The following is a collective response to the publication of the ERIH ‘initial lists’ for Literature and Linguistics from the Council for College and University English, the Higher Education Committee of the English Association, and the British Association for Applied Linguistics. 

General Principles 
We appreciate that there is a perceived need to measure UK’s contribution to research in Europe, but would urge that the 2008 ERIH lists for Literature and Linguistics are used for no other purpose. Specifically, we urge that they should not be used by the AHRC or the government as a metric or indicator of research quality, for the following reasons:
· As a general principle, the use of metrics in the arts and humanities should be approached with caution. In the experimental sciences, there is a highly developed culture of citation precisely because this is integral to scientific method (as evident in the requirement to cite previous work on a subject in abstracts for submission to Nature.) Citation indices and impact factors can thus legitimately be taken as a measure of impact (which is of course not identical with quality). In the arts and humanities there is no such culture of citation.
· If the journal ranking exercise is to have credibility, it must be carried out with far greater thoroughness and care than has been the case so far. There is widespread concern that the ERIH panel members were appointed without consultation (with the result that, for example, no Applied Linguist is a member of the Linguistics panel); indeed by their own admission the panels did not have the breadth of expertise required for an exercise of this nature (see ‘Procedures’ on the ERIH website).We would urge that for this or any other exercise of this kind, subject associations should be consulted and a panel of leading scholars established to review the lists.
· The journal ranking should be based on evidence. Journals very widely in their peer review processes: some carry out extended scrutiny of submissions with at least two external readers, some do not. Journals also differ widely in acceptance rates, in the activeness of the advisory board and the extent to which their readership is international. Some information of this kind is readily available but it seems to have been disregarded - as for example in the listing of Victorian Poetry as a ‘B’ journal despite the fact that its acceptance rates are very low. More of this information could and should be used to inform the ranking process.
Inclusions and exclusions: 
· The list does not reflect the current state of research in literature and language. Mainstream and traditional journals are privileged over those in contemporary and/or developing fields. For example, the Journal of Commonwealth Literature (the old name for postcolonial literature) is ranked A, but the more up-to-date Wasafiri and Interventions (the latter with Gayatri Spivak and Homi Bhabha as contributors) are ranked C and B respectively. There are now no children’s literature journals on the list (Children’s Literature was on the 2006 list but has now dropped off). There are no journals in the field of eco-criticism. Journals in relatively new or specialist fields such as Corpus Linguistics or Functions of Language are rated less highly than generalist journals such as Lingus. Interdisciplinary journals have also fared badly, particularly in these areas: gender/feminist studies (Feminist Review, Women: A Cultural Review and The Journal of Gender Studies are not included); book history and bibliography; Norse and early English literature; computer philology, literature and science/medicine.

·  Major review journals which often include long articles of substantial literary and scholarly value are excluded: The London Review of Books, the Times Literary Supplement and the New York Review of Books.

· There are some startling omissions mentioned by almost all who have responded to the recent CCUE invitation to comment on the lists, namely the Review of English Studies, the Bodleian Library Record and Renaissance Studies. The absence of these titles suggests a worrying lack of expertise in the panel.
Errors in ranking: 

There is consensus that the following journals have been undervalued and should be awarded an A grade:
The Seventeenth Century: definitely an A journal, of at least the same status as XVIIe siècle (rated A). The leading anglophone journal in this period of literature.

SEL (Studies in English Literature): definitely not B. In 2006 a clear case for A status was made : sponsored by a top-class publisher (Johns Hopkins UP); blind submission policy (at authors’ request); only 20% of submitted articles are accepted for publication. One of the most competitive and respected international journals in the field, with a print run of 2000. Clear A status.
Viator: definitely A; contributions are often long and of the highest international standard.

Gutenberg Jahrbuch: a major journal in book history; international impact; currently not included but definitely A.
International Journal of Corpus Linguistics. The leading journal in its field – definitely A. 
On the other hand, some journals have been awarded grades which are too generous – for example the BARS Bulletin, which is not even a refereed journal, is graded B. Within grades there are of course inconsistencies - inevitable because of the un-nuanced nature of the tri-partite grading system. For example, as noted above, Victorian Poetry, which has low acceptance rates and contributions from very well-known scholars, is given the same grade as the Victorians Institute Journal, which is published by a regional group in the US and is not available electronically.  

Specialist versus non-specialist journals

In this list, journals that focus on fairly specific fields tend to be graded B (e.g. Conradiana, the Milton Quarterly). A number of other major outlets of this kind are excluded: the George Eliot Review, the Tennyson Research Bulletin, the Woolf Studies Annual. If ‘about 10 – 25% of journals in a field should be given A’, the important question arises of what constitutes a field? The implication of the list is that specialist work is considered intrinsically less valuable.

Scope

The most comprehensive survey of research in English is undertaken annually by The Year’s Work in English Studies. YWES starts from an exhaustive database of journals in the field of English Language and Literature (attached). The ERIH list includes less than 1,000. If a journal ranking exercise is to have any credibility, it must be comprehensive and must take account of the extraordinarily wide range of journals in which research is published – including journals in gender and cultural studies, book history, theatre studies, etc. We urge ERIH to re-consider the scope of the list and to include the key journals mentioned above. 
Implications
The dangers involved in the use of metrics in the arts and humanities have been much commented on. Metrics have the capacity to distort research and publication in ways which may damage or distort intellectual development and enquiry. In relation to the ERIH lists, there is particular concern about the focus on traditional/mainstream journals and the failure to capture cutting-edge journals and research.
The RAE sub-panel for English has long insisted that it is impossible to judge the quality of an article simply by reading across from the journal. We would repeat that view and further urge (a) that the methodological flaws in the ERIH exercise be addressed (b) that in any new research assessment regime, metrics are used only to augment, not replace, expert peer review.
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