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Abstract

Using a case study of the Economic and Law Department of the Hungarian Academy of
Sciences, we find that domestic rankings greatly distort researchers’ publication prefer-
ences. This finding is contrary to the importance of international journal rankings, such
as the SCOPUS Scimago journal ranking or the Web of Science Impact Factor. We found
inconsistencies between international and domestic standards and differences between the
eight committees of the academic department. Based on an exploratory empirical analy-
sis of 4213 journals spanning eight different scientific committees of social science areas
(business, law, demography, sociology, regional studies, world economics, military science
and political science), we prove that a key reason for Hungary’s decreasing rank in interna-
tional visibility is the inconsistently strong bias for domestic journals. We show that incon-
sistency of ranking fairness determines the behavior of researchers; this motivational effect
is especially important in small countries in which local relevance often offsets the impor-
tance of mainstream international discourses. This problem is attenuated with the digital
transformation of science; online repositories, indexing systems and online visibility have
become key enablers of evidence-based assessments of publication performance.
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Introduction

The debate on publication performance in the social sciences has been a heated topic
amongst Hungarian scientists. Discussions focus on what generates real scientific discourse
on relevant academic problems instead of chasing impact factor (IF) scores or following
mainstream scientometrics bandwagons generated by Elsevier and other giant publishers
(Csaba et al. 2014; Braun 2010). These dilemmas extend to dealing with the bias in “core
and periphery” contradiction in science (Demeter 2017a, b), indicating a lack of attention
paid to periphery countries in the social sciences (Demeter 2018). This neglect appears is
the so-called Matthew effect of scientific citations (Bonitz et al. 1997). Needless to say,
some of these issues are local problems. However, as we argue in our paper, there are at
least three areas in which these debates have international (INT) and conceptual relevance.

Firstly, these debates on scientometrics encompass a deep phenomenon impacting non-
English-speaking countries with unique national research areas. This situation is, in our
opinion, the effect of the Information Communication Technologies (ICT) transformation
in science. As a result of digitalization, databases, online tools, open-access journals—as
illustrated in the case of Hungary—Ilocal repositories provide a vast amount of accessible
data for analysis about actual publication performances. This situation elevates the impor-
tance of “evidence-based arguments” compared with “arguments of beliefs” about publica-
tion outputs. While Paji¢ (2014) found that Eastern European countries largely base their
INT scientific production on national journals covered by the Web of Science (WoS) and
SCOPUS, we found that the performance of Hungarian management and social science
followed a different strategy (Table 1).

Paji¢ (2014) noted that Hungary maintains one of the highest H indices in the social
sciences and a high rank in the Eastern European region. However, we noted a problem:
the serious decrease in the total number of Hungarian publications apart from the social
sciences in the subject areas of business, economics and decision sciences. These series of
data, coupled with Pajic’s arguments that the number of Hungarian publications indexed
in SCOPUS stagnated after 2006 (Paji¢ 2014; Fig. 1), also highlights that Hungary has not
followed the path of other Central and Eastern European countries in its social and manage-
ment sciences publication contributions; Hungarian public policy in these areas has chosen
an alternative strategy, which might serve as a lesson to the international community.

Secondly, there is a need for unique scientific indicators for assessing the performance
of Hungarian social science work on the basis of the country’s history and national path
dependency of this academic field. Partly because these scientific areas are nested in the
local and national environment, such questions are often only relevant to a smaller commu-
nity and are not of interest to a wider global academic audience (Bastow et al. 2014). In the
Eastern European context, this problem has been coupled—particularly in the 1990s—with

Table 1 Hungary’s performance in Scimago Journal and Country Rank (www.scimagojr.com) in the period
of 1996-2017

Subject area Rank in Eastern Europe ~ H index Contribution in Contribution
(1996-2017) 1996 (%) in 2017 (%)

Business 9/24 47 7.45 3.79

Economics 724 45 15.94 4.37

Social Sciences 6/24 84 10.37 5.81

Decision Sciences 4/24 49 11.9 5.98
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Fig. 1 Domestic and international composition of normalized HAS publication values by committees

the heritage of dictatorship and other oppressive political regimes, which dominated over
a relatively long period of time (Kornai 1992). This environment made it literally impos-
sible for economics, law and sociology to operate properly as free, independent disciplines;
this situation was especially pronounced when one compared these fields with the natural
and engineering sciences. According to this logic, the primary question arises as to how to
deal with the pressures of the “publish-or-perish” principle and how to assess real scien-
tific impact and fairness of performance assessment across disciplines. As a science pol-
icy, should HAS further motivate the proliferation of domestic (DOM) journals for local
researchers? Hungary has more than doubled its number of Hungarian-language scientific
journals from 184 to 298 from 2016 to 2018. Paji¢ (2015) also found that Scopus and Web
of Science Journal Citation Reports (WoS JCR) ranking lists between 2007 and 2014 have
grown in volume by 30-40% and 40-50%, respectively. However, Hungarian data only
show that 10% of the 298 Hungarian journals are listed in SCOPUS and 3% are listed in
WoS. As a result, the growth of journals in Hungary is “domestically recognized” and not
going through Elsevier’s or Clarivate’s quality assurance.

Thirdly, by connecting the two previous dilemmas—that is, (a) publication data are
stored in databases in a transparent manner and can be easily compared by researchers,
institutions and countries and, (b) there are different expectations in country specific
research issue in which there is tension about how to set normative academic standards for
motivating researchers to choose appropriate publication strategies—we argue that consist-
ency and alignment with journal ranking best practices is essential. We focus on Hungary
to illustrate that the ways in which scientific journals are assessed and ranked determines
the behavior of researchers much more than the “politically correct” value of internation-
alization in science. Contrary to what (Paji¢ 2015) found regarding his assessment of an
evaluation of the methodologies of scientific papers in Eastern Europe (i.e., a lower value
is ascribed to national journals), we show that the Hungarian Academy of Science’s (HAS)
practice is different. However, we found practical evidence to confirm Paji¢ (2015)’s state-
ment that authors boost their performance by publishing in journals of lower quality due to
pressure to publish in INT journals. Building on these thoughts, we center our investigation
on the fairness and consistency of journal rankings in a unique environment in which both
INT and special local repositories and assessment systems exist. This area has been less
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investigated—particular in formerly communist countries—unlike practices in Western
countries (Templeton and Lewis 2015; Astaneh and Masoumi 2018).

We have formulated our problem statement based on these propositions by choosing sci-
entific journals as our unit of analysis. Particularly, we have been interested in investigating
the results that actual data reveal and how this information can be used to gain a deeper
understanding of publication performance. Our assumption is that the consistency of jour-
nal rankings has a strong implication on the behavior of researchers.

Literature review

There are several theories and concepts as to what determines INT publication outputs.
In the context of Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries, economic development
(Vinkler 2008), the post-communist past (Kornai 1992) and being on the periphery of
social sciences (Demeter 2017a, b) are most often noted. This last issue has been recurring
presented in the literature as a major challenge for authors as individuals (Schmoch and
Schubert 2008), institutions as competing scientific entities (Gumpenberger et al. 2016),
and also for regions with the intention of disseminating or acquiring knowledge in particu-
lar fields (Wang and Wang 2017). Stakeholder interest and objectives are also key factors
in publication outputs (Shenhav 1986). In the case of social sciences, a lot of emphasis is
placed on to local relevance because this concept drives access to R&D resources (Bastow
et al. 2014). On the other hand, relevant local problems do not often fall within mainstream
areas of research discourse (Lauf 2005; Wiedemann and Meyen 2016. This situation results
in an imbalanced flow of knowledge dissemination and absorption (Gerke and Evers 2006).
Digital disruption in the form of readily available repositories, online aggregators,
indexing systems, and research platforms has widened the gap even more between jour-
nals which exploit new ICT innovations and business models and those who are lagging
behind (Nederhof 2006; Teodorescu and Andrei 2011; Bunz 2006). Apart from the audited
and centrally controlled main academic databases such as Elsevier’s SCOPUS, which con-
tains more than 30,000 journal titles, or Clarivate Analytics WoS, which contains 12,000
academic journals, there are crowdsourcing and community-controlled visibility tools such
as Researchgate, Academia.edu and other initiatives such as Harzing’s Publish or Perish
and Google Scholar for increasing publication outreach and visibility (Delgado and Repiso
2013). Needless to say, several ethical questions come into play pertaining to academic
standards, search bias, scoring algorithms, language preferences and predator business
models that take advantage on the publication pressure placed on authors and institutions
(Astaneh and Masoumi 2018). Irrespective of what kind of resistance there is to accepting
new methods of publication dissemination and marketing techniques, one thing is very cer-
tain: as the digital ecosystem evolves in science, all stakeholders must assess the situation
based on data and evidence from reliable and “accredited” sources (Demeter 2017a, b).
Countries in the periphery might choose to use INT repositories and indexing sites; they
can also build their own local ones that cater to the publication policy and assessment needs
of their local communities. Hungary chose the latter method; the idea was to establish a com-
prehensive database for collecting scientific output of Hungarian researchers. As a result, the
Repository of Hungarian Scientific Artefacts (RHSA) was established. The project was ini-
tiated in 2008 by the HAS, the Hungarian Accreditation Committee, The Rectors’ Confer-
ence, the Council of Hungarian Doctoral Schools, and the National Foundation for Scientific
Research (Makara and Seres 2013). The five founding organizations agreed that the repository
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needed to be a credible, auditable and authentic source of Hungarian research artifacts, includ-
ing DOM and INT journal articles, books, patents, conference proceedings, educational mate-
rials and other such items. Over the years, the RHSA system has been strengthened institu-
tionally by several legislative acts; its maintenance and operations has been delegated to the
HAS. This dedicated governance body consists of library and research experts that develop its
strategy and regularly report to the president and the general council of the HAS (HAS Doctor
of Science Requirements—www.mta.hu 2018). There are links and migration tools to connect
RHSA with SCOPUS and WoS. However, this cooperation is limited; the RHSA and its gov-
ernance has practically developed its own evaluation system (Csaba et al. 2014).

As publication performance, especially INT visibility, gain importance, countries are moti-
vating their researchers to publish their work in journals that reach a wide range of audiences
while, at the same time, maintaining a high level of academic quality (Bastow et al. 2014).
Because this performance is assessed as a mixture of local and INT publications—espe-
cially in small-country settings—the operation of these journals has become vitally important
(Zdenék 2018). Especially with scientific journals, the fairness of their ranking has risen to a
level that is at the center of discussions in all academic disciplines and geographical regions
(Templeton and Lewis 2015). Fairness in this context means an unbiased judgement of the
stature of scientific journals that enables an impartial evaluation of research performance in a
particular field of science as well as the comparison of the new results and the added value of
individual fields of science to one another (Templeton and Lewis 2015). In Hungary, fairness
regarding social sciences is surrounded by suspicion originating from a number of individual
researchers and also often from the evaluating institutions. Such resentments often result in
institutional and scientific “chauvinism” in an attempt to protect fairness as a social construc-
tion of science (Sods and Schubert 2014).

We intend to contribute to the discourse of assessing the drivers of publications in social
sciences by three propositions:

(a) Firstly, we put scientific journals into the center of our research—as a unit of analysis—
and hypothesize that local and INT journal rankings determine publication behavior
regardless of the INT trends and pressures in small countries.

(b) Secondly, there is enough empirical evidence and factual data—both in INT (SCOPUS
and WoS in particular) and DOM (e.g., RHSA) repositories—to direct the discourse
from the territory of “beliefs” to the territory of factual arguments and lay the ground
for “evidence-based publication policy” design.

(c) Thirdly, by analyzing empirical data of journal rankings and actual publication out-
puts, we show that journal valuation fairness and bias determines—with a high level
of significance—the publication performance of Hungarian researchers in the social
sciences.

We chose our research design as a case study and present the journal ranking data in the IX.
Department of Economics and Law at the HAS.

Case study background

The research design was put together for the scientific journal assessment board of the IX.

Economics and Law Department (ELD) of at the HAS; this work was led by two leading
members of the HAS. The lead author of the paper has served as the chief analyst for the
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project and developed the research case design according to the experience he gained dur-
ing that process.

The ELD of the HAS was originally established for and by academics working in eco-
nomics and law. Later, different scientific areas and disciplines were added to this depart-
ment. Presently, the scientific and doctoral committees of this department grant “Doctor of
Sciences (D.Sc.)” degrees in the following disciplines (HAS Doctor of Science Require-
ments—www.mta.hu 2018):

Business and Management Studies (BUS)
Demographic Studies (DEM)

Legal and Governmental Sciences (LAW)

Military Science (MIL)

Political Science (POL)

Regional Studies (REG)

Sociology (SOC)

World Economics and Development Studies (WED)

These committees play a pivotal role in setting scientific standards for doctoral education,
establishing guidelines for academic promotion and laying down principles for scientific
practices, both at research institutes and at universities. Doctoral schools that award Ph.D.
degrees can only be directed by academics who possess D.Sc. degrees. Therefore, the role
of the HAS is not only theoretical but also institutional.

For assessing the scientific publication performance of D.Sc. candidates, the commit-
tees have created journal baskets categorizing both DOM and INT journals. Adherence to
these lists and categories is essential in order to receive the required level of scores from
each committee. Although specific conditions do vary among the eight disciplines, each
committee requires regular publication and a large number of independent citations in both
INT and Hungarian journals. There are several other requirements for granting the D.Sc.
degree, but our research focuses specifically on journals. Therefore, these other criteria are
not discussed in the course of our analysis. Only one aspect is important to note as a critical
element; it plays a highly important role across all committees and basically the entire aca-
demic department; beyond journals monographs also play a large role. The heavy empha-
sis on books is especially relevant in Legal and Governmental Sciences (LAW) and Mili-
tary Studies (MIL). Journal baskets are regularly re-evaluated and modernized while they
attempt to maintain stability for long-range academic planning. Doctoral schools also use
the lists for Ph.D. assessment, and universities use them for academic promotion. There-
fore, the motivational power and influence of journal rankings determine carrier paths and
how institutions and individuals build their long-term publication strategies.

To assign journals into categories, the committees used predefined quality requirements;
the process of determining journal baskets is a social construction process in which the
personal experience of senior committee members, these individuals’ publication histories,
the stature of the Hungarian language and local importance of the journal’s focus are, natu-
rally, involved. As far as quality requirements are concerned, bylaws state that the journals
recognized by the HAS have to be peer-reviewed, must possess an editorial board, must be
published regularly, need to adhere to academic standards of the field and should contain
a list of references (HAS Doctoral Regulations 2014). The transparency and conclusive-
ness of the—sometimes rather heated—constructive dialogue is ensured by the commit-
tee bylaws, the overseeing power of the Academic Board of the IX. Department, and the
President Board of the entire Academy. A lengthy and time-consuming procedure ensures
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that committees openly discuss, vote and publish the so-called IX. Section list of accepted
academic journals (HAS list) (HAS Doctor of Science Requirements—www.mta.hu 2018).

Source of data

To explore our research questions, we collected two sources of data about the journal ranks
of the eight committees at the end of 2017. The first source was the actual journal list with
available features of both DOM and INT journals. For the INT ones, we collected, where
available, the relevant INT database in which they were listed. We paid special attention to
SCOPUS and WoS journals. To access SCOPUS journals, we used the recently developed
Scimago Journal Ranking (Gonzélez-Pereira et al. 2010). For WoS, we used the IF data.
The second major source of data was the RHSA, from which we collected the number of
publications uploaded in each of the HAS ranked journals of the eight committees.

Table 2 summarizes the database we built for the analysis. The first set of data identifies
the journals by juxtaposing their ISSN and electronic ISSN number, title and numerical
code. The second category in the dataset describes the audience of the journals, which are
either DOM (DOM = 197) and written in Hungarian or INT (INT=4016) journals written
in English. Finally, the third category encompasses data about the journals’ availability in
different repositories.

We used SPSS Statistics for Windows (IBM Corp. Armonk, NY, Version 24.0.
2016) and Excel (Microsoft, Redmond, WA, Version 2016) modeling to test our three
propositions.

Discussion of results

Journal rankings and publication output: what empirical data show in the IX—
Department of the HAS

Scientific committees ranked different numbers of DOM and INT journals. Table 3 reveals
that while the number of DOM journals varied between 30 (MIL) and 53 (SOC) journals,
INT numbers were characterized by much more variation: from 56 (MIL) to 1896 (BUS).
Pearson’s r=0.127 on the p <0.01 level of significance reveals that the difference between
the committees is not random but the correlation is weak.

The HAS journal ranking, which is the most important for academic promotion, is
summarized in Table 4. Committees typically create four journal categories: category A
includes top-ranked journals and category D includes the lowest-ranked journals. Two
committees, however, only use three categories (MIL and SOC), and another two (LAW
and POL) do not assign D categories to INT journals.

The highest ratio of A-ranked DOM journals is in the Legal and Governmental Sciences
Committee (LAW =30%); the lowest is in World Economics and Development Studies
Committee (WED=5.9%). In contrast, Business and Management Studies (BUS) classi-
fies the highest ratio of journals into the lowest category (BUS =36.7%), and the Regional
Economics Committee groups only REG=13.0% of journals into the D category. As far
as INT journals are concerned, the proportional variation is much less: Political Science
ranks 25% of journals as the highest proportion; Sociology ranks 14.6% of journals into A
category. On the other end of the categories, Demographic Studies classifies 36.8% of their
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Table 2 Collected data for 4213 journals in ELD of HAS

Data collected Category of data Type of variable
1. Record number Journal identification Numeric

ISSN String

EISSN String

Journal Title String
2. Audience INT or DOM Category
3. Committee BUS, DEM, LAW, MIL, POL, Category

REG, SOC, WED

4. HAS_Category (A, B, C, D) Category

5. RHSA_papers
6. Hindex2014
Best_Q_Value (Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4)
Subject Area (more areas are indicated)
SJR index 2015 (not used)
7.1F2014
WoS ARTS and HUMANITIES CITATION INDEX
WoS SOCIAL SCIENCES CITATION INDEX
WoS SCIENCE CITATION INDEX EXPANDED
8. Publishers
Doaj
EBSCO Academic Search Complete
EBSCO Art and Architecture
EBSCO Econlit
EBSCO MLA International Bibliography
EBSCO Philosophers Index
Jstor
Mathscinet
ProjectMUSE
ProQuest ABI INFORM
Sciencedirect

Number of papers in RHSA
SCOPUS and Scimago

‘Web of Science
Impact factor 2014

Publishers and availability

Scale variable
Scale variable
Category
String

Scale variable
Scale variable
Scale variable
Scale variable
Scale variable
String
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category

Table 3 Distribution of journals

in the committees of ELD in Count Committee
HAS LAW DEM BUS MIL WED POL REG SOC
Audience
INT 1333 106 1896 56 558 492 176 314
DOM 49 48 42 30 34 44 46 53
Total 1382 154 1938 86 592 536 222 367

listed journals into category D, and the Committee of Regional Studies puts only 3.4% of
their journals into this basket. The HAS journal ranking generally shows that, with the
exception of Military Sciences, more than 50% of DOM journals are ranked into the lowest
half of the categories. Business and Management ranked a record high 70% of journals into
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Table 4 Journal distribution according to HAS categories and committees

Committee  Category

A B C D

Count RowN % Count Row N % Count Row N % Count Row N %

LAW
Audience
INT 220 16.5 375 28.1 738 554 0 0.0
DOM 15 30.6 9 18.4 10 20.4 15 30.6
DEM
Audience
INT 22 20.8 20 18.9 25 23.6 39 36.8
DOM 6 12.5 15 31.2 15 31.2 12 25.0
BUS
Audience
INT 325 17.1 409 21.6 369 19.5 793 41.8
DOM 3 7.1 5 11.9 19 452 15 35.7
MIL
Audience
INT 9 16.1 14 25.0 33 58.9 0 0.0
DOM 5 16.7 11 36.7 14 46.7 0 0.0
WED
Audience
INT 105 18.8 181 324 168 30.1 104 18.6
DOM 2 59 8 235 18 529 6 17.6
POL
Audience
INT 123 25.0 125 254 244 49.6 0 0.0
DOM 4 9.1 16 36.4 16 36.4 8 18.2
REG
Audience
INT 29 16.5 50 28.4 91 51.7 6 34
DOM 6 13.0 10 21.7 24 52.2 6 13.0
soc
Audience
INT 46 14.6 99 31.5 169 53.8 0 0.0
DOM 9 17.0 16 30.2 28 52.8 0 0.0

categories C and D, basically assessing that most Hungarian academic journals bear lower
scientific value than INT journals. In the INT market, there is a similar assessment: six
committees classified more than 50% of journals into C or D categories: WED ranks 48%
of journals into C or D categories and POL ranks 49% of journals into C and D categories.
These ratios are slightly less than in the DOM case.

To describe publication performance, we used the RHSA repository by downloading
the total number of publications indicated in all 4210 journals (3 were missing data) on
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Table 5 Publications in ELD journals by audience

RHSA papers N Min. Max. Sum Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic  SE Statistic  SE

DOM 197 0 3779 89,413 45387 517.146  2.612 173 9932 .345
INT 4013 O 702 8909 222 17.946  29.159 .039 985.641 .077

Table 6 Pareto concentration of publications weighted by journal rankings

HAS (%) Scopus Q (%) Impact factor (%) No. of journals

80% of publication output is reached by %

LAW 1.5 2.7 1.4 1382
DEM 13.6 4.5 1.9 154
BUS 1.5 5.1 0.4 1938
MIL 16.3 3.5 2.3 86
WED 2.5 7.4 6.6 595
POL 3.7 2.6 6.0 536
REG 10.8 59 9.5 222
SOC 7.1 2.7 13.9 366

2017 January 31. As Table 5 shows, the RHSA contains 98,324 papers in the ranked jour-
nals; 91% had been published in Hungarian journals and only 9% were published in INT
journals. This ratio is almost opposite the composition of the journals (5% Hungarian and
95% INT), which suggests that a DOM journal in the RHSA database contains, on average,
453.9 papers while an INT journal contains, on average, only 2.2 papers. Both distributions
are skewed to right, INT journals 10 times more so than DOM journals. The large spread
in publications suggests that there is a significant number of journals in which researchers
have not published at all: 2 DOM journals and 2675 INT journals, which, together, consti-
tute 66% of the total number of HAS-ranked journals.

In Table 6, we present how concentrated the publication outputs are, especially in the
BUS and LAW committees where the number of listed journals are comparably high.
The MIL, DEM and REG committees produce a more even distribution of publications in
HAS-ranked journals, but in the Scopus and IF they demonstrate the same concentration
as other committees. It was a surprise to find that the SOC committee included 13% of IF
journals containing the top 80% of their WoS papers, showing the highest spread compar-
ing all the committees.

The RHSA data consequently reveal that researchers, according to the ranking scheme
of the HAS IX. Department, strongly prefer Hungarian journals, regardless of the fact that
the number of available opportunities in INT journals is 18 times larger. However, differ-
ences between committees (Table 7) reveal major as opposed to random differences. These
data do not confirm the findings of Paji¢ (2015) that the evaluation methodologies of scien-
tific papers usually prefer journals ranked within the top 10% or 30% of JCR or SCOPUS
and accordingly give lower value to DOM journals (Paji¢ 2015).

The largest number of INT papers were written in Business and Management commit-
tee journals (6063), and the lowest number of INT papers were written in Military Sci-
ence committee journals (113). The Military Science committee also includes the lowest
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Table 7 Publication output by
committees and HAS categories

Category
A B C D
LAW
INT
RHSA
Sum 419 393 677
Row sum % 28.1% 26.4% 45.5% 0.0%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 8173 3010 1902 2814
Row sum % 51.4% 18.9% 12.0% 17.7%
DEM
INT
RHSA
Sum 50 186 93 222
Row sum % 9.1% 33.8% 16.9% 40.3%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 4967 8389 13,000 6424
Row sum % 15.2% 25.6% 39.7% 19.6%
BUS
INT
RHSA
Sum 1266 1265 2912 620
Row sum % 20.9% 20.9% 48.0% 10.2%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 3004 3526 11,493 6318
Row sum % 12.3% 14.5% 47.2% 26.0%
MIL
INT
RHSA
Sum 10 19 84
Row sum % 8.8% 16.8% 74.3% 0.0%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 2354 3586 2136
Row sum % 29.1% 44.4% 26.4% 0.0%
WED
INT
RHSA
Sum 329 333 250 125
Row sum % 31.7% 32.1% 24.1% 12.1%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 2667 4344 8323 2544
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Table 7 (continued)

Category
A B C D
Row sum % 14.9% 24.3% 46.6% 14.2%
POL
INT
RHSA
Sum 383 206 278
Row sum % 44.2% 23.8% 32.1% 0.0%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 4284 10,219 10,431 4618
Row sum % 14.5% 34.6% 353% 15.6%
REG
INT
RHSA
Sum 168 763 565 2
Row sum % 11.2% 50.9% 37.7% 0.1%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 6847 7843 16,534 5011
Row sum % 18.9% 21.6% 45.6% 13.8%
soc
INT
RHSA
Sum 124 714 299
Row sum % 10.9% 62.8% 26.3% 0.0%
DOM
RHSA
Sum 4330 10,537 20,533
Row sum % 12.2% 29.8% 58.0% 0.0%

number of DOM publications (8076); the highest number was found in the Regional Stud-
ies committee.

The percentage values listed in Table 7 describe the distribution within committees
between HAS journal categories. One can conclude from these data that Sociology com-
mittee journals contain the most A and B category papers (73%) in the INT audience; the
Military Science committee journals contain the least (24%). This committee, however, is
associated with the highest percentage of category A and B publications in the DOM audi-
ence; Business and Management committee is associated with the least (27%). The total
fraction of publications in A and B categories in INT journals exceeded 50% in five com-
mittees (LAW, WED, POL, REG and SOC); there were only two categories (MIL=73%
and LAW =70%) in which the same ratio was higher than 50% in DOM journals. Those
few researchers who publish in INT journals prefer A or B category journals in LAW,
WED, POL REG and SOC committees; the much larger group of researchers who pub-
lish in DOM journals place their papers in C and D category journals (DEM, BUS, WED,
POL, REG, SOC).
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These empirical data indicate a serious bias toward DOM publications and, beyond that,
a significant inconsistency between HAS rankings and actual journal publication perfor-
mance. In the next section, we assess the constructive fairness of the committees and show
how inconsistency results in the increase of domestic publication output.

Assessing constructive fairness: comparison of HAS, SCOPUS and WoS journal
rankings

In order to assess ranking fairness, we chose two benchmarks and collected indicators for
the HAS-ranked journals listed in Table 2. The first set consisted of the journals which
received the best Scimago quartile ranking (Gonzalez-Pereira et al. 2010); the second
set consisted of WoS IF where these data were available. We found that out of the total
number of 4213 journals, 2272 (54%) had 2015 Scimago Q value, and 1330 (31%) had a
2014 IF value. The total number of publications in these journals in RHSA was 13,718
in SCOPUS-Scimago (14% of the total publications) and 6650 in the WoS IF journals
(7% of the total publications). Both the low number of journals and the number of papers
published in these journals highlights the need for the HAS ranking. This situation is
especially true for Hungarian journals: we only found 2 with IF values, and 13 with Q
categories (Q2=1, Q3=2, Q4=10). Still, we argue that the more than 2200 SCOPUS
and 1300 WoS journals serve as good proxies for assessing HAS ranking fairness. The
key idea is that increased consistency of the three different rankings (HAS, Scopus and
WoS) indicates that the constructive scientific discourse in a particular committee is also
consistent.

After cross-tabulating the SCOPUS and WoS values, we found that 814 journals had
IF values out of the 956 Q1 journals; the 587 Q2 journals included 322 with IF scores.
There were 140 journals with IF values in the Q3 category; only 47 journals of the 275 Q4
journals had IF values. Correlation tests between the two variables revealed a Spearman
correlation value of 0.522 at the 99% significance level (i.e., the SCOPUS and IF rankings
correlated to a medium degree).

We ran correlation tests for each committee separately, given the fact that the WoS IF
and SCOPUS quartile value of journals is the same across HAS committees (i.e., they all
took the highest Q value from the Scimago scientific areas) and only the HAS ranking dif-
fered in each committee. The results are summarized in Table 8. Five committees exhibited
a (p<0.05) correlation between HAS ranking and the Q quartile categories as a result of
the Pearson Chi squared test (SOC, POL, WED, BUS and LAW). The Cramer V in each of
these cases exhibited a weak-moderate correlation (LAW =0.201; POL=0.334).

In order to determine how each committee distorted its own ranking, we calculated a
strengthening and weakening ratio for each HAS category.

Mathematically, we formalized this values as follows; the results of the computations
are shown in Table 9 series (a)—(h).

Weakening indicator:
E .. a;;
w. = —I AR (I)

Strengthening indicator:
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Table 8 Correlation between HAS and SCOPUS rankings by committees

Committee  Pearson Chi square  df  Asymp.sig. Cramer’sV  Approx.sig. N of valid cases

(2-sided)
SOC 57.598* 6 .000 .301 .000 317
REG 19.121° 9 .024 214 .024 139
POL 94.299¢ 6 .000 334 .000 422
WED 112.809¢ 9 .000 283 .000 470
MIL 5.000° 6 544 408 544 15
BUS 296.016f 9 .000 .286 .000 1208
DEM 7.489¢ 9 .586 163 .586 94
LAW 33.796" 6 .000 201 .000 417

1 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.56
57 cells (43.8%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.35
€0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.42
40 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.07
€12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .53
f0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.07
£8 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.91

B0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21.43

5, = —I_V / 2

where w; is the weakening factor of the jth HAS category in the given committee, j runs from
1to4 (A=1, B=2,C=3, D=4), i has five values; the four Q categories (1, 2, 3, 4) and a the
non-indexed category (5), s; is the strengthening factor of the jth HAS category in the given
committee, a;; is the number of journals ranked in the ith SCOPUS and jth HAS category, N, is
the total number of journals in the jth HAS category.

It is important to note that by comparing of weakening and strengthening factors of jour-
nals we do not judge the HAS categorization but merely draw attention to the distortion from
the two main indexing regimes. These strengthening and weakening ratios show how each
committee over- or undervalues Q quartile SCOPUS ranking when classifying journals into
their respective A—D categories. The LAW and DEM committees show a tendency to weaken
SCOPUS rankings and indicate lower motivation for publishing in higher-value INT journals.
The BUS and SOC committees, on the other hand, demonstrate a slight overvaluing tendency
and provide more incentive for INT publications by placing high HAS rankings on SCOPUS
journals. Three committees (WED, POL and REG) appear to be well-balanced—their HAS
rankings are very much in accordance with SCOPUS quartiles. Finally, there is one commit-
tee that has a significantly large discrepancy and inconsistency in terms of both its number of
journals and its ranking practices. We can also see that each committee ranks a relatively large
number of non-indexed INT journals. However, there are two committees in which this num-
ber exceeds the SCOPUS ranked journals: LAW (965 non-SCOPUS and 417 SCOPUS) and
MIL (71 non-SCOPUS and 15 SCOPUS).
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Table 9 HAS ranking strengthening and weakening compared to SCOPUS ranking by committees
Best Q value A B C D
LAW
Ql 46 15 41 0
Q2 29 35 44 0
Q3 22 42 61 0
Q4 12 24 46 0
Non-indexed 126 268 556 15
Strengthening (#) - 15 85 0
% of category - 4% 11% 0%
Weakening (#) 189 334 602 -
% of category 80% 87% 80% -
BUS
Q1 228 180 89 70
Q2 64 97 70 83
Q3 12 38 54 111
Q4 2 11 25 74
Non-indexed 22 88 150 470
Strengthening (#) - 180 159 264
% of category - 43% 41% 33%
Weakening (#) 100 137 175 -
% of category 30% 33% 45% -
WED
Q1 77 88 32 19
Q2 15 54 34 16
Q3 8 12 33 25
Q4 3 10 21 23
Non-indexed 4 25 66 27
Strengthening (#) 88 66 60
% of category 47% 35% 55%
Weakening (#) 30 47 87 -
% of category 28% 25% 47%
REG
Q1 18 25 29 0
Q2 3 9 17 0
Q3 5 4 12 1
Q4 2 2 10 2
Non-indexed 7 20 47 9
Strengthening (#) 25 46 1
% of category 42% 40% 8%
Weakening (#) 17 26 57 -
% of category 49% 43% 50% -
DEM
Q1 15 6 11 11
Q2 5 6 7 5
Q3 2 5 5 7
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Table 9 (continued)

Best Q value A B C D
Q4 2 3 1 3
Non-indexed 4 15 16 25
Strengthening (#) - 6 18 23
% of category - 17% 45% 45%
Weakening (#) 13 23 17 -
% of category 46% 66% 43%
MIL
Q1 2 3 1 0
Q2 1 1 1 0
Q3 1 0 1 0
Q4 0 1 3 0
Non-indexed 10 20 41 15
Strengthening (#) - 3 85 0
% of category - 12% 4% -
Weakening (#) 12 21 44 -
% of category 86% 84% 94% -
POL
Ql 88 60 47 0
Q2 23 40 44 0
Q3 8 12 52 0
Q4 3 6 39 0
Non-indexed 5 23 78 8
Strengthening (#) - 60 91 0
% of category - 43% 35% 0%
Weakening (#) 39 41 117 -
% of category 31% 29% 45% -
soc
Ql 40 71 57 0
Q2 5 21 56 0
Q3 0 9 34 0
Q4 2 2 20 0
Non-indexed 8 12 30 15
Strengthening (#) - 71 113 0
% of category - 62% 57% -
Weakening (#) 15 23 50 -
% of category 27% 20% 25% -

Distortion of journal rankings by actual publications

Needless to say, publication preferences also determine how scientists view the value
of a journal. After all, it is a strategic choice how to combine different higher and lower
ranked journals or when to publish in DOM or INT journals; these decisions result in a
socially constructivist judgement of the academic community. Responsibility of the HAS
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committees are pivotal from this point because by ranking journals they are fine tuning the
motivations for researchers’ actual publishing behavior. Researchers prefer to publish in
DOM journals across all eight committees (Table 6). In order to modify the committees’
journal rank with a community’s publication behavior, we developed an index that weighs
the nominal rank of the journals with the proportion of the publications having appeared in
the journal in the given committee of ELD:

HAS_ind RHSA, HAS_val
maex, = ————— value;
ST ST RAsa, ®)
0 ind RHSA, 0 val
maex;, = ————— value;
S T S RHsA, “)
IF_ind RHSA, IF_val
maex, = ————— value;
ST ST RAsA, )

where RHSA, is the number of publications in ith journal and (},_, RHSA)) is the total
number of publications in the committee, HAS_value; is the HAS category value of the ith
journal, HAS_index; is the HAS category value weighted by the publication preference of
the ith journal, Q_value, is the weighted rank of the ith journal, Q_index; is the Q category
value weighted by the publication preference of the ith journal, IF_value, is the IF of the ith
journal, IF_index; is the IF value weighted by the publication preference of the ith journal.

If we summarize these weighted journal rankings by committees, we create an index
that is a unique attribute of each committee with regards to DOM and INT publication
preferences. This index takes into consideration both the actual behavior of researchers
(publication) and the assessment of the particular committee of the journal (journal rank).
According to this logic, a journal “loses” its rank if it provides easy access to scientists or
also if no one ever publishes in it.

The other interpretation to our calculation logic is that a publication in an A-ranked
HAS journal is worth four times more than a publication in a D-ranked journal. Taking
the LAW committee in for instance, this index is the highest in the case of DOM journals
(3.04); in BUS, it is the lowest (2.13) (Table 10). This difference indicates a major differ-
ence in evaluation fairness between the two committees; LAW is equivalent to a strong B
HAS category and BUS is closer to a C HAS category.

One naturally could argue that it is more valuable for the academic community to pro-
ceed with its scientific discourses in local journals, which, for the disciplines of legal stud-
ies, public administration, military science or other ELD, provide more relevance, visibility
and academic impact. By accepting that in many social science areas local relevance over-
rides compliance with INT bandwagons, we argue that the quality of journals and a critical
amount of readership—indicated by citations—are crucial elements of ranking fairness. In
order to support our argument, we collected the following data of 298 DOM journals listed
in ELD at the end of 2018:

109 (37%) published paper titles in English or some other foreign language,
111 (37%) required English or other language abstracts,

42 (14%) included DOI identifiers,

22 (7%) had ethical guidelines or a codex

13 (4%) had an archiving policy (the so-called Sherpa Romeo)
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Table 10 Different ranking

T . . . Count HAS index Q index IF index
indices in committees including
publication weights and the LAW
journal ranks
INT 1333 2.83 0.62 0.08
DOM 49 3.04 0.03 0.00
DEM
INT 106 2.12 271 1.73
DOM 48 2.36 0.13 0.00
BUS
INT 1896 2.52 2.98 341
DOM 42 2.13 0.14 0.00
MIL
INT 56 2.35 0.76 0.07
DOM 30 3.03 0.00 0.00
WED
INT 558 2.84 2.47 0.52
DOM 34 2.40 0.13 0.00
POL
INT 492 3.12 2.46 0.46
DOM 44 2.48 0.16 0.00
REG
INT 176 2.73 2.36 0.50
DOM 46 2.46 0.09 0.00
SOC
INT 314 2.85 2.67 0.68
DOM 53 2.54 0.19 0.00

Furthermore, 162 journals out of 298 were published only after a delay of more than
6 months (138 journals suffered a delay of more than a year), and only 136 were published
on time or within 6 months. This means that less the half (46%) of the DOM academic
journals appear regularly according to their schedule. In this respect, the average delay of
the last issue was 42 months. In addition, 20% of the journals were inactive, that is, they
only existed as archived collections. An online appearance is also indicative of journal
quality; 20% of the HAS-listed DOM journals did not have an online presence at all.

There are also issues with the DOM impact of local journals. As shown in Table 5,
Hungarian scientists in the social and management science area of HAS publish about 10
times more papers in DOM journals than INT ones. Table 11 summarizes a simple analy-
sis of the extent to which Hungarian scientists read and cite articles in these journals. We
divided the number of papers published in the journals by the number of citations from
the same journals in the same 2 years in order to generate an “impact factor-like” ratio.
As Table 11 shows, this ratio varies from 0.487 (Military Science committee) to 0.254
(Demography committee). These findings show that the articles do not generate academic
discussions or have little impact on the Hungarian research community.

For SCOPUS journals, we used a similar ranking (4 for the category value of Ql
and 1 for Q4). Analyzing the same committees as above reveals opposite differences in
evaluation fairness; the BUS index is 2.98 while the LAW index is 0.62. These results
show that the academic community of the former committee averages out at around a
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Table 11 Papers and citations

. Committee Number of papers Number of cita-  Number of
of DOM journals by HAS tions citations
committees (2016—

2017)
2016 2017 2016 2017 ~ Number
of papers
(2016—
2017)
LAW 2053 2000 1140 667 0.446
DEM 1565 1632 528 284 0.254
BUS 941 1048 561 354 0.460
MIL 654 685 412 240 0.487
WED 997 953 413 185 0.307
POL 2161 2165 787 433 0.282
REG 1714 1640 865 497 0.406
Nele 2016 1794 819 296 0.293
Total 12,101 11,917 5525 2956 0.353

Q2 SCOPUS rating; the latter does not even reach Q4 if we take into account where
researchers in this committee actually publish.

To assess the IF equivalency, there are no “references” because IF is a ratio scale var-
iable. Generally, we can state that the normalized IF value in a committee corresponds
to a similar IF level journal. By taking the IF values of INT journals, the dominance of
BUS =3.14 is staggering compared with the committees which are invisible regarding
IF scores—Table 9 shows the results of our computation. In our opinion, these data
demonstrate the critical inhomogeneity with the IX. Department journal evaluation fair-
ness, which is visualized in Figs. 1, 2 and 3.

Conclusions

We have developed arguments that journal evaluations in a country with specific research
strategies and unique language environment generate noticeable influence on publication
output and performance. In addition, other documented factors such as path dependency,
national relevance of scientific fields and historical heritage affect publication output. Ana-
lyzing the journal rankings in the Economic and Legal Department of the HAS and the
RHAS, we presented such a case and illustrated how evidence-based assessment of scien-
tific performance can contribute to heated debates on beliefs, normative expectations and
actual situation analysis. The availability of online databases and repositories has improved
the transparency of scientific publications, even in the niche language countries. The use of
such repositories is essential for making public policy decisions for scientific publications.
We have shown, that regardless of the staggering speed of globalization in the scien-
tific fields of ELD committees (i.e., business, demography, law, sociology, political sci-
ence, regional studies, world economics, law and military science), over 90 percent of pub-
lication output has been visible only in Hungarian journals; the remaining 10% is almost
exclusively placed into non-indexed journals with questionable quality and visibility.
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Our data have shown that this performance history is strongly reaffirmed—and also
driven—by inconsistent journal evaluation practices in the IX. Department of the HAS.
First of all, the ranking values appear to be strongly biased toward the small number of
Hungarian journals compared with the large number of INT journals. Academic com-
mittees approach the weakening and strengthening of SCOPUS Scimago rankings dif-
ferently: Legal Studies and Military Science ranks more non-indexed INT journals than
SCOPUS-ranked journals, which likely is responsible for the largest deviation from the
INT trends. Web of Science journals and publications with IF are very rare as a result
of the HAS Departmental Committee, which declared some years ago that IF is not a
required condition for academic promotion in the social sciences. Our empirical data
reveal a statistically significant differences in committee journal rankings and also that
publication volume in journals correlates with language preferences. We also noted a
strong bias toward highly ranked journals according to the HAS rather than SCOPUS or
WoS.

We have also developed a so-called publication value index of journals for each sci-
entific committee. This index weights a journal’s given category with the proportion
of the papers it contains in the scientific committee according to three schemes (HAS,
SCOPUS and WoS). By ranking the committees’ publication performance based on this
index, we obtain different results depending on the audience (DOM vs. INT) and the
scheme we choose. Legal Studies and Military Science are the leading committees in
taking Hungarian genres; Business Studies, on the other hand, rank the highest when the
SCOPUS and WoS schemes are selected.

The bias toward non-indexed DOM journals in the social sciences create difficulties
in fairly evaluating differences and contributes to a large extent to a decline in the vis-
ibility of INT journals and a decrease in the prestige of Hungarian publications.

Our results have been discussed by several committees since we started to publish
these data. Beginning in 2017, a much more thorough process has been initiated to cre-
ate more consistent journal baskets and ensure evidence-based discussions about fair
journal evaluations on how to construct journal rankings. All in all, harmonizing publi-
cation practices with lists of INT journals is a necessity; the careful implementation of a
consistent and fair journal ranking scheme will in our opinion contribute to an increas-
ing motivation for the researchers of the IX. Department to increase their number of
publications.
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