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ABSTRACT This article quantifies books’ impact in terms of citation counts—in published arti-
cles and in other published books. The average political science book published by a uni-
versity press receives about three times the number of citations received by an article indexed
in the SSCI. Books’ impact varies by subfield, with books published in methodology receiv-
ing many more citations on average than books published in other subfields, followed by
books in international relations. Overall, books published on American politics are cited least
frequently. Results suggest that political scientists should supplement quantitative indica-
tors of article and journal impact (which are based only on citations in peer-reviewed arti-
cles) with similar measures that account for the scholarly influence of published books.

What counts as “impactful” research in polit-
ical science? Scholars want to know whether
particular peer-reviewed journals or schol-
arly presses are relatively more or less pres-
tigious. Knowing the relative stature of

journals and presses helps scholars make professional decisions
and helps colleagues, department chairs, and administrators make
difficult personnel decisions and evaluate entire departments.

Political scientists have engaged in several efforts to gauge
the impact of our research. Most of this work counts citations
that peer-reviewed articles receive in other peer-reviewed articles
(e.g., Garand and Giles 2003; Giles and Garand 2007; Hix 2004;
Masuoka, Grofman, and Feld 2007), although I (2011) recently
explored how frequently peer-reviewed articles are also cited in
books. Other work uses perceptual data to consider scholars’ eval-
uation of journals’ relative stature (e.g., Garand et al. 2009).

Little research, however, has attempted to ascertain the rela-
tive impact of books. Moreover, extant efforts have considered
subjective data only, using surveys of scholars’ assessments of
presses’ relative stature (Garand and Giles 2011; Goodson, Dillman,
and Hira 1999; Moore 2010). This article is the first effort to quan-
tify the scholarly influence of published books, counting citations
after five years of all political science books published in 2004 and
2005.

In an age when budget cuts and changing norms of scholarly
engagement increasingly question and even threaten academic
book publishing, this exercise serves several useful purposes. It
offers a reasonable apples-to-apples comparison of the relative
impact of the average university-press book versus the average
Social Science Citation Index (SSCI)-indexed peer-reviewed arti-
cle, and it reveals which presses are relatively more likely to pub-
lish books that measurably influence other scholars’ research. Such
information is useful to scholars considering publishing books or
articles and should prove useful for departmental chairs and other
administrators seeking to evaluate scholars’ relative productivity.

Finally, it offers a reality check on political scientists’ subjective
perceptions of publishers’ relative quality.

Just like peer-reviewed articles (Samuels 2011), books are cited
more frequently in (other) books as compared to the number of
times that they are cited in peer-reviewed articles. Moreover, the
average book published by a university press receives about three
times the number of citations that the average peer-reviewed arti-
cle in an SSCI-indexed journal receives. Books’ bibliographies may
be longer than articles’, but it is not obvious that the ratio of bib-
liographic entries per published page differs across articles and
books: a 250-page monograph typically contains much more orig-
inal research and can develop an argument in much greater depth
and detail than a 25-page article. Counting the citations that books
receive in articles as well as in other books provides a comprehen-
sive assessment of book impact and publisher quality and pro-
vides a benchmark for judging any book’s relative importance.

Counting book citations also reveals important variations in the
impact of research across subfields. Not surprisingly given their
potentially global scholarly influence, books published in inter-
national relations tend to be cited relatively more frequently than
books in the other substantive subfields, even considering only cita-
tions in English-language publications. Yet the biggest revelation
is that books on social-science methodology receive at least twice
as many citations on average as books in any substantive subfield.

In sum, the findings in this article broaden the way we think
about the effect of research. To the extent that political science
remains a field in which publication in books and journal articles
matters for scholarly reputation, this article supplements qualita-
tive assessments of publisher quality and quantitative indicators
of journal impact with quantitative indicators of books’ and book
publishers’ relative impact.

COUNTING CITATIONS OF BOOKS

To count citations that books receive in articles and in other books,
and then compare publisher rankings based on citations against
scholars’ subjective assessments, I first compiled a list of all pub-
lishers with a booth at the 2010 APSA Annual Meeting plus any
other publisher listed in Garand and Giles (2011). I then compiled
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a list of all books these publishers released and classified as “polit-
ical science” in 2004 and 2005. To do so, I contacted each pub-
lisher and requested a list of said books. Thirty presses sent
spreadsheets; I compiled the books from the publishers’ websites
for the remainder.1 This process generated a list of 3,183 books
from 71 publishers. For each book, I then manually compiled the
number of citations in the year of publication plus five years—
that is, through 2009 for books published in 2004, and through
2010 for books published in 2005.

To find the number of citations that a published book sub-
sequently received in peer-reviewed articles, I used the SSCI.
Within the SSCI interface, I first clicked on “cited reference search”
and then set the desired time-span for each book. The SSCI cata-
logs authors’ names by last name and first initial, or by last name
and first and middle initial. For each book, I entered this informa-
tion in the “cited author” box (e.g., “jones b*”), and clicked
“Search.” This returns a page with potentially many authors who
share that name and initials.

For example, consider the book Peacemaking in Rwanda, by
Bruce D. Jones. If you search for “jones b*” SSCI returns a list of
more than 1,000 authors. If you include Jones’ middle initial “d”
you still get 141 names. Each name is associated with a particular
published work; these are listed in alphabetical order. To find the
correct book you must review the entire list and click on the par-
ticular entries that are associated with the book in question.
Because scholars use different citation styles and may cite authors’
names slightly differently, a book can enter the SSCI in different
ways—meaning there may be multiple entries for the same book.

After clicking on all the relevant entries, I selected “results in
English only” at the bottom of the page, and then clicked on “fin-
ish search,” which eliminated double counting. On the next page,
I clicked on “articles,” which eliminated book reviews and other
material indexed in the SSCI. This resulted in the number entered
into my database: only citations to published, peer-reviewed
articles.

To ascertain the number of times a book is later cited in other
books, I used Google Books (www.books.google.com). Google
Scholar (www.scholar.google.com) cannot be used for this pur-
pose because it under-counts citations of books that appear in
other books (see Samuels 2011). Consider my book Ambition, Fed-
eralism, and Legislative Politics in Brazil, published by Cambridge
University Press in 2003. Google Scholar reports 146 citations to
my book through 2008, but only finds citations in six books (one
not in English).

To find the number of citations that a book receives in other
books using Google Books, I followed this procedure: I went to
http://books.google.com/advanced_book_search and then entered
the book’s full title in the “with the exact phrase” search box.2 I
also included the following search parameters that Google Books
offers: (1) search for “all books”; (2) limit search results to “books”
(eliminating “magazines” from the results); and (3) limit results
to books in English. Finally, I limited search results by date as
described previously.

After clicking “search,” results appear. However, the raw Goo-
gle Books results are not useful for citation-counting purposes.
There are two problems. First, because Google scanned literally
everything on the shelves of libraries that participated in its Goo-
gle Books project, the Google Books database contains many
things that are not books as commonly defined. Following the
same procedure as Samuels (2011), to maintain a reasonable apples-
to-apples comparison with SSCI citations, I defined a book as
(1) not a serial publication; (2) formally published by an academic
or commercial press; and (3) not a mere a compilation of biblio-
graphic information. This excludes journal articles, working papers,
dissertations, and reference works such as Current Contents. With
these criteria, I entered the full title and subtitle of each book
(plus the author’s surname, if the title was imprecise), and then
excluded from the results journals and other “non-books” and
any foreign-language publications that slipped through the filters.

However, this is not the end of the process. The second prob-
lem is that, like regular Google searches as well as Google Scholar
searches, searches in Google Books return “related” results, even
if you specify that you are searching for a precise string of text.
Thus, if you are interested in counting your own book’s citations
in other books to compare with the results I report in this article,
follow the method above, but then, within the results that Google
Books returns, only count results that clearly indicate a full, ver-
batim citation (usually in boldface) to your book’s full title and
subtitle.

Using this method, after removing five journal articles and
two PhD dissertations, Google Books reveals that my book was

cited 39 times in other books, in contrast to the five English-
language citations that Google Scholar reported. (All of the books
found in Google Scholar also appeared in the Google Books
results.) Clearly, Google Scholar is not up to the task of counting
the citations that books receive in other books. Google Books is
far from perfect, but does allow a close estimate, albeit through
labor-intensive investigation. All methods of counting citations
have flaws—as many scholars have noted, even the SSCI is imper-
fect. Still, to the extent that we are interested in discovering the
impact research has in books, Google Books is a useful tool.

RESULTS

How many citations does the average political science book receive
five years after publication? Table 1 presents summary statistics
for the entire sample and then separates university presses from
other presses. One caveat is needed: my sample of books is numer-
ically large, but still only covers two years. Although I have no
reason to suspect these two years were unusual, results may vary
over time, particularly given that some presses publish relatively
few books each year (see table 3). With this in mind, note first
that books are cited far more frequently in other books rather
than in articles. Adding up total citations, the average is about
23.4 citations per book after five years. However, this number
obscures a substantial difference between university presses (34
presses, N � 1,517) and others presses (37 presses, N � 1,666).

Yet the biggest revelation is that books on social-science methodology receive at least twice as
many citations on average as books in any substantive subfield.
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The average book published by a university press is cited almost
2.5 times as often (33.2 citations) as the average book published
by other presses (14.4 citations).

To put books’ and articles’ relative impact in perspective, con-
sider my findings (2011) that after five years the average peer-
reviewed political science article will have received about 11 total
citations in both articles and books. The appropriate apples-to-
apples comparison to make with a peer-reviewed article is with
books that have been published by a university press, all of which
require peer review (some other presses also require peer review,
but this is not a universal practice). This means that the average
peer-reviewed article indexed in the SSCI receives about one-
third the total number of citations as the average university-press
book after five years. Even books that have not gone through a
process of peer review (i.e., those not published by university
presses) are cited more often than the average article published in
an SSCI-indexed journal.

The mean number of citations can be misleading, as there is
considerable skew in the distribution—relatively few books with

many citations drive up the
averages. Figure 1 plots the dis-
tribution of citations that books
received as a percentage of
all books for non-university
presses, and figure 2 does the
same for books published by
university presses. This reveals
that one-third of books pub-
lished by non-university presses
receive three or few citations,
while the same is true of only
about 10% of books published by
university presses.

Moreover, books published
by non-university presses are far
less likely to receive a relatively
high (e.g., �20) number of cita-
tions. (To simplify the presen-
tation, the histograms exclude
the 115 books (;3.5%) that

receive more than 100 total citations. Including
these books does not change this point.) Almost
half of all university-press books receive more
than 20 total citations, while only 13% of SSCI-
published articles are cited that frequently (Sam-
uels 2011, table 3). Still, as the histograms suggest,
there is considerable inequality in the distribu-
tion of citations: the 1,517 university-press books
were cited 50,395 times, but the top 10% of books
received 44% of this total, while the bottom 50%
received only 12.4%.

Let us now explore differences across sub-
fields. I classified every book as fitting in one of
political science’s four main substantive fields
plus methodology, based on the book’s title or
the publisher’s brief description of the book.
Table 2 provides the mean number of citations
university-press books in different subfields
received. Of the four substantive subfields, books
published in international relations (IR) have

slightly greater impact. Books in American politics and political
theory are cited relatively infrequently in peer-reviewed articles
compared to books in IR and comparative politics, while books in
IR and theory are cited relatively more frequently in other books.

The high numbers for the few books published on methodol-
ogy jumps out of table 2. For example, during the two years for
which I gathered book titles, several significant methods books were
published, including Event-History Modeling by Box-Steffensmeier
and Jones (121 total citations), Politics in Time by Paul Pierson (347
total citations), and Case Studies and Theory Development by Alex-
ander George and Andrew Bennett (371 total citations).

Let us now compare presses against each other. To create a
ranking I add together the total citations books receive in articles
and books. Before considering the results in table 3, some caveats
are necessary. Most obviously, the rankings are sensitive to presses’
publishing strategy: some presses care more about profits than
citations; some adopt a broad definition of what counts as politi-
cal science for marketing purposes; and some publish very few
books. Each factor may affect a press’ average citation count.

Ta b l e 1
Results

CITATIONS
(MEAN) ST. DEV. RANGE 25TH %TILE MEDIAN 75TH %TILE

University Presses ~N = 1,517!

In Articles 11.2 26.8 0–542 1 3 11

In Books 22.0 32.9 0–358 5 12 26

Total 33.2 50.8 0–600 6 15 37

Other Presses ~N = 1,666!

In Articles 3.4 9.3 0–171 0 1 3

In Books 11.1 24.0 0–408 1 5 12

Total 14.4 30.1 0–561 2 7 15

Overall ~N = 3,183!

In Articles 6.6 17.4 0–258 0 1 6

In Books 16.3 29.1 0–408 3 8 18

Total 23.4 42.3 0–600 4 11 26

F i g u r e 1
Distribution of Citations (Non-University Press Books)
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For example, Perseus Books published Jean Bethke Elshtain’s
Just War Against Terror, the Oklahoma University Press (which
previously had an academic best-seller in Samuel Huntington’s
The Third Wave) published Theda Skocpol’s Diminished Democ-
racy, and W.W. Norton published Liberalism by Paul Berman, The
Great Unraveling by Paul Krugman, and War, Terrorism and Democ-
racy by Benjamin Barber. In contrast, Oxford University Press
published the most books of any university press in these two
years, and its wide coverage may have hurt its average citation
count.

Given these caveats, to what extent do scholars’ assessments of
publisher quality correlate with the quantitative measures?
Althoughtable1revealedthatbookspublishedbyuniversitypresses
are more widely cited on average than books published by non-
university presses, table 3 reveals that books published by some uni-
versity presses do not receive many citations—while books
publishedbynon-universitypressesaresometimesquite influential.

I placed political scientists’ subjective rankings of publisher
quality, as derived from Garand and Giles (2011), in the last col-
umn of table 3. On the one hand, one might suppose this relation-
ship should be strong—after all, how does a press gain a reputation
for quality other than having people frequently cite books that
the press publishes? On the other hand, survey-based evaluations
could be subject to a selection effect: scholars whose careers depend
more on book publishing participate in the survey at greater rates
than scholars whose careers depend more on article publishing.

Or, perhaps, scholars rank presses they have pub-
lished with or are more familiar with as “better.”

The Spearman rank correlation statistic
between the 48 publishers ranked in Garand and
Giles (2011) that are also listed in table 3 is .42,
which is not particularly strong. Although this
result could be driven by the particular two-year
span chosen, some of the differences in rankings
are stark. For example, political scientists only
gave W.W. Norton a middling rank in a subjec-
tive assessment, but Norton’s books were widely
cited. Meanwhile, political scientists regard CQ
Press fairly highly, but its books were not partic-
ularly well cited. As for academic presses, some
rise and some fall depending on whether the mea-
sure is quantitative or qualitative. For example,
Duke University Press performed relatively
poorly in Garand and Giles’ (2011) survey, but
the few books it published were well cited.

In the end, do the differences in average cita-
tion counts clearly distinguish presses from each
other? It is hard to say. For nearly every press
listed, the standard deviation of the average num-
ber of total citations is larger than the average
itself. Almost all presses publish books that are
infrequently cited, and many publish a few that
receive dozens or even hundreds of citations.

The results in table 3 raise questions about
what “counts” when assessing “quality” or
“impact.” According to one view, the only thing
that should matter is whether one’s research
demonstrably shapes the scholarly conversa-
tion. To the extent one accepts that dictum, a sub-
jective assessment of publisher quality is inferior

to a citation count. The results in table 3 suggest that there is no
cut-and-dry hierarchy of academic publishers; many can help schol-
ars draw attention to their research. If you are interested in hav-
ing others read, use, and cite your work, you do not necessarily
need to publish with Princeton, Cambridge, or Oxford—although
not surprisingly, publishing with a university press tends to be a
safer bet.

CONCLUSION

Book authors should receive proper credit for their work. Schol-
arly influence comes in many forms, but—despite its
limitations—we often rely on the only quantitative measure we
have: the citation count. As such, it is in every scholar’s interest to
count the citations that books receive.

This article provides an objective assessment of the impact of
published books in political science, counting the citations books
receive in peer-reviewed articles and in other books. The main
findings are as follows. First, the average book published by a
university press receives about three times as many citations as
the average article indexed in the SSCI. Even books published by
non-university presses are cited more often than the average arti-
cle indexed in the SSCI.

Second, publishing with a university press is more likely, on
average, to have an effect on the scholarly conversation, as the
average number of citations for a university-press book is about
2.5 times that of a book published by other presses.

F i g u r e 2
Distribution of Citations (University Press Books)

Ta b l e 2
Citations to Books by Subfield (University Presses
Only)

AMERICAN COMPARATIVE IR THEORY METHODOLOGY

In Articles 8.4 13.4 12.1 8.2 49.0

In Other Books 19.9 19.0 27.7 24.4 29.2

Total 28.3 32.4 39.8 32.6 78.2

~N = 487! ~N = 478! ~N = 318! ~N = 212! ~N = 19!
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Third, counting book cita-
tions reveals variations across
subfields. Books published in
American politics follow the
same pattern as articles in
American politics (Samuels
2011): they are least-frequently
cited relative to books pub-
lished in other subfields, partic-
ularly because books in that
subfield are relatively less-
frequently cited in peer-
reviewed articles. Scholarly
communication in American
politics is increasingly domi-
nated by article publishing,
which seems to be less the case
for the other subfields. Mean-
while, the books with the
broadest impact on average are
those that seek to advance
social-science methodology.

Finally, the correlation
between scholars’ subjective
assessment of publisher quality
does not closely match a simple
citation count. Some presses—
both university and other—
adopt a strategy of publishing
few books with expected high
impact and sales, while others
more closely hew to the schol-
arly mission of publishing
broadly in a field, even if not all
the books have a large medium-
term impact.

Counting the citations that
books receive in articles as well
as in other books provides a
comprehensive assessment of
book impact and publisher
quality and provides a bench-
mark against which scholars
can judge a book’s relative
importance. The findings in
this article suggest that there
are many paths to scholarly
influence—not just that books
receive substantially more cita-
tions than articles, but that
the quantitative distinction
between “top” presses is not as
clear-cut as some scholars may
imagine.
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Ta b l e 3
Publishers Ranked by Total Citations

RANK PRESS
GB

CITES
SSCI

CITES
TOTAL
CITES

# OF
BOOKS

UNIV.
PRESS?

SUBJECTIVE
RANKING

1 Perseus 150.8 43.0 193.8 6 0 —

2 Oklahoma 132.5 58.0 190.5 2 1 —

3 W.W. Norton 75.9 12.6 88.5 16 0 24

4 Princeton 34.3 23.9 58.2 93 1 2

5 Duke 37.4 15.3 52.7 21 1 48

6 Chicago 30.7 21.3 52.0 64 1 4

7 Cornell 36.2 14.5 50.8 66 1 6

8 Cambridge 34.5 15.7 50.7 204 1 1

9 Harvard 32.7 17.7 50.4 51 1 5

10 Russell Sage 40.0 7.0 47.0 3 0 45

11 Univ of Penn 43.1 2.9 46.0 12 1 —

12 Columbia 29.4 15.4 44.8 17 1 21

13 Yale 32.8 11.3 44.0 83 1 8

14 MIT 26.1 14.6 40.7 54 1 17

15 ECPR Press 34.0 5.3 39.3 6 0 —

16 Stanford 24.4 10.4 34.8 46 1 18

17 Brookings 26.0 7.9 33.9 99 0 11

18 Polity Press 23.9 9.5 33.4 53 0 —

19 California 25.5 6.4 31.9 13 1 13

20 Wiley-Blackwell 17.3 13.3 30.5 35 0 —

21 Oxford 12.7 14.4 26.9 207 1 3

22 McGraw-Hill 25.0 1.0 26.0 2 0 35

23 JHU 20.5 4.2 24.7 36 1 16

24 Georgetown 17.9 6.7 24.5 23 1 19

25 Woodrow Wilson Center 18.4 5.3 23.6 22 0 —

26 Simon and Schuster 16.6 5.5 22.1 22 0 47

27 Cato Institute 17.5 4.0 21.5 13 0 —

28 Temple 12.3 9.1 21.3 40 1 31

29 Michigan 14.3 6.9 21.2 44 1 7

30 Indiana 14.4 5.9 20.3 27 1 28

31 Baylor 16.8 2.8 19.6 5 1 —

32 Kansas 15.1 4.4 19.5 52 1 10

33 Paradigm Publishers 13.4 5.8 19.2 17 0 —

34 TAMU 17.4 1.8 19.1 8 1 38

35 Lynne Rienner 13.8 5.3 19.1 95 0 15

36 NYU 14.8 4.2 19.0 41 1 41

37 Potomac Books 16.6 1.8 18.4 16 0 —

38 Continuum 16.2 2.2 18.4 26 0 —

39 U.S. Institute of Peace 12.4 2.6 15.0 7 0 46

40 Minnesota 8.0 6.9 14.9 11 1 33

41 RFF Press 5.6 8.8 14.4 12 0 —

42 UNC Press 10.3 3.7 14.0 110 1 29

43 Westview 13.6 0.2 13.8 5 0 34
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N O T E S

1. I eliminated books if presses obviously included them by mistake, or if they
were published prior to 2004. In addition, for certain publishers, this process

proved impossible, because of a lack
of books classified online as politi-
cal science for those years: Mac-
millan, McGraw-Hill, Penguin
Group, Random House, and Cen-
gage. In addition, SUNY, Syracuse,
and the University of Illinois uni-
versity presses did not list any
books in political science for those
two years. Finally, Soomo Publish-
ing published only on-line resources
until 2010 so it was not included.

2. If the book had a common-word
name such as “Terrorism” or “Party
Politics” I also included the author’s
surname in the “with at least one of
the words” search box.
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Ta b l e 3 ( C o n t i n u e d )

RANK PRESS
GB

CITES
SSCI

CITES
TOTAL
CITES

# OF
BOOKS

UNIV.
PRESS?

SUBJECTIVE
RANKING

44 Pittsburgh 9.9 3.7 13.6 9 1 26

45 Routledge 10.1 2.6 12.6 120 0 12

46 Heritage Foundation 11.5 1.0 12.5 14 0 —

47 Sage Publications 8.9 3.3 12.1 7 0 20

48 Toronto 9.6 2.5 12.1 26 1 —

49 Liberty Fund 11.0 1.0 12.0 1 0 —

50 CQ 8.4 2.6 11.0 55 0 9

51 GMU/UVA Press 10.0 1.0 11.0 1 1 —

52 Taylor and Francis 7.8 3.2 11.0 212 0 —

53 M.E. Sharpe 8.3 2.1 10.4 55 0 22

54 Ashgate 8.2 2.0 10.2 143 0 —

55 Penn State 7.6 1.8 9.4 25 1 23

56 McGill-Queens 8.1 1.0 9.1 23 1 —

57 SUNY Press 7.1 1.7 8.8 65 1 30

58 Missouri 8.0 0.6 8.6 10 1 —

59 Ohio State 4.1 4.2 8.3 9 1 40

60 Pearson 7.3 0.7 8.0 3 0 25

61 Rowman and Littlefield 6.5 1.1 7.6 120 0 14

62 Island Press 4.9 2.6 7.5 11 0 44

63 Chatham 3.0 3.9 6.9 8 0 —

64 Springer 4.4 2.4 6.8 35 0 —

65 Lexington 5.2 1.6 6.8 82 0 —

66 Greenwood Press 5.5 1.0 6.5 146 0 36

67 Wisconsin 4.2 2.3 6.4 20 1 43

68 Praeger 4.6 0.9 5.5 58 0 39

69 Transaction Publishers 3.2 0.7 3.9 54 0 —

70 Univ. Press of America 1.5 0.3 1.8 85 0 —

71 Basic Books 1.0 0.0 1.0 1 0 32
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