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ABSTRACT 

 

This report is divided in three chapters followed by a conclusion and some recommendations. 

The first chapter is an of overview some of the different initiatives in Europe that are using 

databases for research evaluation, complementary to commercial ones like Web of Science or 

Scopus. Systems as CRISTIN in Norway, or VABB-SSH in Flanders are presented and 

analyzed with regard to their functionalities, especially in terms of information about books. 

The second chapter deals with research evaluation in Europe, as well as with scholars’ opinions 

on the role, importance and weight of books. The third chapter focuses on the impact of 

research evaluation protocols on publication habits, and more precisely on book publishing. 
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Preliminaries	
	

The	call	for	projects	published	by	ANVUR	in	September	2014	listed	the	following	questions	to	
be	answered	with	regards	to	the	role	of	books	in	non-bibliometric	areas:	
1°	 The	 evolution	 of	 publication	 habits	 in	 non-bibliometric	 areas,	 with	 special	 attention	 paid	 to	 the	
impact	of	evaluation	procedures/	exercises,	and	to	the	ratio	books/	papers	in	journals.	
2°	Existing	book	typologies.	
3°	Existing	book	weighting	systems.	
4°	Possibilities	of	classification	of	publishers/	collections	of	publishing	houses.	
5°	The	use	of	book	reviews	for	book	evaluation.	
6°	International	initiatives	to	reinforce	peer	reviews.	
The	ROBINba	project	proposed	to	answer	these	questions	by	combining	qualitative	and	quantitative	
methods	consisting	on	 the	one	hand	 in	analysing	publication	data	with	a	 focus	on	books	and	on	 the	
other	hand	through	organizing	interviews	with	SSH	scholars	and	SSH	publishers.		
The	 outcome	 of	 these	 activities	 would	 be	 a	 report	 organized	 in	 three	 chapters,	 addressing	 the	
following	topics:	 facts	about	book	publishing,	 typologies	and	publication	habits	(chapter	1);	national	
evaluation	 systems	 and	 opinions	 about	 books	 (chapter	 2);	 impact	 of	 research	 evaluation	 on	
publication	habits	(chapter	3).	
We	 see	 this	 very	much	 as	 a	 pilot	 study,	which	 is	 broad	 enough	 to	 provide	 preliminary	 results,	 but	
which	largely	sets	out	a	research	protocol	for	a	wider	study.	
	
	
The	Team	
	
The	group	of	researchers	presenting	this	project	is	composed	by	three	different	groups:	the	first	group	
(Tiziana	Lippiello,	Achille	Giacometti,	Antonella	Basso	with	the	cooperation	of	Giulia	Baccini	and	Sonia	
Favi)	 is	based	at	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice,	which	acted	as	coordinator	of	 the	project	 (Tiziana	
Lippiello).	This	 specific	university	has	been	very	active	 in	 the	past	 few	years	 in	 the	general	 issue	of	
research	evaluation,	and	notably	in	the	field	of	SSH,	as	part	of	the	strategic	plan	of	the	University.	It	has	
organized	 several	 international	 meetings	 and	 workshops	 in	 Venice,	 including	 one	 specifically	
addressing	 the	 issue	 of	 research	 evaluation	 in	 social	 sciences	 and	 humanities	
(http://www.unive.it/media/allegato/divisione_ricerca/programma_def.pdf).	 The	 Venice	 working	
group	was	 formed	by	people	well	acquainted	with	 the	 topic	of	 the	call,	 as	detailed	 in	 the	CVs	of	 the	
single	components.		
The	second	group	(Francesco	Orilia,	Bianca	Sulpasso,	Elena	di	Giovanni	with	the	cooperation	of	Laura	
Celani,	Giuseppina	Larocca,	Agnese	Morettini),	 based	at	Macerata	University,	 has	been	 collaborating	
with	the	Ca’	Foscari	group	on	the	 issue	of	evaluation	 in	humanities	 in	 the	past	couple	of	years.	Note	
that	both	Ca’	Foscari	and	Macerata	Universities	are	particularly	 sensitive	 to	 the	 issue	of	 the	present	
call,	both	being	significantly	oriented	toward	humanities.		
The	project	team	was	composed	by	the	above	mentioned	Italian	groups	(Venice,	Macerata)	and	by	a	
third	group	based	in	France	(Geoffrey	Williams,	Ioana	Galleron,	University	of	South	Brittany,	France).	
Geoffrey	Williams	and	Ioana	Galleron		coordinate	the	EvalHum	network	(http://www.evalhum.eu),	to	
which	both	Ca’	Foscari	University	and	the	University	of	Macerata	are	associated.	EvalHum	represents	
the	driving	force	towards	promoting	all	aspects	of	research	in	SSH,	including	innovation	and	societal	
impact,	though	improved	evaluation	protocols	that	take	into	account	the	specificities	of	Social	Sciences	
and	 Humanities	 research.	 Member	 of	 EvalHum	 were	 behind	 the	 proposal	 that	 led	 to	 the	 recently	
launched	COST	action	CA15137	ENRESSH	–	European	Network	for	Research	Evaluation	in	the	Social	
Sciences	and	Humanities.	Geoffrey	Williams	is	the	President	of	EvalHum,	whilst	Ioana	Galleron	is	chair	
of	the	ENRESSH	COST	action.	This	action	aims	to	create	a	fertile	and	favourable	environment	that	will	
foster	 a	well	 balanced	approach	and	a	number	of	new	 joint	 activities	 in	 addition	 to	 those	 that	have	
already	been	implemented.		
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This	report	is	divided	in	three	chapters	followed	by	a	conclusion	and	some	recommendations.		
	

The	 first	 chapter	 will	 overview	 some	 of	 the	 different	 initiatives	 in	 Europe	 that	 are	 using	
databases	for	research	evaluation	and	which	are	complementary	to	the	commercial	databases	as	Web	
of	Science	or	Scopus.	Systems	as	CRISTIN	in	Norway,	or	VABB-SSH	in	Flanders	will	be	presented	and	
analysed	with	 regard	 to	 their	 functionalities,	 especially	 in	 terms	of	 information	about	books.	 In	 this	
chapter,	we	examine	some	current	book	typologies,	in	particular	those	of	the	Nordic	countries,	which	
in	 fact	 do	 not	 operate	 very	 precise	 distinctions	 between	 book	 typologies.	 We	 shall	 consider	 the	
“academic	monographs”	 and	 “scientific	 books”	 produced	 by	 scholars	 and	 compared	 the	 Norwegian	
system	 with	 the	 Italian	 typology	 definitions.	 Book	 weighting	 in	 Norway	 and	 in	 Flanders	 will	 be	
considered	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 whilst	 on	 the	 other,	 the	 Hispanic	 SPI	 database	 of	 publishers	 will	 be	
analysed	in	order	to	check	whether	and	how	Italian	scholars	from	Hispanic	areas	(L-LIN/05,	L-LIN/06,	
L-LIN/07)	publish	in	the	publishing	houses	ranked	in	the	SPI	database.	
The	 Italian	 information	 system	will	 be	 set	 against	 these	 benchmarks,	 and	 recommendations	will	 be	
made	for	its	improvement.		
	 The	 second	 chapter	will	 be	 divided	 in	 two	 sections:	 the	 first	 section	will	 deal	with	 research	
evaluation	 in	 Europe,	 according	 to	 three	 systems:	 1.	 Qualitative	 systems	 (UK,	 The	 Netherlands,	
Ireland),	2.	Quantitative	systems	(Czech	Republic,	Poland);	3.	Data-base	systems	(Denmark,	Flanders,	
Finland,	Norway,	Spain)	and	conclude	with	a	description	of	evaluation	 in	Russia.	The	second	section	
will	deal	with	“Opinions	on	Books”:	their	role,	their	importance,	their	weight	according	to	the	opinion	
of	scholars’.	Our	sources	of	information	are	the	scholars’	opinions	themselves,	expressed	and	recorded	
during	 the	Kick	 off	meeting	 at	 Ca’	 Foscari	University	 of	Venice	 (CFU),	 held	 in	 January	29,	 2015,	 the	
reports	of	two	focus	groups	at	CFU,	one	focus	group	at	University	of	Macerata	(UM),	and	a	report	on	a	
questionnaire	which	was	sent	to	scholars	in	Italy,	Germany,	China,	Japan	and	Korea	(6946 e-mails were 
sent: Italy 4334, Germany 2612).	The	analyse	mostly	concentrates	on	the	Italian	data,	which	was	more	
consistent	than		that	from	other	above	mentioned	countries.	

The	 third	 chapter	 will	 focus	 on	 the	 impact	 of	 research	 evaluation	 protocols	 on	 publication	
habits,	and	more	precisely	on	book	publishing.		
	
	

Activities	undertaken	

a) Kick-off	meeting	(Venice,	January	2015):	This	both	presented	the	project	to	scholars	from	both	
universities,	 but	was	also	designed	as	a	means	of	obtaining	perspectives	on	book	evaluation	
from	different	disciplines.	The	report	thus	has	been	used	as	a	resource	in	a	qualitative	analysis	
of	attitudes.	

b) Survey	of	publishing	houses.	
c) Survey	 addressed	 to	 Italian	 and	 foreign	 scholars:	 This	 was	 adapted	 from	 a	 survey	 initially	

carried	out	in	France	by	orienting	the	questions	towards	books.	It	was	carried	out	online	and	
has	provided	extensive	qualitative	and	quantitative	data.	

d) Mid-project	meeting	(September	2015).	
e) Extractions	of	data.	
f) Meeting	University	of	Macerata	(January,	2016)	

The	 Research	 Office	 of	 Ca’	 Foscari	 provided,	 at	 the	 end	 of	 September	 2015,	 an	 Excel	 file	 called	
“20150921_PUBBLI2004-2014”.	The	 file	 contains	all	 the	publications	of	 scholars	 in	Ca’	Foscari	 from	
scientific	areas	10	and	11,	split	by	categories	(monographs,	papers,	translations,	etc.),	on	a	period	of	
eleven	years	(2004	to	2014).	

University	of	Macerata	sent,	at	the	beginning	of	October	2015,	an	excel	file	with	the	number	of	
scholars	 per	 area	 and	 scientific	 discipline	 (file	 “dati_digiovanni.xls”).	 The	 file	 contained	 no	
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bibliographical	 information,	 and	 could	 not	 be	 exploited	 as	 such.	 However,	 after	 a	 second	 project	
meeting,	 in	Macerata	 (January	22,	2016),	an	appropriate	extraction	was	provided.	The	data	was	not	
presented	exactly	in	the	same	format	as	in	Ca’	Foscari,	and	needed	some	pre-processing,	but	they	did	
allow	a	comparison	between	publication	habits	in	the	two	universities	over	the	same	period	of	time.	
	

g) Project	meeting	and	workshop	(Macerata,	January	2016)	
h) Focus	groups	
i) Final	meeting	(Paris,	April	2016)	

Several	 Skype	 meetings	 have	 completed,	 along	 the	 life	 of	 the	 project,	 these	 activities,	 and	
allowed	the	exchange	of	information,	harmonisation	of	activities	and	further	planning.	

	

CHAPTER	1		Book	publishing:	facts	
	

This	 chapter	 is	 mainly	 based	 on	 the	 information	 extracted	 from	 the	 research	 information	
systems	 in	 Ca’	 Foscari	 university	 of	 Venice	 (CFU)	 and	 University	 of	 Macerata	 (UMC),	 obtained	 as	
previously	described.	We	will	first	bring	some	methodological	specifications,	focus	on	the	problem	of	
definition	the	project	encountered,	and	the	way	we	solved	it,	before	analysing	the	publication	habits	of	
SSH	scholars,	as	observable	through	data	in	hand.	

	

Methodology	

The	 two	 files	 from	 CFU	 and	 UMC	 were	 merged,	 and	 cleaned	 of	 inconsistencies;	 for	 example,	
some	 publications	 had	 been	 declared	multiple	 times	 (once	 for	 every	 author	 pertaining	 to	 the	 same	
university),	when	they	were	co-authored	by	scholars	from	the	same	institution.	This	duplicated	data	
was	identified	through	the	creation	of	a	supplementary	column	labelled	“Duplicato_prod”,	with	“true”/	
“false”	 values.	 In	 this	way,	 duplicated	 products	 could	 be	 counted	 only	 once	 for	 certain	 calculations,	
while	they	can	still	be	taken	into	consideration	when	counting	the	average	number	of	publications	per	
scholar.	

During	the	lifetime	of	the	project,	two	more	sources	of	information	were	used:	
- a	 file	 with	 complete	 information	 about	 all	 Italian	 SSH	 output	 between	 2010	 and	 2012	
(All_Italy2010-12);		

- a	file	with	outputs	submitted	to	evaluation	in	REF2.	
	

These	 extra-tables	 were	 important	 as	 they	 shed	 a	 new	 light	 on	 data	 from	 Ca’	 Foscari	
University	and	University	of	Macerata.	However,	they	are	not	fully	used	for	building	this	final	report,	
for	both	reasons	of	comparativity	of	data	and	of	permission	to	use	them.	Indeed,	while	the	number	of	
scholars	 covered	 is	 considerably	 higher	 in	 “All_Italy2010-12”,	 the	 period	 of	 declaration	 is	 not	 the	
same.	Similarly,	outputs	submitted	to	REF	are	far	from	covering	the	whole	 intellectual	production	of	
scholars	 from	UK	universities,	 as	all	members	of	 the	 research	staff	 in	 the	HEIs	are	not	 submitted	 to	
evaluation,	while	only	4	publications	from	the	last	6	years	are	demanded	for	the	“REFable”	ones.	We	
were	also	 in	doubt	about	 the	right	we	have	 to	make	references	 to	 “All_Italy2010-12”	 file	within	 this	
(potentially	public)	report.	The	same	applies	to	REF	data,	even	if	the	report	we	have	used	is	supposed	
to	be	public.		
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It	is	to	be	noted	that,	in	the	initial	proposal,	data	from	the	two	Italian	universities	(Ca’	Foscari	
and	 Macerata)	 were	 supposed	 to	 be	 compared	 with	 data	 from	 ANVUR,	 but	 official	 access	 to	 this	
database	was	not	granted	to	scholars	involved	in	the	ROBINBA	project.	This	direction	of	research	had	
therefore	to	be	abandoned,	and	decision	was	taken	to	concentrate	only	on	data	 from	the	two	Italian	
universities	involved	in	the	project.		

Files	 built	 contain	 information	 about	 the	 publications	 of	 319	 scholars	 in	 area	 10	 (to	 be	
compared	with	the	4978	scholars	in	the	“whole_Italy”	file),	and	about	the	publications	of	149	scholars	
in	 area	 11	 (4395	 for	 the	 “whole_Italy”).	 These	 two	 areas	 are	 those	 on	which	 the	 project	 decided	 to	
focus	 as	 most	 representative	 of	 the	 social	 sciences	 and	 the	 humanities,	 while	 the	 law	 disciplines	
covered	 by	 area	 12	 are,	 in	 certain	 academic	 systems,	 considered	 as	 constituting	 a	 separate	 field,	
distinct	from	the	SSH.	The	latter	were	also	treated	in	depth	in	another	ANVUR-funded	project.	In	the	
meantime,	 the	 two	 areas	 are	 representative	 of	 the	 “non-bibliometric	 areas”,	 even	 if	 bibliometric	
measures	may	also	be	debatable	in	other	areas	of	research.		

It	 is	 clear	 that	 the	number	of	 scholars	was	not	 stable	 throughout	 the	 studied	period;	 some	
scholars	 retired,	 moved	 to	 another	 universities,	 or	 have	 been	 recruited	 during	 the	 period,	 but	 we	
cannot	calculate	average	figures	per	year,	as	we	do	not	have	information	about	career	changes;	on	the	
other	hand,	 it	 is	to	be	noted	that	the	“whole_Italy”	data	covers	a	period	of	2	years,	while	we	observe	
publications	 of	 scholars	 active	 over	 a	 period	 of	 10	 years.	 Therefore,	 we	 cannot	 really	 say	 that	 the	
studied	sample	represents	6,4%	out	of	the	total	number	of	scholars	in	area	10,	or	3,3%	in	area	11.	Still,	
it	can	be	considered	that,	 in	spite	of	these	biases,	the	figures	we	handle	are	significant	and	allow	the		
formulation	of	conclusions	about	publication	habits	and	trends.	This	affirmation	is	further	supported	
by	the	observation	that	conclusions	drafted	in	the	first	phase	of	the	project	on	the	basis	of	data	from	
Ca’	 Foscari	 (available	 since	October	 2015)	 have	not	 been	 contradicted	by	 the	 addition	 of	 data	 from	
Macerata	in	February	2016.	

However,	 it	 is	 to	be	noted	that	conclusions	are	more	representative	 in	area	10	than	 in	area	
11.	Also,	it	is	to	be	noted	that	some	disciplines	from	areas	10	and	11	are	not	represented	in	both	Ca’	
Foscari	and	Macerata.	These	disciplines	are:	

	
L-LIN/15	
L-LIN/16	
L-LIN/17	
L-LIN/19	
L-OR/04	
L-OR/06	
L-OR/07	
L-OR/09	
L-OR/14	
L-OR/16	
M-EDF/01	
M-EDF/02	
M-PSI/02	
M-PSI/03	
M-PSI/06	
M-PSI/07	
	
	

When	looking	at	the	number	of	scholars	involved	in	these	disciplines	for	the	entire	of	Italy,	it	
can	 be	 observed	 they	 represent	 only	1.5%	 in	 area	 10;	 therefore,	 these	 “missing”	 scholars	 can	 be	
deemed	as	not	biasing	in	a	significant	way	the	observations.	The	percentage	is	much	higher	in	area	11	
(14,51%),	 but	 it	 concerns	 two	 specific	 fields,	which	 are	 “teaching”	 and	 “psychology”.	 In	both	 cases,	
observation	of	publication	habits	on	the	basis	of	the	output	for	the	entire	Italy	data	from	2010	to	2012	
indicates	a	great	similarity	with	kin	disciplines	from	the	same	area,	included	in	ROBINBA	study,	as	can	
be	observed	by	comparing	the	two	following	tables:	
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Figure	1.	Publications	in	disciplines	M-EDF01,	02	and	M-PSI02,	03,	06,	07	(whole	Italy,	2010-
2012)	
	

	
	
Figure	2.	Publications	 in	disciplines	M-PED01,	02,	03,	04	and	M-PSI01,	04,	05,	08	(CUF	and	
MCU)	

	
It	can	therefore	be	considered	that	the	inclusion	of	these	“missing	disciplines”	from	area	11	

would	not	modify	in	a	significant	way	the	conclusions	built	on	our	incomplete	sample;	however,	this	
confirms	the	necessity	to	have	access	to	a	full	set	of	data	on	a	long	period	so	as	to	set	the	conclusions	
on	a	firm	basis.	

	
Another	methodological	preliminary	of	some	importance	concerns	the	aggregation	of	data	on	

which	this	report	is	based.	Before	detailing	the	decisions	taken,	it	is	however	necessary	to	discuss	the	
larger	question	the	project	has	to	tackle,	which	is	the	definition	of	books.	

	
What	is	a	book?	

	
Although	the	word	is	used	frequently	in	evaluation,	there	is	no	clearly	accepted	definition	as	

to	what	constitutes	a	book,	or	even	the	supposedly	more	precise	term	of	monograph.	It	will	never	be	
possible	 to	 provide	 a	 definitive	 definition	 as	 this	 is	 of	 necessity	 an	 open-class	 and	 definition	 relies	
heavily	 on	 local	 and	 national	 conditions	 as	 well	 as	 discipline	 dependant	 cultures.	 Thus,	 our	 first	
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approach	 is	 to	 eschew	 top-down	 approaches	 in	 order	 to	 obtain	 the	 variety	 of	 perspectives	 and	
attitudes	expressed	by	researchers.	

During	the	focus	groups	and	through	the	surveys	organised,	which	will	be	described	in	more	
detail	 in	 a	 subsequent	 section,	 a	 general	 claim	was	made	by	 SSH	 scholars	 from	different	disciplines	
about	the	importance	of	books:		

	
“In	my	discipline	a	Researcher	A	(three-year	researcher)	must	have	a	monograph,	that	is	
an	 original	 and	 innovative	 study	 or	 an	 edited	 collection	 of	 essays	 as	 a	 starting	 point.”	
(focus	group	CFU,	28.1.2016)	

	
However,	 when	 unfolding	 their	 assumptions	 and	 through	 questioning	 their	 practices,	 it	

appeared	that	it	was	not	very	clear	what	is	actually	to	be	considered	as	a	book.	One	tendency	is	to	limit	
this	category	to	“monographs”,	but	when	scholars	speak	about	their	own	publications,	it	appears	that	
“I	published	a	book	with	OUP”	refers	more	often	 than	not	 to	edited	books.	 In	other	contexts,	 “book”	
can	refer	to	a	catalogue	of	an	exhibition,	or	to	a	“coffee	table”	book,	while	proceedings	will	tend	to	be	
presented	 by	 the	 interviewees	 as	 “non-books”.	 Each	 of	 these	 categories	 raises	 specific	 questions,	
concerning	 their	 precise	 definition	 for	 the	 scholars	 and/	 or	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 taking	 the	 type	 into	
consideration	when	discussing	“the	role	of	books	in	the	non-bibliometric	areas”.	

This	 problem	 is	 not	 alleviated	 when	 dealing	 with	 quantitative	 data,	 as	 differences	 can	 be	
observed	 between	 institutional	 definitions	 of	 book	 categories/	 subcategories,	 and	 between	 these	
definitions	 and	 the	 actual	 practices	 of	 scholars.	 When	 one	 concentrates	 on	 monographs,	 one	 can	
discover	that,	for	ANVUR,	this	category	can	include	textbooks	at	university	level,	even	if	these	are	not	
to	be	taken	into	consideration	for	research	evaluation:	

	
Monografia	o	trattato	scientifico/	Monografia	di	ricerca		
Prima	edizione		
Riedizione/traduzione	Raccolta	di	saggi	propri		
In	maggioranza	inediti		
In	maggioranza	già	editi	Manuale	universitario	specialistico		
Prima	edizione		
Riedizione/traduzione	Altro	(con	specificazione)	

	
But	 from	 the	 top-down	 point	 of	 view	 of	 Bologna	 university	 textbooks	 should	 be	 banned,	

whatever	the	level	and	the	purpose	of	the	declaration,	even	if	the	definition	makes	provision	for	some	
exceptional	(and,	probably,	very	debatable)	cases.	

In	this	typology,	monographs	are:	
	
Contributo	scientifico	su	un	singolo,	ben	definito	argomento	la	cui	trattazione	è	dettagliata	con	
impostazione	 sistematica	 ed	 apertura	 critica	 al	 complessivo	 dibattito	 accademico	 sui	 temi	
trattati.	 L’autore/gli	 autori	 deve/devono	 avere	 responsabilità	 intellettuale	 diretta	 sull’intero	
contenuto	dell’opera,	pubblicata	sotto	forma	di	libro.		
La	 tipologia	 comprende	 la	 pubblicazione	 di	 una	 propria	 opera	 tradotta	 in	 altra	 lingua,	 per	 la	
quale	 è	 previsto	 il	 campo	 a	 spunta	 “traduzione”.	La	 tipologia	 non	 comprende	 la	 manualistica	
scolastica	o	universitaria,	ad	eccezione	di	opere	con	contenuti	scientifici	originali	e	innovativi.	

	
Another	moot	point	is	the	distinction	between	monographs	and	collective	books.	According	to	

Williams	 et	 al.,	 a	 monograph	 is	 ‘a	 printed	 specialist	 book-length	 study	 of	 a	 research	 based	 topic,	
usually	but	not	necessarily	written	by	a	single	academic	author	from	their	own	primary	research	or	its	
equivalent	in	downloadable	digital	form	or	other	electronic	format’.	(Vincent,	2013:	108)	(Williams	et	
al.,	2009:	67).	The	observation	of	the	declarations	in	CFU	and	UMC	shows,	however,	that	 there	 is	no	
precise	 limit	past	which	a	monograph	becomes	necessarily	a	 collective	book:	we	have	spotted	
titles	with	6	or	even	7	authors,	even	if	these	cases	are	rather	exceptional.	Moreover,	that	a	monograph	
can	 be	 by	 multiple	 authors	 is	 perfectly	 accepted	 in	 some	 evaluation	 systems.	 This	 point	 needs,	
therefore,	 further	 investigation;	 it	 calls,	 however,	 for	 a	 more	 rigorous	 declaration	 in	 Research	
Information	 System	 (RIS),	 as	 for	 the	moment	 all	 authors	 for	monographs	 are	 declared	 in	 the	 same	
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field,	 without	 any	 harmonisation	 of	 the	 typography	 or	 of	 the	 separators,	 which	 calls	 for	 a	 manual	
treatment	of	data	if	one	wants	to	observe	mean	values	of	collective	authorship	for	monographs.	

Last,	 but	 not	 least,	 it	 is	 to	 be	 noted	 that,	 interestingly,	 the	 definition	 of	monographs	 as	
rigorously	 peer-reviewed	 outputs	 does	 not	 appear	 in	 interviews,	 nor	 in	 the	 institutional	
definitions.	This	is,	however,	a	discriminant	factor	in	certain	research	evaluation	systems,	rather	than	
numbers	of	authors	or	readership:	

	
“A	 specialist	 book	 presents	 the	 original	 results	 of	 a	 research	 that	 has	 been	 conducted	 by	 the	
author	 of	 the	 book	 or	 a	 team	 of	which	 the	 author	was	 a	member.	 A	 book	 is	 a	 non-periodical	
specialist	 publication	of	 at	 least	50	printed	pages	of	 text	without	photographs,	 pictures,	maps	
and	 similar	 annexes,	 published	 in	 a	 printed	 or	 electronic	 form	 and	 reviewed	 by	 at	 least	 one	
generally	regarded	expert	from	the	appropriate	field	(however	not	from	the	author’s	workplace)	in	
the	form	of	a	reader’s	review.	This	regards	a	precisely	defined	issue	of	a	certain	field,	contains	the	
formulation	of	 an	 identifiable	 and	 scientifically	 recognised	methodology	 (explicitly	 formulated	
methodological	foundations	also	in	monographs	leading	to	applications	and/or	formulations	of	a	
new	 methodology	 based	 on	 the	 current	 theoretical	 research	 in	 the	 given	 field).	 The	 formal	
attributes	of	 a	 specialist	book	are	 references	 to	 literature	 in	 text,	bibliography,	 summary	 in	at	
least	one	world	language,	possibly	notes	and	source	bibliography.	(Office	of	the	Government	of	
the	 Czech	 Republic,	 “Methodology	 of	 Evaluation	 of	 Research	 Organizations	 and	 Evaluation	 of	
Finished	Programmes	(valid	for	years	2013	-	2015),”	2013,	p.	37,	vyzkum.cz)	
	
Is	 it	useful	 to	set	a	more	precise	definition	of	books,	 from	an	evaluative	point	of	view?	The	

advantage	would	 be	 to	 operate	with	 better	 circumscribed	 categories;	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 is	 to	 be	
feared	that	 this	would	result	 in	a	 focalisation	on	a	type	of	publications,	deemed	more	prestigious,	 to	
the	 detriment	 of	 the	 variety	 of	 book	 forms.	 This	 can	 lead	 to	 self-censorship	 in	 evaluation	 exercises	
thereby	losing	out	on	information	that	will	be	invaluable	in	studying	societal	impact.		

There	is	also	evidence	from	focus	groups	pointing	towards	the	idea	that	scholars	believe	that	
evaluative	 exercises	 should	 focus	more	 on	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 content	 rather	 than	 on	 the	medium	of	
publication.	 In	 any	 case,	 if	 such	 a	 step	 is	 to	 be	 taken,	 a	 precise	 definition	 of	 book	 subcategories	
(monographs,	collective	books,	etc.)	should	be	proposed	after	consultation	with	scholarly	associations,	
with	regard	to	:	

	
- the	actors	involved	and	the	processes	of	elaboration;	
- the	quality	checks	involved	in	the	publication;	
- the	length.	
	

Aggregation	of	data	
	

From	 a	 quantitative	 point	 of	 view,	 our	 choice	 was	 to	 focus	 on	 the	 categories	 both	 visible	
through	the	existing	databases	and	significant	from	a	statistical	point	of	view.	Indeed,	on	the	one	hand	
types	 such	 as	 the	 above-mentioned	 “coffee	 table	 books”	 are	 not	 specifically	 traceable	 via	 Research	
Information	 systems	 (RIS).	On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 observation	 of	 the	 existing	 tables	 (CFU	 and	 Italy	
2010-2012)	shows	that,	while	the	classification	of	outputs	is	quite	refined,	many	categories	represent	
only	 a	 very	 small	 portion	 of	 the	 output	 (i.	 e.	 “indice”,	 “traduzione	 in	 rivista”,	 e.	 a.).	 While	 a	 closer	
observation	 of	 these	 is	 not	 uninteresting	 from	 a	 qualitative	 point	 of	 view,	 they	 are	 not	 really	
representative	for	the	main	tendencies	in	the	two	areas.	

We	 created	 therefore	 a	 specific	 typology,	 called	 “main	 typology”.	 This	 is	 distinct	 from	 the	
“macrotypology”	 already	 available	 in	 both	 information	 systems,	 as	 it	 groups	 differently	 the	 various	
types	 of	 outputs,	 allowing	 to	 observe	 the	 ones	 deemed	 to	 be	 the	 more	 specific	 to	 the	 activity	
“publication	in	books”	(representing	a	significant	share	of	the	output).	The	difference	between	all	the	
existing	types	of	output	declared	by	scholars	from	Ca’	Foscari	and	Macerata	and	our	“main	typology”	
can	be	observed	in	the	following	table.	

	
All	categories	 Main	typology	
1.01	Monograph	or	scientific	treatise	 Monograph	or	scientific	treatise	
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1.02	 Critical	 edition	 of	 books	 or	
excavations	

Critical	 edition	 of	 books	 or	
excavations	

1.03	Scheda	bibliografica	 	
1.04	Indice	 	
1.05	Bibliografia	 	
1.06	Pubblicazione	di	fonti	inedite	 	
1.07	Commento	scientifico	 	
1.08	Book	translation	 Book	translation	
1.09	Tesi	di	Dottorato	 	
2.1	Paper	in	journal	 Paper	in	journal	
2.2	Review	in	journal	 Review	in	journal	
2.4	Scheda	bibliografica	 	
2.5	Abstract	in	Rivista	 	
2.6	Traduzione	in	Rivista	 	
3.1	Chapter	in	book	 Chapter	in	book	
3.2	Preface/Postface	 	
3.3	Brief	introduction	 	
3.4	 Entry	 in	 dictionary	 or	
encyclopedia	

Entry	in	dictionary	or	encyclopedia	

3.5	Traduzione	in	Volume	 	
3.6	Recensione	in	Volume	 	
3.7	 Schede	 di	 Catalogo,	 repertorio	 o	
corpus	

	

4.1	Paper	in	proceedings	 Paper	in	proceedings	
4.2	Abstract	in	proceedings	 	
4.3	Poster	in	Atti	di	convegno	 	
5.1	Curatorship	 Curatorship	
7.01	Working	paper	 	
7.02	Rapporto	di	ricerca	 	
7.03	Catalogo	di	Mostra	 	
7.07	Performance	 	
7.08	Mostra	 	
7.09	Esposizione	 	
7.13	Banca	dati	 	
7.14	Software	 	
7.16	Other	 Other	products	
	

All	“neglected”	forms	of	publications	(scheda	bibliografica,	indice,	etc.)	were	grouped	under	the	
“Other	products”	category	(which	includes,	naturally,	the	“other”	category	from	RIS).		

Files	 containing	 individual	 information	 about	 scholars	 in	 Macerata	 and	 Ca’	 Foscari	 are	 to	 be	
considered	confidential,	 therefore	 they	are	not	attached	 to	 this	 report;	 they	circulated	only	between	
the	 project	members	 directly	 involved	 in	 their	 interpretation.	 This	 report	 presents	 only	 aggregated	
data.	

Visibility	of	data	about	books	

Before	starting	the	analysis,	some	more	observations	must	be	made	about	the	quality	of	the	
data	 we	 have	 analysed,	 which	 can	 be	 described	 as	 far	 from	 perfect	 due	 to	 a	 visible	 lack	 of	
standardisation	and	of	post-editing.	We	have	mentioned	above	the	problems	raised	by	the	declaration	
of	co-authorship	in	the	same	cell,	sometimes	using	capitals	for	the	names,	sometimes	not;	sometimes	
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designating	 first	 names	by	 initials,	when	other	 times	 first	 names	 are	 expanded;	 sometimes	 authors’	
names	are	separated	by	commas,	some	other	times	they	are	separated	by	point	and	comma.	Another	
problem	is	scholars	make	mistakes	when	classifying	outputs	in	categories;	in	many	cases,	edited	books	
have	 been	 declared	 as	monographs,	 and	we	 suspect	 that	 the	 volumes	 of	 proceedings	 have	 been,	 at	
least	 in	 certain	 cases,	 declared	 as	 “collective	 books”.	 Also,	 because	 names	 of	 publishing	 houses	 are	
introduced	manually	by	the	researchers,	the	same	institution	may	be	designated	in	a	variety	of	ways,	
such	as:	
Ex.	1		 Ecole	française	de	Rome,	Scuola	Normale	Superiore	

Ecole	française	de	Rome,	Scuola	Normale	Superiore	di	Pisa	
	
Ex.	2		 Springer	Verlag	

Springer	
Springer	Science	and	Business	Media	

	
Ex.	3.		 Edizioni	Ca’	Foscari	

Edizioni	Ca’	Foscari	–	Digital	Publishing	
Edizioni	Ca’	Foscari	–	Ca’	Foscari	Digital	Publishing	
Edizioni	Ca’	Foscari	–	Ca’	Foscari	Digital	Publishing	etc.	

	
Accordingly,	publication	addresses	(cities	and	towns)	are	very	unsystematically	present.	This	

requires	 for	 further	 manual	 cleaning	 of	 the	 data	 and	 will	 pose	 problems	 should	 an	 automated	
extraction	and	analysis	of	publication	habits	come	into	force.	
	

Recommendation	no.	1	The	user	 interface	of	 the	research	 information	system	(whether	
local	 or	 national)	 should	 propose	 scholars	 a	 list	 of	 standardised	 names	 of	 publishing	
houses,	built	from	the	existing	information.	By	selecting	names	out	of	a	list,	unnecessary	
duplication	will	be	avoided.	This	will	also	secure	the	auto-completion	of	some	fields	(city,	
country).	 This	 is	 a	 standard	 feature	 in	 many	 databases	 dealing	 with	 geographical	
information.	

	

Publication	habits	in	areas	10	and	11	
	

Analysis	 of	 the	 data	 revealed	 a	 quite	 surprising	 situation.	 Books	 are	 indeed	 important	 in	
areas	10	and	11,	when	compared	with	the	structure	of	the	output	in	scientific	areas	1	to	9,	all	the	more	
so	if	“chapters	in	books”,	pointing	out	towards	collective	books,	are	added.	
	

Table	 1.	 Distribution	 of	 the	 main	 typologies	 of	 publications	 by	 scientific	 areas	 in	 Ca’	
Foscari	and	Macerata	Universities	
	

Scientific	areas	 Book	
Chapter	
in	book	

Curato
rship	 Other	

Pape
r	 in	
journ
al	

Paper	
in	
procee
dings	

Paten
t	 Total	

01	 -	 Scienze	
matematiche	 e	
informatiche	 1,26%	 0,23%	 2,74%	

4,80
%	 41,26%	 49,71%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

02	-	Scienze	fisiche	 0,00%	 0,00%	 0,00%	
4,50
%	 82,00%	 12,00%	 1,50%	

100,00
%	

03	-	Scienze	chimiche	 0,83%	 0,00%	 0,44%	
0,79
%	 63,79%	 32,79%	 1,36%	

100,00
%	

04	-	Scienze	della	terra	 1,26%	 0,00%	 0,00%	
5,02
%	 53,97%	 39,75%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

05	-	Scienze	biologiche	 0,64%	 1,03%	 0,51%	
1,92
%	 58,97%	 36,67%	 0,26%	

100,00
%	
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06	-	Scienze	mediche	 1,70%	 16,48%	 0,00%	
0,00
%	 62,50%	 19,32%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

07	 -	 Scienze	 agrarie	 e	
veterinarie	 2,81%	 13,11%	 2,58%	

9,13
%	 52,46%	 19,91%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

08	 -	 Ingegneria	 civile	 e	
architettura	 3,57%	 5,36%	 2,68%	

2,68
%	 74,11%	 11,61%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

09	 -	 Ingegneria	
industriale	 e	
dell'informazione	 1,77%	 5,32%	 2,48%	

2,84
%	 42,91%	 44,33%	 0,35%	

100,00
%	

10	 -	 Scienze	
dell'antichita,filologico-
letterarie	 e	 storico-
artistiche	 6,89%	 14,84%	 6,36%	

4,35
%	 57,95%	 9,60%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

11	 -	 Scienze	 storiche,	
filosofiche,	 pedagogiche	
e	psicologiche	 7,43%	 31,55%	 5,69%	

2,29
%	 48,13%	 4,90%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

12	-	Scienze	giuridiche	 5,39%	 34,02%	 3,69%	
1,75
%	 53,85%	 1,29%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

13	-	Scienze	economiche	
e	statistiche	 4,95%	 11,10%	 2,70%	

11,74
%	 57,75%	 11,76%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

14	 -	 Scienze	 politiche	 e	
sociali	 7,67%	 18,12%	 7,67%	

5,80
%	 58,53%	 2,20%	 0,00%	

100,00
%	

Total	 5,71%	 18,03%	 4,66%	
4,45
%	 55,32%	

11,72
%	

0,11
%	

100,00
%	

	
Of	course,	both	universities	being	“SSH	oriented”,	 they	cannot	be	considered	representative	

of	publication	habits	in	areas	from	1	to	9,	but	the	difference	in	publication	habits	is	well	documented	
by	 international	observations	 (see	Rüdiger	Mutz,	Lutz	Bornmann	and	Hans-Dieter	Daniel	 «	Types	of	
research	output	profiles:	A	multilevel	latent	class	analysis	of	the	Austrian	Science	Fund’s	final	project	
report	data	»,	Research	Evaluation	22	(2013),	p.	118–133,	doi:10.1093/reseval/rvs038)	and	confirmed	
by	the	repartition	of	publications	which	can	be	observed	on	the	basis	of	“whole_Italy”	for	2010-2012:	
	

	
Figure	3.	Output	for	areas	1	to	9	and	12	to	14	(publications	from	2010	to	2012)	

	
	

However,	on	 the	contrary	 to	what	was	expected,	books,	while	 individuals	 (monographs)	or	
collective,	do	not	 represent	 the	main	publication	channel	 in	 the	observed	areas	 (10	and	11).	This	 is	
better	shown	by	figures	4	and	5:	
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Figure	4.	Distribution	of	publications	(2004-2014)	in	area	10	
	
	

	
	
Figure	5.	Distribution	of	publications	(2004-2014)	in	area	11	
	
Papers	in	 journals	account	for	almost	60%	in	area	10	(and	almost	50%	in	area	11).	 In	both	

areas,	books	(considered	as	monographs	or	similar)	represent	quite	a	small	and	stable	percentage	of	
some	7%.	An	important	contrast	can	be	noticed	between	chapters	 in	books,	only	14,84%	in	area	10,	
while	they	cover	31,55%	in	area	11	(more	than	the	double).	The	role	of	books	remains	important	in	
non-bibliometric	 areas,	 and	 especially	 the	 role	 of	 collective	books,	 but	 these	 figures	 indicate	
that	there	is	more	attention	towards	publications	in	journals.	
	
Recommendation	 no.	 2:	 more	 attention	 should	 be	 paid	 to	 SSH	 journals	 and	 to	 accurate	
procedures	for	monitoring	and	evaluating	their	activity.	

	
Beyond	 this	 general	 situation,	 publication	 habits	 are	 very	 different	 from	 a	 discipline	 to	

another,	within	the	same	area,	and	even	between	kin	subdisciplines,	as	shown	by	the	following	table	2:	
	

6,89%	

14,84%	

6,36%	

4,35%	
57,95%	

9,60%	
Book	

Chapter	in	book	

Curatorship	

Other	

Paper	in	journal	

Paper	in	proceedings	

7,43%	

31,55%	

5,69%	
2,29%	

48,13%	

4,90%	

Book	

Chapter	in	book	

Curatorship	

Other	

Paper	in	journal	

Paper	in	proceedings	
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Table	2.	Distribution	of	the	main	typologies	of	publications	in	Area	10	in	Ca’	Foscari	and	
Macerata	Universities	
	

Discipline	 Book	
Chapter	
in	book	

Curato
rship	 Other	

Paper	 in	
journal	

Paper	 in	
proceedings	

L-ANT/01	-	Preistoria	e	Protostoria	 1,19%	 0,00%	 8,33%	 1,19%	 71,43%	 17,86%	
L-ANT/02	-	Storia	Greca	 3,09%	 5,15%	 5,15%	 0,00%	 60,82%	 25,77%	
L-ANT/03	-	Storia	Romana	 6,19%	 15,98%	 4,64%	 2,06%	 56,19%	 14,95%	
L-ANT/04	–	Numismatica	 3,23%	 0,00%	 0,00%	 0,00%	 96,77%	 0,00%	
L-ANT/06	 -	 Etruscologia	 e	
Antichita'	Italiche	 0,00%	 50,00%	 4,17%	 0,00%	 20,83%	 25,00%	
L-ANT/07	-	Archeologia	Classica	 2,16%	 35,85%	 6,47%	 4,31%	 31,54%	 19,68%	
L-ANT/08	 -	Archeologia	Cristiana	e	
Medievale	 3,25%	 0,00%	 20,33%	 0,81%	 55,28%	 20,33%	

L-ANT/09	-	Topografia	Antica	 0,00%	 50,00%	 0,00%	
15,00
%	 30,00%	 5,00%	

L-ANT/10	 -	 Metodologie	 della	
Ricerca	Archeologica	 5,88%	 0,00%	 2,94%	 0,00%	 70,59%	 20,59%	
L-ART/01	 -	 Storia	 dell'Arte	
Medievale	 2,36%	 59,24%	 3,44%	 8,15%	 19,93%	 6,88%	
L-ART/02	 -	 Storia	 dell'Arte	
Moderna	 6,32%	 33,12%	 9,37%	 3,05%	 40,52%	 7,63%	
L-ART/03	 -	 Storia	 dell'Arte	
Contemporanea	 12,77%	 14,89%	 7,66%	

18,30
%	 43,83%	 2,55%	

L-ART/04	 -	 Museologia	 e	 Critica	
Artistica	e	del	Restauro	 4,00%	 22,40%	 11,20%	 0,40%	 56,00%	 6,00%	
L-ART/05	 -	 Discipline	 Dello	
Spettacolo	 5,70%	 0,00%	 4,11%	 4,43%	 72,15%	 13,61%	
L-ART/06	 -	 Cinema,	 Fotografia	 e	
Televisione	 2,47%	 24,94%	 5,43%	 2,96%	 61,23%	 2,96%	
L-ART/07	 -	 Musicologia	 e	 Storia	
della	Musica	 7,27%	 0,00%	 15,15%	 5,45%	 55,15%	 16,97%	

L-ART/08	–	Etnomusicologia	 13,60%	 15,20%	 4,80%	
22,40
%	 40,00%	 4,00%	

L-FIL-LET/01	-	Civilta'	Egee	 0,00%	 0,00%	 4,17%	 0,00%	 95,83%	 0,00%	
L-FIL-LET/02	-	Lingua	e	Letteratura	
Greca	 6,16%	 17,81%	 9,59%	 0,00%	 54,11%	 12,33%	
L-FIL-LET/04	-	Lingua	e	Letteratura	
Latina	 6,87%	 10,69%	 0,00%	 6,11%	 60,31%	 16,03%	
L-FIL-LET/05	-	Filologia	Classica	 7,41%	 0,00%	 8,64%	 2,47%	 76,54%	 4,94%	
L-FIL-LET/06	 -	 Letteratura	
Cristiana	Antica	 5,41%	 85,14%	 4,05%	 0,00%	 5,41%	 0,00%	
L-FIL-LET/07	-	Civilta'	Bizantina	 6,58%	 0,00%	 10,53%	 1,32%	 60,53%	 21,05%	
L-FIL-LET/08	 -	 Letteratura	 Latina	
Medievale	e	Umanistica	 6,98%	 81,40%	 2,33%	 0,00%	 6,98%	 2,33%	
L-FIL-LET/09	 -	 Filologia	 e	
Linguistica	Romanza	 4,88%	 14,63%	 7,32%	 0,00%	 61,79%	 11,38%	
L-FIL-LET/10	-	Letteratura	Italiana	 6,59%	 11,57%	 4,83%	 1,46%	 71,01%	 4,54%	
L-FIL-LET/11	 -	 Letteratura	 Italiana	
Contemporanea	 6,85%	 8,33%	 6,55%	 1,49%	 67,56%	 9,23%	
L-FIL-LET/12	-	Linguistica	Italiana	 8,94%	 19,55%	 8,38%	 1,12%	 56,42%	 5,59%	
L-FIL-LET/13	 -	 Filologia	 della	
Letteratura	Italiana	 12,50%	 0,00%	 7,81%	 3,13%	 64,06%	 12,50%	
L-FIL-LET/14	 -	 Critica	 Letteraria	 e	 3,91%	 0,00%	 7,26%	 3,91%	 74,30%	 10,61%	
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Letterature	Comparate	
L-FIL-LET/15	-	Filologia	Germanica	 9,09%	 4,55%	 14,77%	 1,14%	 68,18%	 2,27%	
L-LIN/01	-	Glottologia	e	Linguistica	 2,64%	 13,61%	 9,58%	 8,33%	 50,00%	 15,83%	
L-LIN/02	 -	 Didattica	 delle	 Lingue	
Moderne	 10,76%	 5,21%	 6,60%	

12,85
%	 62,15%	 2,43%	

L-LIN/03	-	Letteratura	Francese	 9,81%	 16,98%	 5,66%	 1,13%	 55,47%	 10,94%	
L-LIN/04	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Traduzione	 -	
Lingua	Francese	 12,23%	 21,58%	 1,44%	 1,44%	 61,15%	 2,16%	
L-LIN/05	-	Letteratura	Spagnola	 10,33%	 5,54%	 5,17%	 1,48%	 69,74%	 7,75%	
L-LIN/06	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Letterature	
Ispano-Americane	 7,25%	 13,47%	 5,70%	 3,63%	 68,39%	 1,55%	
L-LIN/07	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Traduzione	 -	
Lingua	Spagnola	 8,99%	 10,67%	 5,06%	 0,56%	 58,99%	 15,73%	
L-LIN/08	-	Letteratura	Portoghese	e	
Brasiliana	 4,35%	 0,00%	 8,70%	 0,00%	 86,96%	 0,00%	
L-LIN/09	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Traduzione	 -	
Lingue	Portoghese	E	Brasiliana	 15,38%	 0,00%	 0,00%	 7,69%	 73,08%	 3,85%	
L-LIN/10	-	Letteratura	Inglese	 7,39%	 1,32%	 9,23%	 4,75%	 74,41%	 2,90%	
L-LIN/11	 -	 Lingue	 e	 Letterature	
Anglo-Americane	 5,36%	 22,32%	 11,61%	 3,27%	 54,76%	 2,68%	
L-LIN/12	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Traduzione	 -	
Lingua	Inglese	 6,05%	 27,44%	 5,58%	 1,40%	 40,00%	 19,53%	
L-LIN/13	-	Letteratura	Tedesca	 13,86%	 12,87%	 4,95%	 6,93%	 60,40%	 0,99%	
L-LIN/14	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Traduzione	 -	
Lingua	Tedesca	 5,41%	 28,38%	 4,05%	 5,41%	 54,05%	 2,70%	
L-LIN/18	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Letteratura	
Albanese	 10,34%	 0,00%	 17,24%	 0,00%	 48,28%	 24,14%	
L-LIN/20	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Letteratura	
Neogreca	 3,39%	 0,00%	 5,08%	 8,47%	 59,32%	 23,73%	
L-LIN/21	–	Slavistica	 7,41%	 16,67%	 7,91%	 4,38%	 54,21%	 9,43%	
L-OR/01	-	Storia	del	Vicino	Oriente	
Antico	 5,26%	 0,00%	 23,68%	 2,63%	 65,79%	 2,63%	
L-OR/02	 -	 Egittologia	 e	 Civilta'	
Copta	 8,47%	 0,00%	 5,08%	 1,69%	 50,85%	 33,90%	

L-OR/03	–	Assiriologia	 11,11%	 0,00%	 0,00%	
11,11
%	 55,56%	 22,22%	

L-OR/05	 -	 Archeologia	 e	 Storia	
Dell'Arte	Del	Vicino	Oriente	Antico	 0,00%	 0,00%	 3,51%	 0,00%	 71,93%	 24,56%	
L-OR/08	–	Ebraico	 8,11%	 0,00%	 9,01%	 0,90%	 72,07%	 9,91%	
L-OR/10	-	Storia	dei	Paesi	Islamici	 10,87%	 0,00%	 2,17%	 0,72%	 67,39%	 18,84%	
L-OR/11	 -	 Archeologia	 e	 Storia	
Dell'Arte	Musulmana	 4,35%	 0,00%	 0,00%	 4,35%	 73,91%	 17,39%	
L-OR/12	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Letteratura	
Araba	 5,07%	 7,83%	 7,37%	 1,84%	 70,51%	 7,37%	
L-OR/13	 -	 Armenistica,	
Caucasologia,	 Mongolistica	 e	
Turcologia	 5,10%	 0,00%	 10,88%	 3,74%	 65,99%	 14,29%	
L-OR/15	 -	 Lingua	 e	 Letteratura	
Persiana	 10,74%	 0,00%	 0,83%	

21,49
%	 64,46%	 2,48%	

L-OR/17	 -	 Filosofie,	 Religioni	 e	
Storia	Dell'India	e	dell'Asia	Centrale	 4,00%	 0,00%	 4,00%	 4,00%	 78,00%	 10,00%	
L-OR/18	-	Indologia	e	Tibetologia	 11,76%	 0,00%	 2,94%	 0,00%	 79,41%	 5,88%	
L-OR/19	 -	 Lingue	 e	 Letterature	
Moderne	del	Subcontinente	Indiano	 9,52%	 0,00%	 4,76%	 7,94%	 68,25%	 9,52%	
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L-OR/20	 -	 Archeologia,	 Storia	
dell'Arte	 e	 Filosofie	 Dell'Asia	
Orientale	 14,40%	 0,00%	 3,20%	 3,20%	 73,60%	 5,60%	
L-OR/21	 -	 Lingue	 e	 Letterature	
della	Cina	e	dell'Asia	Sud-Orientale	 12,33%	 1,07%	 7,51%	 2,14%	 67,83%	 9,12%	
L-OR/22	 -	 Lingue	 e	 Letterature	 del	
Giappone	e	della	Corea	 14,78%	 0,00%	 5,01%	 7,92%	 61,74%	 10,55%	
L-OR/23	-	Storia	dell'Asia	Orientale	
e	Sud-Orientale	 9,09%	 0,00%	 7,27%	 0,00%	 80,00%	 3,64%	
	

Book	publication	spans	from	0%	to	15,38%	(in	L-LIN09),	and	chapters	in	books	cover	up	to	
85,14%	in	L-FIL-LET06.	At	the	same	time,	papers	in	journals	form	only	5,41%	of	the	total	output	of	L-
FIL-LET06,	 while	 the	 same	 category	 covers	 80%	 of	 the	 total	 output	 in	 L-OR23.	 The	 same	 sharp	
contrasts	can	be	observed	in	area	11:	

	
Table	3.	Distribution	of	the	main	typologies	of	publications	in	Area	11	in	Ca’	Foscari	and	
Macerata	Universities	
	

Subdiscipline	 Book	
Chapter	in	
book	

Curat
orshi
p	 Other	

Paper	 in	
journal	

Paper	 in	
proceedings	

M-DEA/01	 -	 Discipline	
Demoetnoantropologiche	 5,71%	 0,00%	 8,57%	 1,43%	 84,29%	 0,00%	
M-FIL/01	-	Filosofia	Teoretica	 13,08%	 27,60%	 6,05%	 1,94%	 48,18%	 3,15%	
M-FIL/02	 -	 Logica	 e	 Filosofia	
della	Scienza	 3,81%	 27,62%	 5,71%	 0,00%	 62,86%	 0,00%	
M-FIL/03	-	Filosofia	Morale	 6,83%	 33,62%	 7,34%	 0,17%	 48,98%	 3,07%	
M-FIL/04	–	Estetica	 9,88%	 4,94%	 4,94%	 0,00%	 80,25%	 0,00%	
M-FIL/05	-	Filosofia	e	Teoria	dei	
Linguaggi	 5,45%	 27,27%	 9,70%	 0,61%	 56,36%	 0,61%	
M-FIL/06	-	Storia	della	Filosofia	 7,53%	 4,71%	 8,47%	 4,71%	 71,76%	 2,82%	
M-FIL/07	 -	Storia	della	Filosofia	
Antica	 8,37%	 5,58%	

13,49
%	 0,47%	 67,44%	 4,65%	

M-FIL/08	 -	Storia	della	Filosofia	
Medievale	 4,65%	 34,88%	 4,65%	 6,98%	 34,88%	 13,95%	
M-GGR/01	–	Geografia	 4,97%	 30,79%	 4,30%	 1,32%	 49,67%	 8,94%	
M-GGR/02	 -	 Geografia	
Economico-Politica	 5,30%	 0,66%	 0,66%	 11,26%	 63,58%	 18,54%	
M-PED/01	 -	Pedagogia	Generale	
e	Sociale	 6,56%	 41,22%	 3,97%	 3,33%	 43,07%	 1,85%	
M-PED/02	 -	 Storia	 della	
Pedagogia	 8,00%	 52,89%	 5,33%	 3,11%	 29,56%	 1,11%	
M-PED/03	 -	 Didattica	 e	
Pedagogia	Speciale	 12,47%	 46,26%	 2,04%	 0,45%	 31,29%	 7,48%	
M-PED/04	 -	 Pedagogia	
Sperimentale	 8,00%	 40,00%	 4,00%	 0,00%	 48,00%	 0,00%	
M-PSI/01	-	Psicologia	Generale	 3,10%	 39,76%	 3,81%	 0,00%	 29,52%	 23,81%	
M-PSI/04	 -	 Psicologia	 dello	
Sviluppo	 e	 Psicologia	
dell'Educazione	 3,65%	 43,80%	

10,95
%	 3,65%	 29,20%	 8,76%	

M-PSI/05	-	Psicologia	Sociale	 1,85%	 59,26%	
11,11
%	 3,70%	 12,96%	 11,11%	

M-PSI/08	-	Psicologia	Clinica	 8,33%	 8,33%	 0,00%	 37,50%	 29,17%	 16,67%	
M-STO/01	-	Storia	Medievale	 8,70%	 27,33%	 7,76%	 0,00%	 47,83%	 8,39%	
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M-STO/02	-	Storia	Moderna	 8,40%	 26,60%	 3,40%	 1,40%	 59,20%	 1,00%	
M-STO/03	 -	 Storia	 dell'Europa	
Orientale	 6,25%	 0,00%	 9,38%	 0,00%	 84,38%	 0,00%	
M-STO/04	 -	 Storia	
Contemporanea	 5,38%	 37,15%	 8,80%	 1,56%	 46,14%	 0,98%	
M-STO/05	 -	 Storia	 della	 Scienza	
e	delle	Tecniche	 28,57%	 0,00%	

28,57
%	 0,00%	 42,86%	 0,00%	

M-STO/06	 -	 Storia	 delle	
Religioni	 17,46%	 0,00%	 7,94%	 0,00%	 74,60%	 0,00%	
M-STO/07	 -	 Storia	 del	
Cristianesimo	e	delle	Chiese	 6,09%	 20,87%	 5,22%	 0,00%	 56,52%	 11,30%	
M-STO/08	 -	 Archivistica,	
Bibliografia	e	Biblioteconomia	 8,77%	 28,65%	 4,39%	 7,89%	 43,57%	 6,73%	
M-STO/09	–	Paleografia	 12,61%	 5,04%	 3,36%	 5,04%	 57,98%	 15,97%	
	

To	 understand	 these	 differences,	 a	 different	 and	 more	 qualitative	 approach	 is	 necessary,	
focused	on	areas	where	book	chapters,	or	paper	 in	 journals	are	 far	above	 the	average.	Epistemic	as	
well	 as	 conjectural	 factors	 can	 explain	 these	 publication	 behaviours,	 which	 cannot	 be	 evaluated	
without	 a	 precise	 knowledge	 about	 the	 assumptions	 they	 involve.	 However,	 this	 investigation	 is	
largely	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 ROBINBA,	 even	 if	 focus	 groups	 organised	 in	 Macerata	 and	 Ca’	 Foscari	
allowed	to	probe	the	ground.	

	
Recommendation	 no.	 3:	 based	 on	 a	 similar	 extraction	 of	 data	 from	 CINECA,	 better	
identify	areas	where	book	chapters	are	far	beyond	the	average	(more	than	50%	of	the	
output)	and	conduct	interviews	with	concerned	scholars.	

	
Evolution	of	publication	habits	

	
Publication	 habits	 appear	 to	 be	 quite	 stable	 in	 both	 considered	 areas,	 in	 spite	 of	 some	

interesting	evolutions	that	can	be	observed	over	the	last	few	years.	They	are	similar	from	one	area	to	
another,	 with	 respect	 to	 some	 publication	 types,	 while	 they	 present	 important	 contrasts	 for	 other	
types.	

In	 both	 areas,	 papers	 in	 journals	 tend	 to	 increase	 over	 time,	 while	 papers	 in	 proceedings	
observe	 a	 slow,	 but	 undeniable	 decline.	 The	 turning	 point	 seems	 to	 be	 situated	 somewhere	 around	
2012,	 and	 can	 be	 interpreted	 as	 translating,	 to	 a	 certain	 extent,	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 VQR	 and	 the	
emphasis	placed	on	publications	 in	peer-reviewed	periodicals	 rather	 than	on	other	 types	of	 outlets.	
However,	 it	 is	 to	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 good	 reputation	 of	 papers	 in	 journals	 has	 not	 had	 a	 significant	
impact	on	chapters	in	books;	if	the	figures	decrease,	in	area	10,	between	2011	and	2013,	they	observe	
a	sharp	increase	the	following	year,	then	reach	almost	the	same	level	as	in	2004	(some	36%);	this	level	
is	only	3	points	underneath	the	peak	of	chapters	publication	observed	in	2011.	The	evolution	is	much	
more	 hectic	 in	 area	 11,	 where	 chapters	 in	 books	 tend	 to	 pass	 alternatively	 through	 good	 and	 bad	
years,	but	again	values	at	the	beginning	and	at	the	end	of	the	period	are	comparable	(40,56%	of	the	
total	output	 in	2004;	40,77%	of	 the	total	output	 in	2014),	while	 the	peak	of	publications	 is	superior	
only	by	5	points	to	what	can	be	seen	as	an	average	value	(40%	of	the	output).	
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Figure	6	

	

	
Figure	7	
	

This	stability	of	chapters	in	books	in	the	context	of	a	decrease	of	papers	in	proceedings	can	be	
interpreted	 as	 a	 hedging	 strategy	 of	 scholars,	 who	 may	 simply	 have	 debaptised	 proceedings	 and	
transformed	them	into	the	more	prestigious	(or,	at	least,	the	more	accepted)	collective	books.	This	can	
only	 be	 verified	 through	 a	 thorough	 analysis	 of	 a	 number	 of	 declared	 publications,	 a	 task	 largely	
beyond	those	promised	to	be	undertaken	within	the	ROBINBA	project.	

Comparison	of	the	two	graphs	reveals	a	curious	overall	 increase	in	“other”	products	in	area	
10,	while	these	remain	quite	stable	in	area	11.	This	seems	to	be	mainly	due	to	the	category	“schede	di	
catalogo,	repertorio	o	corpus”.	It	is	not	impossible	that	this	increase	may	translate	a	higher	interest	for	
scientific	activities	with	a	higher	societal	impact,	another	hypothesis	in	need	of	a	testing.	
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Figure	8.	Evolution	of	publication	 types	 from	“other”	main	 typology	 for	area	10	(data	
from	Ca’	Foscari/	Macerata)	
	

	
	
	

Existing	book	typologies	
	
Because	existing	typologies	essentially	propose	predefined	output	categories,	examined	data	are	not	
the	best	observation	point	for	understanding	existing	book	typologies	in	real	life.	However,	if	the	
assumption	with	regards	to	the	decrease	of	proceedings	is	correct	(i.	e.,	it	translates	a	reluctance	to	
confess	publication	in	a	“bad	press”	category),	this	tends	to	suggest	that,	from	an	evaluation	point	of	
view,		
Recommendation	4:	chapters	in	books	and	papers	in	proceedings	should	be	considered	in	a	
similar	way	and	probably	have	a	similar	weight.		
	

This	would	simplify	the	process	of	declaration	of	the	outputs,	and	translate	in	a	reduction	of	
costs	 of	 the	 evaluation	 process.	 However,	 if	 one	 wants	 to	 value	 one	 of	 these	 outputs	 more	 than	
another,	this	calls	for	an	analysis	of	the	processes	involved	in	publishing	a	collective	book	as	opposed	
to	 a	 volume	 of	 proceedings,	 so	 as	 to	 observe	 which	 one	 offers	 the	 higher	 guarantee	 of	 quality,	 or,	
rather,	to	observe	which	moments	of	the	process	should	be	monitored	so	as	to	ensure	the	best	quality.	
Note	that	the	value	of	proceedings	is	also	linked	to	the	value	of	the	event.	This	means	that	in	order	to	
study	proceedings,	a	 study	of	 conference	 types	 is	also	needed.	 It	 can	be	noted	 that	 in	some	systems	
only	proceedings	 that	 have	 entered	 the	WoS	or	 Scopus	databases	 are	 accepted..The	 selection	of	 the	
contributions,	 whether	 in	 a	 collective	 book	 or	 a	 volume	 of	 proceedings,	 will	 probably	 appear	 of	
paramount	 importance;	 appreciating	 the	 quality	 of	 a	 volume	 of	 proceedings	 or	 of	 a	 journal	 will	
therefore	be	directly	related	to	the	robustness,	the	transparency	and	the	efficiency	of	the	peer-review	
system	in	publishing	houses.	
	

It	 is	 to	 be	 noted	 that	 databases	 and	 research	 information	 systems	 found	 in	 the	 Nordic	
countries	(Norway,	Belgium)	do	not	operate	very	precise	distinctions	between	book	categories.		

CRIStin	 (Current	 Research	 Information	 System	 in	 Norway)	 is	 a	 system	 for	 documenting	
research	results,	information	and	academic	activities.	
The	system	is	made	up	of	four	modules:	

• Research	results	
• Researchers’	profiles	
• Project	catalogue	
• Annual	reporting	».	

	
Researchers	from	all	Norwegian	institution	can	register	their	research	production	by	logging	through	
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a	dedicated	webpage.	The	system	is	entirely	open,	anybody	can	search	for	the	research	results	of	any	
researcher,	 research	 unit	 or	 institution.	 Therefore,	 it	 has	 been	 used	 to	 observe	 the	 numbers	 of	
“academic	 monographs”	 and	 “scientific	 books”	 produced	 by	 the	 scholars	 in	 the	 humanities	 (all	
disciplines	included)	from	2004	to	2014	(which	is	the	span	of	time	used	in	our	extraction	of	data	from	
Ca’Foscari	and	Macerata	RIS).	The	query	brought	only	233	results,	a	very	low	score	and	probably	far	
from	reflecting	the	reality	of	the	scholarly	production	in	Norwegian	humanities.	
	
Research	results	are	organised	in	12	broad	categories	:	

- journal	article,	
- conference	contribution	or	scholarly	presentation,	
- book,	
- report/	dissertation,	
- part	of	a	book/	report,	
- translation,	
- commercialisation,	
- artistic	or	museum-related	presentation,	
- artistic	production,	
- product,	
- information	materials.	

	
Under	the	category	of	books,	9	categories	are	represented	;	these	are	to	be	found	in	the	following	table,	
where	they	are	confronted	to	the	categories	in	use	in	the	Italian	RIS	of	universities:	
	
	
Book	category	 Norway	 Italy	
Academic	anthology/	conference	proceedings	 X	 X	
Academic	monograph	 X	 X	
Academic	commentary	 X	 X	
Encyclopaedia	 X	 X	
Reference	material	 X	 	
Popular	scientific	book	 X	 	
Textbook	 X	 	
Scientific	book	 X	 	
Exhibition	catalogue	 X	 X	
Critical	edition	of	texts	 	 X	
Translation	of	a	book	 X*	 X	
*	This	category	appears	in	CRIStin	outside	the	broad	“book”	section;	one	has	to	click	on	“translation”	to	
find	it.	Therefore,	the	book	section	in	CRIStin	appears	incomplete.	
	
This	comparison	allows	to	formulate	the	following	observations:	

- the	 Italian	 typology	 is	 sometimes	 much	 more	 refined,	 but	 it	 remains	 debatable	 if	 this	 very	
precise	splitting	is	useful;	Norwegian	categories,	broader,	are	much	more	easier	to	handle;	

- In	spite	of	the	multiplication	of	the	categories,	Italian	system	lacks	some	interesting	categories	
when	it	comes	to	the	domain	of	books.	While	it	is	not	very	clear	what	a	“scientific	book”	is	(as	
opposed	 to	 an	 academic	monograph	 or	 collective	work),	 “textbooks”	 and	 “popular	 scientific	
books”	are	useful	classifications.	As	 it	will	be	observable	 later,	book	production	appears	very	
high	in	certain	scientific	areas	such	as	didactics,	but	a	closer	look	to	data	shows	that	in	many	
cases	the	product	is	a	textbook,	in	its	various	(sometimes,	yearly)	editions.	While	these	are	not	
to	be	left	aside	during	the	evaluation	processes,	having	the	possibility	to	distinguish	between	
scientific	monographs	and	textbooks	or	popular	books	is	to	be	deemed	as	a	time	saver	for	the	
experts.	

- On	the	contrary,	it	is	surprising	not	to	find	a	category	such	as	“critical	edition”	in	CRIStin.	
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Turning	to	VABB-SHW	in	order	to	observe	the	facilities	of	the	database	and	the	typology	of	books,	one	
can	 observe	 that	 VABB-SHW	 does	 not	 practice	 a	 refined	 categorisation	 of	 books.	 «	The	 VABB-SHW	
collects	all	bibliographic	references	since	the	year	2000	of	SSH	publications	by	scholars	affiliated	with	
a	 Flemish	 university.	 In	 accordance	 with	 the	 stipulations	 of	 the	 BOF	 regulation,	 the	 following	 five	
publication	types	are	eligible	for	inclusion	in	the	VABB-SHW:		

• Articles	in	journals		
• Monographs		
• Edited	books		
• Articles	or	chapters	in	books		
• Proceedings	papers	that	are	not	part	of	special	issues	of	journals	or	of	edited	books	»	

(F.	Verleysen,	P.	Ghesquière,	T.	Engels	«	The	Objectives,	design	and	selection	process	of	the	Flemish	
Academic	Bibliographic	Database	for	the	Social	Sciences	and	Humanities	(VABB-SHW)	»,	Portland	
Press,	2014)	

The	 database	 is	 accessible	 on	 line,	 but	 it	 works	 as	 a	 bibliographic	 provider;	 one	 has	 no	 access	 to	
aggregated	 data	 for	 a	 specific	 field	 or	 type	 of	 publication,	 for	 instance.	 However,	 experts	 from	
evaluation	 panels	 benefit	 from	 such	 an	 access	 and	 the	 results	 from	 the	 database	 are	 taken	 into	
consideration	when	calculating	block	grants	for	research	allocated	to	universities	and	other	research	
institutions.	Some	6,5%	of	the	budget	is	calculated	on	such	a	basis.	

In	 fact,	 the	 system	works	on	a	binary	model:	 books	 are	 either	 accepted	 or	 rejected.	 There	 are	4	
criteria	for	acceptance/	rejection:	

- a	minimal	number	of	pages	(set	to	4	for	articles);	
- existence	of	an	ISBN,	as	a	guarantee	of	public	availability	of	the	publication;	
- the	novelty	of	the	contribution;	
- “Have	been	subjected,	prior	to	publication,	to	a	demonstrable	peer-review	process	by	scholars	

who	 are	 experts	 in	 the	 (sub)field	 to	 which	 the	 publication	 belongs.	 Peer	 review	 should	 be	
carried	out	by	 an	editorial	 board,	 a	permanent	 reading	 committee,	 external	 referees	or	by	 a	
combination	of	 these.	The	review	should	contain	 input	 from	outside	the	author(s)’s	research	
team	 and	 should	 be	 independent	 from	 the	 author(s).	 The	 author	 cannot	 organize	 the	 peer	
review	of	her	or	his	own	draft	manuscript.	»	(Verleysen,	Ghesquière,	Engels,	2014).	

This	 last	 parameter	 lead	 to	 the	monitoring	 of	 the	 publishing	 houses	 and	 to	 the	 creation	 of	 a	 label	
attesting	the	compliance	of	selected	institutions	with	above-mentioned	criteria.	Here	is	the	description	
of	the	selection	process	on	the	ECOOM	webpage:	

«	There	are	three	types	of	publishers	whose	books	are	taken	into	consideration	for	admission	to	the	
VABB-SHW:	
• Publishers	 that	 were	 added	 to	 the	 VABB-SHW	 publishers	 list.	 All	 book	 publications	 of	 these	

publishers	 are	 added	 to	 the	 VABB-SHW.	 Initially,	 this	 list	 consisted	 of	 the	 cross	 section	 of	
publishers	at	which	Flemish	researchers	from	the	SSH	have	published	and	the	Norwegian	List	
of	 Publishers	 Level	 2.	 From	 the	 second	 version	 of	 the	 VABB-SHW	 onwards,	 the	 list	 of	
publishers	 was	 progressively	 expanded	with	 over	 50	 scientific	 publishers	 for	 which	 there’s	
substantiated	proof	that	they	perform	peer	review.	

• Flemish	publishers,	associated	with	the	Flemish	Publishers	Association	(VUV),	that	have	attributed	
the	GPRC-label	 to	 certain	books.	Books	with	 the	GPRC-label	 that	are	validated	by	 the	GP	are	
included	in	the	VABB-SHW.	

Publishers	whose	individual	book	titles	received	a	positive	assessment	from	the	GP.	Only	those	book	
publications	are	incorporated	in	the	VABB-SHW.	It	concerns	book	titles	that	were	not	published	by	the	
publishers	referred	to	under	bullet	1	and	2.	Since	the	fifth	version	of	the	VABB-SHW,	books	are	only	
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evaluated	 on	 an	 individual	 basis	 in	 the	 framework	 of	 the	 appeal	 procedure.	 Books	 are	 then	
incorporated	 when	 there	 is	 sufficient	 proof	 of	 a	 decent	 peer	 review	 process.	»	
(https://www.ecoom.be/en/services/vabb/faq#gp)	

The	result	of	this	filtering	is	that	all	data	contained	in	VABB-SHW	present	a	form	of	quality	guarantee,	
appreciable	when	confronted	to	the	data	obtained	from	CRISTin.	In	the	meantime,	the	inconvenient	is	
a	drastic	underrepresentation	of	the	production	diversity	in	the	SSH.	A	more	balanced	approach	is	that	
of	 Norway,	 where	 researchers	 can	 declare	 everything,	 while	 their	 output	 is	 subsequently	 filtered	
towards	 L1	 and	 L2	 levels	 of	 excellence.	 However,	 if	 limited	 only	 to	 books	 (be	 they	 proceedings,	
monographs	or	collective	books)	the	initiative	seems	interesting	and	is	to	be	highly	recommended	to	
Italy.		

Book	weighting	in	Flanders	and	in	Norway	

In	Flanders,	the	BOF	regulation	mentions	the	relative	weight	each	publication	type	is	to	receive	in	the	
calculation	of	the	BOF	key:		

• Journal	article:	1		
• Monograph:	4		
• Book	chapter:	1		
• Edited	book:	1		
• Conference	proceeding:	0.5	»	(Verleysen,	Ghesquière,	Engels,	2014) 

	
	In	 Norway	 the	 national	 measuring	 systems	 for	 scientific	 publications	 are	 based	 on	 a	 tiered	
classification	of	scientific	journals	based	on	an	evaluation	of	the	quality	of	the	journals.	The	purpose	of	
a	 classification	 by	 quality	 of	 journals	 is	 to	 stimulate	 to	 high	 quality	 of	 the	 publication	 of	 scientific	
articles.	If	the	channel	is	at	level	1	or	2,	this	means	that	it	is	approved.	Level	2	is	channels	with	higher	
international	prestige.		
NSD	 prepares	 all	 cases	 for	 channels	 at	 level	 1,	 while	 the	 National	 Publication	 Committee	 of	 The	
Norwegian	Association	of	Higher	Education	Institutions	coordinates	the	placing	of	channels	at	level	2.	
This	 is	done	based	on	 input	 from	 the	many	national	 expert	bodies	of	The	Norwegian	Association	of	
Higher	Education	Institutions.	
The	 goal	 is	 for	 the	 volume	 of	 publication	 at	 level	 2	 channels	 to	 be	 about	 20	 percent	 of	 the	 total	
publication	 volume	 (i.e.	 20	 percent	 of	 the	 publication	 volume,	 not	 20	 percent	 of	 the	 publication	
channels).	 These	 20	 percent	 are	 distributed	within	 each	 field	 as	well,	 which	 is	 administered	 by	 an	
expert	body.	This	entails	a	limitation	of	the	number	of	channels	at	level	2	and	it	sometimes	follows	that	
channels	 are	moved	 from	 level	 1	 to	 2	 or	 vice	 versa.	When	 the	 national	 academic	 councils	 are	 done	
ranking	 channels	 on	 level	 2	 and	 the	 changes	 are	 processed	 by	 the	National	 Publication	 Committee,	
NSD	updates	it	register	of	scientific	publication	channels	with	valid	scientific	channels	at	level	1	and	2	
and	make	these	available	to	the	research	sector	via	the	CRIStin	system.	
Through	NSD's	web	page	one	may	search	for	disciplines,	see	the	distribution	of	journals	at	level	1	and	
2	 within	 the	 different	 disciplines	 (eg	 rheumatology,	 public	 health,	 otorhinolaryngology,	 etc):	
http://dbh.nsd.uib.no/kanaler/?search=advanced.	
All	three	sectors	(HE,	health	and	institute	sectors)	are	involved	in	the	level	division	of	channels	via	the	
representation	in	the	National	Publication	Committee.		
The	weights	which	are	used	in	the	funding	systems	of	the	three	sectors	are	as	follows:	
	
Category	 Level	

1	
Level	

2	
Monograph	(ISBN/ISSN)	 5	 8	
Article	in	anthology	(ISBN)	 0,7	 1	
Article	in	periodicals	and	series	(ISSN)	 1	 3	
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(cited	 from	 the	 presentation	 of	 the	 system	 on	 the	 webpage	
http://www.cristin.no/english/system/reporting-requirements.html#toc27)	
	

	
	

Book	rankings	
	
In	many	cases,	some	form	of	ranking	of	books	is	being	used.	This	may	be	the	decision	to	differentiate	
academic	 and	 non-academic	 output,	 to	 exclude	 or	 down-value	 certain	 types	 of	 books	 or	 the	 use	 of	
prestige	lists	as	proxies	for	quality.	For	articles,	reference	lists	for	journals	have	been	in	existence	for	
some	time.	In	many	cases	the	inclusion	of	a	journal	in	WoS	or	Scopus	has	been	seen	as	a	guarantee	of	
quality,	 and	 some	 book	 publishers	 and	 conference	 proceedings	 are	 gradually	 getting	 this	 seal	 of	
approval.		
	
One	 attempt	 to	make	 a	 quality	 list	was	 carried	 out	 by	 the	Research	 School	 for	Socio-Economic	 and	
Natural	 Sciences	 of	 the	 Environment	 in	 the	 Netherlands	
(http://www.sense.nl/organisation/documentation).	 A	 first	 list	 was	 validated	 for	 the	 period	 2007-
2013,	 with	 an	 updated	 Excel	 file	 published	 2011	 as	 the	WASS-SENSE	 book	 publishers	 ranking	 list	
2011.	 This	 list	 classes	 publishers	 with	 a	 ranking	 of	 A	 to	 D,	 with	 only	 the	 major	 English-language	
University	 Presses	 and	 a	 small	 number	 of	 specialised	 publishers	making	 the	A	 grade.	 The	 selection	
criteria	 for	WASS-Sense	 are	 not	 clear,	 and	 are	 oriented	 to	 the	 natural	 sciences,	 which	 explains	 the	
domination	of	English.	
	
The	criteria	adopted	for	the	publisher	prestige	lists	in	Spain	have	been	specified	(Giménez-Toledo,	et	
al.,	 2015a,	 2015b)	 and	 are	 based	 on	 extensive	 questionnaires	 involving	 SSH	 scholars	 as	 well	 as	
analyses	of	the	actual	production	process	leading	to	four	main	criteria	for	presence	on	the	list:	
	
1)	The	prestige	perceived	by	the	academic	community	towards	specific	book	publishers.		
2)	Book	publishers’	thematic	specialization.		
3)	Original	manuscript	selection	process.		
4)	Presence	of	book	publishers	in	other	information	systems.		
	
The	 lists	 are	 grouped	 into	 international	 and	 Spanish	 publishers	 so	 as	 not	 to	 concentrate	 only	 on	
English	language	publishing.		
	
	

	
Classification	of	publishers/	automatization	of	evaluation		in	Spain	and	Hispanic	Areas	

	
Another	 approach	 adopted	 so	 as	 to	 gather	 facts	 about	 books	 was	 to	 try	 and	 compare	

publication	habits	in	Italy	and	in	other	European	countries.	As	data	about	monographs	obtained	from	
CRISTin	appeared	disappointing	and	subject	to	legitimate	doubts,	while	VABB-SHS	cannot	be	used	for	
evaluation	 purposes	 without	 specific	 accreditation	 to	 do	 so,	 the	 decision	 was	 taken	 to	 change	 the	
strategy	 and	 to	 confront	 discourses	 with	 practices.	 Confronting	 publication	 habits	 remains	 an	
interesting	 scientific	 challenge,	 but	 it	 obviously	 calls	 for	 inter-governmental	 agreements	 about	 data	
disclosure	 and	 cooperation.	 It	 is	 possible,	 instead,	 to	 observe	 to	 what	 extent	 publication	 habits	
correspond	 to	 the	 academic	 prestige	 of	 publishers,	 i.	 e.	 if	 scholars	 seek	 to	 publish	 with	 publishing	
houses	they	deem	as	being	the	best	in	their	discipline.	

We	decided	to	concentrate	on	academics	from	the	Hispanic	areas,	i.	e.:	
L-LIN/05	-	Letteratura	Spagnola	
L-LIN/06	-	Lingua	e	Letterature	Ispano-Americane	
L-LIN/07	-	Lingua	e	Traduzione	-	Lingua	Spagnola	

This	choice	was	made	because	we	had	the	possibility	to	compare	their	choices,	as	observed	
through	the	data	extracted	from	CFU	and	UMC,	with	the	results	of	a	Hispanic	project	having	led	to	the	
prestige	classification	of	most	frequent	publishers	in	the	SSH.	
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Academic	 prestige	 has	 been	 a	 subject	 of	 interest	 for	 some	 years,	 and	 studies	 have	 been	
conducted	 on	 institutions	 and	 research	 groups	 (see	 French	 ANR	 project	 PRESTENCE	
http://www.lest.cnrs.fr/spip.php?article590).	What	interested	scholars	involved	in	the	building	of	the	
SPI	database	were	 the	assumptions	of	 scholars	about	publishing	houses	and	 their	 reliability.	On	 the	
principles	 of	 the	 survey	 and	 the	design	of	 the	database,	 see	Gimenez-Toledo,	Tejada-Artigas	Carlos-
Miguel	“Proceso	de	publicación,	calidad	y	prestigio	de	las	editoriales	científicas	en	educación	»,	INED,	
vol.	 18,	 1	 (2015)	 http://dx.doi.org/10.5944/educxx1.18.1.12310;	 the	 SPI	 database	 is	 accessible	 at:	
http://ilia.cchs.csic.es/SPI/index.html.	 Publishing	 houses	 are	 grouped	 in	 different	 categories,	
according	 to	 their	 perceived	 editorial	 specialisation;	 some	 PH	 have	 been	 therefore	 ranked	 only	 by	
scholars	in	literature,	or	philosophy,	etc.,	while	others	appear	in	several	rankings	and	integrate	also	a	
“general”	category	(known	by	a	majority	of	scholars	having	completed	the	survey).		

Data	concerning	the	publications	in	the	selected	disciplines	was	extracted	from	the	compiled	
file	of	all	publications	in	Ca’	Foscari	University	and	University	of	Macerata,	focusing	on	the	publishing	
houses	where	 scholars	publish	monographs,	 collective	books,	 edited	books	or	proceedings;	 the	 four	
forms	 represent	 what	 can	 be	 considered	 a	 “meta-category”	 for	 books.	 This	 ensured	 a	 generally	
representative	 sample	of	more	 than	200	publications,	 published	 in	133	different	publishing	houses;	
cooperation	between	two	publishing	houses	 in	editing	a	book	has	been	considered	as	 leading	 to	 the	
creation	 of	 a	 “new”	 PH	 (this	 is	 the	 case	 only	 for	 a	 marginal	 fraction	 of	 the	 publications).	 If	 one	
concentrates	 only	 on	books	 considered	 as	 “monographs”	 and	 collective	 books,	 results	 drop	by	40%	
(some	120	books,	published	in	95	different	publishing	houses).	

PH	have	been	 classified	decrescendo,	 according	 to	 the	number	 of	 books	published	 in	 each,	
then	a	manual	search	on	SPI	was	done.	The	results	can	be	observed	in	the	following	table:	

	
Table	4.	Number	of	books	by	scholars	in	Hispanic	disciplines	and	rank	of	chosen	PH	in	SPI	database	

	
Publishing	houses	 Book	 Chapte

r	 in	
book	

Curatorshi
p	

Proce
edings	

Total	 SPI	Rank	

Cafoscarina	 	 	 4	 5	 9	 Unknown	
Iberoamericana	/	Vervuert	 1	 3	 4	 	 8	 4/119	Literature	
AISPI	Edizioni	 	 3	 	 4	 7	 Unknown	
Eum	 	 7	 	 	 7	 Unknown	
Bulzoni	 2	 	 2	 	 4	 46/120	Literature	
Cátedra	 3	 	 1	 	 4	 1/119	Literature	
Logos	 4	 	 	 	 4	 10/120	Literature	
Arcibel	 	 3	 	 	 3	 66/119	Literature	
IBIS	 	 3	 	 	 3	 Unknown	
Mimesis	Edizioni	 2	 1	 	 	 3	 55/57	philosophy	
Renacimiento	 	 	 3	 1	 4	 48/119	Literature	
Andrea	Lippolis	Editore	 	 1	 	 1	 2	 Unknown	
Aracne	Editrice	 1	 1	 	 	 2	 75/120	Literature	
Atmosphere	libri	 2	 	 	 	 2	 Unknown	
Beatriz	Viterbo	 2	 	 	 	 2	 86/120	Literatura	
Castalia	 2	 	 	 	 2	 11/119	Literature	
Città	aperta	 2	 	 	 	 2	 Unknown	
Editori	Riuniti	 	 1	 	 1	 2	 Unknown	
Editorial	Complutense	 	 	 	 2	 2	 25/119	Literature	
Edizioni	Ca’	Foscari	 	 	 2	 	 2	 Unknown	
Edizioni	dell'Orso	 	 	 1	 1	 2	 119/120	Literature	
Edizioni	Simple	 2	 	 	 	 2	 Unknown	
Fundación	Luis	Goytisolo	 	 	 	 2	 2	 Unknown	
Granada	Lingvistica	 1	 	 	 1	 2	 37/119	Literature	
Instituto	Cervantes	 	 2	 	 	 2	 269/272	general	
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Instituto	Cervantes	AISPI	 	 1	 	 1	 2	 269/272	general	
Junta	de	Andalucía	 2	 	 	 	 2	 90/119	Literature	
Loffredo	 	 2	 	 	 2	 Unknown	
Oèdipus	edizioni	 	 1	 	 1	 2	 Unknown	
PETER	LANG	 	 	 1	 1	 2	 3/120	Literature	
Sentieri	Meridiani	Edizioni	 	 2	 	 	 2	 Unknown	
Studio	Editoriale	Gordini	 	 	 1	 1	 2	 Unknown	
Università	 degli	 studi	 di	 Trento.	
Dipartimento	di	Lettere	e	Filosofia	

2	 	 	 2	 Unknown	

Vicens	Vives	 	 	 2	 	 2	 93/119	literature	
Wizarts	editore	 	 1	 1	 	 2	 Unknown	
A.E.E.L.H	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Academia	Editorial	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
AISI	edizioni	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
AMON	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Antenore-Salerno	 	 	 1	 	 1	 249/259	general	
Arci	Solidarietà	Cesenate	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Arco/libros	 	 	 	 1	 1	 5/119	Literature	
Asterion	Arcipelago	Edizioni	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Atmosphere	 	 	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	
Baroni	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Bergamo	 University	 Press	 -	
Sestante	Edizioni	

	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

Biblioteca	 Francescana.Officina	 di	
Studi	Medievali	

	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	

Biblioteca	Nacional	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Biblioteca	 Virtual	 Miguel	 de	
Cervantes/Universidad	 de	
Alicante	

1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

CLEUP	 	 	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	
CLUEB/EUS:	
Bologna/Salamanca	

	 	 1	 	 1	 115/120	literature	

Comune	 di	 Castelgoffredo:	 Banca	 di	
Credito	cooperativo	di	Castelgoffredo	

1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

Consejería	de	Cultura	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Cooper	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
DIABASIS	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Dipartimento	di	Studi	Anglo-americani	
e	Ibero-americani	

	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	

Diputación	de	Valladolid	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Ediciones	 Universidad	 de	
Oviedo	

	 	 	 1	 1	 97/119	Literature	

Edicions	Moll	 1	 	 	 	 1	 268/272	general	
Editorial	 Academia	 del	
Hispanismo	

	 1	 	 	 1	 26/120	Literature	

Editorial	Crítica	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Editorial	 de	 la	 Facultad	 de	 Filosofía	 y	
Letras,	UBA	

	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	

Edizioni	Estemporanee	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Edizioni	Solfanelli	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Edizioni	 Studio	 Alfa	 (ES@)	
(dal	2008	ARAS)	

1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

El	Olivo	Azul	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
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ELR	Ediciones	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Emecé	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Fanucci	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Fazi		editore	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Feltrinelli	 1	 	 	 	 1	 255/259	general	
Flavius	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Fondo	de	Cultura	Económica	 	 	 1	 	 1	 8/272	general	
Forum	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Franco	Cesati	Editore	 	 1	 	 	 1	 91/120	Literature	
Fundaciòn	Comillas	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Fundación	 Santillana	 -	 U.I.M.P	 (Universidad	 Internacional	
Menéndez	y	Pelayo)Santander	

1	 1	 Unknown	

Gedit	Edizioni	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Giufré	 	 1	 	 	 1	 80/120literature	
GIUNTI	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
GM	Grafica	e	Editore	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Guerra	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Il	Poligrafo	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
il	Saggiatore	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
ila	palma	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Instituto	Caro	Y	Cuervo	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Isbn	edizioni	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Juan	de	la	Cuesta	 	 	 	 1	 1	 88/120	literature	
La	Tartaruga	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Lambert	Lucas	 	 	 	 1	 1	 119/120	Literature	
Le	Monnier	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Libri	Scheiwiller	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
LINCOM	Europa	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Marsilio	Editore	 1	 	 	 	 1	 268/272	general	
Mazzanti	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Meubook	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
MILENIO	 	 	 1	 	 1	 109/119	literature	
Morlacchi	 	 	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	
Pacini	Editore	 	 	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	
Passigli	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Pavia	University	Press	 	 1	 	 	 1	 255/259	general	
Portaparole	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
PPU	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Prensas	 Universitarias	 de	
Zaragoza	

	 	 	 1	 1	 26/119	literature	

Publicacions	 de	 l'Abadia	 de	
Montserrat	

	 	 	 1	 1	 19/119	literature	

Quattroventi	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Romanistischer	Verlag	 	 	 	 1	 1	 257/259	general	
RqueR	Editorial	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Rubettino	 	 	 	 1	 1	 255/259	general	
Scripta	Web	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
SIMPLE	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Solfanelli	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Spartaco	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Studio	LT2	 	 	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	
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Supernova	 1	 	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
The	 Hebrew	 University	 of	
Jerusalem	

	 	 	 1	 1	 254/259	general	

Tusquets	 1	 	 	 	 1	 106/119	literature	
Unicopli	 	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	
Universidad	 Castilla-La	
Mancha	

	 	 	 1	 1	 63/119	literature	

Universidad	de	Alicante	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Universidad	de	Granada	 1	 	 	 	 1	 37/119	Literature	
Universidad	 de	 Neuchâtel	 y	
Arco/Libros	

	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	

Universidad	de	sevilla	 	 	 	 1	 1	 36/119	literature	
Universidad	Nac.	del	Litoral	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Università	 degli	 Studi	 	 di	 Salerno	 -	
libreriauniversitaria.it	edizioni	

1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

Università	 degli	 Studi	 di	
Cassino	

	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

Università	 degli	 Studi	 di	
Catania	

	 1	 	 	 1	 Unknown	

Università	 degli	 Studi	 di	
Chieti-Pescara	

	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	

Università	di	Ljubljana	 	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	
Universitat	de	València.	Servei	
de	Publicacions	

1	 	 	 	 1	 59/119	literature	

University	 Press	 of	 Southern	
Denmark	

	 	 	 1	 1	 Unknown	

Verbum	 1	 	 	 	 1	 92/119	literature	
Voland	 	 	 1	 	 1	 Unknown	
Total	 57	 60	 33	 52	 202	 	
	
	

By	observing	this	table,	it	appears	that	89	out	of	the	133	publishing	houses	in	which	Italian	
scholars	publish	are	unknown	in	the	SPI	database;	however,	this	means	that	in	33%	of	cases	scholars	
publish	 in	 outlets	 known	 and	 even	well	 known	 in	 Spain	 and	Hispanic	 countries.	 Figures	 show	 that	
when	 they	 publish	 abroad,	 these	 scholars	 tend	 to	 pick	 up	 prestigious	 publishers:	 the	 five	 most	
frequent	publishers	 (Iberoamericana.	Vervuert;	Bulzoni;	Catedra;	Logos;	Renacimiento:	more	 than	4	
books	 published	 in	 each)	 are	 also	 quite	 highly	 rated	 by	 the	 Spanish	 scholars.	 Also,	 it	 appears	 that	
books	and	curatorships	constitute	a	more	 frequent	output	 to	be	published	abroad	 than	proceedings	
and	collective	books,	more	numerous	in	SPI	unknown	outlets	as	shown	by	the	following	figure:		
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Figure	8.	Distribution	of	the	books	in	Hispanic	disciplines	

	
However,	 these	 findings	are	contradicted	 to	a	certain	extent	by	 the	general	 figures	one	can	

observe	 for	 the	whole	 area	 10,	 where	 proceedings	 are	 twice	 as	 numerous	 as	 books	 or	 chapters	 in	
books	when	looking	at	the	split	between	Italian	and	non-Italian	publishing	houses:	

	
	 Italy	 Non-Italy	 Unknown	
Book	 71,96%	 13,78%	 14,27%	
Chapter	in	book	 73,96%	 13,98%	 12,06%	
Curatorship	 72,98%	 13,45%	 13,57%	
Other	 28,49%	 6,98%	 64,53%	
Paper	in	journal	 34,21%	 14,58%	 51,21%	
Paper	in	proceedings	 52,39%	 28,85%	 18,76%	
	 46,81%	 15,39%	 37,80%	
Area	10:	repartition	of	publications	by	country	of	publisher	

	
The	same	extraction	in	area	11	brings	the	following	results:	
	

	
Italy	 Non-Italy	 Unknown	

Book	 76,01%	 8,93%	 15,06%	
Chapter	in	book	 75,52%	 10,42%	 14,06%	
Curatorship	 72,08%	 8,01%	 19,91%	
Other	 13,33%	 1,11%	 85,56%	
Paper	in	journal	 35,59%	 9,49%	 54,92%	
Paper	in	proceedings	 35,20%	 13,78%	 51,02%	

	
52,75%	 9,67%	 37,58%	

Area	11:	repartition	of	publications	by	country	of	publisher	
	
But	 the	 fact	 remains	 that	we	 are	 observing	 here	 two	different	 types	 of	 information,	 as	 the	

split	of	publishing	houses	between	“foreign”	or	“non-foreign”	does	not	correspond	to	the	split	between	
known	 in	 SPI/	 not-known	 in	 SPI,	 even	 if,	 in	 most	 cases,	 highly	 rated	 publishing	 houses	 in	 SPI	 are	
“foreign”	for	an	Italian	scholar	specialised	in	Hispanic	languages	and	literatures.	

It	is	therefore	necessary	to	remain	highly	precautious	when	interpreting	these	figures	from	a	
qualitative	 point	 of	 view.	What	 they	 all	 show	 is	 the	 national	 bias	 in	 publication	 of	 books	 as	 meta-
category,	for	both	area	10	and	11	as	a	whole,	and	even	for	a	discipline	that	can	be	deemed	as	“abroad	
oriented”	(studies	in	Hispanic	language	and	literature).	On	the	contrary,	papers	in	journals	are	much	
more	 internationally	 oriented,	 even	 if	 the	 high	 percentage	 of	 “unknown”	 locations	may	 translate	 a	
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form	of	disinterest	for	such	information	when	applied	to	journals,	rather	than	the	absence	of	a	precise	
localisation	of	their	editorial	board,	or	a	real	internationalisation	of	their	functioning	and	readership.	

This	national	bias	of	books	is	not,	in	itself,	synonymous	of	quality	or	lack	of	quality.	It	
rather	shows	that	scholars	tend	to	privilege	a	familiar	system,	an	affirmation	supported	by	the	
observation	 that	 Edizioni	 Ca’	 Foscari	 and	 Edizioni	 Universitari	 di	Macerata	 score	 high	 in	 the	
publications	tables	of	scholars	from	the	above-mentioned	Hispanic	disciplines.		

It	would	be	interesting	to	discuss	with	scholars	from	these	disciplines	having	published	with	
Iberoamericana,	 Catedra	 or	 Logos	 and	 to	 understand	 to	 what	 extent	 they	 had	 links	 with	 these	
publishing	houses	previous	to	the	publication	of	their	book.	Accordingly,	it	would	also	be	interesting	to	
engage	with	scholars	having	published	 in	Ca’	Foscari	or	EUM,	so	as	to	understand	their	motivations.	
Interviews	 on	 these	 themes	 conducted	 in	 Brittany	 showed	 that	 local	 publishing	 houses	 (Presses	
universitaires	 de	 Rennes)	 were	 preferred	 because	 scholars	 knew	 how	 they	 work,	 who	 was	 on	 the	
editorial	 board,	 and	 also	 because	 access	 to	 these	 houses	 was	 granted	 by	 subsidies	 paid	 by	 their	
universities,	while	international	publishing	houses	(such	as	OUP	or	Peter	Lang)	appeared	as	opaque,	
more	expensive	and	controlled	by	unknown	groups	of	 influence.	If	these	observations	are	confirmed	
by	 interviews	 conducted	 in	 Italy,	 this	would	mean	 that	 in	 non-bibliometric	 area	 there	 is	 a	 risk	 that	
book	 publishing	 be	 oriented	much	more	 by	 social	 representations	 and	 comfort	 seeking	 tendencies	
than	by	a	genuine	concern	for	quality	or	even	reputation.	

This	can	translate	in	two	intertwined	recommendations:	
	
	
Recommendation	 5:	 Observe	 closely	 internationalisation	 of	 publications	 in	 each	
discipline	 from	areas	10	and	11	and	correlate	 it	with	epistemic	characteristics	of	 the	
disciplines	(more	nationally	oriented/	abroad	oriented/	internationally	oriented).	
	
Inform	 about	 international	 outlets	 specific	 to	 each	 discipline	 and	 about	 their	
manuscript	selection	procedures	(render	scholars	familiar	with	foreign	publishers	and	
their	procedures).	

	
If	 these	 two	 conditions	 are	 fulfilled,	 internationalisation,	 measured	 as	 number	 of	
books	published	abroad	or	with	publishing	houses	with	an	international	committee	or	
peer	review	procedure,	can	become	an	alternative	to	peer-review	in	certain	disciplines	
(the	danger	is	that	internationalism	be	deemed	a	proxy	for	quality,	which	is	not).	
It	 is	 also	 necessary	 to	 monitor	 the	 peer-review	 procedures	 in	 national	 publishing	
houses,	and	especially	in	academic	PH,	so	as	to	ensure	that	familiarity	is	not	a	form	of	
facility.		
	
To	 summarize,	 in	 SSH	 the	 best	 alternative	 to	 peer-review	 is,	 for	 the	moment,	 peer-review	

itself!	No	 automatised	 analysis	 is	 possible	with	 regards	 to	books,	 be	 they	monographs,	 collective	 or	
proceedings,	if	fairness	and	transparency,	selectivity	and	scientific	added-value	are	not	demonstrated	
in	the	publishing	houses.	Publication	of	books	in	whatever	form	(monographs,	collective,	curatorship,	
proceedings)	should	not	diminish	or	disappear,	as	in	themselves	these	forms	are	not	synonymous	of	
quality	or	lack	of	quality,	no	more	than	are	papers	in	journals.	The	scholarly	system	should	be	allowed	
to	 auto-regulate	 levels	 and	 types	of	 publications,	 provided	books	 and	 journals	 tend	 towards	 similar	
standards	of	peer-reviewing.	No	new	database	needs	to	be	built,	nor	should	the	impact	factor	system	
in	 use	 in	 sciences	 be	mimicked:	 bibliographic	 databases,	 collecting	 information	 about	 publications,	
should	be	sufficient,	provided	information	is	adequately	normalised.	
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Input	on	Questionnaire	to	some	Italian	Publishers1		
	
	
Much	work	has	been	done,	notably	in	Spain	(Giménez-Toledo,	et	al.,	2015,	2015)	on	prestige	factors	in	
book	publication.	It	was	thus	decided	to	carry	out	a	small	pilot	survey	on	Italian	publishers	to	see	how	
they	approach	the	selection	and	management	of	books	for	publication.	To	do	this	a	list	of	50	Italian	
publishers	representing	a	cross	section	by	size	and	specialisation	was	considered.	This	was	completed	
by	a	small	survey	of	Slavic	and	Anglophone	publishers,	which	will	be	submitted	separately	by	the	
University	of	Macerata.	The	fields	covered	were:	History,	Philosophy,	Literature,	languages	and	
Linguistics.	Of	the	50	Italian	publishers	contacted,	24	accepted	to	complete	the	questionnaire.	This	is,	
of	course,	insufficient	to	carry	out	any	statistical	analysis,	but	does	give	an	interesting	overview	and	a	
list	of	possible	criteria	that	can	be	used	in	evaluating	publishers,	rather	than	the	books	they	publish.	
	
The	questionnaire	sent	to	the	publishers	set	out	to	seek	information	on	the	following	factors:	

• The	publishing	house	publishes	works	in	the	disciplinary	area	of	interest	
• The	publishing	house	has	subject-specific	book	series	chief	editors	
• The	publishing	house	has	a	scientific	committee	assessing	the	book	proposals	
• The	publishing	house	calls	famous	scholars	to	make	book	proposals	
• The	publishing	house	has	a	blind	review	system	
• The	publishing	house	provides	referees	with	an	assessment	sheet	or	guidelines	for	the	evaluation	

of	book	proposals	
• The	publishing	house	rejects	negatively-reviewed	book	proposals	or	asks	for	revision	that	take	

into	account	the	reviewers’	reports	
	
The	24	Italian	publishers	who	completed	the	questionnaire	constitute	a	cross	section	by	size	and	
specialization	of	the	Italian	market.	All	of	them	publish	academic	books	in	various	areas	in	the	
Humanities	7	out	of	them	are	University	Presses,	although	two	others	have	an		unclear	status	which	
raises	the	interesting	question	as	to	defining	what	exactly	is	a	university	press.	Although	not	
statistically	valid	in	any	way,	the	feedback	can	provide	an	interesting	overview	and	offer	room	for	
some	reflections.	The	following	tables	summarise	the	responses	in	terms	of	raw	frequency.		
	

D201	Publishing	houses	in	which	there	is	one	(or	
more)	book	series	chief	editor(s),	for	publications	
in	history,	philosophy,	literature,	language	and	
linguistics	

University	
presses	

Non	university	
publishers	

History	 7	 11	
Philosophy	 6	 12	
Literature	 6	 11	
Language	and	Linguistics	 4	 9	

	
	
	
	
Table	D201	shows	that	very	few	publishers	amongst	those	replying	did	not	have	a	series	editor.	
Amongst	the	university	presses,	this	is	adopted	in	all	the	history	collections,	and	very	widely	in	
philosophy	and	literature.	This	is	in	sharp	contrast	to	the	language	and	literature	collections	where	
only	just	over	half	have	a	specific	series	editor.		The	situation	is	less	clear	for	non-University	presses	as	

																																																								
1	This	survey	was	conducted	by	the	University	of	Macerata,	who	also	made	a	proposal	concerning	publisher	
rankings,	by	associating	to	publishers	an	indicator	of	their	reliability	in	tracking	quality	in	their	selection	
process,		on	the	basis	of	a	number	of	significant	parameters	such	as	use	of	editors,	editorial	boards,	specific	
editors	and	editorial	boards	for	specific	areas,	use	of	referees,	use	of	evaluation	forms,	taking	into	account	
referee	reports,	etc.	As	the	data	collected	were	not	sufficient	to	be	statistically	significant,	we	did	not	include	the	
proposal,	which	needs	further	development,	in	this	report.	
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a	large	number	did	not	give	this	data.	All	can	be	said	is	that	11-12	out	of	18	do,	with	only	half	in	having	
a	series	editor	for	language	and	linguistics.	That	many	do	have	a	specific	editor	is	not	surprising	as	
whilst	not	guaranteeing	the	quality	of	selected	publications,	a	series	editor	can	be	expected	to	know	
the	fields	and	to	be	able	to	find	suitable	authors.	Obviously,	the	opposite	is	also	true	with	an	editor	
preserving	a	status	quo	and	publishing	only	those	falling	within	a	certain	view	of	a	discipline.	What	
can	be	said	is	that	the	presence	of	a	series	editor	does	show	that	some	academic	credibility	can	be	
found	in	the	choice	of	works	to	be	published,	but	as	with	peer	review,	the	actual	validity	of	any	notion	
of	quality	lies	with	the	editor	or	reviewer.	
	
The	University	presses	tend	to	go	for	broad	discipline	related	collections	under	the	control	of	a	chief	
series	editor.	As	table	D202	shows,	how	these	are	selected	is	highly	variable	with	appointments	being	
equally	as	the	suggestion	of	internal	and	external	persons.	The	non-university	publishers	tend	to	rely	
on	outside	advice	or	from	having	already	worked	with	certain	scholars.	This	could	be	seen	as	a	greater	
agree	of	impartiality,	but	this	can	only	really	be	judged	when	looking	at	whether	the	university	presses	
publish	widely	or	tend	to	privilege	local	works.	In-depth	analysis	should	give	a	greater	insight	into	
what	may	be	a	key	issue	in	judging	the	quality	requirements	of	a	publisher.	
	

D202	How	are	book	series	chief	editors	selected?	 University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

Based	on	the	suggestions	of	internal	staff	 3	 7	
Based	on	the	suggestions	of	external	collaborators	 2	 8	
Based	on	a	direct	request	of	the	people	involved	 3	 3	
Based	on	previous	publication	experiences	with	your	
publishing	house	 2	 9	

Other	 1	 2	
	
	
	
Once	recruited,	whether	they	be	in	the	university	or	public	sector,	the	tasks	globally	remain	the	same	
in	seeking	books	to	be	published	and	evaluating	whether	or	not	to	publish	a	given	work.	A	far	higher	
proportion	of	non-university	publishers	rely	on	series	editors	to	find	proposals	and	also	to	evaluate	
those	proposed	by	the	series	editor.	This	does	seem	to	indicate	a	much	closer	involvement	in	the	case	
of	the	non-university	publishers	whereas	the	role	played	in	the	university	presses	is	far	from	clear	in	a	
large	number	of	cases,	which	might	indicate	that	their	role	is	more	a	prestige	one	than	of	a	true	
managerial	control:	
	
		

D203	What	role	do	book	series	chief	editors	play?	 University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

To	find	book	proposals	
4	 14	

To	evaluate	book	proposals	suggested	by	the	chief	
editor	 3	 12	

To	re-elaborate	the	book	proposals	suggested	by	
the	chief	editor	 1	 3	

To	select	book	proposals	
4	 10	

Other	
1	 0	
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Table	D204	demonstrates	that	the	final	decision	is	reached	in	a	variety	of	ways,	with	non	university	
publishers	relying	heavily	on	recruiting	known	scholars	to	publish.	For	the	university	presses,	the	
answer	is	collegial	in	half	the	responding	houses.	Similarly,	half	the	proposals	come	from	the	
suggestions	of	the	chief	editors.	This	signifies	that	only	notoriety	is	a	guarantee	of	selection,	which	
shows	that	no	quality	proxy	can	be	drawn	from	these	results:	
	
	

D204	In	your	publishing	house,	how	are	book	
proposals	selected?	

University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

We	gather	together	several	book	proposals	and	a	
selection	is	made	every	now	and	then	 3	 5	

Famous	scholars	are	called	to	make	book	proposals	 2	 12	
Only	spontaneous	book	proposals	are	accepted	and	
evaluated	 3	 2	

All	book	proposals	are	passed	on	to	book	series	chief	
editors	 4	 9	

Other	 1	 5	
	
	
One	crucial	aspect	on	which	we	tried	to	shed	light	is	the	extent	to	which	publishing	houses	seek	to	
ensure	the	quality	of	their	books	by	relying	on	scientific	committees	and	blind	refereeing.	The	
following	tables	show	that	all	university	presses	have	a	scientific	committee	and	a	majority	of	non-
university	publishers	also	do	so,	although	a	third	do	not:	
	

D301	In your publishing house, is there a scientific 
committee in charge of assessing the publications?	

University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

Yes	 7	 12	
No	 0	 6	

	
As	regards	blind	refereeing,	most	university	publishers	claim	to	have	adopted	it,	whereas	a	significant	
number	of	non-university	publishers	do	without	it,	but	may	well	be	calling	upon	simple	review	by	
known	scholars,	as	is	often	the	case	with	international	publishers	who	use	a	known	scholar	as	an	
advisor	who	will	help	the	author	bring	the	work	in	line	with	the	requirements	of	the	publishing	house:	
	

	
D303 In your publishing house, is there a system 
of blind review for the assessment of publications?	

University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

Yes	 5	 10	
No	 1	 8	

	
	
The	use	of	an	assessment	sheet	that	guides	the	work	of	the	reviewers	is	often	used	and	may	
sometimes	be	used	even	in	the	absence	of	a	blind	review	system:	
	

	
D304 In your publishing house, do you use an 
assessment sheet for the evaluation of book 
proposals?	

University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

Yes	 5	 10	
No	 1	 8	
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Unfortunately,	we	have	not	had	access	to	such	forms	and	it	would	be	interesting	to	see	what	criteria	
are	in	fact	adopted.	Nevertheless,	a	negative	evaluation	in	the	review	procedure	does	typically	result	
in	a	rejection:		
	

D311	In	your	publishing	house,	in	the	case	of	
negative	evaluations	or	reviews,	is	the	book	
proposal	rejected?	

University	
publishers	

Non	university	
publishers	

Yes	 7	 13	
No	 0	 2	
Not	answering	 0	 2	

	
	
The	publishers	answering	that	do	not	reject	the	negatively	evaluated	work	however	specified	that	they	
ask	 the	 author	 to	 take	 into	 account	 the	 reviewer’s	 comments	 and	 would	 therefore	 be	 expected	 to	
resubmit.	
	
This	data	does	suggest	that	some	publishers	are	certainly	more	rigorous	than	others	in	the	selection	
and	 publications	 of	 their	 books.	 Even	 though	 higher	 rigour	 in	 this	 respect	 does	 not	 guarantee	 the	
ultimate	quality	of	a	book,	being	informed	about	the	practices	followed	by	publishers	may	be	of	some	
use	 to	 post-publication	 reviewers	 (in	 job	 competitions	 or	 in	 university	 internal	 and	 external	
evaluations).			
	
The	dataset	shows	a	number	of	variables	in	publishing	practices	that	require	a	far	bigger	survey	to	be	
carried	out	before	any	clear	recommendations	can	be	proposed.	A	start	would	be	to	relate	this	data	
more	closely	with	the	publishing	patterns	revealed	through	the	Ca’	Foscari	questionnaire.	Such	a	
survey	should	start	from	a	detailed	analysis	of	publisher	websites	that	would	allow	a	full	analytical	
template	to	be	built.	Such	a	template	might	also	allow	to	disambiguate	the	status	of	some	publishers	as	
being,	or	not,	a	university	press.	The	data	gives	an	overview	of	the	current	situation	in	a	small	group	of	
publishers,	but	none	of	the	criteria	can	be	claimed	as	true	proxies	for	quality.	
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CHAPTER	2	

EVALUATION	SYSTEMS	AND	OPINIONS	ON	BOOKS	
	
	
	
Book	Evaluation	in	Europe	
	
	

.		In	this	chapter	we	consider	books,	in	the	widest	sense	of	the	term,	in	evaluations	in	a	number	
of	European	countries.	We	seek	to	know	whether	there	is	a	national	system,	how	books	are	taken	into	
account	and	whether	this	evaluation	procedure	is	specific	to	any	group	of	disciplines,	and	whether	a	
typology	 of	 book	 productions	 is	 used.	 In	 summing	 up,	 it	 will	 be	 necessary	 to	 take	 into	 account	 a	
possible	 change	 of	 emphasis	 from	 books	 to	 articles,	 already	 observed	 through	 the	 analysis	 of	
publication	habits,	and	why	this	is	happening.	

We	consider	evaluation	protocols	by	distinguishing	them	in	three	main	categories:		
1. Qualitative	systems	(UK,	The	Netherlands,	Ireland,	France);	
2. 	Quantitative	Systems	(Czech	Republic,	Poland)	
3. 	Data-base	systems	(Denmark,	Flanders,	Finland,	Norway,	Spain).		
	

	
1.	Qualitative	Systems	
	
UK	
	
The	biggest	national	survey	in	Europe	is	the	British	Research	Excellence	Framework	(REF	2014,	2011)	
upon	which	UK	Universities	rely	for	a	major	part	of	their	research	funding.	RESSH	covers	disciplines	
by	 allocating	 them	 to	 one	 of	 four	 panels	 of	 which	 Social	 Sciences	 are	 to	 be	 found	 in	 C	 and	 the	
Humanities	in	D.	Each	panel	is	sub-divided	into	sub-panels	corresponding	to	broad	disciplines.	Panels	
use	 exclusively	 qualitative	 analyses.	Within	 any	 single	 institution,	 it	 is	 the	 departments	who	 decide	
which	researchers	to	put	forward	for	evaluation,	but	the	final	filter	on	acceptable	outputs	is	a	question	
of	 institutional	policy.	A	researcher	must	put	forward	4	pieces	of	research.	 In	theory,	a	researcher	is	
free	to	put	forward	whatever	research	product	that	they	consider	best,	 in	reality	internal	filters	may	
exclude	certain	types	of	output,	as	for	example,	articles	in	proceedings.	
	
It	 is	 accepted	 that	 books,	 in	 all	 forms,	 represent	 an	 important	 part	 of	 SSH	 output,	 but	 no	 precise	
typology	is	applied	as	a	work	is	assessed	on	its	own	merits	by	the	panel.	It	is	recognised	that	books	do	
represent	a	challenge	in	large-scale	evaluation.	
	

Research	 evaluation	 in	 book-oriented	 fields	 is	 more	 challenging	 than	 for	 article-based	
subject	areas	because	counts	of	citations	from	articles,	which	dominate	traditional	citation	
indexes,	 seem	 insufficient	 to	assess	 the	 impact	of	books.	The	Book	Citation	 Index	within	
Web	of	Science	is	a	recent	response	to	this	 issue119	since	journal	citations	on	their	own	
might	miss	 about	 half	 of	 the	 citations	 to	 books.120	However,	 some	 academic	 books	 are	
primarily	 written	 for	 teaching	 (e.g.	 textbooks)	 or	 cultural	 purposes	 (e.g.	 novels	 and	
poetry)	and	citation	counts	of	any	kind	may	be	wholly	inappropriate	for	these.	(REF	2014,	
2012)	
	

It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 that	 books	 were	 most	 frequently	 submitted	 in	 panels	 C	 and	 D.	 The	 final	
breakdown	of	submitted	data	shows	the	importance	of	books,	but	also	demonstrates	that	in	all	
disciplines	it	is	journal	articles	that	dominate.	
	

Name 
Authored 

book 
Edited 

book 
Chapter 
in book 

Journal 
article 

Conference 
contribution 
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Economics and Econometrics 12   28 2388 2 
Business and Management 
Studies 160 6 179 11668 52 
Law 745 25 1219 3454 1 
Politics and International 
Studies 775 63 415 3082 1 
Area Studies 262 53 414 975 4 
Modern Languages and 
Linguistics 760 238 1397 2380 44 
English Language and 
Literature 1678 397 2026 2472 11 
History 1320 290 1815 2832 20 
Classics 284 125 517 401 5 
Philosophy 243 25 525 1344 2 
TOTAL 6239	 1222	 8535	 30996	 142	
	
	
The	dominance	of	journal	articles	is	most	apparent	in	the	business	and	management	disciplines.	It	is	in	
what	may	 be	 termed	 the	 core	 humanities	 disciplines	where	 the	 ration	 of	 books	 to	 articles	 shows	 a	
more	marked	preference	for	authored	books.	However,	 it	must	be	borne	 in	mind	that	this	data	does	
not	reflect	researcher	output,	but	what	researchers	deem	their	most	significant	contribution	to	their	
discipline.		
	

	
	
The	Netherlands	
	
The	new	evaluation	protocol	 for	The	Netherlands	was	 introduced	in	2014	to	cover	the	period	2015-
2021	 and	 its	 methodology	 published	 (Association	 of	 Universities	 in	 the	 Netherlands	 (VSNU)	 et	 al.,	
2014).	 The	 Netherlands	 does	 not	 have	 a	 full	 performance-based	 funding	 system,	 but	 as	 Wouters	
(2014)	points	out	the	repercussions	of	these	national	evaluations	can	be	important	within	institutions	
and	can	cause	considerable	moss	of	prestige	to	institutions,	research	groups	and	lead	researchers.	
	
Evaluation	 is	 by	 on	 and	 off-site	 evaluation	 by	 a	 team	 of	 international	 experts.	 Emphasis	 has	 been	
shifted	from	numbers	of	publications	to	societal	relevance	and	research	integrity.	There	is	no	standard	
set	of	indicators	but	a	variety	of	possible	indicators	are	proposed,	for	example	scholarly	books	may	be	
retained	as	a	measure	of	research	quality	whilst	outreach	activities,	as	lectures	for	general	audiences	
and	exhibitions	can	be	 indicators	 for	societal	relevance.	The	aim	 is	 to	give	a	more	holistic	picture	of	
activity	rather	than	just	relying	on	measurable	outputs.	
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A	earlier	report	on	Quality	 Indicators	 for	Research	 in	 the	Humanities	emphasised	 the	 importance	of	
books	and	book	chapters	(KNAW,	Royal	Dutch	Academy,	2011):	
	

Fair	consideration	needs	to	be	given	to	monographs	and	international	publications	
in	 languages	 other	 than	 English,	 meaning,	 for	 example,	 that	 primacy	 cannot	 be	
accorded	 to	 bibliometric	 indicators	 that	 are	 as	 yet	 still	 based	 on	 databases	
consisting	primarily	of	English-language	journal	publications.			

	
Neither	report	defines	monographs	or	provides	a	typology	of	outputs.	
	
Ireland	
Contrary	to	the	UK,	Ireland	does	not	have	a	national	evaluation	system.	However,	within	institutions,	
staff	 are	 ranked	 as	 being	 research	 active	 or	 not.	 Requirements	 vary	 between	 institutions,	 but	 the	
importance	of	books	is	recognised	in	that	a	single	book	may	be	expected	in	a	six-year	period	whereas	
for	 other	 outputs	 4-8	 products	 are	 required.	 Single	 author	 books	 get	 a	 higher	 weighting	 than	 co-
authored	 productions,	 but	 no	 precise	 typology	 is	 imposed	 with	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 acceptable	
submissions	 including	 translations,	 research	 bibliographies,	 and	 nonfiction	 works	 for	 the	 general	
public.	In	this,	Ireland	is	closer	to	the	UK	in	relying	on	peer	evaluation	rather	than	an	imposed	vision	of	
what	is	acceptable	or	not.	
	
France	
	
France	 has	 two	 evaluation	 systems	 for	 either	 research	 groups	 and	 institutions,	 HCERES,	 previously	
AERES,	 or	 individual	 researchers,	 Conseil	 National	 ds	 Universités	 –	 CNU	 (Galleron	 and	 Williams,	
2016).	 	 Funding	 is	 but	 very	marginally	 performance	 based	 and	 both	 rely	 on	 expert	 review	with	 no	
clear	criteria	as	to	the	place	of	books.	In	HCERES	evaluations,	the	books	are	noted	as	being	important	
to	the	SSH,	but	no	exact	figures	are	collected	or	quality	criteria	applied.		
	
In	addition	to	the	national	evaluation	system,	a	database	of	SSH	research	output	is	maintained	by	the	
national	 research	 council,	 the	 CNRS.	 The	 RIBAC	 database	 (Dassa	 and	 Sidéra,	 2011)	 collects	 all	
productions	 from	CNRS	 researchers	 and	publishes	 documents	 as	 to	 the	 percentages	 of	 outputs,	 but	
does	not	apply	any	quality	criteria.	The	system	was	supposed	to	be	extended	to	the	university	sector,	
but	 this	 has	 been	 cancelled	with	 the	 result	 that	 there	 is	 no	 clear	 picture	 as	 to	 research	 outputs	 in	
France.	
	
2.	Quantitative	systems	
	
Czech	Republic	
	
The	Czech	system	is	currently	undergoing	change	and	moving	from	a	quantitative	to	a	mixed	system	
with	 expert	 panels.	 The	 current	 protocol	 can	 be	 found	 online	 at:	
http://vyzkum.cz/FrontClanek.aspx?idsekce=695512.	 Articles	 in	 proceedings	 are	 only	 accepted	 if	
these	are	referenced	in	the	WoS	or	Scopus	databases.	Outputs	are	evaluated	on	a	very	complex	points	
system	with	 edited	volumes	being	 less	 valued.	According	 to	 the	protocol	 only	 specialised	books	 are	
accepted	with	textbooks,	and	a	variety	of	other	outputs	being	specifically	excluded.	According	to	the	
protocol:	
	

A	specialist	book	presents	the	original	results	of	a	research	that	has	been	conducted	by	the	
author	 of	 the	 book	 or	 a	 team	 of	 which	 the	 author	 was	 a	 member.	 A	 book	 is	 a	 non-
periodical	specialist	publication	of	at	least	50	printed	pages	of	text	without	photographs,	
pictures,	 maps	 and	 similar	 annexes,	 published	 in	 a	 printed	 or	 electronic	 form	 and	
reviewed	by	at	 least	one	generally	 regarded	expert	 from	the	appropriate	 field	 (however	
not	from	the	author’s	workplace)	in	the	form	of	a	reader’s	review.	This	regards	a	precisely	
defined	issue	of	a	certain	field,	contains	the	formulation	of	an	identifiable	and	scientifically	
recognised	 methodology	 (explicitly	 formulated	 methodological	 foundations	 also	 in	
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monographs	leading	to	applications	and/or	formulations	of	a	new	methodology	based	on	
the	 current	 theoretical	 research	 in	 the	 given	 field).	 The	 formal	 attributes	 of	 a	 specialist	
book	 are	 references	 to	 literature	 in	 text,	 bibliography,	 summary	 in	 at	 least	 one	 world	
language,	 possibly	 notes	 and	 source	 bibliography.	 (“Methodology	 of	 Evaluation	 of	
Research	Organizations	 and	 Evaluation	 of	 Finished	 Programmes	 (valid	 for	 years	 2013	 -	
2015),”	2013,	p.	37)	

	
Poland	
	
Poland	 uses	 a	 purely	 quantitative	 system	 based	 on	 a	 complex	 point	 system	 that	 privileges	 journal	
articles	 over	 books.	 As	 one	 informant	 pointed	 out	 “In	 Poland,	 there	 is	 a	 very	 strong	 (implicit)	
assumption	that	in	contemporary	science,	 journals	are	the	main	channel	of	scholarly	communication	
for	each	discipline.	In	effect,	even	the	most	prestigious	monograph	(25	points)	has	to	be	assessed	at	a	
lower	level	than	the	most	prestigious	article	(50	points).	
	
Poland	applies	a	strict	typology	of	outputs:	
	

• Monograph	(excluding	 handbooks	 and	 textbooks)	 –	 including	 lexicons,	 critical	 editions,	
encyclopaedias,	 and	 conference	 proceedings.	 A	 monograph	 has	 to	 fulfil	 the	 following	
conditions:	(1)	it	has	to	be	reviewed	and	it	has	to	present	an	original	research	problem,	(2)	it	
has	to	contain	a	bibliography,	and	(3)	its	length	should	be	at	least	sixty	author	sheets	(240,000	
characters	 or	 approximately	 36,000	 words).	 There	 is	 no	 limit	 of	to	 the	 number	 of	 the	
monograph	authors.		

• Edited	Volume	–	it	is	a	monograph	with	the	editor(s).	There	is	no	limit	to	the	number	of	editors.	
(informant)	

	
Textbooks	are	excluded,	but	 it	 is	admitted	that	Polish	researchers	often	attempt	to	pass	these	off	by	
excluding	the	words	textbook	and	manual	from	the	title.	Proceedings	are	only	accepted	if	referenced	
in	WoS	or	Scopus.	
	
3.	Data-base	systems	
	
As	 noted	 by	 the	 REF	 protocol,	 coverage	 of	 books	 in	 the	 two	 big	 commercial	 databases,	 WoS	 and	
Scopus,	 is	 partial,	 and	 therefore	 unreliable	 as	 a	 source	 for	 evaluation	 of	 the	 SSH.	When	 books	 are	
covered,	the	tendency	is	to	limit	these	to	English	language	books	from	the	big	international	publishing	
houses.	As	REF	points	out,	 books,	 and	book	 chapters,	 tend	 to	 cite	mostly	other	books,	which	makes	
citation	indexes	impossible	to	apply.		In	order	to	better	under	stand	and	evaluate	production,	Norway	
developed	a	data-base	of	researcher	output,	CRISTIN	(Sivertsen,	2015).	This	approach	has	now	been	
adopted	 by	 other	 countries	 allowing	 a	 comparative	 analysis	 of	 SSH	 evaluation	 of	 books	 in	 five	
countries:,	Denmark,	Flanders,	Finland,	Norway	and	Spain	(Giménez-Toledo,	et	al.,	2016).		
	
Denmark	
	
In	 Denmark,	 outputs	 are	 evaluated	 annually	 by	 a	 board	 of	 academics	 nominated	 by	 the	 Danish	
Research	 Agency	 who	 fix	 indicators	 based	 on	 a	 database	 of	 output	 from	 the	 preceding	 year	
Bibliometric	 Research	 Indicators	 include	 anthologies	 and	 proceedings	 with	 each	 output	 type	 being	
allocated	points	on	the	following	scale:	
	

In	 the	period	2008–2012	proceedings	 (and	anthology)	papers	were	assigned	 .75	points.	
Journal	articles	received	1.0	point	in	Level	1	journals	and	3.0	points	in	Level	2	journals,	i.e.	
the	 leading	 journals	 of	 a	 field	 as	 judged	 by	 the	 relevant	 researcher	 group	 and	 covering	
maximum	 20%	 of	 the	 field	 journal	 output.	 From	 2013	 proceedings	 papers	 and	 articles	
receive	 similar	 points	 as	 journal	 articles,	 depending	 on	 the	 level	 of	 the	 conference	 or	
publisher,	as	assessed	by	the	relevant	academic	group.	(op.	cit.	471)	
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A	complicated	weighting	system	is	then	applied	to	each	institution	and	department.	
	
Flanders	
	
Research	evaluation	and	 funding	 is	 regionalised	 in	Belgium	with	a	performance-based	system	being	
applied	 in	 Flanders.	 A	 production	 database	 is	 maintained	 by	 Vlaams	 Academisch	 Bestand	 voor	 de	
Sociale	en	Humane	Wetenschappen’,	(VABB-	SHW),	the	Flemish	Academic	Bibliographic	Database	for	
the	Social	Sciences	and	Humanities.	Research	funding	through	this	system	represents	a	considerable	
amount	of	 income	 for	Flemish	universities.	 (see	 (Engels,	 et	al.,	2012)	 for	details.	VABB-SHW	defines	
books	in	three	ways	and	a	weighting	is	applied:	
	

1°	monographs,	2°	edited	books,	3°	book	chapters,	weighted	4,	1	and	1	 for	 the	 funding	model,	
respectively.	Journal	articles	also	receive	a	weight	of	1	and	proceedings	papers	a	weight	of	0.5.	
(Giménez-Toledo,	et	al.,	2016:	472)	

	
Books	are	aggregated	by	publisher	and	series,	but	no	prestige	weighting	is	applied.	A	ten-year	period	
is	applied	for	the	calculation	of	output.	
	
Finland	
	
Finland	has	a	performance-based	system	using	databases	held	by	individual	institutions	that	are	then	
fed	 into	 a	 national	 database.	 Quality	 indexes,	 Julkaisufoorumi	 (JUFO)	 -luokitus	 (Publication	 Forum	
Classification),	 are	maintained	 by	 an	 expert	 panel	 from	 the	 Federation	 of	 Finnish	 Learned	 Societies	
(FFLS)	 and	 these	 are	 applied	 by	 a	 government	 owned	 company,	 CSC	 -	 IT	 Centre	 for	 Science.	 The	
quality	index	places	outputs	at	three	levels	based	on	what	are	considered	the	leading	book	publishers,	
serials	and	conferences.	Book	series	are	 first	 ranked,	and	 failing	 that	 the	 ranking	of	 the	publisher	 is	
applied.	A	points	system	is	applied	so	that:	
	

The	peer-reviewed	articles	in	journals,	conferences	and	anthologies	published	in	the	level	0	
channels	will	have	the	weighting	coefficient	1,	those	of	the	level	1	have	the	coefficient	1.5,	
and	for	the	level	2	and	3	channels	the	coefficient	is	3.	The	weighting	coefficient	of	non-peer-
reviewed	 (scholarly,	 professional	 and	 general	 public)	 articles	 is	 0.1	 regardless	 of	 outlet.	
Weighting	 coefficient	 of	 peer-reviewed	 monographs	 is	 four	 times	 higher	 than	 that	 of	
articles:	 4	 in	 the	 level	 0,	 6	 in	 the	 level	 1,	 and	 12	 in	 the	 level	 2.	 For	 non-peer-reviewed	
monographs,	as	well	as	all	edited	volumes,	the	weight	is	0.4.		(ibid.	473)	

	
A	new	model	is	being	devised	that	will	be	applied	from	2017.	
	
Norway	
	
Norway	has	a	performance-based	funding	system	that	makes	use	of	the	national	database,	CRISTIN	-	
Current	 Research	 Information	 System	 in	 Norway.	 Only	 peer-reviewed	 products	 are	 accepted	
including	 journals	 and	 series	 with	 ISSN,	 books	 and	 book	 chapters	 with	 ISBN	 defined	 as	 scholarly	
output.	The	indicator	system	is	as	follows:	
	

The	 indicator	 is	 based	 on	 a	 division	 of	 publication	 channels	 (journals,	 series,	 book	
publishers)	 in	 two	 levels:	 level	 1	 and	 level	 2.	 Level	 2	 contains	 the	 most	 selective	
international	journals,	series	and	book	publishers	and	may	not	contain	more	than	20	per	
cent	of	the	publications	worldwide	in	each	field	of	research.	Articles	in	journals	and	series	
are	given	1	point	on	level	1	and	3	points	on	level	2.	Articles	in	books	(with	ISBN	only)	are	
given	0.7	1	points	on	level	1	and	1	point	on	level	2.	Monographs	are	given	5	points	in	level	
1	and	8	points	on	level	2.	The	points	are	fractionalized	in	the	level	of	institutions	according	
to	the	institution’s	share	of	contributing	authors.	(ibid.	473)	

	



	 40	

Outputs	are	 formally	defined,	but	 restricted	by	 their	bibliographic	 status	and	 the	 imposed	notion	of	
academic	production.	
	
Spain	
	
Spain	has	evaluations	carried	out	by	two	agencies	ANECA	and	CNEAI.	Books,	and	book	chapters,	are	
evaluated	 through	 a	 variety	 of	 criteria	 amongst	 which	 a	 weighting	 based	 on	 the	 prestige	 of	 the	
publisher	using	the	database	established	by	the	Research	Group	on	Scholarly	Books	(ÍLIA)	at	CSIC,	see	
section	below.	
	
Russia	
	
A	reflection	on	the	evaluation	of	humanistic	knowledge	in	contemporary	Russia	is	strictly	linked	to	the	
Russian	 debate	 on	 the	 destiny	 of	 humanities	 (gumanitarnye	 nauki)	 which	 has	 been	 subject	 to	
fundamental	modifications	from	the	nineties	to	today.2	
In	 the	 last	years	Russia	has	been	 involved	 in	 the	elaboration	of	specific	strategies	 to	attain	qualified	
means	for	the	evaluation	of	research	and	scholars’	outputs.	Fundamental	Institutions	for	this	purpose	
are	VAK	(Vysšaja	attestacionnaja	komissija	pri	Ministerstve	obrazovanija	i	nauki	Rossijskoj	Federacii)	
and	 the	 RINC	 (Rossijskij	 indeks	 naučnogo	 citirovanija).	 The	 VAK	 (Higher	 Attestation	 Commission	
under	 the	Ministry	 of	 Education	 and	 Science	 of	 the	 Russian	 Federation,	 http://vak.ed.gov.ru/)	 was	
established	in	order	to	ensure	a	uniform	state	policy	in	the	field	of	state	certification	of	scientific	and	
scientific-pedagogical	 workers).	 The	 RINC,	 Russian	 Science	 Citation	 Index	 (RISC,	
http://elibrary.ru/project_risc.asp)	 is	 a	 national	 information-analytical	 system,	 accumulating	 more	
than	 7	 million	 publications	 Russian	 authors,	 as	 well	 as	 information	 about	 the	 citation	 of	 these	
publications	 from	 more	 than	 4,500	 Russian	 magazines.	 It	 is	 designed	 not	 only	 for	 the	 operational	
support	 of	 research	 to	 date	 reference	 and	 bibliographic	 information,	 but	 is	 also	 a	 powerful	 tool	 to	
carry	out	evaluation	of	the	impact	and	effectiveness	of	research	organizations,	scientists,	 the	 level	of	
scientific	journals,	etc.3	It’s	interesting	to	point	out	that,	whereas	at	the	beginning	articles	published	in	

																																																								
2 The theoretical model which has for long time influenced the government public trend has been the catch up 
development towards modernization. The soviet system was based on the institutional separation between scientific 
research, mostly directed by the Academy of Science and the University education; still today a good number of 
researchers, scholars and scientists are free from teaching engagements because they work for the many national 
scientific research centers. In the last years, however, both University Institutions and Research Centres get closer to the 
western model: hybrid structures in which research and teaching activities coexist (see on the subject, Raissa Raskina, I 
saperi umanistici nella Russia post-sovietica, in: Le forme e la storia n.s. IV, 2011,1- 2, pp. 361-371). In particular, as 
regarding the evaluation of humanities, there were articulated debates (see	 I.V.	Maršakova-Šajkevič,	 Analiz	 vklada	
Rossii	 v	 razvitie	 social’nych	 i	 gumanitarnych	 nauk	 in	“Voprosy	 filosofii”,	 n.	 8,	 2000,	 s.	 139-149;	 I.V.	
Maršakova-Šajkevič,	Dinamika	issledovatel’skoj	aktivnosti	veduščich	stran	mira:	bibliometričeskij	analiz	in	“
Naučno-Techničeskaja	 Informacija.	 VINITI	 RAN” ,	 Serija	 I,	 n.	 1,	 2005,	 s.	 26-32;	 I.V.	 Maršakova-Šajkevič,	
Issledovatel’stkaj	aktivnost’	stran	mira	v	konce	XX	veka:	statističeskaja	ocenka	in	“Voprosy	filosofii”,	n.	12,	
2000,	s.	64-74;	I.V.	Maršakova-Šajkevič,	Mirovaja	nauka	na	poroge	XXI	veka	in	“Vestnik	RAN”,	n.	12,	2000,	s.	
1086-1093;	 I.V.	 Maršakova-Šajkevič,	 Rossija	 v	 mirovoj	 nauke.	 Bibliometričeskij	 analiz,	 RAN.	 Institut	 Filosofii,	
Moskva	2008).		
3	The	main	purpose	of	the	launch	of	the	project	was	the	need	to	establish	an	objective	system	of	evaluation	and	
analysis	of	the	publication	activity	and	citation	local	researchers,	organizations	and	publications.	The	decision	to	
establish	 the	 National	 Science	 Citation	 Index	was	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 only	 one-tenth	 of	 all	 Russian	 scientists	
publications	falls	in	international	databases	of	scientific	citation,	such	as	Web	of	Science	or	Scopus.	In	addition,	
many	areas	of	Russian	science	(eg,	socio-humanitarian)	were	hardly	represented	there.	The	system	is	based	on	a	
bibliographic	database	of	abstracts,	which	are	indexed	articles	in	Russian	scientific	journals.	In	recent	years,	the	
RISC	 began	 to	 include	 also	 other	 types	 of	 scientific	 publications:	 conference	 papers,	 monographs,	 textbooks,	
patents,	theses.	The	database	contains	information	on	the	output	data,	the	authors	of	publications,	their	places	of	
work,	 the	 key	words	 and	 subject	 areas,	 as	well	 as	 abstracts	 and	 reference	 lists.	 RISC	 has	 an	 agreement	with	
Thomson	Reuters	and	Elsevier	companies,	allowing	them	to	make	requests	directly	 to	 the	Web	of	Science	and	
Scopus	database	and	get	out	the	current	values	of	the	indicators	of	citing	publications.	Thus,	in	the	RISC	interface	
can	be	seen	at	the	same	time	the	number	of	citations	of	publications	 in	RISC,	Web	of	Science	and	Scopus.	This	
free	feature	is	available	for	all	registered	in	RISC	authors.		
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journals	were	the	basis	for	the	evaluation	of	the	research,	in	the	last	years	other	forms	of	publications	
have	been	included,	such	as,	for	example:	conference	proceedings,	monographs,	textbooks,	handbooks.	
As	 regards	 the	 evaluation	of	monographs	 it’s	 interesting	 to	point	 out	 that	 recently	 the	Ministry	has	
deemed	 to	 be	 necessary	 to	 work	 out	 a	 specific	 document	 for	 this	 purpose.	 The	 document	 was	
published	on	March	31st	2016	(Zajavlenie	Soveta	po	nauke	pri	Ministerstve	obrazovanija	i	nauki	RF	ob	
osobennostjach	 ocenki	 naučnoj	 raboty	 v	 gumanitarnych	 naukach:	 istoričeskie	 nauki,	 iskusstvovedenie,	
filologičeskie	 nauki,	 kul’turologija	 i	 filosofija,	 see	 http://sovet-po-nauke.ru/info),	 by	 the	 Council	 of	
Science.	The	document	has	formulated	specific	directions,	which	not	only	point	out	the	peculiarity	of	
the	 evaluation	 within	 the	 Humanities,	 but	 also	 lay	 down	 the	 criteria	 to	 be	 followed.	 Monographs,	
including	 collective	 works,	 are	 considered	 the	 principal	 form	 of	 publication	 of	 scientific	 results.	
According	to	the	official	Statement,	only	monographs	that	have	passed	a	peer	review	process	before	
publication,	 as	 already	 happens	 in	 peer-reviewed	 journals,	 can	 be	 taken	 into	 account	 (Zajavlenie	
Soveta	 po	 nauke	 pri	Ministerstve	 obrazovanija	 i	 nauki	 RF	 ob	 osobennostjach	 ocenki	 naučnoj	 raboty	 v	
gumanitarnych	 naukach:	 istoričeskie	 nauki,	 iskusstvovedenie,	 filologičeskie	 nauki,	 kul’turologija	 i	
filosofija,	 point	 1).	 In	 Russia	 such	 examination	 should	 be	 organized	 by	 means	 of	 (i)	 the	 Ran’s	
(Rossijskaja	Akademija	nauk,	Russian	Academy	of	Science)	scientific	profiles	and	(ii)	leading	academic	
institutions	and	universities	as	well	as	scientific	foundations’	advisory	boards	(monographs	are	often	
financed	 by	 Russian	 foundations,	 first	 of	 all	 the	 RGNF,	 Rossijskij	 gumanitarnyj	 naučnyj	 fond,	
established	 by	 the	 Russian	 government	 in	 1994;	 On	 the	 evaluation	 criteria	 see:	 Vorotnikov	 Ju.L.,	
Gumanitarnye	 nauki	 v	 sovremennoj	 Rossii:	 sostojanie	 i	 perspektivy	 razvitija	 v	 ocenke	 RGNF,	
http://www.zpu-journal.ru/fundraising/management/articles/Vorotnikov/).	
As	for	monographs	published	abroad,	the	peer	review	process	is	again	the	evaluation’s	main	feature,	
together	 with	 the	 “impact”,	 to	 be	 assessed	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 received	 reviews.	 The	 document	 also	
provides	a	list	of	important	publishers,	which	should	be	periodically	reviewed.	
As	far	as	the	impact	is	concerned,	it	is	interesting	to	note	that	Scopus	and	WoS	are	downplayed	(point	
4),	 as	 they	 are	deemed	generally	 inadequate	 as	 an	 evaluation	 criteria	 of	 the	 scientific	 impact	 in	 the	
humanities,	especially	in	the	Russian	system,	because	of	the	lack	of	an	index	of	Cyrillic	texts.	WoS	and	
Scopus	are	thus	ruled	out	as	reference	points	in	the	evaluation	of	scientific	productivity.		
	
	
	
	
Concluding	remarks	on	books	in	national	evaluation	protocols	
	
	

This	 brief	 survey	 shows	 that,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 Poland,	 monographs	 do	 indeed	 play	 a	
fundamental	role	in	the	SSH,	but,	in	general,	there	is	no	standardized	definition	of	a	monograph.	In	the	
UK,	 for	 instance,	 no	 precise	 typology	 is	 applied	 as	 a	work	 is	 assessed	 on	 its	 own	merit	 by	 the	 REF	
evaluation	panel,	 in	 the	Netherlands	a	monograph	 is	not	only	defined	and	appreciated	 for	 its	purely	
research	 integrity,	 but	 also	 for	 its	 societal	 relevance.	 Moreover,	 a	 report	 on	 Quality	 Indicators	 for	
Research	in	the	Humanities	acknowledges	the	importance	of	books	and	book	chapters	but	states	that	
primacy	 cannot	 be	 accorded	 to	 bibliometric	 indicators	 as	 they	 are	 still	 based	 on	 databases	 consisting	
primarily	 of	 English-language	 journal	 publications.	 In	 France,	 similar	 to	 Italy,	 SSH	 disciplines	 often	
require	books	as	a	criterion	for	promotion,	but	in	neither	case	are	quality	criteria	applied,	nor	is	there	
a	 legal	requirement	concerning	it.	On	the	other	hand,	the	quantitative	systems,	although	they	do	not	
give	 particular	 emphasis	 on	 books,	 seem	 to	 be	 more	 systematic,	 possibly	 too	 systematic,	 in	 the	
definition	of	monograph.	Poland,	for	instance,	which	privileges	journal	articles	over	books	(25	points	
vs.	50	points	respectively),	applies	a	strict	typology	such	as:		

	
“A	 monograph	 has	 to	 fulfil	 the	 following	 conditions:	 (1)	 it	 has	 to	 be	 reviewed	 and	 it	 has	 to	
present	 an	 original	 research	 problem,	 (2)	 it	 has	 to	 contain	 a	 bibliography,	 and	 (3)	 its	 length	
should	be	at	least	60	author	sheets	(240,000	characters	or	approximately	36,000	words.	There	
is	no	limit	to	the	number	o	monograph	authors.”	(see	above,	p.	24)	
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There	is	clearly	no	system	of	book	evaluation	that	suits	all	countries	and	all	situations.	What	is	
apparent	 is	 that	mechanical	 points	 systems	 are	 not	 effective	 and	 do	 need	 to	 be	 supplemented	with	
expert	review.	However,	the	latter	can	only	work	if	there	is	agreement	as	to	who	these	experts	are	and	
that	clear	criteria	are	applied.	The	latter	is	the	main	difficulty	as	there	is	no	clearly	accepted	definition	
of	 books,	 and	 particularly	 monographs.	 The	 problem	 with	 a	 restricted	 definition	 is	 that	 it	 aims	 to	
coerce	 researchers	 to	 adopt	 different	 publication	 patterns,	 which	 do	 not	 take	 into	 account	 their	
aspirations	and	forget	the	societal	impact	of	research.	Only	the	REF	and	SEP	take	these	seriously	into	
account	at	the	moment.		
	

Recommendation	no.	6:	
	

Carry	 out	 qualitative	 research	 on	 researcher	 aspirations	 and	 societal	 impact	 of	 their	
work;	
Base	use	of	indicators	on	clearly	stated	policy;	
Exemplify	 book	 typology,	 and	 work	 on	 criteria	 and	 indicators	 to	 be	 adapted	 to	 each	
discipline	and	subdiscipline.	
Study	the	potential	effects	of	Open	Access	policy	on	SSH	research	

	
	
	
Opinions	on	Books:			
	
Is	a	book	better	than	a	paper	in	journal?	
	
Research	 evaluation	 has	 different	 roles.	 It	 may	 be	 used	 simply	 to	 monitor	 output,	 to	 evaluate	 and	
increase	 quality	 of	 output,	 to	 provoke	 change	 in	 output	 channels	 in	 response	 to	 explicit	 or	 implicit	
policy	criteria.	Statistical	analyses	can	show	the	proportion	of	each	channel,	closer	analysis	may	show		
changing	patterns,	as	 is	clearly	 the	case	 in	 the	RobinBa	data,	but	not	explain	why.	Deciding	on	what	
constitutes	quality	is	clearly	difficult,	if	not	impossible,	but	certain	assumptions	can	be	found	and	these	
inevitably	have	an	effect.	The	most	significant	of	these	is	that	internationalisation,	a	concept	that	is	not	
necessarily	 clearly	 defined,	 does	 have	 an	 effect	 by	 giving	 emphasis	 to	 certain	 languages	 and	
publishers.	
	
There	 is	 an	 increasing	 interest	 in	 the	 role	 of	 books	 and	 this	 is	 reflected	 in	 analyses	 of	 the	 role	 of	
metrics	 in	 the	 SSH	 (Wilsden,	 2015),	 	 and	 its	 dangers	 (Adie,	 2015),	 and	 published	 research	 on	
publication	 patterns	 in	 the	 SSH	 (Verleysen	 and	 Weeren,	 2016),	 the	 role	 of	 books	 in	 SSH	 research	
evaluation	(Engels,	et	al.,	2012;	Sivertsen,	2015,	2014),	 	and	their	classification,	 (Giménez-Toledo,	et	
al.,	 2016,	 2015a,	 2015b)	 as	 well	 as	 on	 the	 question	 of	 Open	 Access	 and	 its	 effects	 (Vincent	 and	
Wickham,	2013).	
	
In	this	survey,	we	shall	see	how	books	are	considered	and	valued	 in	CFU	and	UMC.	The	chapter	will	
also	 compare	 the	 representations	 emerged	 from	 the	 Kick	 off	 meeting	 held	 in	 Venice	 (January	 29,	
2015)	and	three	focus	groups	(two		in	CFU	and	one	in	UM)	with	the	Report	on	the	Questionnaire	sent	
to	scholars	in	Italy	and	in	Germany.		
	
	

Epistemological	differences	
	
According	to	Crossick,	“Monographs,	and	other	longer	research	publications	such	as	edited	books,	

scholarly	 editions	 and	 exhibition	 catalogues,	 make	 a	 fundamental	 contribution	 to	 scholarly	
communication	 within	 many	 disciplines.	 They	 offer	 the	 space	 needed	 to	 set	 out	 arguments	 and	
evidence	in	disciplines	where	that	 is	necessary,	complementing	the	importance	of	articles	 in	 learned	
journals.	 Monographs	 are	 not,	 however,	 simply	 a	 means	 of	 communicating	 research	 findings.	 The	
process	 of	 constructing	 and	 writing	 a	 book	 is	 often	 a	 core	 way	 to	 shape	 the	 ideas,	 structure	 the	
argument,	and	work	out	the	relationship	between	these	and	the	evidence	that	has	emerged	from	the	



	 43	

research	process.	At	their	best,	monographs	provoke	debate,	can	shift	paradigms,	and	provide	a	focal	
point	 for	 research.	 It	 is	 not	 surprising,	 as	 the	 work	 for	 this	 report	 has	 shown,	 that	 the	 authors	 of	
monographs	feel	a	personal	connection	with	the	form	and	content	of	the	works	they	publish,	nor	that	
monographs	play	a	vital	role	 in	the	careers	of	many	scholars	as	key	markers	of	esteem	and	quality.”	
(Crossick,	2014:	3).	

Perception	and	attitudes	to	research	evaluation	of	monographs	can	only	be	obtained	through	a	mix	
of	 qualitative	 and	 quantitative	 data.	 Insofar	 as	 this	was	 essentially	 a	 pilot	 study,	 data	was	 obtained	
through	analysis	of	opinions	expressed	by	experts	during	a	kick-off	meeting,	a	questionnaire	and	focus	
groups.	Now	we	are	going	 to	verify	whether	 the	analysis	conducted	 through	 the	 focus	groups	 in	Ca’	
Foscari	University	of	Venice	and	in	the	University	of	Macerata,	the	Questionnaire	and	the	debate	from	
the	Kick	off	meeting,	revealed	the	following	above	mentioned	motivations	for	writing	a	book:	

	
-	 monographs	 make	 a	 fundamental	 contribution	 to	 scholarly	 communication	 within	 many	
disciplines;	
-	monographs	provoke	debate,	can	shift	paradigms	and	provide	a	focal	point	for	research;	
-	 monographs	 play	 a	 vital	 role	 in	 the	 careers	 of	 many	 scholars	 as	 key	 markers	 of	 esteem	 and	
quality;	
	

	
1	Kick	off	meeting	(Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice,	January	29,	2015)	

	
	

The	kick	off	meeting	at	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice	(January	2015)	was	meant	to	stimulate	a	
debate	on	evaluation	 in	SSH,	 listen	 to	opinions	and	perceptions,	gather	 information	and	suggestions	
from	the	Departments,	measure	the	level	of	interest	and	involvement.		

In	fact	all	the	colleagues	involved	had	familiarity	with	evaluation	procedures	and	showed	a	critical	
but	at	the	same	time	constructive	approach.		

Geoffrey	Williams	opened	the	discussion	by	 introducing	peer	review	as	 the	generally	recognized	
evaluation	procedure	in	SSH,	although	far	from	perfect	and	complete.		

Databases	mean	an	essentially	quantitative	approach,	the	alternative	being	qualitative	using	peer	
review,	often	seen	as	the	ideal	way	of	book	evaluation.	The	latter	is	the	main	means	of	evaluation	used	
in	the	UK	Research	Excellence	Framework,	the	REF.		
	

“But	 peer	 review	 is	 not	 necessarily	 a	 panacea.	 Peer	 review	 is	 only	 part	 of	 the	 answer,	
another	way	forward	is	to	find	proxies	for	quality.	One	of	these	is	to	evaluate	the	prestige	
of	 publishers,	 editors	 and	 collections,	 and	 also	 the	quality	 assurance	mechanisms	of	 the	
publisher.(…)	
	
Classification	criteria	included	aspects	as,	for	example,	the	use	of	referees,	the	existence	of	
specialised	 collections,	 the	 presence	 of	 published	 works	 in	 national	 and	 international	
libraries	and	databases.	However,	Ranking	systems,	as	can	be	seen	 in	the	rankings	of	QS	
and	others,	use		people’s	opinion	as	a	measure	of	quality.	Such	methods	are	controversial	
and	 not	 totally	 convincing.	 The	 reason	 for	 my	 concern	 is	 that	 there	 is,	 in	 theory,	 no	
problem	 if	 you	 have	 a	 book	 published	 by	 OUP.	 Cambridge	 University	 Press	 and	 John	
Benjamin’s	are	also	at	 the	 top	of	 the	 list	because	 they	represent	 the	most	known	Anglo-
Saxon	or	Northern	European	publishers.	Other	big	names	are	not	 there	 though.	What	 is	
odd	is	to	find,	for	example,	Peter	Lang	and	Honoré	Champion,	because	these	are	both	pay-
to-publish	publishers.	What	we	have	got	here	is	not	necessarily	a	representation	of	what	is	
best,	what	we	have	is	a	representation	of	what	is	known.	
The	 idea	 is	 that	publishers	can	be	accredited,	but	some	publishers	simply	do	not	ask	 for	
accreditation	because	it	is	too	much	fuss.	And	then,	how	do	you	judge	foreign	publishers?	
Does	only	looking	at	national	publishers	imply	that	they	are	not	good	and	therefore	they	
need	closer	scrutiny?	Every	indicator	has	positive	and	negative	consequences,	so	what	is	
the	best	approach?		
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In	Norway,	there	is	a	natural	bias	towards	Norwegian	language	and	literature,	with	the	result	
that	 these	20%	of	publishers	 find	 themselves	acceding	 to	 level	 two	are	 classed	as	 'excellent'	
simply	 because	 they	 are	 following	 the	 procedures.	 Thus,	 these	 classification	 procedures	
demonstrate	accordance	with	procedures,	but	this	is	not	necessarily	a	proxy	for	quality.”	
	
	
About	Book	Reviews	
	
Book	reviews	are	thus	not	a	perfect	indicator,	and	do	require	a	lot	more	research.		
We	should	stop	relying	entirely	on	top-down	approaches	and	try	and	understand	what	
researchers	 do	 and	why.	But	when	we	examine	opinions	on	peer	reviews	we	notice	 that	 it	
may	 happen	 that	 it	 is	 not	 clear	 the	 distinction	 between	 “book	 reviews”	 and	 “peer	 review”,	
which	may	be	seen	as	a	symptom	of	not	being	very	 familiar	with	pre-publication	manuscript	
peer	review.	
Peer	review	is	required	(for	 instance	by	Consulta	Filosofica)	 in	alternative	to	the	presence	of	
an	editorial	committee”	
	
Moreover,	one	should	be	cautious	when	speaking	of	international	criteria:	
	
“To	have	an	internal	relevance	for	a	monograph	does	not	mean	necessarily	for	it	to	be	written	
in	English,	but	to	have	a	voice	in	an	international	debate.”		
	
There	is	consensus	about	what	dissemination	worldwide	means,	as	we	may	infer	from	another	
comment:	
	
“Evaluation	needs	to	avoid	considering	English	as	the	standard	koiné	for	all	fields,	and	to	avoid	
considering	 publication	 abroad	 as	 a	 mark	 of	 internationalization.	 The	 first	 mark	 of	
internationalization	 is	 instead	 the	extra-national	dimension	of	 the	 research,	 i.e.	 the	ability	of	
the	research	to	 take	 international	debate	on	the	topic	 into	account	and	to	have	an	 impact	on	
the	international	scientific	community.”	(A.	Cardinaletti)	
	

	
“One	of	the	most	urgent	tasks	is	then	to	create	activities	able	to	help	the	cultural	and	scientific	
communities	to	evaluate	 juxta	propria	principia	the	outcomes	of	objective	evaluations.	So,	the	
very	problem	of	evaluation	 is	 the	creation	of	 institutional	subjects	eligible	 for	a	non	objective	
evaluation	 of	 research	 activities.	 This	 does	 not	 mean	 an	 arbitrary,	 but	 rather	 a	 shared	
evaluation,	 carried	out	on	 the	basis	of	principles	 that	have	 to	be	both	cultural	and	complete,	
therefore	unavoidably	different	from	every	abstract	(that	is	objective)	criteria.”	(C.	Natali)	
	
	
About	heterogeneity	in	SSH	
	
According	to	A.	Bonaccorsi,	considering	their	nature,	their	heterogeneity,	variety,	dynamic,	the	

task	of	the	evaluator	is	more	complex	in	HHS.		
	
“The	temptation	of	a	hurried	evaluation	needs	to	be	fought.	One	might	opt	for	a	“calculemus”	
approach,	and	consider	debates	with	the	humanistic	communities,	 like	the	one	we	had	today,	
as	a	waste	of	time.	However,	there	is	a	need	to	continually	listen,	and	try	as	hard	as	possible	to	
combine	 the	 adherence	 to	 variety	 and	 heterogeneity	 to	 a	 “direction	 of	 travel”	 assuring	 the	
comparability	 of	 evaluation	 in	 different	 areas,	 at	 a	 national	 level.	 One	 cannot	 hope	 to	 get	 a	
complete	consensus,	or	one	will	never	start.	We	have	started,	apparently	in	the	right	direction.	
What	we	can	do	now	is	listen	and	get	better	still.	“	
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So	 we	 should	 consider	 the	 peculiarities	 of	 the	 various	 disciplines	 within	 SSH	 before	
setting	 valid	 and	 comprehensive	 proxies.	 The	 experts	 interviewed	 during	 the	 kick	 off	
meeting	provided	some	descriptions	of	publications	in	their	field:	
	
“Archaeology”		
	
“Under	 the	 label	 “archaeological	 monographs”	 we	 can	 identify	 three	 main	 categories	 of	
products.	The	 first	monographs	are	understood	 in	 the	 traditional	 sense:	 this	 type	of	product	
does	 not	 need	 comments.	 There	 are	 then	 two	 other	 product	 categories,	 which	 have	 their	
specificity:	 the	 catalogues	 of	 Exhibitions	 (other	 than	 Catalogues	 of	Museums	 or	 Collections)	
and	Excavation	reports.	This	type	of	products,	which	provide	for	long	times,	have	high	costs	of	
realization.	Furthermore,	they	are	written	by	many	hands	and	have	one	or	more	coordinators.		
In	addition,	they	play	a	very	important	social	function.”	(S.	Gelichi)	

	

“Translation	studies”	

“The	 importance	 of	 the	 translation	 for	 the	 literary	 polisystem	 of	 the	 language	 of	 arrival,	
however,	 needs	 to	 be	 taken	 into	 consideration.	This sort of text needs to be subjected to 
criteria of evaluation different from other “books”, as it rarely has an impact on the 
international scientific community. The importance of the translation for the literary 
polisystem of the language of arrival however needs to be taken into consideration”. (A. 
Cardinaletti)  
	
	

	
“Oriental	studies”:	
	
“Translation	from	oriental	languages	is	even	more	complex	because	it	involves	two,	sometimes	
three,	 types	 of	 distances:	 linguistic,	 cultural	 and	 chronological:	 translating	 contemporary	
literature,	without	 temporal	 gap	 and	having	 shared	 frameworks,	 is	 extremely	 different	 from	
translating	pre-modern	 literature,	where	 the	gap	of	 time	blurs	 the	 cultural	 landmarks.	Many	
and	diverse	skills	are	necessary	in	case	of	translation	of	pre-modern	texts:	linguistic,	cultural,	
philological	 and	 ecdotic	 skills	 are	 needed	 to	 understand	 the	 texts	 through	 the	 exegetical	
tradition,	 the	 textual	 history	 and	 the	 cultural	 context,	 with	 direct	 access	 to	 the	 sources	
(sometimes	hand-written)”.	(A.	Ghersetti)	

	
	

An	interesting	experiment	is	the	IMPRESHS	(Impacts	de	la	recherche	en	sciences	humaines	et	
sociales)	 project	 in	 France	 where	 we	 are	 looking	 at	 researcher	 output	 in	 a	 small	 number	 of	
disciplines	and	across	two	regions.	To	look	at	output,	we	are	building	our	own	database	bottom	
up.	

Monographs	 and	 collected	 works	 hold	 equal	 place,	 followed	 by	 proceedings,	 but	 this	
maybe	 the	 effect	 of	 our	 database	 as	 researchers	 do	 not	 always	 put	 'lesser'	 outputs	 in	 their	 CV,	
there	 is	 a	 large	 amount	 of	 self-censorship.	 All	 this	 requires	 much	more	 analysis,	 but	 initial	
outcomes	show	that	it	is	clearly	necessary	to	take	a	close	look	at	the	diversity	of	outputs	and	the	
motivations	of	researchers.	

	
	

Two	focus	groups	at	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice	
	
The	 two	 focus	 groups	 conducted	 at	 Ca’	 Foscari	 University	 included	 experts	 in	 History	 of	

Christianity,	 Management,	 Russian	 language	 and	 literature,	 Chinese	 Language	 and	 Literature,	



	 46	

English	 language	 and	 Literature,	 Philosophy,	 Classics.	 Moreover,	 in	 one	 focus	 group	 we	
interviewed	two	bibliometrics,	Chemistry	and	Mathematics.	

The	focus	groups	suggested	the	following	points:	
	
- a	monograph	seems	to	be	fundamental	in	the	career	of	a	researcher;	
- monographs	are	more	important	than	other	forms	of	dissemination,	as	they	represent	the	

outcome	of	a	broader	and	more	complete	research;	
- the	 relevance	 of	monographs	 has	 decreased	 since	 the	 internationalization	 criterium	 has	

been	added	by	Anvur;	
- monographs	 require	 a	 longer	 time	 to	 be	 completed,	 but	 that	 when	 innovative,	 as	 they	

sometimes	are,	they	can	make	a	real	difference;	
- impossibility	 of	 the	 application,	 in	 fields	 such	 as	 philosophy,	 of	 an	 objective,	 “neutral	 or	

impersonal”	criterion	in	the	evaluation	of	monographs.	
	
A	 historian	 (SSD	 M/STO	 07	 History	 of	 Christianity)	 considers	 a	 monograph	 the	 most	

representative	of	the	research	outputs:	
	
“In	my	discipline	a	Researcher	A	(a	temporary	researcher,	ricercatore	A)	must	have	a	monograph,	
that	 is	 an	 original	 and	 innovative	 study	 or	 an	 edited	 collection	 of	 essays	 as	 a	 starting	 point”	
(focus	group	28.1.2016);	
	
A	prof.	 in	Management	(SECS-P/08)	states	that	 in	his	discipline	the	relevance	of	monographs	

has	decreased	since	the	internationalization	criterium	has	been	added	by	Anvur.	A	monograph	is	
no	 longer	 a	 must.	 There	 is	 no	 epistemological	 difference	 between	 and	 article	 and	 an	 essay	 in	
proceedings.	Chapters	of	books	are	less	attractive,	often	being	upon	invitation.		

	
“In	general,	the	value	of	monographs	is	higher,	but	in	any	case	what	mostly	counts	is	the	quality	
of	the	publication,	independently	from	its	length,	and	the	use	original	sources	or	the	presence	of	
innovative	interpretations.”(professor	in	Russian	language	and	literature,	L-LIN/21,	Area	10)	
	
“The	 object	 of	 evaluation	 must	 be	 the	 contents,	 the	 container	 can	 be	 an	 element	 but	 not	 the	
discriminant	criterion”.	
	
A	professor	in	Greek	language	and	literature	(L-FIL-LET/02,	area	10)	prefers	contents	rather	

then	containers:	
	
“I	 privilege	 originality	 and	 innovation,	 independently	 from	 the	 container.	 However,	 there	 is	 a	
pressure	to	publish	in	journals	ranked	A	by	Anvur.	The	typology	of	book	mostly	criticized	are	the	
proceedings,	therefore	there	is	a	tendency	to	publish	proceedings	as	a	collective	book	without	a	
further	 elaboration.	 Book	 peer	 review:	 in	 general	 it	 is	 done	 by	 editorial	 board.	 His	 order	 of	
importance:	1	article	in	journal;	2:	book	chapter;	3:	conference	proceedings.”	
	
“Monographs	require	a	longer	time	to	be	completed,	but	that	when	innovative,	as	they	sometimes	
are,	they	can	make	a	real	difference.	Among	other	forms	of	dissemination,	journal	articles	rank	at	
the	top,	as	they	are	always	subjected	to	peer-review,	while	miscellaneous	volumes	usually	collect	
contributions	 on	 invitation,	 and	 proceedings	 are	 almost	 always	 published	 without	 peer-
review.”(A	professor	in	English	language	and	literature,	L-LIN/10,	area	10)	
	
A	professor	 in	Chinese	 language	and	 literature	 (L-OR/21,	 area	10)	 considers	monographs	as	

more	 important	 than	 other	 forms	of	 dissemination,	 as	 they	 represent	 the	 outcome	of	 a	 broader	
and	more	complete	 research,	 and	 they	have	an	 important	editorial	 collocation,	both	 in	 Italy	and	
abroad.	 They,	 of	 course,	 require	more	 planning	 (but	 sometimes	 articles	 can	 require	 years	 too).	
Conference	proceedings,	on	the	other	hand,	are	a	book	typology	that	works	as	a	sort	of	“instant-
book”,	almost	always	published	without	being	submitted	to	a	peer-review	process.	Chapters	 in	a	
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book	can	count	as	much	as	journal	articles,	provided	that	their	scientific	value	is	guaranteed	by	a	
peer-review	process	or	by	a	scientific	committee	of	attested	quality.			

	
So,	a	book	seems	to	be	the	expression	of	an	exhaustive,	mature	research	but,	on	the	other	hand,	
an	“objective”	or	“impersonal”	evaluation	is	not	an	easy	task,	since	“The	evaluation	depends	on	
the	hermeneutical	horizon	of	the	evaluator.”	

	
A	professor	 in	 theoretical	philosophy	(M-FIL/01,	area	10)	underlines	 the	 impossibility	of	 the	

application,	 in	 fields	such	as	philosophy,	of	an	objective,	 “neutral	or	 impersonal”	 criterion	 in	 the	
evaluation	 of	 monographs	 (but	 also	 articles,	 if	 contents,	 and	 not	 the	 rating	 of	 the	 journal,	 are	
considered).	The	evaluation	depends	on	the	hermeneutical	horizon	of	the	evaluator.	This	is	not	a	
defect,	but	a	peculiarity	(and	even	a	merit)	of	this	specific	kind	of	research	and	it	should	prompt	
evaluation	 to	 evolve	 into	 a	 way	 to	 promote	 a	 “shared	 betterment”	 of	 research.	 Speaking	 of	 his	
specific	experience	of	dissemination,	he	underlines	how	he	has	produced	a	series	of	smaller	essays	
that	are	part	of	a	mosaic	constituting	a	complex	 theoretical	picture,	but	with	 little	significance	 if	
considered	alone:	only	a	posteriori	these	essays	have	come	to	constitute	a	monograph	and	it	would	
be	complex	to	evaluate	them	singularly.	A	problem	faced	by	evaluation	in	the	context	of	fields	such	
as	 philosophy	 is,	 in	 this	 sense,	 the	 one	 posed	 by	 the	 “isolation”	 of	 research	 products.	 The	
respondent	 also	 opposes	 the	 idea	 that	writing	 in	English	 should	 represent	 an	 added	value	 for	 a	
monograph,	 and	 considers	 this	 idea	 the	 outcome	 of	 a	 “political”,	 “colonial”	 operation	 (which	
doesn’t	constitute	a	solution	to	real	problems	such	as	university	magnates).	He	thinks	that	journal	
articles	 are	 generally	 ranked	 higher	 than	 contributions	 to	 miscellaneous	 volumes,	 but	 that	
contributions	to	miscellaneous	volumes,	as	they	often	are	the	premise	for	a	monograph,	could	be	
more	important.		

	
It	 is	 interesting	 to	notice	 the	 role	of	books	 in	bibliometric	 areas;	books	are	 a	 synthesis,	 they	

relate	the	state	of	 the	art	 in	a	certain	 field	or	research,	but	 journal	articles-	 international	 journal	
articles-	are	the	ideal	way	of	disseminating	scientific	contents.	

A	professor	 in	Chemical	 physics	 (CHIM/02)	underlines	 the	problem	posed	by	 the	 “publisher	
lobby”	in	the	selection	of	the	materials	to	be	published	(promoting	research	on	“topical	subjects”	
rather	than	innovative	research,	because	that	way	the	number	of	citations	steeply	rises).	He	thinks	
the	 choice	 between	different	 types	 of	 dissemination	 should	depend	on	 the	 kind	 of	 contents	 one	
means	to	relay:	articles	should	relay	a	complete	research,	while	books	should	relay	the	state	
of	art	on	 topics	of	 specific	 interest;	 conference	proceedings,	on	 the	other	hand,	 should	be	
used	as	a	first	proposal	on	a	research	that	still	needs	to	be	discussed	and	verified.		

A	 researcher	 in	 Operative	 Research	 (MAT/09)	 considers	 journal	 articles	 (above	 all	
international	journal	articles)	as	the	ideal	way	of	disseminating	scientific	contents.	The	creation	of	
an	objective	criterion	for	the	evaluation	of	 journals	 is	however	needed,	as	the	same	journal	(and	
article)	is	sometimes	evaluated	differently	in	different	(but	close)	fields.	He	thinks	the	peer-review	
process	is	handled	differently	for	proceedings,	usually	in	a	less	accurate	way.		

	
	
A	focus	group	at	the	University	of	Macerata	
	

	
The	focus	group	conducted	at	the	University	of	Macerata	included	professors	of	Language	and	

Translation	 (Spanish),	 Language	 and	 Translation	 (French),	 Italian	 Literature,	 a	 Post	 Doc	 in	
Aesthetics	and	Philosophy	of	Language,	a	PhD	student	in	Russian	Culture	and	Language,	professors	
of	 Developmental	 and	 Educational	 Psychology,	 Moral	 Philosophy	 and	 African	 History	 and	
Institutions.	

	
The	focus	group	revealed	the	following	points:	
	

- monographs	are	perceived	and	meant	as	scientific	and	challenging	outputs,	they	require	long	
time;	research	elaboration	may	require	years	(see	infra	1);		
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- monographs	 contain	 scientific	 outputs	 that	 are	 difficult	 to	 evaluate,	 especially	 as	 far	 as	
humanities	 are	 concerned;	 participants	 attempted	 to	 establish	 evaluation	 criteria,	 among	
them:	updated	and	specialist	references,	innovation	of	discussed	topic	(it	may	depend	on	new	
materials	 or	 a	 new	 study	 approach	 towards	 a	 problem	 already	 known	 by	 the	 scientific	
community),	 clarity	 and	 consistency	 of	 the	 critical	 analysis,	 use	 of	 a	 peer	 review	 system	 by	
publishing	houses	(see	infra	2);	

- generally	 speaking,	 co-authoring	 is	 considered	 a	 positive	 factor	 if	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 establish	
attribution	of	 the	different	parts.	The	weakness	of	a	 theoretical	 structure	 in	 texts	written	by	
more	than	one	author	is	sometimes	emphasized.	In	some	measure,	co-authoring	weakens	the	
consistency	of	the	work	(see	infra	3);	

- an	interesting	fact	has	been	registered,	probably	determined	by	the	composition	of	 the	focus	
group	which	did	not	 include	 any	 full	 professors	 (professore	 ordinario,	 PO),	 but	 an	 associate	
professor	(PA)	in	Language	and	Translation	(Spanish,	L-LIN/07),	an	associate	professor	(PA)	in	
Developmental	and	Educational	Psychology	(M-PSI/04),	an	associate	professor	(PA)	 in	Moral	
Philosophy	(M-FIL/03),	a	Post	Doc	in	Aesthetics	and	Philosophy	of	Language	(M-FIL/05),	a	PhD	
student	 in	 Russian	 culture	 and	 language	 (L-LIN/21),	 an	 associate	 professor	 (PA)	 in	 African	
History	 and	 Institutions	(SPS/13),	 a	 researcher	 (R)	 in	 Language	 and	 Translation	 (French,	 L-
LIN/04),	 and	 a	 researcher	 (R)	 in	 Italian	 Literature	(L-FIL-LET/10).	 Those	 interviewed	
stressed	 the	 tendency	 to	 evaluate	 as	 a	 priority	 the	 publication	 of	 journal	 articles	 in	
category	A	(fascia	A)	journals	rather	than	monographs.	This	point	may	be	motivated	by	the	
fact	that	many	interviewed	academics’	career	is	still	in	the	making.	An	important	aspect	is	the	
threshold	criteria/median	values	for	National	Scientific	Qualification	(ASN).	An	example	is	the	
answer	 to	 the	 first	 question:	 “Which	 are	 the	 research	 products	 you	 consider	 the	 most	
representative	 for	 evaluation?	 Are	 they	 the	 ones	 you	 presented	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	
VQR?”.	Out	of	8	interviewees	only	1	mentions	the	monograph,	while	the	preference	for	a	
journal	article	published	in	a	journal	of	category	A	overrides	all	the	others	(see	infra	4)”.	

		
- Going	into	detail:		

	
- 1.	 publishing	 time	 for	 monographs	 is	 discussed:	 although	 a	 period	 between	 6	 months	 (L-

LIN/04)	 up	 to	 2	 or	 3	 years	 (L-FIL-LET/10,	 LIN/07,	 SPS/13,	M-PSI/04,	 L-LIN/21)	 is	 deemed	
necessary,	 it	 has	 been	 stressed	 that	 some	 monographs	 require	 more	 time.	 Moreover,	 it	 is	
interesting	 to	 point	 out	 that	 sometimes	 it	 is	 considered	 impossible	 to	 establish	 time:	 “It	 is	
difficult	 to	 state	 time,	 as	 it	depends	on	how	much	 the	book	 is	 the	 result	of	new	research,	or	
whether	 it	 is	 a	 result	 of	 previous	 years	 of	 research.	 Anyway,	 excluding	 research	 time	 and	
considering	only	the	process	of	drafting,	editing	and	publishing,	I	would	say	a	couple	of	years.	
This	is	providing	the	material	has	already	been	prepared,	otherwise	time	is	rather	longer	and	
drafting	the	book	may	need	years”	(M-FIL/03).	

 
- 2.	 monograph	 evaluation:	 evaluation	 criteria	 for	 a	 monograph	 are	 several:	 clarity	 and	

consistency	of	cases,	originality,	updated	references	(sometimes	it	includes	also	a	sitography).	
Peer	review	process	of	monographs	is	considered	crucial.	However,	for	humanities,	particularly	
for	disciplines	like	philosophy,	evaluation	criteria	are	difficult	to	define.	An	associate	professor	
in	 Moral	 Philosophy	 indicated	 that	 evaluation	 criteria	 are	 indeed	 a	 “a	 good	 publishing	
placement	(publishing	house	with	peer	review	process	and	referees’	feedback	on	the	editorial	
project	and	on	the	first	draft	of	a	manuscript)”.	

 
- 3.	co-authoring:	a	Post	Doc	in	Aesthetics	and	Philosophy	of	Language	argued	that	“Other	criteria	

have	 to	 be	 taken	 into	 account	 and	 not	 only	 numbers	 of	 contributions	 or	 their	 sum	within	 a	
book”.	It	emerged	that	if	the	monograph	has	more	than	one	author,	it	is	necessary	to	properly	
distinguish	and	assess	each	single	part	(M-FIL/05).	However,	the	co-authoring	process	is	often	
a	 complex	 undertaking	 because	 of	 the	 difficulties	 of	 theoretical	 elaboration	 and	 publishing	
times	 (SPS/13,	M-PSI/04).	 Publishing	 times	 are	 so	perceived	 as	 an	 element	 to	be	 taken	 into	
account	 for	 the	 purposes	 of	 scientific	 evaluation.	 With	 regard	 to	 co-authoring,	 an	 associate	
professor	 in	African	History	and	 Institutions	has	 indeed	argued	 that	 “As	an	 interdisciplinary	
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experience	it	is	positive,	but	it	is	harder	in	terms	of	theoretical	elaboration”,	and	an	associate	
professor	of	Developmental	and	Educational	Psychology:	“From	a	point	of	view	of	contents	it	is	
a	 positive	 factor,	 but	 from	 the	 point	 of	 view	 of	 the	 publishing	 process	 it	 is	 a	 disadvantage,	
because	it	slows	down	times”.	

 
- Editorial placement: with regard to editorial placement, it is interesting to point out one 

interviewee’s answer (associate professor in Moral Philosophy): “Products with a good publishing 
placement, international relevance, original contents, accuracy in analysis and reasoning. Yes, they 
are the products presented for the purposes of VQR, even though in some cases I had to prefer one or 
more criteria rather than others. For instance, since my academic discipline is not bibliometric and is 
subject to peer review, I took into account the contents of the products, and in one case I 
favoured them over one which was SCOPUS indexed…”. 

 
- Articles	published	in	category	A	journals	vs	monographs:	following	on	from	what	has	already	

been	stressed,	the	importance	assigned	to	publication	of	articles	in	category	A	journals,	often	
given	 preference	 over	 monographs,	 should	 be	 pointed	 out.	 An	 associate	 professor	 in	
Developmental	and	Educational	Psychology	argued	that	the	most	representative	products	are	
“Research	products	which	contribute	 to	 challenge	and	dwell	on	human	culture	 (social	
impact).	 For	 the	purposes	of	VQR	 I	mostly	 selected	articles	published	 in	 international	
journals	 (category	 A)”.	 This	 element	 is	 also	 recorded	 in	 the	 Aesthetics	 and	
Philosophy	of	Language	Post	Doc’s	answer,	who	declared	that	“As	far	as	publishing	placement	
is	 concerned”	 he	 prefers	 “such	 products	 in	 English,	 published	 in	 international	 journals”	 and	
added	 that	 “The	 evaluation	 institutions	 –	 ANVUR	 or	 ERC	 –	 have	 to	 identify	 journals	 (for	
example	 “Philosophers’	 Imprint”	 is	 an	 open	 access-only	 journal	 and	 asks	 for	 a	 fee	 for	
reviewers),	open	access	or	online	book	series,	and	may	consider	their	inclusion	in	category	A	if	
they	merit	 it.	ANVUR	should	 take	 into	 account	 the	 experience	of	 the	 individual	 authors	who	
submit	 their	 contribution	 to	 a	 journal.	 In	 this	way	 it	will	 be	possible	 to	understand	 the	peer	
review	process	and	its	procedures”.	
	

	
3.	Report	on	the	Questionnaire	to	Scholars	

	
 
The	questionnaire	was	adapted	from	one	initially	built	for	the	French	IMPRESSH	study.	It	was	

then	translated	into	English	and	Italian.The	aim	of	the	questionnaire	was	to	identify	and	compare	
different	 practices	 of	 dissemination	 and	 to	 collect	 scholarly	 opinions	 about	 the	 evaluation	
processes;	in	particular,	the	focus	of	the	questionnaire	was	to	identify	how	books	are	weighed	in	
different	 fields	 in	 the	 humanities.	 The	 first	 questionnaire	 was	 in	 English	 and	 it	 was	 sent	 to	
members	of	humanities	departments	in	Germany	and	Italy	three	times,	from	May	2015	to	October	
2015,	from	an	email	address	specifically	created	for	the	project:	robinba@unive.it.	We	sent	6946	e-
mails	 (Italy	4334,	Germany	2612).	On	November	2,	 the	questionnaire	was	 translated	 into	 Italian	
and	 sent	 again	 to	 the	 same	 addresses.	 In	 November,	 another	 questionnaire	 was	 posted	 on	 the	
ROARS	Facebook	page.	With	these	three	questionnaires	we	collected	578	answers	in	total.	

The	questions	were:	
	

1)	Please	tell	us	all	the	forms	of	dissemination	you	can	think	of,	in	addition	to	those	reported	
below.	

2)	Which	are	your	usual	dissemination	channels?	 	
3)	Is	there	any	reason	why	you	are	using	this/these	channel/s	instead	of	others?	 	
4)	When	do	you	think	books	are	an	appropriate	way	of	dissemination?	 	
5)	Please	quote	all	types	of	books	you	can	think	of.	 	
6)	What	is	a	good	publishing	house?		
[Existence	of	a	thorough	peer-review	procedure]	 	
[Well	defined	publishing	profile]	 	
[Existence	of	specific	series]	 	



	 50	

[Good	reputation	of	the	series	coordinators]	 	
[Good	reputation	of	the	scientific	committees]	 	
[Distribution	of	books	(presence	in	international	libraries	and	book	stores)]	 	
[Transparency	of	publishing	procedure]	 	
[Open	access	facilities]	 	
7)	Could	you	list	5	publishers	you	consider	good	in	your	field?	 	
8)	Why	do	you	choose	a	publisher	as	opposed	to	another?		
[National/	international	good	reputation]	 	
[National/	international	distribution]		
[Facility	to	publish	with	the	selected	publisher]	 	
[Existence	of	a	thorough	peer-review	procedure]	 	
[Correspondence	between	your	topics	and	publisher’s	series]	 	
[Open	access	facilities]	 	
[Other,	please	specify]		
9)	Could	you	list	the	publishers	you	have	published	with?	 	
10)	How	much	feedback	did	you	get	during	the	publication	process?	 	
11)	What	would	make	your	work	easier	when	publishing	a	book?	 	
12)	What	are	the	criteria	adopted	by	your	university	/	institution	to	value	books?		 	
13)	In	your	department,	how	is	a	book	weighed	compared	to	an	article	or	a	book	chapter?			
14)	In	your	university,	how	is	a	book	weighed	compared	to	an	article	or	a	book	chapter?	

	
Small	 variations	 were	 applied	 so	 as	 to	 obtain	 information	 specifically	 from	 heads	 of	

department	as	well	as	 from	members	of	 the	ROARS	Facebook	group.	This	report	deals	only	with	
the	main	questionnaire,	which	was	administered	online	and	addressed	to	academicians	working	in	
Italy	and	 in	Germany.	The	 final	analysis	 is	elaborated	on	578	answers	received	 from	6946	mails	
sent	 (Italy	 4334,	 Germany	 2612).	 The	 data	 discussed	 here	 is	 essentially	 statistical	 with	 some	
comment	from	the	open	questions.	However,	analysis	of	qualitative	data	requires	a	lot	more	time	
to	be	able	to	draw	full	conclusions.	Data	was	analysed	using	Excel,	AntConc	(for	corpus	data),	and	
Atlas	Ti	for	open	questions.		

	
Analysis	of	the	sample/survey	group	

	
Age	

	
Legenda:	0,	not	answering	to	the	question;	30,	25-34	years	old;	40,	35-44	years	old;	50,	45-54	years	
old;	60,	55-64	years	old;	70,	65-74	years	old.	
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The	graph	shows	that	the	highest		percentage	of	respondents's	age	is	among	those	who	are	over	40-to	
60	years	old.	The	results	could	then	highlight	publication	practices	of	those	who	have	already	acquired	
a	maturity	in	the	academy.	
	
	
Gender	
	
	
	
As	 far	as	 the	gender	of	 the	 responders	 is	
concerned,	 there	 is	 a	 balance	 between	
women	 and	 men,	 with	 a	 slightly	
percentage	 difference	 in	 favor	 of	 men	
(+8,84%).		

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Research	Experience	

	
	
The	 data	 resulted	 with	 the	 age-parameter	 is	 reaffirmed	 here	 where	 the	 percentage	 of	 senior	
researchers	 (at	 least	 7	 years	 of	 research	 experience	 after	 the	 PhD)	 is	 far	 superior	 to	 that	 of	 junior	
researchers	(from	2	to	7	years	of	research	experience	after	the	PhD):	88,48%	vs	11,	52%.	
	
	
Research	Field	

45,58%	
54,42%	

Gender	of	respondents	
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M	

11,52%	
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Research	experience	of	respondents	

Junior	(da	2	a	7	anni	di	
esperienza	dopo	il	
dottorato)	

Senior	(da	7	anni	in	poi)	
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Legenda:	Area	10-Antiquities,	philology,	literary	studies,	art	history;	11-	History,	philosophy,	pedagogy	
and	psychology;	12-	Law	studies;	13-Economics	and	statistics;	14-	Political	and	social	sciences.	
	
The	result	sees	a	predominance	of	answers	 from	scholars	of	Area	10:	67,	55%,	 followed	by	 those	 in	
Area	11:	28,11%.	It	well	represents	the	assessment	of	research	fields	in	the	departments	of	humanities	
in	Italy.		
	
	
	
Position	

	
Legenda:	 "a	 contratto"="adjunct	 professor";	 "associato"="associate	 professor";	 "ordinario"="full	
professor";	 	 "post-doc"="post-doc"	 which	 includes	 "assegnista	 di	 ricerca";	 "professore"	 is	 a	 generic	
label	written	down	by	several	scholars;	"ricercatore"="assistant	professor".	
	
The	data	shows	that	a	majority	of	 the	respondents	have	a	secure	position	 in	the	academy	(associate	
professors	plus	full	professors,	for	a	total	of	51,	67%).	The	data	is	in	line	with		the	outcomes	related	to	
"age"	and	"research	experience".	As	far	as	assistant	professors	are	concerned,	the	questionnare	did	not	
discriminate	 between	 temporary	 (post-Gelmini	 position)	 and	 open-ended	 contract,	 the	 data	
aggregates	both.	
	
Country	
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Despite	the	fact	that	at	the	beginning	a	large	amount	of	mails	was	sent	to	scholars	working	at	German	
universities	 in	order	to	compare	German	practice	of	publication	and	evaluation	with	Italian	practice,	
few	answers	were	received.	The	highest	percentage	of	answers	given	by	Italian	scholars	(91,87%)	has	
shifted	the	focus	of	analysis	mainly	on	the	Italian	situation.		
The	resulting	group	sample,	of	which	we	analysed	the	ideas	about	practice	of	dissemination	and	the	
evaluation	 process,	 is	 then	 formed	 mostly	 by	 Italian	 scholars,	 with	 a	 mature	 knowledge	 of	 their	
position	and	academic	practices.	
	
	
Questions	with	analysis	and	comments	
	
1)	 Please	 tell	 us	 all	 the	 forms	 of	 dissemination	 you	 can	 think	 of,	 in	 addition	 to	 those	 reported	
below.	 	
	
Responders	were	free	to	voice	their	opinions,	which	lead	to	a	wide	variety	of	responses.	These	were	
then	 listed	 and	 analysed	 statistically.	 The	 answers	 clearly	 show	 how	 researchers	 visualise	
possible	means	of	output	whether	this	be	for	dissemination	to	peers	or	to	others,	for	example	
societal	engagement.	Principle	channels	mentioned	are	as	below.	
	

91,87%	

8,13%	

Country	of	work	of	respondents	

It	

Non-It	
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This	 shows	 clearly	 a	 strong	 interest	 in	 new	 technologies	 as	 such	 through	 internet	 and	 online	
repositories	 as	 academia.edu.	 This	 underlines	 a	 desire	 to	 disseminate	 results	 of	 research	 using	 all	
possible	channels	rather	than	simply	provide	data	that	conforms	to	evaluation	criteria.	It	is	quite	clear	
that	societal	engagement	is	a	major	motivation	in	disseminating	and	that	in	terms	of	books,	forms	that	
reach	 a	 wider	 public	 such	 as	 critical	 editions,	 dictionary	 and	 encyclopaedia	 entries	 as	 well	 as	
catalogues	are	seen	of	crucial	importance.	
	
That	these	are	globally	important	is	shown	by	the	breakdown	by	area,	contrasting	areas	10	and	11.			
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Legenda:	Q1-1	Curatorship;	Q1-2	book	review;	Q1-3	catalogue	(manuscripts,	exhibition,	collection);	Q1-4	
conference	 presentation	 (public	 lectures,	 talks..);	 Q1-5	 critical	 edition;	 Q1-6	 Entry	 in	
Dictionary/encyclopedia;	Q1-7	exhibition;	Q1-8	internet;	Q-9	interview/newspaper;	Q1-10	lecture	notes;	
Q1-11	open-access	repository;	Q1-12	scientific	&	social	networks;	Q1-13	performance;	Q1-14	poster;	Q1-
15	reports;	Q1-16	scientific	blog	+wiki;	Q1-17	 translation;	Q1-18	video	 ;	Q1-19	working	paper	 ;	Q1-20	
workshop	&	seminar;	Q1-21	other.	
	
The	large	numbers	of	answers	in	Q1-21	refers	to	a	large	list	of	other	possibilities	not	listed	here,	thus	
demonstrating	the	variety	of	potential	output	channels.	There	 is	generally	broad	agreement	 in	some	
channels	 as	 internet	 (Q1-8),	 public	 lectures	 and	 talks	 (Q1-4)	 and	book	 reviews	 (Q1-2),	 less	 in	 open	
access	 repositories	 (Q1-11),	 posters	 (Q1-14)	 and	 exhibition	 data	 (Q1-7).	 Area	 10	 has	 a	 stronger	
preference	 for	 repositories	 and	 posters,	 while	 area	 11	makes	more	 use	 of	 exhibition	material.	 The	
latter	 is	 obviously	 discipline	 specific,	 the	 other	 two	 are	 less	 clear.	 It	 is	 unclear	 as	 to	 whether	 age	
represents	a	criterion	here,	even	though	it	is	mostly	those	over	40	who	see	internet	as	significant.	
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Question	2		Which	are	your	usual	dissemination	channels?	 	
	
Whilst	 a	 variety	 of	 answers	 is	 still	 to	 be	 found,	 the	main	 dissemination	 channels	 used	 is	 still	 very	
conservative	and	consists	of:	
	

	
	
These	figures	show	the	dominance	of	books	and	journals,	but	are	still	to	be	treated	with	caution	as	it	is	
possible	 that	 some	 are	 confusing	 books	 and	 book	 chapters.	 A	 statistical	 analysis	 shows	 that	 all	 age	
classes	 publish	 equally	 in	 journals,	 but	 that	 books	 may	 concern	more	 those	 over	 40,	 which	 would	
reflect	a	greater	maturity	in	the	field.	
	
Conteggio	di	Age-class	 Etichette	di	colonna	

	 	Etichette	di	riga	 0	 1	 Totale	complessivo	
0	 7,89%	 92,11%	 100,00%	
30	 4,17%	 95,83%	 100,00%	
40	 6,02%	 93,98%	 100,00%	
50	 6,47%	 93,53%	 100,00%	
60	 8,85%	 91,15%	 100,00%	
70	 6,78%	 93,22%	 100,00%	
80	 0,00%	 100,00%	 100,00%	
Totale	complessivo	 6,92%	 93,08%	 100,00%	
Journal	articles	
	
Conteggio	di	Age-class	 Etichette	di	colonna	

	 	Etichette	di	riga	 0	 1	 Totale	complessivo	
0	 10,53%	 89,47%	 100,00%	
30	 41,67%	 58,33%	 100,00%	
40	 17,29%	 82,71%	 100,00%	
50	 14,12%	 85,88%	 100,00%	
60	 21,24%	 78,76%	 100,00%	
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70	 10,17%	 89,83%	 100,00%	
80	 0,00%	 100,00%	 100,00%	
Totale	complessivo	 16,44%	 83,56%	 100,00%	
Books	
	
If	we	compare	 the	data	between	sections,	we	 find	 that	 in	area	7	 the	number	of	articles	 tends	 to	 fall	
with	age,	but	that	books	tend	to	increase	slightly.	This	variation	is	not	so	clear	in	area	10.	
	
Conteggio	di	Age-class	 Etichette	di	colonna	

	 	Etichette	di	riga	 0	 1	 Totale	complessivo	
0	 9,52%	 90,48%	 100,00%	
30	 0,00%	 100,00%	 100,00%	
40	 8,57%	 91,43%	 100,00%	
50	 5,13%	 94,87%	 100,00%	
60	 10,81%	 89,19%	 100,00%	
70	 13,64%	 86,36%	 100,00%	
80	 0,00%	 100,00%	 100,00%	
Totale	complessivo	 8,81%	 91,19%	 100,00%	
Journal	articles	area	11	
	
Conteggio	di	Age-class	 Etichette	di	colonna	

	 	Etichette	di	riga	 0	 1	 Totale	complessivo	
0	 9,52%	 90,48%	 100,00%	
30	 25,00%	 75,00%	 100,00%	
40	 14,29%	 85,71%	 100,00%	
50	 10,26%	 89,74%	 100,00%	
60	 24,32%	 75,68%	 100,00%	
70	 4,55%	 95,45%	 100,00%	
80	 0,00%	 100,00%	 100,00%	
Totale	complessivo	 13,84%	 86,16%	 100,00%	
Books	area	11.	
	
Question	3	Is	there	any	reason	why	you	are	using	this/these	channel/s	instead	of	others?	 	
	
This	 qualitative	 data	 was	 explored	 using	 Atlas	 Ti.	 The	 overall	 reason	 for	 both	 junior	 and	 senior	
researchers	is	that	they	choose	what	is	considered	by	them	to	be	the	standard	means	of	dissemination	
in	 their	 field.	 What	 is	 considered	 standard	 is	 not	 a	 fixed	 notion	 and	 can	 change	 with	 age	 so	 that	
alongside	 standard,	 junior	 researchers	 tend	 to	quote	 articles	 as	being	 standard.	What	 is	 standard	 is	
also	what	is	evaluated.	
	
For	junior	researchers	the	reasons	for	the	choice	of	proceedings	and	articles	is	clearly	pragmatic:	
	
«	The	 Call	 for	 Papers	 circulate	 quickly	 among	 scholars	 and	 evaluation	 is	 always	 based	 on	 blind	 peer-
review,	which	ensures	the	quality	of	each	publication.	»	
	
Thus	speed	of	publication,	as	well	as	a	quality	check,	is	seen		as	of	importance	as	well	as	the	visibility	
of	the	source,	with	internet	and	repositories	being	seen	as	key	channels	:	
	
«	I	think	the	web	is	the	best	way	to	disseminate	results	(i.e.	academia.edu)	»	
	
«	Journal	 articles,	 especially	 those	 available	 online,	 may	 be	 the	 only	 tool	 to	 effectively	 disseminate	
findings	in	a	lean,	timely	way.	»	
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Senior	 researchers	 follow	 their	 field	practice,	but	often	call	 for	more	 innovative	approaches.	A	good	
example	is	the	following:	
	
«	Not	 particularly.	 I	 try	 to	 follow	 standard	 practice	 in	 my	 field,	 but	 I	 am	 also	 quite	 open	 to	
new/innovative,	 and	 non-traditional,	 forms	 of	 dissemination,	 e.g.	 webinars,	 blog	 posts,	 etc.	 as	 ideal	
venues	 for	 the	 non-technical	 dissemination	 of	 research	 findings,	 project	 outcomes,	 etc.	 This	 is	 because	
part	 of	my	 applied	 research	 is	 of	 interest	 to	 professionals	 (e.g.	 practising	 translators)	 and	 to	 a	 wider	
audience	outside	academia	(e.g.	English	language	teachers	and	non-specialist	students).	»	
	
Another	stresses	the	need	to	reach	a	wider	audience:	
	
«	I	am	using	the	classic	channels	 (journals,	book	chapters,	monographs)	but	also	 looking	to	alternative	
and	more	 democratic	ways	 of	 spreading	 scientific	 knowledge.	 As	 a	 specialist	 in	 African	 Studies	 I	 have	
realized	that	most	of	the	published	materials	we	highly	value	in	western	universities	is	not	accessible	to	
students,	scholars	and	colleagues	of	not	so	developed	countries.	»	
	
However,	 there	 is	 also	 a	 realisation	 that	 internet	 and	online	publications	have	not	 fully	 entered	 the	
norm:	
	
«	They	are	the	traditional	channels	which	are	considered	in	the	evaluations;	on	line	publications	are	still	
not	adequately	valued.	»	
	
One	responder	gave	a	very	detailed	picture	of	the	importance	of	different	channels	declaring	that:	
	
“Till	 some	 years	 ago,	 when	 we	 were	 urged	 to	 publish	 articles	 in	 peer-reviewed	 journals,	 our	 most	
prestigious	 channels	 of	 dissemination	 were	 book	 chapters	 (due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 a	 book	 focuses	 on	 a	
specific	research	subject,	and	that	book	chapters	are	usually	broader	and	more	ambitious	 than	 journal	
articles),	 conference	 proceedings	 (which	 sometimes	 contain	 very	 original	 and	 up-to-date	 essays)	 and	
monographs.	Since	1990s	the	field	of	digital	scholarly	editing	has	gained	more	and	more	importance	in	
philology.	Publication	of	journal	articles	is	now	increasing,	under	the	pressure	of	recent	editorial	policy.				
printed	items	(monographs,	chapters	in	edited	books	and	articles	in	specialized	journals)	are	still	the	best	
and	 most	 durable	 form	 of	 dissemination	 of	 research	 results;	but	 online	 publications	 and	 newspaper	
articles	ensure	a	better	timing	and	(often)	a	higher	visibility.	“	
	
This	 highlights	 two	 factors:	 change	 is	 often	 the	 result	 of	 external	 factors	 and	 that	 channels	 can	 be	
chosen	for	pragmatic	reasons.	 	Hence,	proceedings	allow	for	a	repaid	exchange,	particularly	with	the	
audience	at	the	event,	journal	articles	also	benefit	from	speed	of	publications	whereas	book	chapters	
and	books	allow	a	more	considered	approach.	Hence:	
	
«	Book	chapters	often	come	about	after	specialized	events	-	it	is	easier	to	get	innovative	ideas	published	
here	than	in	traditional	peer-reviewed	journals	which	tend	to	be	more	conservative;	»	
	
“Some	 major	 topics	 deserve	 books,	 other	 (less	 massive	 but	 relevant	 as	 well)	 need	 articles.	 If	 well	
connected	with	other	 chapters,	 book	 chapters	 too	may	be	 the	best	way	 to	 treat	 an	object.	 Editing	and	
supervising	the	production	of	a	miscellaneous	work	may	be	a	relevant	scientific	 task,	 if	 the	work	 is	not	
conceived	as	a	mere	sum	of	self-referencial	contributes.”	
	
This	leads	to	interesting	conclusions.	There	is	a	change	to	articles	and	these	need	not	be	seen	as	better	
or	less	good	than	books	and	book	chapters,	but	simply	a	response	to	needs.	Thus,	it	seems	clear	that	it	
is	 not	 normal	 to	 ask	 for	 books	 from	 junior	 researchers,	 these	 are	what	 comes	 later	 in	 the	 research	
cycle	and	respond	to	different	needs.	
	
Question	4)	When	do	you	think	books	are	an	appropriate	way	of	dissemination?		
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Question	5)	Please	quote	all	types	of	books	you	can	think	of.	 	
	
This	resulted	in	a	long	list	of	book	types	that	would	require	transforming	into	a	typology	and	checking	
against	an	existing	typology.	
	
Question	6)	What	is	a	good	publishing	house?		
[Existence	of	a	thorough	peer-review	procedure]	 	
[Well	defined	publishing	profile]	 	
[Existence	of	specific	series]	 	
[Good	reputation	of	the	series	coordinators]	 	
[Good	reputation	of	the	scientific	committees]	 	
[Distribution	of	books	(presence	in	international	libraries	and	book	stores)]	 	
[Transparency	of	publishing	procedure]	 	
[Open	access	facilities]	
	
It	 is	 clearly	difficult	 to	define	what	 is	a	good	publishing	house	as	 there	what	may	be	good	 in	 theory	
may	 not	 happen	 in	 practice.	 It	 is	 very	 difficult	 to	 obtain	 precise	 information	 about	 practices	 and	
reputation	surveys	are	 far	 from	reliable.	The	big	English-language	publishers,	notably	 the	university	
presses,	inevitably	come	out	on	top	as	they	tick	all	the	boxes.		
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Question	7)	Could	you	list	5	publishers	you	consider	good	in	your	field?	 	
	
Quantity	 Publisher	 Country	
180	 Oxford	UP	 UK	
173	 Cambridge	UP	 UK	
121	 Il	Mulino	 Italy	
108	 Carocci	 Italy	
99	 Routledge	 UK	
97	 Laterza	 Italy	
93	 Brill	 Netherlands	
88	 Mouton	de	Gruyter	 Germany	
86	 Einaudi	 Italy	
53	 John		Benjamins	 Netherlands	
42	 Springer	 Germany	

33	 Brepols	
Belgium	
(Flanders)	

33	 Peter	Lang	 Germany	
22	 Franco	Angeli	 Italy	
22	 Olschki	 Italy	
22	 Palgrave	 UK	
21	 Ashgate	 UK	
21	 Marsilio	 Italy	
20	 Viella	 Italy	
19	 Orso	 Italy	
18	 Boringhieri	 Italy	
18	 Harvard	UP	 USA	
18	 Mimesis	 Italy	
16	 Bollati	 Italy	
16	 MIT	Press	 USA	
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Question	8)	Why	do	you	choose	a	publisher	as	opposed	to	another?		
[National/	international	good	reputation]	 	
[National/	international	distribution]		
[Facility	to	publish	with	the	selected	publisher]	 	
[Existence	of	a	thorough	peer-review	procedure]	 	
[Correspondence	between	your	topics	and	publisher’s	series]	 	
[Open	access	facilities]	 	
[Other,	please	specify]	
	
	 	
Question	9)	Could	you	list	the	publishers	you	have	published	with?	
	
The	 result	was	a	 list	of	135	publishers	who	had	been	cited	more	 than	5	 times.	These	were	 checked	
against	the	WASS	SENSE	list	for	2011	with	the	following	results:	
	

Editor	 Number	

WASS-
SENSE	
2011	

Cambridge	UniversityPress	 41	 A	
Chicago	UniversityPress	 5	 A	
Oxford	UniversityPress	 41	 A	
Sage	 5	 A	
Wiley	 5	 A	
Ashgate	 13	 B	
Brill	 44	 B	
Elsevier	 8	 B	
Macmillan	 11	 B	
Palgrave	 18	 B	
Routledge	 40	 B	
Springer	verlag	 38	 B	
Benjamins	Publishing	 31	 C	
De	Gruyter,	Mouton	 53	 C	
L'Harmattan	 11	 C	
Metzler	 5	 C	
Peter	Lang	 53	 C	
Rodopi	 15	 C	
Vandenhoeck&Ruprecht	 5	 C	
Anthem	Press	 5	 D	
Brepols	 31	 D	
CLEUP	 5	 D	
EdizioniAll'Insegna	 Del	
Giglio	 12	 D	
Franco	Angeli	 69	 D	
Mulino	 66	 D	
Peeters	 10	 D	
	
	
Thus,	 only	26	of	 the	publications	were	 to	be	 found	 in	 the	WASS	 SENSE	 list	with	 a	 very	 small	
number	of	Italian	publishers	being	listed.	Of	these	Italian	publishers,	none	were	classed	A,	B	or	
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C.	However,	although	the	WASS	SENSE	 list	has	been	adopted	by	some	universities,	 the	bias	of	
this	 list	 is	 heavily	 towards	 the	 natural	 sciences,	 which	 limits	 its	 usefulness.	 The	 criteria	 for	
inclusion	are	 far	 from	clear	and	 there	are	some	 idiosyncracies	as	 the	presence	of	 the	French	
pay-to-publish	L’Harmatton,	who	has	no	proper	peer-review	process,	being	in	the	same	class	as	
John	Benjamin’s.			
	
Some	Conclusions	
	

• There	may	be	a	move	to	articles	amongst	younger	researchers	for	both	evaluative	and	norming	
reasons,	but	the	speed	of	publication	and	peer	review	are	seen	as	prime	factors.	

• Books	 and	 book	 chapters	 are	 appropriate	 for	 later	 stage	 researchers	 wishing	 to	 publish	 as	
state	of	the	art,	but	this	does	not	make	them	better	than	a	good	journal	article	in	a	journal	with	
impact	factor.	

• It	is	better	to	distinguish	classes	of	publication	
o Articles	and	proceedings	for	work	of	immediate	significance.	Particularly	important	for	

young	researchers	
o High	impact	articles	are	a	criteria	for	judging	senior	researchers	
o Books	 and	 book	 chapters	 suit	 more	 senior	 researchers	 for	 more	 elaborated	

productions	
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CHAPTER	3	IMPACT	OF	RESEARCH	EVALUATION	PROTOCOLS	ON	PUBLICATION	HABITS	
	
	
	
Books	and	Books		

	
	
The	 analysis	 conducted	 so	 far	 has	 shown	 that	 the	 role	 of	 books	 remains	 important	 in	 non-

bibliometric	areas,	but	that	there	is	not	unanimity	on	what	is	meant	by	“book”	and	how	it	should	be	
evaluated.		

A	study	conducted	 in	Flanders	concludes	 that,	 in	spite	of	 the	 introduction	of	a	new	evaluation	
protocol,	during	the	last	ten	years	“there	are	no	indications	that	there	are	proportionally	more	journal	
articles	and	less	book	publications”	in	the	SSH	(Engels	et	al.,	2012).	The	same	methodology	needs	to	be	
applied	 to	 analyse	 other	 research	 systems	 where	 information	 about	 SSH	 researchers	 and	 their	
publications	exists,	in	order	to	confront	the	results.		

North	 European	 Countries	 recognize	 the	 relevance	 of	 books	 in	 SSH	 but	 do	 not	 apply	 precise	
typology	as	a	work	is	evaluated	for	its	characteristics	and	merits.	REF	(UK)	accepts	that	books,	in	all	
forms,	 represent	 an	 important	 part	 of	 SSH	 output,	 in	 the	 Netherlands	 a	 2011	 report	 on	 Quality	
Indicators	 for	 Research	 in	 the	 Humanities	 (KNAW,	 Royal	 Dutch	 Academy,	 2011)	 emphasized	 the	
importance	of	books	and	books	chapter.	Here	evaluation	 is	made	by	a	 team	of	 international	experts	
and	 the	 emphasis	 is	 shifted	 from	 number	 of	 publications	 to	 research	 integrity	 and	 societal	
relevance.	No	precise	typology	is	imposed,	but	a	wide	variety	of	acceptable	submissions	is	accepted,	
including	translations,	research	bibliographies,	and	nonfiction	works	for	the	general	public.	Ireland	is	
closer	to	the	UK	in	relying	on	peer	evaluation	rather	than	an	imposed	vision	of	what	is	acceptable	or	
not.	In	France	(HCERES	evaluations)	books	are	considered	important	in	SSH,	but	no	exact	figures	are	
collected	or	quality	criteria	applied.	

UK,	 REF	 considers	 that	 in	book-oriented	 fields	 research	evaluation	 is	more	 challenging	 than	 for	
article	 based	 subject	 areas,	 because	 counts	 of	 citation	 from	 indexes	 seem	 insufficient	 to	 assess	 the	
impact	of	books.	REF	acknowledges	that	some	academic	books	are	primarily	written	for	teaching	(e.g.	
textbooks)	or	cultural	purposes	(e.g.	novels	and	poetry)	and	citation	counts	of	any	kind	may	be	wholly	
inappropriate	for	these.		

It	appears	clear	that	on	the	one	hand	the	UK	system	refuses	a	strict	 typology	and	automatism	in	
evaluation	 of	 books,	 on	 the	 other	 it	 recognizes	 that	 there	 are	 at	 least	 two	 typologies	 of	 academic	
publications,	scholarly	books	and	books	which	must	be	evaluated	for	their	societal	relevance.	

In	the	Netherlands,	where	evaluation	is	made	by	a	team	of	 international	experts,	 instead	than	a	
standard	set	of	indicators,	a	variety	of	possible	indicators	are	proposed,	for	example:	

	
• Scholarly	books	as	a	measure	of	research	quality	
• Outreach	activities,	such	as	lectures	for	general	audience	and	exhibitions	as	indicators	for	

societal	relevance	
	

Ireland	does	not	have	a	national	evaluation	system.	However,	within	institutions,	staff	are	ranked	
as	being	research	active	or	not.	Requirements	vary	between	institutions,	but	the	importance	of	books	
is	recognised	in	that:	1.	a	single	book	may	be	expected	in	a	six-year	period	whereas	for	other	outputs	
4-8	 products	 are	 required;	 	 2.	 Single	 author	 books	 get	 a	 higher	 weighting	 than	 co-authored	
productions,	 but	 no	 precise	 typology	 is	 imposed	 with	 a	 wide	 variety	 of	 acceptable	 submissions	
including	 translations,	 research	 bibliographies,	 and	 nonfiction	works	 for	 the	 general	 public.	 In	 this,	
Ireland	 is	 closer	 to	 the	 UK	 in	 relying	 on	 peer	 evaluation	 rather	 than	 an	 imposed	 vision	 of	 what	 is	
acceptable	or	not.	

The	 quantitative	 systems,	 such	 as	 the	 Czech	 and	 the	 Polish	 systems,	 provide	 strict	 typologies	
including	 the	 requirement	 of	 book	 review.	 For	 the	 Czech	 system	 a	 book	 is	 a	 non-periodical	
specialist	publication	of	at	least	50	printed	pages	of	text	without	photographs,	pictures,	maps	and	
similar	 annexes,	 published	 in	 a	 printed	 or	 electronic	 form	 and	 reviewed	 by	 at	 least	 one	 generally	
regarded	expert	from	the	appropriate	field	(however	not	from	the	author’s	workplace)	in	the	form	of	a	
reader’s	 review.	 (“Methodology	 of	 Evaluation	 of	 Research	Organizations	 and	 Evaluation	 of	 Finished	
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Programmes	(valid	for	years	2013	-	2015),”	2013,	p.	37).	The	Polish	system,	which	privileges	journal	
article	over	books	(25	points	vs.	50	points	respectively),	applies	a	strict	book	typology,	which	excludes	
handbooks	and	textbooks	(although	researchers	try	to	pass	these	off	by	excluding	the	word	textbook	
or	 manual	 from	 the	 title),	 while	 including	 lexicons,	 critical	 editions,	 encyclopedia	 and	 conference	
proceedings	 (the	 latter	 if	 referenced	 in	WoS	or	Scopus).	 It	distinguishes	between	monograph,	which	
has	to	be	reviewed,	and	edited	book,	which	is	a	monograph	with	the	editor(s)	(see	above,	p.	37).	

Finally	database	 systems.	 In	Flanders	 the	VABB-SHH	database	has	 specific	 requirements	 for	
book	publication,	such	as	a	minimal	number	of	pages	(set	to	4	for	articles),	existence	of	an	ISBN,	as	a	
guarantee	 of	 public	 availability	 of	 the	 publication,	 the	 novelty	 of	 the	 contribution,	 “have	 been	
subjected,	prior	to	publication,	to	a	demonstrable	peer-review	process	by	scholars	who	are	experts	in	
the	 (sub)field	 to	 which	 the	 publication	 belongs.	 Peer	 review	 should	 be	 carried	 out	 by	 an	 editorial	
board,	 a	 permanent	 reading	 committee,	 external	 referees	 or	 by	 a	 combination	 of	 these.	 The	 review	
should	contain	input	from	outside	the	author(s)’s	research	team	and	should	be	independent	from	the	
author(s).	The	author	cannot	organize	the	peer	review	of	her	or	his	own	draft	manuscript.	»		

Given	these	requirements	books	are	weighed:	a	monograph	counts	4,	whereas	a	book	chapter,	
a	journal	article,	an	edited	book	counts	1,	and	conference	proceedings	0.5.	A	similar	weighing	system	
is	applied	in	Norway,	where	a	book	may	count	5	or	8	depending	on	its	collocation	al	level	1	or	2.	(see	
above,	p.	24).	(Verleysen,	Ghesquière,	Engels,	2014,	see	above,	p.	39).	

All	these	systems	vary	but	have	in	common	peer	review	as	a	valid	quality	criterium.		
Italy	 has	 elaborated	 detailed	 typologies	 of	 books	 but,	 apart	 from	 them,	 the	 definition	 of	

monograph	 as	 “a	 rigorously	 peer	 reviewed	 output”,	 a	 discriminant	 factor	 in	 certain	 research	
evaluation	systems,	does	not	appear	clearly	from	interviews	or	in	the	institutional	definitions.		

Apparently	in	Italy	the	definition	of	monograph	as	“a	peer	review	output”	is	not	yet	clear	and	
unequivocal,	 and	 in	 absence	 of	 clear	 guidelines	 it	 is	 interesting	 to	 examine	 the	 various	 and	
heterogeneous	opinions.	Perceptions	and	attitudes	to	research	evaluation	are	obtained	through	a	mix	
of	qualitative	and	quantitative	data.	In	this	pilot	study	data	was	obtained	through	analysis	of	opinions	
expressed	by	experts	during	a	kick-off	meeting	at	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice,	a	questionnaire	and	
a	focus	group.		

Books	 are	 considered	 very	 important	 in	 SSH	 but	 facts	 and	 interviews	 often	 do	 not	 always	
reflect	the	prominence	of	books	over	articles	or	other	outputs.	What	matters	is	the	quality,	rather	than	
the	container.		
	

The	three	focus	groups	(2	in	CFU	and	1	in	UM)	suggested	the	following	points:	
	

• monographs	 are	 more	 important	 than	 other	 forms	 of	 dissemination,	 as	 they	
represent	the	outcome	of	a	broader	and	more	complete	research;	

• monographs	 are	 perceived	 and	meant	 as	 scientific	 and	 challenging	 outputs,	 they	
require	long	time	(research	for	writing	a	monograph	may	require	years);		

• monographs	require	a	 longer	 time	 to	be	completed,	but	when	 innovative,	as	 they	
sometimes	are,	they	can	make	a	real	difference;	

• monographs	contain	scientific	outputs	that	in	humanities	are	difficult	to	evaluate;	
• impossibility	 of	 the	 application,	 in	 fields	 such	 as	 philosophy,	 of	 an	 objective,	

“neutral	or	impersonal”	criterion	in	the	evaluation	of	monographs.	
• possible	evaluation	criteria	suggested:	“innovation”,	clarity	and	consistency	of	the	

critical	analysis,	“publishing	house	a	peer	review	system	by	a	peer	review	process	
and	 referees’	 feedback	 on	 the	 editorial	 project	 and	 on	 the	 first	 draft	 of	 a	
manuscript”;	

• a	monograph	seems	to	be	fundamental	 in	the	career	of	a	researcher,	however	the	
relevance	 of	 monographs	 has	 decreased	 since	 the	 internationalization	 criterium	
has	been	added	by	Anvur;	

	
From	the	questionnaire	we	infer	that:	
	

• It	 is	 clearly	difficult	 to	define	what	 is	a	 good	 publishing	 house	 as	what	may	be	
good	in	theory	may	not	happen	in	practice;	
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• It	 is	 very	 difficult	 to	 obtain	 precise	 information	 about	 practices	 and	 reputation	
surveys	are	far	from	reliable;		

• the	 big	 English-language	 publishers,	 notably	 the	 university	 presses,	 inevitably	
come	out	on	top;		

• Dissemination	 is	 important	 and	 especially	 dissemination	 to	 a	 wider	 audience	
outside	academia,	through	online	publications;	

• Scholars,	especially	 in	 the	mature	phase	of	 their	career	(40-50),	prefer	 to	publish	
monographs	and	book	articles,	nevertheless	this	tendency	is	gradually	changing.	

	
	

The	questionnaire	also	shows	a	growing	interest	in	societal	relevance	of	research	outputs	as	
dissemination	 channels	 such	 as	 internet,	 public	 lectures	 and	 talks	 and	 book	 reviews,	 exhibition	
materials	etc.	are	considered	very	important.	

Among	the	dissemination	channels	used	by	the	respondents	 journal	articles	(472)	and	books	
(484)	are	predominant	(although	we	should	be	careful	when	considering	books	as	 it	 is	possible	that	
collectanea	are	included).	Dissemination	is	considered	very	important	not	only	for	individual	interest	
but	also	because	it	is	considered	a	way	of	spreading	scientific	knowledge	all	over	the	world:	
	

«	I	 am	 using	 the	 classical	 channels	 (journals,	 book	 chapters,	 monographs)	 but	 also	 looking	 to	
alternative	and	more	democratic	ways	of	spreading	scientific	knowledge.	As	a	specialist	in	African	
Studies	I	have	realized	that	most	of	the	published	materials	we	highly	value	in	western	universities	
is	not	accessible	to	students,	scholars	and	colleagues	of	not	so	developed	countries.	»	
	
“Till	some	years	ago,	when	we	were	urged	to	publish	articles	 in	peer-reviewed	journals,	our	most	
prestigious	channels	of	dissemination	were	book	chapters	(due	to	the	fact	that	a	book	focuses	on	a	
specific	 research	 subject,	 and	 that	 book	 chapters	 are	 usually	 broader	 and	more	 ambitious	 than	
journal	 articles),	 conference	 proceedings	 (which	 sometimes	 contain	 very	 original	 and	up-to-date	
essays)	 and	monographs.	 Since	 1990s	 the	 field	 of	 digital	 scholarly	 editing	 has	 gained	more	 and	
more	importance	in	philology.	Publication	of	journal	articles	is	now	increasing,	under	the	pressure	
of	recent	editorial	policy.				
Printed	items	(monographs,	chapters	in	edited	books	and	articles	in	specialized	journals)	are	still	
the	best	and	most	durable	 form	of	dissemination	of	 research	 results;	but	online	publications	and	
newspaper	articles	ensure	a	better	timing	and	(often)	a	higher	visibility.	“	

	
This	highlights	two	factors:		

	
• change	is	often	the	result	of	external	factors		

	
• dissemination	channels	can	be	chosen	 for	pragmatic	 reasons.	Hence,	proceedings	allow	 for	a	

repaid	 exchange,	 particularly	 with	 the	 audience	 at	 the	 event,	 journal	 articles	 benefit	 from	
speed	of	publications	whereas	book	chapters	and	books	allow	a	more	considered	approach.		

	
Books	 and	 collective	 books	 are	 considered	 the	 best	 place	 to	 develop	 a	 mature	 research	 but	 also	
innovative	ideas	especially	if	a	miscellaneous	work	follows	to	a	specialized	conference.	In	this	respect	
editing	proceedings	and	collective	books	may	be	considered	a	relevant	scientific	task,	if	the	work	is	not	
conceived	as	a	mere	sum	of	self-referential	contributes.	
	

«	Book	 chapters	 often	 come	 about	 after	 specialized	 events	 -	 it	 is	 easier	 to	 get	 innovative	 ideas	
published	here	than	in	traditional	peer-reviewed	journals	which	tend	to	be	more	conservative;	»	

	
“Some	major	 topics	deserve	books,	 other	 (less	massive	but	 relevant	as	well)	need	articles.	 If	well	
connected	with	other	chapters,	book	chapters	too	may	be	the	best	way	to	treat	an	object.	Editing	
and	 supervising	 the	 production	 of	 a	miscellaneous	work	may	 be	 a	 relevant	 scientific	 task,	 if	 the	
work	is	not	conceived	as	a	mere	sum	of	self-referential	contributes.”	
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This	leads	to	interesting	conclusions.	There	is	a	change	to	articles	and	these	should	not	be	seen	as	
better	or	 less	good	than	books	and	book	chapters,	but	simply	as	a	response	 to	needs.	Thus,	it	
seems	clear	that	it	is	not	normal	to	ask	for	books	from	junior	researchers,	these	are	what	comes	later	
in	the	research	cycle	and	respond	to	different	needs.	
	
As	for	publishers	our	survey	suggests	that	it	is	difficult	to	define	what	is	considered	a	good	publishing	
house,	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 obtain	 precise	 information	 about	 practices.	 Also,	 reputation	 surveys	 are	 not	
reliable.	The	big	English	publishers,	notably	the	university	presses,	inevitably	come	out	as	they	tick	all	
the	boxes.	
	
Publication	Habits:	Facts	and	New	Trends	
	

The	very	detailed	descriptions	reflect	the	heterogeneity	of	outputs	and	disciplines	in	areas	10	
and	11;	there	is	no	clear	evidence	that	peer	review	is	a	requirement	for	publication.	
	 The	role	of	books	remains	important	but	our	survey	suggests	that	there	is	a	growing	attention	
towards	publications	in	journals.	Publication	habits	appear	to	be	quite	stable	in	both	considered	areas,	
but	there	are	some	interesting	evolutions.	In	both	areas	papers	in	journals	tend	to	increase	over	time,	
while	papers	 in	proceedings	observe	 a	 slow,	 but	undeniable	decline.	The	 turning	point	 seems	 to	be	
situated	somewhere	around	2012,	and	can	be	interpreted	as	translating,	to	a	certain	extent,	the	impact	
of	 the	VQR	and	 the	emphasis	placed	on	publications	 in	peer-reviewed	 journals	 rather	 than	on	other	
types	of	outlets.	
	 However	 it	 is	 to	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 good	 reputation	 of	 papers	 in	 journals	 has	 not	 had	 a	
significant	 impact	on	chapters	 in	books;	 if	 the	 figures	decrease,	 in	area	10,	between	2011	and	2013,	
they	observe	a	sharp	increase	the	following	year,	then	reach	almost	the	same	level	as	in	2004	(some	
36%);	 this	 level	 is	only	3	points	underneath	the	peak	of	chapters	publication	observed	 in	2011.	The	
evolution	is	much	more	hectic	in	area	11,	where	chapters	in	books	tend	to	pass	alternatively	through	
good	and	bad	years,	 but	 again	 values	 at	 the	beginning	 and	at	 the	 end	of	 the	period	 are	 comparable	
(40,56	 %	 of	 the	 total	 output	 in	 2004,	 40,	 77	 %	 of	 the	 total	 output	 in	 2014),	 while	 the	 peak	 of	
publications	is	superior	only	by	5	points	to	what	can	be	seen	as	an	average	value	(40	%	of	the	output).	
	 As	for	book	publication,	it	is	possible	to	observe	to	what	extent	publication	habits	correspond	
to	 the	 academic	 prestige	 of	 publishers,	 i.e.	 if	 scholars	 seek	 to	 publish	 with	 publishing	 houses	 they	
deem	the	best	in	their	discipline.	
	 Our	survey	show	that,	in	spite	of	the	growing	interest	toward	peer-reviewed	journals,	there	is	
a	national	bias	in	publication	of	books	as	meta-category	for	both	area	10	and	11	as	a	whole,	even	for	
a	discipline	that	can	be	deemed	as	“broad	oriented”	(studies	in	Hispanic	language	and	literature).	This	
national	bias	of	books	shows	that	scholars	tend	to	privilege	a	national,	familiar	system,	an	affirmation	
supported	by	 the	observation	 that	Edizioni	Ca’	 Foscari	 and	Edizioni	Universitaria	di	Macerata	 score	
high	in	the	publications	tables	of	scholars	from	the	Hispanic	disciplines	(see	above,	p.	XXX).	Interviews	
on	these	themes	conducted	in	Brittany	showed	that	local	publishing	houses	(Presses	universitaires	de	
Rennes)	were	preferred	because	scholars	knew	how	they	work,	who	was	on	the	editorial	board,	and	
moreover	 access	 to	 these	 houses	 was	 granted	 by	 subsidies	 paid	 by	 their	 universities,	 while	
international	publishing	houses	(such	as	OUP	or	Peter	Lang)	appeared	as	opaque,	more	expensive	and	
controlled	by	unknown	groups	of	publishers.	UCF	in	fact	allow	subsidies	to	external	publishers	if	these	
are	 considered	 prestigious,	 but	 what	 is	 to	 be	 considered	 prestigious	 is	 left	 to	 the	 decisions	 of	 the	
departments.		
	 If	 these	motivations	are	confirmed	by	 interviews	conducted	 in	 Italy,	 this	would	mean	 that	 in	
non-bibliometric	 areas	 there	 is	 a	 risk	 that	 book	 publishing	 be	 oriented	 much	 more	 by	 social	
representations	 and	 comfort	 seeking	 tendencies	 than	 by	 genuine	 concern	 for	 quality	 or	 even	
reputation.		

The	 analysis	 of	 some	 Italian	 publishers,	 although	 far	 from	 exhaustive,	 has	 shown	 that	 the	
majority	 of	 responding	 publishing	 houses	 have	 specialized	 collections	 as	 opposed	 to	 a	 very	 small	
number	 of	 generalist	 publishers	 who	 don’t.	 The	 university	 presses	 tend	 to	 go	 for	 broad	 discipline	
related	collections	under	the	control	of	a	chief	series	editor.	How	these	are	selected	is	highly	variable	
with	 appointments	 being	 equally	 as	 the	 suggestion	 of	 internal	 and	 external	 persons.	 The	 non-
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university	 publishers	 tend	 to	 rely	 on	 outside	 advice	 or	 from	 having	 already	 worked	 with	 certain	
scholars.		

But	 in	order	to	 judge,	 it	 is	necessary	to	 look	at	whether	the	university	presses	publish	
widely	or	tend	to	privilege	local	works.	
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CONCLUSIONS	AND	RECOMMENDATIONS	
	
	

	
There	is	clearly	no	system	of	book	evaluation	that	suits	all	countries	and	all	situations.	What	is	

apparent	is	that	mechanical	points	systems	are	not	effective	and	need	to	be	supplemented	by	expert	
review.	However,	the	latter	can	only	work	if	there	is	agreement	as	to	who	these	experts	are	and	that	
clear	criteria	are	applied.	The	latter	is	the	main	difficulty	as	there	is	not	a	clear,	common	definition	of	
books,	and	particularly	monographs.	

The	problem	with	a	restricted	definition	is	that	it	aims	to	coerce	researchers	to	adopt	different	
publication	patterns,	which	do	not	take	into	account	their	aspirations	and	forget	the	societal	impact	of	
research.		

Research	evaluation	has	different	roles.	 It	may	be	used	simply	to	monitor	output,	 to	evaluate	
and	increase	quality	of	output,	to	provoke	change	in	output	channels	in	response	to	explicit	or	implicit	
policy	criteria.	Statistical	analyses	can	show	the	proportion	of	each	channel,	closer	analysis	may	show	
changing	patterns,	as	 is	clearly	 the	case	 in	 the	RobinBa	data,	but	not	explain	why.	Deciding	on	what	
constitutes	quality	is	clearly	difficult,	if	not	impossible,	but	certain	assumptions	can	be	found	and	these	
inevitably	have	an	effect.	The	most	significant	of	these	is	that	internationalisation,	a	concept	that	is	
not	necessarily	clearly	defined,	does	have	an	effect	by	giving	emphasis	to	certain	languages,	publishers	
and	outputs.	

As	 pointed	 out	 by	 Andrea	 Bonaccorsi,	 the	 first	 aspect	 one	 should	 focus	 on	 are	 the	 aims	 of	
evaluation.	 In	a	democratic	 logic,	 the	allocation	of	public	 resources	has	 to	respond	 to	clear	criteria,	
delineated	according	to	a	scientific	method	and	to	some	specific	bonds,	i.e.	trying	to	interfere	as	little	
as	possible	 (ideally,	 not	 to	 interfere	 at	 all)	 in	 the	 internal	 dynamic	of	 scientific	 communities,	with	 a	
neutral,	 non	 interfering	 approach.	 Subjects	 are	 bound	 to	 play	 with	 indicators,	 and	 to	 adopt	
opportunistic	behaviors.	Evaluation	is	a	social	process,	which	bears	the	risk	of	becoming	undesirably	
automatized.	Once	an	indicator	is	created,	it	tends	to	assume	a	life	of	its	own,	and	to	be	used	outside	of	
the	boundaries	it	has	been	created	for.	Evaluators	need	to	take	this	into	account	and	limit	these	effects.	
This	gets	more	difficult	whenever	there	is	a	greater	heterogeneity.	Heterogeneity	makes	it	necessary	
to	operate	so	that	evaluation	doesn’t	produce	distortions.	It	is	more	difficult	and	it	requires	listening.	

In	 conclusion,	 some	 recommendations	 given	 in	 this	 report	 are	 here	 collected	 and	 provided	 for	
further	enquiry:	
	

- pay	 more	 attention	 to	 SSH	 journals	 and	 to	 accurate	 procedures	 for	 monitoring	 and	
evaluating	their	activity.	
	

- based	 on	 a	 similar	 extraction	 of	 data	 from	 CINECA,	 better	 identify	 areas	 where	 book	
chapters	 are	 far	 beyond	 the	 average	 (more	 than	 50%	 of	 the	 output)	 and	 conduct	
interviews	with	concerned	scholars.	

	
- Provided	 that	quality	evaluation	procedures	are	 implemented	by	publishers,	 chapters	

in	books	and	papers	in	proceedings	should	be	considered	in	a	similar	way	and	probably	
have	a	similar	weight.		
	

- Observe	 closely	 internationalisation	 of	 publications	 in	 each	 discipline	 from	 areas	 10	
and	11	and	correlate	it	with	epistemic	characteristics	of	the	disciplines	(more	nationally	
oriented/	abroad	oriented/	internationally	oriented).	
	

- Inform	 about	 international	 outlets	 specific	 to	 each	 discipline	 and	 about	 their	
manuscript	selection	procedures	(render	scholars	familiar	with	foreign	publishers	and	
their	procedures).		
	

- monitor	 the	 peer-review	 procedures	 in	 national	 publishing	 houses,	 and	 especially	 in	
academic	publishing	houses,	so	as	to	ensure	that	familiarity	is	not	a	form	of	facility.		
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- Carry	 out	 qualitative	 research	 on	 researcher	 aspirations	 and	 societal	 impact	 of	 their	
work;		
	

- Exemplify	 book	 typology,	 and	 work	 on	 criteria	 and	 indicators	 to	 be	 adapted	 to	 each	
discipline	 and	 subdiscipline.	Study	 the	 potential	 effects	 of	 Open	 Access	 policy	 on	 SSH	
research	
	

	
For	the	moment,	in	SSH	the	best	alternative	to	peer-review	is	peer-review	itself!	Publication	of	

books	 in	 whatever	 form	 (monographs,	 collective,	 curatorship,	 proceedings)	 should	 not	 diminish	 or	
disappear,	as	in	themselves	these	forms	are	not	synonymous	of	quality	or	lack	of	quality,	no	more	than	
are	papers	 in	 journals.	 The	 scholarly	 system	 should	be	 allowed	 to	 auto-regulate	 levels	 and	 types	 of	
publications,	provided	books	and	journals	tend	towards	similar	standards	of	peer-reviewing.		

In	 conclusion,	 “there	 are	 numerous	 threads	 to	 be	 followed	 before	 a	 clear	 picture	 of	 SSH	
research	 can	 be	 obtained.	 A	 neutral	 study	 based	 on	 bottom-up	 procedures	 will	 encourage	 greater	
understanding	of	output	types	and	the	motivations	of	researchers	behind	their	choice	of	those	output	
channels.	Only	then	will	it	be	possible	to	equate	research	outcomes	with	possible	societal	impact.	SSH	
research.	 A	 neutral	 study	 based	 on	 bottom-up	 procedures	will	 encourage	 greater	 understanding	 of	
output	 types	 and	 the	motivations	 of	 researchers	 behind	 their	 choice	 of	 those	 output	 channels.	Only	
then	will	it	be	possible	societal	impact.	SSH	research	covers	a	broad	spectrum	of	activities,	outcomes	
and	impacts.	Understanding	this	is	the	key	to	better	qualify	research	evaluation	and,	therefore	better	
research.	The	wealth	is	in	the	variety.”	(Williams,	Galleron,	2016)	
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APPENDIX	1	
	
Kick	Off	meeting	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice,	January	29,	2015	

	
	
Geoffrey	Williams		

	
Geoffrey	Williams	presents	the	work	conducted	with	Ioana	Galleron.	He	starts	from	the	evaluation	
of	books	in	Europe:	“At	the	moment”,	he	argues,	“most	countries	do	take	books	into	consideration	
in	 research	 evaluation	 but	 there	 are	 different	 ways	 of	 doing	 it,	 and	 with	 different	 outcomes.	
Germany	 is	 a	 particular	 case	 on	 evaluation	 as	 it	 has	mainly	 two	 criteria,	 which	 are	 third	 party	
income	and	 internationalisation	of	 research	centres	measured	 through	numbers	of	 international	
students	 and	 visiting	 professors.	 So,	 in	 Germany,	 it	 is	 much	 more	 on	 the	 teaching	 side	 that	
universities	 are	 looked	 at.	 In	 Spain,	 however,	 much	 excellent	 research	 has	 been	 done	 on	 book	
evaluation,	but	 the	 situation	on	 the	ground	 is	 complex	with	 sometimes	different	positions	being	
adopted	 by	 the	 three	 main	 evaluation	 agencies.	 For	 example,	 conference	 proceedings	 are	
disregarded	by	the	CNEAI	(National	Evaluation	Committee	of	Research	Activity),	but	are	accepted	
by	 ANEP	 (Agencia	 Nacional	 de	 Evaluación	 y	 Prospectiva	 –	 National	 Agency	 for	 Evaluation	 and	
Foresight	 activities)	 and	 ANECA	 (National	 Agency	 for	 Quality	 Assessment	 and	 Accreditation	 of	
Spain).	Such	practices	are	not	entirely	unusual	in	other	places	as	well	and	I’ll	come	back	on	to	that.		
As	we	have	seen	the	accent	everywhere	is	now	falling	mostly	on	papers,	largely	as	these	are	easier	
to	 trace	 and	 are	 the	 preferred	method	 of	 dissemination	 in	 the	 sciences.	 But	what	 about	 books?	
Research	Information	Network	(http://www.rin.ac.uk)	in	the	UK	says	that	there	was	a	decrease	in	
published	books	between	2003	and	2008.	Whilst	 this	may	be	 true	 in	 the	UK	 (although	 far	 from	
certain,)	it	is	not	the	case	everywhere.	We	must	be	very	careful	about	such	declarations.		
So,	 where	 do	 we	 get	 information	 about	 books.	 There	 are	 numerous	 existing	 possibilities	 as	
international	databases,	library	catalogues,	bibliographies	…;	unfortunately,	these	are	rarely	fit	for	
research	evaluation.	Existing	databases	lack	interoperability	and	are	not	necessarily	looking	
at	what	we	need	 to	 look	at.	You’ve	got	library	catalogues,	but	that	is	a	problem	because,	again,	
you’ve	 got	 to	 take	 that	 information	 out	 and	 organise	 it	 in	 a	 way	 that	 serves	 evaluation.	
Bibliographies	 also	 exist,	 but	 they	 are	 not	 really	 fit	 for	 evaluation.	We	 still	 lack	 dedicated	
systems.	This	 is	 not	 the	 case	 everywhere	 as	we	do	have	dedicated	 systems	online,	 generally	 in	
countries	 where	 there’s	 an	 awful	 lot	 of	money	 involved	 in	 SSH	 research	 funding.	 This	 includes	
systems	as	CRISTin	in	Norway,	VABB-SSH	in	Flanders	and	the	Finnish	KOTA	system.	In	France	the	
money	that	goes	 into	Humanities	 is	not	 that	good	and	that	means	that	 there	 is	 little	 incentive	 to	
build	a	database	when	there	is	little	in	the	way	of	funding	to	be	allocated.	So,	we	do	not	have	the	
same	outlook	as,	for	instance,	Norway	with	its	dedicated	CRIStin	database	which	links	funding	to	
output.	In	Flanders	the	problem	is	the	same,	and	so	they	are	looking	closely	at	books.”	
Databases	 mean	 an	 essentially	 quantitative	 approach,	 the	 alternative	 being	 qualitative	
using	peer	 review,	 often	 seen	 as	 the	 ideal	way	of	 book	 evaluation.	 The	 latter	 is	 the	main	
means	 of	 evaluation	 used	 in	 the	 UK	 Research	 Excellence	 Framework,	 the	 REF.	 However,	
there’s	a	little	detail	that	very	little	people	talk	about,	and	that	is	before	your	works	go	to	REF,	they	
are	filtered	by	the	university	as	to	what	they	consider	is	worthy	of	note,	not	what	is	good,	but	what	
is	REFable.	Thus,	not	all	published	works	will	be	put	forward.	That	is	one	reason	why	there	is	little	
mention	of	conference	proceedings.	The	hard	consequence	for	proceedings-dependant	disciplines	
is	that	if	you	don’t	get	good	REF	scores	you	don’t	get	good	research	money.	So,	peer	review	is	not	
necessarily	a	panacea.		
The	filtering	process	is	one	problem	as	it	restricts	what	is	evaluated,	but	even	when	a	work	gets	to	
the	appropriate	REF	evaluation	panel,	UK	specialists	admit	that	they	read	only	selected	parts,	and	
not	 the	 whole	 book.	 This	 is	 inevitable	 as	 no	 reviewer	 can	 be	 expected	 to	 read	 the	 mass	 of	
published	works	submitted,	but	it	also	means	that	any	evaluation	based	on	peer	review	of	this	
sort	 is	 partial.	 For	 what	 is	 read,	 there	 remains	 the	 issue	 mentioned	 by	 Andrea	 Bonaccorsi	 of	
different	schools	of	 thought	and	how	they	evaluate.		Thus,	however	professional	the	peer	review	
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panel	may	be,	we	do	not	know	the	specifications	or	the	criteria	that	they	apply.	Thus,	peer	review	
may	not	be	so	fit	for	a	large	evaluation	campaigns.	
So,	 if	 peer	 review	 is	 only	 part	 of	 the	 answer,	 another	way	 forward	 is	 to	 find	proxies	 for	
quality.	One	of	 these	 is	 to	evaluate	 the	prestige	of	publishers,	editors	and	collections,	and	
also	 the	 quality	 assurance	 mechanisms	 of	 the	 publisher.	 Obviously	we	 have	 to	 know	what	
these	are.	An	activity	based	classification	of	publishers	of	books	looks	at	what	else	they	are	doing.	
Proof	of	impact	and	whatever	that	might	mean	in	reality	is	the	key	word	of	the	moment.	Another	
important	 factor	 is	 differentiation	 from	 current	 publication	 patterns	 to	 see	 what’s	 specific	 in	
particular	fields	of	academic	research.	These	then	are	proxies	for	quality	assessment.		
If	we	start	with	publisher	prestige,	we	can	look	at	what	has	been	done	in	Spain,	notably	by	Elea	
Gimenez	Toledo	and	her	team	at	CISC.	They	compiled	an	index	of	publishers	built	by	carrying	out	a	
very	large	reputation	survey	having	contacted	more	than	11	000	Spanish	researchers.	They	had	a	
good	response	rate	(26%).	The	survey	aimed	to	find	out	what	the	researchers	thought	were	good	
publishers.	The	results	were	assessed	by	operating	a	classification	of	the	most	important	criteria	
deemed	 significant	 by	 these	 people	 and	 then	 producing	 a	 ranking.	 Classification	 criteria	
included	aspects	as,	for	example,	the	use	of	referees,	the	existence	of	specialised	collections,	
the	 presence	 of	 published	 works	 in	 national	 and	 international	 libraries	 and	 databases.	
However,	Ranking	systems,	as	 can	be	seen	 in	 the	rankings	of	QS	and	others,	use		people’s	
opinion	as	a	measure	of	quality.	Such	methods	are	controversial	and	not	totally	convincing.	
The	 reason	 for	 my	 concern	 is	 that	 there	 is,	 in	 theory,	 no	 problem	 if	 you	 have	 a	 book	
published	by	OUP.	Cambridge	University	Press	and	 John	Benjamin’s	are	also	at	 the	 top	of	
the	 list	 because	 they	 represent	 the	 most	 known	 Anglo-Saxon	 or	 Northern	 European	
publishers.	Other	big	names	are	not	there	though.	What	is	odd	is	to	find,	for	example,	Peter	
Lang	 and	 Honoré	 Champion,	 because	 these	 are	 both	 pay-to-publish	 publishers.	What	 we	
have	 got	 here	 is	 not	 necessarily	 a	 representation	 of	 what	 is	 best,	 what	 we	 have	 is	 a	
representation	of	what	is	known.	A	deliberate	naming	confusion	is	maintained	when	somebody	
says	that	they	have	a	book	with	Cambridge	Scholars	Publishing	as	if	the	name	‘Cambridge’	was	a	
proxy	for	quality.	Cambridge	Scholars	has	got	little,	 if	anything,	to	do	with	Cambridge	University,	
and	I’m	not	very	sure	about	the	scholars	either.	They	do	play	an	important	role	in	publishing	SSH	
research,	and	disguised	proceedings,	but	they	are	only	a	big	pay-to-	publish	company.	What	people	
are	citing	is	what	is	known.	Is	this	the	best	way	forward	or	should	we	look	more	deeply?		
Quality	 assurance	 then.	 Some	evaluating	 institutions	do	 look	more	deeply.	Flanders	 is	 a	 good	
example	as	a	number	of	criteria	have	been	tested,	such	as	the	ratio	of	accepted	to	refused	books.	
The	same	type	of	measure	is	also	used	with	conferences	and	research	proposals	on	the	basis	that	if	
you	refuse	 lots	of	people,	 then	you	must	be	good.	Another	criterion	is	the	percentage	of	external	
peer	 reviewers,	meaning	 those	who	are	non-national,	 so	as	 to	get	out	of	 a	 closed	 review	circuit.	
This	is	fine	for	English,	but	maybe	more	difficult	for	other	languages.	Other	factors	being	looked	at	
are	descriptions	of	the	review	process,	the	use	of	templates	and	so	on.	The	idea	is	that	publishers	
can	be	accredited,	but	some	publishers	simply	do	not	ask	for	accreditation	because	it	is	too	
much	 fuss.	And	 then,	how	do	you	 judge	 foreign	publishers?	Does	only	 looking	at	national	
publishers	 imply	 that	 they	 are	 not	 good	 and	 therefore	 they	 need	 closer	 scrutiny?	 Every	
indicator	has	positive	and	negative	consequences,	so	what	is	the	best	approach?		

Activity	based	classifications	are	used	in	some	countries,	notably	in	Norway	and	the	UK.	
For	these	to	be	effective,	robust	procedures	for	peer	reviewing	must	have	first	been	put	into	place,	
and	 even	 then	 complications	 remain.	 One	 added	 in	 control	 is	 that	 30%	 of	 a	 publisher's	
catalogue	must	 include	 foreign	 publications,	 which	 eliminates	many	 publishers	 from	 the	
outset.	In	Norway,	there	is	a	natural	bias	towards	Norwegian	language	and	literature,	with	
the	result	that	these	20%	of	publishers	find	themselves	acceding	to	level	two	or	are	classed	
as	 'excellent'	 simply	because	 they	are	 following	 the	procedures.	Thus,	 these	 classification	
procedures	demonstrate	accordance	with	procedures,	but	this	is	not	necessarily	a	proxy	for	
quality.	

Another	 proof	 of	 impact	 is	 through	 book	 reviews	 in	 journals.	 But	 here	 again	 there	 is	 a	
problem.	The	question	arises	as	to	how	good	the	reviewing	is,	and	what	biases	may	come	in	from	
different	approaches	to	book	review.	In	our	own	small	analysis	of	French	language	and	literature	
reviews	as	compared	to	journals	in	English,	we	found	that	reviews	are	often	by	junior	researchers	
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who	will	not,	 and	cannot,	be	 truly	 critical.	Reviews	may	not	have	 the	same	purpose	everywhere	
and	that	the	highly	critical	Anglo-Saxon	approach,	where	positive	criticism	is	actively	appreciated,	
is	not	necessarily	what	is	found	everywhere.	Book	reviews	are	thus	not	a	perfect	indicator,	and	
do	require	a	lot	more	research.		

Translations	 into	 other	 languages	 has	 also	 been	 posited	 as	 an	 indicator,	 but	 few	 books	 are	
translated	from	English	and	saying	that	a	book	 is	 less	good	because	 it	has	not	been	translated	 is	
hardly	valid.	That	a	book	has	been	translated	is	more	about	its	relevance	in	a	precise	field	than	an	
indicator	of	quality.	The	presence	of	works	in	international	catalogues,	bibliographies,	databases	is	
not	a	good	indicator	either	as	once	again	the	tendency	is	to	equate	quality	with	internationalism,	
and	this	just	does	not	hold	water.	

So	 what	 are	 we	 doing?	 Well,	 one	 way	 forward	 is	 to	 stop	 relying	 entirely	 on	 top-down	
approaches	 and	 try	 and	 understand	 what	 researchers	 do	 and	 why.	This	 	 is	what	we	 have	
started	in	our	IMPRESHS	project	 in	France	where	we	are	 looking	at	researcher	output	 in	a	small	
number	 of	 disciplines	 and	 across	 two	 regions.	 To	 look	 at	 output,	 we	 are	 building	 our	 own	
database	 bottom	up.	We	are	putting	 in	data	 from	researcher's	public	CVs,	and	we	then	classify	
what	we	find	rather	than	imposing	a	typology	from	the	top.	When	we	classify,	we	do	not	say	that	
something	is	good	or	bad,	we	simply	display	the	diversity	of	outputs	and	the	variations	between	
fields.	What	we	want	to	see	is	what	people	are	doing.	We	shall	not	judge,	we	shall	evaluate	
only	once	we	have	the	data.	

A	database	alone	is	insufficient,	so,	at	the	same	time,	we	are	organising	focus	groups	so	
as	to	ask	researchers	what	they	think	about	their	dissemination	practices.	There	is	often	a	
wide	difference	between	what	 they	 say	 and	what	 they	do,	 and	what	 	we	want	 to	 know	 is	
their	motivations.	The	focus	group	analyses	will	provide	us	with	insights	into	who	is	publishing	
books	and	why.	A	further	complication	arises	when	we	break	down	the	book	list	into	categories	as	
some	collected	works	are	in	reality	proceedings	as	opposed	to	a	collection	of	individual	essays.	We	
have	here	a	categorisation	problem	because	in	France	proceedings	are	not	considered	as	being	
“serious”.	Thus,	a	 lot	of	people	are	not	publishing	proceedings	as	proceedings,	 they	disguise	the	
nature	of	the	volume	by	not	mentioning	the	initial	event.		

Another	problem	arises	from	the	diversity	of	publications	types;	monographs,	collected	works,	
scholarly	 editions,	 textbooks,	 collected	 documents,	 dictionaries...	 Monographs	 and	 collected	
works	hold	equal	place,	 followed	by	proceedings,	but	this	maybe	the	effect	of	our	database	as	
researchers	 do	 not	 always	 put	 'lesser'	 outputs	 in	 their	 CV,	 there	 is	 a	 large	 amount	 of	 self-
censorship.	 All	 this	 requires	 much	 more	 analysis,	 but	 initial	 outcomes	 show	 that	 it	 is	 clearly	
necessary	to	take	a	close	look	at	the	diversity	of	outputs	and	the	motivations	of	researchers.	

One	 other	 outcome	 from	 our	 database	 is	 seeing	 where	 researchers	 publish.	 What	 we	 are	
finding	 is	 there	 is	 a	 tendency	 to	 publish	 close	 and	 easy,	 and	 in	 our	 case	 it	 is	 the	 Presses	
Universitaires	 de	 Rennes.	 Admittedly,	 the	 first	 part	 of	 this	 database	 is	 in	 Brittany,	 and	
unsurprisingly	researchers	from	the	region	tend	to	publish	there.	It	is	a	good	publisher,	albeit	not	
an	 international	 one.	 It	 is	 extremely	 good	 in	 history,	which	 explains	why	 the	majority	 of	 books	
published	there	come	from	that	field.	However,	although	this	is	not	a	pay-to-publish	outlet,	it	does	
rely	heavily	on	subsidies	from	the	four	regional	universities	and	so	there	may	well	be	a	tendency	
for	researchers	in	history	to	publish	there	primarily	because	it	is	easier	and	because	they	have	got	
connections	at	this	press.	

Now	that	we	have	seen	possible	criteria	for	the	evaluation	of	books,	and	how	some	researchers	
actually	 disseminate,	 the	 question	 arises	 as	 to	 what	 weight	 books	 should	 be	 given	 in	 the	
evaluation	process.	Australia	has	done	that	and	it	has	a	very	direct	way	of	doing	it.	Forget	your	
proceedings,	forget	your	collected	works,	only	monographs	count	and	they	get	5	points.	This	
puts	scholars	 in	front	of	a	quandary	in	terms	of	their	personal	and	collective	ranking,	 is	 it	worth	
working	 for	 5	 points	 over	 several	 years	 when	 you	 can	 publish	 several	 chapters,	 papers	 and	
proceedings	per	 year?	Each	of	 these	brings	one	point,	 so	 the	 arithmetic	 is	 easy.	 If	 points	 bring	
funding	 and	 promotion,	 then	 the	 answer	 is	 easy:		 scrap	 books,	 too	much	work,	 too	 little	
return.	Weighting	is	part	of	a	system,	but	there	are	problems	behind	a	system	which	is	rigid	
and	not	thought	out.	The	big	problem	in	that	policy	makers	often	adopt	such	systems	too	readily	
as	they	are	cheap	and	easy	to	apply	and	never	consider	the	consequences.	
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So	what	is	the	situation	elsewhere?	In	Slovenia	books	produced	by	an	international	scientific	
publisher	 gives	 you	 100	 points.	 But	 what	 is	 an	 international	 scientific	 publisher	 and	 are	 they	
always	better	than	national	ones?	Monographs	published	by	national	publishers	get	you	50	points,	
anything	else	30.	As	seen	before,	the	UK	uses	publisher	classifications	to	allot	books	and	articles	to	
different	levels	depending	on	the	prestige	of	the	publisher.	Articles	in	an	ISSN	volume	get	between	
1	and	3	points,	those	with	an	ISBN	between	0.7	and	1,	whereas	books	get	3	to	8	points.	However,	
we	don’t	really	know	why	one	publisher	is	better	than	another.	Cambridge	is	big,	Oxford	is	big	too,	
but	does	that	necessarily	mean	that	works	published	with	them	are	worth	eight	points	rather	than	
three?	

Finally,	the	ex-communist	countries	have	inherited	a	particularly	bureaucratic	system,	which	is	
the	 epitome	 of	 technocratic	metricide.	 This	 is	 going	 to	 the	 extreme,	 and	 it	 doesn’t	 work.	 It	 just	
illustrates	what	happens	when	technocrats	with	no	understanding	of	research	get	control.	This	is	
the	 case	 in	 Romania	 and	 Poland	 where	 very	 complex	 and	 arcane	 calculations	 give	 points	 to	
outputs.	

Before	 finishing	 two	 things	 I	 forgot	 to	 mention.	 The	 first	 is	 the	 web	 address	 of	 EvalHum	
:www.evalhum.eu.		 This	 is	 now	 a	 trans-European	 association	 that	 brings	 together	 all	 those	
interested	 in	 evaluation	 and	 impact	 of	 SSH.	 The	 address	 on	 this	 slide	 is	 of	 RESSH	 –	 Research	
Evaluation	 in	 the	 Social	 Sciences	 and	 Humanities,	 the	 first	 EvalHum	 congress.	 RESSH	 is	 not	 a	
talking	 shop,	 it	 is	 about	 comparing	 and	 influencing.	 EvalHum	 is	 an	 international	 movement,	
because	we	know	that	if	the	social	sciences	and	humanities	don’t	move	on	evaluation,	then	you’re	
going	to	get	people	moving	for	us,	and	it’s	exactly	what	we	do	not	want.	

		
BOOKS	IN	CLASSICAL	STUDIES	
Paolo	Eleuteri,	Saverio	Bellomo	

	
Among	the	publications	in	the	humanities,	monographs	play	the	most	important	role,	as	these	

may	be	the	result	of	a	number	of	years	of	research	and	writing.	It	is	necessary	to	have	appropriate	
criteria	 of	 evaluation	 but	 it	 must	 be	 admitted	 that	 there	 are	 some	 limitations	 in	 evaluation	
protocols	 so	 far	 adopted:	 for	 instance,	 bibliographic	 repertoires	 are	 not	 based	 on	 quality	
assessment,	 in	 general	 publishers	 do	not	 guarantee	 the	 quality	 of	 the	publications;	 for	 instance,	
even	the	most	prestigious	publishers	require	payment	 to	publish	monographs.	Evaluation	 in	our	
fields	cannot	prescind	from	peer	(book)	review,	but	peer	review	still	has	some	problems:	for	
instance,	peer	 (book)	 reviews	cannot	be	 taken	 into	account	 in	quantitative	 terms,	 since	a	
peer	review	may	also	be	negative	and	in	this	case	it	should	not	be	considered.	Also,	complex	
and	 important	 books	 require	 much	 work	 and	 often	 it	 is	 not	 easy	 to	 find	 book	 reviewers,	
considered	the	the	value	attributed	to	book	reviews	in	evaluation	processes.	Moreover	there	is	the	
problem	of	timing:	often	book	reviews	are	published	years	after	the	publication	of	the	monograph.	
Another	problem	is	that	of	citations:	often	a	book	is	not	quoted	for	its	intrinsic	value	but	for	
the	width	of	its	scope,	in	other	words,	for	example,	a	bibliographic	repertoire	will	be	quoted	
more	than	an	excellent	monograph	on	a	specific	subject.	As	for	the	evaluation	of	the	publishing	
houses,	it	is	necessary	to	take	into	account	factors	such	as	the	existence	of	a	scientific	committee	in	
the	series	and	the	adoption	of	a	serious	peer	review	system.	Finally	it	 is	recommended	to	keep	a	
proportion	 between	 expenditure	 of	 the	 energy	 used	 in	 the	 evaluation	 and	 the	 objective	 to	 be	
achieved	through	the	same.	

	
	

BOOKS	IN	PHILOSOPHY	
Carlo	Natali,	Luigi	Vero	Tarca,	Francesco	Orilia	

	
Carlo	Natali	

	
Carlo	 Natali	 contributes	 to	 the	 discussion	 with	 some	 information	 about	 the	 debate	 on	

monographs	 evaluation	 in	 the	 humanities	 organised	 by	 professional	 and	 official	 institutions	 in	
Italy.	The	Consulta	Filosofica	Nazionale	confirms	the	criteria	established	in	2009	by	the	Cosiglio	
Universitario	Nazionale	(CUN).	They	are:	the	monograph	must	be	published	in	a	collection	with	
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an	 editorial	 committee	 and/or	 a	 system	 of	 peer	 review,	 the	 series	 must	 have	 some	
international	visibility	and	 there	 is	a	minimum	number	of	pages	 for	a	publication	 to	be	a	
monograph.	The	“Consulta	 filosofica”	reiterates	 the	engagement	to	defend	monographs	as	
one	 of	 the	 principal	 ways	 of	 publication	 in	 humanities.	 It	 underlines	 the	 request	 of	 having	
reviewers	 of	 good	 quality,	 since	 the	 philosophy	 is	 a	 wide	 field	 with	 many	 different	 fields	 of	
expertise,	from	logic	to	aesthetics.	A	reviewer	must	be	expert	in	the	special	philosophical	field	of	
the	 book	 or	 article	 examined,	 To	 have	 an	 internal	 relevance	 for	 a	 monograph	 does	 not	 mean	
necessarily	 for	 it	 to	be	written	 in	English,	but	 to	have	a	voice	 in	an	 international	debate.	This	 is	
difficult	to	achieve	in	contemporary	literature	because	of	the	present	tendency	by	English-
speaking	authors	 to	read	only	 literature	written	 in	 their	 language.	No	publishing	house	 is	
per	se	guarantee	of	quality,	and	because	of	that	there	will	not	be	a	ranking	of	the	publishers	
similar	to	the	ranking	of	scientific	journals.	A	reliable	criterion	could	be	the	presence	of	the	
book	 in	major	 libraries,	 in	 international	 repertories,	 in	bibliographies.	Finally,	 for	the	next	
evaluation	(2011-14)	the	performance	of	the	evaluators	in	the	preceding	one	(2004-2010)	will	be	
judged	and	there	will	be	changes	on	the	list	of	evaluators	according	to	it.	Every	evaluator	will	be	
given	a	limited	number	of	books	and	articles	or	similar	to	examine,	in	order	to	improve	the	quality	
of	their	performance.	

	
	

Luigi	Vero	Tarca	
	

Books	are	very	relevant	for	our	fields	of	research.	In	truth,	they	are	quantitatively	only	a	little	
part	 of	 the	 whole	 scientific	 production	 of	 our	 Department,	 nevertheless	 they	 are	 important	
because	 they	 require	 not	 only	 a	 lot	 of	 time	 to	 be	written	 but	 also	 a	 theoretical	 complexity	 that	
essays	and	articles	usually	do	not	need.	 Still,	 the	percentage	of	books	 could	decrease	due	 to	 the	
even	if	involuntary	effects	of	quantitative	evaluations.	

The	 question	 of	 involuntary	 effects	 of	 quantitative	 evaluation	 raises	 a	 major	 problem	
concerning	 objective	 evaluation	 in	 general,	 i.e.	 not	 only	 bibliometric	 or	 any	 other	 kind	 of	
quantitative	 evaluation,	 but	 every	 evaluation	 based	 on	 criteria	 able	 to	 establish	 the	 value	 of	 an	
object	 without	 resorting	 to	 subjective	 decisions.	 Indeed,	 every	 'objective'	 (automatic)		
assessment,	 whatever	 its	 degree	 of	 perfection,	 presupposes	 in	 any	 case:	 upstream	 the	
discretionary	 choice	 of	 criteria	 and	 of	 peer	 reviewer,	 and	 downstream	 the	 discretionary	
choice	 of	 operative	 conclusions.	 Therefore,	 every	 objective	 assessment	 constitutes	 a	 problem	
rather	than	a	solution	from	the	point	of	view	of	a	culturally	correct	and	complete	evaluation.	So,	
the	bigger	are	 the	outcomes	of	 'objective'	evaluations,	 the	bigger	are	 the	problems	and	 the	risks	
concerning	the	correct	evaluation.	Since	it	has	been	decided	to	implement,	especially	through	the	
ANVUR,	a	so	huge	mechanism	of	'objective'	evaluation,	one	of	 the	most	urgent	tasks	 is	 then	to	
create	 activities	 able	 to	 help	 the	 cultural	 and	 scientific	 communities	 to	 evaluate	 juxta	
propria	principia	the	outcomes	of	objective	evaluations.	So,	the	very	problem	of	evaluation	
is	 the	 creation	 of	 institutional	 subjects	 eligible	 for	 a	non	objective	evaluation	 of	 research	
activities.	This	does	not	mean	an	arbitrary,	but	rather	a	shared	evaluation,	carried	out	on	
the	 basis	 of	 principles	 that	 have	 to	 be	 both	 cultural	 and	 complete,	 therefore	unavoidably	
different	from	every	abstract	(that	is	objective)	criteria.	

	
	

Francesco	Orilia	
	

Philosophy	is	an	interesting	case	study	for	there	is	currently	within	it	a	grand	subdivision	into	
two	 fields,	 Continental	 and	 analytic,	 with	 apparently	 different	 attitudes	 toward	 books:	 writing	
books	seems	to	be	more	important	for	the	Continental	than	it	is	for	the	analytic	philosophers.	As	
regards	 the	 latter	 there	 is	 a	 higher	 tendency	 to	 disseminate	 one’s	 scientific	 contributions	 via	
journals	 in	 English	 rather	 than	 via	 books.	Nevertheless,	 the	 recourse	 to	 books	 is	 still	 significant	
even	 for	 analytic	 philosophers,	 although,	when	 the	 language	 used	 is	 Italian,	 the	 book	 is	 often	 a	
textbook	 rather	 than	 a	 research	monograph.	Unfortunately,	 however,	 even	 the	most	 prestigious	
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Italian	publishers	do	not	avail	themselves,	as	far	as	I	know,	of	a	consolidated	peer	review	system	to	
evaluate	and	select	proposals.	

 
 
BOOKS	AND	CATALOGUES	IN	ART	AND	ARCHEOLOGY	
Sauro	Gelichi,	Martina	Frank	
	
Sauro	Gelichi	
	

In	evaluating	the	publications	in	archeology,	as	in	any	other	field	of	scientific	research,	it	must	
be	understood	that	publications,	in	print	or	in	digital	format,	are	the	result	of	a	research:	therefore,	
their	characteristics	change	depending	on	the	research.		

Under	 the	 label	 “archaeological	 monographs”	 we	 can	 identify	 three	 main	 categories	 of	
products.	The	first	monographs	are	understood	in	the	traditional	sense:	this	type	of	product	does	
not	need	comments.	There	are	then	two	other	product	categories,	which	have	their	specificity:	the	
catalogues	 of	 Exibitions	 (other	 than	 Catalogues	 of	 Museums	 or	 Collections)	 and	 Excavation	
reports.	 This	 type	 of	 products,	 which	 provide	 for	 long	 times,	 have	 high	 costs	 of	 realization.	
Furthermore,	 they	 are	written	by	many	hands	 and	have	one	or	more	 coordinators.	 	 In	 addition,	
they	play	a	very	important	social	function.	

 
Martina	Frank	

	
As	far	as	the	role	of	books	in	the	History	of	Art	field	is	concerned,	one	needs	to	consider	that	

the	 production	 of	 books	 in	 this	 area	 involves	 a	 considerable	 degree	 of	 financial	 commitment.	
Images	are	an	integral	part	of	the	final	product,	both	in	the	case	of	illustrated	books,	and	of	books	
where	 text	 and	 image	 are	 integrated.	 This	means	 that	 the	 production	 process	works	 differently	
from	the	one	of	a	 “normal”	publication,	 in	 terms	of	 rights,	 reproduction,	 locating	photographical	
campaigns,	etc.	Financial	commitment	should	be	a	criterion	in	qualifying	books,	as	locating	funds	
works	differently	when	the	sum	is	higher	than	10-20.000	euro.	Another	thing	that	evaluators	need	
to	 consider	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 not	 always	 easy	 to	 distinguish	 between	 proceedings	 and	
collections	of	essays.	The	level	of	overlap	between	these	two	categories	tends	to	vary	according	
to	region	(America,	Europe)	and	to	a	“generational”	divide	(where	not	only	age,	but	more	generally	
a	younger/older	approach	 to	research	and	 its	products).	A	research	conducted	by	 the	Humboldt	
Association	 in	 Berlin	 shows	 for	 example	 how	 in	 the	 American	 world	 proceedings	 tend	 to	 be	
published	as	collections	of	essays,	subjected	to	a	further	selection	process	and	handled	directly	by	
the	 publishing	 house	 (as	 opposed	 to	 the	 Conference’s	 scientific	 committee).	 This	 sort	 of	
publication	 is	 now	 growing	 to	 be	 common	 in	 Europe	 as	well,	 among	 scholars	with	 a	 “younger”	
approach	 to	 research.	 It	 could	 be	 interesting	 to	 analyze	 this	 “generational”	 divide	 at	 a	 national	
level.	 As	 far	 as	 catalogues	 are	 concerned,	 a	 distinction	 needs	 to	 be	made	 between	 “traditional”	
exhibitions,	 where	 the	 exhibition/catalogue	 is	 a	 research	 product,	 and	 exhibitions	 planned	 to	
attract	 a	 large	 public,	 but	 that	 leave	 no	 trace	 in	 the	 history	 of	 the	 discipline.	 As	 a	 final	
consideration,	 comparing	different	evaluations	obtained	by	 the	 same	person/product	 could	be	a	
way	to	determine	how	much	personal	bias	weigh	in	the	evaluation	process.		

	
 

BOOKS	IN	HISTORY	
Rolf	Petri	

	
From	 the	 objectivity	 dilemma’s	 point	 of	 view	 the	 alternative	 between	 quantitative	 and	

qualitative	methods	of	 evaluation	 is	 only	 apparent.	However	objective	 a	measurement	 is,	
the	 model	 which	 defines	 the	 tested	 hypothesis	 is	 necessarily	 based	 on	 subjective	
assumptions.	 Examples	 for	 that	 are	 the	 quantitative	 proxies	 for	 the	 quality	 of	 scientific	
publications.	When	we	count	the	citations	of	books	in	other	texts,	what	is	objectively	measured	is	a	
number	that	cannot	proof	the	underlying	assumption	according	to	which	the	short-term	degree	
of	popularity	among	 the	scientific	 community	 indicates	quality.	There	is	good	reason	to	say	
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that	we	have	no	better	 indicator,	but	not	that	 it	holds	 for	a	three-years	span	of	time	instead	of	a	
hundred-years	 period.	 According	 to	 Thomas	 Kuhn	 scientific	 revolutions	 stem	 from	 eccentric	
thinking,	which	often	faces	the	disagreement	of	the	scientific	community	for	a	long	while.	A	system	
of	evaluation	that	discourages	eccentric	positions	cannot	be	considered	a	good	system.	

Especially	 when	 it	 comes	 to	 the	 evaluation	 of	 a	 single	 book,	 or	 the	 books	 and	 articles	 by	 a	
single	person,	than	there	can	be	no	proper	evaluation	without	reading,	regardless	the	publisher’s	
prestige	and	the	popularity	of	the	text.	The	irreducible	subjectivity	of	reading	is	no	good	argument	
against	 this	method	 since	 all	methods	 are	 irreducibly	 subjective.	 To	 tackle	with	 subjectivity	we	
need	 methods	 of	 objectification	 which	 maximize	 the	 probability	 of	 impartial	 judgment.	 If	
impartiality	requires	randomness	and	randomness	requires	great	numbers,	these	features	can	be	
obtained	by	an	increase	in	the	bulk	of	potential	evaluators.		

The	reviewers	for	a	double-blind	peer	review	should	be	chosen	by	lot	out	of	a	possibly	great	
number	of	potential	evaluators.	For	reasons	both	of	equality	among	peers	and	great	number,	all	
post-doc	 scholars	 should	 be	 potential	 evaluators	 of	 all	 other	 post-doc	 scholars,	 regardless	 their	
hierarchical	positions.	
	

MONOGRAPHS	VS	TRANSLATIONS	IN	ASIAN	STUDIES	
Antonella	Ghersetti,	Attilio	Andreini	

	
Antonella	Ghersetti	

	
In	the	language	of	Library	Science	a	monograph	is	a	non	serial	publication	conceived	with	finite	

nature”;	as	such	it	is	opposed	to	serials	and	notably	periodicals	conceived	“without	prior	decision	
as	to	when	the	final	issue	will	appear.	This	definition	is	based	on	formal	features	that	have	nothing	
to	 do	 with	 the	 content	 of	 the	 works.	 From	 this	 point	 of	 view,	 monograph	 vs	 translation	 is	 an	
unfounded	dichotomy.	

ANVUR	use	the	term	"book"	(with	ISBN),	a	definition	based	on	the	material	of	the	object.	The	
formal	 criterion	 requiring	 being	 equipped	with	 ISBN	 is	 totally	 alien	 to	 the	 scientific	 world:	 the	
ISBN	(International	Standard	Book	Number)	is	a	notion	of	commercial	origin	and	serves	in	library	
science	 to	 identify	 unequivocally	 the	 object	 of	 the	 description.	 It	 should	 be	 emphasized	 that	 in	
many	countries	outside	EU	the	ISBN	does	not	exist.	

ANVUR	 under	 “book”	 lists	 these	 categories,	 without	 providing	 a	 detailed	 definition:	
Monographs-Concordance	 -	 Critical	 Edition-	 Publication	 of	 unpublished	 sources	 -	 Scientific	
Comment	–Book	Translation.	

Apparently	the	opposition	between	monograph	and	translation	does	not	exist.	
The	“products	catalogue”	of	the	research	category	under	"book"	includes	three	subcategories:	

1)	monograph	or	scientific	treatise	2)	critical	edition	or	excavation	report	of	3)	doctoral	thesis.	The	
category	of	"	book	translation"	does	not	exist.	

The	 importance	 and	 originality	 of	 "translation"	 should	 rather	 be	 enhanced,	 if	 translation	 is	
done	 in	a	scientific	way,	 i.e.	with	notes,	 introduction,	parallel	 text	and	critical	examination	of	 the	
sources.	Translation	studies	show	that	the	translation	is	not	a	mechanical	act	but	it	requires	highly	
specialized	knowledge	and	skills.	Translation	 from	oriental	 languages	 is	even	more	complex	
because	 it	 involves	 two,	 sometimes	 three,	 types	 of	 distances:	 linguistic,	 cultural	 and	
chronological:	 translating	 contemporary	 literature,	 without	 temporal	 gap	 and	 having	
shared	 frameworks,	 is	 extremely	different	 from	 translating	pre-modern	 literature,	where	
the	gap	of	time	blurs	the	cultural	landmarks.	Many	and	diverse	skills	are	necessary	in	case	
of	 translation	 of	 pre-modern	 texts:	 linguistic,	 cultural,	 philological	 and	 ecdotic	 skills	 are	
needed	to	understand	the	texts	through	the	exegetical	tradition,	the	textual	history	and	the	
cultural	context,	with	direct	access	to	the	sources	(sometimes	hand-written).	

A	 telling	 example	 is	 the	 case	 a	 collection	 of	 pre-Islamic	 Arabic	 poetry	 (Mu’allaqàt)	 with	 an	
intricate	 textual	history:	 the	poems	were	originally	 transmitted	orally,	 then	 fixed	 in	writing	only	
centuries	 later	 and	with	 so	many	 and	 such	 variations	 as	 to	 require	 a	 critical	 evaluation	 only	 to	
decide	which	 is	 the	 source	 text	 for	 translation.	 Added	 to	 this	 is	 the	 difficult	 language	 (not	 only	
lexicon	but	also	syntax	and	morphology),	and	references	to	cultural	elements	alien	to	the	modern	
reader,	 which	 requires	 the	 support	 of	 the	 medieval	 commentaries	 to	 guide	 interpretation	 and	
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rendering	 of	 texts.	 Translation	 here	 becomes	 a	 complex	 operation	 in	 which	 the	 critical	
contribution	and	the	originality	of	the	approach	make	it	similar	to	the	scientific	treatise.	Obviously,	
if	 you	want	 to	 assess	 the	quality	of	 the	 research	 the	 translation	–made	on	 the	basis	of	 scientific	
criteria-	must	be	reconsidered	by	these	parameters.	

	
Attilio	Andreini	

	
The	monograph	is	an	academic	text	or	a	treatise	on	a	single	subject	–	or	on	a	range	of	topics	

related	one	another	–	usually	written	by	one	author.	In	library	science,	a	monograph	is	a	complete	
non-serial	publication	in	one	or	more	volumes.	The	monograph	is	expected,	essentially,	for	being	a	
systematic	research	on	a	precise	topic,	which	is	analyzed	in	details.	

The	 monograph	 (with	 the	 exception	 of	 so-called	 “divulgative	 monographs”),	 therefore,	 is	
characterized	for	being	an	episodic	event	and	an	exhaustive	study,	a	key	moment	in	the	scientific	
production	 of	 an	 author.	 This	 expresses	 the	 sum	 of	 its	 value.	 There	 is	 an	 academic	 consensus	
among	the	 fact	 that	 there	 is	no	contradiction	between	monograph	and	translation,	especially	 for	
those	translations	with	a	rich	critical	apparatus.		

In	 the	 case	 of	 Asian	 Studies,	 for	 obvious	 reasons,	 the	 translation	 is	 an	 integral	 part	 of	 the	
research	 process:	 whether	 a	 book	 is	 more	 or	 less	 focused	 on	 translation,	 it	 is	 only	 through	
translation	that	a	fundamental	process	for	our	studies	is	revealed,	i.e.	the	consultation	(and,	thus,	
the	understanding)	of	primary	and	secondary	sources	in	Asian	languages.	In	short,	the	question	at	
the	center	of	our	discussion	 in	my	opinion	can	be	summarized	as	 follows:	although	 “annotated	
and	 critical	 translations"		 might	 or	 might	 not	 be	 technically	 filed	 under	 the	 category	 of	
"monographs",	 translations	 with	 a	 solid	 critical,	 philological,	 and	 explanatory	 apparatus	
deserve	the	highest	scientific	rating	as	much	as	monographs	do.	

 
 
 

MONOGRAPHS	VS	TRANSLATIONS	IN	WESTERN	LANGUAGES,	LITERATURE	AND	LINGUISTICS	
	

Anna	Cardinaletti	
	

The	“Western	Languages,	Literatures	and	Linguistics”	category	includes	many	fields,	different	
in	a	number	of	respects:	the	existence	of	official	journal/publishing	house	rankings;	the	existence	
of	 sector-based	 databases;	 the	 coverage	 by	 databases	 such	 as	 Scopus	 and	 Wok;	 the	 different	
frequency	of	coauthoring.	

These	fields	share	a	number	of	general	characteristics	with	other	Humanities’	fields	(areas	10	
to	 14),	 such	 as	 the	 greater	 quantitative	 weight	 of	 books	 as	 opposed	 to	 journal	 articles	 (in	 the	
Department	of	the	speaker,	78%	of	the	research	products	for	the	2010-2014	period	is	in	the	form	
of	“books”).		

The	“book”	category	includes	many	different	kinds	of	publication.	According	to	the	document	
published	by	CUN	on	October	22nd,	2013,	and	excluding	products	not	relevant	to	the	field	(such	as	
catalogues),	 they	 include:	monographs,	 contributions	 to	 books	 (book	 chapters),	 critical	 editions,	
translations,	conference	proceedings,	editorships,	publications	of	unpublished	sources.		

The	 existence	 of	 such	 variety	 makes	 the	 evaluation	 process	 more	 complex.	 Different	 book	
categories	 tend	 to	 bear	 a	 different	 quantitative	 weight	 (in	 the	 Department	 of	 the	 speaker,	 for	
example,	 proceedings	 and	 book	 chapters	 weigh	 for	 a	 total	 of	 50%	 of	 the	 research	 products	
produced	 in	 the	 2010-2014	 period,	while	 editorships	 for	 a	 7,5%,	 and	monographs	 for	 the	 5%).	
Critical	editions,	translations	and	publications	of	unpublished	sources	differ	from	the	other	group	
also	because	 they	 rarely	 involve	peer-review.	 In	 this	 sense,	 they	 require	 special	 attention	 in	 the	
evaluation	process,	even	if	they	weigh	less	in	quantitative	terms.		

As	far	as	translations	are	concerned,	as	specified	by	the	above	mentioned	CUN	document	and	
by	the	GEV	10	criteria	(elaborated	by	the	2004-2010	VQR),	they	can	be	considered	“scientific”	only	
if	 they	 are	 accompanied	 by	 a	 paratext	 (including	 a	 reflection	 on	 translation	 and/or	 a	 critical	
apparatus).	The	importance	of	the	translation	for	the	literary	polisystem	of	the	language	of	
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arrival,	 however,	 needs	 to	 be	 taken	 into	 consideration.	 This sort of text needs to be 
subjected to criteria of evaluation different from other “books”, as it rarely has an impact 
on the international scientific community. The importance of the translation for the 
literary polisystem of the language of arrival however needs to be taken into 
consideration.  

	
Another	 aspect	 to	 be	 taken	 into	 consideration	 in	 the	 evaluation	 process	 in	 the	 “Western	

Languages,	 Literatures	 and	Linguistics”	 field	 is	 internationalization.	Evaluation	 needs	 to	 avoid	
considering	English	as	the	standard	koiné	for	all	fields,	and	to	avoid	considering	publication	
abroad	as	a	mark	of	 internationalization.	The	 first	mark	of	 internationalization	 is	 instead	
the	 extra-national	 dimension	 of	 the	 research,	 i.e.	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 research	 to	 take	
international	debate	on	the	topic	 into	account	and	to	have	an	 impact	on	the	 international	
scientific	community.	

In	 conclusion,	 I	 would	 suggest	 caution	 in	 the	 application	 of	 standardized	 evaluation	
criteria	 to	 typologies	 of	 publications	 so	 heterogeneous	 and	 with	 different	 editorial	
histories,	especially	if	evaluation	protocols	are	applied	to	distribute	resources.	

	
 
 

MANAGEMENT	AND	ECONOMICS	
Anna	Comacchio,	Agar	Brugiavini,	Monica	Billio	

 
Anna	Comacchio	

	
As	 far	 as	 the	 role	 of	 books	 in	 the	 economic	 area	 is	 concerned,	Management	 finds	 itself	 in	 a	

peculiar	 position.	 It	 can	 be	 considered	 a	 "bridge"	 between	 Humanities	 and	 formal	 and	 natural	
sciences,	as	 for	example	Mathematics	and	Physics;	 in	 the	 first,	books	weight	around	66%	among	
the	research	outputs,	 in	the	second	only	0-4%,	but	for	Management	its	weight	is	attested	around	
33%.	

In	this	respect,	European	(so	also	Italian)	tradition	differs	from	American	tradition	of	Business	
School.	In	Europe,	books	are	an	important	tool	for	teaching,	in	which	theory	is	important	as	much	
as	practice;	in	American	business	School,	instead,	the	focus	is	on	management	practices.	Moreover,	
in	Italy	in	particular,	books	are	an	instrument	to	communicate	with	companies	and	institutions.	

In	 the	 last	 years,	 the	 internationalization	 of	 the	 evaluation	 process	 and	 criteria	 has	 slowly	
changed	 the	 production	 of	 research	 outputs.	 Following	 the	 practice	 in	 use	 in	 Anglo-Saxon	
countries,	articles	in	journals	have	gained	a	key	position,	which	is	mirrored	also	in	the	criteria	of	
evaluation	 in	 Italy.	 As	 a	 consequence	 to	 this,	 for	 example	 in	 Business	 economics	 (Economia	
aziendale)	from	2004	to	2011	the	production	of	monographs	has	decreased	of		37%	(2004,	55%;	
2011,	18%).	This	has	affected	also	the	shape	of	the	Phd	dissertation,	that	from	a	monographs	has	
become,	in	several	European	institution,	a	collection	of	three	articles	which	might	be	published		in	
a	journal.	

As	a	concluding	remarks,	it	is	needed	to	point	out	that	a	range	of	criteria	to	evaluate	journals	
exists	 but	 this	 is	 not	 the	 case	 for	 monographs.	 It	 is	 still	 very	 difficult	 to	 determine	 what	 is	
"Excellence"	for	a	book.	

	
Agar	Brugiavini	

	
Evaluation	of	research	outputs	in	Economics	is	not	simple	to	generalize	because	in	the	Area	13	

very	different	fields	and	practices	of	dissemination	coexist.	 In	general,	 it	can	be	said	that	articles	
(written	in	English)	in	journals	already	acquired	an	important	position,	however,	the	typology	of	
journals	 ranked	 as	 "A"	 in	 Italy	 appear	 to	 be	 more	 broad	 and	 less	 defined	 than	 the	
international	counterpart.	
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In	Economic	 fields,	as	 for	example	 in	behavioural	economics,	we	face	the	problem	on	how	to	
evaluate	those	research	outputs	that	are	written	by	several	scholars,	mostly	in	an	interdisciplinary	
context.	Interdisciplinary	is	an	important	goal	that	evaluation	has	to	take	into	account.	The	
evaluation	process	has	also	consider	the	quality	of	teaching,	which	is	important	in	order	to	
train	students	and	Phd	students	with	a	strong	background.	

	
	

Monica	Billio	
	

The	Department	of	Economics	presents	a	wide	variety	of	research	interests,	ranging	from	law	
(where	the	monograph	 is	 the	output	of	more	 interest)	 to	Economics,	Mathematics	and	Statistics,	
which	are	closer	to	bibliometric	areas.	Looking	at	the	scientific	production	of	the	Department,	the	
monograph	 is	 practically	 absent.	 This	 happens	 not	 only	 within	 the	 department,	 but	 also	 at	 the	
national	level	for	Economics,	Mathematics	and	Statistics.	In	fact,	looking	at	the	thresholds	fixed	for	
the	National	 Scientific	 Qualification	 for	 these	 areas,	 the	monograph	 is	 practically	 0	 everywhere,	
meaning	that	it	is	not	a	standard	output	for	these	areas.	Anyhow,	the	monograph	still	has	some	
value	internationally,	since	 it	happens	that	a	researcher,	who	has	already	reached	a	great	
impact	in	the	scientific	community	of	reference,	decides	to	take	the	time	and	to	afford	the	
experience	of	a	monograph.	From	this	point	of	view,	the	monograph	acquires	even	a	higher	
value,	since	it	often	becomes	a	reference	text.	

	
Conclusions		
	
Andrea	Bonaccorsi	
	
The	first	aspect	one	should	focus	on	are	the	aims	of	evaluation.	A	“minimal	approach”	should	

be	 supported:	 in	 a	 democratic	 logic,	 the	 allocation	 of	 public	 resources	 has	 to	 respond	 to	 clear	
criteria,	 delineated	 according	 to	 a	 scientific	 method	 and	 to	 some	 specific	 bonds,	 i.e.	 trying	 to	
interfere	as	 little	 as	possible	 (ideally,	not	 to	 interfere	at	 all)	 in	 the	 internal	dynamic	of	 scientific	
communities,	with	a	neutral,	non	interfering	approach.	This	 is	a	Weberian	normative	rule,	 in	the	
sense	that	it	is	never	totally	achievable,	because	there	are	always	side	effects,	which	are,	however,	
controllable.	 Subjects	 are	 bound	 to	 play	 with	 indicators,	 and	 to	 adopt	 opportunistic	 behaviors.	
Evaluation	is	a	social	process,	which,	bears	the	risk	of	becoming	undesirably	automatized.	Once	an	
indicator	is	created,	it	tends	to	assume	a	life	of	its	own,	and	to	be	used	outside	of	the	boundaries	it	
has	been	 created	 for.	Evaluators	need	 to	 take	 this	 into	 account	 and	 limit	 these	effects.	This	 gets	
more	 difficult	 whenever	 there’s	 a	 greater	 heterogeneity.	 Heterogeneity	 makes	 it	 necessary	 to	
operate	so	that	evaluation	doesn’t	produce	distortions.	It	is	more	difficult	and	it	requires	listening.	
One	could	say	that	evaluation	is	a	social	experiment,	in	the	sense	that	evaluators	strive	at	first	to	
keep	 these	 considerations	 under	 control	 and	 then	 corrects	 them	 when	 they	 realize	 there	 are	
unwanted	distortive	effects.		

I	am	also	really	sensitive	to	the	problem	of	ethnocentricity,	as	I	personally	study	the	economy	
of	 innovation.	 Innovation	 is	 born	 of	 the	 periphery	 more	 often	 than	 of	 the	 center;	 therefore,	 a	
system	that	penalizes	the	ethnocentric	would	be	wrong	–	more	efficient,	possibly,	and	with	clearer	
criteria,	but	penalizing	variety.	If	indicators,	say	in	a	few	years,		were	found	to	cause	people	to	act	
in	a	uniform	way,	to	follow	the	mainstream,	simply	because	it	pays	more,	they	would	be	a	mistake.	
A	side	effect	that	would	have	to	be	corrected,	finding	a	way	to	allow	free	expression	to	the	vivacity	
of	scientific	work,	in	all	its	quality	and	international	dynamics.		

This	brings	us	to	another	important	point:	we	should	contemplate	how	evaluation	is	perceived	
by	 those	who	are	 subjected	 to	 it,	 or	by	 those	who	 live	 and	practice	 it.	 Its	 reception	might	differ	
from	 the	 aims	 for	which	 it	 is	 declared	 to	 be	 done.	 Evaluation	 is	 never	 interpersonal,	 a	 personal	
confrontation;	evaluation	doesn’t	 concern	people’s	value,	 it’s	an	 instrumental,	pragmatic,	 limited	
datum.	This	 datum	 tells	 us	 that,	 comparing	big	 groups,	 some	 things	 happen:	 for	 some,	 there’s	 a	
stimulus	to	better	oneself,	for	others,	there’s	a	reward	in	terms	of	obtained	results,	and	this	gives	
everyone	the	right	signs	to	better	oneself.		
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Undoubtedly,	 there	 are	 people	who	 experience	 scientific	 work	 at	 a	 deep	 level,	 so	 that	 even	
personal	identity	is	molded	by	the	research	work,	such	as	in	the	case	of	researchers	in	the	field	of	
Humanities,	 who	 spend	 days	 and	 nights	 on	 texts.	 There’s	 a	 subjective	 impact,	 which	 is	 maybe	
stronger	 than	 it	 should	 be	 –	 as	 one	 should	 expect	 colleagues	 to	 be	 more	 pragmatic	 about	
evaluation	results,	as	they	are	temporary	and	don’t	concern	life	as	a	whole.	The	experience	should	
be	deprived	of	personal	aspects,	which	are	too	acute,	as	 it	becomes	a	part	of	 the	profession,	 in	a	
sense.	It	is	maybe	a	novelty	to	which	we	were	not	used	to,	but	that	is	part	of	the	normal	academic	
profession.	In	this	sense,	one	should	also	be	conscious	that	this	can’t	be	immediate:	the	personal	
component	 is	 very	 strong,	 there	 are	 strong	 perceptions	 of	 injustice,	 that	 need	 to	 be	 listened	 to,	
respected,	differentiated	from	those	kinds	of	resistance	that	mask	a	desire	to	return	to	the	status	
quo.		

In	this	respect,	the	theme	of	particularism	is	also	important.	Systematic	observation	shows	that	
in	 the	scientific	world	universal	criteria	are	prevalent.	There	 is	not	an	objectivity	 intended	as	an	
external	given	and	indisputable	datum,	but	there	is	a	normativity	in	applying	universalistic	criteria	
of	scientific	merit.	In	other	words,	there’s	a	strive	to	reach	cognitive	or	epistemic	forms	of	equity.		

From	this	point	of	view,	one	should	recognize	the	transparency	of	VQR.	There	is	not	a	bilateral	
anonymity,	 as	 one	 of	 the	 subjects	 is	 not	 anonymous	 (as	 their	 work	 has	 been	 published).	 The	
attention	to	equity	is	very	important	also	in	the	selections	of	experts.		

As	far	as	reviews	are	concerned,	they	need	to	be	studied	specifically,	so	as	to	understand	if	they	
can	be	an	indicator	of	the	quality	of	a	book.	

As	 far	 as	 editorships	 are	 concerned,	 I	 understand	 the	 difference	 between	 an	 editorship	
connected	to	an	excavation	and	briefer	form	editorship.	However,	it	is	not	always	easy	in	terms	of	
indicators	to	distinguish	between	the	two	(even	though	in	terms	of	VQR	the	scientific	curator	of	a	
collective	work	is	usually	author	of	one	or	more	chapters	of	the	book,	which	can	be	evaluated	per	
se).	New	ideas	in	this	respect	are	welcome.		

As	 far	 as	publishers	 are	 concerned,	 the	question	 is	whether	 creating	a	 ranking	of	publishers	
makes	 sense.	 The	 problem	 is	 that	 there	 is	 high	 level	 of	 internal	 heterogeneity,	 and	 series	 are	 a	
structure	 that	 is	not	always	clear.	More	 than	creating	a	ranking	what	could	be	done	 is	obtaining	
more	transparency	about	editorial	procedures	one	could	try,	 in	a	 few	years,	 to	achieve	a	greater	
level	 of	 self-certification,	 possibly	 verifiable	 by	publishers.	 That	would	mean	 asking	 information	
about	 the	 selection	 of	 manuscripts,	 without	 automatisms	 in	 the	 evaluation,	 as	 an	 additional	
informative	element	to	help	evaluation.		

There	 are	 insuperable	 administrative	 problems	 about	 the	 ISBN.	 An	 official	 source	 on	 the	
nature	 of	 the	 book	 is	 necessary.	 The	 National	 Library	 could	 supply	 that,	 but	 there	 would	 be	
complex	problems	as	far	as	foreign	books	are	concerned.		

The	 debate	 on	 the	 meaning	 of	 monographs	 is	 still	 interesting.	 I’d	 say	 there	 are	 differences	
observable	from	the	VQR	ratings.	When	the	monograph	is	truly	crucial	and	is	evaluated	through	a	
peer-review	process,	it	has	an	important	value:	it	is	not	in	disadvantage	in	comparison	to	articles,	
on	 the	 contrary	 it	 has	 an	 advantage	 in	 comparison	 to	 other	 products.	 Which	 means	 that	 the	
colleagues	that	have	been	chosen	for	the	peer-review,	when	confronted	with	a	book,	recognize	it	
as	a	fundamental	product	in	the	humanities.		

This	 is	not	particularly	 true	 in	 the	Economics,	 i.e.	 in	area	13,	where	the	VQR	shows	very	 low	
ratings	 for	monographs.	This	rating	can	be	 interpreted	as	a	sign	of	a	 low	quality	of	monographs,	
but	creates	a	fundamental	problem,	which	is	the	fact	that	the	Economics	are	the	only	area	where	
there	 is	 no	 correspondence	 between	 the	 VQR	 criteria	 and	 the	 criteria	 for	 qualification	 (as	
qualification	has	been	given	to	a	great	number	of	candidates	with	a	VQR	rating	close	to	zero).		

From	this	point	of	view,	the	reflection	on	how	to	better	the	peer-review	processes	might	focus	
on	the	choice	of	reviewers,	excluding	those	who,	having	reviewed	lots	of	products,	always	assigned	
zero	or	one,	which	would	probably	be	the	sign	of	a	distorted	judgment.		

In	 the	 future,	we’d	 like	 it	 for	reviewers	who	assign	a	 low	rating	 in	 the	VQR	to	motivate	 their	
decision	analytically.	Ratings	will	also	change,	as	zero	will	only	be	applied	to	plagiarism	or	similar	
cases.	This	is	still	a	work-in-progress,	but	there	will	be	changes	in	order	to	better	the	peer-review	
process	and	make	it	more	reliable.		

There	is	a	convergence	in	the	main	aims	and	positive	processes	are	being	set	in	motion.	I	say	it	
again:	 there	 is	 a	 strong	 focus	 on	 Humanities,	 because,	 considering	 their	 nature,	 their	
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heterogeneity,	 variety,	 dynamic,	 the	 task	 of	 the	 evaluator	 is	 more	 complex	 in	 this	 area.	 The	
temptation	of	a	hurried	evaluation	needs	to	be	fought.	One	might	opt	for	a	“calculemus”	approach,	
and	consider	debates	with	the	humanistic	communities,	 like	the	one	we	had	today,	as	a	waste	of	
time.	However,	 there	 is	 a	 need	 to	 continually	 listen,	 and	 try	 as	 hard	 as	 possible	 to	 combine	 the	
adherence	 to	 variety	 and	 heterogeneity	 to	 a	 “direction	 of	 travel”	 assuring	 the	 comparability	 of	
evaluation	in	different	areas,	at	a	national	level.	

One	 cannot	 hope	 to	 get	 a	 complete	 consensus,	 or	 one	 will	 never	 start.	 We	 have	 started,	
apparently	in	the	right	direction.	What	we	can	do	now	is	listen	and	get	better	still.		

	 	



	 82	

	
APPENDIX 2 

 
Meeting University of Macerata, January 20, 2016 

 
During the first session, RobinBA Project, of the workshop titled “RobinBA – The role of 

books in non-bibliometric areas” (University of Macerata, 20th January 2016), representatives of 
the RobinBA research group from the University of Macerata (Bianca Sulpasso, Associate 
Professor of Slavic Studies and Vice Head of the Department of Humanities, Elena Di 
Giovanni, Associate Professor of English Translation), Ca’ Foscari – University of Venice 
(Tiziana Lippiello, Vice Rector of Ca’ Foscari and full Professor of Classical Chinese, Religions 
and Philosophy of China), and Université de Bretagne-Sud (Dr. Ioana Galleron, 
EvalHum initiative, France) presented the RobinBA Project and the results of each unit.   

During the afternoon session titled Considerations on evaluation many academics and 
professors of the University of Macerata in different disciplines took part and discussed the 
value assigned to scientific monographs in social and human sciences.  

Silvana Colella, full Professor of English Literature, argued that monographs are scientific 
outputs that typically require several years of labor, but play a crucial role in terms of scientific 
innovation, and are considered an indispensable product for academics’ careers. Colella also 
stressed the difficulty of realizing interdisciplinarity because of constraints placed by Scientific 
Disciplinary Sectors and the pressure to publish scientific outputs.  

Filippo Mignini, full Professor  in the History of Philosophy, pointed out that monographs 
result from the necessity to analyze a problem. For this reason monographs have a ‘soul’, they 
are the expression of a complete research and are products that determine the course of 
academics’ career. Moreover he stressed that it is important to consider not only scientific 
monographs but also critical editions or translations, for instance of classical texts, which 
require lengthy research and rich, detailed footnotes. This type of scientific product is a key 
element in keeping alive our contact with old cultures and civilizations.  

Laura Melosi, Associate Professor of Italian Literature, agreed with the idea of monographs 
as an outcome of a complete research and indicated the necessity for analytical discussion 
around the evaluation criteria for monographs in human sciences. 

Uoldeul Chelati Dirar, Associate Professor of African History and Institutions, spoke of 
monographs as presenting scientific and innovative research that requires an extended period of 
time, even though important articles may culminate in a book.  

After these talks, the afternoon section moved forward to the presentation and discussions of 
Andrea Bonaccorsi’s book A possible evaluation. Theory and practice in the research world (Il 
Mulino, 2015). Professors of different areas took part in the discussion, such as Luigi Lacché, 
Rector of the University of Macerata, Francesco Adornato, Head of the  Political Sciences 
Department of the University of Macerata and full Professor of Agricultural Law, Tiziana 
Lippiello, Carlo Pongetti, Head of Department of Humanities and full Professor of Geography 
(University of Macerata), Francesco Orilia (University of Macerata), full Professor in the 
Philosophy of Language and Rector’s Delegate for Research and Research Evaluation, and 
Giuseppe Nori (University of Macerata), full Professor of American Literature and Language. 
Orilia summarized Bonaccorsi’s book and coordinated the discussion, which started with a 
critical assessment by Nori, who acted as main discaussant. Nori stressed the importance of 
taking into account not only the containers (the publishing houses and their publishing 
processes) but also the contents and the results of monographs, which should be considered a 
crucial end result of research. Moreover, Mori argued that humanities do not have to be assessed 
with the same criteria as bibliometric areas, because bibliometric indicators can be misleading. 
What also emerged from the discussion, especially in the replies by Bonaccorsi, were the 
attempts by ANVUR to build up a possible evaluation system, as the different VQR processes 
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have demonstrated. In this context Orilia asked whether ANVUR could benefit from a book 
quality indicator constructed on the basis of the publication selection processes used by 
publishers, to be used not so much as a substitute of post-publication peer review by as an aid to 
reviewers. According to Bonaccorsi a proposal in this direction to ANVUR would be 
considered, although of course with no guarantee that it would in the end be accepted, given 
existing perplexities in the ranking of publishers. 
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