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English summaries* 

(in alphabetical order) 

Maurizio Ambrosini, La valutazione delle riviste sociologiche: riflessioni a 
valle di un serrato dibattito (Evaluation of Sociology Journals: Reflections af-
ter a Tight Debate) 

The article examines the debate on the evaluation of Sociology Journals, 
which has in recent years become quite heated. It discusses the issues related to 
the use of bibliometric criteria: the relationship between circulation and quali-
ty; the transition from individual to collective; the objectivity of evaluation 
procedures; the reliability of the available bibliometric criteria. It concludes 
that bibliometric indicators can be useful instruments in the evaluation on the 
scientific journals. It suggests, however, that it is important to consider other 
criteria as well: editorial continuity and circulation; accreditation based both on 
the composition of the organisms that guide and produce the journals, and on 
the process of anonymous revision; finally, the effective internationalization, 
expressed in terms of impact of foreign articles. 

Andrea Bixio, Noterelle sull’irrazionalità: l’attuale sistema di abilitazione 
(Notes on Irrationality: the Current System of Qualification) 

The essay presents considerations on the logic of some of the current regu-
lations of examinations for certification, indicating the elements irrationality 
contained within. 

Andrea Bonaccorsi, La valutazione della ricerca come esercizio riflessivo 
nelle società democratiche (The Evaluation of Research as an Exercise in Re-
flection on Democratic Societies) 

The evaluation of research in human and social sciences has been subject to 
intense criticism in recent years. Several authors argue that research in these 
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fields is radically incommensurable and should not be subject to any kind of 
measurement. Based on Bourdieu and Foucault, these contributions suggest 
that research evaluation is a subtle device for controlling ideas and reducing 
the potential for dissent and radical critical work on society, under an apparent-
ly objective and neutral scientific methodology. 

The paper takes issue with these reconstructions and suggests an alternative 
theoretical path. First, commensuration is integral part of modernity. The effort to 
make social reality more measurable has historically been part of a process of 
emancipation, trying to reduce the power of traditional, implicit and opaque 
sources of knowledge. Second, scientific communities can reflexively find an 
agreement on what is quality of research and which are the criteria for its identi-
fication in practice. Third, while there is no question that research is incommen-
surable by nature, yet it is possible to transform purely qualitative judgments by 
experts into measures that can be subject to inter-subjective comparisons. Based 
on several streams of literature in sociology, the paper suggests that the tensions 
induced by evaluation are potentially beneficial to human and social sciences. 

Roberto Cipriani, È scoppiata la valutazione. Una proposta: il criterio del-
la «non prevalenza» (The Evaluation Explosion. A Proposal: the Criteria of 
«Non Prevalence») 

We could say that an explosion of evaluation has taken place in the sociologi-
cal panorama (and not only). This has a double meaning: in the sense of a new, 
innovative, almost revolutionary, phenomenon, but also to indicate that the al-
most contemporary activation and processing of evaluation has put the university 
(and school) system in crisis, highlighting faults, delays, incompetence, little fa-
miliarity with technology and communication practices, internal and external 
contradictions, evident flaws, unavailability to communicative action («haber-
masian» and not), the ascendance of technocracy, dissimulated corporativism, 
masked self-reference, presumption of no judgments, muddled structures, lack of 
observance of implementation times, and especially self-determined deadlines. 
The panorama is bleak, but something has been changing. It is advisable to avoid 
the tendency to use only qualitative or quantitative data. It is most important to 
always keep present the criteria of «non prevalence», meaning giving attention to 
every possible type of information, indicators or factors, which accompany and 
characterize the context and content of a study. The risk is otherwise that a 
scarcely relevant detail can become the only (or almost only) referential parame-
ter, without the considering its significance in the context. 

Ivo Colozzi, Il problema metodologico del referaggio: cosa vuol dire «valu-
tare» un saggio (The Methodological Problem in the Evaluation of Scientific 
Publication: What it Means to «Evaluate» a Scientific Essay) 

The paper proposes first a «guide» to the practice of refereeing, presenting 
some prominent examples of «how» are evaluated the products submitted for 
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publication in journals. The examples allow understanding what are the proce-
dures used and the profiles on which assessment is required (originality, struc-
ture, data correctness, accuracy of references, etc.). Are then presented some of 
the most significant problems that the vast literature on peer review has high-
lighted, in particular: how effective it is, that is able to detect misconduct (falsifi-
cation of data, plagiarism, etc.), how much is fair, that is able to avoid the crea-
tion of systematic discrimination against certain groups of researchers or non-
conventional shapes and innovative research, how efficient, ie not responsible for 
slowing the spread of new research and overloading the best researchers. 

Antonio Fasanella, Valutazione e validazione: qualche considerazione sulla 
VQR 2004-2010 (Evaluation and Validation: Some Issues in the Vqr 2004-
2010) 

The paper offers a methodological reading of the process of the Italian re-
search quality evaluation 2004-2010 (Vqr 2004-2010). In particular, it addressed 
the issue of peer review in political and social sciences areas (Pssa), with specific 
discussion on the criteria of selection of reviewers and the product-reviewers 
matching. On this points some omissions are found out in the final report of Pssa 
Vqr (2004-2010), that presents a lack of care on the side of accountability. The 
paper proposes a more thorough analysis in order to explore possible bias in the 
data-base, so they can be eliminated. Only then the Pssa Vqr (2004-2010) final 
report results could support university research sound policies. 

Lella Mazzoli, Per una metacultura della valutazione, fra saperi nazionali 
e pratiche disciplinari (A Meta-culture of Evaluation, between National Know-
ledge and Scientific Practices) 

The research evaluation in Universities is strictly connected with the cultur-
al idea on this term shared not only in the academic field. The present debate 
underlines a conflict between different models of categorization and judgement 
probably going through our history and not only these days. The evaluation 
cultures are observed using a distinction that sociology of communication es-
tablishes between two classical and opposite models. The syntactic model and 
its idea of mechanical measurement and data transmission and the pragmatic 
model, pointing out that communication has to be observed ad a relational real-
ity. This distinction is used to understand in the same way the evaluation of 
scientific knowledge, underlining that in evaluation as well as in communica-
tion we can’t ignore quantitative and qualitative aspects. It has to be used a sort 
of hybridization between digital and analogue elements. 

Mario Morcellini, Eutanasia di un’istituzione… Il cortocircuito rifor-
me/valutazione sulla crisi dell’università (Euthanesia of an Institution... The 
Short-circuit of Reforms/Evaluation in the Crisis of Universities) 

The essay analyses the mix of regulations, major and minor reforms, deve-
loped by multicolor policies to evaluate the university system, or to use the 
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modern rhetoric, to reform it. In observing the compulsive reforming, certain 
standard characteristics are revealed in the creation of the regulations. Such as: 
the syndrome of «the new», the «lightness» of intervention on the universities 
when the echoes of the previous regulations had not yet gone silent; the lack of 
effort to make the reforms inter-operational. The consequence of this is that the 
emotional factor multiplies, positions are radicalized, and a symbolic picture of 
continuous emergency is created. 

Notwithstanding this, universities have not obstructed this evaluation. It is 
to be noted that the positive outcome of this process works only when there is a 
strong investment in autonomy, but of which the policies and the more extreme 
supporters of a mystic of evaluation show no convincing trace. This compro-
mises the hope that the evaluation will spearhead a cultural development of the 
entire system. 

Mauro Palumbo, Chi ha paura della valutazione cattiva? (Who is Afraid of 
a Negative Evaluation?) 

Evaluation of universities (like of any other structure or service) is neither 
negative nor positive. It depends on how it is performed and on the use it is in-
tended for. In the case of Italy, it has been seen, often not incorrectly, as a way 
to reduce the margins of the universities’ autonomy, also because of the conse-
quences attributed to it. It has not helped, either, that there has been overlap-
ping (to not say confusion) in the goals of accreditation and premium next to 
those of accountability and learning. This essay proposes to bring the evalua-
tion of universities in closer connection with the universities’ missions (di-
dactic, research, local support) and with the different stakeholders in considera-
tion. The aim is to not pursue a self-referencing logic that is often common to 
both opposers and supporters of the university evaluation. The essay concludes 
with a few proposals for a good and useful evaluation, which, given the times, 
have a good possibility of being ignored or disregarded. 

Carlo Pennisi, L’importanza di una riflessione futile (The Importance of a 
Futile Reflection) 

The paper highlights the need to link any talk about the evaluation of uni-
versity system to the question of its institutional autonomy. Missing such refer-
ence, or the distortion of the evaluation made by L. n. 240/2010 on the basis of 
L. n. 150 /2009, scatters all efforts made by universities so far, in order to make 
the evaluation practices an instrument of their institutional development. The 
future outcomes of this process appear to some extent alarming.  

Emanuela Reale, La valutazione della ricerca e il cambiamento del-
l’università (The Evaluation of Research and the Changes of the University) 

The paper analyses the transformations of the evaluation of the University, 
with a focus on research evaluation. Over the last decade, in fact, some very 
important steps strengthening the structure of the evaluation in Italy, were im-

Copyright © FrancoAngeli 
N.B: Copia ad uso personale. È vietata la riproduzione (totale o parziale) dell’opera con qualsiasi 

mezzo effettuata e la sua messa a disposizione di terzi, sia in forma gratuita sia a pagamento. 



 183

plemented; first the creation of specialized Committees, and afterword an 
Agency, identifying new functions and assigning tasks and responsibilities. The 
mentioned changes impacted the existing processes, primarily those of research 
evaluation, and the consequences that such an assessment could have on the 
behaviour of universities and individual professors and researchers who ope-
rate within them. 

Luisa Ribolzi, Valutare l’università: una sfida non solo per l’Anvur (Asses-
sing Universities. A Difficult Task for Many Actors) 

National system to evaluate universities started in Europe at the very begin-
ning of 80’s. In that period the growing number of students and the consequent 
changes in their composition moved the universities from «quality as a fact» to 
«quality as a problem». In the same time, the need for accountability was a 
challenge both for the governance and for the Governments, that adopted two 
different model of evaluating: a direct control or a control through a national 
independent agency. This paper, starting from Italian experience of Anvur, de-
fines the aims of evaluating universities and research, related to the social role 
of higher education. It presents the actors, contents and methods (the «who, 
what, how») of the evaluation process, based on quality assurance and internal 
assessment, enhancing both technical and cultural problems and perspectives 
of an issue quite new for Italian universities. 

The recent introduction by law of research assessment in the Italian aca-
demic system has triggered a wide debate especially focused on its weakness 
and paradoxes as well as its potential negative effects on disciplinary autonomy 
and freedom of research. Contrary to this vision, in this paper I argue that eva-
luation mechanisms should be welcomed in those disciplinary fields – as so-
ciology in Italy – which for historical, cultural and political causes have not 
been able to organize themselves as scientific communities, i.e. as communities 
of practice grounded on peer control and evaluation. The paper offers a brief 
sociological analysis of the social organization of Italian academic sociology, 
highlighting the deleterious effects on scientific communication and value 
recognition fostered by its segmentation in mutually exclusive, sometimes con-
flicting sometimes colluding, corporate groups (so called «component»). Far 
from being an assault on its freedom and autonomy, a state-backed system of 
evaluation may be instrumental to the creation and legitimation of a discipli-
nary culture of self evaluation and value assessment according to transparent, 
institutionalized and not provincial quality standards. 

Marco Santoro, Per (ri)valutare la sociologia, in Italia (To Re-Evaluate So-
ciology, in Italy) 

The recent introduction by law of research assessment in the Italian aca-
demic system has triggered a wide debate especially focused on its weakness 
and paradoxes as well as its potential negative effects on disciplinary autonomy 
and freedom of research. Contrary to this vision, in this paper I argue that eva-
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luation mechanisms should be welcomed in those disciplinary fields – as so-
ciology in Italy – which for historical, cultural and political causes have not 
been able to organize themselves as scientific communities, i.e. as communities 
of practice grounded on peer control and evaluation. The paper offers a brief 
sociological analysis of the social organization of Italian academic sociology, 
highlighting the deleterious effects on scientific communication and value 
recognition fostered by its segmentation in mutually exclusive, sometimes con-
flicting sometimes colluding, corporate groups (so called «component»). Far 
from being an assault on its freedom and autonomy, a state-backed system of 
evaluation may be instrumental to the creation and legitimation of a discipli-
nary culture of self evaluation and value assessment according to transparent, 
institutionalized and not provincial quality standards. 

Alberto Silvani, Un nuovo scenario per la valutazione della ricerca univer-
sitaria (A New Scenario for the Evaluation of University Research) 

The growing attention on research evaluation in universities has underlined 
the importance of having a data system of information able to both sustain the 
decision-making process, and allow its use for different and not always con-
verging purposes. Promoting excellence does not always coincide with the 
need to guarantee high quality and availability in an increasingly competitive 
environment. The «system dimension» is not considered for what it actually 
signifies, both at an internal and external level of the university. The article un-
derlines the «internal evaluation», the procedures and choices that are maturing 
in the Italian context, starting with the recognition of the phenomenon promot-
ed by Crui, and taking into consideration three very different examples. These 
examples differ in organizational aspects, and are considered based on their 
development and their motivational drive. The conclusions underline how the 
scenario is constantly evolving and needs to take note of the changing forms 
and ways of communication. This includes a process that leads to the realiza-
tion of the scientific results to disseminate. The hope is to avoid the risk of 
confining evaluation activity in a contradictory and partial environment, and 
open it to the progression of knowledge. 

Elena Valentini, Ritorno al passato? Il cortocircuito riforme/valutazione nel 
campo delle scienze umanistiche e politico-sociali (Return to the Past? The 
Short-circuit Reforms/Evaluation in the Area of Humanistic and Political-
Social Sciences) 

The theme of evaluation is approached based on a reflection on the most 
evident criteria that have transformed the university system into a perpetual 
«construction yard». At a first glance, these criteria go from the attitude of poli-
tics on the universities’ problems, to the extremism of reforms with no self 
evaluation, which creates inevitable multiple and hyper regulating. The risk is 
to return to the past, paradoxically because of the same issues that initiated the 
evaluation system, such as autonomy and quality. The future challenge lies on 
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how well and how much evaluation will actually be perceived as a strategy for 
cultural development of the system, and if the position of the «evaluation insti-
tution» will stop being viewed as another «Court of Auditors». The sensation 
of constantly being under exam is widespread, with dangerously distortive ef-
fects on quality. This is quite clear in the difficult obstacle course that social 
sciences are facing for the recognition of their specializations. 
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Instructions for authors 

1) Submissions to the journal should be original unpublished work and should not be under re-
view with any other journal. Papers should be submitted online at http://ojs.francoangeli.it/ 
_ojs/index.php/sr. At this stage, the articles should be anonymous; name(s), affiliation 
(university, research centre, etc.), address, telephone numbers of the author(s) and fur-
ther details about the article are to be inserted only in the fields provided on the Ojs 
platform. 

2) Papers should be sent together with a copyright transfer agreement, where the au-
thor(s) grant(s) and assign(s) to the Editor of the Journal during the full term of copy-
right (20 years under current regulation) the exclusive rights to translate, reproduce, re-
publish, transfer, sell, distribute or otherwise use the article or parts contained therein, 
for publication in any format. It thus includes electronic editions and derivative works in 
all languages and in all media of expression now known or later developed as well as the 
license or permission given to others to use the article in whole or in part free of charge 
or against payment. 

3) Once the review process is closed, a new version of the article should be sent to the Edi-
torial board and it should contain name(s) of author(s), affiliation (university, re-
search centre, etc.), address and phone numbers of the author(s). Further details 
about the article are to be clearly indicated as footnote in the first page, using * and ** 
as reference mark, while for the footnotes through the text make use of the numerical 
system starting over with number 1 at the beginning of each paper. 

4) A concise and factual abstract in Italian and in English is required. Do not exceed 750 
strokes per each one (including spaces). Each abstract should give the salient infor-
mation on the contents of the article and be expressed in the third person (Example: the 
authors affirm that...). All articles written in Italian must include the English translation 
of the title. 

5) Immediately after the abstracts, provide a maximum of 6 keywords in Italian and 6 in 
English. Words selected should reflect the essential topics of the article and will be used 
for indexing purposes. 

6) Each article, including footnotes and references section, should not exceed 150,000 
strokes (including spaces). 

7) Set-up of the page and quotations – Use Roman type, Italic and Bold font. Italics 
should be used for foreign words that do not yet have everyday use and to stress words 
or short sentences. In order to emphasize sentences or quotations that are not exactly ci-
ted and for exact quotations use guillemets («...»). At the end of the quotation provide in 
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brackets the references to the specific pages of the source used (73-74), if these are not 
already specified before. Use inverted commas to indicate quotes within quotes. Lengthy 
quotations (more than 5 lines) should be separated from the text and have a blank line 
above and below. Use ellipsis dots in brackets (…) to show omission. 

8) Font Type 
 Text: Times New Roman at a size 10.5 points, justified, single spacing, paragraph 

indent 0.5 cm. 
 Footnotes: placed at the bottom of the page, Times, font at size 9 points, one spac-

ing, indent 0.5 cm, numbering sequentially to footnote 1, without references. 
 References: Times, font at size 9 points, one spacing, hanging indent 0.5. 

9) References embedded in the text: cite only the last name of the author followed by 
comma, one space and the year of publication in round brackets. 
 Example: (Freud, 1899).  

Page number, if known, follows the year in brackets and does not go into the refer-
ence section. 

 Example: (Loewald, 1980, p. 56). 

If the reference section contains more than one translation, specify the year of the trans-
lation which you are referring to. 
 Example: (Loewald, 1980, p. 97; tr. it., 1994). 

If there is more than one reference to the same author(s) and year, use the year and a, b, 
etc. Use comma to separate references and not pages, if given, when listing a string of 
references of the same author(s). If there are more authors, use semicolon to separate 
them within the same brackets. When there are two authors, cite both last names joined 
by and. If there are three authors, cite them all and join the last two by and; if there are 
more than three authors, refer to the first one followed by et al. in Italic. See following 
examples: 
 Freud (1899) said that 
 According to the theory of dreams (Freud, 1899) 
 The érinciples of the Cognitive Therapy (Beck et al., 1979) affirm that… 
 Kernberg (1981, p. 35) says textually that… 
 Eissler (1953) wrote that «Every introduction of a parameter incurs the danger that a 

resistance has been temporarily eliminated without having been properly analyzed» 
(p. 65). 

10) Reference section: the complete reference list of the authors comes at the end of the ar-
ticle and consists of an unnumbered section sorted alphabetically according to their last 
name; for each author follow the year of publication of his works. If works were pu-
blished in the same year use letters a, b, c.  
If there are two authors with the same last name (for example Melanie Klein and George 
S. Klein), cite them alphabetically according to the order of their first name; if the last 
names and the initials of their first names are the same, use their full name: first and last 
name and also middle initial (for example Daniel N. Stern and Donnel B. Stern). After 
the last name and the initial of the first name, cite the year in brackets followed by a full 
stop. 
 Example: S. Freud (1910).  

Avoid spaces between first name initial and middle initial. 
 Example: O.F. Kernberg  

Should a text have many authors/editors, you have to cite them all. The editor(s) name is 
followed by brackets with ed. or eds. Please quote only what it is contained in the arti-
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cle. If the publication year is different from that of the original one, cite it after the name 
of the publisher, otherwise it is enough to put the year in brackets at the beginning of the 
entry, immediately after the name of the author. 

References should be written following some common examples shown below. 

Volume: 
 A. Author (year), Volume Title, Place, Publisher name.  
 A.T. Beck, A.J. Rush, B.F. Shaw, G. Emery (1979), Cognitive Therapy of Depres-

sion, New York, Guilford Press; tr. it., Terapia cognitiva della depressione, Torino, 
Boringhieri, 1987.  
Editor(s) of a book: 

 A. Author (ed.) (year), Volume Title, Place, Publisher. 
 A. Merini (a c. di) (1977), Psichiatria nel territorio, Milano, Feltrinelli.  
 A. Author, B. Author (eds.) (year), Volume Title, Place, Publisher. 

L. Boltanski, E. Claverie, N. Offenstadt, S. Van Damme S. (sous la dir. de) (2007), 
Affaires, scandales et grandes causes. De Socrate à Pinochet, Paris, Stock. 

Chapter in a book: 
 A. Author (year), Chapter Title, in B. Author (ed.), Volume Title, Place, Publisher. 
 G. Liotti (1985), Un modello cognitivo-comportamentale dell'agorafobia, in V.F. 

Guidano, M.A. Reda (a c. di), Cognitivismo e psicoterapia, Milano, FrancoAngeli.  
 B. Beebe (1983), Mother-infant Mutual Influence and Precursors of Self and Object 

Representation, in J. Masling (ed.), Empirical Studies of Psychoanalytic Theories, 
Hillsdale, NJ, Analytic Press, vol. 2.  

Journal article: 
 A. Author (year), «Article Title», Journal (vol.), 00-00, pp. 00-00. Doi: 

10.0000/00000. 
 G. Ferrandes, P. Mandich (2012), «Riflessioni sulla medicina predittiva e sulla ne-

cessità di integrazione delle discipline: proposta di un modello di consulenza geneti-
ca integrata», Psicologia della salute, 3, pp. 11-28. DOI: 10.3280/PDS2012-003002. 

 Authors should indicate the Doi of all the articles in journals included in the refer-
ences. Doi can be obtained at the following address: http://www.medra.org/en/ 
search.htm. Otherwise, they may also be found on Google. 

Mimeo: 
 A. Author (year), Article Title, presented at meeting name, location.  
 G. Benedetti (1988), «Intervento nel dibattito sulla relazione di John Gunderson al 

Convegno Internazionale New Trends in Schizophrenia», Bologna, 14-17 aprile (in-
cisione su nastro).   

Website: 
 Follow the guidelines for printed volumes and articles, adding: text available at the 

website……. and the date 
11) Figures, tables and graphs: they should be embedded into the text and allow further 

editing. Subtitles should be in Times New Roman, font at size 9 points, Italic, flush left. 
Tables are in Times, at size 9, heading between two lines (see example)   
 
Title, abstract, keywords and references should be entered also in the fields provid-

ed on the OJS platform (Step 3 of the submission process, “Enter metadata”). 
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