The Broad College Journal List: How and Why Our List Was Developed

In the College’s 2020 Strategic Plan, the Research and Scholarship Strategic Planning Committee (RSSPC) was charged with replacing the College’s existing list of “Highly Regarded Journals.” There were two reasons for this charge. First, the college wanted a new list of journals that would allow us to compete more successfully in ranking systems such as the University of Texas at Dallas (UTD) list and the Financial Times (FT50) list. For example, in the period between 2005 and 2020 the Broad College’s ranking in UTD slipped from 15th  to 47th.  Whether the college likes it or not, we were publicly evaluated on these lists every year and that has implications for our national reputation, especially when it comes to recruiting professors and students. Second, the RSSPC also fielded complaints from our junior colleagues that our HRJ list was dated, and that publishing in some of those journals today would harm, rather than contribute to, their own national reputation. 

Also at that time, the single key metric that came out of the previous Strategic Plan in 2014 that was used as evidence for research accomplishment was simply “the number of publications in the HRJ list divided by the total number of publications.” The committee was also charged with broadening the definition of research accomplishment to go beyond just publications in the HRJ list and remove the penalty (caused by the ratio) for publishing outside that list. There was wide consensus at that time that the HRJ list and the HRJ/Total Publications metric were not serving the college, the units or our junior professors.    

As part of the reform process, the Associate Dean for Research (ADR), the six-member RSSPC and all six Administrative Unit Heads (AUH’s) (hence forth referred to as “the committee”) went through multiple rounds of revision to come up with a new list. We also vetted the list the committee came up with prior to adoption with the College Advisory Council and solicited input as part of the ADR Townhall. Thus, the list was well vetted within the college. 

In terms of process, the committee first looked at the UTD list and considered simply adopting that list. However, although the consensus was that these were all powerfully impactful journals when it came to bibliometric evidence, that list was rejected because the consensus of the committee was that this list was too narrow given the broader set of interests reflected in our faculty. The committee then looked at simply adopting the FT50 list. However, that idea was rejected because the consensus of the committee was that many of those journals were demonstrably inferior to other journals not on that list when it came to standard bibliometrics. So, the committee looked for a better, but less simple solution.

[bookmark: _Hlk212040013]Specifically, the committee identified journals in the FT50 List that they did believe were excellent journals that would meet the needs of their unit, and we categorized these as journals as good strategic targets for both the units and the college. We called these FT* to highlight the fact that they were on the FT50 List and that they were valued by the Units (hence the *). This is the top priority set of journals when it comes to evidence of research accomplishment because these journals are strategically targeted by both the college and the units. As an aside, all the UTD journals are on that list. 

The members of the committee also made the case for a small set of journals that were not on either the FT50 or the UDT list, but were journals that were strategically valuable to their unit. If the committee member could make the case, using traditional bibliometrics, that the journal they wanted to nominate was better than journals on the FT list – and many were – then we would add these to our list. We labeled this set off journals NFT* to reflect that they were not on the FT50 list, but they were valued by the unit – and there was bibliometric evidence supporting that value. This is the second priority set of journals when it comes to evidence of research accomplishment because these journals are strategically targeted by the units. All of these journals fall outside both the UTD and FT50 lists, however, and so publications in these outlets do not necessarily advance the college-level rankings. Hence, they are not strategic targets of the college. As an aside, no UTD journals are on the NFT* list.

At the third level of priority when it comes to research evidence, the committee decided that all journals on the FT50 list that were not on the FT* list would constitute a set of journals that are strategically targeted by the college, but not the units. We labeled this set of journals FT without the * designation. Although these journals may not hold a great deal of prestige in the units (which is why they are a third priority), they do help the college rankings performance on the FT50 survey. 

All other journals outside these three categories are considered NFT journals, simply indicating that they are outside the FT50 and were not identified (or successfully defended) as strategic targets of the units. Importantly, many journals outside the FT50 are very fine journals, but unlike the FT*, NFT* and FT50 publications, other outlets need to be defended by the researcher when it comes to counting that as evidence. For example, Nature and Science are excellent journals and no one would argue that if one of our professors were to publish there – it should be valued and counted as evidence. This would be a simple case to make with bibliometric evidence. We are not going to tell our business school professors, however, that we are strategically targeting Nature and Science. There are 22,000 journals tracked by WOS and we are not going to rank every single one of them all like we ranked FT*, NFT* and FT50 journals. The burden of proof falls on the professor to justify the NFT in question, and with some journals, like Nature and Science, it would be easy, but in other cases, it may be more challenging.           

[bookmark: _Hlk212110879]Finally, beyond the journal list per se, as noted above, the RSSPC was also tasked with broadening the evidentiary base for what “counts” beyond just publications when it comes to making a case for research accomplishment. Four additional types of evidence were formally  added to the potential evidentiary base that included (a) Citations, (b) Grants, (c) Significant Editorships, and (d) R1 Doctoral Placements. The rationales for why these four types of evidence were added as part of a case can be found here in the IBR Web Site under that title: “Why Citations, Grants, Significant Editorships and R1 Doctoral Placements are Considered Evidence of Research Accomplishment.”

Also on the IBR website, you can find how we track publications and these other four criteria yearly with standard metrics as part of the Associate Dean for Research (ADR) Series. The ADR Series has been published yearly since 2022 and makes (a) the criteria and (b) performance on the criteria totally transparent to everyone in the college. The ADR Series can be found on the IBR website.

Returning to the journal list, there were many spirited, but respectful, debates and discussions regarding various entries on the list within the committee. It is probably true that every tenure stream professor in the college has their own personal list in their own mind and that list differs with every other professor in the college. Thus, the list is a negotiated settlement that needs to be revisited on a regular basis. When that happens, please make sure you (a) volunteer for the RSSPC to help develop the new list or (b) talk to your RSSPC or CAC representative while the list is being developed, or (c) talk to your AUH while the list is being developed, or (d) attend the Town Hall while the list was being developed. If you do these four things, it increases the potential overlap between the personal journal list that resides in your own mind with the negotiated settlement reached by the college via a formal governance process. 
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