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Evaluation Index of Humanities and Social Sciences Research Achievements and Its Theoretical Base
Ren Quan’ e  (Center for Documentation and Information, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing, 100732)

Abstract  The evaluation theory element for research achievements of humanity and social science is axiology.
Philosophy axiology shows us that evaluation at first should be the choice for evaluation subject. From economics axiology
we can interpret the value source, such as research basic, fund and human resources. The evaluation standard involves
innovation idea, research basic, academy value and social value. The components of evaluation index includes five as-
pects, such as imovational degiee, completeness, academic or social value and research investment.
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