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Glossary of Terms 
Article Processing Charge. A fee charged to the author to publish an article in open access form. 

Canadian research. For the purpose of this evaluation, Canadian research in the context of ASJ has been 
defined as research conducted by researchers affiliated with Canadian institutions or about Canadian 
topics (for example, on topics of Canadian geography, culture, history or institutions). 

Early Career Researcher (ECR). Academic researchers with five years’ experience or less since their first 
academic appointment, with considerations for part-time positions and interruptions. 

Equity, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI). A tri-agency initiative to increase equity in the workplace for 
equity-seeking groups. This includes the following four designated groups: women, visible minorities, 
Indigenous peoples and people with disabilities.  

Knowledge mobilization (KMb). SSHRC defines knowledge mobilization as follows: “the reciprocal and 
complementary flow and uptake of research knowledge between researchers, knowledge brokers and 
knowledge users—both within and beyond academia—in such a way that may benefit users and create 
positive impacts within Canada and/or internationally, and, ultimately, has the potential to enhance the 
profile, reach and impact of social sciences and humanities research” (SSHRC, 2018). 

Open access (OA). Open access is defined as availability of the publication online and without charge to 
the reader. Definitions of subtypes of OA remain fluid. However, a general consistency exists in the 
literature around the following OA article subcategories. 

Gold OA. The full published article is accessible from the journal’s website, immediately on 
publication and free of charge to the reader, often through fees paid by authors (APCs) or 
sponsors (Eng, 2017). Some authors assert that an article should also be licensed for reuse if it is 
to be classed as a Gold OA article (Penn, 2018). However, this is not yet standard practice.  

Gold OA articles may be published in journals that are entirely OA (Gold OA journals) or in 
hybrid journals. Hybrid journals make some of their articles accessible by subscription and 
others open access, usually in return for payment of an APC.  

Delayed OA. The full published article is made accessible from the journal’s website, free of 
charge to the reader, after an embargo period has passed (Piwowar et al., 2018). Journals that 
operate entirely on this basis (Delayed OA Journals) generally require a subscription for access 
to all articles for a set period (e.g. 6 months or 12 months) and make all articles open access 
after the period ends. 

Green OA. Articles are self-deposited, usually by the author, in an open access repository. Such 
repositories are hosted by a third-party (not the journal), such as an academic institution or 
other entity providing a disciplinary-based or regional OA repository (e.g., ArXiv) (Borrego, 2016; 
Bower, 2017). 
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Grey OA. Articles are made openly available by the author on websites or social media sites that 
are not repositories, e.g., ResearchGate, Academia.edu or a website of a faculty at an academic 
institution (Borrego, 2016). Copyright compliance is often not considered (Piwowar et al., 2018). 

Research dissemination. Efforts to enhance accessibility and awareness of research findings among 
potential users. Research dissemination is a component of KMb and concerns activities within the supply 
side of a KMb system, distinct from uptake or utilization by others. Dissemination is also understood to 
involve movement of information whereas KMb is more broadly concerned with knowledge (for 
example, including implementation in practice)1. 
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Executive Summary 
About the Evaluation  
This was a joint evaluation of two funding initiatives: Aid to Scholarly Journals (ASJ) and Awards to 
Scholarly Publications (ASP). This report presents findings and recommendations for ASJ. A separate 
report is available for ASP. 

The evaluation focused on questions of relevance, performance, cost-efficiency and alternatives. It 
covered the period 2008-17 for performance-related questions and 2008-18 for questions of relevance, 
cost-efficiency and alternatives. The following questions were addressed. 

 (1) Is there a need for the federal government to provide direct financial support to journals 
and publishers in the scholarly publishing sector to increase dissemination of Canadian SSH 
research results? 

 (2) Do ASJ and ASP objectives align with federal roles and priorities? 
 (3) What contribution has ASJ/ASP funding made to quantity, quality and dissemination of 

published Canadian SSH research? 
 (4) Are ASJ/ASP delivered in a cost-efficient manner? 
 (5) Are there viable alternative approaches SSHRC should consider to increase dissemination of 

original Canadian research results in the social sciences and humanities? 

A two-phase sequential mixed methods design was used. Phase 1 included analyses of administrative 
and external datasets, key informant interviews, and document and literature reviews to establish a 
foundational understanding of the potential influence and relevance of ASJ and ASP. Phase 1 results 
were tested in Phase 2 with larger samples using surveys and more targeted administrative data 
analyses and document reviews.  

Conclusions  
ASJ is one of a small number of initiatives within SSHRC that does not fund individual researchers and 
research projects but is aimed at addressing underlying constraints in the research system and 
supporting an environment that enables SSH research. Attention was paid to both intended and 
unintended outcomes and how they align with SSHRC’s commitments to support and advance SSH 
research and researchers in Canada. Relevance and alignment were a particular focus due to changes in 
ASJ and in the surrounding context over time.  

Relevance. Canadian journals have served as a publication channel for a majority of Canadian SSH 
researchers (65%). Canadian journals were rated as important channels for publication by 84% of 
researchers surveyed: they report that these journals are not only important  for the dissemination of 
their research, but also as content for input to their research, to connect them with peer researchers 
and target audiences, and for cultivation of Canadian research. Journals eligible for ASJ are operated 
primarily by volunteer academics on small budgets. Without ASJ, most funded journals would lose more 
than half of their revenue. Alternate revenue sources are limited, especially for Gold OA journals. 
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The relationship between SSHRC and Canadian SSH journals is synergistic. SSHRC’s other investments in 
Canadian research and researchers are augmented by funding to journals that are positioned and 
mandated to serve Canadian SSH research communities. Taken from another perspective, loss of 
capacity in Canadian publication channels would likely undermine SSHRC’s other investments, not least 
research on topics of national importance.  

Performance. ASJ funding has enabled a significant and meaningful increase in amount of SSH research 
published each year. The findings suggest that ASJ also has made small, indirect contributions in some 
other areas, such as journal capacity to assure manuscript quality, and practices related to accessibility 
and discoverability of the research published. ASJ’s contribution is notable given its small budget.  

Potential. ASJ could provide leverage for SSHRC on other commitments, such as to advance EDI. 
Canadian journals are positioned to influence EDI at the system level, and some journals already play a 
role to mobilize research on equity-related topics (e.g., Indigenous research). ASJ is also an important 
component of SSHRC’s effort to increase quality OA capacity in Canada. The funding is especially 
important to Gold OA journals whose alternative revenue sources are limited.  

Recommendations 
 1. Continue to offer ASJ funding. At this time, Canadian journals remain important to the SSH research 

system in Canada. ASJ is demonstrating positive outcomes that would be challenging to reproduce 
through other means. ASJ is a relatively small investment for SSHRC under a cost-efficient model. 
ASJ funding is increasingly relevant for journals transitioning to OA. 

 2. Adjust ASJ’s objectives to align more closely with the Insight Program and ASJ’s key strengths. 
ASJ’s objectives are under-conceptualized relative to ASJ’s potential within the Insight Program and 
how Canadian SSH journals are used and valued by researchers. Improved alignment with Insight 
Program objectives and the role of Canadian journals as identified by researchers (i.e., where these 
intersect) would improve ASJ’s focus and may enable it to do more with its limited resources. Some 
specific suggestions are provided in Section 6 of this report. 

 3. Ensure operational alignment of ASJ to updated objectives. More fully developed objectives should 
be carried forward into the ASJ adjudication and performance monitoring practices. For example, 
ASJ adjudication criteria should be reviewed to ensure alignment with and appropriate emphasis on 
core priorities. Suggestions are provided in Section 6 of this report. 

 4. Update ASJ’s logic model. ASJ’s current logic model does not accurately capture ASJ’s performance 
nor the mechanisms by which it contributes to outcomes. The findings reported below provide the 
basis for an empirically based change model to guide ASJ’s development. 

 5. At the corporate level, consider using ASJ as a vehicle to further advance key council priorities. 
The current investment in ASJ is not sufficient to produce more than a very modest contribution to 
the amount, quality and accessibility/discoverability of Canadian SSH research published. Yet, ASJ 
has the potential to be a point of leverage for SSHRC in the SSH research system to advance 
objectives on research excellence, research use, EDI, open research and other areas. Some specific 
suggestions are provided in Section 6 of this report. 
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 1.0 Introduction 
This report presents key findings, conclusions and recommendations from a joint evaluation of Aid to 
Scholarly Journals (ASJ) and Awards to Scholarly Publications (ASP). This report focuses on ASJ. A 
separate report is available for ASP. 

1.1 Evaluation Background and Purpose 
About ASJ. ASJ is a funding opportunity within the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council’s 
(SSHRC) Insight Program. ASJ’s primary objective is to increase dissemination of Canadian research in 
the social sciences and humanities (SSH). ASJ seeks to achieve this through funding to Canadian scholarly 
journals in SSH, recognizing these journals as a primary tool for research dissemination.  

ASJ has been active since 1940. It currently provides more than $3M in funding annually to about 160 
journals. Funding is awarded through periodic competitions, with the most recent taking place in 2008, 
2011, 2014 and 2018. More information about ASJ is available in Appendix A. 

About the evaluation. This evaluation’s overall purpose was to inform decisions by SSHRC senior 
management and program management about the future of ASJ and ASP in a changing environment. 

The evaluation was led by the SSHRC Evaluation Division in collaboration with Ference & Company, an 
external consultancy. It was guided by an Evaluation Advisory Committee (EAC)2 with oversight by the 
SSHRC Departmental Evaluation Committee (DEC)3.  

 Program relevance and performance were identified as priority areas Evaluation questions and scope.
for evaluation, including how the design of ASJ contributes to its performance. Cost-efficiency was also 
covered as a usual component of SSHRC evaluations.  

The evaluation focused on five questions:  
 (1) Is there a need for the federal government to provide direct financial support to journals and 

publishers in the scholarly publishing sector to increase dissemination of Canadian SSH 
research results? 

 (2) Do ASJ and ASP objectives align with federal roles and priorities? 
 (3) What contribution has ASJ/ASP funding made to the quantity, quality and dissemination of 

published Canadian SSH research? 
 (4) Are ASJ/ASP delivered in a cost-efficient manner? 
 (5) Are there viable alternative approaches SSHRC should consider to increase dissemination of 

original Canadian research results in the social sciences and humanities? 

                                                            

2 The EAC included ASP and ASJ senior program officers, three external ex-officio members (an evaluation expert 
and scholarly journal editor, an expert in OA and bibliometrics, and representatives from FHSS), a representative 
from SSHRC Corporate Strategy and Performance, the SSHRC Evaluation Manager and a Senior Evaluation Officer 
3 This committee performs the role of Performance Measurement and Evaluation Committee (PMEC). 
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The evaluation covered the period 2008-17 for performance4 and 2008-19 for questions of relevance. 
Cost-efficiency covered the most recent four fiscal years (2014-19). Question 3’s component on 
dissemination focused on accessibility/discoverability of publications. Question 5 focused on 
government funding in support of Open Access (OA) because advancing OA publication is a current key 
priority for SSHRC.   

. A two-phase sequential mixed-methods design was used, under a broad Utilization-Evaluation design
Focused (Patton, 2008) and Theory-based (Chen, 2006) approach. Phase 1 was designed to establish a 
foundational understanding of the potential influence and relevance of ASJ and included the 
development of a draft theory of change. This phase was needed because of changes to ASJ and in the 
surrounding context since its last evaluation. Phase 2 was designed to test and refine Phase 1 results to 
arrive at final findings.  

Methods for ASJ. In Phase 1, key informant interviews (n=41) were conducted with program 
management, journal editors, scholarly publishers, researchers and other sector stakeholders, with 26 of 
these interviews related directly to ASJ5. ASJ administrative data were analyzed (qualitative and 
quantitative, 2008-19), and the evaluation conducted a retrospective cohort study using data from the 
Web of Science database and SSHRC administrative data (2008-17, n=194 journals). Reviews of 
academic literature, working papers and program documentation were also performed in Phase 1. 

In Phase 2, the evaluation surveyed lead editors of ASJ-eligible journals (n=286) and SSH researchers 
(n=993) and conducted focused analyses of ASJ and SSHRC administrative data (2008-18), including 
financial data and publication histories of a sample of SSH researchers (n=1306). A document review 
related to equity, diversity and inclusion (EDI) was also performed. In both phases, data from funded 
journals and similar but not-funded journals were compared where data were available, using naturally 
occurring comparison groups. Appendix B provides more detailed information on methods. 

. The principal advantage of mixed-methods designs is the Methodological strengths and limitations
ability to leverage strengths of both qualitative and quantitative methods. For example, limits to 
generalizability of findings from interviews and limits to context-sensitivity of survey data were offset 
through synchronization, by using qualitative findings from Phase 1 to inform instrument design and 
sampling strategy for Phase 2. 

Important limitations exist with respect to available data sources. No pre-program data are available. 
Comparison between funded and not-funded journals relied on naturally occurring groups; differences 
between the groups likely exist over and above the difference in funding which could not be controlled. 
Respondents to the evaluation who had been recipients of ASJ funding may overestimate ASJ’s impact, 
although the evaluation triangulated data from different sources on each indicator to mitigate this. 
Results should not be considered generalizable outside the populations defined for the study (Appendix 

                                                            

4 This timeframe was chosen because of significant program changes to ASJ in 2018.  
5 The remainder related primarily to ASP, although some interviews, e.g., researcher interviews, concerned both. 
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B). It is also important to note that the study populations (Canadian SSH journals and researchers) are 
heterogeneous. For example, SSH has numerous disciplines, each with itsr own publication practices and 
influenced by regional and linguistic differences across Canada. ASJ-eligible journals vary in size, 
maturity, topic focus, readership and language of publication. As such, aggregate results may obscure 
important variation at subgroup level. Although subgroup-level analysis was conducted where possible 
(e.g., language groups), this was not always possible due to small subgroup sizes in the samples.  

1.2 Structure of this Report 
Sections 2 to 5 of this report present key findings organized by focus area: relevance, performance, cost-
efficiency, alternatives. Section 6 presents overall conclusions and recommendations. Appendix A 
provides a profile of ASJ. Appendix B provides details on methodology. 

2.0 Relevance 
The evaluation assessed relevance of ASJ in terms of the importance of domestic journals to Canadian 
SSH researchers, the extent to which ASJ is critical to journal viability, relevance as identified in 
academic literature and by other federal agencies, and alignment of ASJ objectives with SSHRC priorities. 

2.1 Conclusions 
ASJ is relevant to Canadian SSH researchers. A majority of Canadian SSH researchers (65%) have 
published through a Canadian journal. Of those responding to the survey, 84% reported Canadian 
journals to be important (moderately to essential) for publication of their research. 

More than half of researcher survey respondents described Canadian journals as essential or very 
important for connecting with other researchers in their field and for source material as an input to their 
research. In terms of researchers’ career advancement, Canadian journals appear to be very important 
for some researchers (41%), but not others (25%). Data across lines of evidence are consistent that 
Canadian journals are more important to some researchers than to others, particularly―but not 
exclusively―those who conduct research about Canada.  

When selecting a journal, the journal’s content focus, audience and peer reputation outweighed other 
considerations, including impact factor or open access options. Researcher responses on valued 
characteristics of journals aligned with how journal editors described their mandates to support 
research communities. 

ASJ is important to journal viability. Results from multiple lines of evidence indicate that ASJ is critical 
to the survival of a minority of funded journals, with differential importance for some subgroups. For the 
majority of journals, the impact of loss of ASJ funding would be in reduced capacity. Without ASJ, most 
funded journals would lose more than half of their revenue. Alternate revenue sources are limited, 
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especially for Gold OA journals6. Estimated three-year survival of journals by their editors shows a 21% 
difference between funded and non-funded journals, based on current finances. Among funded 
journals, French-language respondents appear to perceive greater vulnerability to a loss of ASJ. ASJ 
makes a significant contribution to human resource capacity of funded journals in production-related 
areas. A small carryover effect of ASJ to journals’ capacity to engage in activities related to journal 
strategy and development is indicated, although the evidence is not conclusive. 

Alignment of ASJ objectives with federal and SSHRC priorities. Other federal programs and academic 
literature provide rationales for providing funding domestic publishing channels, which also reflect 
SSHRC priorities. However, ASJ’s objectives are broadly stated, limiting assessment of alignment on this 
basis. 

ASJ’s objectives and monitoring data do not incorporate EDI: however, the findings suggest potential 
alignment among journal activities and SSHRC’s EDI objectives, and potential for ASJ to support 
advancement of EDI in the research system via support to journals.  

2.2 Detailed Findings on Relevance 
Question 1. Is there a need for the federal government to provide direct financial support to 
journals to increase dissemination of Canadian SSH research?  
 
Importance of domestic journals to Canadian SSH researchers 

An estimated 65% of Canadian SSH researchers have published in a Canadian journal (95% CI: 62.3 to 
68.4)7 based on an analysis of the Canadian Common CV dataset conducted for this evaluation (see 
Appendix B). Among those responding to a survey for this evaluation (n=314)8, 83% reported that 
Canadian journals in their field are important for the publication of their research; 57% rated them very 
important or absolutely essential (Figure 1).  

                                                            

6 One alternative for immediate (and/or Gold) OA journals is APCs. APCs are problematic for funders for equity and 
sustainability reasons (see further below). 
7 The SSHRC Canadian Common CV (CCV) database contains records for 4,631 researchers with publication 
histories, or about 16% of the estimated 28,000 SSH researchers in Canada (Statistics Canada, 2015). Data from a 
random sample of 1,306 researchers were analyzed to produce this estimate. 
8 The survey was to a sample of researchers who had published through a Canadian channel (Appendix B). 
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Figure 1. Importance of Canadian journals 
for publication of research, SSH 
researcher ratings (n=314). 

Figure 2. Researcher ratings of the importance of Canadian journals in their field (n=314) 

 

About half of respondents also rated Canadian journals in their field as absolutely essential or very 
important as source material for their research (53%) and for connecting them with others in their field 
(51%). When asked about the importance of Canadian journals for their career progression, researchers 
gave a more mixed response: 41% reported Canadian journals to be essential or very important; a 
further 24% reported that they are of little or no importance (Figure 2).   

 

 

No statistically significant differences were found in the above ratings by language, career stage or 
disciplinary category (humanities vs social sciences), except with respect to the importance of Canadian 
journals for connecting with others in their field. In this respect, early career researchers rated Canadian 
journals higher in importance than established researchers9; English-speaking researchers rated them 
higher than Francophone respondents10.  

Respondents who reported Canadian journals to be important for the publication of their research 
(n=260) were asked for additional comments. About two-thirds provided a detailed response (n=165), 
with some describing the importance of Canadian journals for reaching a specific target audience (42%) 
and some describing the fit between their research and the focus of these journals (30%). For example, 
respondents described research focused on Canadian topics to be less relevant outside of Canada and 
they described the importance of Canadian journals for the development of some fields of research 
within Canada. About 10% (n=23) described the quality and reputation of the journals, with a few 
                                                            

9 F(2, 295) = 4.95, p = .012, with post hoc comparisons using the Turkey HSD: early career researchers (M = 3.73, SD 
= 1.09), established researchers (M = 3.29, SD = 1.10). 
10 English respondents (M = 3.51, SD = 1.06), French respondents (M = 3.22, SD = 1.02), t(307) = 2.13, p = .035. 
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responding that Canadian journal(s) are among the most widely read journals in their field worldwide.  

 

Survey respondents were also asked about factors influencing their selection of a journal for manuscript 
submission (not necessarily a Canadian journal). Similar to responses above, the content focus of the 
journal, its target audience and the journal’s reputation with peer researchers were reported to be 
essential or very important by over 80% of respondents (n=314; Figure 3). These top three factors were 
consistent across language, career stage and disciplinary category. Mixed responses were received on 
other suggested reasons for journal selection, such as impact factor and OA options. Most respondents 
(71%) rated bilingual publication to be of little or no importance when selecting a journal for a new 
manuscript submission (Figure 3)11. 

 

 
Respondents explained that the fit between their research and the content focus of the journal is 
                                                            

11 Percentages in Figure 3 do not add to 100% as responses in the middle of the scale (“Of Moderate Importance”) 
and Do Not Know / Not Applicable responses are not shown. 

Figure 3. Drivers of choice of journal for new submission, researcher ratings (n=314) 
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important to ensure that peer reviewers will be selected who understand the research and that the 
article will reach the desired audience. A distinction was made in terms of size vs nature of audience. A 
large audience was described as important for some (e.g., “a global audience”) and a targeted audience 
for others (e.g., other scholars in a subspecialty, front-line professionals in an area of practice).  

In sum. A majority of Canadian SSH researchers have published in Canadian journals and more than half 
of those surveyed reported the Canadian journal(s) in their field to be absolutely essential or very 
important for publication, connection with peers and as source material. A substantial proportion (41%) 
also reported them to be essential or very important for their career progression. 

Importance of ASJ to journal viability 

Phase 1 results12 suggest that most journals would survive the loss of ASJ funding, although the loss of 
funds would reduce survivors’ capacity and may affect journals’ long-term viability. Some journals 
depend on ASJ for basic operation; these journals would likely cease to exist if funding was lost.  

. In phase 2, share of ASJ funding to total journal revenue and journals’ options for Short-term survival
alternative revenue were considered. The survey also compared funded to non-funded editor 
projections for journal survival in the short term. 

Journal revenue. On average, ASJ funds represent 67% of the overall revenue of funded journals, as 
reported by funded editors in the survey (n=68). A majority (64%) report ASJ to be more than half of 
their journal’s annual revenue. In 2018, the average ASJ grant was $26,363/journal/year, indicating that 
the total revenue of most funded journals is less than $53,000/year13. 

Alternate revenue sources. For both funded and not-funded journal editors, the most frequently 
reported other revenue sources were subscriptions and royalties. Fewer than 40% of survey 
respondents reported contributions from an academic institution; fewer than 20% reported 
contributions from scholarly societies or professional associations; 13% of funded editors (n=9) indicated 
that they had no source of revenue other than ASJ (Figure 4). Only six journals reported using Article 
Processing Charges (APCs) to publish OA, only one of which is a funded journal. The use of APCs is 
revisited below in Section 3 (Performance). 

                                                            

12 Based on analysis of qualitative data from interviews (n=26) and ASJ applications 2008-18 (n=60). 
13 For comparison, based on a 2014 survey, Willinksy (2017) estimated the average annual revenue of Canadian 
scholarly journals, including both SSH and STM journals, to be $57,931 (n=69).  
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Provincial funding was reported by 26% of funded respondents, all of whom lead French-language or 
bilingual journals14.  

ASJ appears to be relatively more important for Gold OA journals. ASJ funds to total revenue is highest 
among Gold OA journals (average 78%). Delayed OA and Hybrid/Non-OA both reported significantly 
lower share of revenue from ASJ (54% and 59%, respectively; p < .001)15. Likewise, for journals without 
subscription revenue, ASJ represents a significantly larger share of average revenue (73%) compared to 
those receiving subscription revenue (52%; p<.001)16.  

Editor projections on journal survival. In the survey, all editors were asked about the likelihood of their 
journal being in operation in three years, given their current financial situation17. While a majority from 
both funded and not-funded groups responded that their journal would definitely or very probably still 
be in operation in three years, a significantly higher proportion of funded editors (75%) gave this 
response than not-funded editors (54%), a difference of 21% (p=.005; Figure 5)18.  

                                                            

14 Fonds Québécois de Recherche sur la Société et la Culture (FQRSC) funds some SSH scholarly journals in Quebec. 
15 F(2, 65) = 6.96, p < .001. Mean value for Gold OA journals (M = 78.06, SD =21.12) is significantly higher than both 
Delayed OA (M = 54.29, SD = 21.38) and hybrid / non-OA journals (M = 58.89, SD = 13.87) per post-hoc Gabriel test. 
Note that interpretation is limited due to the small size of the funded Hybrid/Not OA group (n=9) relative to Gold 
OA (n=31) and Delayed OA (n=28). 
16 Subscription journals (M = 51.71, SD = 2.99); non-subscription journals (M=73.33, SD=16.92), t(57)=4.69, p < .001 
17 At the time of the survey, three years was the period until the next round of ASJ funding. 
18 Likert scale data for this question were grouped into 3 categories: “Definitely” and Very Probably”; “Probably” 
and “Possibly”; “Probably Not” and “Definitely Not”. χ2 (2, 262) = 5.77, p=.005, with significance based on adjusted 
F test through SPSS complex samples, using the finite population correction factor. 

Figure 4. Alternate revenue 
sources over past 12 
months, editor survey 
respondents (n=132) 
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“As an online journal operating on OJS and 
hosted by a university library, there are 
virtually no costs except labour costs. All 
funding I'm able to scrounge is devoted to 
editorial assistance.” (Not-fFunded Editor). 

 

In a second question, the editors of ASJ-funded journals were asked to estimate the likelihood of their 
journal being in operation in three years without ASJ funding. About 43% changed their projection from 
positive (with ASJ funding) to negative. A higher proportion of French-language editors projected they 
would definitely or probably not survive without ASJ (76%), compared to editors of bilingual journals 
(59%) and English-language editors (32%)19.  

In sum. Results from multiple lines of evidence indicate that ASJ is critical to the survival of a minority of 
funded journals, with differential importance for some subgroups. Without ASJ, most funded journals 
reported they would lose more than half of their revenue. Alternate revenue sources are limited, 
especially for Gold OA journals. There was a 21% difference in estimated three-year survival between 
funded and non-funded journals based on current finances. Among funded journals, French-language 
respondents appear to perceive greater vulnerability to a loss of ASJ.  

. Phase 1 findings20 suggested that ASJ funding is also important for longer-term Long-term viability
viability. These data suggested that ASJ funds increase journal capacity to maintain publication levels 
and may allow for volunteer editors to consider strategy and development (e.g., adoption of 
technology). In Phase 2, reported capacity was compared between funded and not-funded journals in 
areas of production, strategy, adaptation to change and mandate fulfillment. 

Human resource capacity. Based on Phase 2 survey data, most SSH scholarly journals (80%) have no full-
time employees. Nearly all editors (95%) reported using volunteer labour. Funded and non-funded 
editors reported a similar number of volunteers (5-7 volunteers per journal, excluding peer reviewers). 
However, among journals funded by ASJ, 100% of those funded continuously since 2008 reported having 

                                                            

19 Subgroup sizes for survey respondents funded by ASJ are small: French-language journals n=19, Bilingual 
journals n=17, English-language journals n=24.  
20 Based on analysis of qualitative data from interviews (n=26) and ASJ applications 2008-18 (n=60). 

Figure 5. Projected 3-year survival of funded vs not funded journals, editor responses 
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at least some paid support, as did 87% of journals funded in some but not all years in this period. In 
contrast, only 50% of non-funded journals reported having any paid support.  

Funded editors also reported a higher number of part-time positions and hours worked per paid position 
than non-funded editors. Journals funded continuously by ASJ since 2008 reported, on average, 0.68 
total full-time equivalent (FTE) paid positions, compared with 0.30 FTE average reported by non-funded 
journals21. Total FTE positions differed significantly by funding status (p = .037), although post-hoc 
comparisons between funding groups were not statistically significant22. The mean difference of 0.38 
FTE between continuously funded and non-funded journals (about 1/3 of a full-time position) 
represented 592 additional staff hours per year for funded journals23. A substantial number of paid 
positions were held by students (average 49% for funded journals, 38% for not-funded journals).  

In addition to paid positions and volunteers, editors also reported paid contracting activities: 72% of 
continuously funded editors reported contracting at least one type of activity over the previous 12 
months, compared with 62% of intermittently funded and 35% of not-funded respondents. This 
difference between groups is statistically significant (p=.020).24 By language, 70% of French-language 
journals reported contracting at least one activity, compared with 49% of English-language journals. 

Production activities were by far the most often reported type of contracted activity, including 
copyediting (71%), layout/graphic design (48%) and translation (43%). Bilingual and French-language 
journals reported contracted translation more often than primarily English-language journals. 
Dissemination-related activities were also reported (e.g., web hosting) (13%).  

The importance of funds for production-related activities is consistent with findings from analysis of 
application data across the period 2008-18 (n=60), although these data also indicate that a major use of 
ASJ funds over the decade was related to technology (see Section 3, below). 

Capacity for strategic development. Funded and non-funded editors were asked about their human and 
financial capacity to make progress toward strategic goals, respond to changing conditions in the sector 
and fulfill their mandate.  

Mandate fulfilment. Editors described journal mandates mostly in terms of building and sustaining 
communities of researchers: for example, researchers in a specific discipline or subdiscipline (49% of 
responses), in a field that crosses disciplines (e.g., in social justice) (27%), researchers working on 
Canadian or regional topics (e.g., Canadian law, Quebec history) (26%), or on research for a specific 
population (e.g., LGBT, Indigenous groups) (7%). A majority of editors in all groups reported sufficient 
capacity to act in accordance with their mandate (Figure 6), suggesting that ASJ has minimal or no 
impact in this area.  

                                                            

21 Journals funded in some competitions but not others (intermittently funded) report 0.63 average FTE. 
22 Welch’s F(2, 53.7) = 3.519, p = .037. Welch’s test was used because data violated assumption of homogeneity of 
variance. Post hoc Gabriel’s test was used due to differences in subgroup sizes. 
23 Statistics Canada defines FTE as 1560 hours (30 hours / week / 52 weeks).  
24 χ2 (2, 129) = 7.83, p=.020. 
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Journal development and adaptation. Differences between groups in reported capacity for journal 
development were not statistically significant. However, they did vary by level of funding in the 
hypothesized direction, with funded journals consistently reporting greater capacity25. In general, 
editors in all funding groups were more likely to report sufficient human capacity than financial capacity, 
possibly because of their similar volunteer base (see above). In terms of financial capacity, a minority of 
non-funded editors reported sufficient capacity to make progress toward strategic goals (35%) and to 
respond to changing conditions in the sector (34%), compared with a majority of continuously funded 
editors (64% and 60%, respectively). Results for financial capacity are shown in Figure 6. 

 
Figure 6. Financial capacity for journal strategy and development, % editors responding that they 
“completely” or “mostly agree” they have sufficient financial capacity (n=132). 
 

In sum. ASJ makes a significant contribution to paid human resource capacity of funded journals in 
production-related areas. This likely explains higher performance of funded journals in terms of the 
amount of research published (see section 3, below). A small carryover effect of ASJ on journals’ 
capacity to engage in activities related to strategy and development is suggested but the findings are not 
conclusive. 

Question 2. Do ASJ objectives align with federal roles and priorities?  
 
ASJ’s objectives are listed in Appendix A. In brief, ASJ has sought to increase dissemination of and access 
to SSH research. Since 2008, the program has supported journals to transition to digital formats. From 
2018, ASJ objectives included assisting journals to take advantage of digital technologies and innovative 
practices and to encourage SSH journals to transition to OA.  

Alignment of ASJ’s objectives with federal roles and priorities was assessed with reference to federal 
policy, position and program documents, as well as academic studies on outcomes of funding to 
                                                            

25 χ2 tests did not return significant results, small subgroup sizes present limitations for significance testing. 
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domestic journals. Attention was paid to SSHRC’s commitment to equity, diversity and inclusion (EDI). 

Alignment of ASJ with federal roles and priorities, reflected in government and academic literature 

Federal policy and position documents generally use broad language, and review of these documents 
found no specific references to a need to provide direct support to scholarly journals. At the program 
level, two other federal agencies―Canadian Heritage (CH) and Canada Council for the Arts (CCA)―state 
rationales for funding Canadian publications: these relate to ASJ. These were described by CH and CCA 
representatives interviewed for the evaluation (n=2) and articulated in program documentation: 
Canadian publications are important but not always cost-effective due to Canada’s small market (CH) 
and publishers are a mechanism through which organizational goals can be met because of their 
capacity to advance work of authors in the field (CCA). 

Research literature on government funding to domestic scholarly journals26 reports benefits in two 
primary areas: service to researcher communities and dissemination of research. For example, domestic 
journals are reported to cultivate local research communities across institutional silos and to “incubate” 
research content. Domestic journals may also provide quality publication channels in languages other 
than English. Where non-English publication options are limited, this can reduce pressure on non-English 
speaking researchers to publish in English or use predatory journals and may facilitate knowledge 
exchange with local non-academic practitioners working in minority languages. Where funding supports 
translation, this is reported to increase the reach of research outputs to international audiences. Lastly, 
government funding of domestic journals is proposed to aid the development of quality, equitable OA 
options27 (e.g., with no or low APCs) and journal capacity to adopt practices to increase discoverability of 
domestic research. 

In sum. Other federal programs and academic literature provide rationales for providing funding 
domestic publishing channels, some of which reflect SSHRC priorities. In comparison, ASJ’s objectives 
are broadly stated and of limited use for understanding how they align with funding under SSHRC’s 
mandate. 

ASJ, EDI and Official Language Minorities 

SSHRC has a commitment to strengthen EDI in the SSH research system, including to promote the 
integration of EDI-related considerations in research design and practices and to increase equitable and 
inclusive participation in the research system28. SSHRC also has commitments to Official Language 
Minority Communities. ASJ’s alignment with these priorities was assessed through review of program 
documents and surveys of editors and researchers.  
                                                            

26 This information is drawn from review of literature on government funding of journals to advance OA (n=69). 
Only two research-based articles were found re. journal publishing in Canada. The above include reports from 
other articles that are international and/or focus on other countries including Norway, Finland, Brazil, Spain.  
27 Although other conditions are also needed, including that journals do not perceive high risk of funding being 
withdrawn and OA infrastructure (e.g., open source platforms) is available and affordable.  
28 See the Tri-Agency Statement on EDI https://www.nserc-crsng.gc.ca/NSERC-CRSNG/EDI-EDI/index_eng.asp. 

https://www.nserc-crsng.gc.ca/NSERC-CRSNG/EDI-EDI/index_eng.asp
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ASJ’s stated objectives do not currently reflect SSHRC’s EDI priorities, although its objectives are not 
contradictory. The absence of reference to EDI may reflect the years in which ASJ has been active before 
EDI priorities were established. ASJ does not currently collect EDI-related monitoring data. As this 
funding is directed to organizations rather than individuals, an appropriate level for additional data 
collection would need to be carefully considered. 

The key role played by journals, editors and reviewers to influence EDI in research practice and 
publication is well recognized (e.g., Henrich et al., 2010). In ASJ’s context, qualitative data29 suggest that 
some funded journals pursue an explicit mandate to advance knowledge of Canada’s diverse population.  

Editors were also asked in the survey if their journal had undertaken any activities explicitly aimed at 
increasing equitable and inclusive participation in scholarly publishing in the past 12 months. 
Significantly more continuously funded editors (72%) reported that they had undertaken such activities 
than non-funded participants (46%; p=.013)30.  

Editors were asked to describe these activities. The majority (80%) reported efforts to increase the 
diversity of the journal’s editors, including gender diversity, and seeking greater representation by 
geography, language, sexual orientation and/or racialized groups. Efforts to increase or sustain a 
diversity of topics were also reported (34%), such as special theme issues on topics related to EDI. The 
third major response category related to diversity of authors, described by editors in terms of 
geographic diversity, greater participation by Francophone authors, racialized authors, emerging 
scholars and others31. A few journals reported efforts to expand the diversity of their peer reviewers 
(n=5). A small number described the mandate of their journal as equity focused, with all activities 
undertaken through an equity lens (n=6). 

Official languages 
A related priority under the Official Languages Policy is to promote linguistic diversity and inclusion. 

In the survey of journal editors, they were also asked about language barriers they may have 
encountered in the process of applying for ASJ funding. On a scale of 1 to 7 with 1 as “absolutely no 
barriers” and 7 as “significant barriers,” 98% of the 84 respondents reported 1 or 2 on the scale.  

In the survey of researchers, respondents were asked if they had experienced any language barriers with 
respect to publishing their research. Of those responding in French, 61% (n=79) reported experiencing at 
least some barriers, compared with 9% of those responding in English (n=235)32. Researchers who 

                                                            

29 Based on analysis of qualitative data from interviews (n=26) and ASJ applications 2008-18 (n=60). 
30 χ2(6, 132)=8.81, p=.013, significance is based on adjusted F test using the finite population correction factor. 
31 Of note: the top three response categories correspond to the explanatory text provided to respondents (i.e. 
editors, topics, authors). In other words, this text may have influenced emphasis on these areas by respondents. 
32 Based on language chosen to complete the survey. Researchers were also asked which language they use most 
often at work. Of those reporting primary use of French at work (n=73), 55% reported experiencing at least some 
barriers, compared with 61% of those who reported using French and English about equally (n=21) and 7% of those 
reporting primary use of English (n=220). 
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reported experiencing language barriers were asked to describe the nature of the barriers faced. Those 
who replied (n=61) described various experiences, including: pressure to publish in English due to lower 
value placed on French-language publications at their institution (n=15); bearing the cost of translation 
to publish in English (n=14); and reduced productivity and more critical peer reviews due to publishing in 
a second language (n=14). Of note, although 23% of survey respondents reported French as their 
primary language at work, 80% reported English when asked which language they typically used for 
book and article manuscripts. Only 12% of survey respondents reported French and 8% responded “it 
depends.” 

Notably, when asked about characteristics of journals influencing their choice for submission of a new 
manuscript, French-speaking respondents rated bilingual publication by the journal higher than English-
speaking respondents33 (p < .001). Overall, only 20% of French-speaking respondents indicated that 
bilingual publication was essential or very important to them when selecting a journal, possibly because 
of the proportion that typically publish in English. 

In sum. ASJ is unusual for SSHRC as SSHRC generally funds individual research projects, with fewer 
initiatives directed at organizations. While points of alignment are evident between ASJ and SSHRC 
priorities, including for EDI, these are not explicitly stated in ASJ’s objectives. The findings suggest 
potential for ASJ to support advancement of EDI and official languages in the research system. This could 
become a performance-related area for ASJ in future. 

3.0 Performance 
The evaluation assessed performance on three potential outcomes: contribution to the quantity, quality 
and accessibility/discoverability of published SSH research. 

3.1 Conclusions 
Overall, ASJ appears to have made a small but significant contribution to SSH research publication, 
proportionate to the small size of the initiative.  

Quantity. On average, ASJ-funded journals published about 27% more articles per year than similar non-
funded journals. ASJ’s impact on the amount of research published is likely due to its relatively small but 
significant contribution to the production capacity of funded journals (see Section 2, above). 

Quality. The findings suggest a limited contribution by ASJ to the quality of published research. This is an 
indirect contribution via increase in the capacity of journals to sustain important quality processes.    

Accessibility and discoverability. As with quantity and quality, any contribution by ASJ to dissemination 
is indirect, i.e. through incentives and support to funded journals. Change in the use of ASJ funds over 

Athe decade demonstrate efforts by journals to respond to a series of developments in technology.  
small but consistently higher number of international submissions to funded journals provides some 

                                                            

33 t(103) = 5.62, p < .001. 
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indication of higher global reach associated with funding. Finally, differences between funded and non-
funded journals in adoption of some discoverability practices suggest influence of ASJ in specific areas. 
Overall, the data indicate that ASJ has made a limited contribution to the dissemination of SSH research.  

3.2 Detailed Findings on Performance 
Question 3. What contribution has ASJ funding made to the quantity, quality and dissemination of 
Canadian SSH research?  
 
Contribution to Quantity 

To assess ASJ’s potential contribution to the amount of SSH research published in Canada, a 
retrospective cohort study was conducted to compare publication rates of funded and non-funded 
journals (n=194), using data from the ASJ administrative dataset and Web of Science. Journals funded by 
ASJ in the period 2008-17 produced, on average, 27% more articles annually than similar journals not 
funded through ASJ, 95% CI [8.0, 49.2] p = .004. This analysis controlled for journal discipline, language 
and frequency of publication. 

As reported in Section 2, above, ASJ funding provided additional capacity for production-related 
activities of funded journals. This is consistent with analysis of ASJ application data from 2008-18 (n=60) 
in which applicant editors described the ability to pay for some production-related support as a primary 
contribution of ASJ funding. Production capacity was identified by two-thirds of both funded and non-
funded editor participants in interviews (n=8) as a primary 
constraint on publication34. All funded interview 
participants (n=8) reported that without ASJ funding, if 
their journal survived, they would have to reduce the 
number of articles they could publish in a year. In sum, 
multiple lines of evidence support a significant contribution 
by ASJ to the amount of SSH research published, via 
increased production capacity to funded journals. The data 
also suggest that this increased capacity is relatively small 
(see Section 2, above) and that capacity remains a constraint on publication, even for funded journals. 

Contribution to Quality 

Phase 1 results35 suggested two mechanisms through which ASJ might contribute to the quality of 
published SSH research. One is through the process of selecting journals for ASJ funding; the other by 
increasing the capacity of funded journals to sustain or improve quality assurance processes.  

                                                            

34 A second primary limiting factor reported by participants was the number of quality submissions received, linked 
to journal reputation. Some participants (n=7) suggested indirect association between ASJ and journal reputation. 
35 Proposed by interview participants: journal editors (n=8) and program management (n=3). 
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. ASJ’s adjudication process was reviewed to assess Selecting journals with strong quality processes
whether journals’ quality assurance processes related to success in ASJ competitions. In other words, 
the evaluation sought to establish whether ASJ’s selection procedures systematically advantaged 
journals with the highest internal quality processes and, in this way, enabled ASJ to contribute to the 
quality of published SSH research, as proposed by interview participants. ASJ’s review procedures as 
currently designed, however, are not best suited to support assessment and selection of journals on this 
basis. 

ASJ adjudication committee members are asked to score each applicant journal based on three major 
criteria36. One of the three, “Quality and Impact of the Journal,” addresses quality. Five subcriteria are 
provided to help the committee arrive at an overall score. Of these five, one relates to the journal’s 
manuscript selection and peer-review process. 

A quantitative analysis of the relationship between score on this subcriterion and journal success rate 
was not possible because the five subcriteria were considered by committee members in a holistic 
manner to produce the overall “Quality and Impact” score. The degree to which this subcriterion 
influences applicant scores is therefore not known. The ASJ adjudication process is not designed to 
consistently select for and advantage journals on this basis, however. There is just one relevant 
subcriterion among five under “Quality and Impact.” This, in turn, is only one of three major criteria 
contributing to the overall score of the application. Consistent differentiation among applicants by this 
subcriterion is also challenged by differences in information provided in applications. In sum, a 
contribution by ASJ to the quality of published research via this pathway could not be established. 

. All interviewed funded editors (n=8) reported that ASJ funding Contribution to quality via capacity
does not directly influence the quality of the research they publish. They reported a strong intrinsic 
commitment to quality. While this commitment is not related to funding, they proposed that ASJ 
contributes to journals’ capacity to sustain quality processes―peer reviews in particular―and other 
quality control processes such as plagiarism checks, reference checks and copyediting, and that funded 
editorial teams have more time to work with authors to develop their manuscripts.  

In the survey, funded and non-funded journal editors were asked to indicate the extent to which their 
journal has had the necessary capacity to carry out quality processes, for example, to ensure all 
manuscripts receive high quality editorial direction and to identify peer reviewer(s) that are 
appropriately specialized in each manuscript’s subject matter. Regardless of funding status, a strong 
majority of editors indicated that they had sufficient human resource capacity for most quality 
processes (>70%), possibly because of the journals’ similar volunteer levels. Responses were also similar 
by language of journal. However, funded editors were consistently more likely to report sufficient 
financial capacity for quality processes compared to non-funded editors. The response by continuously 
funded editors was 19-30% higher (Figure 7).  

                                                            

36 Review criteria and subcriteria are available in the program profile in Appendix A. 
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The difference in response is statistically significant in two areas: capacity to identify peer reviewers 
appropriately specialized in each manuscript’s subject matter (p<.01), and capacity to ensure a timely 
review for all manuscripts (p=.01)37. Of note, only half of non-funded editors reported sufficient capacity 
to identify appropriately specialized reviewers and only 38% reported sufficient capacity for timely 
review.  

 

Notably, qualitative comments in both editor and 
researcher surveys identified peer review as an area of 
concern. In the editor survey, a substantial number of 
respondents (n=23) commented about the resource 
intensiveness of a strong peer-review process and 
increasing scarcity of peer reviewers. In the researcher 
survey, a substantial number of respondents (n=21) 
provided descriptive comments about the importance of 

                                                            

37 Responses were grouped into 3 categories (Completely and Mostly Agree; Slightly Agree and Slightly Disagree; 
Mostly Disagree and Completely Disagree). Statistical significance was assessed on these three response categories 
using the finite population correction (n=121). Results for financial capacity to identify specialized peer reviewers: 
χ2(4,121)=11.415, p<.01. Financial capacity to ensure a timely review for all manuscripts: χ2(4,121)=7.235, p=.01. 

Figure 7. Proportion of editors completely or strongly agreeing that their journal has sufficient financial 
resources to address quality processes, by funding status (n=132). 
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journal quality with reference to the quality of peer review and editor guidance, including in terms of 
constructive feedback and timeliness/appropriateness of peer reviewers (i.e., expertise in the area). 

 Domestic (Canadian) submissions were compared for Submissions as an indicator of journal quality.
funded and not-funded applicants using data in ASJ administrative data from 2008-14 (n=291)38 . 

Applicants with continuous funding consistently reported more domestic submissions than both 
intermittently funded and non-funded applicants over this period, with an average difference in 2014 of 
20 submissions/journal over non-funded journals (1,825 submissions total). Continuously funded 
journals also reported more stable submissions than the other two groups over the period39. This 
provides some support to an association between journal quality as perceived by researchers and 
continuous ASJ funding, although only to the degree that journal quality influences submission decisions 
(see Section 2, above).  

In sum. The current design of ASJ does not enable it to contribute directly to the quality of published 
research. However, the findings suggest an indirect contribution, i.e., that it has a small but significant 
impact on capacity of funded journals to sustain certain quality processes, most notably quality peer 
review. Qualitative feedback suggests quality peer review (e.g., recruiting reviewers with relevant 
expertise, securing timely and constructive feedback) is particularly resource intensive for journals, but 
very important to researchers.  

Contribution to accessibility and discoverability of Canadian SSH research 

In the period 2008-17, ASJ provided incentives for journals to take advantage of innovations in the 
sector, including technological advances in digital publication, with the objective to increase 
dissemination of Canadian research. In 2018, ASJ introduced a requirement for phased OA adoption. The 
evaluation considered the possible contribution of ASJ to digital transition of funded journals in the 
period after 2008, as well as the current use by journals of various practices related to accessibility and 
discoverability of research. The latter include factors important in the Canadian context (e.g., 
bilingualism) and other factors drawn from a framework developed by the Scholarly Publishing and 
Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC) and Public Library of Science. This framework is intended to 
support assessment of open publication by considering aspects such as readership, reuse, copyright, 
posting, and machine readability (SPARC, 2014). Some information is also provided below about 
response to changes to ASJ in 2018. As these changes are very recent, this information is for 
benchmarking purposes only. 

. Administrative data indicate that most applicants to ASJ were already publishing in Digital transition
both print and digital form in 2008. The proportion of digital-only journals increased in the funded 
journal pool from about 8% in 2008 and 2011 to about 33% after 2014. 

Analysis of a sample of successful ASJ applications from 2008-18 (n=60) provided a longitudinal 
                                                            

38 2018 administrative data were not available for this question. 
39 As this was a census (rather than a sample), significance testing was not performed. 
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description of change in the use of ASJ funds. While print-related use of funds (e.g., postage) was 
common in 2008, this virtually disappeared over the decade. Digital publication activities were 
increasingly reported from 2008 forward, with funds before 2014 used primarily for transition, for 
example, hardware for digitization of print archives, software to convert from mail-based to e-payment 
systems, and initial development of digital workflow processes. From 2014, use of funds for upgrades 
were more common, for example to enhance user search tools of digital archives or to meet updated 
web hosting requirements. A primary theme in the data from 2014 onward was the successful transition 
to digital workflows without disruption of publication schedules, including conversion of journal archives 
(often decades of archives) to be fully searchable, with editors identifying the importance of ASJ 
support. 

. International submissions were analyzed as an indicator of global reach, by International submissions
comparing submissions to funded and non-funded journals as reported in ASJ applications from 2008-
1440. International submissions to continuously funded journals (n=53) were consistently higher on 
average than to other journals over the period41. A small but steady increase in submissions was 
reported by applicants funded in prior competitions, both continuously and intermittently. Non-funded 
journals did not report a similar increase. In 2014, the average number of international submissions for 
continuously funded journals (n=53) was 54.8% higher than for non-funded journals (n=28)42. Of note, 
ASJ administrative data indicate that most journals applying to ASJ after 2008 were either hybrid (print 
and digital) or digital only, including the non-funded journals. Therefore, differences in international 
submissions were not likely due to digital vs print status per se, but to other factors influencing reach.  

Adoption of practices for content discoverability. In the survey of journal editors, funded and non-
funded editors were asked to identify if their journals had used certain practices to help readers find 
published articles, and related to author copyright and self-distribution (Figure 8). It is important to note 
that in the 2008-17 period, ASJ did not provide directed incentives for specific discoverability practices, 
but rather offered support for dissemination, digital transition and innovation generally. While the 
detailed results below are useful for forward benchmarking, from a performance perspective these data 
should be taken only as an overall indicator of journal innovation in accessibility/discoverability. 

                                                            

40 Detailed data on submissions were not available in 2018 applications. 
41 Other journal (intermittently funded and not-funded) subgroup size varied: 2008, n=24; 2011, n=55; 2014, n=53. 
42 Statistical significance testing was not performed as full census data were used. 
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For most practices, regardless of funding status, reported adoption was high for some (e.g., indexing in 
international directories) and low for others (e.g., use of standard author identifiers), suggesting no 
association with ASJ funding in these areas. However, significant differences were found between 
funded and non-funded journals on four items: maintaining a system for preserving articles, translating 
abstracts and/or full text free of charge, allowing article text to be API accessible and/or machine 
readable, and allowing article metadata (e.g., citations) to be machine readable43. 

Funded editors who reported these practices were asked about the likelihood that they would have 
adopted the practice without ASJ funding. Figure 9 shows responses of adopters funded continuously by 
ASJ, where at least 50% of respondents attributed adoption to ASJ. Three of these are practices for 
which significantly more funded editors reported adoption than did non-funded editors. Group sizes are 
small, however, and these data should be taken only as a small additional support for a role of ASJ 
funding in adoption of these practices.  

                                                            

43 Translation of abstracts and/or full text free of charge: χ2 (4, N = 132) = 13.549, p = .009. Allowing article text to 
be API accessible and/or machine readable: χ2 (4, N = 132) = 14.843, p = .005. Allowing article metadata to be API 
accessible and/or machine readable: χ2 (4, N = 132) = 11.225, p = .024. Maintaining a system for preserving access 
to articles in the event that the journal is no longer published, when the finite population correction factor is 
applied, χ2 (4, N = 132) = 3.719, p = .005. 
 

Figure 8. Proportion of editors reporting use of discoverability/accessibility  practices in the prior 12-month 
period, by funding status (n=132). 
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In the survey, editors were also asked if their journal allows the published version of articles to be 
deposited in an open access repository by the author without contravening copyright (i.e., Green OA), 
and if authors retained copyright for the articles published in their journals, including reuse rights. Fewer 
than half reported allowance of deposit immediately following publication (45% overall), although a 
further 27% reported allowance after an embargo period. Non-funded editors were more likely to report 
allowance of immediate deposit (54%) than continuously funded editors (28%). A majority in both 
funding groups reported that authors retain copyright (65% of non-funded and 60% of funded editors).  

In sum. ASJ has sought to support Canadian SSH journals to innovate and adapt in a period characterized 
by rapid change in dissemination methods, and thereby contribute to dissemination of SSH research. 
Change in how ASJ funds were used over the decade reflects a response by journals to a series of 

a majority of continuously advances in digital publication technology. As noted in Section 2, above, 
funded editors (60%) reported sufficient financial capacity to respond to changing conditions in the 
sector, a minority of non-funded editors (34%). Acompared with  small but consistently higher number 
of international submissions to funded journals provides some indication of increased global reach. 
Finally, significant differences in adoption between funded and non-funded journals on specific 
discoverability practices, including free translation and machine-readability of text, suggest influence of 
ASJ. Overall, the data provide some evidence of ASJ contribution to the dissemination of SSH research.  

Changes to ASJ in 2018 to encourage OA 
ASJ implemented a requirement in 2018 for phased transition to OA, along with incentives for use of a 
digital publication platform. These changes are too recent for outcomes to be assessed. However, 
information related to these changes is provided below for benchmarking purposes. 

. Respondents to the editor survey were asked about the OA model Adoption of open access models
currently used by their journal44. Most journals funded continuously during the 2008-18 period (92%) 
reported using either Gold or Delayed OA, compared with 77% of non-funded journals and 55% of those 
funded in some competitions but not others. The difference between continuously and non-funded 

                                                            

44 Options were Gold, Delayed, Hybrid, Other or None. Definitions are provided above in the glossary section. 

 Figure 9. Likelihood of adoption of practices without ASJ funding, % continuously funded editors
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journals is very small (15%) but does indicate that long-term ASJ funding has not inhibited OA adoption, 
as has been reported for funding initiatives to domestic journals elsewhere (Björk, 2019). Further, when 
compared with other journals in their age group, a significantly higher proportion of continuously 
funded journals reported OA status (Gold or Delayed): 92% (n=22) vs 35% (n=67), p<.00145. 

Figure 10 illustrates differences in access models reported by age group, with younger journals 
(established after 2000) more likely to be Gold OA. Journals older than 20 years are more diverse. 
Almost all (96%) of ASJ’s continuously funded journals are in this second, older, group46. Not 
surprisingly, among OA journals, far more non-funded editors reported using a Gold OA model (73%) 
than continuously funded editors (12%). This difference is statistically significant (p<.001)47. Conversely, 
significantly more continuously funded editors reported using a Delayed OA model (80%) compared to 
only 4% of non-funded journals48. ASJ administrative data suggest no increase in Gold OA among 
continuously funded journals since 2014, but conclusions are tentative as the analysis involves 
comparison of different datasets. 

 
Figure 10. OA model by age of journal 
 

. Editors of journals who applied in 2018 were asked if the changes Influence of ASJ on OA strategy
made to ASJ in that year affected their OA strategy. Slightly less than half of previously funded journals 
(48%, n=26) indicated that the changes did affect their OA strategy, with the same proportion (48%) 
responding that the changes did not affect their OA strategy49. Among journals funded for the first time 
in 2018, two-thirds (n=8) indicated that the changes did not affect their OA strategy.  

Most editors reporting no change in OA strategy as a result of ASJ (80%, n=32) responded that their 
journal was already OA according to the 2018 requirements before the competition. All the responding 
continuously funded journals (n=10) reported already being OA or planning to be OA.  

                                                            

45 Fishers exact, two-sided, p<.001. 
46 More than half (58%) of not funded journals are in the younger age group. 
47 χ2 (2, N = 132) = 19.444, p < .001. 
48 χ2 (2, N = 132) = 47.103, p < .001. 
49 4% replied that they did not know. This is consistent with results of key informant interviews with funded editors 
(n=8), in which editors were equally split between those now in transition to OA as a result of the 2018 program 
changes, and those reporting an existing OA strategy independent of ASJ. 
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“adding publishing subventions into SSHRC 
research grants… will turn publishing OA into a 
privilege of those with secure institutional 
affiliations, meaning the increasing number of 
precariously employed scholars would not be 
able to publish because they wouldn't be able 
to access these grants” (Early career academic). 

Among editors reporting a change in their strategy, a majority reported ASJ influencing the OA model 
chosen (Gold or Delayed) (65%, n=24). More than half (55%) also responded that the changes to ASJ 
sped up their OA transition.  

. APC-based OA has been reported to conflict with an equity and inclusion Adoption of APC-based OA
mandate because some authors have less access to APC funds, even when funds are made available as 
part of research grants. Public funding to OA journals has been proposed to support an equity mandate 
by enabling quality OA options at low or no cost to the researcher (see Question 5, below). 

Researchers were asked in the survey if they had 
published in Gold OA format50. One in five were 
unsure, with the remaining 80% split evenly 
between those who had published in Gold OA and 
those who had not. The leading influences for 
those who had published in Gold OA were the 
availability of a free or low-cost option among their 
choice of journals or access to funding to pay 
author fees (APCs).  Among researchers who had 
not published in this format (n=119), the most common reason was that the Gold OA option in their 
choice of journals required an author fee that was too high. This was reported by significantly more 
early career researchers (57%) than established researchers (27%)51.  

It is also important to note that in the researcher survey, OA options were reported to be of little or no 
importance for selection of a journal by nearly 31% of researchers, but essential or very important by a 
similar proportion (30%), indicating mixed demand for OA by SSH researchers. While slightly more early 
career researchers reported OA options to be essential or very important to them (41%) compared with 
mid-career (28%) and established researchers (23%), this difference is not statistically significant. 

Journals’ use of APCs. Among editors responding to the survey, just over half (55%, n=72) reported 
providing some form of immediate OA, but only six (8%) reported that their journal charges APCs52. Only 
one of these six journals using APCs is currently ASJ-funded. Reported APC rates by these six survey 
respondents ranged from US$1894 to US$3400, with an average of US$279953.  

The evaluation also collected data from the websites of journals that were funded by ASJ through the 
period 2008-14, but which did not participate in the 2018 competition (n=22). Of these, 14 (64%) 

                                                            

50 Researchers were asked: “Have you published a journal article in ‘Gold’ Open Access format? (I.e., the full, 
published version of the article was made accessible from the journal website, free of charge to the reader and 
without any delay/embargo period).” 
51 χ2(2, 117)=9.253, p=.01. 
52 Most of these journals reported using a hybrid OA model. 
53 Editors reported in C$2500 to $4500. These data were converted using the US exchange rate for January 31, 
2020 of 0.7555 to compare with international data. 
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reported using a hybrid OA model and offered an immediate OA publication option54. All these journals 
reported charging APCs. Rates ranged from US$736 to $3060, with average of US$2,15255.  

For comparison with international data, Crawford (2018) reports SSH OA journals to be 12% APC and 
88% non-APC. More general estimates vary between 13% (Frantsvag & Stromme, 2019) to 47% 
(Morrison, 2018) charging APCs, with other estimates in between (e.g., Cantrell & Swanson, 2020). As 
noted above, of 59 OA journals currently funded by ASJ that responded to the survey, only one reported 
charging APCs (less than 2%). In terms of APC rates, inflation in these rates in recent years limits 
comparison with data from some older research studies:  Papillon et al. (2019) report an average APC 
rate among SSH Gold OA journals at US$2880, similar to the rates reported in the survey for this 
evaluation; Crawford (2018) reports that only 5% of APC-based SSH journals charge more than US$600.  

Participation in ASJ. Previously and currently funded editors were asked in the survey whether the 2018 
changes to ASJ affected their decision to apply for funding. Of respondents that had been continuously 
funded (2008-14) but did not apply in 2018 (n=10), all reported that the new OA requirements were a 
disincentive. Among previously funded journals that participated in 2018, 30% (n=16) reported the 
additional funding for use of an OA platform had been an incentive to apply. 

Twelve journals joined ASJ in 2018 for the first time (newly funded, with no prior applications). Among 
these, half (50%, n=6) reported the additional funding for use of an OA platform had been an incentive 
to apply, and 42% (n=5) reported that expansion of the eligibility requirements in 2018 had been an 
incentive to apply.  

All but one of the journals new to ASJ (92%) are Gold OA and they now make up 10% of the ASJ-funded 
Gold OA journals. Close to half of the journals that had been continuously funded in the period 2008-17 
did not apply to the 2018 competition (47%, n=22). Of these, 21 (95%) identified as subscription-only or 
hybrid journals. 

Comparison with 2014 administrative data suggests that ASJ funding has increased in importance over 
time in terms of share of revenue of funded journals, although important limitations exist when 
comparing data from different datasets. Table 1 shows data for journals funded continuously by ASJ 
from 2008. In 2014, most reported ASJ to be less than 50% of 
revenue, while in 2020, most reported ASJ to be more than 50% 
of revenue. The shift may be due to the change in the 
composition of the funded journal pool as noted above, with 
some journals (with higher alternate revenue) leaving ASJ in 
2018. It does not appear to relate to Gold OA transition of 
journals funded before 2018.  

                                                            

54 The remainder are subscription only (n=7) and Delayed OA (n=1). 
55 Average APC rate calculated using USD exchange rate at time of data collection (Jun 30, 2020) of 0.7366, for 
comparison with international data 
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In sum. Information on journal response to the 2018 changes to ASJ was requested as feedback for 
program monitoring purposes. Over half of the journals funded continuously from 2008-17 did not 
participate in 2018. Most continuously funded journals that did participate in 2018 are OA journals 
(92%). Reported influence of ASJ’s 2018 changes on OA strategy is mixed, with about half of all 
participating editors reporting some impact on their strategy (48%), especially on model chosen and 
speed of transition, and about half reporting no impact.  

4.0 Cost-efficiency 
Question 4. Is ASJ delivered in a cost-efficient manner?  
 
4.1 Conclusions. 
The data for ASJ indicate that ASJ is cost-efficient. 

4.2 Detailed Findings on Cost-efficiency 
ASJ’s cost efficiency ratios for the five fiscal years 2014-15 to 2018-19 are presented in Table 2, below.  
Over this period, the cost to administer the funding opportunity ranged from 2.40ȼ to 4.66ȼ for every 
C$1.00 granted, with an average administrative cost over the period of 3.23ȼ/C$1.00 granted.  
Accordingly, operating expenditures for ASJ ranged from 2.34% to 4.45% of total expenditures, with an 
average of 3.13% over the period. As 2018 was a competition year, this resulted in an increase in the 
operating ratios for ASJ in fiscal years 2017-18 and 2018-19.   

The ASJ funding opportunity does not have a direct comparator within the SSHRC portfolio because it is 
a different type of funding model than other SSHRC programs. As a result, direct comparison of cost-
efficiencies with another program is not informative. Instead, ASJ was considered relative to the average 
across SSHRC Research Grants and Partnerships, the category under which ASJ falls. The average for 
SSHRC programs in the Research Grants and Partnerships portfolio in 2018-19 was 3.84ȼ/$1.00. 

ASJ’s average operating ratio of 3.23ȼ/$1.00 is below the 2018-19 average for Research Grants and 
Partnerships. Of note, ASJ’s relatively small size confers less economy of scale. Basic costs to run the 
program (e.g., to coordinate review and adjudication of applications) are spread over a small amount of 
grant funds relative to other SSHRC programs. Also, as noted above, ASJ costs are higher in competition 
years and lower in non-competition years. The period 2014-19 was unusual for ASJ for two reasons: (a) 
the standard three-year ASJ competition cycle was extended to four years56 and therefore only one 
competition year is reflected in these data; (b) extensive stakeholder consultation and changes to ASJ 
were implemented in the latter part of this period, which may have affected administrative costs.  

  

                                                            

56 Competitions occurred in 2014 and 2018. 
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Table 2. ASJ program expenditures and efficiency ratios 

 

5.0 Alternatives 
Question 5. What viable alternative approaches have been identified that SSHRC could consider to 
increase dissemination of original Canadian research results in the social sciences and humanities? 
 
5.1 Conclusions 
In consultation with the Evaluation Advisory Committee, this question was directed at describing 
government interventions in other jurisdictions to support OA publishing, as reported in the peer-
reviewed literature. A short summary follows. A full report on findings from this review was produced as 
a separate deliverable57. An important limitation is the small amount of research available on SSH. Most 
relies heavily on data about publications in health and natural sciences, for which practices differ.  

Government mandates 
The goals of funder mandates are typically to increase the overall amount of research published in some 
form of OA. Most policies specify deposit of the accepted or postprint manuscript (Gadd, 2018). 

By 2018, over 50% of funders indexed in JULIET58 either required or encouraged OA publication (Gadd, 
2018). A minority of mandates prioritized Gold OA (estimates range from 2-25% of mandates). Green OA 

                                                            

57 This report is available on request. 
58 https://v2.sherpa.ac.uk/juliet/ 

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 Average
Operating Expenditures
     Direct Salary $27,274 $27,421 $27,558 $101,937 $110,464 $58,931
     Direct Non-Salary * $13,841 $0 $0 $0 $11,125 $4,993
  Total Direct $41,115 $27,421 $27,558 $101,937 $121,589 $63,924
  Indirect $50,258 $52,326 $56,732 $52,801 $15,976 $45,619
Total Operating Expenditures 
(A) $91,373 $79,747 $84,290 $154,738 $137,565 $109,543
Total Grant Expenditures (B) $3,547,310 $3,329,055 $3,322,094 $3,322,094 $3,418,287 $3,387,768
Total Program Expenditures 
(C=A+B)

$3,638,683 $3,408,802 $3,406,384 $3,476,832 $3,555,852 $3,497,311

Operating Ratio (¢:$1) 
Expenditures to Grant Funds 
awarded (A/B) $0.0258 $0.0240 $0.0254 $0.0466 $0.0402 $0.0323
Operating Expenditure as a 
percentage of Total Program 
Expenditure (A/C) 2.51% 2.34% 2.47% 4.45% 3.87% 3.13%
Note:  Includes Employee Benefits Plan (EBP)

https://v2.sherpa.ac.uk/juliet/
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was more common59 (see e.g., Pinfield, 2016) or no preference was stated in the policy (Gadd, 2018).  
 
Estimates of researcher compliance with funder mandates vary but are generally low. Moreover, studies 
that rely on data about deposits in repositories may over-estimate compliance. This is because it is 
difficult to accurately exclude content that is not a research article (e.g., adjunct presentations and 
research summaries). Given apparent low compliance, authors recommend other incentives, training 
and supports (e.g., Borrego, 2016). Bakker et al. (2017) conclude that enforcement is necessary. 
However, other researchers caution that measures enacted in some jurisdictions to enforce mandates 
have resulted in substantial added administrative burden and cost on academic institutions. Compliance 
measures, if undertaken, need to be carefully designed (see e.g., Penn, 2018).  

Government funding interventions 
Four primary categories of government funding interventions to increase OA were identified. 
Advantages and disadvantages are documented for all (Table 3).  

Table 3. Summary of OA interventions, reported advantages and disadvantages 

 
 

Primary overall themes in this body of work include the strong influence of researcher incentive systems 
on OA uptake. These include practices for assessing research publications in academic institutions. 
Attention to incentive systems and research assessment methods are therefore important for any 
strategy to support transition to OA. Support to efforts, such as the Declaration on Research 

                                                            

59 The Tri-Agency policy falls in the Green OA group. 

Description Primary Advantages Primary Disadvantages
Researcher-level 
funding

Usually direct support to authors / 
researchers to cover APCs. This funding is 
often distributed as part of the initial 
research grant.

Researcher choice. Potential for greater 
uptake of non-predatory OA.

APC inflation. Quality and equity concerns.

Institution-level 
funding

Block grants or central payments to 
institutions to cover the cost of APC 
charges incurred by researchers at that 
institution, as well as other OA activities 
at the institution.

Reported increase in OA uptake. 
Simplicity for the funder. Institutional 
control over funding.

APC inflation. Lower non-APC OA uptake. 
Equity concerns. Administrative burden on 
institutions. Publishing sector 
consolidation.

Publisher or journal-
level funding

Direct grants to OA publishers and 
journals are used particularly in countries 
with smaller populations than US / UK, 
and where languages other than English 
are common.

Local, quality OA options with reduced or 
no APC. Funder leverage (e.g., to advance 
OA aligned with researcher interests).

Financial risk to journals / publishers of 
reliance on public funds, which may inhibit 
OA uptake. OA availability alone will not 
necessarily lead to researcher uptake of 
OA.

System-level funding Support for the development of essential 
OA infrastructure (e.g., portals, 
repositories, OA software); also funding 
consortia although limited information.

Different types of sypport have different 
reported advantages. Example: consortia 
are potentially cost-neutral for libraries 
and revenue-neutral for journals in 
transition to OA. Consortia could work on 
other key tasks, e.g., quality standards.

Different types of support have different 
reported disadvantages. Example: 
consortia require minimum commitment 
from enough participants before journals 
likely to transition to OA, which is 
challenging to develop and sustain.
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Assessment (DORA)60 to improve publication assessment, is one step, for example. 

A second primary theme relates to unanticipated effects of funder interventions, which highlight the 
limited direct control of funders over outcomes and the dynamic nature of the environment. This 
suggests consultation and ongoing monitoring are necessary to mitigate adverse effects. The principles 
underlying the Tri-Agency Policy on Open Access (Appendix A) can provide a useful reference point to 
guide decisions where there is no known “best” solution and an adaptive strategy is needed. 

A final theme is the importance of alignment among various funder policies in a jurisdiction and a need 
to support the development of common standards and best practices for discoverability. 

6.0 Conclusions and Recommendations  
6.1 Conclusions 
This evaluation was designed to assess the relevance and performance of ASJ, with secondary questions 
on cost-efficiency and alternatives. Attention was paid to both intended and unintended outcomes and 
how they align with SSHRC’s commitments to support and advance SSH research and researchers in 
Canada. Relevance and alignment were a particular area of focus because ASJ is one of a small number 
of initiatives within SSHRC that do not fund individual researchers and research projects. These 
initiatives are aimed at shaping the environment to enable SSH research, or at underlying constraints in 
the SSH research system.  

Relevance. As reported above, Canadian journals have served as a publication channel for a majority of 
Canadian SSH researchers (65%), and Canadian journals were rated as important channels for 
publication by 80% of those surveyed. SSH researchers reported these journals to be important, not only 
for disseminating their research, but in other ways as well, such as content for input to their research 
and to connect them with peer researchers and target audiences. Journals eligible for ASJ are operated 
primarily by volunteer academics on small budgets with few alternative sources of revenue. 

The relationship between SSHRC and Canadian SSH journals is synergistic. SSHRC’s other investments in 
Canadian research and researchers are augmented by funding to journals that serve the same 
population. Journals are also positioned to serve researchers in a way that SSHRC is not. Taken from 
another perspective, the loss of capacity in Canadian publication channels would likely undermine 
SSHRC’s other investments, such as funding to research on topics of national importance.  

Performance. ASJ funding enables a significant and meaningful increase in amount of SSH research 
published each year. ASJ makes small, indirect contributions in some other areas that relate to journal 
capacity to assure manuscript quality. To date, ASJ appears to have had small influence over accessibility 
and discoverability of the research published, but this influence has been  located in key areas. The 

                                                            

60 https://sfdora.org/ 
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limited contribution of ASJ in areas beyond production capacity is not surprising given the small amount 
of funding available to journals through ASJ.  

Cost-efficiency. The data for ASJ indicate that ASJ is cost-efficient. ASJ’s average cost-efficiency ratio is in 
line with the average for Research Grants and Partnerships overall.  

Potential. ASJ could provide leverage for SSHRC on other commitments, such as to advance EDI. 
Canadian journals are positioned to influence EDI at the system level, and some journals already play a 
role to mobilize research on equity-related topics (e.g., Indigenous research). ASJ is also an important 
component of SSHRC’s effort to increase quality OA capacity in Canada. The funding is especially 
important to Gold OA journals for whom alternative revenue sources are very limited61.  

6.2 Recommendations 
 

 1. Continue to offer ASJ funding. As long as the areas of relevance and performance described above 
are priorities for SSHRC, then continuing ASJ funding is a reasonable course. At this time, Canadian 
journals remain important to the SSH research system in Canada. ASJ is demonstrating positive 
outcomes that would be challenging to reproduce through other means. ASJ is a relatively small 
investment for SSHRC under a cost-efficient model.  

  In addition, alternate revenue sources for OA journals are currently limited or present equity 
issues, particularly for SSH researchers. Perceived risk of loss of public funding for OA, i.e., if 
programs are discontinued, is reported to inhibit OA adoption in the sector. 

  
 2. Adjust ASJ’s objectives to align with the Insight Program, considering ASJ’s key strengths and 

capacity. ASJ’s objectives are under-conceptualized relative to ASJ’s outcomes and potential within 
the Insight Program and how Canadian SSH journals are used and valued by researchers. Improved 
alignment with Insight Program objectives and the role of Canadian journals as identified by 
researchers (i.e., where these intersect) would improve ASJ’s focus and may enable it to do more 
with its limited resources.  
At a concrete level, this should include: 

 a. Review of the Insight Program’s Program Information Profile to identify points of alignment 
between ASJ and Insight objectives and goals. 

 b. Consideration for ASJ’s primary and potential outcomes given its niche and value as 
described by stakeholders, and its capacity, as documented above. 

 c. Updating ASJ’s objectives to reflect how these intersect or have potential to align. Findings 
from the evaluation suggest that ASJ is contributing or could contribute to Insight Program 
objectives and goals. ASJ’s objectives could be more fully developed to better reflect and 
support this contribution. Examples are provided below to illustrate. 

 • Research knowledge is produced and mobilized. ASJ’s current objectives focus mostly 
on dissemination. Dissemination is frequently described by researchers in terms of 
connecting their research with specific audiences―in other words, focused or 

                                                            

61 The primary alternative revenue model (APCs) carries equity concerns, has become increasingly expensive for 
funders and is reported to add administrative burden to institutions. 
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targeted reach rather than broad dissemination. This is also reflected in ASJ 
adjudication criteria62. This has implications for performance indicators at the level 
of Insight, to ensure that these do not assume broad dissemination as the (only) 
desired outcome. 

 o Research literature also identifies important benefits of domestic journals in 
terms of service to groups not well served by other channels (e.g., non-
English language researchers) and the development of quality, equitable OA 
channels.  

 • Enabling individuals and teams to engage in research and research-related activities 
(including collaborations within Canada). While this is not yet reflected in ASJ’s 
objectives, researchers describe the value of Canadian journals to their work in ways 
that include connecting with other researchers working in their field and for source 
material to advance their research. Research literature also identifies cultivation of 
local researcher communities in specific fields as an important benefit of domestic 
journals.  

 • Strengthening EDI in SSH research. ASJ’s objectives do not currently incorporate EDI. 
However, academic journals, editors and peer reviewers play an important role in 
EDI at the system level and opportunities for ASJ to contribute at this level are 
reported above. If ASJ’s potential contribution to Insight’s EDI goals were to be 
recognized in ASJ’s objectives, this would need to reflect the organizational-level 
nature of the funding and the system-level nature of the intervention. There is 
substantial diversity among Canadian SSH journals and varying levels of capacity. 
There are also many possible ways in which journals might engage with EDI. 
Soliciting expert advice would be suggested. In the meantime, EDI monitoring is 
recommended (see below). 

 • Supporting the next generation of social sciences and humanities scholars. ECRs 
were more likely to rate Canadian journals as essential or very important for 
connecting with others in their field and to rate Canadian journals as essential or 
very important to career advancement. 

 • Enabling research trainees to enhance their research, professional and knowledge 
mobilization skills. Funded journals often employ and train graduate students.  
 

 3. Ensure operational alignment of ASJ to updated objectives. More fully developed objectives should 
be carried forward into the ASJ review process and performance monitoring practices. For example, 
ASJ adjudication criteria should be reviewed to ensure alignment with, and appropriate emphasis 
on, core priorities. For example, if contribution to the quality of published research is a priority 
objective for ASJ, the scoring rubric and process should reflect this priority. The Evaluation Division 
could provide technical assistance to develop an analytical rubric, e.g., with distinctions between 
performance levels to aid reviewers. 

 a. Adjudication criteria should be reviewed against EDI commitments to ensure, at minimum, 
that barriers to funding are not unintentionally introduced based on characteristics 

                                                            

62 See Appendix A. For example: “Diversity and relevance of the journal’s proposed strategies for reaching the 
appropriate readership”. 
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associated with the journal, such as, for example, composition of the editorial board, 
regional scope or topic focus. As an example, a journal that specializes in a younger field of 
research or interdisciplinary research may have a very different citation profile than a 
journal in a larger, more established discipline. 

 b. Taking the first steps to collection of data related to EDI is also recommended, with a focus 
on monitoring for indicators related to equitable access to ASJ funding. As ASJ funds at the 
organizational level, expert advice is advisable to identify appropriate and feasible options 
for data collection aimed at organizational- or system-level. 

 • ASJ may wish to consider data that could support program management to ensure 
that the ASJ program structure or delivery does not unintentionally create barriers 
to funding for a journal.  

 c. Adjudication criteria and performance indicators should also be reviewed against the 
recommendations of the DORA declaration63―to which SSHRC is a signatory―as a further 
way to support conditions for equitable participation in the research system. 
 

 4. Update ASJ’s logic model. ASJ’s current logic model (produced at the start of this evaluation) does 
not accurately capture ASJ’s performance nor the mechanisms by which it contributes to outcomes. 
In other words, how ASJ works is not explicit in the existing model. The findings reported above 
provide the basis for an empirically based change model to guide ASJ and/or inform similarly 
structured funding opportunities. The Evaluation Division can provide technical assistance. 

 
 5. At the corporate level, consider using ASJ as a vehicle to further advance key council priorities.  

 • The current investment in ASJ is not sufficient to produce more than a very modest 
contribution to the amount, quality and accessibility/discoverability of published 
Canadian research. If SSHRC wants to do more to advance these outcomes, SSHRC 
could raise the grant amount. Additional funds would likely be applied by journals to 
production capacity, including peer review coordination, with some spillover effect 
in other areas such as strategic development. It could also be targeted to areas 
identified for attention as reported above, such as in some discoverability practices.  

 • ASJ can contribute to SSHRC’s learning as an organization in key priority areas 
through close engagement with the sector and by keeping communication lines 
open. This is especially applicable for areas that are developing rapidly, such as: 

 o Capacity for action at a system level on EDI, given that some SSHRC 
initiatives, like ASJ, are positioned at a system level;  

 o Ongoing efforts to improve research assessment by academic institutions 
and by SSHRC adjudication committees, i.e., DORA implementation, so that 
researcher incentive systems do not inhibit OA publication, for example, 
French-language publication, or publication choices that prioritize reach to 
key target audiences over broad dissemination when this is important for 
research use; 

 o Efforts to advance understanding of “open” research sector-wide and the 
recognition of OA model adoption to achieve this larger objective. This 

                                                            

63 For more information, see https://sfdora.org/. 

https://sfdora.org/
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includes other practices important to accessibility/discoverability but not 
yet widely adopted in the sector, as reported above. Some options include 
sharing quality information about developments in open research, 
supporting development of “best” practices and policies for open research 
among SSH journals, support for accessible/low-cost technology and access 
to intermediary expertise. This is also consistent with DORA 
recommendations (above), for example with respect to reuse rights for 
citation data; 

 o Exploring options for the development of equitable and sustainable OA 
resourcing.   
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Appendix A. ASJ Program Profile 
Overview 

ASJ’s overall objective is to increase dissemination of, access to, and readership for original Canadian 
research results in the social sciences and humanities (SSH).  

Before 2018, the program sought to help defray the costs of publishing scholarly articles, to assist with 
distribution costs, and to support journal organizations in transitioning to and maintaining digital 
formats as a necessary pre-condition to moving toward open access. In 2014, journals were asked to 
submit a plan describing how they would transition to an open access model. 

Changes brought about in 2018 has shifted the purpose of the grants somewhat. In addition to 
increasing dissemination, discoverability and readership of original SSH research results, the program 
now seeks to leverage significant federal investments in digital scholarly publishing infrastructure; to 
assist journals to take advantage of developments in digital technologies and innovative practices; and 
encourage the transition to open access models of publishing.  

Before 2018, the ASJ funding opportunity allowed journals to seek support regardless of business model 
or distribution format. Changes to the program in 2018 now require a journal to be able to offer either 
immediate open access upon publication or delayed open access with a 12-month maximum embargo 
period. Journals not compliant with an eligible OA model were allowed two years to make the transition. 
The third year of funding is contingent upon a successful transition having been made. 

ASJ’s intermediate objectives are as follows:  

 • increase dissemination, discoverability and readership of original research results in the social 
sciences and humanities through Canadian scholarly journals; 

 • leverage significant federal investments in digital scholarly publishing infrastructure;  
 • assist journals as they seek to take advantage of developments in digital technologies and innovative 

practices; and  
 • encourage the transition to open access models of publishing 

Four ASJ competitions have been held over the past ten years: in 2008, 2011, 2014 and 2018.  

Table 4: ASJ Competition Statistics  

 2008 2011 2014 2018 Total 

# Applications 186 193 197 175 751 

# Awards 162 138 144 123 574 

Success Rates** 87% 72% 73% 70%  
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Total Amount Awarded 9,963,409 9,999,942 10,198,459 11,600 007 30,161,810 

Average Amount Awarded 61,503 72,463 70,823 79,089  
**Success rates are calculated based upon the number of awards and the number of applications. They may change once 
withdrawn and ineligible applications are factored into the success rate calculation. 

ASJ expenditures in this period have remained quite stable, at between $3,188,156 to $3,547,310 per 
fiscal year, with higher expenditures in the years that competitions were launched. 

Key changes to requirements for ASJ funding in 2018 included:64 

 • A requirement that journals be open access (OA) immediately upon publication or have an 
embargo period of no greater than 12 months;  

 • A transition period of two years to comply with OA requirement;  
 • New eligibility for journals that can demonstrate that their titles are owned by Canadian not-

for-profit organizations and have a Canadian affiliated editor-in-chief but do not meet the 
requirement for 1/3 of members to be affiliated with a Canadian postsecondary institution  
 

Application Process, Grant Administration and Adjudication 

Applications must be submitted by the editor-in-chief of the journal. Grant funds may only be 
administered by an eligible postsecondary institution or eligible not-for-profit organization (which, for 
ASJ, is defined as either the journal itself or a scholarly association or press that either administers or 
owns the journal). Institutions or organizations proposing to administer any grant awarded under this 
funding opportunity must hold or obtain institutional eligibility. Institutional eligibility65 of a journal, 
scholarly association or press applies only to the ASJ funding opportunity and must be renewed for each 
competition. 

All applications undergo adjudication by scholars from a variety of disciplines who are well versed in 
journal operations. 

The following criteria and scoring scheme are used by adjudication committee members to evaluate ASJ 
grant applications.  

 1) Quality and impact of the journal (40%): 
 • Rigour and quality of the processes used to select and peer review articles;  
 • Relevance of the articles published in relation to the journal’s objectives;  
 • Distinctiveness of the journal’s content;  

                                                            

64 Changes to the Aid to Scholarly Journals Funding Opportunity. http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/news_room-
salle_de_presse/latest_news-nouvelles_recentes/2018/aid_to_scholarly_journals-aide_aux_revues_savantes-
eng.aspx 
 
65 SSHRC’s Institutional Eligibility – Guidelines and Requirements can be accessed at: http://www.sshrc-
crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/statements-enonces/institutional_eligibility-
admissibilite_etablissements-eng.aspx.  

http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/statements-enonces/institutional_eligibility-admissibilite_etablissements-eng.aspx
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/news_room-salle_de_presse/latest_news-nouvelles_recentes/2018/aid_to_scholarly_journals-aide_aux_revues_savantes-eng.aspx
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/news_room-salle_de_presse/latest_news-nouvelles_recentes/2018/aid_to_scholarly_journals-aide_aux_revues_savantes-eng.aspx
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/news_room-salle_de_presse/latest_news-nouvelles_recentes/2018/aid_to_scholarly_journals-aide_aux_revues_savantes-eng.aspx
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/statements-enonces/institutional_eligibility-admissibilite_etablissements-eng.aspx
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/statements-enonces/institutional_eligibility-admissibilite_etablissements-eng.aspx
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/statements-enonces/institutional_eligibility-admissibilite_etablissements-eng.aspx
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 • Value of the contribution the journal has made to its field(s) of research; and  
 • Impact of the journal’s articles (e.g., as measured through citation indexes, traditional metrics or 

altmetrics, or as described by the applicant).  
 

 2) Editorial direction (30%): 
 • Leadership provided by the editor-in-chief;  
 • Appropriateness of the editorial board membership/publishing team membership;  
 • Evidence of the active engagement of board/team members; and  
 • Soundness of the journal’s proposed objectives for the period covered by the grant.  

 
 3) Nature and effectiveness of the journal’s current and proposed dissemination strategies (30%): 

 • Diversity and relevance of the journal’s proposed strategies for reaching the appropriate 
readership;  

 • Nature and extent of the journal’s readership, and of the journal’s efforts to increase or broaden 
that readership; 

 • Where applicable, viable plans for transitioning to an open access business model; 
 • Overall appearance and presentation of the journal’s content; and  
 • Design and usability of the journal’s website.  

 
A score is assigned on a scale of 1-6 for each of the criterion above. Applications receiving a score of 3.0 
(satisfactory) or higher in each of the above criterion may be recommended for funding. Each criterion 
score is weighted by the values listed above to arrive at a final score. 
 
Tri-Agency Open Access Policy 

The Tri-Agency Open Access Policy, as described in detail below, is relevant to this evaluation. The 
objective of the policy is to improve access to the results of agency-funded research and to increase the 
dissemination and exchange of research results. All researchers, regardless of funding support, are 
encouraged to adhere to this policy66. 

The following principles guide the agencies in their approach to promoting open access to research 
publications: 

 • Committing to academic freedom and the right to publish; 
 • Recognizing the critical importance of peer review to the scholarly communication ecosystem; 
 • Maintaining the high standards and quality of research by committing to academic openness 

and responsible conduct of research; 
 • Promoting recognized research best practices and standards across disciplines, and embracing 

and sharing emerging practices and standards; 
 • Advancing academic research, science and innovation; 
 • Effective dissemination of research results; and 
 • Aligning activities and policies between Canadian and international research funding agencies. 

                                                            

66 Information on the Tri-Agency Open Access Policy and how it is implemented at SSHRC can be found at: 
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/open_access-libre_acces/index-
eng.aspx?pedisable=true.  

http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/open_access-libre_acces/index-eng.aspx?pedisable=true
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/about-au_sujet/policies-politiques/open_access-libre_acces/index-eng.aspx?pedisable=true
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Appendix B: Methodology 
As this was a joint evaluation for ASJ and ASP, a common approach was used for both initiatives. 
Common methods were also used wherever possible. Specifics on data collection and analysis methods 
are provided below. Methods applied only to ASP and not ASJ are not included below but are 
documented in the evaluation report for ASP. 

Key informant interviews 
Key informant interviews were conducted as one line of evidence for the evaluation. The purpose of the 
interviews was to gather exploratory data in Phase 1 relevant to evaluation questions and indicators, 
and as part of developing a draft theory of change. The results were also used to inform development of 
Phase 2 instruments. 

Interview participants were selected by the SSHRC Evaluation Division drawing on administrative data 
for ASJ and ASP to provide a broad cross-section of perspectives. Efforts were made to ensure the 
sample within each subgroup included representation from across regions of Canada (i.e. West, Central, 
and Atlantic) and official languages (i.e. French, English). A total of 42 interviews were conducted across 
eight sub-groups, as follows: 

 • Editors of journals funded by ASJ (n=8) 
 • Editors of journals not funded at all or funded first by ASJ in 2018 (n=4) 
 • Publishers that are frequently funded by ASP (n=7) 
 • Publishers that are rarely funded by ASP (n=4) 
 • Academic researchers in the social sciences and humanities (n=6) 
 • Other stakeholders and representatives of stakeholder organizations (n=6) 
 • Program representatives (ASJ, ASP) (n=5) 
 • Government representatives (other federal funders) (n=2) 

 
SSHRC’s Evaluation Division developed semi-structured interview guides for each sub-group in 
consultation with Ference & Company Consulting and the EAC. Interview guides were tested by Ference 
& Company. Ference & Company invited the participants, conducted the interviews and analyzed the 
data. Interviews were conducted by telephone in the official language of the participant’s choice. 
Participants were provided a copy of the relevant interview guide before the interview. Interview notes 
and audio recordings were used to compile transcripts of each interview. 

An initial codeframe for analysis was developed by Ference & Company in consultation with SSHRC. 
Transcribed responses to each question were entered into a MS Excel spread sheet for coding and 
analysis by Ference & Company. 
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ASJ Retrospective Cohort Study 
This study assessed the effect of ASJ funding on the quantity of published articles among Canadian 
journals between 2008 and 2017. 

The following eligibility criteria were used: 
 • Meet the definition of a “scholarly journal;” 
 • Be either a subscription-based journal, a journal using an open access business model or a 

journal using a “moving wall” arrangement to provide delayed open access; 
 • Submit each article to be published to a rigorous, independent peer-review process;  
 • Have been founded at least two years before the application deadline and have published, 

within that timeframe, a minimum of two issues per year, each having at least three peer-
reviewed articles, or, for digital journals not publishing in issue format, at least 12 peer-
reviewed articles per year over the two-year timeframe;  

 • Publish primarily in English and/or French; 
 • Conform with SSHRC’s Subject Matter Eligibility guidelines. 

 
A journal is ineligible for ASJ funding if: 

 • Its mandate and/or content is primarily focused outside of discipline(s) within SSHRC’s mandate; 
and/or,  

 • Its content is primarily health-related or aimed at improving, promoting or influencing health, 
health care, health policy, or healthcare-related services.  

 
A journal that received funding between 2008 and 2017 was included in the study if it was also included 
in the Web of Science database. A journal that did not receive funding from the ASJ funding opportunity 
was included as the comparator if it was included in the Web of Science database and met the most 
relevant eligibility requirements for funding. Eligibility for the non-funded group was assessed using data 
between 2005 and 2017. ASJ-funded journals had additional eligibility requirements for the editorial 
board; however, composition of the editorial board was not determined for the non-funded group due 
to lack of available data. 
 
The primary outcome of this study was the average number of annual research article publications per 
journal. The main factor of interest was funding through the ASJ funding opportunity. This factor was 
further assessed as being fully funded during the entire duration of study (2008 through to 2017) or 
receiving partial funding throughout the study period. Journals that did not receive any funding from ASJ 
between 2008 and 2017 were the comparator group. Journals that received funding from ASJ between 
2005 and 2007 but no funding from 2008 to 2017 were excluded to remove the potential carryover 
effects of funding. 

The primary language of publication, the journal discipline and the frequency of publication were 
included as potential confounding variables. Data for the primary outcome were gathered from the Web 
of Science. The number of articles published was extracted for each journal. The sum of publications was 
divided by the number of years of data that was available for each journal to produce an annual average 
publication rate. The annual publication rates were positively skewed and followed a Poisson 



 

ASJ Evaluation Report  A-40 
 

distribution. As such, the publication rate was adjusted using a logarithmic transformation to 
approximate a Normal distribution. All analyses were conducted on the annual log publication rate. 

The main exposure of interest was determined from the ASJ administrative data file. After all journals 
were selected, they were cross-referenced with the administrative data file to determine whether they 
were a funded or not-funded journal.  

Journals could not be randomly selected for inclusion as measurement of the outcome was dependent 
on data being available in the Web of Science database. To address potential selection bias, journals that 
were funded and included in the study were compared to journals that were funded but not included in 
the study to determine if there were any important differences in baseline characteristics.  

All journals that met the eligibility criteria and had data available in the Web of Science database were 
included. Publication counts were converted into annual publication rates. This allowed a single number 
to represent the outcome for each journal when not all journals were included in the study for the same 
amount of time. This prevented journals that had 10 years of data from having higher publication counts 
simply because more data were available. As not all journals were funded for the entire duration that 
data were available, funding status was stratified into two categories: full funding and intermittent 
funding. 

Every article was assessed for publication language. The total number of English and French articles 
were summed over the period of inclusion in the study for each journal and divided by the sum of 
articles to determine the proportion of the total that were published in each of these languages. 
Journals that published more than 50% of their articles in English over the study period were identified 
as English majority and journals that published more than 50% of their articles in French over the study 
period were identified as French majority. Therefore, language of publication was included in the 
analysis as a binary variable. 

The primary analysis that assessed for the effect of funding on quantity used multiple log linear 
regression controlling for language, discipline and frequency of publication. Subgroup analysis looked at 
the effect of full funding and intermittent funding. No interactions were included in the final model. 
There were no missing data.  

The analysis was run twice: in the first analysis, the regroupings were conducted by an evaluator and 
eligibility criteria of the non-funded group were less constrained; in the second analysis, a second 
evaluator independently regrouped the variables and the eligibility criteria were more closely matched 
to those of the ASJ program. In both analyses, the results were similar, indicating that the effects seen 
were likely not due to bias being introduced in the regrouping of variables. 

All analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS version 23. 
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ASJ Administrative Data Analysis (Qualitative Component) 
This component was designed to identify themes across multiple grantee perspectives and to consider 
how they may vary over time. A stratified random sample was drawn from successful applications to 
ASJ. These applications were submitted by editors of Canadian SSH scholarly journals: 15 applications 
were drawn from each of the four competitions in the 2008-18 period for a total of 60 applications. To 
ensure a broad cross-section of perspectives in the sample, representation was sought from disciplinary 
categories, geographic regions, and francophone and anglophone applicants.  

Data from the 2011, 2014 and 2018 applications were coded in NVivo67 following a pre-defined coding 
framework, then open-coded within categories to identify primary subthemes. These subthemes were 
then reviewed for internal coherence, with reference back to the original data as needed. Data were 
recoded where appropriate to respect the emergent coding structure.  

The 2008 applications were then reviewed for correspondence and/or divergence with the final 
subthemes and higher-order categories. Data from these applications were integrated manually into a 
results summary in MS Word. The final content of each subtheme was then reviewed by competition 
year to assess possible change over time. 

This analysis relies on self-reported data in funding applications and is assumed to carry a positive bias 
with respect to anticipated and reported outcomes. Accounts may be influenced by participant 
understanding of SSHRC organizational objectives. For this reason, the analysis was not intended to 
draw conclusions about the achievement of outcomes, and instead focused on reported processes and 
mediating factors. There was no opportunity to seek clarification from applicants. Effort was made to 
avoid inferring connections between factors, i.e., between ASJ funding and particular outcomes; instead 
the analysis only considered connections that were explicitly articulated by the applicant.  

ASJ Administrative Data Analysis (Quantitative Components) 
Data on journal submissions and access models. Data regarding domestic (Canadian) submissions were 
compared for continuously funded applicants, intermittently funded applicants (i.e., unsuccessful in the 
competition year but successful in other years), and never-funded applicants (i.e., unsuccessful in all 
years in the period) from 2008-14 ASJ cycles. Detailed submissions data were not available beyond 2014.  

The submissions data are self-report data for the two years before the competition year, drawn from 
ASJ applications. A sample of 32 applications was drawn from each cycle (2008, 2011, 2014, and 2018) 
for a total of 128 applications. Data were then manually assessed and captured from these applications 
for analyses. 

                                                            

67 The applications for these three competitions are in native digital form and compatible for coding in NVivo. The 
2008 application data were integrated manually as described below. 
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Journal revenue data. Data were collected from ASJ applications of journals that had received ASJ 
funding continuously from 2008-14 (continuously funded journals; n = 53). Continuously funded journals 
are likely to be more well-established and financially stable than other journals.  

Journals reported their financial data in ASJ applications up to and including the 2014 competition. In 
the 2018 competition, these data were no longer required on applications. Six journals had non-usable 
data and were excluded from the analysis, resulting in a total of 47 journals in the dataset. 

The following data were extracted from the 2014 ASJ funding applications of these 47 journals: 

 • journal total revenue for the 2013-14 year; 
 • the amount of the ASJ grant they received in 2013-14; and, 
 • journal business model category. 

The ASJ grant received was divided by the total revenue for the journal to obtain the proportion of 
funding that ASJ represents for each of the 47 journals. 

Journals were then grouped by quartile as follows: journals for which ASJ funding represents 0-25% of 
total revenue, 26-50%, 51-75%, and 76-100%. 

These results were further developed via survey (below). 

ASJ cost-efficiency. SSHRC typically assesses cost efficiency by calculating the ratio between a program’s 
operating costs and grant funds awarded (the operating ratio). Data for this analysis were supplied by 
staff in the office of Awards Management, Compliance and Accountability. The data included SSHRC 
operating, grant and total expenditures for ASJ from fiscal year 2013-14 to 2018-19.  

SSHRC CCV Data Analysis―Canadian SSH Researcher Publications 
A cross-sectional design was used to study researcher publication histories in order to produce 
estimates of the proportion of the Canadian SSH research population that had published with Canadian 
journals and book publishers. 

This study used data extracted from the SSHRC Canadian Common CV (CCV) database on December 2, 
2019. The CCV data were compared to the SSHRC AMIS dataset on researcher demographic variables 
and SSHRC program participation68 to ensure representativeness of the CCV data to the larger AMIS 
dataset, that, in turn, is considered representative the Canadian SSH research population (see below). 
For comparison with SSHRC program participation, the records of individuals above 90 years of age or 
marked as deceased were excluded. 

The target population was all Canadian social sciences and humanities (SSH) researchers, defined as 
academic researchers working in SSH and affiliated with Canadian institutions. The study population was 
                                                            

68 Participation in SSHRC core programming was compared: applicants and co-applicants to SSHRC Insight, 
Connections and Partnership initiatives were included.  
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drawn from the SSHRC CCV and consisted of a sample of Canadian researchers who have created or 
updated their CCV between January 1, 2017 and December 2, 2019. Researchers who were not currently 
affiliated with a Canadian institution or who had no publication data available were excluded from this 
analysis. The sample was selected using simple random sampling to draw a study sample that would be 
representative of the total study population. The size was calculated to produce estimates of proportion 
published through Canadian publishing channels and also based on the needs of compiling a sample 
frame large enough for a planned survey of researchers for the evaluation, with as small a margin of 
error as possible within the constraints of our resources. It is estimated that there are approximately 
28,000 SSH researchers in higher education in Canada (excluding graduate students)69. Our study 
population was large enough to provide coverage for 16% of this population.  

Data from the SSHRC CCV were extracted using SAP BusinessObjects Web Intelligence and exported into 
a CSV file. Data management and cleaning was done in Microsoft Excel 2016. Descriptive statistics were 
computed using IBM SPSS version 26. Researchers with missing values for both journal and book 
publisher were excluded from the analysis. No imputation was performed.  

The entire population of researchers contained within the AMIS database was extracted and used as a 
proxy of the Canadian population of SSH researchers. AMIS records are considered a reasonable proxy 
because of the overall number of unique records (36,874 relevant records were identified) reflecting 
researchers who have had contact with SSHRC over an extended period. A unique identifier was 
extracted from AMIS for each individual, along with year of birth, gender, language, institution, 
institution type, PhD completion date and PhD discipline. These variables were attached to the 
researchers in the CCV dataset using the unique identifier. Of the 4,631 records in the CCV population, 
257 remained without a match on the unique identifier to AMIS. These records were further assessed 
against AMIS records based on name, institutional affiliation and discipline to confirm a match. A match 
was ambiguous or not found for 98 records. These records were not included in the subsequent 
assessment. The final sample totaled 1,306 researchers currently affiliated with a Canadian institution 
and with a publication list. 

Limitations: Assessment of SSHRC CCV data indicates that it is representative of the total SSH researcher 
population in Canada by geographical location and institutional proportion. However, about 66% of 
researchers using the SSHRC CCV are emerging researchers. Small but significant differences in mean 
age between the two datasets were identified, with a younger mean age in the CCV dataset than the 
AMIS population. In addition, women and French-language researchers have slightly higher 
representation in the CCV data, and the individuals in the CCV have small but significantly greater 
participation rates in most of SSHRC’s core funding opportunities, indicating slight but significantly 

                                                            

69 Statistics Canada.  Table  27-10-0022-01   Personnel engaged in research and development by 
performing sector and occupational category 

 

https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=2710002201
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/t1/tbl1/en/tv.action?pid=2710002201
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greater engagement with SSHRC across SSHRC programs compared with the AMIS population. In 
addition, during the data cleaning phase of this analysis, it was discovered that some of the researchers 
in the SSHRC CCV sample started out as a SSH researcher, but may have shifted toward a STEM discipline 
as their career progressed. As the total publication history was assessed regardless of discipline, there 
may be some misclassification of researchers, which could bias the results. There was no attempt to 
control for these biases in the sample. However, respondent disciplinary affiliations in SSH and 
representation by stage of career were later confirmed through the survey. 

Given skew to younger researchers, a weighted analysis of the CCV data was conducted to compensate 
for bias in age, with the result producing a slightly higher estimate of proportion published through a 
Canadian channel than unweighted analysis. The weighted analysis is reported in the evaluation findings 
above. 

Document and Literature Reviews 
Five focused reviews of documents and peer-reviewed literature were conducted over the course of the 
evaluation. Three reviews took place in Phase 1 to identify and summarize relevant findings from 
previous studies related to ASJ: these were used as a supplementary line of evidence on their relevance 
and performance. These reviews also identified options for evaluation indicators for Phase 2. Two 
reviews were focused on question 5 of the evaluation related to alternative approaches. The fourth 
review was conducted in Phase 2, focused on EDI. 

 1. Relevance review: scholarly literature and funding program documentation related to funding to 
scholarly publishing in Canada (n=22) 

 2. Performance review: past evaluations and studies specific to ASJ and ASP (n=7) 
 3. Alternatives review: peer reviewed literature published 2016-May 2019 on government 

interventions to advance OA publishing (n=69). 
 4. Review of literature on the use of article-processing charges (APCs) for OA publication in SSH 

journals, international benchmarks (n=7). 
 5. EDI review: SSHRC and Tri-agency documents on EDI and ASJ/ASP program documentation 

related to objectives and program collection of monitoring data (n=8) 

Literature review (Government funding approaches for OA) 
This review focused on articles in peer-reviewed journals published between January 2016 and May 
201970 that describe funding approaches used by government agencies that have explicit objectives to 
support open access research dissemination. For relevance and feasibility, the review was scoped to 
include only government funding initiatives. It did not attempt to cover policy initiatives. 

                                                            

70 The time span was set because peer-reviewed publications appearing in 2016 would likely be based on research 
conducted 2013-14, or more than five years before the time of this evaluation. Given the rapid pace of 
technological change, the interest is in more current research. 
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The review was intended to provide descriptive information for use by program stakeholders on the 
following questions. These questions guided the review: 

As reported in recent peer-reviewed journal articles: 

 1. What are the most prominent funding approaches used by other government agencies to 
promote open access research dissemination? 

 2. Why have these approaches been chosen (i.e., primary reported rationale, if given)?  
 3. What are the reported advantages and/or disadvantages associated with each approach? 

The literature search was undertaken in four steps: Title review (n=286), Abstract review (n=90), Full 
text review (n=80), Additions from reference lists of included articles (n=3). A final dataset of 69 articles 
was included in the review. 

Synthesis  
Relevant data were extracted from the articles following a pre-set coding framework in NVivo. The 
coded data were then condensed into a data display matrix to isolate information related to the guiding 
questions. A narrative descriptive synthesis of the results was developed from the matrix. 

Limitations 
This review did not assess the included studies for methodological quality and it did not conduct an 
analytical comparison of content (for example, between international and Canadian sources). Not all the 
articles in this review are based on empirical research; some are commentaries. The review was not 
designed to include a critical analysis, interpretation or evaluative judgement of article content, and 
does not present recommendations.  

Much of the peer-reviewed literature on the topic of OA and government intervention focuses on 
natural and health sciences and does not discuss social sciences or humanities. Items that focused 
exclusively on natural or health sciences publishing were excluded unless they also mentioned other 
fields and/or explicitly referenced policy or funding programs in Canada. This was to ensure the 
relevance of the results to SSHRC and the SSH domain. Most of the included literature focuses on 
countries other than Canada. Applicability to the Canadian context is tentative. 

Surveys 
Three surveys were conducted in Phase 2 of the ASJ-ASPP evaluation, one for each of three populations: 

 1. Canadian SSH journal editors;  
 2. Canadian scholarly publishers funded by ASPP; and 
 3. Canadian SSH researchers who have published through a Canadian scholarly journal or book 

publisher. 

The purpose of these surveys was to complement and build on Phase 1 results by addressing gaps in 
Phase 1 data and assessing whether factors identified in Phase 1 qualitative analysis can be generalized 
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across subgroups and populations of interest. The journal editor survey applied to ASJ only. The 
publisher survey applied only to ASP. The researcher survey applied to both funding opportunities.  

A total of 132 editors fully completed the survey for ASJ, which accounts for 46% of the total estimated 
population (N=286). The margin of error (95%) is 6%, which is generally considered appropriate for 
survey data. 

314 researchers fully completed the researcher survey, which is 32% of the population sample (n=991). 
The margin of error (95%) is 5%, which is also appropriate for survey data: this indicates that if the 
results were generalized to the population, the range of values above and below the survey value should 
fall within 5%. However, as noted above, both populations are heterogeneous. The results may be less 
generalizable to some subgroups within the population. 

More information on the editor and researcher surveys are provided below. 

Editor survey 

The editor survey was distributed to lead editors of Canadian SSH scholarly journals for whom valid 
contact information could be identified and whose journals met basic requirements from ASJ eligibility 
criteria (N=286). 

The survey instrument was developed through multiple rounds and was twice live piloted via interviews 
to improve response process validity. A revised draft of the survey instrument was reviewed by the 
Evaluation Advisory Committee. The instrument was further adjusted based on feedback from the EAC 
review. The survey was translated into French and programmed for online use in Interceptum, a 
Canadian survey hosting platform, in January 2020. The survey was launched on January 24, 2020 and 
remained open until February 25, 2020. 

Table 5. ASJ Editor Survey Completion Rate and Margin of Error 

ASJ Editor Survey 

Population  286 

Number of editors disqualified for indicating that they are not now, nor 
have they recently been, an editor of a Canadian scholarly journal 2 

Number of surveys abandoned 21 

Completed surveys 132 

% Complete 46% 

Margin of error (95%) 6% 
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Researcher Survey 

The population was defined as SSH researchers affiliated with Canadian institutions, who have used 
Canadian journals or book publishers as a publication channel. This population definition was used to 
enable a response sample large enough for subgroup analysis of potential differences in the use of 
Canadian publication channels (e.g., by career stage, language or disciplinary affiliation). 

To respect the limited scope of this evaluation, the researcher sample was drawn from two available 
administrative data sources: 

 1. Canadian SSH researchers with Canadian publication records in the SSHRC Canadian Common 
CV (CCV) database.  

To estimate an appropriate sample size for the survey, a pilot study using the SSHRC CCV data 
was completed. Based on the results, a sample of 1,500 was drawn from the CCV data using 
simple random sampling to be representative of the total study population. Individuals with no 
Canadian affiliation and no publication history were removed, along with researchers who had 
not published in a Canadian journal or through a Canadian book publisher. This left a sample of 
865 researchers. 

 2. ASP applicants in the years 2016 and 2017. These were included in the sample to ensure 
sufficient representation of researchers published with Canadian scholarly book publishers. 
These application years were chosen to allow time for submitted books (successful and not 
successful) to have been published. Both successful and not successful applicants were included. 
Applicant data were provided by the FHSS from the ASPP administrative database (n=522). 91 
Individuals not affiliated with a Canadian institution were removed from the list, and a random 
sample of 50% was then extracted (n=215). 27 records were excluded due to duplication or 
because a valid email address could not be identified (n=188). 
 

The ASP and CCV lists (n=1053) were compared to identify duplicates before merging the lists. The list 
was also compared to the list for the ASJ editor survey to ensure researchers would not be surveyed 
twice: 24 duplicates were removed (n=1029). 

The initial invitation to the sample generated 36 automated replies from individuals on leave (e.g., 
sabbatical, parental, medical, unspecified). One additional individual was removed because a valid email 
address could not be found. The final sample of 993 was then transferred to Ference & Company for 
survey administration. 

The survey instrument was developed collaboratively between Ference & Company and the SSHRC 
Evaluation Division, with input from the EAC, between November 2019 and January 2020. As the 
Evaluation Division and Evaluation Advisory Committee contain members who are researchers with 
publications in Canadian channels, live pilots with external researchers were not conducted. The survey 
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was translated into French and programmed for online use in the survey software Interceptum. Online 
testing of the survey in English and French was conducted internally over multiple rounds at the end of 
January. An online pilot in English was conducted in January with a Canadian SSH researcher. In early 
February, the French version of the survey was piloted by a Francophone Canadian SSH researcher. This 
pilot generated no further changes. 

The survey was soft-launched on February 14, 2020. The survey was fully launched on February 18, 
2020. A reminder email was sent to all recipients who had not already completed the survey on 
February 24, March 2 and March 6, 2020.  The survey closed on March 10, 2020. 

Approximately one-third (32%) of researchers in the population sample fully completed the survey. Four 
researchers responded but were disqualified and 23 did not complete the entire survey; their responses 
are not included in any analyses. The margin of error of 5% indicates that when generalizing the results 
of the survey to the population, the range of values above and below the survey value is 5%.  

Table 6: ASJ-ASPP Researcher Survey Completion Rate and Margin of Error 

ASJ-ASPP Researcher Survey 

Population (Sample) 28 000 (991) 

Number of researchers disqualified for indicating that they are not a 
researcher in SSH or affiliated with a Canadian institution 4 

Number of surveys abandoned 23 

Completed surveys 314 

% Complete 32% 

Margin of error (95%) 5% 
 

Survey Analysis 

Closed-ended responses 
Survey data were extracted from the survey platform to MS Excel format. Data were cleaned and 
verified for analysis in SPSS. Analysis of the closed-ended responses was conducted by Ference & 
Company. 

Significance testing: 

Significance testing for variations in survey responses in the researcher survey was undertaken using 
appropriate tests, including independent-samples t-test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and chi-
square test of independence in SPSS.  

The editor survey was conducted with a small, finite population, and all members were included in the 
frame. Where subgroup sizes fell below the minimum, techniques specific to small samples or finite 
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populations were applied (e.g., Fisher’s exact test or incorporating the finite population correction 
factor in the journal editor survey)71. 

Open-ended responses: 
Open comment responses were extracted from the survey platform to MS Excel format. Respondent 
attributes (e.g., unique ID, subgroup membership status) were also extracted. Survey data were then 
imported to NVivo for analysis by SSHRC’s Evaluation Division. 

The data were coded inductively into categories by evaluation question. Once all records had been 
coded, the contents in the categories were reviewed for internal consistency, distinctiveness from other 
categories, and to confirm the representativeness of the category label to content held in the category 
node. Where necessary, content was disaggregated into subcategories to improve internal consistency, 
categories were merged when insufficiently distinct or underpopulated, and category labels were 
modified to better reflect the final content set. Where a comparison by subgroup was relevant, a 
crosstab query was used to obtain reference and respondent counts (frequencies) by subgroup for each 
node category. 

                                                            

71 A finite population correction (FPC) can be applied to variance estimates when a sample is drawn from a finite 
population without replacement. The FPC is used when not all data from a finite population is included, but when 
it accounts for a large sampling fraction (when the number of respondents relative to the population size is large). 
For a complete census, the FPC = 0 and for a sample of a very large population, the FPC approaches 1. The FPC for 
the editor survey is SQRT ((N-n)/(N-1) = .74. See e.g., Lohr (2009) or 
http://methods.sagepub.com/Reference/encyclopedia-of-survey-research-methods/n191.xml 
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