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ABSTRACT

With regard to the specific nature and variety of the humanities fields and disciplines and
the need to evaluate the humanities research outputs according to their nature and intrinsic
characteristics, two questions has been posed and answered in this study as follows: “What
are the criteria and indicators for evaluating the research outputs of humanities?” and “What
is the prioritizing of the evaluation criteria according to the research approaches and goals in
humanities?” Considering the differences in the fields of humanities, a case study of language
and literature was conducted. This research was done with a mixed method (qualitative and
quantitative stages). The first stage was carried out using a library research method to extract
the criteria and indicators for the evaluation of the research outputs in the fields of language and
literature. In the second stage, in order to finalize and prioritize the criteria, a questionnaire was
designed and distributed among a number of experts in the fields of language and literature in
two rounds of fuzzy Delphi. In the first stage, 42 indicators were identified and divided into 8
categories of criteria: 1) platform for creation, presentation and publication, 2) writing structure,
3) content, 4) impact in online environment, 5) scientific impact, 6) social impact, 7) economic
impact, and 8) cultural impact. The prioritizing of the criteria was also based on their average
obtained in the second round of fuzzy Delphi, which shows the impact of research approaches
and goals on the priority of using the criteria.
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INTRODUCTION

With the introduction of the information world, the examples of
power have changed, and competition over physical resources has
given its place to the competition for information, knowledge and
innovation. In this context, different sciences, from engineering
and basic sciences to Humanities and Social Sciences (HSS),
have adopted different ways of affecting and interacting with the
information society.! As such, humanities can be considered the
software and the soul of knowledge, and if all human knowledge is
assumed as a system, humanities will be the core and the center of
gravitation of the system, and how it is formed and oriented will
have a direct effect on the formation and direction of micro and
macro social systems.” As Lanzillo® says, due to their versatile
functions as broad as the subject of man and society, humanities
are likely to facilitate the application of other sciences, provide the
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basis for scientific development, and pursue the social-cultural
maturity of man as their main goal and their obvious and hidden
concern. In practice, humanities are intertwined with different
dimensions of individual and social life of people and can be very
efficient and effective than other sciences.!”

Despite the great importance and function of the humanities,
based on the evaluations, it is commonly accepted that
humanities research is not effective in society and has a small
share of science in different countries of the world.®! Several
reasons have been stated for the underdevelopment of humanities
in society,*” which are all valid and can be discussed, but we can
also think about the problem from the perspective of how to
evaluate research outputs — an issue that has been less attended
despite its great importance.®™ Evaluation of the research and the
researcher has many functions, such as creating an opportunity
for the researcher to defend his/her performance and compensate
for his/her weaknesses, gathering information needed for
decision-making, policy-making and planning in research,”
improving the performance and quality of research by determining
strengths and weaknesses, optimizing the allocation of research
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financial resources,” providing guidance for designing and
modifying evaluation criteria,!"!! determining research priorities
and designing relevant policies,'? directing researches in line
with the real demands of society, Evaluating different dimensions
of research effectiveness, identifying effective research projects
for commercialization, determining the quality of programs
developed for research activities, and deciding on how to improve
the quality of research activities."®! These can be accomplished
if we evaluate research outputs in proportion to each scientific
field and use criteria and indicators that are compatible with the
nature of these fields.

However, humanities research outputs that are part of soft
sciences are often evaluated with criteria and indicators designed
for hard sciences, including basic, natural and engineering
sciences," which do not have the priority and competence to
be used in humanities and do not indicate the real position of
the humanities research outputs. Accordingly, by comparing
two different phenomena with the same criterion, which is not
acceptable, the prioritizing of humanities is low compared to other
sciences. Although humanities and other sciences are similar in
being science, their inherent differences and the specific language
of each should be considered in evaluations and the use of a
similar model for all fields of science should be avoided.!'” These
differences can be found in the four dimensions of research subject
and objectives, research method, citation behavior, and science
coverage in citation databases. Maybe if the evaluation is done in
accordance with the nature and characteristics of humanities, the
progress and current position of this field will be better displayed
and the level of its research will increase.'*® If the evaluation
is done with respect to the research outputs of the humanities
and their fields, many researches that have been evaluated before
without considering the specific characteristics of each field
can be evaluated again and appropriately. By using appropriate
criteria and indicators in the evaluation of humanities research
outputs, the accuracy and validity of the evaluations will increase,
their real position will be demonstrated, and stakeholders can
reliably use the evaluation results in the prioritizing, planning,
policy-making and decision-making in the fields of humanities.

Humanities consist of various fields and disciplines, each of
which has a significant contribution to the development and
progress of society. Since it is not possible to examine all the fields
of humanities at once, this study has focused on the evaluation
of language and literature due to its importance, position, and
diverse outputs considering its range of audiences, which can be
regarded as an introduction to the flow of specialized evaluation
of humanities. The fields of language and literature deal with
different aspects of life and most importantly with the identity and
intellectual and cultural maturity of a nation and are considered
as a support for the richness of a country’s civilization. These fields
are entertaining and pleasing and are also a reflection of society
and present an image of what people think, say and do in society.
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These disciplines are a valuable treasure for understanding the
values, customs and historical background as well as the future
developments of the society, which explain and teach the dos and
do not’s in the form of a mixture of knowledge and art. Literature
is the mirror of every age; it shows the turning point of every
period and helps the sociology and anthropology of that time.
Based on the reflection theory, literature can contain information
about social behavior and values and document the social world
for the reader in a transparent way.'”! It is possible to achieve the
goals of language and literature fields through the publication
of research results in various research outputs such as journal
article, conference article, book, research project, dissertations/
thesis, and literary creations/creative literature. Ebrahimi
Darcheh et al.'® discussed the harms and strategies for evaluating
the research outputs of humanities, particularly language and
literature, and presented three approaches and goals for research
in these fields: 1) production of science and promotion of
knowledge foundations, 2) applicability and responsiveness to
society’s problems, and 3) literary creation/creative literature.

In evaluations, the criteria and indicators that fit the research
outputs under study are usually chosen and applied. However, it is
here suggested that the evaluation and application of criteria and
indicators should be done according to the researcher’s approach
and goal of research and publication of research output, since it is
by research goal that the most suitable research output for results
publication is selected. On the other hand, it seems that when the
research goal changes, the importance of the evaluation criteria
changes accordingly. By using the evaluation criteria, it is possible
to determine to what extent the desired goal has been achieved.
Since the objectives of each discipline are defined according to
the discipline itself, using an objective-based evaluation, it can be
ensured that more attention will be paid to the characteristics of
each discipline. Evaluation based on approaches and goals can be
considered as the main innovation of this research. Based upon
the stated approaches and goals for language and literature fields,
the present study is an attempt to answer the following questions:

What are the criteria and indicators for evaluating the research
outputs of humanities, especially in the field of language and
literature?

What is the prioritizing of the evaluation criteria according to
the research approaches and goals in the fields of language and
literature?

LITERATURE REVIEW

By the growing production of scholarly works in different
fields of science, further importance has also been attached
to the evaluation of research and research on research. Based
on the recorded literature and the sources in the databases,
scientific research evaluation dates back to the 1970s. A review
of the literature shows that it has not been a long time since
the evaluation of humanities research became part of the issues
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and concerns of experts in the field of research evaluation. In
what follows, some recent studies on the humanities research
evaluation are reviewed.

Despite the importance and necessity!"” and the application and
effectiveness of the humanities,?”! there are challenges regarding
the evaluation of the research outputs of these sciences, the most
obvious of which is the different nature of the humanities from
other sciences and the need to conduct evaluation in proportion
to the nature of the humanities.'*!

Due to the humanities differences, compared to other sciences, in
terms of research subject,! diversity of audience, methodology
and data collection approach,? dependence on the native
language,! platform and channel of publication of findings,!
national geography of publications,”” number of authors,
citation behavior,®*! coverage in database citations,* and
method of affecting society,***! special attention should be
paid to the evaluation of the research outputs in the fields of
humanities. As the need is strongly felt for the evaluation of the
humanities research output, researchers have sought to compare
the humanities with other sciences and show the specific features
of the fields of humanities. The number of such studies is relatively
large and they have generally come to the conclusion that the
evaluation of the humanities through the technical-engineering
style criteria and indicators is not suitable and do not show what
it should. These studies highlighted the importance and necessity
of a specific evaluation of the humanities fields and disciplines,
which is in agreement with the research problem in the present
study.

A review of the literature shows that studies on the evaluation
of humanities research have adopted a descriptive approach to
investigate issues such as: publishing behavior of researchers,
research and citation databases analysis,* citation analysis,>*!
core sources,”””) thematic trend of research,**! drawing of a map of
science,® review of journals, articles, books, and dissertations,™”!
metadata analysis of information resources,*! performance
of researchers and faculty members,*?! research visibility,*!
and creativity measurement.* In the aforesaid works, there
are deficiencies in the evaluation of humanities research, as
humanities are generally not differentiated from other sciences
and a similar approach has been used to evaluate and compare
all the fields disregarding their specific characteristics and
nature. Some studies have pointed to the special evaluation of
the humanities research, but have not elaborated any further on
the way of this evaluation. In these studies, the proposed criteria
and indicators are often quantitative, and qualitative criteria
and indicators are rarely used. Nevertheless, the problem of
the incompatibility of the indicators with humanities remains.
Ochsner et al.*! have also looked for agreed-upon concepts of
quality in humanities and believe that a research assessment by
means of quality criteria presents opportunities to make visible
and evaluate humanities research, while a quantitative assessment
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by means of indicators is very limited and is not accepted by
scholars. However, indicators that are linked to the humanities
scholars' notions of quality can be used to support peers in the
evaluation process (i.e. informed peer review).

Concerning the fields of humanities, suggestions have been made
for evaluating the research performance of faculty members,!'"!
educational departments,*! and researchers.””? The scope of
some research has been narrowed down to the issues such as the
study and design of the bibliometric, scientometric and altmetric
evaluation criteria and indicators®* and research impact
measurement.””®! The purpose of Thelwall and Delgado
research was to make an explicit case for the use of data with
contextual information as evidence in humanities research
evaluations rather than systematic metrics; Data are already used
as impact evidence in the arts and humanities, but this practice
should become more widespread. Humanities researchers should
be encouraged to think creatively about the kinds of data that they
may be able to generate in support of the value of their research
and should not rely upon standardized metrics.

Despite the large number of the aforesaid studies, scant
attention has already been paid to the design and investigation
of evaluation criteria and indicators related to a specific aspect
or field of humanities. Such studies are limited and usually not
up to date. With respect to the language and literature fields,
Hug, Ochsner and Daniel® proposed criteria to evaluate
research quality in three fields: German Literature Studies (GLS),
English Literature Studies (ELS), and Art History. Ochsner, Hug
and Daniel® ranked the criteria obtained from the previous
research. D’Souzal™! investigated the characteristics and method
of evaluation of creativity in story writing. In the present study,
different criteria and the Priority and position of each of these
criteria in the fields of language and literature are identified. The
prioritization of the criteria is based on the research approaches
and goals in these fields, which is a distinct feature in the present
study.

METHODOLOGY

The current research has been conducted in a mixed method
(qualitative and quantitative stages), as described below:

Review of documents

In order to obtain criteria and indicators for evaluating the
research outputs of language and literature fields, documents and
studies on the subject were analyzed using the library research
method. Purposeful sampling of documents at this stage was
done, and studies that were compatible with the research subject
and question were selected. To this end, sources were examined
from the specific to the general: first, studies on the language
and literature, then studies on the humanities, and finally in the
general dimension, those resources related to other scientific
fields were explored. To review the documents, an advanced
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search of articles (journal and conference articles) was conducted
in databases using the search strategy of Table 1. To increase
the comprehensiveness and precision of the search, synonyms
and related words, Boolean operators, truncation, and phrase
searching were included.

By entering a search query in each database and retrieving
sources, duplicate records (in terms of title and subject) or items
with irrelevant titles were removed. Among the sources that had
similar results, the most appropriate and up-to-date ones were
selected. Then, the records that had related titles (377 records)
were reviewed in terms of abstracts, and in this step, unrelated
items were removed. In the next step, sources with relevant
abstracts (82 records) were reviewed in full text. Finally, among 35
related and suitable records, the evaluation criteria and indicators
of research outputs were extracted for use in the next stage. The
databases searched and the number of documents retrieved and
used are given in Table 2. In the library search, note-taking was
used as the data collection tool. MaxQDA, version 2020, software
was used for documents analysis.

Experts’ panel creation

The Delphi method is a search method with the characteristics
of iterating different rounds and controlled feedback (data
analysis in each round) based upon the anonymous statistical
group response of experts.”! To get closer to the real-world
and overcome the problem of ambiguity and uncertainty in the
judgment of decision makers, the classic Delphi is replaced by the
fuzzy Delphi method.

In order to finalize the criteria and indicators obtained in the
previous stage based on the opinion of experts (adding, subtracting
or changing categories) and prioritize them, a researcher-made
Delphi questionnaire with a seven-point Likert scale (including
verbal expressions) was designed. The questionnaire had 4 open
and closed questions and included various items to get the
experts’ opinion about the importance of the criteria and their
suggestions in this regard. The initial questionnaire was revised
and finalized using the opinions of 3 experts (in the fields of
language and literature, and library and information science),
and its face and content validity was confirmed. In order to
determine the reliability, the questionnaire was answered by 22
researchers of language and literature fields (English, French,
German, Arabic, and Persian) from different universities in Iran.

By analyzing the answers in SPSS software, it was found that the
Cronbach’s alpha of the questionnaire is 0.95, which indicates the
homogeneity and internal consistency of the questions and their
items and the reliability of the questionnaire.

The statistical population of the research is the faculty members
of the language and literature fields of Iranian universities.
According to Hogarth,"” six to twelve members are ideal for the
Delphi method. Clayton”™ also posited that if the respondents
are a combination of experts with different specialties, between
five and ten members are sufficient. Usually, in different sources,
at least 10 people are considered as a suitable number. The
research sample (17 people) was selected purposefully and by
snowball method from among the expert faculty members in
the fields of language and literature (English, French, German,
Arabic, and Persian) from 8 universities in Iran. Criteria such
as experience or involvement in the subject area of research
(authoring and translating books and publishing articles in the
field of research evaluation, or membership in associations and
working groups related to the fields of language and literature
in research institutions at different levels) and having diverse
outputs in the fields of language and literature were effective in
selecting the sample.

Excel software was used to analyze the data collected from the
questionnaires. After collecting the questionnaires of the first
round, the fuzzification of the verbal expressions was done based
on the Triangular Fuzzy Numbers (TFN). Each verbal expression
was assigned a triangular fuzzy number consisting of three values
of the lower limit or the minimum (1), the middle limit or the
most probable value (m), and the upper limit or the maximum
(u), the details of which are given in Table 3. Fuzzification allows
answers to be defined qualitatively, which is the advantage of the
fuzzy Delphi method over the classic Delphi method.

Table 1: Search strategy.

TITLE= ((evaluat®* OR measur* OR assess*) AND (research
OR article OR book OR monograph OR ‘reference source’
OR thesis OR dissertation OR ‘research output’ OR ‘scientific
output’ OR ‘research project’ OR ‘research activit* OR
‘research work’ OR ‘research performance’ OR ‘research
impact’ OR research effect OR ‘research application’ OR
‘creative literature’ OR ‘literary work’ OR artwork OR fiction
OR poetry OR ‘dramatic literature’ OR ‘social activit*’ OR
‘economic activit*’))

Table 2: Databases and the number of documents reviewed.

Databases Number of Remove
records retrieved  duplicates

Scopus 35612

Web of Science 23358

Total 58970
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Number of records Number of Number of

with related title records with records with
related abstract related text

277 63 25

100 19 10

377 82 35
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Table 3: Triangular fuzzy numbers for the seven-point scale.

Definite number Verbal expression Fuzzy number

(importance level) F=(, m,u)

1 Very Low (VL) (0,0, 0.1)

2 Low (L) (0,0.1,0.3)

3 Medium Low (ML) (0.1,0.3,0.5)

4 Medium (M) (0.3, 0.5, 0.75)

5 Medium High (MH) (0.5, 0.75, 0.9)

6 High (H) (0.75,0.9, 1)

7 Very High (VH) (09,1,1)

Table 4: Coefficient of variation and consensus.

Coefficient  Decision rule

of variation

0<V<0.5 Good degree of consensus-no extra rounds
required.

0.5<V<0.8 Less than satisfactory degree of
consensus-possible need for an additional
round.

V>0.8 Poor degree of consensus-definite need for an

additional round.

In the next step, using the assigned fuzzy numbers, the fuzzy
average of each boundary was calculated (Formula 1). Then,
the de-fuzzification of the values was performed, which means
calculating the average of the fuzzy averages of the limits for each
criterion (Formula 2). The de-fuzzified number is between zero
and one. Inthe comparison that was made between the de-fuzzified
number of the criteria and the threshold limit of 0.7 (suitable for
the seven-point scale) all the criteria, except four, scored above
the threshold. In view of this, the second round of Delphi was also
conducted, although no new criterion and indicator had been
proposed in the first round, and the Coeflicient of Variation (CV)
of all criteria was acceptable (between 0 and 0.5) based on Table
4, which indicated the consensus/agreement of the opinions
presented."””) The coeflicient of variation is obtained by dividing
the standard deviation by the mean.

Il Zm Eu

F =
AVE n' n’'n

(1)

IfF = (L,M,U),thenF = =Y

(2)

The second-round questionnaire was also given to the experts (11
people of the first round) with the same criteria and indicators,
with the difference that in this round, a column containing the
de-fuzzified numbers of each criterion in the first round was
added to the questionnaire tables. Respondents were asked to
state their opinions on the importance of each criterion and, if
necessary, change or modify their first-round answers according
to the notified numbers.
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In the second round, fuzzification, de-fuzzification, and
comparison of the obtained average with the threshold limit were
performed. In this round, only five criteria (four items like the first
round and one new item) scored below the threshold of 0.7. The
result of comparing the averages of the two rounds showed that
the opinions did not differ much and there was consistency in the
answers of the two rounds. These two cases show the stability of
the answers, which is a key factor in deciding to stop iterating the
Delphi rounds. Another necessary factor in deciding whether to
continue or stop rounds is the degree of consensus and solidarity
of opinions. Various mechanisms such as subjective criteria,
descriptive statistics and inferential statistics are used to check the
consensus, which Von der Gracht® collected in a review study.

In the present study, three methods were used to determine
whether the experts reached a consensus or not: 1) the difference
between the averages of the two rounds for all criteria based on
formula 3 was smaller than 0.1, which indicates the consensus
of the experts’ opinions; 2) the Kendall's W Coefficient of the
second round (0.351) compared to the first round (0.280), both
with a significance level of lower than 0.01, did not grow much,
which indicates that opinions have not changed significantly (in
this coeflicient, the value 0.1 indicates a very weak agreement,
while the value 0.7 indicates a very strong agreement); and 3)
the coefficient of variation of all criteria was less than 0.5 in the
second round, which is acceptable according to Table 4. Finally,
based on the stability and consensus reached, it was decided to
stop distributing the questionnaire in the second round.

l::1 = (llr my, ul)

)

F, = Uzy ms, uz)

Gap = |(ly + my +uy) — (I, + my +uy)|/3

Since the purpose of the fuzzy Delphi method at this stage of
the research was to determine the importance and prioritizing
of the evaluation criteria of the research outputs of the language
and literature fields, no criterion was removed. Rather, using the
averages of the second round, the prioritizing of the criteria was
done. The closer the average of the criterion is to 1, the higher its
importance and prioritize according to the experts.

Findings
What are the criteria and indicators for evaluating the

research outputs of humanities, especially in the field of
language and literature?

The items that were mentioned in the documents and resources for
the evaluation of research outputs were divided into 8 categories
of criteria (components) and 42 indicators (subcomponents)
according to their consistency with the fields of language and
literature, as shown in Table 5. In the questionnaire distributed
based on the fuzzy Delphi method, the respondents were asked

Journal of Scientometric Research, Vol 13, Issue 1, Jan-Apr, 2024



Dorcheh, et al.: Evaluation Criteria of Humanities Scientific Outputs

through an open-ended question to state their suggestion
for adding, removing or moving criteria and indicators. The
issues raised by the respondents in the first round were either
included in the criteria and indicators obtained from the review
of documents or were unrelated to the research topic. No new
items were proposed in the second round. Therefore, what was
obtained from the review of the documents was used as the
criteria and indicators for evaluating the research outputs of the
fields of language and literature.

What is the prioritizing of the evaluation criteria
according to the research approaches and goals in
the fields of language and literature?

Tables 6-8 show the averages (de-fuzzified numbers) of the
first and second rounds of fuzzy Delphi, their difference and
coefficients of variation. Then, based on these data, in Table 9,
the priority of each of the criteria for evaluating the research
outputs of the language and literature fields are presented
based on the approach and goal of the research. The purpose
of the implementation of fuzzy Delphi was not to screen the
criteria, but to determine the importance and priority of each
one in the evaluation according to the goal of the research. The
goals of research in the fields of language and literature are: 1)
production of science and promotion of knowledge foundations,
2) applicability and responsiveness to society’s problems, and 3)
literary creation/creative literature.

According to Table 6, when the goal of research is production of
science and promotion of knowledge foundations, criteria such
as scientific impact and the content of research outputs have a
higher priority for experts, because such research is supposed
to help expand the theoretical scope of science. Accordingly, as
the criteria go beyond the limit of the scientific environment and
become influential in the society, their weight decreases.

Based on the experts’ opinion, as shown in Table 7, when the goal
of the research is applicability and responsiveness to society’s
problems, social impact is more important than other evaluation
criteria. Perhaps because in this goal, the researcher has more
connection with the society, the field effect of his/her activities
in the form of research outputs is considered and evaluated more
important than the scientific impact.

According to Table 8, when “literary creation/creative literature”
is the main goal of a language and literature specialist’s research,
cultural impact and its evaluation through content validity
criteria are more important, because such works deal with the
cultural identity of the society.

According to Table 9, the priority obtained for the criteria and
their differences in approaches and goals indicate the importance
and dominance of targeting in research. The priority of all criteria
except two fluctuates with respect to different objectives. The
content of the research outputs has been assigned the second
priority in all cases, which indicates the high importance of the

Platfornm for creating,
presenting and publishing
research outputs

Cufttural impact of research
outputs

Economic impact of research
outputs

Sodal impact of scientific
outputs

8

7
6
5

Writing structure of research
outputs

Research outputs content

M

\ The impact of research

outputs in the online
environment

Scientific impact of research
ouUtpuLs

m——production of science and promotion of knowledge foundations

—nplicability and responsiveness to society’s problems

literary creation/creative literature

Figure 1: The prioritizing of the evaluation criteria of the research outputs of the fields of language and
literature.
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Table 5: Criteria and indicators for evaluating the research outputs of language and literature fields.

Components
(evaluation
criteria)

Platform

for creating,
presenting and
publishing
research outputs.

Writing structure
of research
outputs.

Research outputs
content.

The impact of
research outputs
in the online
environment.

Scientific impact
of research
outputs.

Social impact of
scientific outputs.

Economic impact
of research
outputs.

Cultural impact of
research outputs.

Sub-components (evaluation indicators)

Valid publisher.

Valid journal.

indicators based on the journal.

Validity of the organizer.

Validity of the supervising organization.

Validity of the mother organization.

Proper and coherent writing.

Readability to the audience (ease of reading and understanding).

Content coherence and uniformity.

Specialization and thematic purposefulness.

Reliability of method and accuracy of data and results.

Having an Interdisciplinary nature.

Positive review by peer reviewers.

Newness and originality of the output.

Theoretical and methodological innovation.

Being practical and community-oriented.

Being creative.

Having scientific and theoretical support.

Online citations on web pages (Citations).

The amount of file storage or adding to favorites (Captures).

Discussing the output in social networks (Mentions).

The amount of output sharing in social media (Social media).

Indexing in citation databases.

Attracting scientific cooperation at national and international levels (capacity building).
Citation-based indicators.

Streamlining in a specialized subject.

Use in curriculum.

Being cited in policy documents, policy-makings and policy guidelines.
Authority and scientific reputation of the output.

Winning awards from festivals.

Attracting research credits.

Being accepted and referred to by educational, research and executive centers.
Publication and presence in the media.

Popularity (people's acceptance and reference to the output).

Promotion and generalization of research findings.

Being accepted and referred to by educational, research and executive centers.
Usage and applicability.

Income generation from application.

Entrepreneurship.

Using literary capacities in different branches of art (for example, turning literary works
into dramatic works).

Output acceptance by mass media.

Use of output in cultural centers.
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Table 6: Criteria and production of science and promotion of knowledge foundations.

Criteria First Second Difference Firstround Second
round round of two coefficient round
average average rounds of coefficient

variation of variation

Platform for creating, presenting and publishing research 0.76 0.73 0.05 0.20 0.16

outputs.

Writing structure of research outputs. 0.71 0.91 0.02 0.19 0.19

Research outputs content. 0.92 0.80 0.01 0.08 0.09

The impact of research outputs in the online environment. 0.74 0.73 0.01 0.18 0.19

Scientific impact of research outputs. 0.91 0.92 0.02 0.11 0.10

Social impact of scientific outputs. 0.78 0.79 0.01 0.17 0.17

Economic impact of research outputs. 0.47 0.48 0.01 0.35 0.18

Cultural impact of research outputs. 0.74 0.79 0.05 0.18 0.15

Table 7: Criteria and applicability and responsiveness to society’s problems.

Criteria First Second  Difference Firstround Second
round round of two coefficient  round
average average rounds of variation coefficient

of variation

Platform for creating, presenting and publishing research 0.77 0.75 0.02 0.17 0.19

outputs.

Writing structure of research outputs. 0.70 0.69 0.02 0.19 0.21

Research outputs content. 0.88 0.87 0.01 0.12 0.13

The impact of research outputs in the online environment. 0.83 0.80 0.04 0.13 0.16

Scientific impact of research outputs. 0.80 0.80 0.00 0.16 0.16

Social impact of scientific outputs. 0.94 0.92 0.02 0.09 0.10

Economic impact of research outputs. 0.66 0.62 0.04 0.22 0.27

Cultural impact of research outputs. 0.88 0.84 0.04 0.11 0.14

Table 8: Criteria and literary creation/creative literature.

Criteria First Second Difference Firstround Second
round round of two coefficient  round
average average rounds of variation coefficient of

variation

Platform for creating, presenting and publishing research 0.84 0.85 0.02 0.16 0.15

outputs.

Writing structure of research outputs. 0.78 0.78 0.01 0.12 0.12

Research outputs content. 0.83 0.87 0.03 0.15 0.13

The impact of research outputs in the online environment. 0.74 0.73 0.01 0.25 0.19

Scientific impact of research outputs. 0.67 0.69 0.03 0.16 0.23

Social impact of scientific outputs. 0.80 0.79 0.02 0.16 0.17

Economic impact of research outputs. 0.53 0.50 0.03 0.31 0.39

Cultural impact of research outputs. 0.89 0.88 0.02 0.12 0.14
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Table 9: The prioritizing of the evaluation criteria of the research outputs of the fields of language and literature.

Production of science
and promotion of
knowledge foundations

Evaluation criteria

Applicability and
responsiveness to
society’s problems

Literary creation/
creative literature

Priority (based on the average of each criterion in the second round of

fuzzy Delphi)

Platform for creating, presenting and publishing 3

research outputs.

Writing structure of research outputs

Research outputs content.

The impact of research outputs in the online

environment.

Scientific impact of research outputs. 1

Social impact of scientific outputs. 4

Economic impact of research outputs. 8
5

Cultural impact of research outputs.

content of the outputs. Besides, the economic impact of research
outputs in all goals has the lowest priority, which can be due to
the less inclination of the field of humanities and especially the
fields of language and literature towards the economic fields.

The findings show that the goal of the research both determines
the audience and is effective on the rating of the evaluation
criteria. Academic and non-academic audiences have different
needs, and therefore the research outputs of each should be
evaluated differently. In Figure 1, the prioritizing of the criteria
is shown schematically. In each goal, as we approach from the
center of the diagram to its margins, the priority and importance
of the evaluation criterion decrease.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, first the criteria and indicators for evaluating the
research outputs of language and literature fields were determined
and prioritized using references and experts opinions. The
literature review shows that the use or non-use of each of the
criteria and indicators and the priority of each one is different in
various fields./”! This difference in the current research can be due
to the nature of language and literature fields, on the one hand,
and their classification based on the goal of the research, on the
other hand. Therefore, it is highly emphasized to plan for research
evaluation based on the nature of the fields and the research goal.

From the point of view of research evaluation, the main stages
of research from the beginning to fruition consist of input,
process, output, outcome and impact. As the findings of the
current research show, according to the goal of the research,
the evaluation method of each of these stages can be changed.
When the goal changes, the expectations of the stakeholders also
change, which in turn requires an appropriate evaluation method.
For example, when working in a scientific environment with a
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specific audience, citation-based indicators are more important,
but in a public space with a general audience, the use of research
output in cultural centers and acceptance by mass media is more
important.

When the approach, goal and audience of scientific research and
study change, its evaluation criteria will also change. To publish
and share the findings of any research, there are various outputs
that should not be evaluated the same. These three aspects (goal,
output, criteria) must be consistent to achieve effectiveness.
Currently, researchers are looking for the impact of their research
in areas that are easier to document, but if the evaluation is done
from different aspects and prioritizing is done, it will encourage
and guide researchers to research and scientific studies that
interest them and have diversity. Became; because it is ensured
that their efforts will not be in vain and it is effective in evaluation
for promotion.

The approach and goal of production of science and promotion
of knowledge foundations includes theoretical studies, basic
and fundamental research for better understanding of subjects,
idea generation, innovation, freedom of thought, thinking and
presenting original thought, creativity, discourse formation and
realm creation, and cultivating or formulating theory. These are
the factors of scientific progress and expanding the boundaries of
knowledge that can lead to the increase of science and knowledge
and reduction of consumerism. If such a goal is considered for
research, the evaluation of research outputs from the perspective
of scientific impact is a priority. The obtained priorities not
only show the importance of each criterion, but also indicate
their sequence. The research output in any format should have
the indicators of a suitable content in order to be scientifically
effective. If the output has high-quality content, it can be provided
in a suitable platform for social and cultural use. The writing
structure suitable for the audience makes the research output
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acceptable and allows it to be used in the online environment and
create its economic impact.

The approach and goal of applicability and responsiveness to
the societys problems includes applied research, focusing on
solving a specific problem and its practical aspect in economic,
scientific, cultural, social and political fields, applying science and
knowledge in line with social responsibility to solve the problems
and needs of society, the use of language and literature in the real
world and the environmental application of scientific awareness,
and activism in serving the society. If the subject of the research
output is to solve a social concern, one should expect a social
impact from it and consider evaluation in this regard as a priority.
The publication of popular and culturally effective content in the
online environment causes generalization and promotion of
research findings. The publication of applied research with the
desired writing structure in a reliable and accessible platform
will provide the basis for its entry into the economic arena and
generate income.

Literary creation/creative literature means to be inspired by
artistic and literary feelings and emotions in interpreting the
human and social world to meet aesthetic needs and promote
values. Unlike the other two approaches and goals, which have a
more general aspect and are applicable in all fields of humanities,
the approach of literary creation/creative literature is specific to
the fields of language and literature and can be a support for the
first and second approaches. According to the experts, literary
creations/creative literature, which can be in the form of poetry,
prose (fiction and non-fiction), and dramatic literature, should
first be evaluated in terms of cultural impact. In the next priority,
the content and platform of their creation, presentation and
publication is considered important and can have a social impact.
Proper writing and sharing and publishing research in the online
environment can bring scientific and economic impact.

The obtained criteria and indicators are in harmony and similarity
with the related items in the background section of the research
and can generally be divided into two groups: factors related to
the academic environment and general factors. Among them
are indicators of academic value, innovation, and social value
for humanities papers.® Besides, criteria such as innovation
and originality, impact on the research community, productivity,
relation to and impact on society, connection between research
and teaching, fostering cultural memory, and connection to other
research can be mentioned in the fields of German literature,
English literature and art history.®! Ata more specificlevel, factors
such as meaning and relevance, reader’s immersive experience,
development and control, distinctiveness, voice and originality in
the evaluation of the story®™ can be mentioned. As can be seen
from the findings, the quality of research is a multidimensional
concept; the criteria are influenced by each other and complement
each other. Each criterion does not consider all aspects of the
research, so one criterion should not be used in isolation, but
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several criteria should be used in a complementary manner.”!
However, what is necessary and worthy of sufficient attention is
the consistent and quality content of the research output, which
if not observed, will disrupt the process of research use and
effectiveness.

Although Vanholsbeeck and Lendak-Kabok!®! proposed that
effectiveness is related to the concept of accountability, this
concept is currently not much considered and dominant in the
university evaluation culture; however, in the present study,
it has taken a significant part. Hinrichs-Krapels and Grant!
posed some questions as follows: whether the research has been
effective or not? Does research input lead to output, outcome
and impact? Has it had sufficient efficiency? To what extent the
research input lead to the research output? Has the research
achieved its desired goals? These questions show the importance
of paying attention to research effectiveness, which is mentioned
in various sources. For example, Gibson and Hazelkorn!
focused on the prioritization of arts and humanities research
based on their potential for production, economic growth, and
job creation to overcome the economic crisis. In this regard,
researches that are interdisciplinary and related to social issues
are preferred. Paying attention to the knowledge economy helps
redefine the goal of higher education and emphasizes the need to
design policies for the future of research. Oancea, Florez Petour
and Atkinson®! emphasized the need for qualitative criteria
and indicators to configure the cultural value and impact of
research. Sorlin® pointed to the humanities of transformation,
suggesting that research policies should be changed to expand
the values of humanities and increase research effectiveness. This
can be enabled by integrative humanities using interdisciplinary
research.

The findings confirm that the impact of humanities has gone
beyond the scientific dimension and has been directed to
various economic, social, cultural and political aspects. From the
obtained criteria and indicators, it is clear that the evaluation of
research outputs in humanities has gone beyond the dependence
on the academic environment and has tended to influence in
wider dimensions. This lays the groundwork for the application
of humanities in society and increases the need for evaluation
in order to obtain the rate of progress and transformation of
research. In other words, it is not only the publication of the
research that is important, but its use and effectiveness should
also be considered in order to bring about the well-being of the
target society. Therefore, according to the nature of each field
and the goal of research, it is necessary to choose the appropriate
criteria for evaluating research outputs.

Among the beneficiaries of this study are policymakers in the field
of research, who can adopt a new approach in decision-making
and establishing policies for the evaluation of research outputs
of humanities and related fields according to the results. Giving
importance to impact as an evaluation component has created
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a major evolution in research evaluation systems. Creating an
impact discourse and understanding its importance requires
creating an impact infrastructure in the research process, on
the one hand, and stabilizing the impact position through
applying and updating the impact and eliminating weak points,
on the other hand.®” Understanding the concept of research
value from the perspective of its stakeholders is also effective
in evaluation and clarifies the nature of expected effects.”! The
criteria for research effectiveness make the researcher responsible
in different fields. Paying attention to the impact is the stimulus
and reinforcement of research, and following the quantitative
and qualitative increase of research, its impact and efficiency will
increase. If the problem of impact and impact evaluation is to
remain stable, a wider range of internal motivations should be
considered and the ability of academics to coordinate with them
should also be improved.”! Criteria and indicators act like a filter;
not every research can adapt to them, and therefore low-quality
studies are excluded from the cycle. Over time, this mechanism
is hoped to make humanities research more targeted and more
efficient. In order to make this planning more practical, it is
suggested to examine the research outputs according to each field,
to assign suitable criteria and indicators for each research output
(these two issues are under study for the fields of language and
literature), to determine the maximum and minimum standard
limits for each indicator, and to localize the indicators according
to the conditions of each research center.

The movement of universities from the first generation to the
fourth generation requires providing its infrastructure and
ecosystem in each country. Changing the approach of evaluation
criteria and indicators and their compatibility with the paradigms
of education, research, entrepreneurship, and influencing society
are among the things affected by this generational change in
universities. This change of paradigms should be considered
in all fields, including humanities, which play a decisive role in
society. The criteria and indicators examined in this research tend
to the characteristics of the fourth generation of universities and
evaluation in it, which can be a suitable suggested model for those
involved in the evaluation of humanities and especially language
and literature fields. According to Sivertsen,? publication
patterns are different between humanities fields, while these
patterns are similar for each field in different countries. This is
a positive point for using the results of this study in the fields of
language and literature in other regions.

In short, according to the opinion of experts in language and
literature fields, what should be considered in the policy of
evaluating the scientific outputs of these fields is the difference
of scientific outputs and their evaluation criteria according to
the nature of the field and its research approaches and goals. The
diversity of approaches and goals, which is the starting point of
the method proposed in this study for evaluation, will cause the
expansion of research to the environment outside the university,
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the application of research and scientific studies in society, and
be useful to the public. This research aimed to introduce the
evaluation criteria of scientific outputs in different dimensions in
order to take an effective step in changing the view of language
and literature and improving the status of this discipline and
humanities. The realization of such a view on evaluation in
humanities requires an effort to spread this style of evaluation
and provide the necessary infrastructure for it at micro and
macro levels. It is hoped that the conducted study will be an
introduction to this matter.
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