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Abstract

Quality ranking of economic journals and departments is a widespread practice in the United States, Europe, Australia, and elsewhere.  The methods used are peer review, bibliometric measures, or (in a few cases) an ill-defined combination of the two.  Although the methods are subject to various criticisms, they continue to be used because they provide answers to the general question “which journals and departments are most effective in producing scientific economic knowledge regarding the provisioning process.”  Since understanding, explaining, and suggesting ways to alter the provisioning process in light of particular political agendas and social policies is what economics and economists are all about, knowing the degree to which a journal or a department contributes to the production of scientific economic knowledge is important.  However, in a divided discipline where scientific knowledge is contested, knowing which journals and departments are the best in doing so is somewhat muddied.  If the methods used to judge or ‘measure’ the production of quality scientific knowledge are tilted towards one of the contested approaches, the resulting quality rankings of journals and departments are tilted as well.  So if the objective is the open-minded pursuit of the production of scientific knowledge of the provisioning process, then it is important to have measures of quality that treat the different contested approaches equally.  Our paper explores this issue by examining the impact that a quality-equality bibliometric measure can have on the quality rankings of doctoral economic programs in the United States.
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DISTINCT SUB-DISCIPLINES

Introduction

Quality ranking of economic journals and departments is a widespread practice in the United States, Europe, Australia, and elsewhere.  The methods used are peer review, bibliometric
 measures, or (in a few cases) an ill-defined combination of the two.
  Although the methods are subject to various criticisms, they continue to be used because they provide answers of sorts to questions that are continually asked by economists, undergraduate advisors and students, university administrators, and government officials when the disbursement of large sums of monies to universities are involved (Lee, 2006, 2009a; Moed, 2005; Weingart, 2005).  The questions take the general form of “which journals and departments are most effective in producing scientific economic knowledge regarding the provisioning process.”  Since understanding, explaining, and suggesting ways to alter the provisioning process in light of particular political agendas and social policies is what economics and economists are all about, knowing the degree to which a journal or a department contributes to the production of scientific economic knowledge is important.  However, in a divided discipline where scientific knowledge is contested, knowing which journals and departments are the best in doing so is somewhat muddied.  If the methods used to judge or ‘measure’ the production of quality scientific knowledge are tilted towards one of the contested approaches, the resulting quality rankings of journals and departments are tilted as well.  So if the objective is the open-minded pursuit of the production of scientific knowledge of the provisioning process, then it is important to have measures of quality that treat the different contested approaches equally.  Our paper explores this issue by examining the impact that a quality-equality bibliometric measure can have on the quality rankings of doctoral economic programs in the United States.


In a recent article on ranking the 129 U.S. economic departments programs existing in 2004, Grijalva and Nowell (2008) took a rather unusual bibliometric approach.  That is, they first identified the tenure-track or tenure faculty of each department and then secondly identified the journal publications for each faculty member of each department for the period 1985 to 2004 if the journal was listed in the Journal of Economic Literature database Econlit.
  Next they selected the impact factors published in the 2004 Social Science Citation Index (SSCI scores) as the quality index (Q) for each journal.
  For each article, a weighting (W) was calculated that consisted of the number of pages divided by the number of authors giving the number of pages per author which was then divided by the average page length of all the articles in the journal for the period 1985 to 2004.
  The quality index was then multiplied by the weighting to yield a productivity value (P)--Q x W = P—which indicated the weighted quality assigned to each article assigned to each author.  These weighted productivity values were summed by individual and then by department.  The overall productivity values were used to rank the 129 departments in terms of absolute scores and by their average productivity (see Table 2, columns 2 and 4, pages 976-80).  Finally, each article was assigned a JEL classification code from which it was possible to rank each department in each JEL ‘field’ by summing the productivity values (see Table 3, pages 981-85 and Table 4, pages 987-94).


Grijalva and Nowell acknowledged that SSCI impact factor based ranking are open to criticisms, such as the accuracy of the article-author-department combination, favors North American, Western European and English language journals, and others (see Nisonger, 2004).
  However, given the domain of their study and the method of collecting the article-author-department data, these usual criticisms are minimized if not irrelevant.  Instead our concerns are with two interrelated issues:  the assumption that in economics, scientific knowledge is homogeneous to which any quality index can be unambiguously applied and the limited coverage and partiality of the SSCI impact factor scores even when restricted to North American, Western European and English language journals.  Economics is about explaining the provisioning process, the real economic activities that connect the individual with goods and services, or more succinctly, economics is defined as the science of the provisioning process.
  As a field or discipline of scientific study, it consists of two distinctly different theoretical approaches to analyzing and delineating the provisioning process:  neoclassical or mainstream economics and heterodox economics (Lee, 2009a, 2009b).  Although they contest each other’s theoretical analysis, both mainstream and heterodox economics adhere to the discipline’s goal of producing scientific knowledge regarding the provisioning process.  But what constitutes scientific knowledge and its quality is determined by the scientific practices within the two sub-disciplines in economics.  Therefore, a quality index utilized for mainstream economics is not necessarily appropriate for identifying quality research in heterodox economics.
  Consequently, for a quality index to be used in an even handed way to rank departments in terms of the quality of research, it needs to be a synthesis of the separate ‘indexes’ used in the two sub-disciplines.  Secondly, the SSCI includes five heterodox economics journals:  Cambridge Journal of Economics, Feminist Economics, Journal of Economic Issues, Journal of Post Keynesian Economics, and Science and Society;
 and it does not include six well-known and established heterodox economic journals:  International Review of Applied Economics, Metroeconomica, Review of Black Political Economy, Review of Political Economy, Review of Radical Political Economics, and Review of Social Economy.
  By not including the latter six journals, the SSCI impact factor under-reports the impact of the five heterodox journals it includes since the six excluded journals cite the five included journals (Lee, 2008a, 2009a); and implicitly assigns a zero impact to the journals it does not include.  In terms of the Grijalva and Nowell study, articles appearing in the five SSCI heterodox journals possibly had lower impact factor scores than if the six excluded journals had been included in their determination, and articles that appeared in heterodox journals not covered by the SSCI were not counted.  Both of these results reduced the overall productivity values for departments whose faculty publish in these journals.
 


The SSCI impact factor has two additional shortcomings, the first being that it is a global measure and thus not restricted to a specific sub-discipline (Nisonger, 2004).  That is, the impact factor for a journal is based on citations made to it by other journals.  If the population of other journals and articles that are prone to cite it is very large, then that journal has the possibility of a large impact factor score. On the other hand, if a journal is likely to be cited by a much smaller population of journals and articles, then it is likely that its impact factor score would be smaller (Moed, 2005).  This is the situation in economics where the population of mainstream journals and articles is quite large compared to heterodox journals and articles, with the outcome that many mainstream journals had impact factor scores four or five times that of any heterodox journal.
  The situation is further skewed in that articles in heterodox journals cite mainstream journals whereas articles in mainstream journals do not cite heterodox journals.
  Thus population size combined with the one-sided academic engagement between mainstream and heterodox economics pushes the SSCI impact factor scores towards mainstream journals.
  The second shortcoming is that because impact factor scores are implicitly based on the assumption that a discipline is engaged in normal science and scientific knowledge is homogeneous, they cannot deal with a situation, as in heterodox economics, where scientific knowledge is somewhat fractionalized and is in the process of becoming more interdependent and homogeneous.  In this situation something more is needed in addition to impact factor scores to evaluate the quality of research and the scientific knowledge being produced.    

In light of the above comments, the rest of the paper is structured as follows.  The next section briefly delineates the nature of citation-based quality indexes, outlines a citation-based heterodox quality index and compares it to the SSCI impact factor, and finally integrates both quality indexes into a single overall heterodox quality-equality index.  The third section applies the index to the data in the Grijalva and Nowell study augmented by publications from the six heterodox journals not included to examine the impact the heterodox-adjusted ranking of departments in terms of a overall productivity, average productivity, and fields.  Since it is possible to identify and isolate the ‘heterodox presence’ in economic departments qua doctoral programs, they can as a result also be ranked, which is carried out in section four.  The final section of the paper discusses the implications that emerge from the previous sections for department rankings.

Methods


It is often argued that peer review is the only way to judge the quality (which is often not clearly defined) of an article, while the citations of the article are only an indirect and perhaps imperfect measure of its quality.  However, there is enough evidence to suggest that peer review is also a very imperfect method of determining quality.  The issue here is that quality is seen as something intrinsic to the piece of research and embodied in the article.  This notion of quality has more to do with whether the article followed the protocols of accepted scientific practices; thus as long as such practices are followed, then an article has achieved acceptable scholarly quality.  But this does not mean the article will be useful or of interest to its intended research community.  Given this, the research quality (as opposed to the scholarly quality) of an article can be identified in terms of its usefulness and influence to the research community to which it is directed.  In this case, citations are a very good way to quantitatively measure quality qua usefulness.  Hence citation-based quality approaches measure the relative usefulness of an article qua journal to the community of scientists to which the article or journal is directed (Moed, 2005; Lee, 2006).  However, the particular citation-based approached used to measure the research quality of a journal to a community of scholars depends on what research issue is being addressed.  As noted above, in economics the research goal of both mainstream and heterodox economists is to produce scientific knowledge about the provisioning process that is useful to their colleagues in teaching, research, and engagement in economic policy (and also to the wider public).  In mainstream economics, with its normal science and homogeneous knowledge, the SSCI impact factor scores are a widely accepted measure of the usefulness of a journal and its articles to the community of mainstream economists, but this is not the case for heterodox economics where its scientific knowledge is relatively more heterogeneous resulting in a lower degree of research dependency.  


As argued in Lee (2008b), one purpose of heterodox economic journals is to publish peer-evaluated scientific knowledge, since it is through peer-review, with the attention it pays to ensuring that papers follow the scientific practices and conventions of the heterodox community and subsequent discussion by the heterodox community, that the scholarly quality of journals publications is maintained.  Because peer-review is practiced by heterodox journals, it is assumed that articles published by them are similar in overall scholarly quality in terms of being adequately researched and written, of competently utilizing research methodologies and techniques, and of addressing topics of relevance to heterodox economists.  A second purpose is to build up an integrated body of heterodox scientific knowledge.  This is achieved in two ways, the first being to build up a body of specific knowledge associated with a particular heterodox approach(s) and the second being to promote the development of an integrated heterodox economic theory through increasing the research dependency among heterodox economists.  It is this second purpose – building specific economic knowledge and integrated heterodox theory through research dependency – that is the basis for determining the research quality of heterodox economic journals.  Thus the research quality associated with a journal and its articles is in terms of the usefulness, importance and relevance they have to building heterodox theory and research dependency; and this is the same kind of research quality that is associated with the SSCI impact factor, but measured differently.  The heterodox measure of research quality of a journal identifies the building of specific economic knowledge with its self-citations and the development of research dependency with its citations of current and past research published in many different heterodox journals.  Hence a heterodox journal that is a significant builder of scientific knowledge through research dependency imports citations from and exports citations to most heterodox journals, has an overall balance of trade, and generates domestic production of citations equal to its imports and exports; in addition, its domestic production and import of citations include citations from recent (within the last five years) and distant publications.  The maximum research quality score for a journal is seven which means that it has fulfilled all the conditions for building both specialized and integrative heterodox scientific knowledge through research dependency; and a score of less than seven indicates that not all conditions have been met and therefore the extent that the journal can improve its contribution.  The research quality scores for the heterodox journals (HEQ) used in this paper are derived from Lee (2008b) and found in Table 1, column 2.
   


Since both the SSCI impact factor and the HEQ measure the same kind of research quality, it is possible to develop a overall quality index that coherently combines and integrates them both.  However, there is one difference between them.  The HEQ measure has a maximum score of seven which is the benchmark that all heterodox journals could aim to achieve, while the SSCI impact factor does not have such a benchmark that mainstream journals could aim for.  But it is possible to establish such a benchmark by taking, for example, the average of the impact factor scores of the top mainstream journals.
  In particular, for this paper, the SSIC impact factor benchmark score is the average of the top six mainstream journals impact factor scores.  The six journals, American Economic Review, Econometrica, Journal of Economic Literature, Journal of Financial Economics, Journal of Political Economy, and Quarterly Journal of Economics, have been identified as blue-ribbon journals or otherwise as high quality journals and their average 2004 SSCI impact factor score is 3.1785—see Table 1 (Lee, 2006, 2009a).  In order to equate the two indices we first calculate HEQ*, which equals HEQ/7, and represents the extent to which the heterodox journals achieve the goals outline by Lee (2008b). Next we create HEQSSCI, by multiplying HEQ* by 3.1785, the presumed SSCI benchmark quality target for non-heterodox journals. HEQSSCI is the common denominator that lets us compare heterodox and non-heterodox journals.  For example, Table 1 shows the Cambridge Journal of Economics with an HEQSSCI = 1.412 which is calculated by (3.11/7)3.1785 = 1.412.   What is noticeable is that in comparison to the SSCI impact factor scores, the HEQSSCI scores are three to six times higher, suggesting that the former has a built-in under-valuation of heterodox journals.  This relative increase in the importance of the heterodox journals results from the assumption that a heterodox journal achieving all goals outlined in Lee (2008) is equivalent to the average of the six mainstream journals listed above. When the HEQSSCI scores are included in the SSCI impact factor, either in place of the existing SSCI impact factor scores or as a net addition to them, a heterodox quality-equality index (HQEI) is created which can be used to evaluate the research quality of all journal articles on an equal basis.  In the next section, the HQEI is used to re-evaluate the Grijalva and Nowell rankings of the 128 economic departments with doctoral programs.
   

Grijalva and Nowell Results Re-examined

The results of applying the HQEI to the Grijalva and Nowell data (which affects 492 or 1.5 percent of the 33,068 references) plus the 270 references from the heterodox journals noted above is shown in Table 2. 

Using the new index, total productivity the  of the 128 departments  increases by 685 points or by 3% and average productivity of all 2,673 publishing faculty increases by almost 0.3%.  Only ten departments account for 69.5% of the increase in total productivity.   Because the increase in productivity is concentrated in relatively few departments, only twenty-one of the 75 departments with increased productivity had an increase in their total productivity ranking.  The largest change in total productivity is for the University of Missouri, Kansas City.  Column 3 of Table 2 indicates its rank increased 54 places, from 121 to 67. Only twenty-three departments show an increase in their average productivity ranking, with the University of Missouri Kansas City showing the largest change, from 105 to 9.   

Although the global impact of the HQEI and the additional 270 articles is small, their concentration in specific qua ‘heterodox’ departments generates ‘significant’ changes in the Grijalva and Nowell rankings.   The changes in rankings are shown in the third column of Table 2. This column shows heterodox adjusted rankings along with the rankings given by Grijalva and Nowell.  As can be seen, the differences between the two rankings is quite small (correlation is 0.979), with the first ‘significant’ change occurring with the City University of New York whose ranking increased from 44 to 34 quickly followed by the University of Massachusetts, Amherst whose ranking increased from 70 to 37.  The other major changes involved departments moving from the bottom 25% of departments to the bottom third of departments—advances to be sure but not that significant.  The exception is the University of Missouri, Kansas City which moved from the bottom six percent of the departments to almost the top half of departments.  So while there is movement in the overall productivity rankings, they generally involve the movement of ‘heterodox’ departments from the lower to the middle ranks, thus making them look more like the ‘average’ mainstream department, although the differences in the aggregate productivity is fairly small, as indicated by the z-score in column 4 of Table 2.  

The fifth column of Table 2, ‘Per Faculty Rank,’ shows how each department ranks when their heterodox-adjusted total productivity sum is divided by the number of publishing faculty within the department; it represents the average productivity of publishing faculty in a department.  First, in comparison to the overall productivity ranking, the difference between  heterodox-adjusted average productivity ranking and the Grijalva and Nowell ranking (which are in parentheses) is a bit more pronounced (correlation is 0.949 vs. 0.979). Moreover, the correlation between overall productivity rank and per faculty rank is lower (correlation is 0.903).  This is because many of the departments that publish a significant part of their scholarly work in “heterodox” journals are relatively small. Departments, such as University of Missouri, Kansas City, New School University, Portland State, University of New Hampshire, and University of Nebraska, Lincoln all have fewer than 15 members and had an increase in their average productivity ranking of at least 10 places when using the HQEI.  These departments have faculty that publish many articles in the heterodox journals not included in the Nowell Grijalva paper.    If highly productive faculty is one mark of a quality department, as Grijalva and Nowell suggest, then high quality doctoral programs will include programs from all departments with relatively high total or average HQEI rankings.

Table 3 lists the departments that are ranked in the top 30 based on total or average productivity.   Of these, all but five have appeared as top ranked departments in six recent bibliometric and peer-review department ranking studies (Tschirhart, 1989; Conroy and Dusansky, 1995; Goldberger, Maher, and Flattau, 1995; Scott and Mitias, 1996; Dusansky and Vernon, 1998; Kalaitzidakis, Mamuneas, and Stengos, 2003; also see Lee, 2006).  When using the HQEI, three heterodox departments join this group of acknowledged top departments.  Thus heterodox departments can provide a high quality doctoral education, albeit on a smaller scale.

As expected, using a heterodox weighted quality index, the schools known for their strengths in heterodox economics achieve the largest gains. Table 4 shows departments which gained at least 10 percentage points in their total productivity ranking, and is perhaps a clear indication of the strength and importance of departments with an emphasis in heterodox economics.  For instance, University Missouri, Kansas City shows a large gain in productivity and rank; thus, heterodox is an important area of research for this department.  Departments near the bottom of the table show fairly large gains in productivity, but overall ranks and faculty dedicated to the area are not as large.  This suggests that there is a couple of fairly productive heterodox faculty within the department, but heterodox economics may not be as significant as other areas in economics (see Table 6, columns 2 and 3).

The heterodox-adjusted productivity does not, for the most part, significantly change Grijalva and Nowell JEL field rankings in that, where a ‘heterodox’ department increases its ranking by 34 places, its actual ranking goes from 102 to 68, as in the case of Portland State University in the field of labor and demographic economics.  But there are exceptions, noted below, because the distribution of the 590 JEL field classified heterodox references
 are unevenly distributed across the sixteen JEL fields:  methodology and history of economic thought (21 percent), macroeconomics and monetary policy (18 percent), economic systems (9 percent), and economic development (6 percent).
  If, however, a ‘new field’ of heterodox economics is introduced, the top departments, as measured by the total productivity sum of articles published in heterodox journals, include none of the prestigious, highly ranked departments identified in the ranking studies noted above—see Table 5.  What is noticeable is that the top ten heterodox departments essentially dominate the field of methodology and history of economics thought, with five of the top ten departments, eight of the top fourteen departments, and the University of Missouri-Kansas City being the top department replacing Princeton.  In addition, the University of Massachusetts-Amherst advances into the top twenty ranking in the fields of macroeconomics and monetary policy and economic development, technological change, and growth; while the University of Missouri-Kansas City advances into the top twenty ranking of macroeconomics and monetary policy, Colorado State University and American University advances into the top twenty ranking of economic systems, and University of Nebraska-Lincoln advances into the twenty ranking of agricultural and natural resources economics. 

Ranking Heterodox Economics Departments


Mainstream economists would most likely view heterodox economics as a particular field; heterodox economists, on the other hand, would reject this view since, for them, heterodox economics includes microeconomics, macroeconomics and monetary policy, mathematical and quantitative methods, and the other JEL fields.  Consequently, for perspective doctoral students interested in heterodox economics and its many fields, the identification and ranking of doctoral programs according to the number of faculty who publish in heterodox journals, the importance of heterodox productivity in the department’s overall productivity, overall heterodox productivity, average productivity, and fields of expertise would enable them to make an informed decisions about which ones to apply to and attend.  So the first step for identifying ‘heterodox’ doctoral programs is to identify the articles that are associated with heterodox economics.  This is done by including all the articles that were published in the heterodox journals listed in Table 1 plus two additional heterodox journals which are not carried in the Econlit data base:  Capital and Class (which adds eight additional references) and Contributions to Political Economy (which adds five additional references).  The second step is to calculate the overall heterodox productivity values and the average productivity values for each of the 75 economics departments.
  Because we are interested in viable heterodox programs, the forty-eight departments that have only one publication in a heterodox journal, a total productivity of less than four, and/or no clearly recognizable heterodox economists were discarded, leaving twenty-seven departments whose doctoral programs have a heterodox presence.


Table 6 shows that the twenty-seven departments with doctoral programs that have a viable heterodox presence.  The departments have from one to seventeen faculty engaged in publishing in heterodox journals (column two) and the importance of heterodox economics in the departments’ research productivity ranges from 99 percent down to nearly zero (column three).
  The variation between the rankings of overall productivity (column four) and average productivity (column five) generates a low correlation (0.57).  Thus, there is a partial trade-off between the size and the average productivity.  The final column of Table 6, “Average Ph.D. Graduates (2002-2007),” as well as columns two and three, provide additional information on the viability, importance, and size of the heterodox presence.  Taking the top ten heterodox departments ranked by total productivity in Table 6 and utilizing the 590 JEL classified heterodox references, Table 7 identifies the various fields in which they publish.
  What is noticeable is that, while all the JEL fields are covers by one or more heterodox department, all the departments do not cover all the fields.  Some fields are represented by many departments and others by just a few.  In particular, heterodox economics concentrates its research activity, not unexpectedly, in five fields—micro-macro theory, history of thought, labor, and industrial organization—and has significant presence in four others; on the other hand, there is relatively very little heterodox activity in eight JEL fields.  This shows the uneven development of heterodox economics.  Still, if an undergraduate desires to go to graduate school to study heterodox economics, there are clearly ten departments to choose from, each offering a good to excellent broadly comprehensive doctoral education with faculty and fields of study that compares favorably to education in heterodox economics offered by many of the highly regarded mainstream departments.

Conclusion
In March 2003, the Provost of Academic Affairs, the Dean of the College of Arts and Letters, and the chair of the economics department at the University of Notre Dame argued that the heterodox component of the Notre Dame economic graduate program combined with the heterodox economic research and publications in unranked heterodox journals by many of its professors had resulted in a low department ranking among American economic programs at research-doctorate universities.  More specifically, they (and others) argued that publishing in top neoclassical journals was necessary if the economics department was to achieve a ranking that was better than its ranking of 81 out of 107 research-doctorate programs that appeared in the well-known National Research Council publication, Research-Doctorate Programs in the United States:  Continuity and Change (Goldberger, Maher, and Flattau, 1995).  In addition, they argued that only neoclassical economics was real scientific knowledge and hence the only kind of knowledge that appears in top journals, policy makers and the business community listen to, should be taught to undergraduates, and should be used to really train graduate students.  Thus, their solution, which the University acted upon, was to exile the heterodox economists to the a specially created undergraduate Department of Economics and Policy Studies (which is now being dissolved) and created a new Department of Economics and Econometrics founded on the basis that only “the very best neoclassical economists whose research…is routinely published in the leading economic journals” will be recruited.  The leading journals were defined as “the premier economics journals, or at least the top 20 journals, in the last decade.”  Using the data and SSCI quality weighting from the Grijalva and Nowell study and adding in the journal publication data for nine members
 of the exiled department, the overall productivity and average productivity ranks for the economics department is 88 and 42 (see Table 3) while the respective ranks of the exiled department are equivalent to 102 and 94.  Thus, the claims of the Dean and the department chair appear to be supported.  However, if the HQEI is applied to the same data augmented with publications from the heterodox journals noted in Table 1, the ranking results change dramatically with the overall productivity and average productivity ranks of the Notre Dame department being 92 and 45 (see Table 3) while the respective ranks of  the exiled department are equivalent to 74 and 25.  In this case, the claims of the Dean and the chair are not at all supported and their decision to exile the heterodox economists essentially dismantled a better department and replaced it with one of a lesser rank. [Fosmoe, 2003a and 2003b; Gresik, 2003; The University of Notre Dame, Academic Council meeting, March 20, 2003 – http://provost.nd.edu/academic-resources-and-information/ac_minutes/documents/3-20-03.pdf; Donovan, 2004; and “Proposal about Economics at Notre Dame,” 17 March 2003]


The Notre Dame case dramatically illustrates how bibliometric (and peer review) based methods can be used to silence dissenting voices and to render invisible heterodox ideas and departments in a contested discipline such as economics.  This paper does not disagree with the use of bibliometric methods to rank departments (and journals);
 but what is objected to is their misuse in the name of science and objectivity.  

We recognize that other quality rankings exist. One could certainly create a Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) weighted index, where the most desirable standards for HEW journals are considered comparable to the top mainstream economic journals and additional HEW journals are entered into the analysis.  Ultimately, different weighting schemes value the contributions of different research groups differently.  Yet this does not mean that the research of a specific group is necessarily devalued, although this could be the case.  But whatever the weighting scheme, the scheme itself is constructed for particular social purposes—that is to say, it is socially constructed as opposed to ‘naturally given.  Hence any scheme must be argued for each time it is used instead of being assumed as unquestionably valid.  
What we show with this paper is that with the introduction of a heterodox weighted quality-equality index (while keeping all other factors the same) combined with the use of good bibliometric practices regarding contending sub-disciplines, doctoral programs that appear ordinary or extremely weak advance into the ranks of ordinary and even the acknowledged excellent programs.
  It is not that doctoral programs with a heterodox presence are better than programs without, but they are also not inferior to them—just different but equal.  Rather, the programs of the same general ranking provide the same quality of doctoral education in heterodox economics as taught by the same equally research capable professors.  Another way of saying this is that a properly carried out bibliometric study of department rankings reduces the impact that peer-based biases have in affecting the outcome—what is silent and invisible now has a voice and recognition and ranking of departments truly becomes sensitive to the changes in their faculty’s performance over time (Tombazos, 2005). 
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Table 1

The Research Quality Scores of Heterdox and Mainstream Economics Journals

	Journals
	HEQ 
(out of 7)
	HEQ*
	SSCI Impact Factor
	HEQSSCI

	Cambridge Journal of Economics
	3.11
	0.444
	0.217
	1.412

	Feminist Economics
	2.84
	0.406
	0.250
	1.290

	International Review of Applied Economics
	2.43
	0.347
	
	1.103

	Journal of Economic Issues
	2.52
	0.360
	0.373
	1.144

	Journal of Post Keynesian Economics
	3.98
	0.569
	0.236
	1.807

	Metroeconomica
	1.92
	0.274
	
	0.872

	Review of Black Political Economy
	1.17
	0.167
	
	0.531

	Review of Political Economy
	1.70
	0.243
	
	0.772

	Review of Radical Political Economics
	4.14
	0.591
	
	1.880

	Review of Social Economy
	1.97
	0.281
	
	0.894

	Science and Society
	2.76
	0.394
	0.263
	1.267

	American Economic Review
	
	
	1.938
	1.938

	Econometrica
	
	
	2.215
	2.215

	Journal of Economic Literature
	
	
	5.243
	5.243

	Journal of Financial Economics
	
	
	2.723
	2.723

	Journal of Political Economy
	
	
	2.196
	2.196

	Quarterly Journal of Economics
	
	
	4.756
	4.756


HEQ – Heterodox Economics Quality, derived from Lee (2008b, Table 1, column 10, p. 247).

HEQ* - the degree to which a journal has achieved the benchmark standard of research quality.

SSCI Impact Factor – the 2004 SSCI impact factor scores.

HEQSSCI – the HEQ SSCI impact factor equivalent scores

Table 2

Overall Heterodox-Adjusted Rankings for  Ph.D.-Granting Institutions in Economics

School



Number
Overall Productivity
Z-Score
Per Faculty





of

Rank (Grijalva-


Rank
Faculty

Nowell Rank)



(Grijalva-

Nowell Rank)

Harvard U


43


1 (1)

5.47

1 (1)


UC Berkeley


56


2 (2)

4.08

4 (4)


Princeton U


49


3 (3)

3.96

3 (3)


MIT



34


4 (4)

3.50

2 (2)


Yale U



43


5 (5)

1.89

12 (11)


U Michigan


49


6 (6)

1.85

19 (18)


New York U


37


7 (7)

1.76

7 (8)


UCLA



45


8 (8)

1.64

18 (16)


Stanford U


40


9 (9)

1.54

14 (13)


Columbia U


35


10 (11)

1.47

5 (9)


U Chicago


31


11 (10)

1.47

10 (5)


Northwestern U

34


12 (12)

1.27

13 (12)


UC San Diego


29


13 (13)

1.23

6 (6)


U Wisconsin, Madison
29


14 (14)

1.06

11 (10)


Boston U


34


15 (15)

0.87

23 (22)


U Pennsylvania

27


16 (16)

0.68

17 (15)


Ohio State U


34


17 (17)

0.68

31 (28)


Michigan State U

43


18 (18)

0.62

49 (49)


Cornell U


29


19 (19)

0.56

24 (23)


U Virginia


25


20 (20)

0.54

20 (17)


U Maryland, College Park
29


21 (21)

0.49

28 (27)


U Illinois, Urbana

35


22 (22)

0.47

41 (38)


Carnegie Mellon U

35


23 (23)

0.46

43 (41)


Duke U


30


24 (24)

0.40

34 (31)


UC Davis


26


25 (25)

0.38

26 (25)


U Southern California

22


26 (26)

0.35

15 (19)


U Texas, Austin

25


27 (27)

0.33

25 (24)


Brown U


27


28 (28)

0.31

32 (29)

North Carolina State U
39


29 (30)

0.28

63 (58)

U Minnesota


22


30 (29)

0.28

21 (20)

Vanderbilt U


28


31 (32)

0.27

36 (35)

Johns Hopkins U

19


32 (33)

0.26

16 (14)

Iowa State U


39


33 (31)

0.26

64 (59)

City U of New York 

51


34 (44)

0.19

85 (98)

Pennsylvania State U

27


35 (35)

0.19

39 (43)

Syracuse U


31


36 (34)

0.18

53 (53)

U Massachusetts, Amherst
21


37 (70)

0.11

30 (85)

Boston College

20


38 (37)

0.09

27 (26)

Georgetown U


25


39 (36)

0.08

44 (40)

California Inst Tech

13


40 (38)

0.08

8 (7)

U Rochester


17


41 (39)

0.02

22 (21)

UNC, Chapel Hill

25


42 (40)

0.01

50 (48)

George Mason U

27


43 (41)

0.00

56 (55)

UC Santa Cruz

19


44 (43)

-0.03

33 (30)

U Colorado, Boulder

27


45 (42)

-0.03

59 (56)

U Washington


24


46 (45)

-0.04

51 (50)

U Illinois, Chicago

20


47 (46)

-0.04

35 (34)

Arizona State U

27


48 (47)

-0.05

61 (57)

Rice U



19


49 (48)

-0.10

38 (36)

Florida State U

24


50 (52)

-0.10

58 (61)

Texas A&M U


26


51 (49)

-0.11

66 (60)

Georgia State U

28


52 (50)

-0.14

74 (69)

UC Santa Barbara

26


53 (51)

-0.15

67 (63)

Indiana U


18


54 (53)

-0.20

46 (46)

George Washington U

27


55 (54)

-0.23

81 (75)

Rutgers U


24


56 (55)

-0.26

76 (70)

UC Irvine


16


57 (56)

-0.27

60 (44)

U Oregon


18


58 (57)

-0.28

57 (54)

U Houston


23


59 (58)

-0.28

75 (72)

UC Riversidea


19


60 (72)

-0.29

62 (81)

U of Iowa


16


61 (60)

-0.32

54 (52)

U Pittsburgh


21


62 (59)

-0.32

73 (68)

U Wyoming


13


63 (61)

-0.32

37 (32)

U Arizona


15


64 (62)

-0.34

52 (51)

U Kentucky


14


65 (63)

-0.35

47 (45)

U Florida


18


66 (64)

-0.35

70 (64)

U Missouri, Kansas City
7


67 (121)
-0.36

9 (105)

American U


20


68 (81)

-0.37

79 (102)

Southern Methodist U

17


69 (65)

-0.37

68 (62)

Washington U, St. Louis
16


70 (69)

-0.39

65 (67)

U Connecticut


24


71 (68)

-0.39

92 (89)

Clemson U


19


72 (66)

-0.39

78 (73)

Purdue U


20


73 (67)

-0.40

83 (76)

Emory U


15


74 (71)

-0.45

72 (66)

U Nebraska, Lincoln

14


75 (86)

-0.46

69 (84)

U South Carolina

10


76 (73)

-0.46

42 (39)

U Wisconsin, Milwaukee
18


77 (79)

-0.48

90 (95)

U Georgia


13


78 (74)

-0.49

71 (65)

Virginia Tech


15


79 (75)

-0.49

80 (74)

U Albany


14


80 (76)

-0.50

77 (71)

SUNY Binghamton

16


81 (77)

-0.51

82 (77)

Colorado State U

17


82 (105)
-0.51

91 (116)

Rensselaer Polytechnic I.
7


83 (84)

-0.52

29 (33)

New School U


10


84 (98)

-0.52

55 (87)

Wayne State U

9


85 (78)

-0.53

48 (47)

U Utah



20


86 (108)
-0.53

104 (123)

U Delaware


20


87 (80)

-0.54

106 (101)

U Missouri, Columbia

14


88 (82)

-0.55

84 (78)

U Kansas


17


89 (83)

-0.55

100 (93)

SUNY Buffalo

14


90 (85)

-0.55

86 (83)

U Alabama


15


91 (89)

-0.57

95 (96)

U Notre Dame


7


92 (88)

-0.58

45 (42)

Florida International U
15


93 (87)

-0.58

98 (92)

U Oklahoma


14


94 (90)

-0.60

99 (97)

Brandeis U


6


95 (91)

-0.61

40 (37)

Louisiana State U

11


96 (92)

-0.62

89 (80)

SUNY Stony Brook

12


97 (93)

-0.62

97 (91)

Oregon State U

11


98 (94)

-0.63

93 (86)

Lehigh U


13


99 (95)

-0.63

103 (99)

U Miami


10


100 (96)
-0.63

87 (79)

Auburn U


11


101 (97)
-0.64

96 (90)

Temple U


19


102 (111)
-0.65

121 (124)

Washington State U

10


103 (99)
-0.66

94 (88)

U New Hampshire

14


104 (117)
-0.66

110 (121)

Oklahoma State U

13


105 (100)
-0.66

108 (104)

Northern Illinois U

11


106 (102)
-0.67

105 (100)

Southern Ill. U, Carbondale
10


107 (101)
-0.67

101 (94)

West Virginia U

16


108 (103)
-0.67

116 (111)

Portland State U

10


109 (123)
-0.67

102 (120)

U New Orleans

16


110 (104)
-0.67

117 (113)

Western Michigan U

17


111 (110)
-0.68

122 (119)

U Tennessee, Knoxville
12


112 (106)
-0.68

109 (106)

U Hawaii, Manoa

16


113 (107)
-0.68

120 (115)

Northeastern U

12


114 (119)
-0.69

111 (117)

U Arkansas


12


115 (109)
-0.69

112 (107)

U Mississippi


12


116 (113)
-0.70

115 (110)

Kansas State U

13


117 (114)
-0.70

118 (114)

U New Mexico

13


118 (112)
-0.70

119 (112)

Fordham U


10


119 (115)
-0.72

113 (108)

U Rhode Island

8


120 (116)
-0.72

107 (103)

Utah State U


20


121 (118)
-0.73

127 (127)

Claremont Graduate U
5


122 (120)
-0.73

88 (82)

Middle Tennessee State
12


123 (124)
-0.74

124 (125)

Clark U


8


124 (122)
-0.75

114 (109)

Colorado School of Mines
9


125 (125)
-0.77

125 (122)

Texas Tech U


7


126 (126)
-0.77

123 (118)

Suffolk U


8


127 (127)
-0.79

126 (126)

Howard U


9


128 (128)
-0.80

128 (128)

a U California, Riverside and U California, Irvine rankings were switched in Grijalva and Nowell, 2008.  The rankings are corrected this table.

Table 3

Top 30 Departments Based on Heterodox Adjusted Total or Average Productivity

	Harvard U
	U Wisconsin-Madison
	U Southern California

	UC Berkeley
	Boston U
	U Texas, Austin

	Princeton U
	U Pennsylvania
	Brown U

	MIT
	Ohio State U
	North Carolina State U

	Yale U
	Michigan State U
	U Minnesota

	U Michigan
	Cornell U
	Johns Hopkins U

	New York U
	U Virginia
	California Inst Tech

	UCLA
	U Maryland, College Park
	U Massachusetts, Amherst

	Stanford U
	U Illinois, Urbana
	Boston College

	Columbia U
	Carnegie Mellon U
	U Rochester

	U Chicago
	Duke U
	U Missouri, Kansas City

	Northwestern U
	UC Davis
	Rensselaer Polytechnic I.

	UC San Diego
	
	


Table 4

Departments Impacted the Most by Additional Heterodox Articlesa
	Department
	Grijalva and Nowell
	HEQI
	Percent change in total productivity

	U Missouri, Kansas City
	121
	67
	426%

	U Massachusetts, Amherst
	70
	37
	143%

	U Utah
	108
	86
	115%

	Colorado State U
	105
	82
	112%

	Portland State U
	123
	109
	105%

	New School U
	98
	84
	73%

	American U
	81
	68
	64%

	U New Hampshire
	117
	104
	59%

	U California, Riverside
	72
	60
	48%

	Howard U
	128
	128
	44%

	U Nebraska, Lincoln
	86
	75
	42%

	Northeastern U
	119
	114
	39%

	Temple U
	111
	102
	38%

	City U of New York
	44
	34
	28%

	U Wisconsin-Milwaukee
	79
	77
	19%

	Middle Tennessee State
	124
	123
	16%

	Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
	84
	83
	16%

	Florida State U
	52
	50
	12%

	Western Michigan U
	110
	111
	12%


a Represents any school with at least a 10% increase in total productivity.

Table 5

Impact of the Heterodox-Adjusted Productivity on Field Rankings

	Heterdox Economics, Top Ten Departments
	Top Twenty Ranking in JEL Fields

	U of Massachusetts, Amherst
	B(11)*
	E(18)*
	O(15)
	P(9)*

	U of Missouri, Kansas City
	B(1)
	E(11)*
	
	

	City U of New York+
	B(5)*
	J(15)
	P(6)
	

	Colorado State U
	B(8)
	P(15)*
	
	

	American U
	B(18)*
	P(17)*
	
	

	UC Riverside
	B(14)*
	
	
	

	U of Utah
	B(12)*
	
	
	

	U of Nebraska, Lincoln
	B(10)
	A(2)
	Q(17)*
	

	New School U
	B(9)*
	
	
	

	Portland State U
	
	
	
	


A – General economics and teaching

B – Methodology and history of economic thought

E - Macroeconomics and monetary policy

J – Labor and demographic economics

O – Economic development, technological change, and growth

P – Economic systems

Q – Agricultural and natural resources economics

 ( ) – Field rank

* - Not in the top twenty departments in the Grijalva and Nowell study

+ - In the JEL fields of financial economics and health, education, and welfare, City is ranked in the top twenty departments, but none of its total productivity comes from publishing in heterodox journals.

Table 6

Rankings of Ph.D.-Granting Institutions in Heterodox Economics

	School


	Number of Faculty


	Importance

Indexa

	Overall Productivity Rank


	Per Faculty Rank


	Average Ph.D. Graduates (2002-2007)b


	U Massachusetts, Amherst

U Missouri, Kansas City

City U of New York

Colorado State U

American U

UC Riverside

U Utah

U Nebraska, Lincoln

New School U

Portland State U

Florida State U

Pennsylvania State U

U New Hampshire

U Wisconsin, Milwaukee

Temple U

Northeastern U

U Michigan

Rensselaer Polytechnic I.

Washington U, St. Louis

New York U

Michigan State U

U Connecticut

U Houston

U Alabama

UC Berkeley

George Mason U

Western Michigan U


	17

7

5

11

9

5

12

3

8

5

4

2

4

4

3

2

2

3

2

2

5

5

1

1

2

4

2


	0.67

0.99

0.27

0.70

0.46

0.35

0.61

0.44

0.47

0.67

0.13

0.09

0.41

0.19

0.31

0.36

0.02

0.16

0.10

0.02

0.03

0.06

0.05

0.10

0.00d

0.03

0.13


	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27


	6

1

3

15

11

5

22

2

18

14

12

4

19

21

17

9

10

20

13

16

25

26

7

8

23

27

24


	8

4

9

4

7

10

10

2

12

0c

4

12

2

6

3

New Program

9

2

8

10

12

5

6

5

23

15

4




a The Importance Index is the ratio of the Department’s heterodox productivity value to its overall productivity value.
b Taken from Grijalva and Nowell (2008), Table 2, column 9, pp. 977-80.
c Portland State U does not offer a Ph.D. in economics.  The university offers degrees in urban studies and systems science, both of which offer an emphasis in economics.
d The ratio is less than 0.005. 

Table 7
Field Rankings

(based on first-listed JEL code for publications)
	School
	JEL Classification System for Journal Articles

	
	A
	B
	C
	D
	E
	F
	G
	H
	I
	J
	K
	L
	N
	O
	P
	Q
	R

	U Massachusetts, Amherst
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	

	U Missouri, Kansas City
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	City U of New York
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Colorado State U
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	American U
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	

	UC Riverside
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X

	U Utah
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	U Nebraska, Lincoln
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	New School U
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Portland State U
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	


A – General economics and teaching

B – Methodology and history of economic thought

C – Mathematics and quantitative methods

D - Microeconomics

E - Macroeconomics and monetary policy

F – International economics

G – Financial economics

H – Public economics

I – Health, education, and welfare

J – Labor and demographic economics

K – Law and economics

L – Industrial Organization

N – Economic history

O – Economic development, technological change, and growth

P – Economic systems

Q – Agricultural and natural resources economics

R – Urban, rural, and regional economics

� Bibliometric is defined as applying quantitative and statistical analysis to citations and other kinds of bibliographic information.


� See Lee (2006, 2007, 2009a), King and Kriesler (2008), and Vlachou (2008) for references to the literature.


� Econlit does not include all heterodox economics journals, such as Capital and Class and Contributions to Political Economy.


� While the Web of Science SSCI impact factor scores are widely accepted by economists, reasons for this are never clearly articulated.  In particular, the SSCI includes only a portion of the journals included in the Econlit data base and its impact factor is based in two lagged years (although in recent years it has produced a 5-year impact factor).  However, for many disciplines, including economics, a three to five year lag is more appropriate and generates higher impact scores; but, at least in economics, the 2-year impact factor is still preferred. [Moed, 2005; Adler, Ewing, and Taylor, 2008; Nederhof, 2008; Engemann and Wall, 2009] 


� This weighting of ‘page productivity’ does not take into account the size of pages for different journals; and this will have an impact on productivity of authors and hence on the ranking of departments (Tombazos, 2005).  


� For a similar study, see Sternberg and Litzenberger (2005).


� Impact factor scores can change significantly from one year to the next.  Grijalva and Nowell could have strengthen their findings if they had carried out a ‘sensitivity analysis’ by utilizing SSCI impact factor scores for 2003 and 2005.  


�Science is being understood as a systematic approach to a sphere of knowledge (the provisioning process) guided by methods of investigation that are accepted by a community of scholars.


� The issue of sub-disciplines/sub-fields or different paradigms or approaches in the same discipline/field having quite different publication and referencing practices and characteristics which generate quite different impact factors as measures of research quality is well-known in the bibliometric literature.  This specifically means that it cannot be taken for granted that the SSCI is a valid research quality indicator for either mainstream or heterodox economics; and, moreover, the appropriate research quality indicator for mainstream and heterodox journals may be different so making comparisons of journals from the different sub-disciplines difficult. [van Raan, 1996; Thomas and Watkins, 1998; Glanzel and Meod, 2002; Vinkler, 2002; Nisonger, 2004; Moed, 2005; Nederhof, 2006]


� The SSCI also includes the American Journal of Economics and Sociology, which is a pluralistic and interdisciplinary economics journal.  For this paper, it is not included as a heterodox journal, although it could claim to be one. 


� Since the five SSCI heterodox journals cite, to a significant degree, these non-SSCI heterodox journas, it is good bibliometric practice to expand the group of journals to include them. [Lee, 2008b, 2009a; Moed, 2005, 140-42]


� In their study, Grijalva and Nowell collected references that appeared in journals included in the Econlit database—which include International Review of Applied Economics (21), Metroeconomics (23), Review of Black Political Economy (54), Review of Political Economy (37), Review of Radical Political Economics (84), and Review of Social Economy (51) for a total of 270.  (A reference is a single article in a journal but can have multiple authors; hence, for example, there can be two references to a single article when the article has two authors, both of whom have tenure lines in a doctoral program.) 


�This argument can also be applied to impact factors of mainstream journals associated with fields that have relatively few practitioners. 


� For evidence, see Lee (2008b, 2009a, Appendix A.10, pp. 52-4, �HYPERLINK "http://www.heterodoxnews.com/APPENDIX--formatted.pdf"�http://www.heterodoxnews.com/APPENDIX--formatted.pdf�.  


� Such an outcome is well-known in the bibliometric literature:  “’Top’ journals in large subfields tend to have a higher citation impact than top journals in smaller ones” (Moed, 2005, 40).


� This is an example of good practice in bibliometric research where the bibliometric investigator measures what the evaluator delineates as the measure of research quality of a journal (Moed, 2005, 30-1).


� For the importance of benchmarking in bibliometric research, see Moed (2005, 305-7).


� Tulane University has been dropped from the initial data set because it no longer has a doctoral program; this reduces the total number of departments in the paper to 128.


� For the period 2002 – 2007, these thirty-seven departments awarded nearly 50 percent of the PhDs in economics. 


� The difference between 762 vs. 590 is that not all heterodox references had JEL codes and the references in the JEL field of ‘other special topics’ is not included.


� On the other hand, the seven fields of mathematical and quantitative methods, law and economics, economic history, urban, rural, and regional economics, general economics, financial economics, and public economics have in total only 9 percent of the heterodox references. 


� The research quality scores of the two journals are as follows:





Table 1A


The Research Quality Scores of Heterodox Economics Journals


Heterdox Journals�
HEQ (out of 7)�
HEQ*�
SSCI Impact Factor�
HEQSSCI�
�
Capital and Class�
4.10�
0.586�
�
1.862�
�
Contributions to Political Economy�
2.47�
0.353�
�
1.122�
�



� With regard to the cut-off of four for total productivity, when dealing with all 128 departments, the lowest productivity for a department is above 6.  It is hard to conceive of a viable heterodox presence in a doctoral program that has a overall productivity of less than four.


� For the portion of a department’s faculty that has published in heterodox journals, compare Table 2 column 2 to Table 6 column 2.


� Capital and Class and Contributions to Political Economy did not assign JEL classification codes to their articles; hence their articles are not included when determining the heterodox field rankings.


� The exiled department had a tenth member that published, Teresa Ghilarducci; but it was not possible to get a list of her publications.


� However, ranking departments solely on the basis of bibliometric methods applied only to journals is inadequate; it should also include data on books, book chapters, working papers, and other published material; on teaching; and on the work environment (Lee, 2009a, ch. 11; Cronin, Snyder, and Atkins, 1997).


� Tombazos (2005) reaches a similar conclusion regarding the construction of W, ‘page productivity’.





