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Productivity in academia is largely measured by faculty members’ number of 

publications (Barner, Holosko, Thyer, & King, 2015, p. 6).  Scholarly output also affects career 

trajectories in promotion and merit ratings.  Gender discrepancies throughout academia have 

been noted in terms of hiring and promotion (Hopkins, Jawitz, McCarty, Goldman, & Basu, 

2013).  This pattern has been observed in cross-national studies (Toren, 2001).  The reasons for 

these disparities are not easy to explain and may be attributed to a combination of factors.  

Focusing on the unique cultural dynamics within a specific country and discipline will contribute 

to our understanding of these factors.  Research on Israeli faculty has found gender differences in 

studies that are cross-discipline and discipline specific (Toren, 2001; Peritz, 1989).  In this study, 

we examine the role of gender and rank in regards to the h-index of Israeli social work faculty.  

Bibliometrics 

With the emphasis on quantity of publications comes an increased need to assess the 

importance of faculty publications.  Bibliometrics is a measure of academic productivity.  

Bibliometrics can be used to measure the productivity of entire universities, specific 

departments, and individual researchers (Linton, Tierney, & Walsh, 2011).  Taylor (2011) 

concluded that bibliometrics enhance the traditional peer-review process of assessing the quality 

of research.  In addition, Holden, Rosenberg, and Barker (2005) have suggested that 

bibliometrics can be a supplemental tool for academic departments when they are making 

decisions about hiring, tenure, and promotions.  However, bibliometrics have been critiqued for 

bias towards the publication patterns of certain academic disciplines, as well as the languages of 

the publications (Hicks, 1999; Diem & Wolter, 2013).  For example, Hicks (1999) noted that 

some bibliometric indices only reference refereed journal articles.  This puts researchers in fields 

where books are valued at a disadvantage.  In addition to citation approaches, some researchers 
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have noted that the journal quality is also an important factor in tenure and hiring decisions for 

social work faculty, and that an explicit hierarchy may exist in regards to which journals are 

considered desirable to publish in (Sellers, Mathiesen, Perry, & Smith, 2004; Sellers, Smith, 

Mathiesen, & Perry, 2010).  For example, over two-thirds of the most highly cited journal 

articles in social work appeared in only four journals (Hodge, Lacasse, & Benson, 2012).   

A study by Yitzhaki (1998) showed that writers were more likely to cite material written 

in their native language as opposed to a non-native language.  This means that if the majority of 

researchers in one discipline speak English, then the citation numbers will reflect this bias as 

opposed to being a measure of quality.  According to the website for the software program 

Publish or Perish (PoP), Google Scholar has difficulty providing an accurate citation count for 

articles written in languages other than English, as well as for books or citations in books 

(Harzing, 2016).  The website goes on to state that because non-English articles and books are 

more prominent in the humanities than in the traditional sciences, the citation metrics in the 

humanities for materials written in languages other than English will always be underestimated. 

H-index scores are a measure of bibliometrics that are often used in the social sciences 

(Barner et al., 2015; Geraci, Balsis, & Busch, 2015; Hodge & Lacasse, 2011).  Hirsch (2005) 

explained the concept of an h-index by stating “A scientist has index h if h of his/her Np papers 

have at least h citations each, and the other (Np − h) papers have no more than h citations each”.  

For example, a researcher will have an h-index of 23 if he has 23 citations that have been cited at 

least 23 times.  If the same researcher has 23 citations that have been cited 60 times each, the 

author will still have an h-index of 23.  A researcher with 22 citations that have been cited 23 

times and a 23rd citation cited 22 times would have an h-index of 22.  

Academia in Israel 
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 We should note that few studies have been done on Israeli faculty that examine that role 

of rank and gender across disciplines.  In 1991, Toren described unique conditions of the 

working environment in Israeli universities.  First, she noted that all faculty members have a PhD 

or equivalent degree, and that salaries vary little within the same rank.  She also noted that the 

small amount of variance in teaching loads for faculty could be attributed to rank, not gender.  

Finally, she notes that working conditions, salaries, and academic rank are equivalent for all 

Israeli universities.   

In 1998, Poole and Bornholt conducted a cross-cultural comparison study of the career 

development of academics in Israel, Great Britain, Sweden, Australia, Mexico, Germany, Hong 

Kong, and the United States.  They found that found that salary equivalency between male and 

female faculty members is a factor that distinguishes Israel from universities in other countries, 

particularly Australia and the United States.  The authors also found that female faculty members 

in Israel were more likely to value teaching over research than their female counterparts in 

Australia, Great Britain, Sweden, and the United States.  Poole and Bornholt also found greater 

gender differences in the value that male and female Israeli faculty placed on research than in 

any other country.  Several additional factors distinguish the academic environment in Israel 

from that of other countries.  The following sections focus on the role of gender and rank in 

academia from a general perspective, as well as on qualities that are unique to Israel.   

Gender & Ranking 

Studies over time have shown that women are less productive than men in terms of 

research output (Geraci, 2010; Toutkoushian, 1999).  Several explanations have been proposed 

to account for these differences, including issues of gender discrimination, as well as traditional 

gendered roles of marriage and childcare.  Furthermore, Toren and Kraus (1987) have posited 
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that gendered differences are more apparent in academic fields where women are found in 

greater percentages than are men.  

Faculty in Israel fall into one of four ranks: Lecturer, Senior Lecturer (the rank at which 

tenure is typically granted), Associate Professor, and Full Professor (Toren, 1987).  In regards to 

gender discrimination, Toren (1988) found that many female Full Professors in Israel denied the 

effects of gender discrimination when they were asked about the gender disparity in academia.  

However, gender, rather than publication number, was found to be an accurate predictor of 

faculty promotions (Toren, 1998).  Toren noted that in the 1992, women were awarded 39% of 

doctoral degrees, yet they composed 16% of the tenure-track positions and more frequently 

occupied junior or non-tenured positions.  However, many factors could account for this 

discrepancy.   

 It may seem reasonable to attribute the gender disparities in academic publishing to the 

time-consuming nature of traditional female roles like marriage and children.  In regards to 

childcare responsibilities for female professors in Israel, Toren (1991) found that mothers had 

higher publication rates than their female colleagues with no children.  However, more recent 

results from research that examined the productivity of sociology and linguistics professors from 

the United States contradict these findings (Hunter & Leahey, 2010).  The latter study found a 

correlation between having children and lower scholarly productivity for female academics in 

these fields.    

Attitudes towards marriage also distinguish Israel from other countries.  In 1991, Toren 

reported that the proportion of unmarried women in Israel was lower than that of the United 

States.  These findings may be due in part to the unique cultural attitudes that Israelis have 

towards family.  The “centrality and stability” (p. 686) of Israeli families have historically been 
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noted by Peres and Katz (1981), who found lower rates of divorce and higher rates of births and 

marriages in Israel over a 30-year time period, as compared to other Western countries.  Toren 

(1991) highlights the unique cultural perspective of academic women in Israel by stating “there 

is no hint that there is a real alternative to family and children; what these women do is to add the 

professional academic role to their household and family roles, and cope with both” (p. 664).  

 Research has indicated that women in the “hard sciences” may be more likely to be 

promoted than are women in the “soft sciences” (Toren & Kraus, 1987), which would include 

social work.  Social work is a female dominated profession (Holosko, Barner, & Allen, 2015).  

Schilling, Morrish, and Liu (2006) reported that women comprised 85% or more of students who 

earned BSW and MSW degrees, as well as 75% of PhD graduates.  Furthermore, their results 

indicated that nearly two-thirds of social work faculty members are female.  A more recent study 

found that 65% of all American social work faculties with tenure-track positions are female 

(Carter, Smith, & Osteen, in press).  The authors in this study also found that men had higher h-

index scores than women at every faculty rank.  The variance in h-index scores due to rank was 

notable but variability based on gender was limited.  However, these studies only examined 

social work faculty from the United States and cannot be generalized to other countries.  

Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to address the lack of existing literature examining the 

roles of gender and rank on the productivity of Israeli social work faculty.  This study compared 

the gender and rank on h-index scores for social work faculty in Israel.  The first research 

question was “are there were differences in the h-index of male versus female social work 

professors?”  The second question asked, “is faculty rank associated with variability in h-index 
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scores for social work doctoral faculty?”  The third question inquired, “does an interaction effect 

exist between gender and faculty rank as they relate to h-index scores?”  

Methods 

Data Sources 

This study attempted to obtain information on all (N = 126) tenure-track social work 

faculty with doctoral and related professional degrees (i.e., PhD, DSW, EdD, MD, JD) who are 

employed at an Israeli university offering a doctoral level social work degree.  These institutions 

are Bar Ilan University, Ben Gurion University, Haifa University, the Hebrew University of 

Jerusalem, and Tel Aviv University.  Faculty identifiers (i.e., name, rank, and gender) were 

collected from the respective websites of these five universities. 

Procedure 

Only tenured or tenure-track faculty members were included in our study population.  

Faculty rank was identified from program webpages or vitae.  If faculty rank was not listed on 

either of these places, the authors searched ResearchGate, LinkedIn, and Google Scholar 

profiles.  

There are four categories that are inclusive of tenure-track positions in Israel: Lecturers, 

Senior Lecturers, Associate Professors, and Full Professors, with tenure beginning at the level of 

Senior Lecturer (Toren, 1998; Toren, 1993).  The Lecturer position in Israel is considered to be 

equivalent to the American Assistant Professor (Toren, 1991).  Therefore, if a faculty member 

was listed as an Assistant Professor, they were included under the category of Lecturer.  Gender 

of faculty members was determined via name association, visual inspection of profile photos, 

and the use of personal pronouns.  Gender was rated as a dichotomous variable and placed into 

either male or female categories. 
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The impact of faculty publications was assessed using h-index scores.  The PoP program 

was used to collect h-index scores (Harzing, 2016).  PoP “is a software program that retrieves 

and analyzes academic citations.  It uses Google Scholar and (since release 4.1) Microsoft 

Academic Search to obtain the raw citations” (Harzing, 2016, para. 2).  The timeframe of h-

index collection was from July 19, 2016 to July 23, 2016.  The Google Scholar database was 

manually searched as a reliability check for the h-index scores obtained by the PoP program.  H-

index scores were recorded from faculty webpages who maintained a Google Scholar profile.  

When a faculty member did not have a profile, their h-index score was obtained by manually 

searching the Google Scholar database for the person’s publication name.  If these methods were 

not successful, search terms were used that were related to the faculty member’s stated discipline 

or subject area.   A second coder performed an additional reliability check of PoP scores with a 

random selection of 20% of faculty members; inter-rater reliability was .97 (p < .001).   

Two universities had websites that were meant primarily for Hebrew readers.  If the 

website did not have an option for English translation, Google Translate was used to collect 

information.  However, errors were noted in the transliteration of faculty names.  When this 

occurred, the authors searched for the correct publication name and university department 

affiliation by a combination of a curriculum vitae and search terms related to the faculty 

member’s stated interest or discipline.  If no publication data were available, the authors used 

every combination of English letters that corresponded to the phonetic Hebrew pronunciation of 

a faculty member’s name.   

Many female faculty had hyphenated last names.  The authors searched for their h-index 

by using a combination of both names, and attempted to confirm the validity of the h-index score 
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by comparing the relevant publications to those listed on the faculty member’s university profile 

and/or vita, when available.   

Results 

The total population of eligible faculty members was 126.  The authors were unable to 

obtain information on the academic rank of 34 faculty members leaving a sample of 92 (n = 92) 

eligible faculty members.  Gender information was available for all of these individuals. 

The sample consisted of 23 Lecturers, 19 Senior Lecturers, 21 Associate Professors, and 29 Full 

Professors.  Women accounted for 70% (n = 64) of the faculty positions in the sample.  The 

number of women in the sample was larger than men (n = 28) at every level of faculty rank.  Of 

the women in the sample, 25% (n = 16) were Lecturers, 20% (n = 13) were Senior Lecturers, 

27% (n = 17) were Associate Professors, and 28% (n = 18) were Full Professors.  For men, 7 

were Lecturers, 6 were Senior Lecturers, and 4 were Associate Professors.  Women (n = 18) and 

men (n = 11) were more frequently Full Professors than any other rank.   

H-index scores ranged from 1 to 15 for Lecturers (M = 5.35, SD = 4.02, Mdn = 4.00, 95% 

CI: 3.61, 7.09), from 0 to 21 for Senior Lecturers (M = 8.79, SD = 6.11, Mdn = 9.00, 95% CI: 

5.85, 11.73), from 1 to 24 for Associate Professors (M = 13.10, SD = 6.43, Mdn = 14.00, 95% 

CI: 10.17, 16.02), and from 0 to 62 for Full Professors (M = 22.41, SD = 12.58, Mdn = 20.00, 

95% CI: 17.63, 27.20).   

H-index scores ranged from 0 to 62 for female faculty members (M = 10.09, SD = 10.03, 

Mdn = 7.00, 95% CI: 7.98, 12.20).  Male faculty h-index scores ranged from 2 to 47 (M = 13.39, 

SD = 11.16, Mdn = 11.50, 95% CI: 9.61, 17.17).  On average, the h-index for men was 3.30 

points higher (M =13.39, SD = 11.162, Mdn = 11.50, 95% CI: 9.61, 17.17) than women across 

all tenure-track faculty ranks.  Descriptive information is summarized in Table 1.   
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Rank explained more variance in h-index (ηp
2 = .39) than gender (ηp

2 = .001) and the 

interaction between rank and gender (ηp
2 = .02).  A mean plot of the interaction is provided in 

Figure 1.  Rank had a statistically significant effect (p < .001) on h-index scores.  There were no 

statistically significant differences in h-index based on gender (p = .76) or the interaction 

between rank and gender (p = .65). 

Discussion 

 Faculty rank accounted for the most variance in h-index scores for both genders.  

Because h-indices reflect cumulative citations, it is not surprising that higher ranking faculty 

have the largest number of cited publications.  However, it is more difficult to explain the 

differences attributed to gender.   

There was a 3.30 difference in average h-index scores between male and female faculty 

members.  Men had higher h-index scores than women at the rank of Lecturer and Full Professor.  

However, the gender gap was reversed at the rank of Senior Lecturer and Associate Professor; 

female Senior Lecturer and Associate Professors had higher h-index scores than their male 

counterparts.  This is in contrast to a study of American social work faculty, in which men were 

found to have higher h-index scores across all faculty rank (Carter et al., in press).  Overall, the 

fact that gender did not have a statistically significant impact on h-index scores may reflect 

recent trends indicating that the gender gap is narrowing in some areas of academia (Williams & 

Ceci, 2015).   

The discrepancy at the Full Professor rank may be explained by gender differences in 

regards to the length of time that Israeli professors have spent in their academic careers.  In 

analyzing her results from a previous study of female Full Professors (Toren & Kraus, 1987), 

Toren (1991) suggested that Israeli female faculty are likely to delay their careers to get married 
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and have children at early ages.  Furthermore, her results indicated that academics tend to 

publish less during the early stages of their careers.  Therefore, it is possible that the gap in h-

index scores among Full Professors is due to Israeli women delaying the start of their career to 

begin a family, and thus having less time to publish as many articles as their male counterparts.  

If so, this would be consistent with evidence of women attaining the Full Professor rank at later 

stages in their career than men (Geraci et al., 2015).  However, we did not collect data on age, 

and we were not able to test this hypothesis.   

Limitations 

The authors were also unable to collect information about the h-index, gender, and/or 

rank of individual faculty members.  Because it was not possible to obtain the rank of each 

faculty member in the sample, it is possible that this study included ineligible faculty members 

(e.g., non-tenure-track faculty).  Although the authors attempted to obtain information on the 

ranking system of Israeli faculty, it is possible that inaccuracies still existed.  The number of 

faculty for whom academic rank was inaccessible also limits the certainty of conclusions from 

this sample.   

Conclusions 

The study sample included over 70% of the tenure-track social work faculty who were at 

doctoral institutions in Israel.  In contrast to differences attributed to faculty rank, observed 

discrepancies in gender were not statistically significant.  These finding were in contrast to a 

similar study conducted in the United States (Carter et al., in press).  Future research in this area 

should examine these differences from a cultural perspective in regards to attitudes on gender, 

family, and women in the workforce.   
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There can be little doubt that gendered differences are real and not a statistical artifact.  

Interpreting these differences however is another question.  With reporting the results of a survey 

of every social work professor, there is no need to infer gender differences even with the small 

number that exists in departments of social work.  Ultimately, the differences in gender and rank 

may not be as important as collecting ethnographic interviews to ascertain which contextual 

variables provide the best explanation for the results of this study.    
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