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It is a complex issue how to evaluate the quality of humanities research. The fact that
humanities researchers continue to strongly oppose attempts to quantify and evaluate
research quality suggests that existing evaluation schemes and methods are not well suited to
the humanities fields, even though several projects have attempted this in recent years. Using
a multi-round Delphi survey, we gathered quality criteria from researchers in the fields of art
history, German literary studies, and English literature studies from researchers in Switzerland
and the League of European Research Universities (LERU). Using 70 different criteria, the first
Delphi round produced a thorough set of 19 standards for high-quality research. While ten of
these criteria are widely utilised in different types of evaluations, nine of them are either not
used at all or are used very seldom. Consensual criteria and elements were discovered in
each field in the second Delphi round. These were things that were obviously endorsed by the
majority and condemned by very few experts. Eleven criteria were agreed upon by all three
disciplines (shared criteria), six by one or two disciplines (discipline-specific criteria), and two
by none (‘production’ and'relation to and influence on society'). Let me break it down for you.
This study's findings support earlier ones showing that researchers have not implemented
evaluation criteria linked to Mode 2. We are now discussing the implications for evaluating
research. In particular, we will be looking at the problem of evaluators' and academics' criteria
not matching up and how to fix it.

Keywords:researchevaluation;qualitycriteria; Delphisurvey;researchquality; humanities; Englishliterat
urestudies;Germanliteraturestudies;arthistory; LERU.

PublicationsResearchGroup2010:11-13,2012),theVABB-
1. Introduction SHW
How to assess research quality in the humanities is an in-
tricate and still open question. Different initiatives are cur-
rently investigating assessment tools for the humanities
orarestrivingtomakethequantityandquality =~ othumanities’
research visible. Examples include the RESHand DICE
databases (Evaluation of Scientific
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database,(Engelsetal.2012),theCRISTINdatabase(Schnei
der2009;Sivertsen2010),theERIHproject(EuropeanScien

ceFoundation

2011),the

MESURproject(NationalScienceFoundation2009),theBo

okCitationIndex

(Thomson  Reuters 2011), an

evaluationofbookpublishers(Gimenez-

Toledoetal.2013), Libcitations(White et al. 2009), a label
for peer-
reviewedbooks(VerleysenandEngels2013),theResearchRati
ngoftheGermanCouncilofScienceandHumanities
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The EERQI project, the Quality Indicators for Research in the
Humanities, the Wissenschaftsrat (2011a,b), the Royal
Netherlands Academy of Arts and Sciences (2011), the EERQI
Consortium (2011), and the ERA initiative (2012) are all
mentioned. Despite these endeavours, the development of tools
to measure and assess research quality in the humanities has
received insufficient attention from scholars who are opposed to
it (e.g., Andersen et al. 2009; Plumpe 2009; Pontille and Torny
2010, 2012; Verband der Historikerinnen und
HistorikerDeutschlands 2010). Therefore, it is necessary to
include experts' comments in order to boost the acceptability of
research evaluations in the humanities. Because of this, we have
studied the objections raised by academics and have come up
with four main issues that should be carefully considered when
creating evaluation tools (for a more in-depth explanation, see
Hug et al., in press): (1) Research evaluation methods have their
roots in the natural sciences, which humanities scholars find
problematic. (2) Quantifying research quality is another
contentious issue. (3) The potential negative steering effects of
indicators are another source of concern. (4) Finally, scholars in
the humanities disagree on what constitutes quality criteria,
making it impossible to compare or assess research quality. To
counter these four points, we laid forth a plan to investigate and
create quality indicators and standards for evaluating the calibre
of humanities research (for more on this, see Hug et al., in press).
To summarise, this framework is built around four main points:

(1) Adoptinganinside-out approach. The
developmentofcriteriaandindicatorsmustberootedinthe
humanities themselves, ideally in each discipline
orsubdiscipline,sothattheuniquequalitycriteria
ofeachdisciplinecanemerge.

Relying on a sound measurement approach. A
soundmeasurementapproachsimplymeansthatresearchq
uality is not merely defined by its measures, as isoften
the case (Brooks 2005;Bazeley
2010;Donovan2007,2008),butthatindicatorsmustbetied
toconcepts of quality. In particular, every quality cri-
terion has to be defined and specified by one or
moreaspects(i.e.conceptualization of research
quality)and each aspect has to be linked, if possible,
to  atleastonequantitativeindicator(i.e.  operationa-
lizationofresearchquality).Suchameasurementapproach
clarifies what is being measured by indica-tors and it
allows for the identification of quantifiableandnon-
quantifiablequalitycriteria.
Makingnotionsofqualityexplicit. Thenotionsofquality
that underlie an indicator, an
assessmenttooloranevaluationprocedureshouldbemade
asclearandexplicitaspossibletodisclosethedirection

2)

©)
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in which research should evolve. Moreover,
scholars’tacitandexplicitknowledgeofquality should betaken
into account when developing criteria and in-dicators sothat
researchwillultimately — evolve intothe direction of the
scholars’ understanding of goodresearch.

Strivingforconsensus. Toaccountforthelackofconsensusregard
ingqualitycriteria,anapproachshould be adoptedthateither

)

allows for a consensusto be reached in a
discipline/subdiscipline or it
shouldatleastallowforthedetectionofcriteriathatareconsensual
andthosethatarenot.
We have implemented the above delineated
frameworkempiricallyusinga
mixedmethodsapproach.First,weconducted Repertory  Grid
interviews to explore

scholars’criteriaofgoodresearchandtomakethemexplicit(Ochsner
et al. 2012) and, subsequently, we surveyed
alargegroupofscholarswithathree-

roundDelphi. ThefirstDelphiroundaimed atcompleting the
qualitycriteria derived from the Repertory Grid interviews,
thesecondroundatrating the criteria’s aspects, and
thethirdroundatratingquantitativeindicators. IntheRepertoryGridint
erviewsandtheDelphisurvey,wefocused on English literature
studies (ELS), German litera-ture studies (GLS) and art history

(AH) because they rep-
resenthumanitiesdisciplinesthateludeevaluativebibliometrics. This
article presents the results of the

firstandsecondroundsoftheDelphisurveyandexaminesqualitycriteri
a.Due tospace limitations, the thirdDelphi round, which
concentrates on ratings of
indicators,willbepublishedinafuturepaper.
Thereexistafewstudiesthathaveinvestigatedqual-ity criteria in
the humanities empirically (Hemlin 1993,1996;Hemlin and

Gustafsson 1996;Wooding and
Grant2003;Guetzkowetal.2004;0anceaandFurlong2007;

Lamont 2009;Bazeley 2010;Gogolin  2011), but none
ofthemfocusedexclusivelyon the humanities or

treatedthehumanitiesasanindependent unit of analysis.Instead, the
analysis of humanities disciplines was linkedwith disciplines
from the natural or social sciences, thushampering the
emergence of quality criteria
particulartothehumanities. Aspostulatedinourframework,
inordertoestablishresearchassessmentsthat are morelikely to be
accepted by scholars, the
humanities’ownqualitycriteriahavetobeincludedinassessments.For
thisreason,wehavecollectedqualitycriteriainhumanitiesdisciplines
only.Accordingly, thisarticleseekstoanswerthefollowingresearch
questions:  (1)Whatarecriteriafor good research of scholars
inEnglish literature, German literature and art history?
(2)Howappropriatearethesecriteriaintheeyesofscholarsto  assess
their  own  research? (3) Is there a set of
criteriawhichisclearlyapprovedbyamajorityanddisapprovedby
very few scholars in one or more disciplines (i.e. con-
sensualqualitycriteria)?
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2. Methods
We wused the Delphi method to investigate scholars’
qualitycriteria. Delphi is ‘a method for the systematic

solicitationand collection of judgments on a particular topic
through
asetofcarefullydesignedsequentialquestionnairesinterspersedwiths
ummarizedinformationandfeedbackof  opinionsderived  from
earlier responses’ (Delbecqget al. 1975: 10). A Delphi survey
makes use of experts’opinionsinmultipleroundswithanonymous
feedbackaftereachroundinordertosolveaproblem(HaderandHader
2000).AccordingtoLinstoneandTuroff(1975:4), the Delphi method
is able to tackle, inter alia, the follow-ing methodological issues:
‘More individuals are neededthancaneffectivelyinteractinaface-
to-faceexchange.
Theproblem[understudy]doesnotlenditselftoprecise
analyticaltechniquesbutcanbenefitfromsubjectivejudg-
mentsonacollectivebasis’. Delphiisconsideredtobea

flexible and adaptable method (Hsu and Sandford 2007)and is
a valid, widely used and recognized instrument(Landeta
2006). It has also been applied in research
onhighereducation(seeMurryandHammons1995; HaderandHader2
000;Palomares-MonteroandGarcia-Aracil2011) and,
specifically, it was used to gather criteria andindicators for
research evaluation (Nadeau 1995; Lahtinenetal.2005;Palomares-
MonteroandGarcia-Aracil2011).

2.1 Panel

TheDelphipanelcomprisedallresearch-
activefacultymembersofSwissuniversitiesholdingaPhD in
GLS,ELS or AH. Swiss universities were chosen because
theRectors’ Conference of the Swiss Universities commissionedthis
study. In addition, to ensure international standardsand
comparability, the panel included all research-activefaculty
members holding a PhD in the three respective dis-ciplines from
universities that were members of the LERUin spring 2010.
LERU describes itself as an ‘association ofresearch-
intensiveuniversitiesthatsharethevaluesofhigh-quality ~ teaching
within an environment of internationallycompetitive research’
(LERU 2012a). The universities ofGeneva and Zurich are both
LERU and Swiss
universitiesbutaresolelyregardedasSwissuniversitiesinthisstudy.As
not all Swiss and LERU universities covered the three dis-
ciplines in spring 2010, 8 Swiss and 17 LERU
universitieswererepresentedinthepanel. Thepanelwassetupinspring
2010forthefirstDelphiroundandconsistedof582scholars. Toaccount
fortheturnoverofresearchstaffatthe25universities,thepanelwasupda
tedinwinter2010-11for the second Delphi round and comprised
664 scholars atthattime(Tablel).

2.2 Questionnaires

The questionnairefor the first Delphi round
ofl7criteriaforgoodresearchandatotalof49aspectsthat

consisted

Michael Lee et al., 2024

Tablel.Compositionofsurveypanelinspring2010andwinter2010—
11bydiscipline,university,andsex

Spring2010 Winter2010-11
(N=582) (N=664)
n(%) n(%)
Discipline
ArtHistory 230(39.5) 254(38.3)
EnglishLiteratureStudies 179(30.8) 200(30.1)
GermanLiteratureStudies 173(29.7)
210(31.6)University
LERU 454(78.0) 505(76.1)
Swiss 128(22.0) 159(23.9)
Sex
Female 234(40.2) 264(39.8)
Male 348(59.8) 400(60.2)

specifiedthesecriteria. Thecriteriaandaspectswerecompiled ~ from
Repertory Grid interviews with humanitiesscholars (Ochsner et
al. 2012) and from pertinent publica-
tionsinthe ArtsandHumanitiesResearch AssessmentBibliography
(Peric et al. 2013: ch. 3). As this compilationwas subjective to a
certain degree and potentially incom-plete, the aim of the first
Delphi round was to let scholarsmodifyandcompletethecriteria
andaspects. Additionally,inpreparationfor
thethirdDelphiround,which aimed at rating quantitative
indicators, the purposeof the first round was also to collect
indicators that canquantify or measure aspects. All of the
questionnaire’s
17criteriawerestructuredaccordingtothemeasurementapproach
outlined by Hug et al. (in press): each criterionwas composed of
aspects that specify and define a
criterionandofindicatorsthatspecifyhowanaspectcanbeobserved,
quantified, or measured. The participants wereasked (1) to tick
those of the 49  aspects that they  person-
allyfoundfitormatchedthecriteria,(2)toaddaspectstoa criterion that,
from their personal point of view, weremissing, and (3) to name
indicators to quantify or measurean aspect. Furthermore,
participants were encouraged toname additional criteria as well as
corresponding aspectsand indicators if they thought that
important criteria weremissing. As the questionnaire was
qualitative in nature, itwas administered to a subset of the panel
that comprised180 persons, 30 from each of the three disciplines
at Swissuniversities and 30 of each from the three disciplines
atLERU.AnequaldistributionofSwissandLERUuniversitieswasch
oseninthesubsetinordertoguaranteeasufficientnumberofanswersfro
mSwissuniversities. Thesubset was generated using stratified
sampling with
eachdisciplineatauniversityasastratum. Thesamplingyielded 77
women and 103 men (42.7 and 57.2% of thesubset, respectively).

The first round of Delphi was con-
ductedfromMaytoAugust2010employingpaper-and-pencil
questionnaires as well as questionnaires in

thePortableDocumentFormat(1SO32000-12008).
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The questionnaire of the second Delphi round consistedof 19 is given). This list formed the basis for the second Delphiround.
criteria specified by 70 aspects that had resulted fromthe first
Delphi round. The participants were asked to rateall 70 aspects in

the form of statements. A statement con-sisted of a generic part 3.2 Secondround
(i.e. ‘My research is assessed ap-propriately, if the assessment
considers whether 1..%) andanaspect(e.g. .. A total of 196 out of 664 surveys have been returned,

representing a 30% response rate. A total of 77 GLS academics,
60 AH scholars, and 59 ELS scholars (with response rates of 37,
24, and 29%, respectively) participated in the survey. A total of
128 people filled out the survey, with 68 belonging to LERU and
43 to Swiss institutions (a response rate of 25% and 43%,
respectively). The online questionnaire took an average of 22
minutes to complete by the 71 women and 125 males, who had
response  rates of 27% and  31%,  respectively.
Table A.2 shows the full findings of the second Delphi round,
which were evaluated independently for each discipline in order

introducenewresearchtopics.”)ofacriterion (e.g ‘Innovation,
Originality’). The scale rangedfrom 1 to 6, where 1 meant ‘I
strongly disagree with thestatement’, 2: ‘I disagree’, 3: ‘I slightly
disagree’, 4: ‘Islightly agree’, 5: ‘I agree’, and 6: ‘I strongly
agree withthe statement’. The second round of Delphi was
conductedfromMarchtoApril2011byadministeringanonlinequesti
onnairetothewholepanel(i.e.664scholars).
ThequestionnaireswereadministeredinEnglishandGerman.Inor

dertominimizelinguisticandculturalbiasin the development of the

questionnaires, o a team to maintain their unique features. On a scale from 1 to 6, GLS
approachtotranslationwastakenasisendorsed by scholars scored the 70 aspects with an average score of 4.71. On
Harkness(2003). TheteamconsistedoftwonativespeakersofEnglish average, each factor was worth between 3.34 and 5.74 points
with good German skills and two native speakersof German with (SD=0.59, median= 4.8). Ten out of seventy-two elements were
good English skills. When terms proveddifficult to translate, they regarded as having an average rating of less than 4, and two of
relied on the cultural decenteringapproach introduced by Werner those aspects had a median rating of less than 4, meaning that half
and Campbell (1970). Insuch cases, the team rephrased the terms of the GLS's respondents had a negative impression of those two
in the originallanguage until equivalent terms in both languages aspects. Similar findings were obtained from the examination of
werefound. AH: The mean score of the aspects was 4.64 (SD = 0.56, Range:

3.15-5.6, median = 4.8), with two aspects having a median score
below 4. A total of ten aspects earned average scores below 4.

3. Results The ELS scholars, on the other hand, gave an average rating of
less than 4 to thirteen elements, with five aspects having a median
3.1 Firstround score below 4, and an overall mean score of 4.56 (SD = 0.64,

Range: 2.88-5.56, median = 4.7). Every criteria in all three fields
had at least one part with a mean score greater than 4 and a
median score of 4, meaning that no criterion was completely
rejected. But in every field, there are seven things that are
considered important (the criteria for each are in
parentheses):'reputation in society' and 'insights are recognised by
society' (recognition), ‘continuation of research traditions' and
'long-term pursuit of research topics' (continuity), 'establishing a

Out of 180, 50 questionnaires have been returned
whichcorrespondstoanoverallresponserateof28%. Amongthe

respondents were 22 scholars of ELS, 18 scholars ofGLS, and 10
scholars of AH (corresponding to responserates of 38, 30, and
17%, respectively). Of the respondents,31 were members of
Swiss universities and 19 members of LERU (corresponding to
respective response rates of 36and 20%). Of the respondents, 26

were . women . and 24 new school of thought' (impact on research community),'re-
men(correspondingtorespectiveresponseratesof34 ~ and23%).The sponding to societal concerns' (relation to and impact on society),
49 provided aspects were ticked on averageby 67% of the and'research has its impact mainly in teaching' (connection
respondents (range: 24-94%); only eightaspects were ticked by between In all fields, the median value for the second aspect was
<50% of the respondents. This in-dicates that the respondents less than 4. All things considered, the findings show that the
found the provided aspects respondents’ study in all three fields is appropriately evaluated
fitormatchthecriteria. Therefore,noneoftheprovidedaspectswasdro using all criteria and almost all aspects.
ppedforthesecondDelphiround.However, based on the By computing the median and 10th percentile for each feature per
information given by the respond-ents, eight aspects were merged field, we could find the elements that were supported by the
reducing the number ofaspects to 41. In addition to the provided majority of academics and rejected by a small minority, or
aspects, the re-spondentsnamed29newaspects.Relyingon consensus aspects. An element was considered to have created
thecommentsandsuggestionsoftherespondents,2ofthel7 provided consensus in a discipline if half or more of the respondents
criteria were merged (originality and innov-ation) and three new ranked it as "agree” or "strongly agree," and if

criteria were added (i.e. productivity,vision of future research,
and relevance). This resulted in acomprehensive list of 19 criteria
of good research
specifiedby70aspects(InTableA.1,thefullwordingofeachaspect
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<10% rated an aspect with a 1 (‘strongly disagree’),
2(‘disagree”),or3(‘slightlydisagree’).Inthepresentsample,  every
aspect meeting the 10th percentile constraintalso met the 50%
requirement but not vice versa. Thus, thelOth percentile was the
decisive condition for an aspect tobe classified as consensual. A
criterion was classified asconsensualin adisciplineifat least one
of its
aspectsmettheconsensusstandard. Allthecriteriaandtheiraspects are
listed in Table 2 with an indication of the dis-
ciplineinwhichagivenaspectmettheconsensusstandard.Overall, 42
aspects pertaining to 17 criteria reached con-sensus in at least one
discipline. Specifically, 36
aspectspertainingtol6criteriareachedconsensusinGLS,31aspectsc
onnectedtol3criteriadidsoin AH,and29aspectsrelatedtol3criteriain
ELS. In the
followingthreesections,criteriasharedbyallthreedisciplineswillbe
presented first, followed by discipline-specific criteriaandbynon-
consensualcriteria.

3.3 Sharedcriteria

In total,11 criteria are shared by allthree disciplines(i.e.each of these
criteria has consensual aspects in every dis-cipline). Among these
criteria are five which are
commonlyusedforassessingorreviewingresearch(i.e.scholarlyexchan
ge, impact on research community, innovation/origin-ality, rigour,
and connection to other research). However,other frequently applied
criteria are missing, such as rele-
vance,reputation(subsumedunderthecriterionrecogni-tionin the
present study), relation to and impact on society,productivity, or
promotion of young researchers
(subsumedunderthecriterioncontinuity/continuationinthepresentstudy
).Besidesthefivewell-
knowncriteria,sixcriteriareachconsensusinallthreedisciplinesthatareei
therneworatleastnotcommonlyusedtoassessresearch,these are:
fostering cultural memory, scholarship/erudition,openness to ideas
and persons, passion/enthusiasm, connec-tion between research and
teaching/scholarship of teaching,and vision of future research.
Among this set of six criteriaone would also expect
reflection/criticism or relation to andimpact on society because they
are both said to be charac-teristic of the humanities (e.g. Fisher et al.
2000;
Luckman2004;Nussbaum2010;0anceaandFurlong2007),butthese
two criteria do not reach consensus in all three dis-ciplines
simultaneously. However, one has to be aware thatthe 11 shared
criteria.  vary in  each  discipline on the level
ofaspects.Forexample,scholarlyexchangehasacommondenominator
in exchange within a discipline (aspect consen-sual in GLS, ELS,
and AH) but differs in
interdisciplinaryexchange(aspectconsensualinGLSandAH)andinter-
nationalexchange(aspectconsensualinELSandAH). Table3listsallaspe
ctsintheirfullwordingthatarecommondenominatorsofthethreestudied
disciplines(i.e.aspectsconsensualinGLS,ELS,and AHsimultan-
eously). These 20 aspects pertaining to nine criteria can
beconsideredthecoresetofsharedcriteria/aspectsinour
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study.Inthiscoreset,thesharedcriteriaconnectiontootherresearchandco
nnectionbetweenresearchandteaching/scholarshipofteachingarenotin
cludedbecausetheydonotexhibitaspectsthataresimultaneouslycon-
sensualinallthreedisciplines. Thecoresetcanbesummarizedinasimplisti
cmanneras ‘sharedvaluesofgoodresearch’asfollows:

Participate in the scholarly exchange of your discipline.Be
innovative and original in choosing topics, approaches,and in
your interpretations. Identify gaps in existing know-
ledgeandgeneratenewparadigms.  Work withrigour,that is, use
stringent  and clear language as  well as a
clearstructure,reflectonyourmethodandpresentrelevantevidence.
Renew the understanding of the past and stimu-late new research.
Have a vision of future research.
Beopentoideasandpersonsdifferentfromyourself.Gainrich
experience and knowledge by reading and reflectingthoroughlyas
well asby studyingmaterial comprehen-sively.Finally,shareyour
passion for research andarouseitinothers.

3.4 Discipline-specificcriteria

There is agreement on six criteria in one or two fields; that is,
there is agreement on certain features of each of these criteria in
exactly one or two fields. The following criteria are particular to
each field of study: ELS for recognition, GLS for continuity and
relevance, AH for diversity of research, GLS for reflection and
critique, AH for discipline-specific criteria, and GLS for self-
management and independence. To the best of our knowledge,
evaluation methods do not use the latter three criteria, in contrast
to the first three. It is clear that the common criteria given above
are insufficient for evaluating research in ELS, GLS, and AH
when considering the discipline-specific criteria. At the aspect
level, this is also clear; although all three fields agree on a basic
set of 20 factors (Table 3), they disagree on 22 factors that are
unique to their respective fields. Adding to the'shared ideals of
research’ already mentioned, the following are the
'discipline-specific values of excellent research' that pertain to
each academic field: GLS (16 characteristics specific to each
discipline): Take part in cross-disciplinary dialogue. Ensure that
your study can be independently and objectively verified and
disproven. Help people remember their culture via recording its
history. Reflect on your own research practices, seek for unique
Incentivise aspiring
academics. Add diversity while taking chances. Join other studies
by expanding upon what is already known, re-establishing contact
in existing
discussions. Get your hands on the study objectives you've
selected, but leave room for interpretation of the outcomes. Make
education a driving force in your study. Do some research on a
topic that will interest academics. AH (eleven facets unique to

good

aspects, and highlight complexities.

with under-researched areas, or participating

each field): Participate in
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Table2.Allcriteriaandtheiraspectsaswellasanindicationofthedisciplineinwhichagivenaspectmeetstheconsensusstandard(GLS,ELSandAH )

Criterion

Aspect(abbreviated)

Consensualindiscipline

Scholarlyexchange

Innovation,originality

Productivity
Rigour

Fosteringculturalmemory

Recognition

Reflection,criticism

Continuity,continuation

Impactonresearchcommunity

Relationtoandimpactonsociety

Varietyofresearch

Connectiontootherresearch

Disciplinaryexchange
Interdisciplinaryexchange
Internationalexchange

Newdataornovelcombinationofdata
Introductionofnewresearchtopics
Newapproachtotopicordata
Generatingnewparadigms
ContributionofnewfindingsorinterpretationsInn
ovativelanguageordepiction
Identificationofgapsinexistingknowledge

Continuousresearchoutputs
SystematicandtransparentresearchprocessStringentarg
umentation
Presentationofrelevantdocumentsandevidence
Clearlanguage

Clearstructure

Reflectionofmethod

Intersubjectivity

Adherenceto
rulesofscientifichonestyDiscussionofgeneralizabil
ityofinsightsReflectionofpersonalrelationtoresearc
htopic

Documentationofaspectsofthepast
Renewalofunderstandingofaspectsofthepast
Puttingthepastinrelation to the
presentinsightsintoperennialaspectsofhumannatur
e
Insightsarerecognizedbytheresearchcommunitylnsight
sarerecognizedbysociety
ReputationwithinresearchcommunityReputationi
nsociety

Reputationatownuniversity

Lookingfordistinctions
Deconstructionoftheillusionof*definitiveandfinaltruth’Criticizing
assertiveclaimsandsocialnorms
Criticizingestablishedscholarlyapproaches
Self-criticalandself-reflectiveresearch

Visualizingcomplexity

Promotion

ofyoungacademicsContinuationofrese
archtraditionsLong-

termpursuitofresearchtopics
StimulatingnewresearchC

oncludingadebate
EstablishinganewschoolofthoughtInfluencingther
esearchcommunity

Topicsrelevantforsocietyfromthescholars’perspectiveRespo
ndingtosocietalconcerns

Conveyingfindingstoanon-
academicaudienceAffectingnationalorlocalculture

Contributingtowardsvarietyanddiversity
Takingrisksandworkingoutsideofmainstream

Buildingoncurrentstateofresearch
Re-connectingtoneglectedresearch
Engaginginongoingresearchdebates

GLS
GLS

GLS
GLS
GLS
GLS

GLS

GLS
GLS
GLS
GLS
GLS
GLS
GLS

GLS
GLS

GLS

GLS
GLS

GLS

GLS

GLS
GLS

GLS
GLS
GLS
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ELS

ELS

ELS
ELS
ELS
ELS
ELS

ELS

ELS
ELS
ELS
ELS
ELS

ELS

ELS

ELS

ELS

ELS

ELS
ELS

AH
AH
AH

AH
AH
AH
AH
AH

AH

AH
AH
AH
AH
AH
AH
AH

AH
AH
AH

AH

AH

AH
AH

AH
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OpennesstoldeasandPersons Opennesstootherideas GLS ELS AH
Opennesstootherpersons GLS ELS AH

(continued)
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Table2.Continued

Criterion Aspect(abbreviated) Consensualindiscipline
Self-management,independence Realizationofownresearchgoals GLS ELS
ResearchoutcomesareunpredictableResearchisnotdir GLS ELS

ectlyutilizable
Researchisnotdirectlytargetedatarecipient

Scholarship,erudition Richexperiencewithsources GLS ELS AH
Knowledgebasedonownresearch GLS ELS AH
Passion,enthusiasm PassionateaboutresearchArousepassi
onforresearch GLS ELS AH

Intrinsicmotivationforresearchactivity

Visionoffutureresearch Pointingoutimportantresearchforthefuture GLS ELS AH
Connectionbetweenresearchandteaching,scholarshipof ~ Research- ELS AH
teaching basedteachingTeaching- GLS
basedresearch

ResearchhasitsimpactmainlyinteachingBuildingchar
acterofoneselfandothersSocialcompetency

Relevance Researchisrelevantfortheresearchcommunity GLS

Table3.Aspectsconsensualinallthreedisciplines(GLS,ELS,andAH)Criterion

Aspect(fullwording)
‘Myresearchisassessedappropriately,iftheassessmentconsiderswhether. ..’

Scholarlyexchange
Iparticipateindiscourseregardingmyfield(exchangewithinthediscipline).Innovation,originalit

y lintroducenewresearchtopics.
luseanewapproach?oaresearchtopicortodata.
Igeneratenewparadigms,hypotheses,theoriesormethods,oropenupnewareasofresearch.
Iproducenewfindingsorcontributenewinterpretations(knowledgegainwithinexistingparadigms,theories,methods,researchareas,

establishedresearchquestions,orhypotheses).

Idrawattentiontoquestionsandareasofresearchthatpreviousresearchhasignored,oridentifygapsinexistingknowledge.

Rigour Ipresentstringent®,comprehensible®,andconvincingarguments.
Ipresenttherelevantdocumentsandevidence(citesources,documentthematerial, furnishprimarytextsororiginalworks).
luseclearandunderstandablelanguage.

Mytextsorpresentationshaveaclearstructure.lreflectonmym
ethodorchoiceofmethod.
Tadheretotherulesofscientifichonesty.

Fosteringculturalmemory
Irenewtheunderstandingandtheinterpretationofaspectsofthepast.Impactonresearchc
ommunity Istimulatenewresearch.
Opennesstoideasandpersons lamopentoother,competingideas,approaches,theoriesormethods,oracknowledgethem.
lamopentootherpersonsinresearchanddonotexcludethem(suchasstudents,juniorscholars,
emeritusresearchers,researcherswhothinkdifferently,researchersatotherinstitutions/inothercountries).

Scholarship,erudition Imakeuseofmyrichexperiencewithsources,materials,originalworks(knowledgeofthematerial).
Imakeuseofrichknowledgeandinsightsthatlhaveobtainedthroughmyownresearchandreflection(myownextensiveresearch,recept
ion,readingorreflection,myownsound,andcritical
analysisofimportantworks).

Passion,enthusiasm larousepassionor enthusiasm for the research or the research
topic.Visionoffutureresearch Ipointoutandanticipateresearch,whichmaybeimportantforthefuture.

2Approach:forexample,new/differentperspective,newmethod,newtheory,newresearchquestion,newinterpretation,newhypothesis,differen tresearchtradition,differenthistoricalcontext,differentculturalphenomena.
“Stringent:forexample,coherent,conclusive,ofcompellinglogicandfaultless,clearandlogicaldevelopmentofthehypothesis, thestepsoftheinvestigationarelogicallyordered andcoordinated.
‘Comprehensible:forexample,thesteps in theargumentationaretransparentand verifiable,thefindingsproducedare understandableat alltimesandbasedontheexplanationofresearchquestionandmethod.
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internationalandinterdisciplinary exchange. Discovernew
material, identify not yet discussed sources andput material
together in a new way. Make your researchinter-
subjectivelyverifiableand refutable. Foster cul-turalmemoryby
documenting aspects of the past
andbyputtingthepastinrelationtothepresent. Makecomplexityvisibl
e. Contribute towards variety and takerisks. Connect to other

research by engaging in
ongoingdebates.Makeyourresearchacentralpartof  yourteaching.
ELS (nine discipline-specific aspects): Engage

ininternationalexchange.Discovernewmaterial,identifylittle-
known/notyetdiscussedsourcesandputmaterialtogetherinanewway
.Striveforyourinsights andresearchtofindacknowledgement and
recognition inyourcommunity. Trytohave aninfluence on
theresearchcommunity.Connecttoother researchbybuilding on the
current state of research or by re-connect-
ingtoneglectedresearch.Realizeyourownchosenresearch goals but
be open-ended as to the results.
Makeyourresearchacentralpartofyourteaching.

3.5 Non-consensualcriteria

Two criteria are not consensual in any of the three discip-
lines:productivity(i.e.continuallyorperiodicallygenerating
research output) and relation to and
onsociety(i.e.respondingtosocietalconcerns,studyingtopics
relevant to society from the scholars’ perspective,conveying
findings to a non-academic audience,
affectinglocal/regional/national culture). One possible reason
whyproductivitydoesnotreachconsensusmightbethatscholarsareno
tstriving for continual or periodicaloutput but rather for a few
big intellectual achievements.This is in line with Zuccala (2012:
231) who concludes re-garding the evaluation of literary work:
‘A literary artist orcritic may write two to five major works in his
or herlifetime, which could influence the thinking and imagin-
ationofmanygenerationslater.Withthatsaid,itisnotthe quantity of
performances (publications) that matter asmuch in literary work
but the type of quality conversationsassociated with a published
piece and how much influenceit has over time.” However, it has
to be emphasized
thatproductivityisanimportantcriterioninmanyexistingevaluations
chemesandsocialimpactisseenasoneofthe characteristics of the
humanities (see, e.g. Hellgvist,2010;Weingart et al. 1991).
Moreover, social impact
haslatelybeenincludedinevaluationschemeswhichalsocoverthehu
manities,forexample,theUK’sResearchExcellence Framework
(REF; Higher Education
FundingCouncilforEngland,2012),Netherland’sStandardEvaluati
onProtocol(SEP; Royal Netherlands Academyof Arts and
Sciences, Association of Universities in theNetherlandsand
Netherlands Organisationfor
ScientificResearch2009)orGermany’sResearchRating(\Wissensch
aftsrat2011b).

impact
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4. Discussion

This is the first empirical study that establishes criteria
forassessingresearchqualityinthehumanitiesentirelyfromwithinthehu
manities.Inordertoinvestigatescholars’qualitycriteriainGLS,ELS,and
AH,wehaveconductedamulti-
roundDelphisurveyinallSwissandLERUuniversitiesthatcoverthethree
disciplines. ThefirstDelphiroundresultedinacomprehensivelistof19crit
eriaofgoodresearchspecifiedby70aspects. Although10ofthesecriteriaar
ewellknownandcommonly used in various evaluation schemes,the
follow-
ingninecriteriaarenot,oratleastnotfrequentlyemployed,namely:fosteri
ngculturalmemory,reflection/criticism, varietyofiresearch,0pennesstoi
deasandpersons,self-management/independence,scholarship/erudi-
tion, passion/enthusiasm, vision of future research, connec-tion
between research and teaching/scholarship of
teaching. Twoofthesecriteriaarealsomentionedintheempiricalliterature
onqualitycriteriainthehumanities,theyarereflection/criticismcorrespon
dingtoreflexivity,deliber-
ationandcriticism(OanceaandFurlong2007)andpassion/enthusiasmco
rrespondingtoengagement(Bazeley2010). Thesecond Delphi
roundshowed thatall19 criteriaare appropriate to assess the scholars’
own research as onlyone of the 70 aspects (i.e. ‘research has its
impact mainly inteaching’) was rated negatively by >50% of the
scholars inevery discipline. These results indicate that the catalogue
ofcriteriaandaspectselaboratedinthisstudyaptlyreflectsthescholars’un
derstandingofresearchquality.Furthermore, theresponseratesindicateth
atthefirstaswell as the second Delphi round were received
surprisinglywellbyscholars(responseratesof28and30%,respect-ively)
despite  the  contested  issue. Similar  studies  that
havesurveyedacademicsstateconsiderablylower(e.g.Rosaetal.2012),1
ower(e.g.Freyetal.2007;BraunandGanser2011;),
orsimilarresponserates(e.g. Gimenez-Toledoetal.2013).

Inordertodeterminethecriteriaforassessingresearch
qualitythatfindsacceptanceamongscholars,wehaveidentified
consensual criteria in each discipline. A
criterionwasclassifiedasconsensualinadisciplineifatleastoneofitsas
pectswasclearlyapprovedbyamajorityanddisapproved by very few
scholars. Accordingly, 11 criteriareached consensus in all three
disciplines (shared criteria),six criteria were consensual in only
one or two disciplines(discipline-specific criteria) and two criteria
were not con-
sensualinanydiscipline(i.e.‘productivity’and‘relationtoand impact
on society’). Hence, our results show that con-sensus on a set of
quality criteria is possible within a givenhumanities discipline
and that there are consensual
criteriasharedbetweendifferenthumanities’disciplines.

Withrespecttoresearchassessment,ourresultshave
threeimplications:(1)abroadspectrumofcriteriahastobe applied to
assess research quality in the humanities ap-propriately; (2) even
though we have identified shared
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criteria, humanities disciplines cannot be lumped togetherfor the
purpose of research assessment, because each of thethree studied
disciplines has its own specific set of criteriaand aspects; and (3)
our study shows that not all criteriacommonly used in evaluation
schemes are shared amonghumanities scholars (e.g. social
impact, reputation, prod-
uctivity)andthatscholarshaveknowledgeof
criteriaeithernotknownornotfrequentlyappliedinresearchevaluatio
n (e.g. fostering cultural memory, reflection/criti-cism,
scholarship/erudition). Thus, scholars and evaluators(university
administrators, funders, evaluation specialists,etc.) seem to have
different views on assessing researchqualityinthehumanities.

ThelastimplicationisinlinewithHellstrom(2010)who has
identified a mismatch of evaluation standards betweenevaluators
and researchers in artistic research.
Moreover,thereareindicationscomingfromstudiesonMode2 -
relatedassessmentcriteriathat such
mismatchesbetweenevaluatorsandresearchersmightalsoexistinfurt
her research fields (as for Mode 2, see Gibbons et
al.1994;Nowotnyetal.2001).Ontheevaluators’side,ashifttowards
Mode 2-inspired criteria, such as economic
utilityorsocialimpact,tookplace[e.g.inUK’sREF,Netherland’s
SEP, Germany’s Research Rating; see
alsoHemlinandRasmussen(2006)]. However,socialandnaturalscien
tistsseemnottohaveadopted Mode  2criteria(Gulbrandsen and
Langfeldt 2004;Albertet al.2012), which is consistent with the
findings of this study. Accordingly, Donovan (2011) speaks about
a gulf betweenthe research evaluation community and academics
regard-ing social impact and concludes that there has been
toolittle engagement between evaluation specialists and
thebroaderacademiccommunity,whichhasledtosocialimpactbeing
dubbedtheheightofphilistinism’byacademics.Furthermore,Vanho
Isbeeck(2012)reportedthat Belgian scholars in the field of media
and communi-cation sciences have an ambivalent attitude
towards themanagerial prescriptions (‘prescribed quality’)
relating tothe assessment of scholarly publications, which fit
onlypartially into their own definitions of ‘quality
publication’(‘desiredquality’).Inviewofthesefindings,effectscause
dbyamismatchofcriteriabetweenevaluatorsandre-searchers have to
be considered when assessing research(e.g. negative steering
effects or the potential for
conflictinherenttodifferingviewsoncriteria). Clearly,moreresearch
onsuchmismatchesandtheireffectsisneeded.

One way to bridge mismatches and to establish a
sharedviewonassessingresearchbetweenevaluatorsandre-
searcherswouldbetomakeuseof* forums’ as
putforwardbyBarre (2010).Barre arguesthatthedefinition and
interpretation of any indicator is highly debatable and,therefore,
need to be validated by the relevant stakeholdersin an interactive
forum that ensures ‘social robustness’.Characteristicsofaforum
arecollective learningcapacity, openness, and accountability. It is
our opinionthat,inordertoproducesocialrobustness,notonly

Michael Lee et al., 2024

researchevaluationspecialists,researchfundersandsciencepolicyma
kersshouldberepresentedinforums, butalsostakeholdersfromthepub
lic,economic
andprivatesectorand,naturally,academicsthemselves,including
those ‘working at the coal-face of research’ asrecommended by
LERU (2012b). We suggest analysingeachstakeholder along the
lines of our framework (Huget al., in press) and to inform
forums with the results ofthese analyses as the framework
addresses many
pointsdiscussedbyBarre (2010),especiallythoserelatedtothecollecti
velearningcapacityofforums.
Finally,twolimitationsofthisstudyneedtobecon-
sidered. First, the quality criteria and aspects presented(as well
as their ratings) are restricted to GLS, ELS
andAH.Second,theratingsofthecriteria’saspectsarebasedon the
answers of one-third of the panel, which comprisedscholars from
LERU and Swiss universities. Thus, studiesin other humanities
disciplines are needed as well as
theinvolvementofmorescholarsfromtheseandotheruniversities.
Furthermore, indicators to measure criteriaand their respective
aspects need to be determined andassessedinfuturestudies.
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TableAl. Allcriteriaandtheiraspectsinfullwording

Criterion

Fullaspect
‘Myresearchisassessedappropriately,iftheassessmentconsiderswhether...”

Scholarlyexchange

Innovation,originality

Productivity
Rigour

Fosteringculturalmemory

Recognition

Reflection,criticism

Iparticipateindiscourseregardingmyfield(exchangewithinthediscipline).
Iparticipateindiscoursebeyondtheboundariesofmyownfield(interdisciplinaryexchange).Iparticipate
indiscourseinaninternationalcontext(internationalexchange).

laminnovativewithregardtothedata?(discovernewdata,identifylittleknown,neglected,ornotyetdiscusse
ddata,putdatatogetherinanewway).
lintroducenewresearchtopics.
luseanewapproach®toaresearchtopicortodata.
Igeneratenewparadigms,hypotheses,theoriesormethods,oropenupnewareasofresearch.
Iproducenewfindingsorcontributenewinterpretations(knowledgegainwithinexistingparadigms,theories, methods,rese
archareas,establishedresearchquestions,orhypotheses).
laminnovativewithregardtolanguageordepiction(depictorexplaintheresearchinanoriginalway,explainestablishedkn
owledgeinanewway,pushtheboundariesofwhatissayable).
Idrawattentiontoquestionsandareasofresearchthatpreviousresearchhasignored,oridentifygapsinexistingknowledge.

Icontinuallyorperiodicallygenerateresearchoutput.

Myresearchprocess(planning,organization,implementationoftheresearchplan)issystematicandunder -
standabletoexperts.

Ipresent stringent¢,comprehensibled, andconvincingarguments.

Ipresenttherelevantdocumentsandevidence(citesources,documentthematerial, furnishprimarytextsororiginalworks).

luseclearandunderstandablelanguage.

Mytextsorpresentationshaveaclearstructure.Ireflect

onmymethodorchoiceofmethod.

Myresearchisintersubjectivelyverifiableandrefutable.ladhe

retotherulesofscientifichonesty.

lexplainwhetherandtowhatextentmyinsightsandmaterialsarerepresentative,anddiscusstheirgeneralizability.

Ireflectonmyownrelationtotheresearchtopic.

Idocument,preserve,archiveorkeepaliveaspectsofthepast(includingculturallegacy).
Irenewtheunderstandingandtheinterpretationofaspectsofthepast.lputthep
astinrelationtothepresent.
Iprovideinsightsintoessentialandperennialaspectsofhumannature.

Myinsightsorresearchfindacknowledgement,agreement,orrecognitionintheresearchcommunity.
Myinsightsorresearchfindacknowledgement,agreement,orrecognitioninsociety(i.e.outsidetheuniversities).
Ihaveagoodreputationwithintheresearchcommunity.
Ihaveagoodreputationinsociety(i.e.outsidetheuniversities).
Ihaveagoodreputationinmyowninstituteoratmyownuniversity.

llookfordifferencesordistinctions.

1 deconstructthe illusionof ‘definitiveand final truth’ or do not allow the illusion to arise at all (break downthe
‘false idyll of unambiguousness’, show that there are no unambiguous and fixed interpretations, have
orcreateanawarenessoftheprovisionalnatureofallknowledgeandinsights).

| criticize assertive claims, things that are a matter of course, social norms or things that are fashionable in
thepresentsociety.

| criticize established scholarly approaches, dominant paradigms, basic assumptions, sources, theories, inter-
pretations,traditions,ideologies,prevailingschools,stereotypes,orresearchpractices.

My research is self-criticaland self-reflective (e.g. I reflect on my own historical and social viewpoint, I reflecton
my own level of abstraction, I reflect on the way of generating findings, I reflect on the language I use,
Ireflectonvaluecriteriaandpremises,Irecognizelimitations).

I make complexity visible (e.g. | work against the trend towards reducing complexity, | show the
ambivalence,ambiguity,orcomplexityofaresearchtopic,ltakethemanyfacetsofaresearchquestionseriously).
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TableAl.Continued
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Criterion

Fullaspect
‘Myresearchisassessedappropriately,iftheassessmentconsiderswhether...”

Continuity,continuation

Impactonresearchcommunity

Relationtoandimpactonsociety

Varietyofresearch

Connectiontootherresearch

Opennesstoideasandpersons

Self-management,independence

Scholarship,erudition

Passion,enthusiasm

Visionoffutureresearch

Connectionbetweenresearchandteac

hing,scholarshipofteaching

Relevance

lensurethattherearewell-trainedjuniorscholars.

Icontinueresearchtraditions.

I dealoverthe long termwith the sameresearch topics, the sameresearch questions,the same theories,or
thesamemethods.

Istimulatenewresearch.
Ibringadebateordiscussiontoaconclusion.
Iformanewschoolofthoughtorestablisharesearchtradition.
Thaveanimpact(ofanykind)orinfluenceontheresearchcommunity.

Idealwithtopicsthat,fromtheresearchers’pointofview,arerelevantforsociety.

Irespondtosocietalconcernsandneedsasstatedbysociety(e.g.Iparticipateincurrent,sociallyimportantdiscussions, Iresp
ondtocentralquestionsofpresent-daypolicy,andsocialdiscussions).

Imakemyfindingsunderstandabletoanon-

academicaudienceusingunderstandablelanguage.Myresearchhasaneffectonnational,regional,orlocalcult

ure/society.

Icontributetowardsdiversityandvariety(regardingresearchtopics,approaches,theories,methods,data,andsoon).
Itakerisksorworkoutsidethemainstream/theprevailingfashions.

Myresearchbuildsonthecurrentstateofresearch.
Myresearchconnectsorre-connectstoolder,neglectedorover-
lookedresearchordebates.lengageinongoingresearchdebates.

lamopentoothercompetingideas,approaches,theoriesormethods,oracknowledgethem.
| am open to other persons in research and do not exclude them (such as students, junior scholars,
emeritusresearchers,researcherswhothinkdifferently,researchersatotherinstitutions/inothercountries).

Irealizemyownchosenresearchgoals.

Myresearchisopen-

endedastotheresults(thefindings,productoroutputarenotpredictable).Iconductresearchthatisnotdirectlyu

tilizableorapplicable.

| conduct research that is not aimed at any direct target groups or recipients and that can unfold its
potentialatanunspecifiedtimeinthefuture.

Imakeuseofmyrichexperiencewithsources, materials,originalworks(knowledgeofthematerial).
Imakeuseofrichknowledgeandinsightsthatlhaveobtainedthroughmyownresearchandreflection(myown  extensive
research, reception, reading or reflection, my own sound, and critical analysis of importantworks).

Ihaveapassionorenthusiasmfortheresearchortheresearchtopic.
larousepassionorenthusiasmfortheresearchortheresearchtopic.
Ihaveintrinsicmotivation(i.e.formetheonlyincentivetodotheresearchistheresearchactivityitself).

Ipointoutandanticipateresearch,whichmaybeimportantforthefuture.

Myresearchisacentralcomponentinmyteachingoratleastenrichesmyteaching.
Myresearchisaffectedbymyteaching(e.g.myresearchrespondstoideasandquestionsraisedinteaching,inmyteachinglc

heckmyfindings,theirimportanceandhowwelltheycanbecommunicated).
Myresearchhasitsimpactmainlyinmyteaching.
Withmyresearch,Ibuildthecharacterofthoselteachaswellasmyowncharacter.lpossesscharact
erandsocialcompetency.

lamworkingonsomethingthathasrelevancefortheresearchcommunityandmakeitclearwhyithasrelevance.

2Data:forexample,sources,material,textcorpora,originalworks,manuscripts.

bApproach:forexample,new/differentperspective,newmethod,newtheory,newresearchquestion,newinterpretation,newhypothesis,differen tresearchtradition,differenthistoricalcontext,di

fferentculturalphenomena.

cStringent:forexample,coherent,conclusive,ofcompellinglogicandfaultless,clearandlogicaldevelopmentofthehypothesis,thestepsoftheinvestigationarelogicallyorderedandcoordinat

ed.

dComprehensible:forexample,thestepsintheargumentationaretransparentandverifiable, thefindingsproducedareunderstandableatalltimes andbased on

theexplanationofresearchquestionandmethod.
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Criterion Aspect(abbreviated) GermanL EnglishLi ArtH
iteratureS teratureSt istory
tudies udies
M Mdn P10 M Mdn P10 M Mdn P10
a
Scholarlyexchange Disciplinaryexchange 529 5 4 542 5 5 512 5 4
Interdisciplinaryexchange 499 5 4 446 4 3 488 5 4
Internationalexchange 474 5 3 537 6 4 508 5 4
Innovation,originality Newdataornovelcombinationofdata 499 5 3 512 5 4 522 6 4
Introductionofnewresearchtopics 505 5 4 508 5 4 527 55 4
Newapproachtotopicordata 535 5 4 520 5 4 522 5 4
Generatingnewparadigms 527 5 4 508 5 4 518 6 4
Contributionofnewfindingsorinterpretations 552 6 5 532 5 5 540 6 4
Innovativelanguageordepiction 430 5 2 446 5 3 425 4 2
Identificationofgapsinexistingknowledge 532 6 4 536 5 5 517 5 4
Productivity Continuousresearchoutputs 468 5 3 490 5 3 465 5 3
Rigour Systematicandtransparentresearchprocess 447 5 2 439 5 2 430 4 3
Stringent argumentation 555 6 5 525 5 4 520 5 4
Presentationofrelevantdocumentsandevidence 545 6 5 556 6 5 543 6 45
Clearlanguage 539 6 4 525 5 4 508 5 4
Clearstructure 535 6 4 519 5 4 512 5 4
Reflectionofmethod 512 5 4 488 5 4 508 5 4
Intersubjectivity 518 5 4 476 5 3 498 5 4
Adherencetorulesofscientifichonesty 574 6 5 553 6 4 560 6 5
Discussionofgeneralizabilityofinsights 464 5 3 459 5 3 490 5 3
Reflectionofpersonalrelationtoresearchtopic 449 4 3 4 4 2 433 5 3
Fosteringculturalmemory Documentationofaspectsofthepast 5 5 4 490 5 3 503 5 4
Renewalofunderstandingofaspectsofthepast 543 6 4 520 5 4 540 55 45
Puttingthepastinrelationtothepresent 490 5 3 446 5 2 492 5 4
Insightsintoperennialaspectsofhumannature 413 4 2 395 4 2 395 4 2
Recognition Insightsarerecognizedbytheresearchcommunity 431 4 3 486 5 4 448 5 2
Insightsarerecognizedbysociety 351 4 2 342 3 2 383 4 2
Reputationwithinresearchcommunity 431 5 2 471 5 3 422 4 2
Reputationinsociety 334 4 1 324 4 1 352 4 1
Reputationatownuniversity 3.77 4 2 424 5 2 403 5 2
Reflection,criticism Lookingfordistinctions 468 5 4 459 5 3 443 5 3
Deconstructionoftheillusionof*definitive 456 5 3 408 4 2 433 45 2
andfinaltruth’
Criticizingassertiveclaimsandsocialnorms 431 4 3 442 5 3 3.95 4 2
Criticizingestablishedscholarlyapproaches 432 4 3 427 5 3 438 4 3
Self-criticalandself-reflectiveresearch 509 5 4 456 5 3 460 5 3
Visualizingcomplexity 539 6 4 485 5 3 503 5 4
Continuity, continuation Promotionofyoungacademics 504 5 4 453 5 2 487 5 3
Continuationofresearchtraditions 395 4 2 392 4 2 363 4 2
Long-termpursuitofresearchtopics 344 4 1 288 3 1 315 3 2
Impactonresearch Stimulatingnewresearch 499 5 4 495 5 4 517 5 4
community Concludingadebate 343 3 2 361 4 2 400 4 3
Establishinganewschoolofthought 387 4 2 383 4 2 398 4 2
Influencingtheresearchcommunity 449 5 3 488 5 4 468 5 3
Relationtoandimpact Topicsrelevantforsocietyfromthe 410 4 2 3.78 4 2 390 4 2
onsociety scholars’perspectiveResponding
tosocietalconcerns 365 4 2 325 3 1 367 4 2
Conveyingfindingstoanon-academicaudience 439 4 3 424 4 2 447 5 3
Affectingnationalorlocalculture 364 4 2 339 4 1 400 4 2
Varietyofresearch Contributingtowardsvarietyanddiversity 483 5 4 432 5 2 480 5 35
Takingrisksandworkingoutsideofmainstream 513 5 4 442 5 2 497 5 4
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TableA2.Continued

Criterion Aspect(abbreviated) EnglishL ArtHistor
German iterature y
Literature
Studies Studies

M Mdn P10 M Mdn P10 M Mdn P10?

Connectiontootherresearch Buildingoncurrentstateofresearch 468 5 4 480 5 4 467 5 3
Re-connectingtoneglectedresearch 491 5 4 476 5 4 458 5 3
Engaginginongoingresearchdebates 453 5 4 475 5 3 460 5 35

Opennesstoideas Opennesstootherideas 519 5 4 510 5 4 525 5 4

andpersons Opennesstootherpersons 521 5 4 519 5 4 533 6 4
Self-management, Realizationofownresearchgoals 497 5 4 476 5 4 482 5 3
independence Researchoutcomesareunpredictable 525 5 4 478 5 4 495 5 3
Researchisnotdirectlyutilizable 477 5 3 432 5 2 408 45 2
Researchisnotdirectlytargetedatarecipient 465 5 3 468 5 3 417 4 2

Scholarship,erudition Richexperiencewithsources 527 5 4 536 5 5 535 6 4
Knowledgebasedonownresearch 545 6 5 539 5 5 530 6 4

Passion,enthusiasm Passionateaboutresearch 491 5 3 449 5 2 490 5 3
Arousepassionforresearch 486 5 4 492 5 4 485 5 35
Intrinsicmotivationforresearchactivity 449 5 2 434 5 2 453 5 2

Visionoffutureresearch Pointingoutimportantresearchforthefuture 465 5 4 473 5 4 483 5 4

Connectionbetweenresearch Research-basedteaching 495 5 3 480 5 4 508 5 4

andteaching,scholarship Teaching-basedresearch 501 5 4 458 5 3 475 5 3
ofteaching Researchhasitsimpactmainlyinteaching 340 3 2 3.02 3 1 340 3 2
Buildingcharacterofoneselfandothers 455 5 3 3.68 4 1 413 4 2

Socialcompetency 460 5 3 324 3 1 415 4 2

Relevance Researchisrelevantfortheresearchcommunity 470 5 4 469 5 3 457 5 3

3P10standsfor10thpercentile.
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