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Abstract 
Revising the regulations for promoting faculty members in Iran requires attention to 

disciplinary differences, especially the specific characteristics of the humanities, 

social sciences, and arts. One of the main challenges in this regard is the overreliance 

on absolute indicators that cannot represent differences in citation patterns, the life 

cycle of scientific works, and the type of publication sources in different disciplines. 

The present study, utilizing a mixed approach, identifies and analyzes normalized 

and combined indicators in reputable scientometric databases such as Web of 

Science (InCites) and Scopus (SciVal) and examines their effectiveness in 

comparing researchers' performance. The results of the analysis and focus group 

showed that normalized indicators, especially FWCI and Average Percentile, 

provide significant scientific and practical support for research evaluation. However, 

the findings suggest that the average percentile index, due to its dual nature 

(combining average and percentile features), has a higher ability to present a realistic 

picture of researchers' performance. This index, while considering the volume of 

scientific production, takes into account the relative position of each work in the 

disciplinary and temporal context and therefore can be proposed as a more 

appropriate and fairer option for inclusion in scientific promotion regulations, 

especially in the fields of humanities, social sciences, and arts. 

 

Keywords: Faculty Promotion Regulations, Academic Promotion, Disciplinary Differences 

Humanities, Social Sciences, Arts, Field-Normalized Citation Indicators, Field-Weighted 

Citation Impact, FWCI. 

 

Introduction 

The faculty promotion system, as a key tool in scientific management and policymaking, 

plays a crucial role in guiding knowledge production, research motivation, and the quality of 

higher education (Lim et al., 2025). In Iran, promotion regulations are often designed with a 

quantitative, general, and uniform approach for all scientific fields. While this method is easier 

to implement, it has led to the weakening of scientific justice, a loss of coherence in 

assessments, and a reduction in the effectiveness of the higher education system in the long 

term. These shortcomings are particularly evident in the evaluation of faculty performance in 

the humanities, social sciences, and arts, fields whose knowledge production structure, citation 
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behaviors, scientific publication patterns, and problem-oriented horizons differ significantly 

from technical, engineering, and medical disciplines. 

Research has shown that using absolute citation indices such as the H-index without 

considering differences in field or discipline can result in unfair, reduced, and misleading 

assessments. For instance, in fields like physics or biology, the number of publications and 

average citations are naturally much higher than in fields like philosophy, history, or art. In 

such cases, an index like the H-index, which is directly linked to the volume and rate of 

citations, cannot offer a fair assessment of the quality and status of researchers in low-cited 

fields. This leads to researchers in low-cited fields, even if they produce authoritative and 

influential works, receiving a weaker position in scientific promotion systems compared to their 

counterparts in highly cited sciences. This discrepancy does not reflect scientific reality or align 

with justice in science policymaking. 

The H-index, one of the most widely used indicators, is calculated based on a simple 

mathematical relationship between the number of scientific publications and their citation rate, 

without considering contextual differences between disciplines, favors researchers with longer 

careers, and may be biased by self-citations. (Mondal, Deepak, Gupta & Kumar, 2023). 

International experiences in scientometric and research policy-making have shown that 

addressing this challenge requires the development of indicators that can account for 

disciplinary differences in the evaluation process. One proposed solution is the use of field-

normalized indicators, designed to assess the scientific performance of an article or researcher 

in comparison to the average or citation distribution in the same scientific field and time period, 

rather than on an absolute and uniform scale for all disciplines. 

For example, the Field-Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI) index compares the number of 

citations received by a work to the average number of citations for similar works in the same 

field, year, and document type (Elsevier, 2024). A value of 1 in the FWCI means performance 

equal to the global average for that field; anything above 1 indicates higher performance, and 

anything below 1 indicates weaker performance. In other words, this index looks at the quality 

of citations in the context of the field rather than relying solely on the number of citations. 

Another normalized index is the Citation Percentile. This index examines how a researcher’s 

papers rank among other papers in their field in terms of the number of citations. For example, 

if several papers by a researcher are in the 10th percentile, it means that these papers have 

received more citations than 90% of similar papers in the same field and year. Instead of 

counting only the number of citations, the criterion will be the relative position of the researcher 

among his or her peers. This approach makes assessments more accurate and equitable, 

particularly in disciplines where citation counts are typically lower. Another indicator used in 

research evaluation is the Integrated Impact Index (I3). This index attempts to take into account 

both the number of articles a researcher has published and the number of citations each article 

receives, but with one important difference: instead of giving the same weight to all citations, 

it gives each article a different weight based on its position among similar articles. If an article 

is among the highly cited works in its field (for example, in the top 10%), it will be given a 

higher score. A researcher who has more of his or her articles among the top works in terms of 

citations will have a higher I³ (Leydesdorff, Bornmann & Adams., 2019). This index attempts 

to reflect both the volume and relative quality of scholarly activity within the researcher’s field 

and provides a more accurate picture of an individual’s scholarly impact than indices such as 

the H-Index. Developed on the basis of reliable data from databases such as InCites (a Clarivate 
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Analytics product), Scival (a Scopus product), and other scientometric analysis tools, these 

indices allow for a more accurate and comparable analysis of research performance. Using them 

to assess researcher performance, especially in fields with distinct publication and citation 

characteristics, can be an effective step towards creating a more just, realistic, and proportionate 

system that is appropriate to the scientific diversity in the country’s academic body. Given the 

increasing importance of transparency, fairness, and accuracy in scholarly promotion processes, 

especially in a context where Iran’s higher education system is undergoing transformations such 

as internationalization, problem-based learning, and measurability, there is a need to redefine 

and update research evaluation mechanisms. This redefinition will not be possible by 

eliminating quantitative indicators but by improving their quality and accuracy and paying 

attention to the contextual differences of the disciplines. Meanwhile, the fields of humanities, 

social sciences, and arts, due to their specific epistemological characteristics, different patterns 

of knowledge production, and distinctive publishing behaviors, are more affected than other 

fields by the inadequacy of absolute evaluation indicators, and therefore, reviewing the methods 

of measuring research performance in these fields is doubly important. 

Therefore, the issue of the present article is how to present an evaluation-oriented model 

relying on normalized indicators that, in accordance with the requirements of the discipline, 

provides a more accurate measurement of the research performance of faculty members in the 

humanities, social sciences, and arts. To answer this question, this article, using a scientometric 

approach and using real and reliable data, attempts to analyze normalized indicators to examine 

the effectiveness of these indicators in fairly representing the performance of researchers in 

low-citation fields. This research aims to evaluate the efficiency and accuracy of normalized 

indicators in representing differences in research performance by focus group in selected 

disciplines from the humanities, social sciences, and arts. This expert panel is designed to 

empirically test alternative indicators, measure their compliance with the actual citation 

structure of each discipline, and analyze their ability to evaluate the discipline of researchers 

and serves as a methodological step to validate the proposed framework in the scientific 

promotion system. The ultimate goal is that the findings of this study can provide a basis for 

providing new insight into the process of revising the regulations for promoting the scientific 

status of faculty members, which not only provides more rigorous criteria for evaluation but 

also supports disciplinary legitimacy and professional credibility in the humanities and social 

sciences. 

 

Research Objectives 

The main objective of this study is to analyze and identify effective international 

scientometric indicators that reflect disciplinary differences and to propose a coherent indicator 

for revising faculty promotion regulations in the humanities, social sciences, and arts. This 

objective includes evaluating existing indicators, distinguishing the disciplinary characteristics 

of these fields, and formulating policy recommendations to ensure fairness and accuracy in 

research performance assessment. 

 

Literature Review 

Structural differences between disciplines in the science and technology system 

In contemporary science and technology systems, one of the most important tools for 

analysis and policy-making is the standard classification of scientific disciplines. Without 
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defining the epistemological and methodological boundaries of each discipline, effective 

measurement, comparison, and policy-making are not possible. Since the 1970s, international 

organizations such as UNESCO, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD), and Eurostat have been developing global classifications for scientific 

disciplines and knowledge areas. These classifications are not only used in the management of 

research projects and national statistics but also form the basis of scientific evaluation systems, 

research budget allocation, and even the structuring of theses and academic research in different 

countries (UNESCO, 1974; OECD, 2007; OECD, 2015; SKOS, 2024). 

One of the most important of these systems is the FOS 2007 (Fields of Science and 

Technology) classification, developed by the OECD and now used in many statistical and 

analytical structures worldwide, including Eurostat, UNStats, and scientometric databases. In 

this classification, six general fields of science are identified: 

 

● Natural Sciences 

● Engineering and Technology 

● Medical and Health Sciences 

● Agricultural Sciences 

● Social Sciences 

● Humanities 

 

Each of these fields is organized into three hierarchical levels: 

- Field: a two-digit code that identifies the general areas of science; 

- Discipline: a four-digit code that identifies specialized branches; 

- Sub-discipline: A six-digit code to express precise scientific specializations with specific 

subject and methodological characteristics (SKOS, 2024). 

On the other hand, the FORD (Fields of Research and Development) classification 

proposed by the OECD in the new versions of the OECD (2015) attempts to classify research 

and development (R&D) activities in addition to the epistemological dimension, based on 

content, methodology, subject matter studied, and application areas.  For example, two research 

projects are grouped in the same category in terms of field if they not only have the same subject 

but also use the same knowledge sources, have similar scientific methods, and are related to 

similar application areas. An important feature of these classifications is the conceptual and 

functional distinction of the humanities and social sciences from other scientific fields. In these 

classifications, the humanities (e.g., philosophy, art, linguistics) and social sciences (e.g., 

sociology, political science, psychology) are considered distinct fields that have profound 

differences in the logic of knowledge production, publication patterns, and citation and 

dissemination mechanisms from fields such as engineering, empirical sciences, or medical 

sciences (Levander & Riis, 2016). For example: 

- In the humanities and social sciences, the life cycle of scientific works is usually 

longer, and the impact of works often appears with a time delay; whereas in the empirical 

sciences, the impact of research is more immediate and short-term. 

- The dominant form of publication in the humanities is often the book or book chapter, 

not the article, while in engineering and natural sciences, journal articles play a major role. 

- Citation behavior in the humanities is more dispersed, smaller, and based on different 

theoretical traditions; in fields such as physics or biology, however, citations are rapid, 



Sahar Kousari / Sajedeh Abdi 

 

IJISM, Vol. 24, No. 3                                                                                                             July-September 2026 

123 

frequent, and concentrated in journals with high impact factors. 

- These structural and functional differences indicate that the research performance of 

faculty members cannot be measured on the basis of uniform indicators. Especially in 

assessments such as promotion, which have professional and institutional implications, 

ignoring these distinctions can lead to unfair assessments, reduced motivation, and a loss 

of legitimacy of assessment structures in fields such as the humanities and the arts. 

 

From this perspective, a detailed understanding of these structural differences and 

international mechanisms of scientific classification is not only a prelude to a fairer analysis of 

research performance but also provides a theoretical and practical basis for revising scientific 

assessment indicators appropriate to each field. 

 

Classification of scientometric indicators based on dependence criteria 

In the analysis and measurement of research performance, citations play a central and 

fundamental role and have long been considered one of the most important indicators of 

scientific impact (Szomszor, 2021). Almost all scientometric indicators, from the simplest ones 

such as the total number of citations and the journal impact factor to more complex indicators 

such as h-index, FWCI, and i3, rely on citation data to varying degrees and are influenced by it 

in some way. In fact, citations as an indicator of the visibility, acceptance, or use of a scientific 

work have been widely used as the basis for scientometric analyses in individual, institutional, 

and systematic areas (Waltman, 2016). 

This dependence on citations is not only a common feature among most research evaluation 

indicators but also the starting point of most conceptual frameworks in scientometrics. In the 

conceptual framework of the present study (Figure 1), citations are placed at the center of 

gravity of the classification of research indicators, and based on them, other measurement 

distinctions such as dependence on the number of productions, year of publication, source of 

publication, and disciplinary differences are analyzed as complementary and differentiating 

layers. This approach is also consistent with recent scientific literature that recommends modern 

scientometrics not only be based on citation counts but also with an emphasis on 

“contextualizing citations” and “normalizing indicators based on disciplinary and temporal 

context” (Waltman & Van Eck, 2013; Glänzel & Moed, 2002). 
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Figure 1: Conceptual framework for classifying scientometric indicators based on dependency criteria 

 

However, differences in citation patterns, citation rates, citation time, subject area, and type 

of publication source have led scientometric indicators to rely on different methods of 

normalization and adjustment for greater accuracy. Accordingly, indicators can be categorized 

into different classes. 

 

Citation-related indicators 

Citation-related indices are measures calculated solely based on the number of references 

(citations) to a researcher's or journal's articles, without considering other factors such as the 

number of publications or journal quality. One of the simplest and most widely used indices is 

the total number of citations, which represents the sum of all citations received by a researcher's 

articles. Despite its simplicity, this index can indicate the impact and visibility of an individual's 

scientific work. For example, if a researcher has published 50 articles during their scientific 

career and has received a total of 1200 citations, their total citations will be 1200. 

 

Indicators related to the number of articles 

The H-index, introduced by Hirsch (2005), shows the number of articles that have received 

at least the same number of citations. This index is popular because it combines quantitative 

(number of articles) and qualitative (number of citations) measures. However, it has significant 

limitations, such as its reliance on the volume of scientific production (number of articles) and 

its disregard for disciplinary differences in citation rates (Waltman & Van Eck, 2015). It also 

fails to differentiate between researchers with few highly cited articles and those with many 

moderately cited articles. For instance, a researcher with 5 articles, each cited 50 times, will 

have a lower H-index (5) than a researcher with 10 articles, each with 10 citations (H-

index=10), even though the former's research has a greater impact. 
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Indicators depending on the year of publication 

Year-of-publication-dependent indices, like the Impact Factor, assess research performance 

based on citations received within a specific timeframe. These indicators are primarily used to 

compare the impact of articles or journals over short periods. However, a major drawback is 

their bias against new articles or early-career researchers, as older articles have had more time 

to accumulate citations (Bornmann, Tekles & Leydesdorff, 2019). A scientist’s impact factor 

is a score that takes into account the number of publications and the citation rate of the journals 

where those papers are published. In this system, articles in highly cited journals such as 

Science, Nature or Cell count for more than articles in journals whose content is cited less 

frequently (Woolston, 2021). For example, an article published five years ago will naturally 

have more citations than a similar article published a year ago, even if both have the same 

quality and impact. This bias makes these indicators prone to time-related inaccuracies in short-

term evaluations. 

 

Indicators depend on publication source (journal) 

Indicators in this category, like MSNCS (Mean Source Normalized Citation Score), 

normalize citation numbers based on the average citations of the publishing journal. This 

method partially addresses differences in citation rates among journals (Waltman & Van Eck, 

2013). For instance, an article published in a journal with a low average citation rate but 

receiving more citations than the journal's average is considered more valuable than an article 

with the same number of citations in a highly cited journal. However, this index does not 

consider fundamental differences in citation patterns and knowledge dissemination across 

disciplines, potentially leading to inaccurate cross-disciplinary assessments. 

 

Indicators related to the field of science 

The weighted citation impact index (FWCI) is a precise interdisciplinary assessment 

measure among scientometric indices. This index compares the performance of each article 

relative to the average of articles in the same discipline and peer group, considering differences 

in citation patterns between disciplines. The FWCI is calculated by dividing the actual number 

of citations an article receives by the expected number of citations for similar articles in the 

field. For example, if a paper in the humanities, with a lower citation average than in the 

sciences, has an FWCI of 2, it indicates it performs twice as well as the standard in its field. 

This feature makes the FWCI a suitable tool for impartially evaluating researchers in various 

fields, particularly in low-citation areas like the humanities (Elsevier, 2024). The main 

advantage of this index is its ability to mitigate biases from disciplinary differences and provide 

a more realistic view of research's scientific impact. 

 

Challenges and Limitations of Absolute Quantitative Indicators in Research Performance 

Analysis: The Need to Redefine Evaluation Criteria 

In the previous section, the categorization of scientometric indicators and Figure 1 show 

that most common indicators revolve around citation-related data. Other distinctions such as 

the number of articles, year of publication, source of publication, or scientific field each 

contribute to specific evaluation patterns. However, upon closer examination of these 

classifications, one can identify important conceptual and methodological limitations. These 

limitations are especially evident in the humanities, social sciences, arts, and even in some areas 
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of basic science, leading to unfair evaluations. 

Citation-only metrics, like total citations, offer a general overview of how often a 

researcher's work is cited. However, due to significant differences in citation patterns across 

disciplines, these metrics are meaningful and useful only within the same field and are not 

suitable for cross-disciplinary comparisons. They struggle to differentiate between researchers 

in fields with lower citation rates, resulting in less visibility and unfair evaluations for 

researchers in those fields (Moed, 2005). On the other hand, metrics tied to the number of 

articles, such as the H-index, which combines article count and citations, lack discipline- or 

time normalization. This puts researchers in fields with lower publication and citation volumes, 

such as literary studies, art, and philosophy, at a disadvantage in promotion systems based on 

these metrics compared to counterparts in technical or medical fields, even if their works are 

valuable and authoritative (Bornmann & Marx, 2015). Year-of-publication indicators, like the 

journal impact factor, are widely used for measuring publication quality but have significant 

limitations. These indicators mainly focus on short time periods, typically the last two or three 

years, overlooking the longer cycle of scientific impact in some fields where impact occurs with 

a time lag (Woolston, 2021). This leads to weaker evaluations for articles in disciplines like 

history or philosophy, where works often have long-time impacts, due to delays in gaining 

citations (Bornmann, et al., 2019; Hammarfelt, 2016). Publication-source-dependent indices, 

like MSNCS, attempt to normalize citations based on the average citations of the publishing 

journal, but they still fall short in accounting for fundamental differences in citation patterns 

across sciences. As a result, these indices are not accurate or fair in interdisciplinary 

comparisons and cannot replace normalized indices based on field and discipline (Glänzel & 

Moed, 2013; Waltman & Van Eck, 2013). In conclusion, these limitations highlight that relying 

solely on absolute indicators or indicators focusing on a single dimension of citation data is 

inadequate and unfair for analyzing research performance, particularly in the humanities, social 

sciences, and arts, which exhibit unique patterns of knowledge production and dissemination. 

 

The necessity of an approach based on indicators related to the field or discipline 

 The weaknesses mentioned have led to a shift in most advanced systems from relying 

solely on absolute indicators or indicators tied to other dimensions to using normalized 

indicators based on the subject matter. These indicators do not just measure the quantity (such 

as number of articles/citations) or quality related to the journal or year of publication but rather 

the relative contribution of each work to the current text of its field and year. By assessing the 

impact of a researcher's works in relation to the average or quartile of citations in the field, 

indices like the FWCI establish a foundation for disciplinary justice and facilitate more 

meaningful interdisciplinary comparisons. 

The strengths of indicators tied to the scientific field and discipline include a more realistic 

evaluation of a researcher's performance within the context of their discipline and its citation 

rate; the ability to compare researchers across different fields more equitably (e.g., comparing 

a philosopher and a biologist); reducing deviations caused by varying levels of scientific output 

or citation patterns in disciplines; providing a more accurate assessment of the long-time impact 

of works; and considering qualitative measures alongside quantitative ones. Given these 

considerations, and in order to achieve precise, fair, and appropriate scientific evaluations that 

meet the diverse needs of the humanities, social sciences, and arts, the use of indicators related 

to the scientific field and discipline is deemed the optimal choice. This approach establishes a 
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framework for evaluating research performance, advancing disciplinary justice, enhancing the 

credibility of promotion systems, and can serve as the basis for revising regulations pertaining 

to the promotion of faculty members. 

 

Improving the evaluation system in the humanities, social sciences, and arts through 

discipline-specific indicators 

Due to epistemological, methodological, and structural differences, the humanities, social 

sciences, and arts face unique challenges when it comes to traditional research evaluation 

methods. These fields often produce knowledge through interpretive, critical, or philosophical 

lenses, resulting in diverse publication patterns, scientific language, citation networks, and 

cycles of influence. Therefore, using absolute quantitative metrics or criteria from technical and 

experimental disciplines to assess faculty members in these areas is ineffective and 

inappropriate (Hammarfelt, 2016; Hicks, Wouters, Waltman, De Rijcke & Rafols, 2015). 

In this context, the concept of "discipline-specific indexability" is crucial for understanding 

the position of the humanities and social sciences (Waltman & Van Eck, 2013). Despite their 

significant value and impact, current measurement tools often struggle to capture this 

complexity. For example, books are essential in these fields but are often overlooked in 

international databases or delayed in citation inclusion. Moreover, the use of vernacular, non-

English, and culturally specific scientific language limits global recognition. Field-normalized 

indicators, like the FWCI, offer a more appropriate solution by evaluating each work within its 

specific context. Therefore, a researcher publishing in a low-citation field such as philosophy 

or art with a citation rate above the field average can be more accurately acknowledged. 

 

Background 

Theoretical and empirical background in the field of measuring faculty members' research 

performance shows that scientometric indicators have undergone significant conceptual and 

methodological transformations in recent years. International studies have developed and 

validated new indicators to address challenges arising from the use of absolute and isometric 

indicators, especially in interdisciplinary assessments that consider disciplinary differences, 

epistemological structures, publication patterns, and citation behaviors in assessment systems. 

Three major trends can be distinguished in the research background: 

 

Development of normalized indicators for interdisciplinary assessment 

As scientometrics expands in policy-making and institutional assessments, the limitations 

of absolute indicators like article counts and total citations in interdisciplinary comparisons 

have become evident (Waltman & van Eck, 2013). These indicators often fail to represent 

performance in low-citation or delayed-citation fields such as humanities, social sciences, and 

arts. Over the past two decades, relative and normalized indicators-considering scientific 

context, citation behavior, and publication year-have been developed to enable fairer 

comparisons. Examples include percentile rank, field-weighted citation impact (FWCI), and the 

I3 normalized index, offering a multidimensional view of performance (Bornmann & 

Haunschild, 2016). 

Vinkler (2010) introduced JIPR and aPSA, analyzing articles within journal and field 

context for more accurate low-citation discipline comparisons. Vinkler (2013) proposed the 

Percentage Rank Position (PRP) index, promoting fairness and transparency. Bornmann et al. 



Reviewing the Academic Promotion Regulation … 

IJISM, Vol. 24, No. 3                                                                                                             July-September 2026 

128 

(2019) presented the I3 index, combining article counts and citation rank, useful for low-

production, high-quality fields. Overall, normalized indicators address fundamental issues of 

absolute metrics and improve evaluation accuracy, forming a foundation for revising promotion 

regulations. 

 

Validation and validity of new indicators compared to qualitative assessments 

A critical question is how well normalized indicators align with expert qualitative 

assessments, as promotion systems rely heavily on human judgment. Bornmann and 

Leydesdorff (2013) analyzed F1000Prime data, showing that PP (top 1%) and the I3/N index 

significantly correlate with expert evaluations, identifying outstanding researchers. Hutchins, 

Yuan, Anderson & Santangelo (2016) found that SNIP and RCR, compared to absolute 

indicators, correlate more strongly with qualitative assessments and distinguish researchers 

fairly. Importantly, combining multiple normalized indicators enhances assessment accuracy, 

providing valuable guidance for multi-criteria promotion systems. These studies indicate that 

carefully designed quantitative indicators can complement, but not replace, human judgment. 

  

Application of context-sensitive indicators in low-citation fields 

Several studies emphasize applying normalized indicators in context-sensitive ways in 

humanities, social sciences, and arts. Hammarfelt (2016) highlighted that traditional indicators 

overlook citation delays, book significance, and vernacular language, misrepresenting 

performance in fields like history, philosophy, or literature, and recommended flexible 

indicators. Huang and Chang (2008) showed that citation distributions and temporal dispersion 

in these fields differ from technical sciences, proposing citation percentiles instead of raw 

counts. Indicators like FWCI and I3 allow more precise intra-disciplinary assessment by 

considering subject group, year, and document type (Waltman & van Eck, 2013). Experiences 

show aligning indicators with disciplinary characteristics is methodologically necessary and 

fairness-driven, as emphasized in DORA and the Leiden Manifesto (Hicks et al., 2015). 

 

Conclusion 

The literature review reveals a global and irreversible shift from absolute to normalized 

indicators, particularly in interdisciplinary evaluation. Indicators that incorporate quantitative 

criteria, relative quality, and disciplinary specifics in their analysis are better poised to 

accurately reflect research performance. These indicators can serve as a foundation for revising 

faculty promotion guidelines, especially in fields with unique knowledge structures that deviate 

from common citation trends. 

 

Materials and Methods 

The present study is a mixed-methodology study with an exploratory approach and is 

fundamental in terms of its purpose. A mixed-method chain strategy was used to collect data. 

In this strategy, qualitative information-referring to texts and documents related to the subject 

and extracted from citation databases (Web of Science)-is provided first, and then it is explained 

and expanded upon with the findings of other methods (Creswell, 2009). To increase the 

validity of the results, a triangulation strategy was used. The reason for using triangulation in 

this article is based on the views of experts who believe that a hypothesis can only survive and 

be sustained when confirmed by different and complementary methods (Asogwa, Hamisu & 
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Ede, 2023). The use of the triangulation approach in this study aims to prevent the explanation 

of evaluation criteria (Madani Borujeni & Nasr, 2009).  

For this purpose, in order to increase the level of confidence in the identified evaluation 

criteria, in addition to the "systematic review of the literature by observation," the criteria 

presented in databases and focus groups were observed and reviewed. In addition to the 

literature, various criteria for evaluating scientific outputs have been defined in many databases 

such as Scopus and Web of Science. However, in some evaluation indicators, overlaps are 

observed between different databases, and in some indicators, differences are observed. These 

differences can help in completing the possible indicators for evaluating outputs in the scientific 

ecosystem. Assuming that experts in the scientific field have achieved new criteria for 

evaluating scientific performance in recent studies, the third approach was based on the experts' 

opinions. 

The statistical population of the research in the qualitative phase is texts related to the 

scientific field and was extracted from the citation databases Web of Science, based on the 

Cochrane Manual. The reason for using the Cochrane Guidelines is that the literature produced 

is intended to assess the performance of research, with each study addressing only one or a few 

aspects of the topic. Using the guidelines helps to select quality information for decision-

making and generate reliable evidence synthesis and is one of the most authoritative guidelines 

for conducting systematic reviews in the world. Also, systematic reviews using the Cochrane 

Guidelines provide the opportunity to collect pre-specified evidence that meets eligibility 

criteria to answer a specific research question. This feature of the Guidelines, which provides a 

documented protocol in advance, minimizes bias in the systematic review (Higgins, Thomas, 

Chandler, Cumpston, Page & Welch, 2019). 

Based on this guideline, 8 main steps for extracting findings have been defined, including 

topic selection, search term design, determining inclusion and exclusion criteria, information 

screening and eliminating duplicate sources, reviewing abstracts and eliminating irrelevant 

sources, selecting sources based on inclusion and exclusion criteria for full-text study, and data 

extraction (Higgins et al., 2019). The studies examined in this study are sources published from 

1991 to 2025 that were found in the Scopus and Web of Science citation databases. The study 

selection criteria for the “Systematic Review of Research Performance Indicators in the 

Scientific Ecosystem” are presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 

Criteria for selecting content analysis sources 

Criteria type Selected criteria 

Content Identifying research performance indicators 

Field Promotion Regulation of faculty members 

Date of Publication Articles published from 1991 to 2025 

Document Type 
Published resources in the form of articles (scientific-research, review, 

scientific-specialized) and conference papers 

 

After extracting the initial data from the systematic review, we sought to validate and 

complete the possible indicators of the "evaluation concept" by examining scientific 

performance evaluation indicators in citation databases such as Scopus and Web of Science. In 

the quantitative phase, we analyzed the scientific performance evaluation criteria with input 
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from 5 domestic and international scientific publishing experts. The majority of these experts 

and panel participants were chosen from reputable universities, and the necessary information 

was gathered.  

The methodological details of all three stages are fully outlined in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 

Methodological information for reviewing the system for promoting faculty members in the 

fields of humanities, social sciences, and arts 

Step 

Data 

collection 

method 

Society Sample 
Sampling 

method 

Sample 

selection 

criteria 

Data 

collecti

on tool 

Narrative Reliability 
Findings an 

analysis tool 

First 

Systematic 

literature 

review 

WoS 

Citation 

Database 

702 

scientifi

c and 

speciali

zed 

texts 

PRISMA 

Using the 

Cochrane 

Guidelines 

Scienti

fic 

texts 

Staging 

studies 

within the 

PRISMA 

framework 

Ensuring 

the quality 

of articles 

Excel 

software 

Second 

View 

citation 

databases 

Databases 

and 

Citations 

WoS, 

Scopus 

Purposef

ul 

sampling 

Based on 

credible 

research 

Checkl

ist 

Logical 

validity 

Based on 

systematic 

review 

studies 

Excel 

software 

Third 
Focus 

 group 

Researche

rs in the 

field of 

evaluation 

5 

domesti

c and 

foreign 

experts 

Purposef

ul 

sampling 

Expertise 

of people 

Intervi

ew 

Logical 

validity 

Cronbach'

s alpha 

Excel 

software 

 

Based on Table 2, two qualitative steps and one quantitative step are considered for 

extracting the findings. In this study, first qualitative steps are developed to extract research 

performance evaluation indicators, and finally, the findings are reported by experts. The sample 

of the next two steps of the research is extracted based on the first step, which is systematic 

review studies, and the sampling method in all studies is purposive sampling. One of the 

advantages of using this sampling style is that the sample is selected in a way that shows the 

characteristics of the real community as much as possible. 

 

Results 

First step: Systematic review using the Cochrane methodology 

In the initial step, a systematic review study was conducted following the methodological 

framework of Arksey and O’Malley (2005) to identify research performance indicators of 

faculty members. This process involved five steps: 1) Identifying the search design and 

question; 2) Searching for relevant studies; 3) Selecting studies; 4) Drawing data graphs; and 

5) Collecting, summarizing, and reporting the results. 

 

Identifying the search design and strategy 

To address the main question of this study, we utilized the Web of Science (WOS, 2025) 

main collection database to retrieve articles related to research performance indicators of faculty 

members on July 23, 2025. We focused on indicators or criteria relevant to faculty promotion. 
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The strategy employed to extract relevant articles included filtering results by document type = 

"Articles," language = "English", and publication year = (1991-2021). A total of 702 unique 

articles were obtained. 

Ts= ((Tenure OR "Tenure track" OR promotion OR "Tenure track and promotion" OR 

"Tenure track & promotion" OR "Tenure experience*" OR "research output*") AND (criteri* 

OR indicat* OR index OR performance) AND ("facult* member*" OR Professor* OR 

scientist* OR researcher* OR scholar* OR researchist*) AND (universit* OR academ* OR 

institute OR college OR "research center" OR facult* OR "higher education") AND (database 

or base) NOT (health* OR medic* OR clinic* OR student)) 

 

Study screening and selection 

This section covers both the second and third stages of the systematic review. Initially, all 

results from the Web of Science database were saved in a coherent file and screened based on 

the title to determine if they met the inclusion criteria for the study. Articles that met the criteria, 

as well as those whose suitability could not be determined based on the title, were entered into 

an Excel spreadsheet for further screening. 

The abstracts of the extracted articles were read, screened, and evaluated by the authors 

based on the inclusion criteria. The selection criteria for relevant articles included: (1) focus on 

indicators based on disciplinary or field focus, (2) publication in a reputable journal, and (3) 

access to the full text of the article. Articles dedicated solely to absolute and raw performance 

indicators were excluded, unless they were studied as part of composite indicators. Any 

disagreements during abstract and full-text screening were resolved through discussion. The 

results of the search, screening, and selection are fully reported in a flowchart of preferred 

reporting items for systematic reviews (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process 

 (Authers based on Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff & Altman, 2009) 

 

Tabulation, compilation, and reporting of results 

The fourth and fifth steps of the scoping review are combined in this section. The following 

categories were extracted from the information in the selected articles, including the title, 

purpose, setting, indicator, and performance of the studies (see Table 3). The groupings were 

determined in relation to the research question and based on the themes. The focus group 

determined the face validity of the themes. This process resulted in themes derived from the 

scope of the study, including the reviewers' interpretation of the data. Variable labels present in 

the studies were extracted as conceptual themes, similar to how conceptual themes are extracted 

from qualitative research (Popay et al., 2006). 
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Table 3 

Summary of selected articles in the systematic review 

Row Title Purpose Database Indicators Efficiency 

1 

A comparison of 

three 

multidisciplinarity 

indices based on 

the diversity of 

Scopus subject 

areas of authors' 

documents, their 

bibliography and 

their citing papers 

(Moschini, 

Fenialdi, Daraio, 

Ruocco & 

Molinari, 2020) 

Comparison and 

validation of three 

indicators for 

measuring 

multidisciplinarity 

using disciplinary 

dispersion in Scopus 

Scopus (Using 

Scopus 

Subject Areas) 

CHH index 

(Complement of 

Herfindahl–

Hirschman 

Index)) 

Measuring the degree 

of multidisciplinary 

nature of researchers 

and documents using 

their subject 

distribution in the 

Scopus database, the 

CHH index provides a 

number between 0 

(monodisciplinary) 

and 1 (completely 

multidisciplinary). 

2 

The validation of 

(advanced) 

bibliometric 

indicators through 

peer assessments: 

A comparative 

study using data 

from InCites and 

F1000 

(Bornmann & 

Leydesdorff, 2013) 

The article compares 

the validity of 

normalized and 

traditional indicators 

with qualitative 

expert assessments 

and examines their 

application in 

various subject 

areas. 

InCites 

Percentile in 

Subject Area 

(Percentile in Subject 

Area) has the highest 

positive and significant 

correlation with 

experts' qualitative 

assessment (F1000), 

especially compared to 

traditional indicators 

such as total citation 

count or journal IF. 

Category 

Actual/Expected 

Citations 

Journal 

Actual/Expected 

Citations 

3 

The Journal 

Coverage of Web 

of Science, Scopus 

and Dimensions: A 

Comparative 

Analysis 

(Singh, Singh, 

Karmakar, Leta & 

Mayr, 2021) 

The article 

emphasizes the need 

to use multiple 

databases and 

indicators 

simultaneously 

instead of relying on 

a single database. 

Dimensions  

Scival 

FWCI (Field-

Weighted Citation 

Impact) 

In the soft sciences 

(such as social 

sciences and 

humanities), the 

Dimensions database 

is useful for 

interdisciplinary 

comparisons. 

4 

Humanities: the 

outlier of research 

assessments 

(Doğan & Taşkın, 

2020) 

The article uses 

normalized, size-

independent 

indicators that are 

comparable across 

disciplines and 

universities. 

InCites / Web 

of Science 

Core 

Collection 

1. Citations per 

Publication (CPP) 

2. Percent of 

Cited Papers 

3. Top % Highly 

Cited Papers 

4. International 

Collaboration % 

5. Industry 

Collaboration % 

The article uses 

normalized indicators 

such as the percentage 

of highly cited articles 

(top x%), citations per 

article, and scientific 

collaboration 

indicators, which 

indicate that the 

evaluation is in a 

disciplinary context 

and the results are 

more comparable. 

5 
Ranking and 

Mapping of 

Introducing a new 

method for ranking 

Web of 

Science and its 

Highly Cited 

Researchers - 

It uses data from 

Highly Cited 
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Row Title Purpose Database Indicators Efficiency 

Universities and 

Research-Focused 

Institutions 

Worldwide Based 

on Highly-Cited 

Papers 

(Bornmann, 

Stefaner, de Moya 

Anegón & Mutz, 

2014) 

and mapping the 

global landscape of 

universities and 

research institutions 

based on highly 

cited researchers 

(HCRs) in scientific 

disciplines using 

Clarivate 2021 data 

analysis tools, 

InCites and the 

HCR index 

HCRs Researchers (HCRs) 

and categorizes results 

by scientific field. 

6 

Measuring recent 

research 

performance for 

Chinese 

universities using 

bibliometric 

methods 

(Zhu, Hassan, 

Mirza & Xie ,2014) 

Presenting a 

combined 

scientometric 

method for 

evaluating the 

research 

performance of 

Chinese universities 

with Scopus data 

and introducing the 

RPP index 

Scopus 

Research 

Performance 

Point (RPP) 

Creating a composite 

index for overall 

ranking of institutions 

at the national level 

(China) with cross-

disciplinary 

comparability 

7 

Mapping Two 

Decades of 

Research 

Productivity in the 

Middle Eastern and 

Arab Countries: A 

Comprehensive 

Bibliometric 

Analysis 

(Dardas, Malkawi, 

Sweis, Sweis, Al-

Khayat & Sawair, 

2023) 

Assessing the 

regional science 

production trend 

with indicators such 

as number of 

publications, average 

citations, 

international 

collaboration, and 

FWCI for more 

accurate 

international 

comparisons 

Through the 

Scopus 

database and 

the SciVal tool 

Field-weighted 

Citation Impact 

(FWCI) 

Field-specific index, 

which shows the 

performance of a 

paper/researcher 

relative to the global 

average in the same 

field 

8 

An approach to the 

author citation 

potential: measures 

of scientific 

performance which 

are invariant across 

scientific fields 

(Dorta-González 

Dorta-González, & 

Suárez-Vega, 

2015) 

Presenting and 

validating a new 

index for fairly 

comparing the 

performance of 

researchers in 

different fields. 

Using data 

from databases 

such as JCR 

Subject 

Categories 

from Web of 

Science and 

disciplinary 

analyses 

Citation Potential 

The purpose of 

designing this index is 

to analyze 

performance 

independent of the 

researcher's 

disciplinary 

background and reduce 

fluctuations due to 

interdisciplinary 

differences in citation 

and publication. 

9 

A Comparative 

Analysis of 

Business and 

Economics 

Researchers in the 

Visegrad Group of 

Using Scopus and 

Siool data, this study 

analyzes and 

compares the 

research 

performance of 

Scopus 

SciVal 

Field-Weighted 

Citation Impact 

(FWCI)  

The Field-Weighted 

Citation Impact Index 

(FWCI) measures the 

citation performance 

of an article, 

researcher, or 
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Row Title Purpose Database Indicators Efficiency 

Countries, Austria 

and Romania 

Based on the Data 

Obtained from 

SciVal and Scopus 

(Dobos & Sasvári, 

2023) 

faculty members and 

researchers in 

economics and 

business in the V4 

countries, Austria, 

and Romania and 

emphasizes 

normalized and 

interdisciplinary 

indicators for 

comparability. 

institution relative to 

the average citations 

for the same field, 

year, and document 

type. 

10 

Measuring the 

current state-of-the-

art in lean 

healthcare literature 

from the 

perspective of 

bibliometric 

indicators 

(Santos Reis, 

Souza, Santos, 

Ferreira & Senna, 

2023) 

The article uses 

several bibliometric 

indicators to 

measure the 

performance of 

researchers and 

articles in the field 

of Lean Healthcare 

(LHC). 

Scopus 

WoS 

Google 

Scholar 

Lean healthcare 

(LHC) 

By combining 

quantitative and 

qualitative data, LHC 

indicators assess 

researcher 

performance, identify 

influential individuals, 

and reveal research 

trends and gaps. 

11 

Which percentile-

based approach 

should be preferred 

for calculating 

normalized citation 

impact values? An 

empirical 

comparison of five 

approaches, 

including a newly 

developed citation-

rank approach 

(P100) 

(Bornmann, 

Leydesdorff & 

Wang, 2013) 

This article 

compares percentile-

based approaches to 

measuring the 

citation impact of 

articles in different 

scientific databases. 

Thomson 

Reuters 

(InCites) 

SCImago 

Centre for 

Science and 

Technology 

Studies 

(CWTS) 

Percentile-based 

methods: Hazen 

method Thomson 

Reuters (InCites) 

method SCImago 

(using SJR2 index 

as secondary 

measure) CWTS 

method (using 

fractional 

counting) 

Percentile-based 

methods with citation 

normalization allow 

for fair comparison of 

the performance of 

researchers in different 

disciplines and 

scientific fields. 

12 

Scientific eminence 

and scientific 

hierarchy: 

bibliometric 

prediction of 

fellowship in the 

Australian 

Academy of 

Science 

(Haslam & Baes, 

2023) 

This article uses 

bibliometric 

indicators that have 

been used to 

compare the 

performance of 

researchers from 

different scientific 

fields. 

Scopus 

Ioannidis 

Composite 

Citation Index 

interdisciplinary/norm

alized by 

discipline/Includes 

elements of research 

quality and 

quantity/Based on real 

Scopus data/Useful in 

policy-making and 

scientific evaluation at 

the individual level 



Reviewing the Academic Promotion Regulation … 

IJISM, Vol. 24, No. 3                                                                                                             July-September 2026 

136 

Row Title Purpose Database Indicators Efficiency 

13 

How well does I3 

perform for impact 

measurement 

compared to other 

bibliometric 

indicators? The 

convergent validity 

of several (field-

normalized) 

indicators 

(Bornmann  et al., 

2019) 

This study measures 

the efficiency of the 

I3 index in 

comparison to other 

domain-normalized 

indices and evaluates 

its convergent 

validity through 

correlation with 

other valid indices. 

Web of 

Science (WoS) 

Integrated Impact 

Indicator (I3) 

I3 is suitable for 

comparing the 

performance of 

researchers in different 

disciplines because it 

considers data 

normalized by 

scientific field and 

does not rely solely on 

absolute citations. 

 

Second step: Observation of scientometric databases connected to global citation 

In the second step, to complete and refine the identified indicators to evaluate researcher 

performance with an approach based on disciplinary differences, two international 

scientometric index and reference databases were subjected to comparative analysis: the Web 

of Science-connected InCites database (Clarivate Analytics) and the Scopus-connected SciVal 

database (Elsevier). These two databases are among the most comprehensive and reliable 

analytical systems that, in addition to storing citation data, provide extensive facilities for 

calculating and comparing normalized indices, interdisciplinary comparisons, and analyzing 

scientific performance at different levels (individual, institutional, national). At this stage, the 

goal was to carefully examine the normalized and non-absolute indicators used by these 

databases so that they can reflect structural distinctions between different scientific disciplines 

in the assessments, which are presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4 

Identifying research performance indicators in relevant citation databases 

Web of science (inCite) Scopus (SciVal) 
Row 

    Database 

Documents in Top 1% % of Publications in Top x% Cited 1 

Documents in Top 10% Outputs in Top Journal Percentiles 2 

Citation Impact SciVal Topic Prominence Percentile 3 

Category Normalized Citation Impact 

(CNCI) 

Field-weighted Citation Impact 

(FWCI) 
4 

Average Percentile - 5 

 

The application of these databases in the present study aimed to accurately count reliable 

indicators for disciplines with specific citation behavior such as humanities, social sciences, 

and arts. This would allow for more realistic models to be presented for evaluating the 

performance of researchers in the Scientific Promotion Regulations using reliable data and 

advanced analytical approaches. In this analysis, not only were the definitions and logic of 

calculating the indicators considered, but their differentiation, scalability, and relationship to 

the nature of the discipline were also critically examined. However, upon observing these bases, 

the findings of the first part of the research were strongly validated. 
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In Table 5, the status of all identified indicators was studied based on applied criteria such 

as normalization by scientific field, ineffective production volume, multilevel applicability, and 

citation-distribution sensitivity, which were considered worthy of consideration by the authors, 

and it shows the potential of the indicators in each of the criteria with a ✓ symbol. 

 

Table 5 

Status of identified indicators based on applied criteria 

Citation-

distribution 

sensitivity 

Multilevel 

applicability 

Ineffective 

production 

volume 

Normalization 

by scientific 

field 

Indicator Database Row 

Percentile Mean 

✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Percentile in 

Subject Area 

WoS 

1 

🗴 ✓ 🗴 ✓ 

Category 

Actual/Expecte

d Citations 

2 

🗴 ✓ 🗴 🗴 

Citations per 

Publication 

(CPP) 

3 

🗴 ✓ 🗴 🗴 

Highly Cited 

Researchers - 

HCRs 

4 

🗴  ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Citation 

Potential 
5 

✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Integrated 

Impact 

Indicator (I3) 

6 

✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Documents in 

Top 10% 
7 

 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Citation Impact 8 

 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Category 

Normalized 

Citation Impact 

(CNCI) 

9 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Average 

Percentile 
10 

🗴 ✓ 🗴 🗴 

CHH index 

Percentile in 

Subject Area 

Scopus 

11 

 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

FWCI (Field-

Weighted 

Citation Impact 

12 

🗴 🗴 🗴 🗴 

Research 

Performance 

Point (RPP) 

13 

🗴 🗴 🗴 🗴 
Lean 

healthcare 
14 
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Citation-

distribution 

sensitivity 

Multilevel 

applicability 

Ineffective 

production 

volume 

Normalization 

by scientific 

field 

Indicator Database Row 

Percentile Mean 

(LHC) 

🗴 ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Ioannidis 

Composite 

Citation Index 

15 

✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Outputs in Top 

Journal 

Percentiles 

16 

✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 

SciVal Topic 

Prominence 

Percentile 

17 

 

Third step: Focus group 

Participants in the expert panel were selected from reputable universities in Tehran 

province. They were experienced professors or managers from departments related to 

evaluation, with a history of publishing articles relevant to performance evaluation of 

researchers and faculty members. The data collection tool was a researcher-made questionnaire 

consisting of 17 items. Its validity was confirmed by 5 experts, and its reliability was calculated 

with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.87.  

Data analysis was conducted at two levels: descriptive (mean, standard deviation) and 

inferential (confirmatory factor analysis). The detailed results can be found in Table 5. This 

methodology allows for the findings to be generalized to other universities in the country with 

similar characteristics. The results of this expert panel are presented in Table 6. 

 

Table 6 

Findings of the focus group in examining indicators related to the evaluation of researchers in the 

faculty promotion regulation 

Usability 

in the 

upgrade 

process 

Accessible 

via the 

database 

dashboard 

Clear 

distinction of 

areas 

Data 

access 
Indicator Database Row 

✓ ✓ 🗴 ✓ 
Percentile in Subject 

Area 

WoS 

1 

🗴 ✓ 🗴 🗴 Documents in Top 10% 2 

✓ 🗴 ✓ 🗴 
Integrated Impact 

Indicator (I3) 
3 

✓ ✓ 🗴 ✓ Citation Impact 4 

✓ 🗴 ✓ ✓ 
Category Normalized 

Citation Impact (CNCI) 
5 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Average Percentile 6 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
FWCI (Field-Weighted 

Citation Impact) 
Scopus 7 
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Usability 

in the 

upgrade 

process 

Accessible 

via the 

database 

dashboard 

Clear 

distinction of 

areas 

Data 

access 
Indicator Database Row 

🗴 🗴 ✓ 🗴 
Ioannidis Composite 

Citation Index 
8 

🗴 ✓ ✓ ✓ 
SciVal Topic 

Prominence Percentile 
9 

 

Discussion 

This study aimed to present a new model for the promotion system of faculty members in 

the fields of humanities, social sciences, and art, based on norms and discipline differences. 

The findings of the study showed that traditional indicators such as the total number of citations 

or even the H-Index are inefficient due to a lack of attention to structural and behavioral 

differences in various disciplines. Data analysis from this study indicated that scientific 

indicators, focusing on normalization and context, have a higher ability to accurately represent 

the research performance of faculty members and could help reduce gaps in interdisciplinary 

evaluations. Our findings align with the international research background. Specifically, as 

shown by Waltman and Van Eck (2013), and Bornmann and Haunschild (2016), normalized 

indicators such as Percentile Rank, FWCI, and i3 provide fair comparisons of researchers in 

different fields and offer more accurate insights into low-rate or long scientific life cycles. 

Vinkler (2010, 2013) Studies and Bornmann et al. (2019) have also shown that using rating 

and cumulative indicators, which focus on the relative position of articles and the distribution 

of citations, can reduce discipline bias and create more transparency in interdisciplinary 

comparisons. Our findings demonstrate that the average percentile index allows for accurate 

and multifaceted assessment of research performance by incorporating both intermediate and 

outlier characteristics, particularly in fields such as humanities, social sciences, and arts that 

exhibit diverse citation patterns and sources. 

From a validity and validation perspective, the findings of this study are consistent with 

Bornmann and Leydesdorff (2019), and Hutchins et al. (2016). The correlation of standard 

indicators with expert evaluations demonstrates that these indicators not only have strong 

criteria but also offer greater precision in distinguishing researchers within a discipline. This 

highlights the significance of utilizing underlying and standard indicators in scientific 

evaluation systems, indicating that the use of multiple indicators, rather than relying on a single 

criterion, can greatly enhance the accuracy and fairness of evaluations. 

Applied studies in low-cited disciplines, such as Hammarfelt (2016), and Huang and Chang 

(2008), emphasize the necessity of flexibility of indicators with disciplinary features. Our 

findings show that utilizing Average Percentile, considering the scientific field and year of 

publication allows for a more precise representation of research performance and could be 

integrated into the "Responsible Metrics" policies within the scientific promotion system. This 

alignment between the findings and the scientific context indicates that the development of 

appropriate and context-specific indicators is not just a methodological requirement but also a 

fairness-focused initiative in scientific policymaking. 

Reflecting on this comparison shows that the use of these indicators plays a very important 

role in preventing unwanted discrimination against researchers who work in areas where there 

are usually fewer citations, such as philosophy and art. These indicators help to properly 
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evaluate the actual impact and importance of the scientific activities of these researchers. Rather 

than just judging based on low citations, these indicators provide a more accurate assessment 

of their position compared to their counterparts in other disciplines, which usually receive more 

citations. At a practical level, this study suggests that normalized indicators such as FWCI and 

average percentile should be included as complementary criteria in the scientific promotion 

bylaws of the faculty of humanities, social sciences, and arts. 

It should be emphasized that the use of normalized scientometric indicators, such as FWCI 

and Average Percentile, is not intended to replace the broader and multidimensional criteria 

established in academic promotion regulations. Instead, these indicators are proposed as 

complementary quantitative measures that can be integrated alongside other evaluative 

components, such as teaching performance, cultural contributions, scientific problem-solving, 

and qualitative peer assessments, defined in different sections of the promotion framework.  

Incorporating these normalized indicators in parallel with the existing qualitative and 

domain-specific criteria ensures that disciplinary characteristics and epistemic differences, 

particularly in the humanities, social sciences, and arts, are properly reflected and not 

overlooked in the overall evaluation process. 

 

Conclusion 

Given the conceptual framework of the classification of scientific indicators based on the 

dependence criteria presented in Figure 1, it is clear that the most internationally valid indexes 

rely on citation data and other distinctions such as the number of articles, year of publication, 

source of the journal, and field of science as complementary layers. The analysis of the data 

showed that among the identified indicators, the group had a diligent approach and 

normalization by discipline, which were specifically distinguished from non-native indicators. 

This distinction enabled accurate identification of indicators designed to reduce 
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interdisciplinary bias. These indicators were included in the three main categories (Figure 3): 

Figure 3: Classification of indicators related to the scientific field 

 

On average, indicators like FWCI measure the relative status of a researcher's works 

compared to similar works in the same field and year. On the basis of citations: Indicators based 

on the distribution of intra-disciplinary citations can identify superior works, such as those in 

the 1st or 2nd percentile in the subject area. Combination (Miangini and Saddi): An indicator 

like the average percentile rank combines both the dimension of scientific production and the 

relative position in the disciplinary context. 

Studies have shown that indicators that take into account both normalization (based on 

discipline, year, and type of source) and the domain dimension have a greater ability to assess 

research performance. These indicators can be recommended as criteria for evaluating social 

sciences, specifically. This helps address challenges stemming from structural differences in 

citation practices, the life cycle of scientific works, and the types of publishing resources across 

various disciplines. It aligns with the principles of responsibly evaluating research performance. 

 The focus group and analysis from reputable scientific databases such as Scopus and Web 

of Science have shown that standard indicators have strong scientific and practical support. 

These indicators could be utilized as the primary criteria in upgrades' bylaws. Additional criteria 

are necessary for evaluating the performance of faculty members in the humanities, social 

sciences, and arts. Given the characteristics of these indicators, it can be concluded that the 

average percentile has a dual advantage. This index combines the nature of the intermediate 

(considering the overall performance of a researcher's scientific products) and the nature of the 

specific (evaluating the relative position of each article within the distribution of intra-

discipline). As a result, average percentile not only reflects the volume and quantity of scientific 

products but also represents their relative quality within the discipline and temporal context. 

This feature makes it more effective in assessing researchers' research performance across 

various disciplines, especially in the humanities, social sciences, and arts, compared to purely 

average indicators like FWCI, which averages citation performance at the field level and can 

mask variation within the field and devalue exceptional works in low-citation environments or 

solely percentile rankings. 

From this perspective, the average percentile can be seen as one of the most suitable criteria 

for implementing scientific advancement regulations. This is because it aligns with the 

principles of "responsible evaluation" and allows for a more equitable comparison between 

disciplines with varying citation patterns and life cycles. 

This article, following the trilogy methodology outlined in the methodology section, 

demonstrates that achieving evaluation fairness in the humanities, social sciences, and arts 

requires changes at two levels: 

- Micro level: Restructuring individual assessment indicators based on a systematic review 

of the literature 

- Macro level: Aligning with international science assessment systems based on viewing 

citation databases 

Emphasis on the necessity of discipline, justice, and accuracy in scientific evaluations is a 

practical model for the promotion system of faculty members. The findings of this study could 

serve as a solid scientific basis for science and technology policymakers in designing post-

credible evaluation systems that respect both the discipline and the quality of research fairly. 
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Normalized indicators, as identified in this study, not only provide flexibility across disciplinary 

differences but also align with qualitative evaluation criteria. Thus, redefining promotion 

bylaws based on these indicators can be an effective step in promoting quality and justice in the 

Iranian higher education system. Workshops for faculty members and university administrators 

are therefore essential to educate and inform about the benefits and methods of calculating these 

normalized indicators. 
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