
because many political scientists in Canada are not members of the Canadian Political
Science Association.

For the US survey, the population of interest is political scientists who are employed
by Ph.D.-granting institutions and who are members of the American Political
Science Association (APSA), the national association of political scientists in the US.
We obtained membership data for faculty from Ph.D. institutions from the Executive
Director of the APSA, and this left us with a total of 3,486 political scientists to
receive our survey. The final number of usable responses is 1134, for a response rate
of 32.53%.

The survey sent to all respondents was administered by the Public Policy Research
Laboratory, an academic survey research centre located at Louisiana State University.
Respondents from the US, UK, and Canada were sent emails with a link to the survey,
which was tailored to the language and academic customs of each country. After an
initial period of receiving responses from out sample, a second reminder email was
sent to all respondents. Originally our intention was to send reminder surveys only to
nonrespondents from the first round of emails, but information with which we could
identify respondents was inadvertently excluded from the original emails. Hence we
sent the second round of emails to all of our original subjects. We asked respondents
who had not completed the original survey to respond, but we also asked those who
had responded originally not to respond and to discard the email. Some individuals
responded to both sets of emails, so we examined the data closely to identify duplicate
responses. Our analyses are based on the first completed survey received from each
respondent.

The survey sent to all respondents is divided into three sections. First, all respondents
received in the email solicitation a cover letter that included a brief description of the
project, a confidentiality statement, and a statement relating to human subjects review
by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Louisiana State University. Second, we
included a series of questions designed to measure descriptive information, including
country of origin, highest degree received, age, sex, academic rank, field and subfield
interests, and methodological approaches. Third, we included a section with open-
ended questions in which respondents could identify journals (1) to which
respondents would submit “a very strong paper on a topic in your area of expertise,”
and (2) that respondents “read regularly or otherwise rely on for the best research in
your area of expertise.” Finally, we included a section in which we asked respondents
to evaluate “journals in terms of the general quality of the articles it publishes.” We
used a scale from 0 (poor) to 10 (outstanding) and asked respondents to evaluate each
of 92 journals with which they might be familiar. We also asked respondents to
indicate if they were familiar with each of these journals, as well as whether or not
they have ever published an article in each journal.



The selection of journals for the survey required a balance between including
sufficient journals to achieve adequate coverage across subfields and countries of
origin and not including so many journals as to burden survey respondents and reduce
the response rate below acceptable levels. We approached this task in four steps.
First, we included all of the journals in the Garand and Giles (2003) survey that were
also classified as political science, public administration or international studies by the
Institute for Scientific Information (ISI). Second, given the emphasis of the Garand
and Giles list on American journals we included all of the journals included in Hix’s
(2004) bibliometric study. This resulted in the inclusion of 84 journals: 45 journals
that were in the appropriate I1SI categories and included in the studies of both Garand
and Giles, and Hix; 19 journals that were only included in the Hix study, and 20
journals that were not included in the Hix study but were in the appropriate 1SI
category and included in the Garand and Giles study. Third, we included all journals
that were familiar to at least 20% of the respondents to the Garand and Giles study
regardless of their ISI categorization. This step added only four journals to the list.?
Finally, each of the authors was allowed to nominate journals for inclusion but
agreement of three of the four authors was required for a nominated journal to be
added to the list. Only three journals were added to the list through this procedure.®

Any list of 92 political science journals excludes quite a few journals that political
scientists will read or to which they will submit their work, so respondents to the
survey also were given the opportunity to add and rate journals not included in the 92
selected journals. A number of responses were given, but in no case did any unlisted
journal receive more than 35 references and ratings. These additional journals will be
included in subsequent studies, but in this report we focus our results on responses to
the close-ended evaluation items.

Results

Respondents were asked to rank (only) journals with which they were familiar. From
this information we created the indices and ranks orders for the three sampled
countries shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

[Tables 1-3 here]

The descriptive statistics in each of these tables are calculated as follows. The column
headed ‘Mean rating’ is the mean of ratings given by those who indicated that they
were familiar with the journal, on a scale from 0 to 10. *Proportion familiar’ is self-
explanatory. The ‘Impact’ score is calculated by the formula Impact = (mean rating)
+ (familiarity * mean rating) and is correlated comparably to journal rating and to
journal familiarity scores (see Garand 1990). Finally, impact score are indexed as a
proportion of the impact score of the top journal (American Political Science Review
for the US and Canadian samples; British Journal of Political Science for the UK
sample, with APSR just behind).

% Law and Society Review, Presidential Studies, Review of Politics and Social Science Quarterly. We
did not include in this step journals familiar to 20% or more in the Garand and Giles study but central
to another discipline, i.e. American Economic Review, American Sociological Review and American
Journal of Sociology.

® Political Analysis, Canadian Public Administration and Canadian Public Policy.



How much cross-national consensus is there on the rankings of journals? Figs 1 to 3
show the pairwise comparison for each of the pairs of countries.

[Figs 1 to 3 here]

Figs 1 to 3 show quite high correlations between pairs of countries. The closest pair
was Canada/UK (r? = 0.603), followed by Canada/USA (r* = 0.553), and UK/USA
(r? = 0.322). Outliers are indexed by the journal name in each of these figures. This
allows us to inspect the likely causes of national differences. We hypothesized that
much of any disparity would be attributable to differential ranking of journals
originating from the three countries studied. This is borne out by a study of the
outliers. In Fig. 1, the top six upward outliers (higher impact in UK than USA) are all
edited out of the UK. In Fig. 2, the top 3 upward outliers (higher impact in Canada
than the USA) are all published in Canada.

What about the downward outliers — journals that have a higher impact in the USA
than in the other countries? As a high proportion of our journals are edited from the
USA, the “national origin’ hypothesis may be expected to have less leverage. We
expected cross-national differences in approach to the discipline to have more effect.
This may be borne out by subsequent multivariate analysis. However, inspection of
the downward outliers in Figs 1-3 reveals that national perspectives are again at work.
For example, of the four biggest downward outliers in Fig. 1, one is Canadian
(implying that Canada is (even) less visible to UK than to US-based political
scientists); one is one of the house journals of the American Political Science
Association; and the remaining two are largely or wholly US by subject coverage.

Discussion

Compared to ISI-generated bibliometrics, our tables are less noisy and (probably)
more securely based in expert judgements. The high degree of expert consensus,
especially at the top of the list, across the three countries is encouraging. For instance,
7 of the US and UK top ten are common to the two lists. Much has been made of
different national styles in political science. Our evidence, on this initial look at the
data, does not seem to bear this out. More detailed analysis by sub-field, style (e.g.,
qualitative/quantitative) and geographical coverage of journals may show up some
subtler differences. Our headline message, however, is that expert judgments of
journal rankings are robust and may be used confidently by those tasked with grading
people, publications, or university departments.



Table 1. U5, political scientists’ impact, evaluation, and faniliarity ratings of 92 political science joumals, 27

Lfzan Rating  Froportion Relatire
Jeuarmal {0-10) Familiar Lrnpact Lropact
1. Amescan Folitical Science Revies TeTR 0983 15,820 1.000
2. Amescan Joumal of Politeal Soence T80T 0940 14.753 0.933
3. Jourmal of Folitics 7.533 0913 14410 ool
4. Batizh Jourmal of Political Science Ti44 0.815 12,065 0.820
5. Intesuational Crgamization 7500 08T 12.725 2804
&, Wodd Palitic: 7165 0803 12131 0787
7. Comparatve Folitical Smudies 5953 0830 11.472 0.725
8. Comparatre Folities 5568 X 1=2 3 11.285 o714
3. Feripectives on Folities 5.951 0825 10,560 0566
10. Jourmal of Confliet Resolution §.563 0us17T 10.612 0871
11, International Stedies Quartecly 8.768 0567 10,604
12, Legislative Stadies Cruartery §.42 szl 10410
13. Foltical Research Quartely 5067 0.Toz 10.325
1+ Foltical Analysis §.85E [HE R 10.234
15, Public Opinion gquatecly §.258 0516 9.530
15, Polbtical Theory T0E4 0327 9.402
17. PS: Folitical Science and Polities 497E 0876 9.340
15, Foreign Affainrs 5.293 0742 9.222
19, Amegean Folities Research 5.672 0808 2124
20. Fobtical Sehavior 6127 0461 8952
21, Joumal of Theorstical Polities §.081 041 8777
22. Electoral Studies 5.79¢ 0.504 8.T1E 0.551
23, Totermational Secariy 6.126 0416 B.AT5 0.548
24. Fuhlc Choice 5.833 0.51% 8.555 0541
25, Sooal Seieace Qruactecly 5.363 0,584 8.54B 0540
28, Joumal of Law and Economics 8277 0360 8.53% 0540
27, Poltical Science Quartedly 5.241 oustl B.4H6 0.534
23. Pubbc Admintsization Review 6295 0336 8.425 0.533
29. Poltics and Society 0364 8370 0.52%
30. Pobtical Papcholagy 0383 8.309 0.525
. Pabty 5.363 [+ 8273 0.523
. Smadies in American Folitical Dievelopment &.344 1] B.26% 0.523
. FPhiloxply and Public Affairs §.826 13 8227
. Lawr and Society Review §.063 0. 8.175
. Joumal of Democmcy 5.534 11 B.138
. European Journal of Folitical Rerearch &.01% 0. B.044 0.508
37. Joumal of Peace Research 5.757 0. T.A4 0408
35, Jourmal of Poliey Analysis and Management §.403 0. 7.800 0.403
39. Canadiam Jouznal of Folitical Science 5.55B 13 TETT 0485
40. Annal: of American Academy of Political and Social Science 5.028 0. 7523 0482




Table 1 {continued)

Lizan Rating Froportion Belagire
_Tnu.ma; ::'Z-IIZI:: Fampibar Impac? ]'.mpact
41. History of Politeal Thoughs §.506 0.154 T.508 0.475
42. Publms 5.158 0436 T.40B D.46B
43. Smdies in Comparatrre and Interpational Development 5.932 0216 T.215 0.458
44. FParty Folities 5.42 0325 TAE3 0,454
45. Pobtical Commmumicatiols 5.587 0280 T.148 0.452
44. Europemn Jourmnal of International Relations 5.707 0237 T.061 0446
47. Review of Politics 5.45 0283 TP D446
45, International Foliteal Scaence Reviewr 4538 0404 §.933 0436
49, Pobtical Studies 5.473 0258 §.883 0.435
50. Govermance 492 0,363 §.714 0.424
51. Jourmal of Poblic Folicy 5.454 0220 §.854 0.421
52. Remew of International Political Economny 5.55% 0183 G834 [HE ik
53. Pobtical Geography 5.455 0214 §.8620 0.4B
54. Remiew of Intermatonal Stadies 5.482 0.202 §.587 0416
55. Pobey Smdies Journal 4989 0319 §.580 0416
58. West Europemn FPolibes 5.392 0217 §.564 0.415
57. Conflict Management and Feace Science 5.135 0.258 §.458 0.40B
55. Jourmal of Common hiarket Smdies 5.404 [R5 ] §.434 0.407
59. Lasn Armerican Politics and Sociesy 5.456 0.17F G432 0.407
§0. Women and Folities 4.954 0287 §.425 0,408
§1. Government and Opposition 4587 0287 418 0406
42, Security Studies 5134 0246 §.306 0.4204
§3. hhllenninm--Jonrnal of International Stdies 5.147 0230 §.332 0.400
§4. Administration and Sockety 5.335 0166 §.328 0,200
5. Presidential Stodies Quartedy 4237 0484 §.287 0397
46, Amencan Journal of Intemational Lagr 5.507 0.13% §.274 0.3%
§7. Jourmal of Enzopean Fublic Folicy 5582 0119 §.258 0308
45, Internatonal Affairs 433 0.262 §.222 0.393
9. Europemn Union Folities 5.35E8 0161 6223 0.393
T0. Demoecratization 4943 0256 §.207 0.392
Ti. Amencan Review of Poblic Admmistration 5.05% 0216 §.154
T2, Intemnzbonpal Interactions 4889 0291 §.055
73, Jourmal of Legislatore Studies 4.70E 0256 §.0232
T4. Publbc Intersest 4.82 0.245 §.000
T3, Scandinavian Political Studies 5.321 5.958
Té., Polbbzche Vierseljphneschot 5.568 070 5954
77, Jourmal of Strategic Stodies 5134 0,130 5.802
78. BRewue Franeuze de Seience Politgoe 5252 0102 5.787
T9. Policy Sciences 5.006 0.155 5.781

80. Pobtical Seience 4464 0.294 5778




Table 1 {continued)

Lizan Rating Froportion Belagire
_Tnu.ma; ::'Z-IIZI:: Fampibar Impac? ]'.mpact
§1. Pubbr Administration 4956 0.165 5773 0.365
82. East Enropean Folitie: and Societies 4.805 15 5571 0.352
83. MNatons and Natonalizm 4557 0.105 5.47% 0.3448
84 Anstraban Joumal of Folitical Science 4519 0173 5419 0343
85, Pobtical Quartedy 4.456 0182 5.34% 0338
B4, Europe-Asi Studies (Sovier Stadies) 4763 0108 5278 0334
87. Post-Somviet Affairs 4.851 0106 5179 0327
85, Cooperxtion mnd Confbet 449 T.144 5.137 0.325
89, Rrrista Italiana di Scienzs Politiea 4.855 0057 5131 0.324
#0. Acta Polidea 44853 T.080 5.071 0.321
#1. Canadian Public Admimistration 4123 0067 4.309 0278
#2. Canadian Public Policy 4047 0.054 4234 0268

ot Tae m‘l‘.‘r.g for each journal 2 bazed om n:sp-:n-d.-:ul:s’ P'a.mmtut of each journal cn a scale foom O [poor) to 10
::ant::au.d.i.ng.. Fami'_lal.".'l:_r on the F:nPul—_'au aof r\espund.tuts who are famyihar with a Erren fa:-'u.l:uaL I.mpa.ct Is measurad o
T\e".gh? mean evaluatons and fam.l]_:.u.n' and in calenlated uﬂﬂg e Eu'_'lmnug Sornuala: -::n:au. ﬂl'.iﬂ.g: + f:.m_ha:lr" * misan
rating).
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Table 2. U K paolitical scientsts' impact, evaluation, and familiadty ratgngs of 92 political science jowrmals,

2007

Llean Rating Froportion Relatime
_]'Du.maL ::-3-1':[: Famibar ]'.nnPac- ]'.nnPar:'
1. Butish Journal of Political Science TA1E 0.536 13.067
2. Amenran Folitical Seience Revies TO4T 0510 12.7535
3. Pobbical Studies §.552 0.788 12.258
4 Internabonal Crganization T4EE 0.801 11.2E5
5. Amencan Joural of Political Scence 911 0.722 11.002
4. Comparative Politics &.730 0867 11.221
7. Europem Journal of Folitical Research §.736 0653 11140
8. Woaodd Pobtics T80 0.556 11.033
#.  Comparatve Political Stadies G741 QU808 10.624
10. West European Polibes §.565 0.563 10.261
11. Europemn Joumnal of International Relations 4.76T 0.501 10.168
12, Review of Internasonal Smdies §.828 0.455 10.137
13, Jourmal of Common Marker Stadies G877 0.515 10.11%
14, Jourmal of Folites §.567 0.534 10.107
15. Government and Opposition 3.5831 0.732 10.087
14. Intermational Affairs §.365 0572 10.00%
17. Jourmal of Enropean Fublic Folicy §.8232 0428 2.758
15, Interpatonal Studies Quartedy G858 0.4586 F.TAT
19. Party Folities G872 0.456 9.715 0.743
20. Electoral Stodies G822 0447 9.580 0.733
21. Fhilosphy and Public Affairs T.536 0.261 2.505 0727
22, Foseign Affairs 57T D563 2.505 0727
23, Mhlepninm--Journal of International Snadies 5802 0.584 2.301 0719
24, Pobtical Theooy TO21 0.335 2.373 [+ ey i)
25. Pubbr Adminismration G860 0.385 2.223 0.T06
2§, Internahonal Secarty §.750 0361 18T 0,703
27. History of Politeal Thought §.992 0.295 F.051 0683
25, Governmance §.108 0477 2026 0,591
29. Democratization §.035 0477 8.916 0882
30. Bemew of International Political Economy §.583 0.321 B.707 [l 1
31, Jourmal of Conflict Resolaton §.308 1 8891 0565
32, Jourmal of Democracy §.115 0. B.842 0861
33. Pobtical Guartecly 5.463 [+ B.577 0856
34. Pobties and Society G.1946 0. 8522 0652
35. International Politieal Scaence Revienr S840 Q. 8.340 D840
3§, Jourmal of Theoretical Polities §.114 0.354 8.276 T34
37. Jourmal of Peace Besearch §.353 0283 B.148 0624
35, European Union Pobtics 5.92¢ 0.366 B.097 0820
39. Pobtical Analysiz §.867 0168 B.048 D516
40. MNatons and MNatonalism 5.966 0.335 7891 0612
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Table 2 {contmued)

Lizan Rating Froportion Bealasizra

_Tnu.ma; ::'Z-IIZI:: Fampibar Impac? ]'.mpact
41, Jourmal of Pablie Foliey 5.878 0.330 TE1E 0.596
42. Pobtical Seience Quartesty 5.580 0.365 TT2B 0.591
43. Canadian Journal of Political Science 5.512 0.3584 T.585 0.588
44. Pubbe Opmion guaterly §.487 o161 T.AE58 0.558
45. P5: Political Science and Polities 5.116 0,482 T.831 0.584
44, Anmls of American Arcademry of Polroeal and Social Seience 5.855 0.344 TE03 0.582
47. Legislative Studies Cruurtecky §.129 0240 T.599 0.
45. Pobtical Geography §.215 0221 T.538 1]
49, Eumpe—A::_:. Situdies -:Sﬂ".'j.!? Stadies) §.185 0216 7497 0.

50. Amencan Jourmal of Intemational Law G317 0,138 T.415 .

51. Security Studies 5.97% 0230 T357 0.563
52. Folbtical Behavior §.31% 0164 T.354 0.563
53. Cooperation aod Conflct 50837 0209 T3 0.560
54. Pezspectres on Folities 5.81% 0.28% T.301 0.55%
55. Jourmal of Legislatore Studies 5.833 0.242 T24T 0.555
56. Pubbe Administration Revienr 5.83% 0221 TAZB 0.548
57. Anstralian Joumnal of Politeal 5cience 5.353 0.330 7120 0.545
55. Pubbe Chaics 5.80% 0223 T.105 0.544
59. FPobtical Reseazch Quarterty 5806 0.25% TO5T 0.540
0. Ferue Francaize de Seience Polingoe 5.961 0183 T.051 0.540
1. Pobtical Prychology §.300 o1 T.048 0.53%
§2. Scandinavian Political Studies 5.574 0257 T.o04 0.538
3. Jourmal of Strategie Smdies 5907 01TE §5.958 0,533
§4. Polttical Scisnce 5.143 0316 §.788 0.518
§5. Rewiew of Politices 5.45% 0.233 &.730 0.515
8. East Evropean Folite: and Societies 5,856 0,186 §.720 0.514
4§7. Puhblnrs 5510 0195 §.702 0513
§3. Post-5Somet Affucs §.021 0112 §.593 0.512
§9. Pobty 5.324 0257 §.590 0.512
70, Jourmal of Law and Ecomomic: 8171 0.083 §.854 0.512
Ti. Pobtical Commmunicatiol 5.863 0121 8573 0.503
T2. FPobtizche Vierelzhneschott 5546 0.124 §.568 0.503
73. Latm American Polities and Sociesy 5.932 0.105 §.552 0.501
74, Socal Seience Cruarterhy 5.86G0 0126 §.373 0488
75. Pobey Stodies Journal 5.435 0164 §.326 0454
TE., Women and Polities 557 0128 §.259 0451
T7. Amezncan Folitics Research 5.220 0.195 §.236 0477
T8, Smdies in Comparatrre and International Derelopment 5867 0.083 §.192 0474
T9. Pubbrc Interest 5545 0.08E §.145 0470
80. Law and Society Revew 5.724 0068 §.116 0,446
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Table 2 {contnuwed)

Lfzan Rating  Froportion Relatire
Jeuarmal {0-10) Familiar Lrnpact Lropact
81, Amencan Reviewr of Public Adramistration 55302 6.110 0468
82. Pobey Sceaces 5.435 &.028 0481
83. Acta Politea 5.042 §.024 04681
84. Joummal of Policy Analyaiz and Management 5.567 59463 0458
85, Furizta Italiana i Soienza Politea 5.063 5.640 0.432
85, Admimiztration and Society 4957 5.511 0.422
87. Smadies in American Folitical Dievelopmen: 5.158 5.391 0413
85. Presidential Stadies Quartesdy 4900 5.366 o4t
89, Confher Management and Feace Sciznce 4914 5323 0207
20, Intermabonal Interactions 4768 5222 0.200
#1. Canadiae Prblic Admnvistration 4318 4788 0,385
92. Canadian Prhblic Poliey 4000 4238 0,324

Iote: The mf'_ng for each journal 1= bazed on resFand.euts’PMut of each jonrnal on a seale from O (poor) to 10
{outstanding). Famibarity is the proporton of respondents who ace familiar with a grren journal Impact is measured to

weight mean evaliatons and familiarity and is caleulyted nung the followme formualy: (mean mting) ~ (filianty * mean

muag.
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Table 3. Canadian political scientsis” impact, evalusdon, and familianty raiings of 92 political science

jourmals, 2007
Mfean Rating Froportion Relative

Jourmal {0-10) Familar Iropact Lropact
1. Amescan Political Sciznee Review 740 0934 13.512 1.000
2. Imternxbonal Crganization 7962 0823 12,955 0938
3. Budstish Journal of Political Science 7.125 0787 12,732 0922
4. Comparative Folities 720 0754 12.647 0.Mé
5. Amesgcan Joumal of Politieal Science 8797 0836 12.4B0 0.904
&,  Wedd Pabtics 7T QuE34 12.262 0869
7.  Comparatve Folitical Studies 7308 0872 12.222 0.885
8. Canadin Journmal of Folitical Seience 8163 0840 11.955 0868
9. Joumal of Polities T.00B 0830 11.565 0837
10. European Jovmal of Folitieal Revsarch 733 o487 10.530 0782
11. Internaxtional Studies Quartecy T.035 [ ] 10341 [
12. Forsign Affairs §11% 0uSE% 10.332 0748
13. PS5: Political Seienece and Politios 5884 0754 10,321 0747
14, Poltics and Society 5300 0492 10.144 0734
15, Govermmnce §.475 0541 9977 0722
15. Ferspectires on Paolitics G587 0436 2933 0721
17, Intermational Secarity TAEE 0363 2934 0Ty
15, Inrermational Politeal Science Reviewr 3.771 0.716 2502 [} i
19, Europemn Jounal of Internationa] Relations T.25% 0368 9.339 0.T16
20. Pobtical Theooy 7424 0322 2817 0TIl
21. FPoltical Studies §.602 12 2777 0.T0E
22, Remiew of Intermationa] Political Economy [R5 [+ F.536 0698
23. Review of Internatonal Soadies 7000 13 F.801 0895
24, Jouwmal of Demormcy 6.322 1 P.432 0883
25, Philosphy and Public Affairs 500 13 2.303 0uET4
2§, Millenninm--Jowrnal of International Studies 6.375 1 2162 0663
27. Electoral Stadies §.852 [+ 2137 Cugal
235, Jowmal of Coxoflict Resolution 6542 [+ 2.115 0860
29, Annal: of American Academy of Fobitical and Soczal Science §.155 11 B.980 0850
30. Publns 8312 o 8967 0549
31. Pasty Politics 8776 0317 8923 QU546
32. Canadian Public Policy 5.52B 0579 8.730 U832
33. Publbec Admintstzation Reviesr 5957 0251 8.705 QU830
34. History of Folitieal Thoughs THE 0230 B.645 0827
35. Publbeo Admintstzation §.745 02Ty 8.625 0824
38, Canadiae Prblic Ademusistration 5.501 0.53& 8.536 0u522
37. Poltical Seience Quartesty 0309 8566 0u820
35, Intesmabonal Affaie: 2.404 8.433 ousi4
39, Joumal of Comenon Market Snadies 0.284 B.448 0511
40. Govemnment and Cpposition 0458 B4 [ 58 1

14



Table 3 {contmued)

Lizan Rating Froportion Bealasizra
_Tnu.ma; ::'Z-IIZI:: Fampibar Impac? ]'.mpact
41, Jourmal of Enzopean Fublic Foliey G711 0246 B.3461 0,505
42. Folitical Reseasch Quastecly §.208 0344 8.343 D804
43. FPobtical Analysis 7000 0158 J.301 duam
44, Matom: and Matomalism 5514 0.240 2204 0.504
45. Fuhlic Opinion guatedy §.321 0200 8151 0.590
48. West European Folibes §.065 0.33% 8119 0.5388
47. Jourmal of Lawr and Ecomombes &771 au1ed B.O8T 0.584
43, FPobty 5.924 L3611 B.061 0.584
49, Pobtical Beharior §.515 0213 8.025 0.581
50. Jourmal of Peace Research G068 0322 5.024 0.551
51. Latin Amedcan Polities and Sociesy 5813 0175 B.004 Q.57
52. Legislative Studies Qruurtecly 5408 0240 750 0.578
53. Jourmal of Theoretical Politics §.348 0251 743 0.575
54, Law and Society Review §.541 0.202 7883 0.562
55. Amstralian Jovmmal of Folitical 5cience 5.560 0410 TR 0.588
56. Jourmal of Pablic Policy §.326 0235 T2 0.556
57. Fobtiral Geography 5513 0168 T.733 0.580
55. Pubbe Choice 5.847 0.323 1733 0.580
59. Faobtical Paychology 5358 0213 .74 0.558
0. Falbtical Soiemas 5.787 0,322 7585 0.555
§1. Pobtical Cruartechy 5.807 0311 7516 0.551
52, Women and Folities §.333 o187 7579 0.548
63, Security Srodies 5043 0251 T.583 0.548
4. Policy Studies Jonrmal 5067 0248 T.558 0.547
§5. Jourmal of Poliey Analysis and Management §.500 0153 7485 0.543
6. Policy Sciences §.100 0219 7433 3.538
§7. Remew of Polites 5.804 0257 7407 0.538
4§85, Ameocan Jourmal of Intemational Law §.571 0115 T.326 0.530
9. Rerue Frameaise de Seience Politiqne 5.560 0290 T.300 0.528
T0. Socal Seience Quartedy 5.700 0273 T257 0.525
Ti. Pobtical Commmunicatioh 5208 0.14E 7235 0.523
72, Smadies in Amencan Folitical Development §.563 Q08T i 0517
73. Smdies in Comparatrre and Internztional Derelopment 5.941 0166 T.045 0.510
74. European Union Folities 5074 OL14E 970 0.505
75, Coopextion and Confbet 5879 018D §5.939 0.502
76, Europe-Asi Studies (Sowier Smdies) §.400 0082 §.925 3.501
77, Jowrmal of Legislatre Studies 5.964 0153 &877 0.498
T8, Amenran Folities Bessarch 5.400 0273 §.875 0498
79, Democratizasion 5.538 2187 §.74E o438
80. Confber Management and Feace Science 5.815 0,148 §.673 0433
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Table 3 {contmued)

Lizan Rating Froportion Belagire
_Tnu.ma; ::'Z-IIZI:: Fampibar Impac? ]'.mpac'
81. Scandinavian Political Studiss 5.500 (PR 1 G571
82, Amencan Beview of Public Admmistration 5488 0.202 §.596
83, Adminiration and Sockety 5.545 018 §.545
84, Jourmal of Strategic Stadies 5731 0142 §.545
85. East Evropean Folitie: and Societies 5782 126 §.50%
88. Post-Somiet Affairs 5.938 0087 §.457
B7. Presidential Stodies Quartedy 5.762 0115 §.423
§3. Publbc Infersst 5.2581 0175 §.203
89. Pobbische Viereljphneschoft S.56T 0066 §.038
#0. Internatonal Interactions 4543 o181 5.836
#1. Furizta Italiana di Scienws Politiea 5.000 0044 5219
$2. Acta Polithen 4.542 0131 5.137

ot Tae m‘l‘.‘r.g for each journal 2 bazed om n:sp-:n-d.-:ul:s’ P'a.mmtut of each journal cn a scale foom O [poor) to 10
::ant::au.d.i.ng.. Fami'_lal.".'l:_r on the F:nPul—_'au aof r\espund.tuts who are famyihar with a Erren fa:-'u.l:uaL I.mpa.ct Is measurad o
T\e".g'ﬂ: mean evaluatons and fam.l]_:.u.n' and in calenlated uﬂﬂg e Eu'_'lmnug Sornuala: -::n:au. ﬂl'.iﬂ.g: + f:.m_ha:lr" * misan
rating).
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Fig. 1. Relationship between journal impact, UK and USA
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Canada Impact

Fig. 2. Relationship between journal impact, Canada and USA
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Fig 3. Relationship between journal impact, Canada and UK
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#id journal in Figs 1-3

1 Acta Politica
Administration and Society
American Journal of International Law
American Journal of Political Science
American Political Science Review
American Politics Research

American Review of Public Administration
Annals of American Academy of Political and Social
Science
9 Australian Journal of Political Science
10 British Journal of Political Science
11 Canadian Journal of Political Science
12 Canadian Public Administration
13 Canadian Public Policy
14 Comparative Political Studies
15 Comparative Politics
16 Conflict Management and Peace Science
17 Cooperation and Conflict
18 Democratization
19 East European Politics and Societies
20 Electoral Studies

~No ok WN

(o]
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21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74

European Journal of International Relations
European Journal of Political Research
European Union Politics
Europe-Asia Studies (Soviet Studies)
Foreign Affairs

Governance

Government and Opposition

History of Political Thought
International Affairs

International Interactions
International Organization
International Political Science Review
International Security

International Studies Quarterly
Journal of Common Market Studies
Journal of Conflict Resolution
Journal of Democracy

Journal of European Public Policy
Journal of Law and Economics
Journal of Legislative Studies
Journal of Peace Research

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management
Journal of Politics

Journal of Public Policy

Journal of Strategic Studies

Journal of Theoretical Politics

Latin American Politics and Society
Law and Society Review

Legislative Studies Quarterly
Millennium--Journal of International Studies
Nations and Nationalism

Party Politics

Perspectives on Politics

Philosophy and Public Affairs

Policy Sciences

Policy Studies Journal

Political Analysis

Political Behavior

Political Communication

Political Geography

Political Psychology

Political Quarterly

Political Research Quarterly

Political Science

Political Science Quarterly

Political Studies

Political Theory

Politics and Society

Politische Vierteljahreschrift

Polity

Post-Soviet Affairs

Presidential Studies Quarterly

PS: Political Science and Politics
Public Administration
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75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92

Public Administration Review

Public Choice

Public Interest

Public Opinion Quarterly

Publius

Review of International Political Economy
Review of International Studies

Review of Politics

Revue Francaise de Science Politique
Rivista Italiana di Scienza Politica
Scandinavian Political Studies

Security Studies

Social Science Quarterly

Studies in American Political Development
Studies in Comparative and International Development
West European Politics

Women and Politics

World Politics
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Appendix: UK respondent and population demographics

Table Al. UK & Ireland respondents to our survey compared to the UK profession

Respondents UK university
political scientists

Pre-1992 university 85.19% 81.3%
Has Ph.D 99.1% 87.7%
Female 24.5% 26.3%
Professor 30.8% 30.21%
Other senior (Reader, Senior Lecturer etc) 31.2% 32.51%
Lecturer 30.4% 27.73%
Non-tenure track 7.5% 9.55%

Source of col. 3: PSA Survey of the Profession 2006, by kind courtesy of PSA.

The questionnaire (UK version)

CROSS-NATIONAL JOURNAL RANKINGS SURVEY
(British Final Draft)

1. With what college or university are you presently affiliated?

2. Inwhat country is your university located?
1 United States
2 Canada
3 United Kingdom
3. What is the highest degree offered in Political Science at your institution?
1 B.A. (orits equivalent)
2 MA.; MPA.
3 Ph.D.

4. At which university did you receive your highest degree?

5. In what country is this university located?

6. What is your age (in years)?

7. What is your sex?

1 Female
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2 Male
8. What is your academic rank?

Lecturer

Senior Lecturer
Reader

Professor

Other (please specify)

apbsrwnN -

9. Do you hold the position of Chair or Head of your department?

1 Yes
2 No

10. Which of the following sub-disciplines of political science encompass(as) your major
research interest(s)? (Indicate up to four responses.)

American politics
Canadian politics
British politics
Comparative (cross-national) politics
Area studies

International relations

Political behavior

Public law and/or judicial politics
Political theory and philosophy

10 Political methodology
11 Public administration
12 Public policy

13 Other (please specify)

O©Coo~No ok, wWwN B

11. In your research, which of the following best describes the methodological approach that
you most often employ? (Indicate up to two responses.)

Quantitative
Qualitative
Normative theory
Formal theory

AwWN P

12. Assume that you have just completed what you consider to be a very strong paper on a
topic in your area of expertise. Indicate the first journal to which you would submit such
a manuscript. Assuming that the paper is rejected at your first choice, please indicate the
second and third journals to which you would submit the manuscript.

Journal #1

Journal #2

Journal #3

13. Which journals do you read regularly or otherwise rely on for the best research in your
area of expertise? (List up to five journals)

Journal #1
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Journal #2

Journal #3

Journal #4

Journal #5

13. The following list includes some of the journals in which political scientists publish.
Please assess each journal in terms of the general quality of the articles it publishes.
Assign a rating to each journal based on the following scale of 0 to 10:

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Poor Adequate
Outstanding

If you are not familiar with a journal please do not attempt to rate it. You may indicate
that you are not familiar with a given journal by not giving it a rating or by checking the
box in the “Not familiar with Journal” column. We are only concerned with your
assessment of journals with which you are familiar. Spaces are provided at the end of the
list for the addition of any journals that we have omitted that you feel should be ranked.

Also, please indicate if you have ever published in a journal by checking the appropriate
slot. If you have not published in a particular journal, then leave the slot blank.

Rating of
Familiar
Not Journal
Published
Name of Journal Familiar (0-10)

In?
[The list of 92 journals follows. See Fig. 3 legend]
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