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Quality Factor: A new Bibliometric Measure for Assessing the Quality of Faculty
Research Performance
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ABSTRACT

This paper introduces a new bibliometric measure called Quality Factor, which assesses multiple facets
of faculty research performance. The computation of Quality factor is based on a combination of publication
count, citation count, h—index, and Impact Factor. In order to analyze the relationship between Quality
Factor and other bibliometric measures (publication count, citation count, h—index, g—index, Impact Factor),
the study collected publication data of 189 Korean Library and Information Science professors from 2001
to 2014 to produce the rankings of the faculty by each bibliometric measure and computed Spearman’ s
rank correlations between the rankings. The overall results showed Quality Factor to be correlated to
citation—driven measures (citation count, h—index, g—index), but the scatterplot as well as rank—interval
analysis showed Quality Factor to be distinctive and more discriminating than other measures.
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pent - g—index 289 .363% .363% .092 .64 3

pent — QF 1705 .368:* .325 .229 405

cent - h—index 860 914 796 758 940

cent - g—index 91 2% 961 % 918 933 961 #x
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IF - h—index 434 468 603 353 721

IF - g—index 593 D24 4965 .303 71 3%
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AR AlA 8HEA] 9] Impact Factor®] zfolef &gt G3Fo 2 =7t frAkst Al
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o},
53] 9R1EE 7oz st xRl 70§59} h—/g—index 1#]3l Quality Factor=
ABRBAZE AR o, hE Impact Factor 9+9] Al WA Vel

Impact Factor 7|5 4 &40 4 & =& T 7 &4 fAksE F 3ol vehi=
AL ATAEY g =wo] =4y ‘Z%X] AA =olH, =Ulgh=%] ] Impact Factor
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