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Notes from the Editors
In this issue’s“Notes fromtheEditors,”wediscussvarious
methods available that help assess the quality and impact
of a journal. Although, in general, academic impact and
public outreach remain difficult to measure and compare
objectively formany reasons, it remains a relevant tool for
researchers (and often-hiring committees) to evaluate
relative publication success.However, we believe that the
Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA) is abso-
lutely correct by stating: “Do not use journal-based
metrics, such as Journal Impact Factors, as a surrogate
measure of the quality of individual research articles, to
assess an individual scientist’s contributions, or in hiring,
promotion, or funding decisions.” The simple reason is
that impact factors are not a reliablemetric for the quality
ofanauthororanarticle,butauseful journalmetric,which
measures an average number of citations per scholarly
publication of a journal over some period,mostly two and
five years. If the APSR has an impact factor of five, it
means that, on average, APSR articles received five
citations in a given period.

Although some journals no longer promote their
impact factors, a journal’s measure, especially, its

changes, is usually a result of dedicated work and
strategic choices of editors, including brand manage-
ment, product development, and efforts driving
awareness of a journal’s content. In our case, we in-
troduced FirstView and the letter as a second publi-
cation format. We also changed the style of the APSR
cover to an updated academic style with blue cover
underlining our affiliation to APSA and its commit-
ment to excellent research in all political science
subfields. We also committed to a strong review,
careful selection, and consistently high standards for
publication to send signals of highest scholarly excel-
lence to researchers. Given that Clarivate Analytics
suspends journals that actively push self-citation and
citation stacking by withholding IF figures (Davis
2018), these are legitimate strategic choices to increase
impact factor, whereas self-citations, citation rings in
special issues and symposia, and denominator
manipulations should not only be seen as illegitimate
ways to achieve a higher impact factor but also be
detrimental to a journal, its brand, and its publications.
Furthermore, although using twitter, blogs, and other

FIGURE 1. Two-Year Impact Factor of Generalist Journals in Political Science (1997–2018)
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social media can be harmless activities pursued by
authors, journals, and publishers alike to promote
publications, they can quickly move into this same
dangerous territory if editors require authors to write
additional abstracts, blogs, tweets, etc., for their
publications, independent from the review process,
rather than allowing authors to opt-in.

As Kent Anderson (2014) correctly summarized,
“[j]ournal impact factors are useful, but like any tool, they
should be used correctly. They represent an average for
a journal. They change. They can be trended. There are
other measures that can be used to complement or
contextualize them. Impact factors are journal-level
metrics, not article-level or researcher-level metrics.”
Although scope and scale of a journal’s publications
influence the likelihood of citations, journals with high
impact factors are also the most desirable places to
publish. In the past, scholars have been most driven by
the Clarivate Analytics’ impact factor, but in the last
decade or so, other tools, such as the Altmetric At-
tention Score and Google’s h5-index have surfaced,
which offer a different picture in regard to how journals
and published pieces are received by the community
and themore general public. In the following,we review
the development of the APSR’s annually published

impact factor as well as the Altmetric Attention Score
and Google’s h5-index.

We start with the most conventional measure, the
Clarivate Analytics’ two-year impact factor. It is cal-
culated by taking the number of citations of the year
in question for articles published in the previous
two years (and for the five-year impact factor, then the
previous five years). IFy ¼ Citationsy�1 þCitationsy�2

Publicationsy�1 þPublicationsy�2
. So,

for instance, the 2018 two-year impact factor measures
the number of citations in 2017 ofmanuscripts published
in 2016 and 2015 divided by the number of publications
during that time. However, in small-scale disciplines like
political science, thisnumber isoften influencedbyoneor
twohighly cited articles.Another caveat is the time lag of
the measure, which reveal dedicated work and strategic
choices of past editors only over time. In our case, for
example, the 2018 impact factor partially reflects for the
first time our editorial decisions starting in mid-2016.

Nevertheless, the measurement has been around for
a long time,whichallows theevaluationofhowa journal
has developed in general and with respect to other
journals. Figure 1 shows the two-year impact factor of
the threemain journals with generalist scope over time.
Although theAPSR has usually had the highest impact

FIGURE 2. Average Citations Two Years after Publication per Subfield for Articles Published 2009–16
(N 5 Number of Publications)
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in the past among the top-three journals, the AJPS
overtook its position in 2015.What is interesting to note
is that the APSR’s impact factor has had the lowest
volatility during this time with a coefficient of variation
of 0.187 compared with JoP’s coefficient of 0.228 and
0.364 of the AJPS. The high volatility of the AJPSmay
be a consequence of both their comparatively strong
increase of the impact factor over time but also its de-
pendency on highly cited outliers. On the other side,
APSR pursues a pluralist publication strategy covering
all subfields and approaches in political science, which
“stabilizes” citations across subfields. Most recently,
however, AJPS and APSR appear to be converging
again. Despite the uptick in impact factor numbers, the
APSR is ranked seventh among all political science
journals, according to the 2018 impact factor. In par-
ticular, more specialized journals, which also publish
special issues and symposia, enormously increased their
impact factors in recent years.

An important factor, which may influence the impact
factor, is the subfield composition of published articles
because the citation likelihood is higher within than
across subfields. This composition varies as a conse-
quence of the type of submissions received and the
general review process, but there also may be authors’

perceptions of editorial preferences for certain research
at play.As shown inFigure 2, citation patterns varyover
subfields. Foreverymanuscriptpublishedbetween2009
and 2016, we calculated the sum of citations in the first
and second year after its publication as documented by
Clarivate Analytics’s Web of Science. Note that the
subfield information is based on the authors’ classifi-
cation in our editorial system. What is interesting is
variation not only over subfields but also within sub-
fields, with several outliers in five of the eight subfields.

However, Clarivate’s impact factor is not the only
measure available. In the following, we shortly discuss
two additional measures that scholars and editors alike
can refer to when assessing the impact and outreach of
their published research.We first present theAltmetric
Attention Score, which shows how much atten-
tion—namely, (social) media attention—a publication
receives. Then, we discuss Google’s h5-index, which
tries to measure the productivity and impact of pub-
lications, for either a journal or a scholar. Although the
h-index was originally designed to measure an in-
dividual scientist’s impact, its attempt to squarecitations
can be applied to any set of articles. Some argue that
adding “gray literature” to the h-index is a good thing,
but others respond that this is a highly selective set of

FIGURE 3. Median Altmetric Attention Score by Year of Publication
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gray literature (Anderson 2012). What makes the
AltmetricAttention Score and theh-index interesting is
how they present different ways to view not only
a journal’s average impact but also scholars’ impact on
their fields as well. It is worth noting that like the impact
factor, thesemeasures are also imperfect and comewith
their own criticisms and modifications.

The Altmetric Attention Score is essentially a mea-
sure of public attention of a publication. It is a weighted
count of the attention a publication is receiving, in news
outlets, on research blogs, in policy documents, and on
Twitter, among others1. However, it speaks nothing to
the quality of the publication because it is possible to
have a large score due to receiving a lot of negative
attention, for instance, in cases of fabricated data or
debunked research. Furthermore, it is sensitive to ed-
itorial activities pushing authors to write additional
abstracts and shortcuts for advertisement in social
media. To reduce the influence of outliers in the data,
Figure 3 shows the median of the Altmetric Attention
Scores for all publications in a given year for the period
2003–18.

One problem with the impact factor is its delayed
feedback, which makes it difficult for editors to eval-
uate how well dedicated work and careful strategic
choices are being received. Yet, how strong does the
Altmetric Attention Score correlate with the impact
factor? The overall correlation ofAltmetric scores and
the citation count (according to CrossRef) during 2003
and 2018 is relatively weak with a Pearson’s r of 0.16
(p 5 0.00). From visually inspecting the correlation in
a scatterplot shown in Figure 4, however, one reason
for the weak correlation may be due to a rather non-
linear relationship between the two measures. While
increasing Altmetric Scores seem to positively corre-
late with the number of citations, the relationship does
not seem to be deterministic. Instead, the nonlinear
trajectory of the blue smoothing curves indicates that
publications, which receive a lot of attention in dif-
ferent news and socialmediaoutlets, do not necessarily
have a similar impact in the discipline’s following
publication.

Last but not the least, we also want to draw attention
to yet anothermeasureof a journal’s impact: theGoogle
Scholar h5-index. The APSR’s current h5-index is 58,
meaning that between 2014 and 2018, i.e. in the last five
years, therewere 58 articles published that were cited at
least 58 times or more. According to the h5-index, the

FIGURE 4. Correlation Altmetric Attention Score and Citations

1 See https://help.altmetric.com/support/solutions/articles/6000060969-
how-is-the-altmetric-score-calculated—for details and a short explanation.
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APSR ranks second among all political science journals,
just behind AJPS. One thing to be weary of is that
h5-indices are hard to compare across fields, which
suggests that we should also be careful when comparing
across subfields as political science citation rates and
style varies greatly depending on the field.

Nevertheless, an advantage over the other impact
factors is that the h5-index also includes articles, which
werepublishedmore recently than those included in the
impact factor and are less sensitive to outliers. That
being said, for the more recently published articles to
influence a journal’s h5-index, they need to gain a high
number of citations soon after publication.

Is there a perfect way tomeasure a journal’s impact in
its scientific community? The short answer is no, be-
cause one measure may not be enough for making
inferences about how the quality of a journal is de-
veloping. This is why so many methods have been de-
veloped over the years to provide the community with
various approaches to understanding the performance
of a scholarly outlet. Should publishers cease promoting
their impact factors, as suggestedbyDORA?Again, the
short answer is also no because journal impact factors
provide useful information, but like any tool, they
should be used correctly. In fact, because the disad-
vantage of Clarivate is its time lag, journals themselves

increasingly use other measures that are more sensitive
to the selection of new literature and editorial activi-
ties—such as social media, blogs, and other tools. Al-
though Altmetric and the h5-index initial intention was
to inform about an individual scholar’s impact, we can
also use those measures for journal-level metrics, and
not only article-level or researcher-levelmetrics. Taken
all together, they represent an average for a journal like
theAPSR, and can informeditors about dedicatedwork
and their careful strategic choices.

REFERENCES

Anderson, Kent. 2012. “Google’s New “Scholar Metrics” Have Po-
tential, but Also Prove Problematic.” The Scholarly Kitchen.
Accessed April 24, 2012. https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/
04/24/googles-new-scholar-metrics-have-potential-but-also-prove-
problematic/.

Anderson, Kent. 2014. “Exhibition Prohibition—Why Shouldn’t
Publishers Celebrate an Improved Impact Factor?” The Scholarly
Kitchen. Accessed September 11, 2014. https://scholarlykitchen.
sspnet.org/2014/09/11/exhibition-prohibition-why-shouldnt-publishers-
celebrate-an-improved-impact-factor/.

Davis, Phil. 2018. “Impact Factor Denied to 20 Journals for Self-
Citation, Stacking.”The ScholarlyKitchen. Accessed June 27, 2018.
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2018/06/27/impact-factor-denied-
20-journals-self-citation-stacking/.

Notes from the Editors

vii

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
03

05
54

19
00

05
46

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/04/24/googles-new-scholar-metrics-have-potential-but-also-prove-problematic/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/04/24/googles-new-scholar-metrics-have-potential-but-also-prove-problematic/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/04/24/googles-new-scholar-metrics-have-potential-but-also-prove-problematic/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2014/09/11/exhibition-prohibition-why-shouldnt-publishers-celebrate-an-improved-impact-factor/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2014/09/11/exhibition-prohibition-why-shouldnt-publishers-celebrate-an-improved-impact-factor/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2014/09/11/exhibition-prohibition-why-shouldnt-publishers-celebrate-an-improved-impact-factor/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2018/06/27/impact-factor-denied-20-journals-self-citation-stacking/
https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2018/06/27/impact-factor-denied-20-journals-self-citation-stacking/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055419000546


New Publications

Navigating Political Science: Professional 
Advancement & Success in the Discipline
Edited by Kent Worcester, this book brings together some of the 
most noteworthy, discipline-focused contributions to APSA journals 
published over the past couple of decades. With 28 chapters by 45 
contributors, the book touches on topics from peer review, mentoring, 
and faculty governance, to blogging, data collection, and digital media 
in the classroom. The book should prove relevant for political scientists 
across the board, from aspiring ABDs to seasoned PhDs.

www.apsanet.org/navigating

AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION

Elizabeth C. Matto 
Alison Rios Millett McCartney

Elizabeth A. Bennion 
Dick Simpson

Across the Disciplines
Teaching Civic Engagement 

Teaching Civic Engagement  
Across the Disciplines
Edited by Elizabeth C. Matto, Alison Rios Millett McCartney, 
Elizabeth A. Bennion, and Dick Simpson, this book redirects the 
focus on teaching better political science courses to teaching civic 
engagement across the disciplines. This movement involves university-
wide coordinated civic engagement programs and action plans as well 
as a new nationwide action plan across high schools, community 
colleges, four-year colleges, and research universities to consolidate 
gains and provide resources for the next leap forward.

www.apsanet.org/tce2

Style Manual for Political Science
The APSA Style Manual remains the standard style manual in the 
discipline upon which students, junior faculty members, and well 
established scholars authoring manuscripts, as well as editors, copy-
editors, and proofreaders, can rely. The manual now includes style 
requirements for all four APSA membership-wide journals, as well 
as organized section journals.

www.apsanet.org/stylemanual

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
03

05
54

19
00

05
46

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055419000546

	Notes from the Editors

