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The mainaims of thisarticle are, on the one hand, to gain a better understanding of co-author-
ship practices in Translation Studies (TS) by examining how they have evolved over time and,
ontheother, to find out whether thereis a citation advantage for co-authored works. Most of
the data used for this study have been retrieved from BITRA (Bibliography of Interpreting and
Translation), containing over 69,000 TS records. The analysis covering 54 years has focused
on parameters including the percentage of co-authored documents versus single-authored,
co-authored contributions by document type, evolution of co-authorship over time, mean
numberof authors per contribution, citations of co-authored vs. single-authored documents,
or the ratio of international cooperation in TS. In order to complement the bibliometric anal-
ysis, we also weigh up the advantages and disadvantages of co-authorship taking a more
qualitative approach. Our data yield the following interesting results. Firstly, the number of
co-authored documents and the number of citations accrued by co-authored documents are
on the increase. Secondly, there is a slight co-authorship citation advantage in the case of
journal articles. Thirdly, the average number of authors is nowadays higherin TS as compared
with otherdisciplinesin Humanities. Fourthly, the ratio of international collaboration is rath-
er poor, below 10%. Our findings represent an initial insight into the evolution and current
situation of co-authorshipinTS,and hopefully it might prove inspiring and a valuable starting
point not only for future research, but also for research assessment policies that should be
permeable to new trends in publication patternsinTS.

Keywords: bibliometrics; citation advantage; co-authorship; impact; Translation Studies.

1 Thethreeauthorsareequally responsible for the contents of this essay. Sara Rovira-Esteva direct-
ed the writing and coordination of information, Javier Franco was especially responsible for ob-
taining and analyzing the data retrieved from BITRA, while Christian Olalla-Soler was responsible
for statistical data analysis. However, the authors revised and complemented each other’s work
via a dialectic process.
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1. Introduction

Bibliometrics, almost unheard of in Translation Studies (TS) a decade ago, offers a wide range
of possible approaches to studying academic publications and opens up new perspectives
for self-understanding and self-diagnosis within disciplines. However, in recent years, there
has been anincreasing number of bibliometric publications targeted at categorizing and ex-
plaining different aspects of the historical development and current state of affairsin TS. Cur-
rentstudies either adopt general approaches (Grbi¢ and Pollabauer, 2008¢; Grbi¢, 2013; Franco
Aixeld, 2013; Van Doorslaer, 2014 and 2016, Dong and Chen, 2015; Gile, 2015; Rovira-Esteva et
al, 2015; Liang and Xu, 2016), or focus on specific countries or topics, for example Candel-Mo-
ra and Vargas Sierra (2013)—corpus linguistics; Esqueda and De Jesus (2015)—scientific and
technical translation in Brazilian journals; Franco Aixela (2012)—TS journals in Spain; Wang
(2013 and 2015) and Xu (2015)—research on interpreting in China, or Nouraey and Karimnia
(2015)—Translation Studies in Iran.

TS scholars are commonly assessed within the broader fields of Linguistics or Human-
ities. However, as any other discipline, TS have their own scholarly practices, and ignoring
or overlooking the idiosyncratic nature of TS research often leads to unfair assessment.
To better understand and establish benchmarks for our discipline and field of research,
we first need to carry out more and larger-scale bibliometric studies to obtain objective
data that helps us determine what can be considered “normal” or average in our discipline.
To date, TS bibliometric approaches have mainly focused on the presentation of existing
TS bibliographical databases, impact in terms of citations, Google Scholar hs-index or the
mostinfluential scholars. However, except for the works of Grbi¢ and Péllabauer (2008a and
2008b), who researched co-authorship and authorship networks based on a case study of a
highly productive author,on the one hand,and within the context of community interpret-
ingin German-speaking countries, on the other, the literature on joint authorship practices
in TS as a whole is almost non-existent. Needless to say, it has never been approached in
terms of impact.

Some authors (see Franco Aixela, 2010a, 2010b and 2013; Franco Aixeld and Rovira-Esteva,
2015) have already questioned the traditional concept of impact taking TS as a case study
and illustrating with numerous examples why impactin the form of citation counting should
always be discipline-weighted and even (sub)topic-relative. Apart from the intrinsic quality of
eachstudy, thereisabroad gamutof factors that can contribute to theimpact of a publication
in terms of citations. Franco Aixela and Rovira-Esteva (2015), for example, showed that impact
also has much todo with the topic or popularity of the object of study, the subgenre (e.g, case
study vs. handbook), distribution potential (commercial publishers vs. small universities), for-
mat and the language used (English vs. others in a very graded series). While the above-men-
tioned variables to a greater or lesser extent have already caught the attention of research-
ersin TS, other aspects are still overlooked, such as authorship or the role of open access.
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Funding agencies foster interdisciplinary—and consequently collaborative—networks
and research. Yet, paradoxically, those contributions considered to have more than the av-
erage number of authors in the field, or multi-authored articles not dealing with complex
enough topics, are given less credit by some universities or research assessment bodies in
some countries (Rovira-Esteva and Orero, 2011 and 2012; Joseph, 2014; Pérez-Paredes, 2016)>.
Cronin and Overfelt (1994: 61) mention three different approaches to allocating citational
credit in the case of multi-authored works: (i) straight counting (only first author receives
credit), (i) whole counting (all authors receive full credit), and (iii) adjusted counting (fractions
are awarded to each co-author)?. Therefore, despite the fact that research is often carried out
in teams, many scholars within TS believe they would do better to publish on theirown if they
aretosucceed in evaluation exercises.

Co-authorship is, thus, more often than not problematic when academic publications
are subjected to an external evaluation process. As Joseph (2014: 8) states, “the prevailing
practice of credit splitting for multi-authored papers seems outdated and out of sync with
currentauthorship patterns”. Making objective data on current practices available should be
mandatory and contrasted with related disciplines, so that we have a reliable reference point
about what should be considered the norm in TS as regards the number of authors, author
ordering, as well as collaboration practices in general. Only then would we be in a position to
avoid penalizing collaboration practices by applying adjusted counting by default.

With thisaimin mind, in this article we attempt to answer five research questions. Firstly,
do TS have their own ecosystem as far as co-authorship practices are concerned? Secondly,
is there a trend favoring co-authorship? Thirdly, does co-authorship vary in relation to docu-
ment type or journal? Fourthly, does co-authorship have a citation advantage in TS? Fifthly,
which is the rate of international collaboration of TS scholars? Finally, does co-authorship
offerany advantage for the researcher beyond citation counts?

The following sections present the evolution of co-authorship in TS, from a quantitative
perspective, and then again from a qualitative viewpoint, pointing out its drawbacks and
advantages. The final section summarizes the main conclusions, underlines the limitations
of this study and sets out lines for possible future research.

2 TSscholarsindifferent countries, including Spain, Poland and Italy, report co-authorship in the Hu-
manities is penalized by research assessment agencies, while it is not so in Sweden or the United
Kingdom. Actually, the Spanish research assessment agency (CNEAI), for instance, explicitly states
initsassessment criteria for the Linguistics panel (under which TS scholars are assessed) that au-
thorship is expected to be individual. Co-authorship is only accepted if either the research topic or
the methodological approach justify the need for more authors. Nevertheless, to obtain a positive
research assessmentauthorship must not exceed the norm within the discipline (ANECA, 2015: 27).

3 Forotherapproaches to co-authorship credit assignment, see Joseph (2014: 6-8).
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2. Data and methods
2.1. Existing databases as sources of information

Gathering empirical data on the object of study enables us to make informed decisions about
which is the best (personal) strategy to follow in this respect. The largest commercial, mainly
experimental-science-oriented, citation databases such as Web of Science (WoS - JCR) or Sco-
pus (SJR) present an inadequate coverage of TS publications. In 2017 only 8.5% and 27% of TS
current journals were indexed in the JCR and SJR, respectively, whereas books were virtually
non-existent* Therefore, data have been retrieved from different sources, such as World of
Science (WoS) Journal Citation Reports (JCR), Co-author Index, Google Scholar Metrics (GSM),
SCOPUS SCImago Journal & Country Rank (SJR), RETI and the BITRA database (Franco Aixelg,
2001-2018). Since the two most worldwide used citation databases are not representative of
research carried out in our field, the data used in this present research has been mainly ex-
tracted from BITRA for the following five reasons.

Firstly, itis the most comprehensive international database with bibliographic data for
scholarly TS publications, including over 69,000 records as of April 2017.

Secondly, using a bibliographical database that transcends journal articles, including all
types of TS documents, as well as publications not written in English that are seldom cov-
ered by most prestigious traditional indexes, represents a major advantage for bibliometric
research in our field.

Thirdly, evaluations based on citation analyses in the social sciences and humanities re-
quire longitudinal data to better reflect the long-term use in their literatures (Huang and
Chang, 2008: 1,826). BITRA allows us to carry out a large-scale study on citation patterns of TS
academic literature contingent on authorship type covering alengthy time span (1961-2015).

Fourthly, BITRA has already collected citation data from over 10% of its entries. This rela-
tively new feature, with almost 100,000 citations already assigned to the corresponding cited
documentss, is a good solution for overcoming the limits of existing data sources and opens
up new research perspectives, since itallows for systematic research into data combinations
such as co-authorship and impact, which is one of our main concerns here.

Last but not least, thereisaconsensusin the literature that citation counts of publica-
tions from different fields should not be directly compared with each other. Consequently,

4 Dataobtained from RETI (see Biblioteca d’Humanitats. Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona, 2018).
5  Forfurtherinformation about the sample, see http://dti.ua.es/en/bitra/impact.html.
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we need to normalize citation impactindicators,and a key issue in the calculation of these
normalized citation impact indicators is the way in which the concept of a scientific field
is operationalized. One of the possible ways this can be undertaken is through predefined
database fields (Wouters et al, 2015: v). BITRA is a comprehensive database containing
structured information on the various types of output in TS. Using a TS-specific database
solves the problem of the delineation of an appropriate set of publications for use as a
comparison or reference set. We are thus carrying out a form of source-normalization i.e,
we choose to eliminate the underlying discipline-related difference in the citation behav-
ior of the citing authors. For further information about the normalization of our data,
please refer to subsection 2.3.

However, whenever possible, efforts have been made to triangulate and provide more
comprehensive data by performing complementary searches in all the other aforementioned
databases when applicable®.

2.2. From BITRA to a comprehensive ad hoc database for the analysis of cita-
tion patterns in Translation Studies

In April 2017, BITRA contained 69,056 documents (many of them previous to our period of
study or without citations). All document types but PhD theses and journal special issues
were selected, namely books, book chapters in edited volumes, and journal articles’. To per-
form our analysis, all documents included in BITRA were exported and converted into a new
database. In order to work with a homogeneous sample, a period of analysis ranging from
1961 to 2015 (after which only a small percentage of the citations has been detected as yet)
was established and documents published before 1961 and after 2015 were deleted from the
database. Once the database was built, it was checked to find and correct errors. After the
cleaning process, our database contained 23,632 cited documents and 40,608 non-cited docu-
ments (64,240 documents altogether). The percentage of non-cited documents (65.24%) is very
outstanding but usual in bibliometrics (De Bellis, 2009: 85).

With our database, the type of authorship was analysed in relation to the publication
format (book, article, and book chapter) and publication period (1961-1980, 1981-2000, and
2001-2015).

6  Translation Studies Bibliography (TSB) was also initially included as a source; unfortunately, its
search engine did not enable us to retrieve data about co-authorship.

7 Journal special issues and PhD theses were excluded from our study because they are by default
co-authored and single-authored document types, respectively. However, the journal articles in-
cluded in these special issues did form part of the analysis.
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2.3. Data preparation and normalization

Each publication type or format presents differences in the density of documents published
and number of citations detected in each period. This could affect the analysis and, as De
Bellis (2009: 116) observes, “[a] corrective factoris required if citation rates are to be adjusted
for changes in the size for the citing population (..).” Thus, we needed to normalize the cita-
tion count for each publication to correct possible bias caused by the publication type and
publication yearinouranalysis. To do so, we calculated the average normalized citation score
(Waltman, 2016) for each document in relation to its publication type and publication year.
The mean and standard deviation for the documents of each type of authorship and for each
publication type and period were computed.

Distribution of the number of authors for all documents and for co-authored documents
was checked using Q-Q plots and the Shapiro-Wilk test. Because of the nature of the data that
were being analysed, the normality assumption could not be met® Transforming our data to
meet this assumption could distort the interpretation of the results. Thus, all comparisons
between publication periods were carried out with the Kruskal-Wallis test as an omnibus test
and the Mann-Whitney’s U test for the post-hoc tests with the Bonferroni correction. Effect
sizes are provided for all tests. When comparing between authorship types in each publica-
tion period, the Mann-Whitney’s U test was employed. We set the alpha level at 5%.

3. Co-authorship in Translation Studies: evolution and current situation

3.1. Co-authorship as a rising phenomenon in the Humanities and Social
Sciences

While collaborative authorship is commonplace in the sciences, itis less soin the Humanities.
Joseph (2014) reports the following percentages of co-authorship: 70% in Biology, 78% in the
field of Agriculture, 83% in Chemistry, and 90% in Astronomy, to give just a few examples.
Whereas a recent study by Kuld and O’Hagan (2018) found that by 2014 75% of papers pub-
lished in top-ranked economics journals were co-authored.

According to Moody (2004) in the Humanities and Literature, co-authorship is a marginal
phenomenon. However, Lariviere et al. (2015: 1330-1) claim that from 1900 onwards, co-author-
ship, inter-institutional collaboration, and international collaboration have been increasing
in the Humanities. More specifically, they state that single-authored papers decreased in the

8 Non-normal distribution is the norm in bibliometric studies, where productivity and impact are
“markedly skewed, conforming to a hyperbolic pattern” (De Bellis, 2009: 77; cf. also De Bellis, 2009:
84-88 and 209).
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Social Sciences and Humanities from 97% in 1900 to 38% in 2001, which means that the ma-
jority of contemporary papers are the result of some sort of collaboration.

The figures given by Lariviéere et al. (2015) are higher than those given by the online ap-
plication Co-author Index (Delgado et al, 2016), according to which only 16.3% of articles in
Linguistics during the 1999-2015 period were co-authored.

Whileitissafe tosay that TS cannot boast of a tradition of collaborative authorship, ways
of conducting research evolve in all disciplines, and TS is no exception. To be able to describe
current research practices and establish well-informed assessment criteria regarding collab-
orative authorship, we first need a clear idea of how it has evolved and the current state of
affairs. Thus, the next sections look at co-authorship in relation to its evolution over the years,
document type, and the average number of authors found in co-authored documents.

3.2. Evolution of co-authorship in TS

The average percentage of co-authorship as faras TS journals are concerned was 21% accord-
ing to Co-author Index, which clearly shows that co-authorship is more common in TS than
in the broader field of Linguistics. However, data from this online resource has to be treated
with some caution: first, the time span covered is relatively short (16 years), second, it only
includes 12 TSjournals and no selection criteria are given; and last but not least, it is not sys-
tematic in the number of years and articles mined for each journal®. So, the data yielded by
this search engine cannot be considered conclusive.

According to BITRA’s data, from its 64,240 entries registered for our whole period (1961-
2015) at the time of writing this article, only 10,266 (16%) are co-authored contributions®.

The thousands of results yielded by BITRA (see figure 1) show a spectacular increase in the
percentage of co-authored TS documents over time (scarcely 7.4% until 1970, but rising to as
much as 25.1% in the 21st century).

9 TSjournalsincluded and years covered for each one are: 1611: Revista de Historia de la Traduccion
(2007-2015), Babel: International Journal of Translation (2011-2015), Estudios de Traduccidn (2011-
2015), Hermeneus (1999-2014), Interpreter and Translator Trainer (2007-2015), MonT/ (2009-2015),
Quaderns: Revista de Traduccio (1999-2015), Hikma (2002-2013), Livius (1999), Perspectives: Studies
in Translatology (1999-2015), Sendebar (1999-2015), and Target (2008-2015).

10 When acontribution has “Various authors” in the “author” field, this means that it was published
without any specific authorship. These cases have been treated as co-authored contributions in
this study, since arevision of the sub-corpus clearly shows that these “anonymous” works system-
atically consist of conference proceedings and corporate or institutional publications.

165




ONOMAZEIN 47 (March 2020): 158 - 194
Sara Rovira-Esteva, Javier Franco Aixeld and Christian Olalla-Soler

Abibliometric study of co-authorship in Translation Studies

FIGURE 1
Evolution of co-authored TS works for the whole period of analysis (1961-2015). Source: BITRA (April 2017)

In order to determine whether this increase in co-authorship has stabilized or is likely to
continue, data for the 21st century were analyzed in three-year blocks (see figure 2). Results
show that there is a steady increase towards more co-authorship, reaching 26.5% in the last

period analyzed (2013-2015).

FIGURE 2
Evolution of TS co-authored works in the 21st century. Source: BITRA (April 2017)
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3.3. Co-authorship in TS in relation to document type

If we look at co-authored publicationsin relation to document type, those which rank highest
are books (27.8%). Journal articles (11.2%) and book chapters (9.0%) are the document types
with a lower percentage of co-authorship—see figure 3. This means that books are twice
more frequently co-authored compared with the other two types of publications. A feasible
explanation for the high percentage of co-authored books is that writing a book normally
implies a greater effort than a chapter or an article, and this encourages co-authorship. It
should also be noted that conference proceedings tend to be published as books and usually
have more than one editor.

FIGURE 3
Percentage of authorship type in relation to document type. Source: BITRA (April 2017)

3.4. Average number of authors in Translation Studies

We do not know what number of authorsis considered appropriate in TS by institutional eval-
uators. According to Lariviere et al. (2006: 5), the mean number of authors in the Natural Sci-
ences, Social Sciences and Humanities is 1.72,1.30 and 1.03, respectively, while Harzing (2010)
affirms that Social Sciences and Humanities articles have 1.6 authors on average. Pérez-Pare-
des (2016: 8) analyzed 2013’s Google Scholar Metrics top 20 journals in the field of Applied
Linguistics according to their hs-index, and found that the average number of authors in the
areas of Language and Linguistics, Foreign Language Learning and English Language and
Literature were 2.2,2.2and 1.4, respectively. Therefore, he claims that single-authored papers
are not the norm in the case of highest impactjournals in these disciplines.
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The average number of authors in Linguistics for the 1999-2015 period according to the
Co-author Indexis 1.18 in Spanish journals and 1.86 in international journals®.

Rovira-Esteva and Orero (2011: 238-39) reviewed a sample of 500 articles from Thompson
Reuters’indexed TS journals covering a three-year period (2007-2009) and concluded that the
average number of authors was 1.18.

Turning toTSjournalsincluded in Co-author Index, the average number according to this
online application is 1.31 (see figure 4 for the average number of authors of TS journals for
the 1999-2015 period).

FIGURE 4
Average number of authors of TS journals for the period 1999-2015. Source: Delgado et al. (2016)

However, there are notable differences between journals (see figure 5). While the average
in some is very close to one (1611 Revista de Historia de la Traduccidn, Estudios de Traduc-

11 Co-author Index does not define what it is meant by “international journals”. However, since this
tool has been developed by a Spanish research group, and their webpage is only in Spanish, it can
be implicitly understood that they refer to those journals not based in Spain. It should also be
noted that 2015 is the last year available.
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cidn, Hikma, and Quaderns: Revista de Traduccid), the average for Target, The Interpreter and
Translator Trainer, and Perspectives: Studies in Translatology is 1.41, 1.62 and 1.86, respec-
tively. Therefore, in the case of TS, there also seems to be a higher percentage of co-authored
articles in internationally-oriented journals.

FIGURE 5
Average number of authors of TS journals for the 1999-2015 period. Source: Delgado et al. (2016)

In any case, since all the above-mentioned studies feature rather small samples and do
not include all types of documents, results cannot be taken as a reference for the disci-
pline as a whole.

In BITRA, the average number of authorsin TS publications across the entire time period
covered (1961-2015) is 1.21. However, it is interesting to note that this mean has increased
over time and it stands at 1.34 in the 21st century (see table 1). If we restrict our analysis
only to co-authored documents, we find that the average number of authors in the 21st
century is 2.59.
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TABLE 1
Evolution of the mean number of authors in TS. Source: BITRA (April 2017)
1961-1980 1981-2000 2001-2015 MEAN
All documents 1.10 (Mdn = 1.20 (Mdn = 134 (Mdn = 121 (Mdn =
1;,SD =0.43) 1;,SD =0.59) 1;,SD =0.74) 1,SD=0.59)
Co-authored 236 (Mdn = 2.43 (Mdn = 2.59 (Mdn = 2.46 (Mdn =
documents® 2;SD=0.82) 2;SD=0.94) 2;SD=1.22) 2;SD =0.99)

Differences were found among periods (H[2] =377.003; p < 0.001;1?>=0.02). A statistically signif-
icant difference was found between the first and second periods in the mean of authors for
alldocuments (U = 8514946.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r=0.06) and between the second
and third one (U = 54866034.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.08). However, although the
Kruskal-Wallis test identified statistical differences among periods regarding the number of
authorsin co-authored publications (H[2] = 20.566; p < 0.001; 1? = 0.001), a statistical difference
was only found between the second and third periods (U = 1581750.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni
corrected, r=0.06),and not between the first and second periods (U = 89809; p = 0.999, Bonfer-
roni corrected, r =0.02). Thus, it can be concluded that the number of authors has increased
significantly since 1961, although the number of authors within co-authored documents has
increased in the last period only. The fact that the standard deviation increases over time
means that the number of authors for each document is more variable as time goes by.

Insum, despite the factthatresearchinourdisciplineisstillmainlyindividual ordual,itisin-
teresting to observe that thereis aclear tendency towards more collaborative writing, and that
the percentage of co-authored papersis higher now than in some related disciplines. What can
beconsidered average or“normal”in the field should take into account this tendency along with
other factors, such as the research topic, the methodology, the background and nationality of
the members of the team, as well as the nature of the collaboration. However, such an analysis
necessarilyimpliesa more qualitative approach to research outputs analysis and assessment.

In this connection, another variable to be taken into account is the idiosyncrasy of re-
search teams or degree of international cooperation. Rikken (2016) went through the whole
set of publications included in ResearchGate comprising all fields of knowledge and found
that publications written by international teams had a median of five authors, while publi-
cations written by researchers from the same country had four, which is clearly higher than
in TS. Nonetheless, further research into this topic would necessitate gathering information
about authors’ affiliation, which falls outside the scope of this article.

12 Thoseunsigned entries with the generic label “various authors” have been excluded from this esti-
mation, sinceitis not possible to determine how many authors are responsible foreach document.

1/0
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4.1s there a co-authorship citation advantage in Translation Studies?

After reviewing the literature, Leimu and Koricheva (2005: 438) pointed out that the number
of authors has been shown to increase the citation rates of individual articles in some dis-
ciplines, while in other fields no such relationship has been proved. Sooryamoorthy’s (2009)
case study with South African publications reached the same conclusion. Since it has been
shown thatinsomedisciplines higherimpactindexes are directly related to a higher number
of authors per contribution, the same analysis needs to be performed with TS publications.
We understand there is a co-authorship citation advantage when the average citation of
co-authored articles is higher in relation to single-authored articles.

4.1. Evolution of citation rates by authorship type in Translation Studies

As faras we know, the effects of academic collaboration on the quality and visibility of the re-
sulting publications has not yet been studied in TS. So, a quantitative analysis was carried out
using the data obtained from 64,240 documents as mined in BITRA. At this point, it should be
pointed out that BITRA excludes self-citing—which can be considered a confounderin terms
of impact—, and this might be, in principle, a disadvantage for co-authored contributions,
since the more authors a given publication has, the more potential self-citers there will be.

As already mentioned, entries in BITRA according to co-authorship type from 1961 to 2015
are distributed as follows: 53,974 (84%) contributions are single-authored and 10,266 (16%)
are co-authored. After combining the authorship type variable with that for citations, several
results were obtained, which are grouped in table 2in three differentroughly 20-year periods
(1961-1980, 1981-2000 and 2001-2015).

TABLE 2

Number and percentage of TS documents in citation intervals over time in relation to authorship type®

YEAR SPAN & 1961-1980 1961-1980 1981-2000 1981-2000 2001-2015 2001-2015

AUTHORSHIP SINGLE- Cco- SINGLE- Co- SINGLE- Cco-

TYPE AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED
3,658 312 21,648 3,429 28,668 6,525

# documents (92.14%) (7.86%) (86.33%) (13.67%) (81.46%) (18.54%)

# citations 8,337 761 40,362 7,282 23,639 6,499

detected (91.64%) (8.36%) (84.72%) (15.28%) (78.44%) (21.56%)

13 Percentages shown in tables 2-5 have been calculated in relation to the total TS documents and
citations detected in each period.
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Normalized
mean of 1.02(SD 1.02(SD 1.02(SD 0.96 (SD 1.01(SD 1.00(SD
citations per =1.81) =1.87) =2.04) =1.81) =1.34) =1.30)
document
o citations 2,059 179 12,613 2,047 19,636 4,074
detected (52.29%) (57.37%) (58.26%) (59.70%) (68.49%) (62.44%)
1citation 1,599 133 9,035 1,382 9,032 2,451
at least (47.71%) (42.63%) (41.74%) (40.30%) (31.51%) (37.56%)
P 1,470 120 8,269 1248 8686 2350
1o cltations (4019%)  (38.46%) (3820%)  (3640%)  (3030%)  (36.02%)
P 104 11 681 115 318 95
1049 citations (2.84%) (3.53%) (3.15%) (3.35%) (1.11%) (1.46%)
PO 12 1 46 13 23 6
5099 cltations (0.33%) (0.31%) (0.21%) (0.38%) (0.08%) (0.09%)
. 13 1 39 6 5 0
2100 cltations (0.36%) (0.31%) (0.18%) (0.17%) (0.02%) (0.00%)
Source: BITRA (April 2017)

An analysis of the percentage of single and co-authored documents in each period showed
that the ratios of single-authored documents decrease over time (1961-1980: 92.14%; 1981-
2000: 86.33%; 2001-2015: 81.46%), while the percentage of co-authored documents increases
(1961-1980: 7.86%; 1981-2000: 13.67%; 2001-2015: 18.54%). The same pattern is found when
analyzing the percentage of citations accrued by single and co-authored documents in
each period: the percentage of citations accrued by single-authored documents decreases
over time (1961-1980: 91.64%; 1981-2000: 84.72%; 2001-2015: 78.44%), while the percentage
accrued by co-authored documents increases (1961-1980: 8.36%; 1981-2000: 15.28%; 2001-
2015: 21.56%).

A Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there were statistically significant differences be-
tween periods for single-authored publications regarding the mean number of citations ob-
tained (H[2] = 666.258; p < 0.001; ? = 0.03). Statistically significant differences, although the
size effects are rather small, were found between the 1961-1980 (M = 1.02; Mdn = 0.50) and the
1981-2000 periods (M =1.02; Mdn =0.47) (U = 56312041.50; p < 0.05, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.03)
and between the 1981-2000 and the 2001-2015 periods (U = 56312041.50; p < 0.001, Bonferroni
corrected, r=0.22). In the case of co-authored publications, after running a Kruskal-wallis test
(H[2] =174.354; p <0.001;m? = 0.04), a statistical difference regarding the mean of citations was
found between the 1981-2000 and the 2001-2015 periods (U = 56312041.50; p < 0.001, Bonferroni
corrected, r=0.25), but not between the 1961-1980 and 1981-2000 periods (U = 87387.5; p = 0.999,
Bonferroni corrected, r=0.05).
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Tosumup, as far as single-authored contributions are concerned, the mean citations per
document does not vary from a descriptive perspective, although the differences between
consecutive time periods were statistically significant. This could be due to the variability
in the dispersion: there are more citations, but these are more dispersed, implying a higher
heterogeneity in the number of citations per document. It could also be a symptom of along
citation window in TS since, as Rovira-Esteva et al. (forthcoming) concluded in their study of
citation patternsin TS, the probability for a TS document to be cited for the first time many
years after publication is high, especially for articles and book chapters, ranging from a like-
lihood of 0.3 to 0.1 from the 11th to the 24th year.

Again, a Mann-Whitney U-test was run to determine if there were differences between
types of authorship. Differences are significant between the mean number of citations ac-
crued during the first period by single-authored publications (M =1.02; Mdn = 0.50) as opposed
to collective ones (M =1.02; Mdn =0.42) (U = 93674; p <0.05,r = 0.12). This difference is also found
in the second period (single-authored M =1.02 and Mdn = 0.47; co-authored M = 0.96 and Mdn
=0.33) (U =5826702.5; p <0.001, r =0.07). In the third period the differences were not significant
(U=11067488; p=0.993, r=0.01).

In conclusion, despite the fact that the mean citations per documentin the first and sec-
ond periods were found to be statistically different for single and co-authored documents,
these differences were rather small and do not show a citation advantage of one kind of
authorship over the other. The mean citations per document are also generally stable over
time for both single and co-authored documents. However, from a descriptive perspective,
we observed that, although the percentage of single-authored documents was larger both
forthe number of documents and number of citations detected, the percentage represented
by co-authored documents and their citations increased with time.

4.2. Evolution of citation rates in relation to document and authorship type

Theresults presented in the previous section were obtained without considering differences
between document types. The same calculation was then made taking this variable into ac-
count for books, articles and book chapters.

4.2.1. Evolution of citation rates in the case of TS books

The total number of books included in the analysis (1961-2015) is 8,417, which have accrued a
total of 35,934 citations, thus giving a mean of 4.3 citations per book. It is worth noting that
books are the publication type with the highest percentage of co-authored documents and
also of citations detected for co-authored documents of all the publication types analyzed.
Table 3 summarizes the results for books.
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TABLE 3
Number and percentage of books in citation intervals over time in relation to authorship type
YEAR SPAN & 1961-1980 1961-1980 1981-2000 1981-2000 2001-2015 2001-2015
AUTHORSHIP SINGLE- Co- SINGLE- Co- SINGLE- Co-
TYPE AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED
# books 715 182 2,854 1,129 2,232 1,305
(79.71%) (20.29%) (71.65%) (28.35%) (63.20%) (36.90%)
# citations 4,635 564 16,611 4,518 6,994 2,612
detected (89.15%) (10.85%) (78.62%) (21.38%) (72.81%) (27.19%)
Normalized
mean of 0.99 1.09 104 0.84 1.00 0.92
citations (SD=237) (SD=237) (SD =2.81) (SD =2.14) (SD =1.99) (SD =1.34)
per book
o0 citations 335 116 1,454 650 795 645
detected (46.85%) (63.74%) (50.95%) (57.57%) (35.62%) (49.43%)
1citation at 380 66 1,400 479 1,437 660
least detected (53.15%) (36.26%) (49.05%) (42.43%) (64.38%) (50.57%)
o 320 56 1,106 395 1,294 601
1-9 citation
2 (44.75%) (30.77%) (38.75%) (34.99%) (57.97%) (46.05)
PP 41 9 229 66 117 54
1049 cltations (5.73%) (4.95%) (8.02%) (5.85%) (5.24%) (4.14%)
0-99 citations 8 0 32 12 - 5
5099 (1.12%) (0.00%) (1.12%) (1.06%) (0.94%) (0.38%)
o 11 1 33 6 5 0
2100 citations (1.54%) (0.55%) (1.16%) (0.53%) (0.22%) (0%)
Source: BITRA (April 2017)

An analysis of the results of single and co-authored books in each period showed that the per-
centage of single-authored books decreases over time (1961-1980: 79.71%; 1981-2000: 71.65%;
2001-2015: 63.10%), while the percentage of co-authored books increases (1961-1980: 20.29%;
1981-2000: 28.35%; 2001-2015: 36.90%). The same pattern is found when analyzing the percent-
age of citations accrued by single and co-authored books in each period: the percentage of
citationsaccrued by single-authored books decreases over time (1961-1980: 89.15%; 1981-2000:
78.62%; 2001-2015: 72.81%), while the percentage accrued by co-authored books increases
(1961-1980: 10.85%; 1981-2000: 21.38%; 2001-2015: 27.19%).

A Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there were statistically significant differences be-
tween time periods for single-authored books regarding the mean number of citations ob-
tained (H[2] = 250.392; p < 0.001; * = 0.08). Statistically significant differences were found be-
tween the 1981-2000 and 2001-2015 periods (U = 677699.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r =
0.33), but not between the 1961-1980 and 1981-2000 periods (U = 265941.5; p = 0.999, Bonferroni
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corrected, r=0.01). In the case of co-authored books, after running a Kruskal-Wallis test (H[2]
=109.313; p < 0.001; * = 0.09), a statistical difference was found between the 1981-2000 and
2001-2015 periods (U = 102461, p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.35), but not between the
1961-1980 and 1981-2000 periods (U = 15714.5; p = 0.999, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.01).

A Man-Whitney U-test was run to determine if there were differences between types of
authorship in the case of books. Differences were non-significant in all periods (1961-1980: U
=12370.5; p =0.861, r = 0.01; 1981-2000: U = 331462; p = 0.708, I = 0.01; 2001-2015: U = 459614; p =
0.255,r=0.03)i.e,as faras books are concerned our results do not show a citation advantage
forany specificauthorship type.

Summarizing, there seems to be adescending trend in citing single-authored books when
comparing the 1981-2000 and 2001-2015 periods, while in these same periods there seems to
be an ascending trend in citing co-authored books. However, these trends are very subtle
descriptively. To confirm this trend the same calculations should be carried out again when
data foralonger citation window are available.

4.2.2. Evolution of citation rates in the case of TS articles

The total number of journal articles included in the period analyzed (1961-2015) is 29,083. The
BITRA database has so far detected 26,344 citations for these documents, which means that
articles have been cited on average 0.91 times each.

TABLE 4
Number and percentage of articles in citation intervals over time in relation to authorship type

YEAR SPAN & 1961-1980 1961-1980 1981-2000 1981-2000 2001-2015 2001-2015
AUTHORSHIP SINGLE- Cco- SINGLE- Cco- SINGLE- Co-
TYPE AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED
#articles 2,132 125 9,623 1,143 12,989 2,941
(94.46%) (5.54%) (89.38%) (10.62%) (81.54%) (18.46%)
# citations 1,826 105 11,709 1,310 9,025 2,369
detected (94.56%) (5.44%) (89.94%) (10.06%) (79.21%) (20.79%)
Normalized
mean of 102 101 101 0.97 0.95 0.99
citations (SD = 1.55) (SD=113) (SD =1.84) (SD =1.50) (SD =1.16) (SD=1.12)
per article
o citations 1,357 82 5,847 694 8,924 1,887
detected (63.65%) (65.6%) (60.76%) (60.72%) (68.70%) (64.16%)
1citation at 775 43 3,776 449 3,974 1,054

least detected (36.35%) (34.4%) (39.24%) (39.28%) (30.60%) (35.84%)
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PR 745 41 3,528 423 3,857 1,025
19 cltation (34.94%) (32.8%) (36.66%) (37.01%) (29.69%) (34.85%)
P 28 2 237 25 115 29
10-49 citations (1.31%) (1.60%) (2.46%) (2.19%) (0.89%) (0.99%)
0-99 citations 2 0 9 . 2 0
50-99 (0.09%) (0.00%) (0.09%) (0.09%) (0.02%) (0.00%)
>100 citations 0 0 2 0 0 0
b (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.02%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)
Source: BITRA (April, 2017)

An analysis of the percentage of single and co-authored articles in each period showed that
the percentage of single-authored articles decreases over time (1961-1980: 94.46%; 1981-2000:
89.38%; 2001-2015: 81.54%), while the percentage of co-authored articles increases (1961-1980:
5.54%; 1981-2000: 10.62%; 2001-2015: 18.46%). The same pattern is found when analyzing the
percentage of citations accrued by single and co-authored articles in each period: the per-
centage of citations accrued by single-authored articles decreases over time (1961-1980:
94.56%; 1981-2000: 89.94%; 2001-2015: 79.21%), while the percentage accrued by co-authored
articles increases (1961-1980: 5.44%; 1981-2000: 10.06%; 2001-2015; 20.79%).

A Kruskal-Wallis test indicated that there were statistically significant differences be-
tween time periods for single-authored articles regarding the mean number of citations ob-
tained (H[2] = 242.470; p <0.001;1?=0.03). These differences were found between the 1961-1980
and 1981-2000 periods (U = 1245958.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.15), and the 1981-
2000 and 2001-2015 periods (U = 6012794.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.20). In the case
of co-authored articles, after running a Kruskal-Wallis test (H[2] = 48.617; p < 0.001; 1> = 0.03), a
statistically significant difference was found between the 1981-2000 and 2001-2015 periods
(U=184017.5; p<0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r=0.22), but not between the 1961-1980 and 1981-
2000 periods (U =8121.5; p =0.138, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.16).

A Mann-Whitney U-test was run to determine if there were differences between types
of authorship in the case of articles. Differences were significant in the 2001-2015 period (U
=1976971; p < 0.01, r = 0.06), while they were not in the 1961-1980 period (U = 15979; p = 0.644,
r=0.04) and in the 1981-2000 period (U = 829825.5; p = 0.451, r = 0.02) i.e, as far as articles are
concerned our results show a slight citation advantage for co-authorship starting from 2001.

4.2.3. Evolution of citation rates in the case of TS book chapters

As far as book chapters are concerned, the period analyzed (1961-2015) comprises 25,688 doc-
uments altogether, for which 24,602 citations have been detected in BITRA so far (see table 5).
Taking these data as a whole, the average citations per book chapter is 0.96.
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TABLE 5

Number and percentage of books chapters in citation intervals over time in relation to authorship type

YEAR SPAN & 1961-1980 1961-1980 1981-2000 1981-2000 2001-2015 2001-2015
AUTHORSHIP SINGLE- CO- SINGLE- Co- SINGLE- CO-
TYPE AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED AUTHORED
786 30 8,814 1,047 12,927 2,084
# book chapter (96.32%) (3.68%) (89.38%) (10.62%) (86.12%) (13.88%)
# citations 1,876 92 12,042 1,454 7,620 1,518
detected (95.33%) (4.67%) (89.23%) (10.77%) (83.39%) (16.61%)
Normalizedmean 1.07 0.85 1.02 1.07 1.07 1.09

of citations per (SD=169) (SD=141)  (SD=189) (SD=169)  (SD=119)  (SD=148)

book chapter
o citations 342 6 4,955 593 9,306 1,347
detected (43.51%) (20.00%) (56.22%) (56.64%) (71.99%) (64.64%)
1citation at 444 24 3,859 454 3,621 737
least detected (56.49%) (80.00%) (43.78%) (43.36%) (28.01%) (35.36%)
PR 406 23 3,635 430 3,535 724
o citations (51.65%) (76.67%) (41.24%) (41.07%) (27.35%) (34.74%)
_ L 35 0 215 24 86 12
1049 citations (4.45%) (0.00%) (2.44%) (2.29%) (0.67%) (0.58%)
0-99 citations 2 1 > 0 0 .
50-99 (0.25%) (3.34%) (0.06%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.05%)
> 100 citations > ° 4 0 0 0
- (0.25%) (0.00%) (0.05%) (0.00%) (0.00%) (0.00%)

Source: BITRA (April 2017)

An analysis of the percentage of single and co-authored book chapters in each period showed
that the percentage of single-authored book chapters decreases over time (1961-1980: 96.32%;
1981-2000: 89.38%; 2001-2015: 86.12%), while the percentage of co-authored book chapters in-
creases (1961-1980: 3.68%; 1981-2000: 10.62%; 2001-2015: 13.88%), but not as much as journal
articles. The same pattern is found when analyzing the percentage of citations accrued by
single and co-authored book chapters in each period: the percentage of citations accrued
by single-authored book chapters decreases over time (1961-1980: 95.33%; 1981-2000: 89.23%;
2001-2015: 83.39%), while the percentage accrued by co-authored book chapters increases
(1961-1980: 4.67%; 1981-2000: 10.77%; 2001-2015: 16.61%), but again not as much as journal arti-
clesinthelast period. Indeed, these increasesin the percentage of co-authored book chapters
and in the percentage of citations accrued by co-authored book chapters are the smallest
ones within the publication types under analysis.

AKruskal-Wallis testindicated that there were statistically significant differencesamong
time periods for single-authored book chapters regarding the mean number of citations ob-

177




ONOMAZEIN 47 (March 2020): 158 - 194
Sara Rovira-Esteva, Javier Franco Aixeld and Christian Olalla-Soler
Abibliometric study of co-authorship in Translation Studies

tained (H[2] = 411.304; p < 0.001; * = 0.05). Statistically significant differences were found be-
tween the 1961-1980 and 1981-2000 periods (U = 814476.5; p < 0.05, Bonferroni corrected, r =
0.04), and between the 1981-2000 and 2001-2015 periods (U = 5120109.5; p < 0.001, Bonferroni
corrected, r =0.26). In the case of co-authored book chapters, after running a Kruskal-wallis
test (H[2] = 47.897; p <0.001;? = 0.04), a statistically significant difference was found between
the 1981-2000 and 2001-2015 periods (U = 130407; p < 0.001, Bonferroni corrected, r = 0.22), but
not between the 1961-1980 and 1981-2000 periods (U = 4700.5; p = 0.916, Bonferroni corrected,
r=0.13). According to these data, we can affirm that book chapters accrued a higher mean of
citations per documentin the last period analyzed regardless of authorship type than in the
previous periods.

A Mann-Whitney U-test was run to determine if there were differences between types of
authorship in the case of book chapters. No statistically significant differences were found
inany period (1961-1980: U = 4586; p = 0.246, r = 0.13; 1981-2000: U = 834572.5; p = 0.091, I = 0.05;
2001-2015: U =1295722; p=0.182,r=0.03),i.e, as faras book chapters are concerned, our results
do not show a citation advantage for any specific authorship type.

4.3. International collaboration in Translation Studies

International collaboration—understood as those publications signed by at least two au-
thors working in different countries—increases citation rates in some disciplines. For in-
stance, Fry etal (2009: 31-32) state that, “[d]espite some disagreement, there is evidence that
co-authorship gains more citations than single authored papers and collaboration with an
author from another country increases it more.” In this vein, a number of authors (Katz and
Hicks, 1997; Narin and Whitlow, 1991; Goldfinch et al, 2003; Sooryamoorthy, 2009; Nomaler et
al, 2013) also observed that international collaboration increases citation rates more than
domestic collaboration. According to Rikken (2016), the median number of citations of re-
search documents for the 23 countries analyzed in his study was always higherin the case of
publications with international collaboration.

Van Raan (1998) shows in his case study that self-citation should not be considered as the
only or even main explanation for the higher impact of international co-authorship. In his
own words (Van Raan, 1998: 427):

International collaboration oftenimplies a considerable ‘broadening’ of the audiences around the
authors, enhanced by more intensive ‘networking’ which is characteristic for ‘internationality’ of
research. Therefore it is reasonable to posit that a ‘genuine’ increase of impact, i.e, not based on
self-citing strategies alone, will occur.

Therefore, it would be interesting to explore the behavior of TS scholarsin this respect to find
out whether thereisalso a positive citation advantage in the case of international collabora-
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tion. However, since the available TS databases do not provide information about the institu-
tions scholars belong to, we will look for indirect evidence, through available datain journals.

We first consulted Scopus SJR 2016 h-index*, since itincludes a relatively high number of
TS journals (25% of the total active journals according to RETI)*, and it is the only source of-
fering both ajournal ranking and data aboutinternational collaboration. We searched for the
rates of international collaboration and h-index of the 32 TS journals included for 2012-2016
(see table 6) as this was the period that included data for most of the journals. Four journals
were finally excluded because there were no data available for them?. We then consulted
GSM hs-index, and the JIF in WoS, both for 2016. Triangulating data from three different sourc-
esenabled us to obtain a more general and complete picture of journals’ impact, since these
indexes complement each other.

TABLE 6
Ratio of international collaboration, SJR h-index, GSM hs-index and JIF in WoS of TS journals¥

% INTERNATIONAL COLLABORATION MEAN SJR GSM JIF

Journal 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 222:;26 2016 2016 2016
Machine Translation 4000 3333 4286 3333 6667 43.23 20
Terminology 1667 2000 2500 1818 0 15.97 18 - 0.476
Interpreter and 20.00 0 7.69 2500 2174 14.89 7 11 0316
Translator Trainer : i i : ’ :
Target 0 0 1579 3500 2174 14.51 16 15 0.838
New Voices in

0 15.38 1250 2222  14.29 12.88 3

Translation Studies

Translation and

Interpreting 20.00 4.35 2143  16.67 0 12.49 5

Interpreting 9.59 0.00 9.09 20.00 20.00 11.74 18 - 0.421

Across languages

and cultures 667 714 1333 1538 1429 1136 9 - 0.148

Multilingua 5.56 6.45 370 1333  19.05 9.62 20 15 0.556

14 SCimago Journal Rank (SJR) h-index is an indicator based on journal’s number of articles (h) that
have received at least h citations over the whole period.

15 See Biblioteca d’Humanitats. Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona (2018).
16 Those journals excluded were fkala, Linguistica Antverpiensia, Mutatis Mutandis and Panace@®.

17 Journals have been ordered according to their average percentage of international collaboration
in descending order.
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Translationand 667 1333 1765 588 417 9.54 4 - 0177
Interpreting Studies
Babel 8.00 8.70 9.09 1000 882 8.92 6 6 0.082
Languages in contrast 16.67 8.33 8.33 7.69 0 8.20 g
Perspectives 857 7.89 0 1552 426 7.25 9
Jransiation and 0 0 000 2500 588 618 6 4
Lebende Sprachen 0 5.56 0.00 6.25 18.75 6.11 2 3
Translation Review 0 16.67 6.67 0 5.56 5.78 3 2
Interpreter's Newsletter ~ 12.50 0 14.29 0 0 5.36 3
Hermeneus 18.08 0 0 0 0 3.62 1
Translation Studies 0 7.41 6.45 263 0 330 7 10 0.289
Translator 0 0 385 1053 0 288 15 9 0.483
Sendebar 0 0 0 9.90 0 1.98 2 4
Meta 0 0 0 435 8 247 15 1
Skase 0 0 0 0 10 2 2
InTRAlinea 0 0 0 6.25 0 1.25 1
Quaderns 0 5.56 0 0 0 111 4 6
Palimpsestes 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Trans 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Hermes 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
Mean by year 6.75 5.72 7.78 10.83 8.68 7.95

Source: Rovira-Esteva et al. (2017), SJR (2018), WoS (2018)

The data obtained from this sample show that the degree of international cooperation varies
a greatdeal among journals. Forinstance, while three journals did not publish a single interna-
tional collaboration article during the five years under study, in the case of Machine Translation
this kind of collaboration accounts on average for more than 40% of published articles. One
reason for these differences could be the respective scopes of these journals: although they
areallrelated to TS, some tend to focus on very specific topics. For instance, it seems that schol-
ars involved in machine translation research tend more towards international co-authorship
than those studying literary translation. Rikken (2016) found that 43% of all papers published
in the previous five years from different fields were written by international research teams,
although this varied greatly from one country to another, ranging from 23% in Turkey to 63.6%
in Singapore. If we take Rikken as a reference, the results obtained for TS from this sample are
surprisingly low, since the average percentage of international collaboration for the 2012-2016
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period is 7.95% and only eight out of the 28 (28.57%) TS journals included in the analysis feature
amean above the 10% threshold of international cooperation. In this same vein, Lariviere et al.
(2006: 526) state that the percentage of international collaboration in the Humanities for most
countriesis stagnantand very low, and that between 1998-2002 only China and Hong Kong had
an international collaboration rate above 15%. Rikken (2016) concludes that “[t]he nature and
magnitude of collaboration vary from one discipline to another,and depend upon such factors
as the nature of the research problem, the research environment, and demographic factors”

International collaboration in TS is still a more marginal phenomenon than in the Social
Sciences and Humanities, where Lariviere et al. (2015) found it accounted for 16.4% of all pa-
persin2011. A fairly optimistic conclusion that can be drawn from table 6 is that there seems
to be a trend towards more international cooperation (rising from 6.75% in 2012 to 10.83% in
2015, but dropping again to 8.68% in 2016).

Itis especially noteworthy that the journals with a higher international cooperation are
not always listed in the top two quartiles of impact indexes, although 12 out of the 14 jour-
nals in the first two quartiles of international collaboration are also situated in one of the
first two impact quartiles of at least one of the indexes included®. That is to say, despite the
fact that with the data available it is difficult to assess if higher international collaboration
rates correlate with a positive citation advantage, journals with a higher ratio of internation-
al co-authorship tend to be better ranked in international indexes. Translation Studies, The
Translator and Meta would be the exceptions. Therefore, with these data a positive citation
advantage of international collaboration in the form of higher academic impact of the jour-
nal cannot be proved.

Thedifferent research cultures associated with topics, kind of research (quantitative ver-
sus qualitative), countries of origin, language of publication or the degree of localism of the
journal might well explain the differences observed between TS journals. It seems reasonable
to believe that theoretical work generally produces papers with fewer co-authors than ex-
perimental or applied research. On the other hand, the resulting collaboration rates must be
interpreted as being solely the output of journal articles, which are far from covering all the
research outputsinourdiscipline. Finally, sincein TSimpactin terms of citations can only be
expected to start being really visible at least five to six years after publication (Rovira-Esteva
et al, forthcoming), the data available probably do not provide enough perspective on the
matter. To be able toassess TSinternational cooperation, we need data gathered in a way that
can be analyzed against other comparable disciplines. Therefore, more research is needed to
get a broader picture of international collaboration practicesin TS.

18 The quartiles have been calculated by ordering each one of the indexes in descending order and
dividing the list of journals in two halves.
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4.4. Most cited co-authored contributions in Translation Studies

Since co-authorship perse does not yet seem to be the determining factor to achieve a higher
percentage of citationsin TS research outputs, we have attempted to discover what the most
cited TS co-authored works had in common, constituting possible variables liable to attract
colleagues’attention and citations. When queried about co-authored entries with 5o or more
citations for the period of study, BITRAyielded 25 results, which are listed in table 7 according
to their mean citations per year up to 2017 in descending order.

TABLE 7
TS co-authored publications with 250 citations®
AUTHORS YEAR KIND OF LANGUAGE # MEAN
DOCUMENT CITATIONS  CITS./ YEAR
. Discourse and )
Hatim; Mason the Translator 1990 Book English 340 126
Hatim; Mason zgaanjaLnnsilcaatforras 1997 Book English 240 12
Grundlegung GE?]TS??
Reiss; Vermeer einer allgemeinen 1984 Book S agnish" 317 9.6
Translationstheorie panish,
Finnish
DlacCinas;  pudlowievalTransiation: o, gook  fnglsh 62 62
Bassnett- Translationin .
McGuire; Bielsa Global News 2008 Sebl English 52 58
Bassnett - Post-colonial
McGuire, Translation: Theory 1998 Book English 109 5.7
Trivedi (eds.) and Practice
Bassnett- ) )
McGuire; ;;adnéﬁttfrr; History 1990 Book English 149 5§
Lefevere (eds.)
English;
. Spanish;
Nida; Taber g?i;hnesﬁ{iggd Practice 1969 Book German; 233 4.8
French;
Chinese

19 Oneof the most cited co-authored books in TS is Stylistique Comparée du Francais et de 'Anglais.
Méthode de traduction by Vinay and Darbelnet with 375 citations detected and 6.6 mean citations
per year. However, since it was published in 1958, it does not fall within our period of analysis.
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Building a translation Book !
PACTE competence model 2003 chapter English 61 44
Tymoczko; ! :
Gentzler (eds) Translation and Power 2002 Book English 65 4.3
Shuttleworth; Dictionary of !
Cowie Translation Studies 1997 Book English 86 43
Neubert; Shreve  Translation as Text 1992 Book English 100 4
Bassnett- Constructing Cultures.
McGuire; Essays on Literary 1998 Book English 70 3.7
Lefevere Translation
The Map. A
Williams; Beginner's Guide to 5003 Book Enlish ;
Chesterman Doing Researchin & > 35
Translation Studies
Reporting 'that'in
Translated English. J;rl:irgg,l
Olohan; Baker Evidence for 2000 Book’ English 55 3.2
Subconscious Processes chapter
of Explicitation P
French;
English;
Spanish;
German;
Galician;
Delisle; Terminologie de la CAhri?]belscé-
Lee-Jahnke; traduction = Translation 1999 Book Finnish" 58 3.2
Cormier (eds.) terminology ltalian;
Dutch;
Polish;
Romanian;
Russian;
Turkish
Ivarsson; Carroll  Subtitling 1998 Book English 57 3
Gentile; Ozolins;  Liaison Interpreting: )
Vasilakakos A Handbook 1996 Book English 61 29
Seleskovitch; Pédagogie raisonnée 1989 Book French; 79 58
Lederer de l'interprétation English '
Seleskovitch; Interpréter pour
Lederer traduiré 1984 Book French 89 2.7
Snell-Hornby;
Honig; .
} Handbuch Translation 1998 Book German 50 2.6
Kussmaul;
Schmitt (eds.)
Honie: Strategie der
& Ubersetzung. Ein Lehr- 1982 Book German 81 23
Kussmaul )
und Arbeitsbuch
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Luyken; Herbst; Overcoming Language

Langham- Barriers in Television: 1001 Book Enelish 6 51
Brown; Reid; Dubbing & Subtitling for 99 g > ’
Spinhof the European Audience
Thinking Translation:
e A Coursein .
Hervey; Higgins Translation Method, 1992 Book English 52 21
French - English
Harris; Translating as an 1978 Book Enelish - 15
Sherwood Innate Skill chapter & ’

Source: BITRA (2017)

Out of the 25 co-authored publications with at least 50 citations, 22 (88%) are available in En-
glish, fourin French (16%), five in German (20%), and three in Spanish (12%). It is important to
note that the same publication isavailablein more than onelanguagein quite a few cases. As
farasdocument typeis concerned, 22 (88%) are books, three (12%) are book chapters and one
(4%) has been published both as a journal article and as a book chapter. Not a single journal
article is found among the top-25. Amongst the most cited jointly authored contributions,
there are only five edited volumes (20%) and in all cases they are topic-centered, i.e, highly
homogeneous from a thematic point of view. Eight of them (32%) can be considered to be
textbooks, and no case studies are found, which confirms that generalist approaches tend to
accrue more citations. From the point of view of the citation window, the most recent contri-
bution dates back to 2008, followed by one published in 2007, whereas the rest are from 2003
orearlier. There are 13 entries from the 1990s and four from the 1980s. Actually, there seems to
be acertain correlation between the year of publication and the number of citations accrued,
i.e, the older, the more citations. Generally speaking, these results coincide with those for all
kind of publications (Franco Aixela, 2013; Franco Aixela and Rovira-Esteva, 2015) in the sense
that books written around the 1990s and in English on general topics are the best candidates
foraccruing large numbers of citations in TS.

5. Co-authorship beyond citation counts

Beyond the potential benefits of co-authorship from a quantitative point of view, such as
higher production and a likely positive citation advantage, we would also like to reflect upon
the value of co-authorship from a more qualitative perspective.

Sharples (1999, cited in Hartley, 2008: 170) describes three main ways of proceeding with
multiple authorship: parallel (division of labor, i.e, different people do different jobs), sequen-
tial (one author takes over the work at the point someone else has left it), and reciprocal (all
the partners work together, mutually making adjustments to take account of each other’s
contributions). However, many tenure and promotion committees in the Humanities have
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notyetdeveloped mechanisms forassessing and crediting collaborative work, partly because
there is still a widespread belief that co-authoring means doing half the work, rather than a
sense that all parties do all the work. In other words, sometimes parallel authorship is taken
for granted, thus penalizing and discouraging other kinds of collaborative scholarship.

The issue of multi-authorship has also been addressed from the point of view of ethics,
with charges of a proliferation of honorary, ghost, or guest authorship, which poses problems
related to publication misconduct, particularly issues of (in)justice in attributing authorship,
as endemic within the research community. Some claim authorship credit should be based
only on substantial contributions to conception and design, analysis and interpretation of
data, drafting the article or revising it critically forimportantintellectual contentand final ap-
proval of the version to be published. Meanwhile, others claim that authorship should be ex-
tended to reviewers or even proof-readers and editors, who in one way or another might con-
tributewithinsightful or useful suggestions forimproving the quality of the published output.

There are scholars (see Hartley, 2008: 169; Bahr and Zemon, 2000: 417) who claim that col-
laborative writing enhances quality, especially if papers are signed in alphabetical order (Jo-
seph et al, 2005: 545). In the same vein, both Presser (1980) and Bahr and Zemon (2000: 412-3)
report that collaborative articles notonly require less revision, butalso have a greater chance
of being accepted for publication, assuming that it is because the quality of these articles is
better. An advantage of co-authorship for Hartley (2008: 171-2) is that each author serves as
an editor for the other and, as authors may have different psychological skills, these abilities
can be pooled. In sum, if everyone does all the work, the contributions can be expected to
be of better quality on average, since the resulting essays will already have undergone an
internal peer-review prior to their submission. Besides adding a layer of internal peer review,
academic cooperation can also expand the field by pairing expertise, especially when sharing
and borrowing ideas from other disciplines.

Joint authorship also has positive social aspects that should be pointed out, such as in-
creasing our network of contacts and alleviating professional isolation through intellectual
companionship. Working with a colleague on a variety of tasks, sharing the writing, respond-
ing collectively to the referees, and correcting the proofs together can be mutually satisfy-
ing tasks. As Katz and Martin (1997: 15) put it, “the act of collaborating may be a source of
stimulation and creativity.” Last but not least, Nudelman and Landers (1972, cited by Katz
and Martin, 1997: 6) suggested “that the total credit given by the scientific community to all
the authors of ajointly authored paper is greater on average than the credit allocated to the
author of a single-author paper” In other words, co-authorship seems to have the collateral
effect of enhancing individual academic reputation. This no doubt can be explained by the
unconsciously assumed better quality of co-authored papers.

Nevertheless, collaborative writing may also have disadvantages to be taken into ac-
count, especially when assessing it. Among the disadvantages, Hartley (2008: 172) men-



ONOMAZEIN 47 (March 2020): 158 - 194

Sara Rovira-Esteva, Javier Franco Aixeld and Christian Olalla-Soler
Abibliometric study of co-authorship in Translation Studies

tions that production can be slowed down if one colleague is overworked. Bahrand Zemon
(2000: 416) comment that working together takes more time because co-authors must con-
sult frequently throughout their project and spend extra time working out differences
of opinion or approaches. As Bahr and Zemon (2000: 416) underline, these difficulties can
increase with long-distance collaboration “because many aspects of the process are done
more easily in person rather that at a distance.” They further add: “[c]ollaboration always
requires enormous give and take”, where “the collaborators’ individual efforts must be
merged into a seamless paper that communicates in one consistent style and voice” (Bahr
and Zemon, 2000: 417).

Since co-authorship practices vary greatly throughout disciplines and joint authorship
does not mean or imply the same across disciplines, it is mandatory to know what the stan-
dard practicesand current trends are within TSin order to adequately assign credit, account-
ability and responsibility. Our research so far suggests that this issue has been overlooked.
In their exploratory study, Rovira-Esteva and Orero (2011: 240) concluded that in the corpus
of TS journals they selected for their study, an alphabetical order was followed in slightly
more than half of the cases(51.7%). The data on author ordering from table 7 suggest a similar
tendency. Therefore, it is our contention that authors within TS vary in their ways of collabo-
rating according to who they collaborate with, as well as their methodologies and topics, but
they are by default more likely to choose a collegiate or reciprocal form of collaboration, so
that colleagues are often equal partners in the enterprise. Since to glean information about
authorship credit from the order in which authors are listed can be misleading and drive us
to unfairjudgments, the rate of incidental alphabetical authorship should also be quantified
for TS. For assessment purposes it would be advisable for authors to clearly footnote who
contributed what, as well as the criterion followed in author ordering.

6. Conclusions

This article presents a bibliometric study on co-authorship in TS, which addresses the issue
from both quantitative and qualitative perspectives. It has attempted to provide new data
and insightsinto different aspects related to collaborative work in TS, which until now have
been largely overlooked. Wherever data are available, results have been setinto the broader
context of neighboring disciplines to provide a meaningful picture of the situation.

We have addressed the research questions raised at the beginning and our data have
yielded some interesting results. Firstly, we have shown that TS have their own ecosystem
as far as co-authorship practices are concerned in relation to closely-related disciplines. In
our corpus of over 64,000 TS publications, only 16% are co-authored. The average number of
authors in TS publications has increased with time and is currently 1.3, while the average
number of authors taking into account only co-authored documents is 2.6. This means that
2-3is the usual number for co-authored documents in TS, with more authors being something
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quite exceptional. In relation to other neighboring disciplines, the percentage of co-author-
shipis higher, but not so the number of authors per document.

Secondly, the historical evolution of co-authorship in TS shows a clearly rising tendency,
with a minimum of 7.4% in the 1960’s and a steady increase since then: 8.5% (1971-80), 11.1%
(1981-90), 14.2% (1991-2000), 19.9% (2001-2010) and 25.1% in the 21st century. Furthermore, a
detailed analysis of the 21st century shows that this upward tendency is consistent. We have
seen that the ratios of single-authored documents decrease over time, while the percentage
of co-authored documents increases for all document types. At the same time, the percent-
age of citations accrued by single-authored documents also decreases over time, while the
percentage accrued by co-authored documents increases. However, the percentage of sin-
gle-authored documents and the percentage of citations accrued by this type of authorship
are still larger than those of co-authored documents. It is necessary for research assessment
purposes to keep monitoring this trend in the future.

Thirdly, co-authorship varies in relation to document type and journal. Co-authorship in
TS is still not the norm, but nowadays one fourth of TS published works are co-authored.
Books—probably due to the existence of conference proceedings—are the document type
with a higher percentage of co-authored documents (27.8%), followed by articles (11.2%) and
book chapters (9.0%).

Fourthly, a positive co-authorship citation advantage has not been proved for TS docu-
ments as a whole. However, we have proved that generally speaking co-authorship is not a
disadvantage foraccruing more citations. Indeed, our data seem to indicate a trend towards
a positive co-authorship citation advantage in the case of journal articles in the last period of
analysis (2001-2015). To see if this trend consolidates, the same calculations should be carried
outagain when data for a longer citation window are available.

Fifthly, according to our data, international collaboration is a very marginal phenome-
non in TS (below 10% on average in the last few years), and a positive citation advantage of
international collaboration in the form of higher scientificimpact of the journals in question
cannot be proved.

Finally, from a qualitative point of view, we have seen that collaboration allows for peo-
ple with complementary skills and knowledge to join forces to solve problems. Working with
others provides support, feedback as you go or someone to work through your ideas with,
soitis harder to get blocked when collaborating. Therefore, the advantage of co-authoring
is not only greater productivity and probably more citations—as has been proved in some
disciplines—, which can increase overall visibility, but it also brings about the promotion
of critical exchange and inter-disciplinarity. However, collaboration poses some significant
challenges, such as distributing and managing work, negotiating points of view and conflicts,
being more time-consuming, as well as assigning credit.
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This study represents an initial insight into the evolution and current status of co-au-
thorship in TS, and hopefully it might prove inspiring and a valuable starting point for future
research. However, it has a number of shortcomings and opens up new avenues of research.
It needs to be followed up with complementary studies that touch upon aspects not covered
here, such as the reasons explaining the large share of publications going uncited, kinds of
collaboration, self-citing, the role of funding, collaboration within research groups, differenc-
es between intramural and inter-institutional national collaboration, on the one hand, and
international collaboration, on the other. Research is also needed to investigate practices
in different sub-disciplines within TS, ratio of submission success in relation to kind of au-
thorship, or even to contribute new data to pioneering studies on citation and knowledge
networks (see Grbi¢ and Pollabauer, 2008a; Pochhaker, 1995 and 1998; Pym, 2007; Buzelin, 2005).
Moreover, at present, thereis arange of questions concerning co-authorship that can only be
addressed on the basis of qualitative methods, including interviews, surveys, observations or
discussion groups. This study has focused more on a quantitative approach that needs to be
complemented with qualitative studies such as the ones carried out by Manton and English
(2006) and Kumar and Ratnavelu (2016) for the fields of business and economics, respectively.
Thiswould shed lightonissues such as motives for co-authorship, ethics, personal experienc-
es and perceived gains and difficulties of collaborative writing.

Another important limitation of this study is the database which has been the main
source of data used. Although BITRA has more than 69,000 records, only 10% have been mined
for TS citations. It needs to be pointed out that we have been working with a sample, which,
albeit large, has some bias with respect to the entire BITRA database. As far as language of
publication and topics represented are concerned, deviations are not noteworthy. However,
citing sources show an over-representation of research carried out from 2006 onwards, of
articles as document type, and of open access as kind of availability. These biases are ex-
plained not only for operative reasons (accessibility of documents and cost-effectiveness of
the mining), but also for academic reasons, since it can be expected that scholars might be
more interested in the citation trends of more recent research. Finally, it should also be noted
that BITRA excludes authorial self-citing as a confounder in impact analysis, which might be
a disadvantage for co-authored contributions.

Inlight of the above-mentioned results, we should reflect on the benefits and drawbacks
of co-authorship to value the personal and academic gain if we engage in collaboration. Our
findings are of particular policy relevance, since academic hiring and promotional bodies and
funding agencies should take note of these new trends in publication patterns in TS. Other-
wise, until co-authorship is considered positive per se and becomes a standard practice with-
in TS, it will remain a risky endeavor for authors and hard to assess for evaluators. However,
we believe the way to promote quality in TS research is to reward collaboration, not to punish
it. Away for evaluation committees to move the field of TS forward would be to promote col-
laborative writing by not automatically dividing credit among authors, an unacceptable pol-
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icy based ondisinformation and prejudice, but rather by assigning credit according to actual
practices. Hopefully, this article will go some way towards shedding light on co-authorship
practices within TS and promoting greater self-understanding in our discipline.
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