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The aim of this study was to detennine how scholars use the monographic literature in British 
and American literary studies and to compare these findings to those of studies involving the 
journal literature of the humanities. All references were counted from thirty monographs, in­
cluding implicit references not formally cited. The findings of this study were in agreement 
with most similar studies of the journal literature of the humanities with one important excep­
tion. While book references constitute the most important source of scholarship and most refer­
ences were more than ten years old but published since the Second World War, as with the 
journal literature, manuscript references play a much greater role, sometimes exceeding that of 
journal references. 

·~A~~ review of ~he lib~ary litera~e 
ill shows an mcreasmg recent m-
, ~~~~ terest in the patterns of citation 

and reference for the humani­
ties literature. Though most of these stud­
ies follow the lead of earlier work in the 
sciences and social sciences, there were 
isolated studies of humanities citation pat­
terns in the literature as early as 1959 and 
1960. Librarians have sought to under­
stand which sources are most used by re­
searchers so as to be able to supply those 
items in times of budgetary crisis when 
cuts in acquisitions have been inevitable; 
scholars over the past fifteen years have 
adopted or adapted such techniques from 
the sciences and social sciences as citation 
studies to gain a clearer, less subjective 
view of what materials function as core 
collections for the various disciplines. 

These studies, while using the method­
ology developed in the sciences and social 
sciences, have found significant differ­
ences between the use of the journal litera-

ture in the sciences and social sciences and 
that of the humanities. The collection and 
evaluation of data determining which 
books, journal articles, manuscripts, and 
dissertations have been cited by scholars 
in their work and the currency of these 
materials have been used for both theoret­
ical and more controversially practical 
ends. As well as providing a means to aug­
ment the researcher's knowledge of the , 
shape of a discipline's literature, adminis­
trators have used this data in promotion 
and tenure decisions, and librarians have 
used it in the development of collection 
development guidelines. 

Citation studies can be performed by a 
single individual in a relatively short time 
without disrupting any library or faculty 
activities, but the greatest advantage has 
been thus described by Stephen Wiberley: 

Probably most important for an academic librar­
ian is the fact that a citation is a component of 
the most important product of the academic en­
terprise, a scholarly publication. In their best 

fohn Cullars is bibliographer for the humanities at University of Illinois, Chicago, Illinois 60680. He expresses 
his appreciation to his colleagues Stephen Wiberley and Elizabeth McCartney for their encouragement and help 
with the manuscript of this study. 
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form scholarly publications are those which ap­
pear as sources edited and refereed by experts 
in a field, but they may also include any publi­
cation written with the aim of becoming part of 
the literature on a subject. As such they nor­
mally contain citations to other publications 
that have helped to shape an author's writing, 
whether by summarizing previous work on a 
subject, offering references to supportive or op­
posing conclusions, providing evidence, sug­
gesting methodology or explaining analogous 
topics. Citations show where an author's work 
fits into the literature on a subject.1 

Though such scholars as M. B. Line accept 
the value of citation studies in determin­
ing the shape of the literature but are 
highly skeptical of their validity and preci­
sion as evaluative tools for collection 
buildinq and weeding in individual li­
braries, many researchers continue to 
find them satisfactory guides to the evalu­
ation of use patterns, particularly when 
taken in conjunction with such other 
quantitative tools as user surveys, circula­
tion studies, and surveys of in-house use, 
as well as such qualitative guides as lists 
compiled by recognized experts in the 
field. 

Humanities scholars had long warned 
that the subjective evaluation of the na­
ture of humanistic research and publica­
tion suggested major differences between 
their use of the literature and that of their 
colleagues in the sciences and social sci­
ences. Various studies have borne out 
these assumptions to a great extent so far 
as the journal literature in the humanities 
is concerned. Less has thus far been at­
tempted toward evaluating the uses of 
sources in the monographic literature of 
the humanities; this study makes a neces­
sarily limited step in that direction, seek­
ing to verify or cast doubt upon the appli­
cability of findings concerning the 
humanities journal literature to that of the 
monographic literature. 

Humanities scholars claim that (1) the 
book is paramount in their research rather 
than the journal article that serves as the 
basis for scientific and social scientific re­
search; (2) older sources, both primary 
and secondary, continue to be cited to a 
vastly greater degree than in the sciences 
and social sciences; and (3) foreign lan­
guage sources in the humanities are far 
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from negligible. All these assumptions 
have been substantiated by recent studies 
of the journal literature in the humanities 
and in the library literature. Although 
there is no claim to statistical validity due 
to a limited sample size, this study seeks 
to isolate tendencies in the monographic 
literature of English and American literary 
studies published between 1976 and 1983; 
tendencies as to the proportion of refer­
ences in monographs to books, to journal 
articles, to manuscripts and to disserta­
tions, as well as to the chronological 
spread of these references. Comparisons 
will be made to similar studies of the jour­
nal literature in the humanities for pur­
poses of comparison and contrast. Since 
this study limits itself to English language 
materials dealing with English-language 
literary topics, the question of the citation 
of foreign-language material must await 
another study. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The genesis of this study was Madeleine 
Stem's article ''Characteristics of the Lit­
erature of Literary Scholarship," which 
explored citation patterns in the journal 
literature of English and American literary 
scholarship between 1976 and 1980. Bas­
ing her findings on data provided by the 
Arts and Humanities Citation Index (AHCI), 
Stern found that citations to monographs 
far exceed those to journal articles, as op­
posed to citation practice in the sciences 
and social sciences where references to the 
journal literature significantly predomi­
nate. She also found that a number of cita­
tions in English and American studies are 
to older publications than is the case with 
the sciences and social sciences, although 
the greatest number of citations is pub­
lished within twenty years of the citing ar­
ticle. For important pre-twentieth century 
writers, more than 40 percent of all cita­
tions were to material published before 
1900. Finally, she reported that references 
to ·manuscripts and dissertations were 
negligible. 

Given the emphasis that humanities 
scholars place on books, it is useful to in­
vestigate reference patterns in this mono­
graphic literature using Stern's findings 
on the journal literature for comparison 
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and contrast as well as data drawn from 
the citation studies in other humanistic 
fields: Baker in musicology, Heinzkill in 
English, Longyear in musicology, Simon­
ton in the fine arts, and Vaughan in musi­
cology. This study seeks to discover to 
what extent citation patterns in the mono­
graphic literature coincide with or deviate 
from the patterns discovered in these 
studies of the journal literature . Do books 
play a comparably major role? Are manu­
scripts and dissertations equally ignored? 
Do patterns of use across time hold and in 
the same proportions for the monographic 
literature as for the journal literature? 

METHODOLOGY 

While this study duplicates the principal 
aims of Stern's study of the journal litera­
ture of English and American literary 
scholarship, the methodology differs and 
the scope of the findings is more modest. 
Stern drew all her data from the AHCI, in­
cluding even implicit citations from the 
text that were not officially footnoted but 
were located and tabulated by the staff of 
lSI. This tool allowed her to examine a suf­
ficiently large sample to yield statistically 
valid projections. AHCI analyzes only 
journal articles and collections of essays, 
not monographs. 

To do a comparable study of the refer­
ence patterns in the monographic litera­
ture, the researcher had to examine per­
sonally all of the books surveyed, 
tabulating the entries from footnotes and 
endnotes as well as skimming each page 
for implicit citations. Since the currency of 
references is a point to be investigated, 
and scholars frequently quote or refer to 
well-known passages from the Bible or 
classic authors without formally citing 
them, such a search for implicit citations 
was necessary to arrive at any accurate 
tabulation of the total number of refer­
ences involved. In some cases, such un­
footnoted references did seem ornamental 
rather than substantive, but in many more 
cases, a citation from a classic author or a 
well-known older critic was used to cor­
roborate a point or as a springboard for 
further discussion. While the opinion of a 
currently active critic or scholar was al­
most invariably cited formally, compara-

ble passages from classic works or famous 
pre-twentieth century critics, while iden­
tified in the text, often were not felt to re­
quire formal citation. It cannot be claimed 
that all such implicit citations have been 
identified in this study since the books 
were skimmed rather than read, but all 
pages were examined. For this study, 
evoking an author's name did not qualify 
as a reference unless an idea, theory, or 
quotation was connected with that name 
in the text. 

Technically this is a reference study 
rather than a citation study; each appear­
ance of a given text is noted rather than the 
single citation of a given title regardless of 
how frequently the author refers to it. The 
researcher decided to tabulate all refer­
ences to a given work rather than just the 
first citation to it because he considered 
that methodology more apt to document 
fully the scholarly practice in humanities 
monographs. In a journal article, individ­
ual sources are less likely to yield multiple 
references than in full-length mono­
graphic studies in which different aspects 
of a source may be drawn upon repeat­
edly. Standard editions of literary texts, 
collections of letters, manuscript collec­
tions, and authorized or otherwise stan­
dard biographies, which are basic to most 
humanities scholarship, are less impor­
tant in scientific and some social scientific 
research in which the scholars concentrate 
primarily upon experimental or survey 
data. Thus counting a repeatedly used 
source as a single citation rather than 
counting each use would underestimate 
the value of certain sources. It would also 
tend to minimize differences between the 
patterns of humanities and scientific/so­
cial scientific use patterns that might oth­
erwise emerge. In tabulating the chrono­
logical spread of references, those sources 
that are repeatedly cited obviously weight 
the decade in which they appear in terms 
of percentages of references by decade or 
other chronological spans. These different 
emphases between reference studies and 
citation studies cause the limitation that 
the comparison of this study's findings to 
a lesser or greater extent may not be 
strictly comparable to those of citation 
studies. Thus similarities and dissimilari-
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ties found and discussed could be mis­
leading. 

While this study did not consistently 
and systematically differentiate between 
primary and secondary sources in the tab­
ulation of references, single sources that 
were repeatedly cited were counted sepa­
rately. Six of the non-prizewinners and 
four of the prizewinners required such 
separate treatment though only two 
monographs from each group contained 
notably large numbers of such primary 
source citations. The largest number of 
such references was 522 out of a total of 
1,712. Collected letters as well as literary 
texts made up these primary sources. In 
this study, non-prizewinning studies of 
twentieth century authors made the 
strongest use of primary sources. Older 
topics depended less heavily upon them 
in both groups of books. A truly system­
atic study of the citation patterns regard­
ing primary and secondary sources in the 
humanities could show whether second­
ary sources in the humanities continue to 
be cited for a significantly longer period 
than in the social sciences. It is possible 
that the continued citation of primary lit­
erary texts amounts for the bulk of such 
older references, but this study does not 
suggest that to be true. 

Two samples of monographs were ex­
amined: (1) fifteen prizewinning books 
published between 1976 and 1983 located 
in the yearly lists of prizewinning books in 
Publishers Weekly; and (2) fifteen books 
drawn from the Dewey categories repre­
sented by the prizewinning books ran­
domly selected from the pertinent yearly 
volumes of American Book Publishing Rec­
ord. While it is not possible to be certain 
that none of the latter won any prizes 
whatsoever none won any of those prizes 
covered by Publishers Weekly. To qualify 
for inclusion a book had to contain foot­
notes or endnotes, but a formal bibliogra­
phy was not required. Textbooks or collec­
tions of essays were also excluded. While 
these stipulations did not eliminate any of 
the prizewinning items, approximately 
every third randomly selected non-prize 
book was eliminated for lack of scholarly 
apparatus. 

To select the non-prizewinners, the 
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Dewey cases of all the prizewinners were 
ascertained and, within each yearly vol­
ume, the pertinent pages were renum­
bered to include all relevant categories in a 
consecutive numerical sequence. Two 
random numbers were chosen separately 
from a random-numbers table, one for 
page number and the second for the posi­
tion of the item on the page. If a chosen 
book had to be rejected as out of scope, the 
next book on the list that fit the criteria was 
chosen. The labor-intensive nature of this 
methodology and the individual examina­
tion of each book has limited the number 
of monographs selected to thirty in all. 

The study sought to discover if there 
would be any significantly different refer­
ence patterns between prizewinning and 
non-prizewinning monographs in the 
same areas of research published at the 
same time. 

Since it was clearly impossible to consult 
enough books to produce statistically sig­
nificant data, this study only seeks to iso­
late tendencies in the reference patterns of 
the monographic literature of English and 
American literary scholarship of the pe­
riod from 1976 to 1983 that may be the ba­
sis for further investigation. This disci­
pline and span of years has been chosen so 
that the findings of this study may be most 
comparable to Stern's for the journal liter­
ature of the same field and period. Refer­
ences were also tabulated by the decade in 
which they appeared so that their chrono­
logical distribution could be compared to 
the findings concerning the journal litera­
ture of the humanities and social sciences. 
Table 1lists the number of references, ex­
plicit and implicit, divided into prize and 
non-prizewinning books. 

The length of monographs ranged from 
132 to 561 pages with a median length of 
236 pages for non-prizewinning books 
and from 170 to 87 4 pages with a median 
length of 454 pages for prizewinners. Ref­
erences per page ranged from .8 per page 
to 2.9 per page with the median 1.8 refer­
ences per _page for non-prizewinners and 
from .8 per page to 4. 9 per page with the 
median 2.4 references per page for prize­
winners. Nine of fifteen prizewinners had 
two or more references per page whereas 
only six non-prizewinners did. The total 
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TABLE 1 

NUMBER OF REFERENCES PER BOOK 

Prize Books 

1. 239 
2. 255 (3; 1.2%)* 
3. 528 
4. 674 
5. 707 
6. 728 (136; 18.7%)* 
7. 848 
8. 899 (472; 52.5%)* 
9. 1,000 

10. 1,148 (29; 2.5%)* 
11. 1,168 (66; 5.7%)* 
12. 1,712 
13. 1,854 
14. 2,005 
15. 2,070 

15,838 

Non-Prize Books 

94 (52; 55.3%)* 
163 
175 (3; 1.7%)* 
204 (1; .5%)* 
276 
281 
415 (15; 3.6%)* 
444 
445 (297; 66.7%)* 
474 
479 
501 
606 
862 
883 (45; 5.1%)* 
6,302 

• Asterisk indicates that the figures in parenthesis show im­
plicit references, first the number of such implicit references 
and then their percentage of the whole for that book. 

number of references for prize books was 
more than 2.5 times greater than that for 
the non-prizewinning books. As can be 
seen, no prizewinning book had fewer 
than 239, but seven had fewer than 1,000 
references, while no non-prize book had 
over 883. One non-prize book had as few 
as 42 explicit references with, however, 
another 52 implicit references. Seven of 
the prize books had more references than 
the highest number held by a non-prize 
book. Both groups were about equally 
prone to implicit citations. 

Only two of the prizewinning books ap­
proached the non-prize books in terms of 
brevity of text and paucity of references 
whereas only one of the non-prize books 
approximated the length of most prize 
books but had fewer references than a 
prize book of comparable size would have 
had. Roughly one-third of the non-prize 
monographs were clearly intended as in­
troductory studies of famous writers, 
though not as textbooks per se, whereas 
none of the prize books were of an intro­
ductory character. 

RESULTS 

These results present the data collected 
in this project by two different ap­
proaches: (1) the percentage of references 
to the form of source (book, article, manu­
script, dissertation) and (2) by the chrono-

logical period in which the citation ap­
peared. Where a further breakdown 
seemed informative, data will be subdi­
vided into prize, non-prize, and the total 
number of books. In this tally, a reference 
to an article within a collection of essays is 
treated as a book citation since the scholar 
cited it in that form even though it may 
have appeared previously as a journal arti­
cle. Newspapers, magazines, and confer­
ence proceedings are considered as arti­
cles. If an author cites a reprint edition, the 
reprint date is taken. When an author 
gave extensive bibliographical informa­
tion in footnotes rather than simple biblio­
graphical citations, if the additional refer­
ences seemed supplementary, they were 
excluded; if the author demonstrably had 
made substantive use of them, they were 
included. While a subjective element of 
judgment enters into such decisions, only 
three of thirty books studied presented 
such problems. Explanatory or interpre­
tive footnotes were not considered unless 
they also contained bibliographical refer­
ences germane to the text. Printed inter­
views are treated as articles; typescript or 
taped interviews or notes based on direct 
or telephone conversations are classed as 
manuscripts. 

In providing tallies of percentages of ref­
erences by chronological periods, these 
percentages equal less than 100 percent 
because most implicit citations could not 
be assigned to a given decade since they 
were usually references to material that by 
its classic nature exists in a wide variety of 
editions. In two cases, both non-prize 
books, implicit citations exceed 50 percent 
of the total. One was a discussion of 
Shakespearean staging that quoted copi­
ously from the poet's works but never in­
dicated the edition. Indeed, if this author 
was quoting directly from the numerous 
different productions discussed, many 
different editions were surely repre­
sented. 

Table 2 presents two different ap­
proaches to reference patterns in the 
monographic literature. In the left half of 
each rectangle, the percentage is based on 
the portion of references to a given type of 
source (book, article, manuscript, disser­
tation) divided by the total number of ref-
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TABLE2 
PERCENTAGE OF REFERENCES* 

Prize Books Non-Prize Books Total Books 
(15,838 References) (6,302 References) (22, 140 References) 

Books 62.2%/65.6% 74.5%/78.8% 65.7%/72.2% 
Articles 12.7%/13.8% 14.8%/15.3% 13.3%/14.5% 
Manuscripts 24.8%/20.3% 10.4%t/5.6%t 20.7%t/12.9%t 
Dissertations .26%/.25% .36%1.6% .29%/.29% 

*The figure on the left of the slash gives the percentage of references based on the total number of references; the figure on the right 
gives those percentages based on the averages of the individual percentages of each type of source divided by 15 for each sample group 
and by 30 for the total. 

tOne non- prize book uncharacteristically had manuscript references far outweighing all other categories (63.5%) . It was the only 
non- prize book with as many as 12.5% manuscript references. Omitting this book from the tabulations gives figures in columns 2 and 3 
of 1.8%/1.4% and 18.9%/10.8% respectively. 

erences for the prize books (15,838), non- . 
prize books (6,302) and the total combined 
sample group (22,140). Thus; to take 62.2 
percent for prize books, all the references 
(9,851) to books in the sample of fifteen 
prize books was divided by 15,838, the to­
tal number of references to all forms in the 
prize book sample. 

In the right half of each rectangle of table 
2, on the other hand, the percentage of ref­
erences to each type of source is based on 
the addition of the individual averages for 
each book in a given type of source (book, 
article, manuscript, dissertation) divided 
by fifteen, the total number of books in 
each separate group, or by thirty for the 
percentage for the total group of thirty 
books. Thus, the 65.6 percent figure for 
prize books was arrived at by taking the 
percentage of references to books for each 
prize book, adding them up, and dividing 
by fifteen since there were fifteen prize 
books. This technique gives equal weight 
to each book as a representative of schol­
arly practice. · 

Since these figures do differ to a notable 
degree on occasion, both percentages 
have been provided in the table. It should 
also be noted that the presence of one 
non-prize book with an atypically high 
number of manuscript references (561 out 
of a total of 883, 63.5 percent) has perhaps 
misleadingly elevated the manuscript per­
centage for both non-prize and the total 
percentages. The figures given in the 
notes to table 2 give these manuscript per­
centages minus this book, and these ad­
justed percentages are perhaps more reli­
able. 

Figure 1 and table 3 reflect the chrono-

logical spre.ad of the topics of these thirty 
monographs. Of the thirty books, four­
teen dealt exclusively with the twentieth 
century, two exclusively with the nine­
teenth, two exclusively with the eigh­
teenth, and six fell between the fifteenth 
and seventeenth centuries with much 
overlap. In addition, seven books dealing 
with more recent topics also showed a 
broad overlap between centuries, as with 
a book on Shakespearean staging between 
the seventeenth and twentieth centuries. 
Discrepancies between the figures cited 
above and those in the totals of figure 1 are 
explained by the arbitrary assigning of 
books that overlap to a given century for 
the tally. Though no book's topic pre­
dated Chaucer (c. 1340-1400), there were 
numerous references to much earlier liter­
ature, particularly the Bible and classical 
antiquity. Thus the references ran the 
gamut from Heraclitus (c. 500 B.c.) to 
1980. The chronological distribution is in­
dicated in four categories with 1980 the 
terminal date since no later references ap­
peared in these books. Three thirty-year 
periods (1950-80, 1920-50, and 1890-1920) 
accounted for the bulk of the references 
with a final '' pre-1890'' category to ac­
count for the remainder. 

DISCUSSION 

In observing the results of table 2, one 
sees that, as in previous research into the 
citation of journal articles in the humani­
ties by Baker, Heinzkill, Simonton, Stern, 
and Stone, references to monographs 
strongly predominate over any other type 
of source material as opposed to the 
stronger reliance on the journal literature 
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FIGURE 1 
Distribution of Topics by Century 

TABLE 3 

TEMPORAL PERCENTAGES 

Prize Books Non-Prize Books Total Books 

1950-80 54.1% 67.7% 61.7% 
(17.1%-91.4%) (16.7%-99.4%) (17.1%-99.4%) 

1920-50 24.1% 15.2% 20.5% 
(5.3%-51.8%) (.2%-62.4%) (.2%-62.4%) 

1890-1920 8.9% 6.9% 8.4% 
(.1%-24.6%) (.2%-17%) (.1%-19.4%) 

Pre-1890 12.1% 5.5% 9.1% 
(.1%-46%) (.2%-37.5%) (.1%-46%) 

The percentages in parentheses under each figure show the range in each category of book for which the average is shown. 

typical of the sciences and social sciences. 
Whether considering the total (72.2/65.7 
percent), prize books (65.6/62.2 percent) 
or non-prize books (78.8/74.5 percent) 
percentages, well over 50 percent of all ref­
erences are to books, with the non-prize 
book percentages notably higher than · 
prize books. This may be compared to 82.7 
percent for authors and 78.8 percent for 
literary movements in Stem's study;3 75 
percent in Heinzkill' s study of English lit­
erature;4 Simonton's 71.5 percent for fine 
arts;5 and Vaughan's 69.5 percent for mu-

sicology. 6 Scholarly attitudes implied in 
the evaluative literature of the humanities 
indicate that these scholars still regard 
their magna opera as the definitive mono­
graphs in the field, and in numerous uni­
versities, promotion to full professor re­
quires the publication of highly regarded 
monographs as well as articles. Stern 
found that book reviews play a very prom­
inent role in the journal literature of the 
humanities as examined by AHCI, a fur­
ther reflection of the importance of mono­
graphs in the scholarly enterprise of the 
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humanities. She also found that pre­
twentieth century authors and topics are 
more often approached through books 
than through articles, a finding seconded 
by this study. The use of the journal litera­
ture in the humanities is concentrated in 
the period since World War II but more 
than ten years prior to the study citing it. 
Stem further points out that even reprints 
of older primary sources, new editions of 
great authors, and book-length secondary 
studies by prominent critics take priority 
over articles, findings confirmed by this 
study as well. 

This study's findings on references to 
· journal articles also corresponded to those 

of earlier studies of the journal literature, 
13.8/12.7 percent for prize, 15.3/14.8 per­
cent for non-prize, and 14.4/13.3 percent 
for the total number of references with, 
once again, the non-prize items having a 
slightly higher percentage to article refer­
ences. Stem found 15.1 percent citations 
to articles in the journal literature dealing 
with authors and 16.5 percent for that 
dealing with movements. Simonton, on 
the other hand, found 28.6 percent refer­
ences to articles; Heinzkill, 19.9 percent 
references to articles in English, and 
Vaughan 25.3 percent to articles in musi­
cology. This study's findings tally closely 
with Stern's in the same discipline, while 
certain other disciplines within the hu­
manities such as fine arts and musicology, 
while equally strong on book citations, 
contain twice as many references to the 
journal literature, documenting consider­
able variation in the use of the journal lit­
erature in the humanities. 

As in the literature of the sciences and 
social sciences, more recent figures and 
topics are apt to be covered in the journal 
literature before extensive monographic 
coverage accumulates. Until recently, for 
instance, it was difficult to find mono­
graphic or reference-book treatment of 
Derrida's ''deconstruction'' theory, leav­
ing the researcher no recourse other than 
journals. Now that monographs are ap­
pearing on this topic, it will be interesting 
to see if the proportion of journal citations 
to articles on deconstructionism decrease 
relative to those to monographs. 

The most significant difference in the 
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findings of this study of the monographic 
literature and those dealing with the jour­
nal literature concerns manuscript . 
sources. Received wisdom has it that man­
uscripts (unpublished drafts,letters, type­
scripts, sketches) are the delight and daily 
bread of the humanities scholar. Typical of 
many commentators, Karl J. Weintraub 
writes that the humanist's "most funda­
mental work depends on the availability 
of original texts; many humanists have a 
special reverence for manuscripts, and 
they need the real thing rather than a 
copy. . . . Humanists care about texts in 
their varieties. They usually need all edi­
tions of a text, not just the printed texts but 
preferably also all the first drafts, second 
drafts, galley proofs, and page proofs. " 7 

Yet citation studies of the journal litera­
ture uniformly find that manuscripts rep-~ 
resent only a very small fraction of the cita­
tions. Indeed, even those studies that 
combine manuscript and dissertation cita­
tions in the same category still offer mini­
mal evidence of the use of such sources by 
humanities scholars. Thus textual scholar­
ship appears to occupy a less exalted posi­
tion in the humanities scholarship than is 
commonly supposed. 

Stern found only 2.2 percent citations to 
manuscripts and theses for authors and 
4.6 percent for literary movements, and 
her ''other'' category included encyclope­
dias as well as manuscripts and theses. 
Jones, et. al., on the other hand, found 
12.6 percent citations to unpublished ma­
terials in their study of history, 8 a social 
science held by some scholars to be more 
closely related to the humanities than any 
other. In musicology, Baker found 12.6 
percent citations to unpublished materi­
als, but most of these were to otherwise 
unavailable musical manuscripts written 
before 1800.9 Of this 12.6 percent, only 
2.09 percent applied to manuscript letters 
and other non-score items. Vaughan 
found only 5.2 percent of his citations to 
non-published sources in his study. 
Given such low percentages of citation to 
manuscripts, researchers such as Stone 
have questioned the validity of the wide­
spread assumption that manuscript 
sources are as vital to humanities research 
as most scholars claim. Stem, however, 
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suggested that it might be the case that 
"research into the topic of an article is 
done in a less in-depth manner than if the 
published study were a full-length book. I 
suspect that analysis of citations in source 
monographs dealing with the same sub­
ject would yield a higher percentage of un­
published primary source citations. " 10 

This study has indeed found Stern's as­
sumption to be accurate. The figures con­
cerning references to manuscripts were 
24.8/20.3 percent for prize books, 10.4/5.6 
percent for non-prize books, and 
20.7/12.9 percent for the total, signifi­
cantly higher figures than in any of the 
studies of the humanities journal litera­
ture. Even the subtraction from the tally of 
the one non-prize book whose manu­
script references were uncharacteristically 
high left the total figure at 18.9/10.8 per­
cent. 

While manuscript sources were more 
fully used by prize books than by non­
prize books, there were significant manu­
script references in both groups. Seven of 
the non-prize books but only two of the 
prize books omitted references to manu­
scripts altogether. As can be seen from ta­
ble 2, manuscript references exceeded 
journal article references for prize books 
and for the combined sample as reckoned 
by the total number of references, though 
not by the average of the individual books. 
One of the non-prize books had 63.5 per­
cent of all its references to manuscripts, 
and three of the prize books had manu­
script percentages in excess of 50 percent 
to 53.6 percent, 58.9 percent, and 72.4 per­
cent, as well as one just under, with 47.1 
percent. Another had 33.1 percent manu­
script references as opposed to 48.7 per­
cent book and 18.2 percent articles refer­
ences. Except for the one 63.5 percent 
manuscript percentage already men­
tioned, no non-prize book had more than 
12.5 percent references to manuscripts 
while six prize books exceeded this. This 
study includes all references to manu­
scripts that are enumerated by the authors 
in their notes. In one case, however, an 
author merely listed twenty-two manu­
script collections without any further 
breakdown of the manuscript sources 
consulted. Since this is a reference rather 

than a citation study, and thus all refer­
ences are included insofar as they can be 
ascertained, this one book's failure to enu­
merate all its manuscript references sug­
gests that the total use of manuscripts in 
this study was actually higher than shown 
by the findings. 

This study does, however, corroborate 
all the studies of the journal literature in 
finding references to dissertations and 
theses to be negligible. There were no ref­
erences to M.A. theses at all, and only 
.26/.25 percent references to dissertations 
in prize books, .36/ .6 percent in non-prize 
books, and .29/.29 percent in the total. The 
total number of references to dissertations 
was only 64 out of 22,140 total references, 
41 in the prize books and 23 in the non­
prize. Only a single author cited as many 
as three dissertations in his work. Eleven 
of the non-prize books and seven of the 
prize books contained no citations to dis­
sertations at all. Only 1 percent of the ma­
terials cited in Baker's study were theses. 
Most of the studies of the journal literature 
of the humanities group dissertation cita­
tions with manuscript citations, so that it 
is impossible to offer figures for compari­
son in these cases. In areas in which pub­
lished scholarship may be minimal or felt 
by the researcher to be inadequate, 
scholars may turn to dissertations for lack 
of other sources. Thus Brian Harrison in a 
review of a recent book on feminist theory 
states that the author Jane Lewis made 
''good use of recently completed doctoral 
theses"11 among a wide range of sources, 
but such would seem the exception, and 
no such exceptions were encountered in 
this study. Many libraries have a policy (or 
at least a strong disinclination) against 
purchasing dissertations, considering that 
the more worthy will be reworked into 
monographs in these ''publish or perish'' 
days. Dissertations are not always avail­
able through interlibrary loan and are rela­
tively expensive to buy. 

Figure 1 and table 3 display the chrono­
logical range of the references. Figure 1 
shows that half the topics of these studies 
are centered in, if not confined to, the 
twentieth century while one-third of the 
books overlap centuries, having such 
broad topics as the English ode. Of course, 
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strictly twentieth-century topics can and 
do contain references to earlier authors for 
a wide variety of reasons. Over 50 percent 
of the books (10 non-prize and 8 prize, in­
cluding overlap) cover twentieth-century 
topics; the chronological distribution sug­
gests no pattern of differences between 
prize and non-prize books. The impor­
tance of older sources is also much greater 
for the journal literature of the humanities 
than for that of the sciences or social sci­
ences. This study also supports that find­
ing for the monographic literature of the 
humanities. Whereas Garfield found that 
less than 40 percent was cited in the sci­
ences more than five years old, he found 
that 62 percent of the citations in the jour­
nal History were older. 12 Heinzkill found 
over 70 percent of his book citations for 
English literature were over ten years old, 
though 54 percent of these were published 
since 1945, thus dating between 1945 and 
1970. Garfield found that, of the one hun­
dred most cited scientists between 1961 
and 1976, the oldest was born in 1899, 
whereas in a survey of one hundred hu­
manists in 1977-78, 60 percent were born 
prior to 1900 and 10 percent prior to 1400. 

Stern found that the work of earlier hu­
manists is not superseded nearly so rap­
idly as in the sciences and social sciences; 
Garfield stated that in the sciences even a 
classic paper frequently ceased to be di­
rectly cited after five years, that knowl­
edge having been assimilated into the col­
lective consciousness of the discipline, is 
"packed down" or "squeezed out," in 
Derek DeSolla Price's formulations. 13 

Longyear points out, on the other hand, 
that in musicology some articles continue 
to be cited more than seventy years after 
initial publication. As with the various 
findings for the journal literature of the 
humanities, the greatest concentration of 
references in this study of the mono- · 
graphic literature falls within the period 
1950 to 1980, 54.1 percent for prize books, 
67.7percentfornon-prize books, and61.7 
percent for the combined total. As can be 
seen, percentages ranged from 16.7 per­
cent up to 99.4 percent of all references in 
this period. There were fourteen books on 
exclusively twentieth-century topics, one 
of them on the poetry of the 1960s, so that 
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a concentration of references in the latter 
half of the century was to be expected, 
but, less predictably, all books on pre­
twentieth-century topics also illustrated 
this pattern of citing recent scholarship. 
Thus 42.2 percent of the references in the 
books on nineteenth-century subjects, 
53.6 percent of the eighteenth-century 
topics, and 64.9 percent of the books deal­
ing with the fourteenth- to seventeenth­
century topics occurred in this recent pe­
riod. Perhaps one reason for this is the 
lesser use of journal articles and the 
greater dependence on books for the in­
vestigation of older topics, with recent 
books and articles being preferred over all 
but classic older scholarship in most cases. 
The percentages of references decline pro­
gressively in the periods between 1920 
and 1950 and between 1890 and 1920. In 
the pre-1890 period, however, the ex­
haustive scholarship of three of the prize 
books with older topics gives a higher per­
centage of references to this category than 
to the 1890-1920 period except for the non­
-prize books, which, however, have a to­
tal only 1.4 percent lower. Some of these 
prize books had references from every sin­
gle decade between 1690 and 1980! Signifi­
cantly these works of exhaustive scholar­
ship also cite manuscripts most fully and 
even make some limited use of disserta­
tions. 

In these studies, the most cited recent 
decade is 1960-70 or 1950-60 rather than 
1970-80. This might bear out the findings 
in the journal literature of the humanities 
that most citation is to material over a dec­
ade old, but it might only reflect the fact 
that those books published in 1976-78 
would not have the same opportunity to . 
examine later scholarship as those pub­
lished between 1979 and 1981. Of this 
sample of thirty books, nineteen were 
published between 1976 and 1979. 25.2 
percent of the references of the prize 
books, 19.4 percent of the references of 
non-prize books, and 22.3 percent of the 
references of the total number of books fall 
between 1970 and 1980 as opposed to 31.7 
percent for non-prize, 19.1 percent for 
prize books, and 25.4 percent for the total 
between 1960-70. Thus the findings for 
the studies of the humanities journal liter-
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ature that material ten or more years old is 
more heavily cited than materials more re­
cently published hold true for the mono­
graphic literature as well, though the pub­
lication dates of many of these books 
made it impossible for them to have access 
to materials published throughout the lat­
ter part of the 1970s. This may exaggerate 
the preponderance of studies in the next 
most recent decade, 1960-70. 

Major factors in the explosion of human­
istic scholarship since 1945 have been dis­
cussed by Charles Osburn.14 Federal fund­
ing from such agencies as the 
Fulbright-Hays Program, the National En­
dowment for the Humanities, and the 
American Council of Learned Societies 
has further promoted the ''publish or per­
ish" atmosphere of contemporary Ameri­
can universities with competition for the 
funds and prestige associated with grants. 
Humanistic scholarship has also experi­
enced important changes in both aims and 
methodology in the past four decades. 
They influence of social science disci­
plines, particularly psychology, anthro­
pology, economics, and sociology, has 
greatly widened the scope of humanistic 
research and publication both theoreti­
cally and practically in terms of quantita­
tive methods. The traditional reliance of 
humanities scholars on the received wis­
dom of past generations of scholars, the 
veneration of erudition for its own sake, 
and the almost exclusive use of conven­
tional bibliographic and critical methods 
have been gradually replaced or supple­
mented by greater emphasis on creativity, 
originality, and the more objective investi­
gation of man as a social animal or meta­
physical being. Computer technology, 
particularly concerning linguistics and 
semiotics, has also played a role of increas­
ing impact since the 1960s. 

SUMMARY 

A study of thirty books can do no more 

than compare itself to earlier work and 
suggest tendencies that may be corrobo­
rated or challenged by further work. The 
findings of this study do coincide in most 
respects with those of previous studies of 
the journal literature of the humanities 
with one significant exception. As in those 
studies, books represent the predominant 
tool for humanities scholarship as op­
posed to journals that dominate the sci­
ences and, to a lesser extent, the social sci­
ences. Books are the major source for 
research about both the most recent liter­
ary trends and about pre-twentieth­
century works. The most significant use of 
journal articles is found principally in the 
period after World War II, though some 
seminal articles continue to be cited for 
seventy years or more in some disciplines 
of the humanities. For the older topics, 
however, the monographic literature is 
more apt to be supplemented by manu­
script sources than by journal articles. The 
main difference between the citation pat­
terns in the journal literature and the ref­
erence patterns of the monographic litera­
ture of the humanities is the much greater 
use of manuscript sources in the latter. In­
deed, for prize books and the combined 
total of books, though not for non-prize 
books, manuscript references exceed 
those to journal articles. The use of disser­
tations and theses is negligible in both the 
monographic and periodical literature. In 
chronological terms, the largest concen­
tration of references falls between 1950 
and 1970. This study's results coincide 
with those of the journal studies in that 
the greater number of citations in the hu­
manities were over ten years old. Despite 
the strong citation pattern to the 1960-80 
period, 52.3 percent of the references were 
older, and the pre-twentieth-century sub­
jects regularly referred to books and/or · 
manuscripts as well as to occasional jour­
nal articles from earlier centuries. 
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