
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

 

 

 

 

To intervene, or not to intervene; is that the 
question? On the role of scientometrics in 
research evaluation 
Opinion piece 

Sarah de Rijcke & Alex Rushforth (CWTS, Leiden University) 

This is a pre-print of an article accepted for publication in Journal of the Association for Information 
Science and Technology copyright © 2014 (Association for Information Science and Technology) 

 

Introduction	  	  

Recent	   high-‐profile	   statements,	   criticisms,	   and	   boycotts	   organized	   against	   certain	  
quantitative	   indicators	   (e.g.	   the	   DORA	   declaration)	   have	   brought	   misuses	   of	  
performance	  metrics	   to	   the	   center	   of	   attention.	   A	   key	   concern	   captured	   in	   these	  
movements	   is	   that	   the	   metrics	   appear	   to	   carry	   authority	   even	   where	   established	  
agents	  of	  quality	  control	  have	  explicitly	  outlined	  limits	  to	  their	  validity	  and	  reliability	  
as	   measurement	   tools.	   This	   raises	   a	   number	   of	   challenging	   questions	   for	   those	  
readers	  of	  this	  journal	  that	  are	  implicated	  in	  questions	  of	  indicator	  ‘production’	  and,	  
by	  extension,	  ‘effects’.	  In	  this	  opinion	  piece	  we	  wish	  to	  critically	  engage	  the	  question	  
of	   how	   producers	   of	   indicators	   can	   come	   to	   terms	   with	   their	   role	   as	   (partly-‐)	  
responsible	  parties	  in	  the	  current	  age	  of	  ‘evaluative	  bibliometrics’,	  without	  straying	  
towards	   either	   uncritical	   normativism	  or	   naïve	   constructivism	   (Cronin	  &	   Sugimoto,	  
2014).	  We	   do	   so	   through	   the	   illuminating	   case	   of	   the	   professional	   scientometrics	  
community.	  	  

We	  argue	  that	  scientometrics	  is	  today	  struggling	  in	  its	  role	  as	  one	  of	  the	  ‘regulatory	  
sciences’	   (Jasanoff,	  1990)	  as	  producers	  of	   ‘indicators	  as	  policy	   instruments;	   shaped	  
by	   regulatory	   processes’	   (Wouters,	   1999,	   14).	   In	   part	   this	   struggle	   is	   a	   product	   of	  
emerging	  distancing	  between	  the	  increasingly	  professionalized	  community	  and	  ‘on–
the-‐ground’	  research	  evaluation	  practices.	  One	  of	  the	  ways	  scientometrics	  can	  start	  
to	  strengthen	  its	  position	  and	  voice	  within	  transforming	  research	  evaluation	  contexts	  
is	   by	   re-‐thinking	   the	   very	   foundations	   of	   what	   it	   considers	   to	   be	   productive	  
‘intervention’	  in	  these	  practices.	  	  

Quandaries	   over	   the	   strategic	   positioning	   of	   scientometricians	   in	   relation	   to	   the	  
intervention	   issue	   are	   not	   new	   –	   they	   have	   been	   bubbling	   for	   some	   time.	   For	  
instance	  some	  parts	  of	  the	  community	  have	  already	  been	  attempting	  to	  offer	  clearer	  
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guidance	   to	   end-‐users	   and	   further	   develop	   standards	   for	   professional	   use	   of	  
bibliometrics	  in	  research	  evaluations.	  	  Indeed	  the	  Science	  and	  Technology	  Indicators	  
(STI)	  Conference	  of	  2014	  has	  the	  telling	  sub-‐title	  ‘Context	  Counts’.	  This	  title	  follows	  
on	  from	  the	  2013	  International	  Society	  of	  Scientometrics	  and	  Informetrics	  (ISSI)	  and	  
STI	  conferences	  in	  Vienna	  and	  Berlin,	  where	  full	  plenary	  sessions	  were	  convened	  on	  
the	   need	   for	   standards	   in	   evaluative	   bibliometrics,	   and	   the	   ethical	   and	   policy	  
implications	   of	   individual-‐level	   bibliometrics	   (Wouters	   et	   al.,	   ISSI	   newsletter	  
September	  2013).	  The	  need	  to	  debate	  these	  issues	  has	  come	  to	  the	  forefront	  in	  light	  
of	  reports	  that	  certain	  easy-‐to-‐use	  and	  potentially	  misleading	  metrics	  for	  evaluative	  
purposes	   are	   becoming	   a	   routine	   part	   of	   academic	   life	   (e.g.	   Aksnes	   &	   Rip,	   2009;	  
Buela-‐Casal	  &	  Zych,	  2012;	  Derrick	  &	  Gillespie,	  2013;	  Stephan,	  2012;	  Vanclay,	  2011),	  
despite	  misgivings	  within	  the	  profession	  itself	  over	  their	  validity	  (cf.	  Waltman	  &	  Van	  
Eck,	  2012;	  Costas	  &	  Bordons,	  2007,	  Moed	  &	  van	  Leeuwen,	  1996).	  At	   the	  meetings	  
issues	   considered	   included	   the	   extent	   to	   which	   this	   matter	   now	   constitutes	   an	  
ethical	   responsibility	   for	   the	   community;	   how	   it	   can	   approach	   advising	   on	   proper	  
uses;	   and	   how	   moving	   towards	   clearer,	   standardized	   guidelines	   over	   usage	   and	  
consultancy	   can	   be	   achieved.	   It	   would	   be	   naïve	   to	   state	   that	   such	   debates	   are	  
prompted	  by	  altruistic	  concerns	  for	  the	  satisfaction	  or	  welfare	  of	  those	  who	  use	  such	  
products,	  without	  recognizing	  also	  that	  the	  community	  itself	  has	  an	  important	  stake	  
in	  mediating	   and	   influencing	  how	   its	   products	   are	  used.	   In	   fact	  we	  go	   as	   far	   as	   to	  
argue	  that	  future	  successes	  of	  the	  field	  will	  be	  told	  through	  how	  effectively	  this	  set	  
of	  strategic	  problems	  are	  negotiated.	  

We	   show	   first	  how	   the	   landscape	   in	  which	   scientometrics	  has	  operated	  under	  has	  
undergone	   rapid	   and	   unforeseen	   transformations	   in	   the	   past	   three	   decades,	  
becoming	  much	  more	  polyvocal.	   Inevitably	   this	  means	  more	  open	   competition	   for	  
the	   attention	   space	   of	   research	   managers,	   and	   as	   a	   worst-‐case	   scenario	   the	  
expertise	   of	   scientometrics	   risks	   being	   relegated	   to	   but	   one	   voice	   in	   a	   crowded	  
marketplace.	  We	  then	  wish	  to	  problematize	  how	  the	  community	  has	  often	  managed	  
this	  relationship.	  Butler	  (2004)	  notes	  conservatism	  of	  metric	  users	  as	  a	  long-‐standing	  
problem,	   in	   displaying	   a	   preference	   for	   what	   they	   consider	   user-‐friendly	  
measurements	   which	   trump	   any	   other	   inclinations	   they	  might	   otherwise	   have	   for	  
adopting	  more	  state-‐of-‐the	  art	   scientometrics.	  Certainly	   the	  growing	  sophistication	  
and	   specialization	   of	   scientometric	   techniques,	   whilst	   advantageous	   in	   many	  
respects,	   provides	   challenges	   with	   regards	   actual	   adoption	   and	   diffusion	   among	  
managers	   and	   individuals	   in	   research	   evaluation	   contexts.	   But	   we	   argue	   the	  
emerging	  distance	  is	  not	  simply	  a	  product	  of	  narrow-‐mindedness	  of	  users.	  It	   is	  also	  
partly	   due	   to	   the	   role	   the	   community	   ascribes	   itself	   in	   approaching	   intervention	  
debates.	  The	  ‘distancing	  work’	  frequently	  performed	  by	  scientometricians,	  we	  claim,	  
may	  be	  counter-‐productive	  in	  the	  context	  of	  intervention	  strategies.	  In	  bringing	  this	  
particular	  disjuncture	   to	   light,	  we	   conclude	  with	   suggestions	   for	   alternative	  means	  
for	   framing	   how	   the	   community	   might	   productively	   re-‐think	   the	   problem	   of	  
‘intervention’,	   its	   ‘audience’,	   and	   their	   own	   positioning	   in	   respect	   to	   these	  
challenges.	  



	  
	  

Page 3 of 9	  

	  

The	  ‘implementation	  problem’	  in	  historical	  perspective	  

In	  Europe,	  Asia,	  and	  Australia	  scientometrics	  gained	  prominence	  in	  science	  policy	  in	  
the	  1980s	  (Garfield,	  1979)	  (Martin	  &	  Irvine,	  1983)	  (Narin,	  1976).	  The	  intertwinement	  
of	   scientometrics	   and	   science	   policy	   was	   initially	   highly	   effective,	   although	   it	  
produced	   controversies	   about	   the	   relationship	   that	   ought	   to	   be	   forged	   with	   peer	  
review	  which	   remain	   unresolved	   to	   this	   day	   (Weingart,	   2005).	   Re-‐reading	   the	   first	  
Handbook	  of	  Quantitative	  Science	  and	  Technology	  Studies	  (1988),	  it	  is	  clear	  why	  the	  
nascent	   profession	   could	   be	   characterized	   as	   largely	   monopolizing	   the	   supply	   of	  
metrics	  for	  evaluation	  purposes.	  The	  field	  had	  managed	  to	  create	  a	  demand	  for	  their	  
measures	  -‐	  not	  only	  by	  supplying	  on-‐demand	  data	  and	  data-‐handling	  techniques	  but	  
also	   by	  making	   sure	   their	   products	   were	   promoted	   as	   policy-‐relevant	   information	  
that	  decision-‐makers	  could	  use	  strategically	   (cf.	  Van	  Raan	  &	  Frankfort	  1980).	  Yet	   if	  
one	   compares	   the	  optimism	   in	   the	   first	   handbook	  with	  parts	   of	   the	  2nd	  Handbook	  
(2004),	  certain	  developments	  are	  striking	  (aside	  from	  obvious	  advances	  in	  technical	  
developments	  and	  debates).	  In	  the	  intervening	  period	  –	  specifically	  from	  around	  the	  
mid-‐1990s	   onwards	   -‐	   disquiet	   began	   to	   be	   voiced	   about	   lack	   of	   integration	   in	  
scientometrics	   (Glänzel	   &	   Schoepflin,	   1994),	   the	   need	   for	   standards	   (Glänzel,	  
1996)(Katz,	   1996)	   and	   the	   technical	   efficacy	   of	   some	   metrics	   developed	   within	  
scientometrics	   and	   widely	   used	   for	   research	   evaluation	   purposes	   (e.g.	   Garfield,	  
1996)	  (Garfield,	  2006)	  (Moed	  &	  Van	  Leeuwen,	  1996).	  Given	  the	  field’s	  regulatory	  ties	  
such	  debates	  inevitably	  spilt-‐into	  concerns	  over	  adverse	  ‘real-‐world’	  effects	  metrics	  
could	   have	   on	   various	   fields	   of	   scholarship	   (Seglen	   1997,	   Weingart,	   2005).	   What	  
these	   voices	   of	   discontent	   signal	   historically	   is	   a	   growing	   realization	   of	   decreasing	  
power	  of	  a	  field	  to	  control	  and	  steer	  uses	  of	  its	  products.	  By	  the	  2004	  Handbook	  the	  
‘recalcitrance’	   of	   policymakers	   and	   managers	   to	   ‘implement’	   state-‐of-‐the-‐art	  
indicators	  for	  evaluations	  was	  flagged	  as	  a	  going-‐concern	  (Butler,	  2004,	  403).	  Since	  
then	   this	   ‘implementation	   problem’	   has	   not	   gone	   away	   and	   if	   anything	   has	  
extended.	  

Over	  the	  past	  three	  decades,	  the	  institutional	  landscape	  of	  scientometrics	  has	  seen	  
considerable	   transformations,	   some	   of	   which	   have	   strengthened	   the	   professional	  
quest	   for	   metrics,	   some	   of	   which	   have	   eroded	   its	   authority.	   First	   of	   all,	   the	  
community	   has	   grown	   in	   size	   and	   has	   become	   more	   professionalized	   through	  
membership	   organizations,	   regular	   meetings,	   conferences,	   and	   increasing	  
specialization	   of	   journal	   contributions	   -‐	   all	   of	   which	   characterize	   maturing	   of	  
epistemic	   fields	   (c.f.	  Martin	  et	  al.,	  2012).	  Secondly,	   there	   is	  an	   increasingly	   intense	  
globalized	  competition	  for	  expertise	  in	  pursuit	  of	  promising	  science	  and	  technology.	  
In	   order	   to	   make	   decisions	   about	   how	   their	   resources	   can	   best	   fulfill	   this	   goal,	  
institutions	   require	  all	   sorts	  of	   information-‐producing	   tools.	  This	   fuels	  a	  need	   for	  a	  
range	   of	   indicators	   about	   performance	   at	   various	   levels	   of	   aggregation.	   Thirdly,	  
increasing	   calls	   for	   researchers	   in	   public	   organizations	   like	   universities	   to	  
‘demonstrate	  their	  worth’	  through	  commercial	  (and	  increasingly	  ‘societal	  relevance’)	  
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contributions	   create	   further	   demands	   for	   accountability	   and	   audit	   that	   can	   assess	  
the	   extent	   to	   which	   such	   requirements	   are	   (and	   can	   be)	   met.	   Again	   various	  
scientometric	  tools	  have	  been	  designed	  and	  adopted	  to	  support	  and	  drive	  through	  
such	   institutional	   changes.	  Another	   source	  of	   increased	  demand	  and	  capacities	   for	  
performance	  indicators	  has	  come	  from	  the	  emergence	  of	  new	  research	  technologies	  
and	   their	   applications.	   The	   rise	   of	   the	   internet	   and	   digital	   database	   and	   archiving	  
technologies	   has	   had	   a	   profound	   impact	   on	   new	   and	   existing	   research	   problems	  
which	   can	  be	   tackled,	   and	   the	  ease,	   speed,	   and	   sophistication	  at	  which	   such	   tasks	  
can	   proceed.	   Clearly	   the	   availability	   of	   such	   tools	   creates	   new	   capacities	   and	  
demands	   for	   information	   on	   researcher	   performance.	   These	   developments	   have	  
seen	   responsibility	   shifted	   more-‐and-‐more	   towards	   individual	   researchers	   and	  
appropriation	  of	  such	  indicators	  by	  individuals	  themselves	  (note	  for	  instance	  the	  rise	  
of	   alt-‐metrics,	   Google	   scholar	   profiles,	   SciVal	   tools	   and	   so	   on).	   Although	   debates	  
abound	  whether	   such	  metrics	   depend	   on	   and	   promote	   the	   narcissism	   of	   its	   users	  
(Wouters	  &	   Costas	   2012),	   its	   architects	   have	   been	   very	   effective	   at	   circumventing	  
dependence	  on	   the	  authority	  of	   traditional	  elites	  –	   including	  of	   course	   the	   field	  of	  
scientometrics	   –	   overseeing	   the	   carrying-‐out	   of	   individual	   assessments,	   in	   ways	  
which	  have	  broadly	  ‘democratized’	  this	  activity,	  for	  better	  or	  worse.	  Although	  there	  
were	   always	   commercial	   and	   state	   actors	   providing	   an	   important	   input	   into	  
scientometrics,	   a	   rise	   of	   new	   actors	   (Elsevier,	   Google)	   and	   intensified	   commercial	  
presence	   of	   established	   actors	   like	   Thomson	   Reuters	   have	   turned	   provision	   of	  
metrics	   for	   evaluation	   purposes	   into	   a	   crowded	  marketplace	   (cf.	   Pontille	  &	   Torny,	  
2013).	  	  

Consequences	   of	   some	   of	   these	   developments	   may	   be	   positive,	   resulting	   in	   new	  
opportunities	   for	   research	   contributions	   and	   information-‐use,	   and	   may	   increase	  
what	  the	  field	  would	  consider	  as	  effective	  use	  of	  bibliometrics	  due	  to	  more	  advanced	  
indicators	   and	   increased	   availability	   of	   data	   sets	   (including	   web	   data).	   Yet	   some	  
innovations	   also	   risk	   bypassing	   the	   quality	   control	   mechanisms	   of	   fields	   like	  
scientometrics	  and	  the	  standards	  they	  promote.	  Another	  troubling	  consequence	  of	  
these	   complex	   developments	   has	   been	   the	   rapid	   and	   in	   some	   cases	   pronounced	  
consolidation	  of	  metrics	  as	  research	  management	  tools	  in	  ways	  which	  would	  surely	  
meet	   with	   disapproval	   from	   scientometricians,	   policymakers,	   users,	   and	  
stakeholders	  in	  public	  science.	  In	  our	  own	  recent	  and	  ongoing	  research1	  we	  find	  that	  
certain	   indicators	   become	   reified	   both	   as	   research	   management	   and	   as	   decision-‐
making	  tools,	  as	  both	  formal	  and	   informal	  standards	  against	  which	  to	  measure	  the	  
worth	  and	  utility	  of	  research	  activities.	  While	  they	  do	  not	  lose	  their	  value	  within	  the	  
formal	  order	  of	  worth	  in	  science,	  other	  measures	  of	  scientific	  quality	  (e.g.	  originality,	  
long-‐term	  scientific	  progress,	  societal	   relevance)	  either	  move	  to	  the	  background	  or	  
become	  redefined	  through	  their	  relations	  to	  quantitative	  performance	  indicators.	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Our	  research	  indicates	  a	  growing	  influence	  of	  the	  use	  of	  metric-‐based	  performance	  indictors	  as	  
evaluation	  and	  self-‐evaluation	  tools	  on	  the	  content	  and	  the	  organization	  of	  research,	  particularly	  
number	  of	  publications	  and	  impact	  factors.	  Project:	  “The	  Impact	  of	  Indicators.	  How	  Evaluation	  Shapes	  
Knowledge	  Production”	  (2012-‐2015;	  CWTS,	  Leiden	  University;	  dr.	  Sarah	  de	  Rijcke,	  dr.	  Alex	  Rushforth,	  
prof.	  Paul	  Wouters).	  



	  
	  

Page 5 of 9	  

Productive	  intervention	  

The	   issue	   of	   intervention	   is	   likely	   to	   form	   a	   key	   battle	   site	   in	   the	   terrain	   of	  
scientometrics	  over	   the	  coming	  years.	   In	   light	  of	   the	  picture	  we	  have	  painted,	   it	   is	  
clear	   that	   non-‐intervention	   is	   not	   a	   viable	   solution	   for	   the	   field	   to	   entertain.	   The	  
developments	  described	  above	  give	  rise	  to	  questions	  not	  only	  about	  validity	  of	  new	  
data	  and	  data	  sources,	  but	  also	  where	  and	  how	  the	  boundary-‐lines	  of	  scientometrics	  
can	  and	  ought	  to	  be	  drawn.	  How	  might	  this	  challenge	  be	  approached	  constructively?	  	  

The	   inability	  of	   scientometrics	   as	   a	  professional	   community	   to	   sanction	  and	  police	  
what	   they	   consider	   (in-‐)	   appropriate	   uses	   of	   metric	   indicators	   is	   what	   has	   clearly	  
come	  to	  the	  fore	  at	  the	  ISSI	  and	  STI	  conferences	  in	  Vienna	  and	  Berlin	  in	  2013.	  Calls	  
for	  the	  community	  to	  intervene	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  the	  integrity	  of	  its	  products	  were	  
at	   the	   heart	   of	   the	   talks	   (ISSI	   proceedings,	   2013;	   STI	   proceedings,	   2013).	   Many	  
contributions	   qualified	   that	   there	   is	   indeed	   a	   ‘social’	   problem,	   but	   subsequently	  
either	   bracketed	   it	   off	   and	   moved	   on	   to	   deal	   with	   unresolved	   technical	   issues;	  
zoomed	  in	  on	  epistemic	  shortcomings	  and	  a	  lack	  of	  consensus	  formation	  about	  what	  
scientometric	   tools	   actually	   measure,	   or	   pointed	   out	   problems	   with	   increasingly	  
widespread	   (mis-‐)	   uses	   of	   indicators,	   but	   without	   placing	   any	   responsibility	   on	  
bibliometrics.	  If	  ethical	  issues	  were	  addressed	  at	  all,	  they	  were	  ascribed	  as	  deficits	  of	  
‘lay’	   users’	   knowledge	   and/or	   of	   clear	   ‘professional’	   (bibliometrics	   community)	  
standards	   -‐	   deficits	   that	   should	   be	   addressed	   through	   both	   technical	   and	   ethical	  
guidelines.	  The	  gist	  of	  the	  suggestions	  was	  to	  continue	  working	  on	  generic	  normative	  
first-‐principles	   (guidelines,	   standards)	   and	   on	   improving	   the	   epistemic	   status	   of	  
measurements,	   as	   increasing	   the	   level	   of	   sophistication	   would	   inevitably	   trickle-‐
down	  into	  research	  management	  contexts.	  

It	  is	  questionable	  whether	  this	  assumption	  is	  correct.	  Though	  ‘users’	  do	  need	  to	  trust	  
the	  viability	  of	  measures	  to	  some	  degree,	  ascertaining	  their	  epistemic	  authority	  will	  
not	   always	   be	   their	   primary	   motivation.	   Moreover,	   as	   we	   already	   highlighted,	  
scientometricians	  are	  currently	  operating	  in	  a	  very	  crowded	  market	  place.	  And	  lastly,	  
the	   recourse	   taken	   here	   is	   towards	   an	   upstream	   solution,	   framed	   in	   terms	   that	  
reinforce	  one’s	  own	  knowledge	  producing	  capabilities	  and	  professional	  position.	  This	  
kind	   of	   boundary	   drawing	   between	   professional	   scientometrics	   and	   that	   of	   its	  
intended	   audiences	   has	   contradictory	   effects,	   because	   it	   reproduces	   the	   gap	  
between	  scientometric	  expertise	  and	  the	  practice	  level	  that	  the	  community	  is	  trying	  
to	  bridge.	  

We	   are	   not	   against	   any	   kind	   of	   distinction	   of	   expertise,	   but	   an	   expert	   division-‐of-‐
labor	   based	   on	   a	   linear	   model	   of	   innovation	   will	   not	   suffice.	   It	   seems	   to	   us	   that	  
scientometricians	   are	   caught	   in	   an	   unproductive	  model	   for	   negotiating	   difficulties	  
and	  dilemmas	  of	   being	   a	   regulatory	   science,	   as	  well	   as	   an	   academic	   one.	  Up	  until	  
recently	   it	   has	   steered	   towards	   an	   optimistic	   yet	   technocratic	   mode	   of	  
‘implementation’	  (c.f.	  Todt	  &	  Lujan,	  2014).	  The	  recent	  surge	  of	  concerns	  and	  calls	  for	  
intervention	  seems	  to	  indicate	  a	  revaluation	  of	  the	  interactive	  relationship	  between	  
science,	  science	  policy,	  and	  indicators	  for	  science	  policy.	  But	  we	  would	  like	  to	  stress	  
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that	  focusing	  most	  efforts	  on	  producing	  general,	  technically	  sophisticated	  standards	  
and	  comprehensible	  guidelines	   is	  not	  enough.	   Improving	  validity	  and	  reliability	  and	  
standards	   development	   are	   obviously	   useful	   endeavors,	   but	   if	   scientometricians	  
draw	  the	   line	  of	   intervention	  here	  they	  risk	   (at	  best)	  maintaining	  the	  status	  quo	   in	  
terms	   of	   how	   their	   products	   get	   (mis-‐)	   used	   in	   practice.	   Instead	   scientometricians	  
should	   do	   well	   to:	   a)	   avoid	   making	   a	   priori	   distinctions	   between	   a	   ‘design’	   and	  
‘implementation’	  phase	  within	  (technical)	  standards	  and	  user	  guideline	  development	  
(this	   will	   only	   widen	   the	   gap);	   b)	   actively	   involve	   ‘users’	   in	   assessing	   what	   the	  
problems	   are	   and	   in	   formulating	   potential	   solutions	   to	   these	   problems;	   and	   c)	  
include	  evidence	  from	  mixed-‐methods	  research	  to	  obtain	  more	  ‘socially	  robust’	  (cf.	  
Nowotny,	   2003)	   standards	   and	   guidelines.	   It	  would	   be	   unwise	   to	   strictly	   prescribe	  
what	  these	  new	  dialogic	  spaces	  should	  look	  like,	  as	  this	  will	  be	  something	  on	  which	  
the	   involved	  parties	  would	  have	  to	  forge	  new	  kinds	  of	  pragmatic	  arrangements.	  Of	  
course	  these	  arrangements	  need	  to	  be	  assessed	   in	   light	  of	  the	  feasibility	  of	  certain	  
scientometric	   interventions.	   As	   a	   scientific	   field	   it	   is	   not	   easy	   (or	   necessarily	  
constructive)	  to	  generate	  and	  impose	  a	  top-‐down	  standard	  heuristic	  for	  its	  members	  
to	   follow	  when	  approaching	   intervention.	   Instead	  our	  call	   is	   for	  a	   re-‐imagining	  and	  
re-‐energizing	   of	   discussions	   and	   perspectives	   about	   how	   the	   community	   should	  
approach	   the	   issue.	   This	   is	   all	   the	  more	   important	   since	   scientometricians	   are	   key	  
actors	  in	  the	  current	  ‘citation	  infrastucture’	  (Wouters,	  2014),	  along	  with	  publishers,	  
librarians,	   policy	   makers,	   databases,	   research	   managers,	   consultancies,	   and	   other	  
metrics	   users	   (including	   scholars).	   The	   responsibility	   for	   certain	   applications	   of	  
bibliometric	   indicators	   -‐	   from	   ritualized	   uses	   of	   the	   JIF	   to	   the	   reification	   of	  
sophisticated	   expert	   metrics	   -‐	   is	   distributed	   over	   all	   these	   actors	   in	   messy	   and	  
uneven	  ways.	  Scientometricians	  can	  potentially	  draw	  on	  a	  large	  technical	  and	  social-‐
scientific	   knowledge	   base	   (cf.	   Cronin,	   2008),	   making	   them	   well	   placed	   to	   help	  
analyze	  and	  change	  the	  ranges	  of	  conceivable	  types	  of	  actions	  and	  norms	  in	  current	  
practices	  of	  research	  evaluation.	  

The	   scientometric	   community	   should	   know	   by	   now	   that	   simply	   producing	   high	  
quality	   indicators	  does	  not	   ensure	   seamless	  passage	  of	   its	   epistemic	  products	   into	  
sites	  of	  practices	  to	  displace	  inferior	  products.	  We	  contend	  that	  the	  role	  of	  ‘objective	  
outsiders’	  who	  simply	  produce	  measures	  but	  take	  no	  part	  in	  their	  intervention	  is	  no	  
longer	  credible	  as	  a	  mode	  of	  intervention.	  In	  that	  particular	  normative	  arrangement	  
the	   field	   situates	   itself	   almost	   entirely	   outside	   the	   practices	   of	   which	  
scientometricians	   are	   inherently	   part.	   The	   line	   between	   representing	   and	  
intervening	  is	  not	  so	  clear-‐cut,	  and	  the	  history	  of	  the	  scientometric	  community	   is	  a	  
prescient	  case	  in	  point.	  It	  has	  always	  been	  very	  much	  in	  society,	  producing	  indicator	  
knowledge	   not	   only	   for	   knowledge’s	   sake,	   but	   also	   with	   a	   view	   to	   intervening	   in	  
worlds	  of	  evaluation	  policy	  and	  practice.	  The	  case	  of	  scientometrics	  does	  not	  capture	  
exactly	   the	   situation	   of	   all	   readers	   of	   this	   journal.	   But	   given	   the	   increasingly	  well-‐
documented	   problems	   ‘users’	   and	   ‘producers’	   face	   in	   this	   age	   of	   evaluative	  
bibliometrics,	   it	   surely	   brings	   into	   sharp	   relief	   questions	   of	   how	   professional	  
accountability	  can	  and	  ought	  to	  be	  conceived.	  	  
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