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Abstract

Individualistic nature of research in the humanities is a common fact, as well as the notion that boundaries in
humanities are poorly defined. Using citation analysis we have to take into account differences in citation
practices not only between humanities and sciences, but also inside narrower fields of humanities. In the current
study we observe differences between publication behaviour of historians and archaeologists, examine some
aspects of citation practices in those fields, and show their effect on visibility.

Introduction

When investigating performance in the field of history, we must consider the existence of
issues that must be agreed upon. Firstly, the risk that for the sake of performance indicators
the fundamental principle of humanities — targeting at local audience — will be sacrificed
(Finkenstaedt, 1990). According to Whitley (1984), the humanities serve two audiences —
scholarly and public, which are both important for recognition and reputation. The same
debate is going on in different countries. “History research has a clear public function and that
has to be considered also when allocating funding. Clarity and science are not in this sense in
contradiction with each other. We can therefore plainly require that publicly funded research
should also have significance for the public at large,” stressed a Turku University professor in
2007 (Jokisipild, 2007). At the same time the question increasingly raised is the central
purpose of popular history to wave the flag, strengthen national identity and cement national
pride (Research Europe, 2010).

Secondly, the position that the humanities are not measurable by quantitative methods is a
subject of very lively discussions. In addition, Helm (2000, 90) emphasises the interpretative
nature of humanities. This statement is supported by a Taiwan historian (Mu-hsuan Huang,

2008) who states that humanities rely heavily on intuition and imagination. Humanities
researchers also often emphasize the role of research in enlightening the general public
(Hicks, 1999; Hicks, 2004; Nederhof, 1991). This is coupled with the finding about the

boundaries blur and disciplines’ intersection (Stone, 1982) in humanities, plus the reluctance

of humanities researchers against indexed databases (Green, 2000; Buchanan, 2005). Because
of this the evaluation of scholarly work in humanities is considered to be much more
complicated, and besides journal articles, also books, national literature, and non-scholarly

literature should be taken into account (Hicks, 2004). There is also the understanding that the
growing demand for metrics as an aid in assessing the accomplishments of scientific
researchers on different levels (individuals, research groups, departments, universities,
countries, etc.) also has an effect on the humanities. ,,If a historian declares a full and correct
analysis of the outbreak of the Hundred Years War when standing alone in the forest and no
one hears, he might as well be wholly wrong. One cannot write history for history’s sake:
history is a dialogue, and the representation of the past requires the participation of an
attentive audience, capable of both trust and criticism” (Mortimer, 2008).

Thirdly, using citation analysis we have to take into account differences in citation practices
not only between humanities and sciences, but also inside narrower fields of humanities. As
Zwaan and Nederhof (1990) pointed out, fields change over time, and publication practices of

researchers can change dramatically. For example, in history, human genetics are forcefully
entering the field (Must, 2006).
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Fourthly, intensification of international scientific cooperation in practically all areas of
science is a current phenomenon. Never before in human history have knowledge and
information been as accessible as they currently are. Especially in history it has led to the
question of how to reconcile the different views. As expressed by a Chinese historian: “In
fact, as historical understanding today has become pluralistic, no theoretical structure or
conceptual system is superior to others. We must recognize that even those peoples who lived
beyond the boundaries of “civilization” have played important roles in world history* (Wu
Xiaoqun, 2009).

This means that no individual national or regional perspective should dominate in the study of
history. The consensus is not vital for a collaboration’s success, sometimes it is just as
important to learn to accept that different people will have different interpretations of the
same event. (Vesper, 2010) History as the memory of nations shapes their identity and
supports future development. It is important in this globalised world to understand better the
way in which cultures and identities are formed; the relationship between national and global
identities, feelings of belonging, traditions, beliefs and languages.

The possibility of using citation analysis to evaluate humanistic disciplines has been discussed
since the creation of the Art and Humanities Citation Index in 1975. It is worth noting that
one of the first who drew attention to the shortcomings of the database was the creator himself
— Eugene Garfield (Garfield, 1979; Garfield, 1980; Garfield, 1982). The most consistent
research in this area has been made by Anton J. Nederhof (Nederhof, 1989; Nederhof, 1991;
Nederhof, 1992; Nederhof, 2006). The biggest shortcoming of existing indexes is the absence
of information on monographs and archival sources which constitute a significant part of
humanities references (Jones, 1972; Hider, 1996; Moed, 2002; Duff, 2004; Moed, 2005). This
knowledge has led to various studies which assess humanities monographs (Cullars, 1998;
Helm, 2000; Lewison, 2001; Giménez-Toledo, 2009; Kousha, 2009). The emerging trend is
the use of the Library Catalogue Analysis in developing suitable indicators for the humanities
(White, 2009; Torres-Salinas, 2009; Linmans, 2010).

Considering all limitations of the Reuters Thomson ISI Art and Humanities Citation Index
database, several initiatives on national and continental level have been taken. In some
respects, surprisingly, US humanities institutions were in the forefront of this process. The
Initiative for Humanities and Culture was organized in 1998 because of understanding that the
humanities are the only disciplines that lack reliable, comprehensive, and consistently updated
statistical data necessary to chart trends and draw conclusions. (Solow, 2002) The results were
released in February 2010 and are available at the Humanities Resource Centre Online.
(Humanities Indicators)

In 2001, representatives of European Humanities Councils met in Budapest to discuss the
problem of the low visibility of much of European humanities research, which was largely
caused, it was agreed, by the inadequacy of existing bibliometric databases. The conclusion of
the meeting was that it was essential to create the European Humanities Reference Index
(ERIH) as a tool which would present the full range of high-quality publishing activities of
European humanities researchers. The creation of ERIH had two main goals: to be both a
bibliographic and a bibliometric tool, i.e. to facilitate both access to and assessment of
humanities research. A further key aim was to raise the threshold standards of editorial
practices of journals throughout Europe. The first phase of the project was completed with
publishing fourteen so-called ‘initial lists’ in 2007 and early 2008. (ERIH) Largely thanks to
this project hundreds of new titles are added to the WoS Humanities Index.

At the request of the Canadian Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC) a
comprehensive study on practices in bibliometric evaluation of research in social sciences and
humanities (SSH) was published in August 2004 (Archambault, 2004). At the same time a
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project was carried out in Spain with the aim of creating a tool for evaluation of journals in
the humanities and social sciences (Giménez-Toledo, 2007).

A significant number of countries have made attempts to create their own national citation
index databases (Winclawska, 1996; Webster, 1998; Must, 1999; Su, 2001; Kuang-hua Chen,
2004; gipka, 2005; Serbian Citation Index; Russian Index for Science Citation). Most of them
are among countries where the majority of research output is published in the native language.
At the same time several studies have used Thomson Reuters ISI databases in their work.
There is a common understanding about the limits of these databases and about the inability
to use those databases separately to benchmark the output of countries in the SSH (H'rubel,
2001; Sahiner, 2006; Archambault, 2006; Mu-hsuan Huang, 2008; Yalcin, 2010).

In the current paper we concentrated on the observation of the impact of cooperation on the
visibility of research articles.

Data and methods

We used in our study the Reuters Thomson ISI Art and Humanities Citation Index and the
Social Sciences Citation Index for the period 1990-2010 (as at 10 October). Searches were
made by the publication type “article”, and by country field about the following countries:
India, Peoples Republic of China, Mexico, Russia, Norway, Canada, Germany, France and
the England (The Countries of the UK, 2011). From the data obtained we have singled out
articles from the subject areas “history” and “archaeology”. In total, 21 929 articles were
selected in the history field, and 5935 articles in the archaeology field. Selected publication
and citation data were exported to Reference Manage.

Results

Just to give an overview about the data from which the future analysis has been derived, we
present the output numbers of all nine countries. The question may arise about why these
countries have been selected. The main criterion was the attractiveness of the particular
country from the point of view of the history and archaeology research.

Table 1. The number of articles by selected countries (WoS as at 10 October 2010)

Country  History Archaeology

India 194 75
China 177 120
Mexico 486 89
Russia 1,614 113
England 6,572 2,669
Norway 477 80
Canada 3,178 761
Germany 3,082 1,298
France 6,149 730

Comparing these data with the InCites cumulative data of 10 years we can see considerable
differences between the two data sets. This is due to data selection criteria. In the current
paper we have performed the analysis only on the basis of articles. It turns out that inclusion
of other publication types (book reviews, editorials, bibliographies, items about individuals,
notes, biographies, meeting abstracts, software, letters, discussions, art exhibits, reprints, news
items, chronologies, fiction, corrections, and poetry) obscures the picture, because in most
cases they are not meant for further dialogue, and actually should not be included in citation
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analysis. Just for testing purposes we derived from WoS the data by publication type “book
review”. The total number of book reviews in the history field was 42154, and in the
archaeology field 1818. In history, 99,16% of reviews were un-cited, in archaeology — 97,2%.
At the same time the obtained data showed the importance of monographs in history research
— the number of book reviews was nearly two times higher than the number of articles.

The proportion of cited papers

Nederhof (1992), Moed (2005) and Lariviere (2006) have shown that researchers in the
humanities do not form a homogeneous category. Table 2 confirms this statement — there is a
clear difference between the proportions of cited and un-cited papers in the history and
archaeology fields. While Hellqvist declared (2010, 311) that the arts and humanities
generally encompass religion, philosophy, art, music, literature, linguistics, and archaeology,
and history is often seen as standing on the border between the social sciences and the
humanities, the table below (and the following tables) show a different picture.
Archaeologists very often apply methods used in sciences. This means that results will be
achieved via collaborative work and with a larger number of co-authors. Both of them
influence the number of citations.

Table 2. The proportion of cited papers (in %)

Country History Archaeology
India 48.66 71.05
China 16.15 69.17

Mexico 22.85 69.51
Russia 10.77 69.37

Norway 28.76 61.84
Canada 72.48 92.84

Germany 35.6 36.91
France 13.12 65.31

England 44.4 67.07

We will bring as an example the most cited archaeology paper, published in 1999 (Galbraith,
1999). This is a paper written in collaboration by scholars from the UK and Australia. By
subject area it belongs to archaeology, analytical chemistry, inorganic and nuclear chemistry,
and geosciences. It had been cited 227 times by 14 November 2010. 65.2% of citations belong
to the period 2007-2010. The subject areas of citing papers in the descending order are the
following: geosciences, geography, geochemistry and geophysics, nuclear science,
palaeontology, geology, anthropology, archaeology.

In case of history research it is true that although the language used in a publication has
nothing to do with research quality, it significantly affects the visibility of research
(Ingwersen, 2001). In this table this is evident in case of Russia and France where the largest
proportion of papers in history is published in the native language (in both, 89% of papers).
The results of the study performed by the CWTS group (van Leeuwen, 2001) indicated that
the different linguistic worlds are almost “language-proof”, especially between the English
and French languages. Spanish and Portuguese speakers often cite literature in English; this is
rarely the case for French speakers.
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The proportion of collaboration in cited and uncited articles

In their highly cited article Katz and Martin (1997) stated that working together does not
automatically result in collaborative publications. At the same time several studies have
convincingly shown an association between collaboration and citation (Persson, 2004; Levitt,
2010, Persson, 2010). Taking into account the specificity of the areas (individual working
habits of historians, national bias), we still see from Table 3 that the proportion of articles
which have been written in co-authorship is significantly higher among cited papers than
among un-cited papers.

Table 3. The proportion of collaboration among cited and uncited articles (in %)

Country | History Archaeology

Cited papers | Uncited papers Cited papers Uncited papers
India 5.6 52 68.5 56.5
China 15.4 10.4 92.8 45.2
Mexico 19.3 6.5 87.3 76
Russia 12 8.1 72.7 50
Norway 6 5.4 56.3 37.9
Canada 13.8 9.6 62.1 39
Germany 7.6 6.4 58.8 25
France 12.8 6 78.3 70.5
UK 9 6.7 57.2 43.2

Average citations per paper — comparison of single- and multi-author papers

As we see from Table 4, co-authorship gives more visibility to the researchers’ output. The
data vary by country, but the general trend is obvious — articles written in co-authorship are
more cited.

In the humanities and social sciences, citations often take years to accrue to articles, because
of both the slower pace and the nature of the research, which is often more fragmented than in
the sciences. Because of this, THES created the five-year impact factor to identify a ranking
of the 20 journals in history with the most influence, according to citations per paper (THES,
2011). The journal with the highest impact is American Historical Review (5-year impact is
2.18), but the average impact of the most influential journals in history is 0.6.

In Essential Science Indicators the Average Citation Rates table for year 2000-2010 displays
data on the average citation rates of papers within the scientific fields over each of the past 10
years. The archaeology field multi-authored papers’ data from Table 4 could be comparable
with the Computer Science (3.75), Mathematics (3.48), Social Sciences (4.67), and
Engineering (4.76) fields.

Table 4. Average citations per paper — comparison of single- and multi-author papers

Country History Archaeology

Average citations per paper [ Single Multi [ Single Multi
India 1.3 1.9 2 3.2
China 0.51 0.78 0.89 3.87
Mexico 0.4 1.79 4.15 4.91
Russia 0.17 0.45 1.97 7.23
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Norway 0.55 0.88 2.33 4.11
Canada 2.04 247 6.48 7.87
Germany 0.95 1.2 0.71 2.54
France 0.22 0.74 1.75 3.94
England 1.25 2.63 3.43 6.18

Average citations per paper in multi-authored papers — domestic and international co-
authorship

Bordons, Gomez, Fernandez, Zulueta, and Mendez (1996) refer to three types of
collaboration: local, domestic, and international. In local collaboration, all collaborators work
at the same institution. In domestic collaboration, not all collaborators work at the same
institution but all collaborators work in the same country. And in international collaboration,
not all collaborators work in the same country. In Table 5 we used only two types of
collaboration — collaboration in the same country, and international collaboration.

Table 5. Average citations per paper in multi-authored papers — domestic and international co-

authorship

Country History Archaeology

Domestic | International | Domestic | International
India 1.29 3.3 2.3 4.1
China 0.1 1.6 2.4 4.6
Mexico 1.27 2.9 3.5 5.8
Russia 0.12 4.9 7.9 6.8
Norway 0.11 2.6 2.8 4.7
Germany 1.2 1.2 1.8 3.58
France 0.67 1.13 3.7 4.1
England 2.5 2.9 6.5 59

As indicated before (Gldnzel, 2000; Glanzel, 2001), international collaborative papers are on
an average more cited than non-international collaborative papers, but this citation differential
varies considerably by country. It concerns also research in history, and especially
archaeology. While methods used in archaeology research belong primarily to bordering
areas, in case of history research we have to take into account the still existing orientation to
domestic public, and individualistic character of their research. At the same time the need to
embrace cooperation is acknowledged in different surveys made about history research. Let us
refer to the ESF programme “Representations of the Past: The Writing of National Histories
in Europe”, and the EU FP7 project ,,Creating Links and Innovative Overviews for a New
History Research Agenda for the Citizens of a Growing Europe (CLIOHRES)* where the
main suggestion to history researchers from different cultures is to work and publish together.
It was said that more international collaboration would help researchers develop a more
critical view of their own work. Several suggestions were made also on the national level. For
example, the Research Council of Norway commissioned an official evaluation of the quality
of historical research carried out by Norway’s four main universities and four of the
university colleges. It found out that the bulk of Norwegian historical research is what the
council terms ‘methodological nationalism’. This defines a tendency among Norwegian
historians to conceive of, carry out, and disseminate their research projects and findings
within the confines of a national framework. Most projects rely upon the nation state as a
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frame of reference for the collection of material and analysis, and there is limited
dissemination of results to international audiences. This is not a problem specific to Norway,
it characterises the history discipline in many other countries (Hagtvedt, 2010).

Conclusions

Despite the fact that history and archaeology are considered to belong to humanities according
to the classification system, this is not the case. Research methods, and tools, used in
archaeology are very often closer to sciences. History research is an individual and domestic-
oriented activity. In many directions it will remain the same. As history research is associated
with changes in the society, it is obvious that something will change since the working
laboratories of historians — archives and libraries — are opening up globally and their field of
work is expanding. The examples given showed that any type of collaboration will increase
the visibility of research output.

References

Archambault, E., Vignola-Gagne, E., Cote, G., Lariviere, V., Gingras, Y. (2006). Benchmarking
scientific output in the social sciences and humanities: The limits of existing databases.
Scientometrics, 68(3), 329-342.

Archambault, E.; Gagné, E. V. (2004). The Use of Bibliometrics in the Social Sciences and
Humanities. Prepared for the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.
Retrieved October 10, 2010 from: http://www.science-
metrix.com/pdf/SM_2004 008 SSHRC Bibliometrics_Social Science.pdf

Bordons, M., Gomez, 1., Fernandez, M.T., Zulueta, M.A., & Mendez, A. (1996). Local, domestic and
international scientific collaboration in biomedical research. Scientometrics, 37(2), 279-295.

Buchanan, G., Cunningham, S.J., Blandford, A., Rimmer, J., Warwick, C. (2005). Information
Seeking by Humanities Scholars. Research and Advanced Technology for Digital Libraries

Cullars J.M. (1998). Citation characteristics of English-language monographs in philosophy. Library
and Information Science Research, 20(1), 41-68.

Duff, W., Craig, B., Cherry, J. (2004). Historians’ Use of Archival Sources: Promises and Pitfalls of
the Digital Age. The Public Historian, 26 (2), 7-22.

European Reference Index for the Humanities (ERIH). Retrieved October 10, 2010 from:
http://www.esf.org/research-areas/humanities/erih-european-reference-index-for-the-
humanities.html

Finkenstaedt, T. (1990). Measuring research performance in the humanities. Scientometrics, 19(5-6),
409-417.

Galbraith, R.F., Roberts, R.G., Laslett, G.M. (1999). Optical dating of single and multiple grains of
quartz from jinmium rock shelter, northern Australia. Archaeometry, 41, 339-364.

Garfield, E. (1979). Most-Cited Authors in the Arts and Humanities 1977-1978. Current Content, 32,
5-10.

Garfield, E. (1980). Is Information Retrieval in the arts and humanities inherently different from that
in science? The Effect that ISI’s Citation Index for the Arts and Humanities is expected to have on
future Scholarship. Library Quarterly, 50 (1), 40-57.

Garfield, E. (1982). Arts and Humanities Journals Differ from Natural and Social Sciences Journals —
But Their Similarities Are Surprising. Current Content, 47, 5-11.

Giménez-Toledo, E., Roman-Roman, A. (2009). Assessment of humanities and social sciences
monographs through their publishers: a review and a study towards a model of evaluation.
Research Evaluation, 18(3), 201-213.

Giménez-Toledo, E., Roméan-Roman, A., Maria Dolores A-P. (2007). From experimentation to
coordination in the evaluation of Spanish scientific journals in the humanities and social sciences.
Research Evaluation, 16 (2), 137-148.

Glanzel, W. (2000). Science in Scandinavia: A bibliometric approach. Scientometrics, 48(2), 121-150.

Gléanzel, W. (2001). National characteristics in international scientific co-authorship. Scientometrics,
51(1), 69-115.

601



Must

Green, R. (2000). Locating sources in humanities scholarship: the efficacy of following bibliographic
references.
http://openurl.ebscohost.com/linksvc/linking.aspx?custid=s7650103 &sid=google&auinit=
R&aulast=Green&atitle=Locating+sources+inthumanities+scholarship:+the+efficacy+of+
following+bibliographict+referencesé&title=Library+Quarterly&volume=70&issue=2&date
=2000&spage=201&issn=0024-2519The Library Quarterly, 70(2), 201-229.

Hagtvedt Vik, H. (2010). Success in history comes from taking an international view. Research
Europe, 30 September.

Hellgvist , B. (2010). Referencing in the Humanities and its Implications for Citation Analysis Journal
of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 61(2),310-318.

Helm, T.E. (2000). What Are You Assessing? College Teaching, 48 (3), 90 - 94.

Hicks, D. (1999). The difficulty of achieving full coverage of international social science literature and
the bibliometric consequences. Scientometrics, 44(2), 193-215.

Hicks, D. (2004). The four literatures of social science. In: Handbook of Quantitative Science and
Technology Research. The Use of Publication and Patent Statistics in Studies of S&T Systems.
Kluwer Academic Publisher, 473-493.

Hider, P.M. (1996). Three bibliometric analyses of anthropology literature. Behavioral & Social
Sciences Librarian, 15(1), 1-17.

History free of politics. (2010). Research Europe, 25 March.

H'rubel, J.P.V.M., Goedeken, E.A. (2001). Using the Arts and Humanities Citation Index to identify a
community of interdisciplinary historians: An exploratory bibliometric study. Serials Librarian,
41(1), 85-98.

Humanities Indicators. Retrieved October 10, 2010 from:
http://www.humanitiesindicators.org/humanitiesData.aspx

Ingwersen, P., Larsen, B., Noyons, E. (2001). Mapping national research profiles in social science
disciplines. Journal of Documentation, 57(6), 715-740.

Jokisipild, M. (2007). Historiantutkijat mukaan menneisyydenhallintaan. Helsingin Sanomat, 03
November.

Jones, C., Champman, M., Woods, P.C. (1972). The characteristics of the literature used by historians.
Journal of Librarianship 4(3), 137-156.

Katz, J.S., Martin, B.R. (1997). What is research collaboration? Research Policy, 26 (1), 1-18.

Kousha, K., Thelwall, M. (2009). Google Book Search: Citation Analysis for Social Science and the
Humanities. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 60(8), 1537-
1549.

Kuang-hua Chen. (2004). The construction of the Taiwan Humanities Citation Index. Online
Information Review, 28( 6), 410-419.

Lariviere, V., Gingras, Y., Archambault, E. (2006). Canadian collaboration networks: A comparative
analysis of the natural sciences, social sciences and the humanities. Scientometrics, 68( 3), 519-
533.

Levitt, J.M., Thelwall, M. (2010). Does the higher citation of collaborative research differ from region
to region? A case study of Economics. Scientometrics, 85 (1), 171-183.

Lewison, G. (2001). Evaluation of books as research outputs in history of medicine. Research
Evaluation, 10(2), 89-95.

Linmans, A. J. M.(2010). Why with bibliometrics the Humanities does not need to be the weakest link
Indicators for research evaluation based on citations, library holdings, and productivity measures.
Scientometrics, 83, 337-354.

Moed, H. F, Luwei, M, Nederhof, A. J. (2002). Towards research performance in the humanities.
Library Trends, 50 (3), 498-520.

Moed, H. F. (2005). Citation analysis in research evaluation. Dordrecht: Springer.

Mortimer, I. (2008). What Isn’t History? The Nature and Enjoyment of History in the Twenty-First
Century. History, 93(312), 454-474.

Mu-hsuan Huang, Yu-wei Chang. (2008). Characteristics of Research Output in Social Sciences and
Humanities: From a Research Evaluation Perspective. Journal of the American Society for
Information Science and Technology, 59(11), 1819—1828.

602



Must

Must, U. (1999). Estonian historical science in the 1990s. Research Evaluation, 8(2), 77-82.

Must, U. (2006).Fieldwork in History: use of bibliometrics. Proceedings of International Workshop on
Webometrics, Informetrics and Scientometrics & Seventh COLLNET Meeting. SRDI-INIST-
CNRS-Loria: Nancy, 452-458. Retrieved 15.03.2011 from
http://eprints.rclis.org/archive/00006349/

Nederhof, A.J., Noyons, E.C.M. (1992). International Comparison of Departments’ Research
Performance in the Humanities. Journal of the American Society for Information Science 43(3),
249-256.

Nederhof, A.J., Zwaan R. A. (1991). Quality Judgements of Journals as Indicators of Research
Performance in the Humanities and the Social and Behavioral Sciences. Journal of the American
Society for Information Science 42(5), 332-340.

Nederhof, A.J. (2006). Bibliometric monitoring of research performance in the Social Sciences and the
Humanities: A Review. Scientometrics 66(1), 81-100.

Nederhof, A.J., Zwaan R.A., De Bruin R.E., Dekker P.J. (1989). Assessing the usefulness of
bibliometric indicators for the humanities and the social and behavioural sciences: a comparative
study. Scientometrics 15(5-6), 423-435.

Persson, O. (2010). Are highly cited papers more international? Scientometrics, 83, 397-401.

Persson, O., Gldnzel, W., Danell, R. (2004). Inflationary bibliometric values: The role of scientific
collaboration and the need for relative indicators in evaluative studies. Scientometrics, 60(3), 421-
432.

Russian Index for Science Citation (RISC). Retrieved October 10, 2010 from: http://eLIBRARY.RU

Sahiner M, Tonta Y. (2006). Arts and humanities literature: Bibliometric characteristics of
contributions by Turkish authors. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and
Technology, 57(8), 1011-1022.

Serbian Citation Index. Retrieved October 10, 2010 from:
http://scindeks.nb.rs/static/about.aspx?lang=en

Sipka P. (2005). The Serbian Citation Index: Context and content, in: Proceedings of ISSI 2005,
Stockholm, Sweden, July 24-28, ISSI and Karolinska Univ. Press, Stockholm, 710- 711.

Solow, R. M., Franklin, P., Jones C. C., D’Arms, J., Oakley, F. (2002). Making the Humanities Count:
The Importance of Data, American Academy of Arts & Sciences, Cambridge.

Stone, S. (1982). Humanities scholars: information needs and uses. Journal of Documentation,38(4),
292-313.

Su, X.N., Han, X.M., Han, X.N. (2001). Developing the Chinese Social Science Citation Index.
Online Information Review, 25(6), 365-369.

The Countries of the UK. Retrieved March 16, 2011 from
http://www .statistics.gov.uk/geography/uk countries.asp

(2011). Top 20 Journals in History. THES, 13 January. Retrieved 15.03.2011 from
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=414798

Torres-Salinas, D., Moed, H.F. (2009). Library Catalog Analysis as a tool in studies of social sciences
and humanities: An exploratory study of published book titles in Economics. Journal of
Informetrics, 3(1), 9-26.

van Leeuwen, T. N, Moed, H. F., Tijssen, R. J.W., Visser, M.S., van Raan, A.F.J. (2001). Language
biases in the coverage of the Science Citation Index and its consequences for international
comparisons of national research performance. Scientometrics, 51( 1), 335-346.

Vesper, 1. (2010). History researchers need to embrace collaboration. Research Europe, 25 March.

Webster, B.M. (1998). Polish sociology citation index as an example of usage of national citation
indexes in scientometric analysis of social sciences. Journal of Information Science, 24(1), 19-32.

White, H.D., Boell, S.B., Hairong Yu, Davis, M., Wilson, C.S., Cole, F.T.H. (2009). Libcitations: A
measure for comparative assessment of book publications in the humanities and social sciences.
Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology, 60(6), 1083—-1096.

Whitley, R. (1984). The intellectual and social organization of the sciences. Oxford, UK: Clarendon
Press.

Winclawska, B.M. (1996). Polish sociology citation index (principles for creation and the first results).
Scientometrics, 35(3), 387-391.

603



Must

Wu Xiaoqun. (2009). Do We Really Need a “Global View of History”? Chinese Studies in History,
42(3), 45-50.

Yalcin H. (2010). Bibliometric Profile of Journal of National Folklore (2007-2009). Milli Folklor, 85,
205-211.

Zwaan, R.A., Nederhof, A.J. (1990). Some aspects of scholarly communication in linguistics: An
empirical study. Language, 66, 523-527.

604



