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In the past few weeks, new criticisms of the impact 
factor have been made by research communities.  
What is surprising in this case is that these criti-
cisms come from scholars in misnamed hard sci-
ences, and that they are trying to present a set of 
complaints that are not new, neither in their mean-
ing nor in their statement.

We have long known that a quantitative indi-
cator such as the Impact Factor is not only insuf-
ficient, but also very vulnerable, since the citations-
to-articles ratio can create situations in which, for 
example, a journal with few articles but a good, 
controlled quantity of citations generated by groups 
interested in getting a higher indicator for the jour-
nal, actually has that effect, an increase that I call 
a “bubble” effect.  However, the creators of these 
indicators have already undertaken measures de-
signed to prevent these actions.  These measures 
range from warning editors to creating more indica-
tors and more diverse forms of measuring impact.

Scientometric indicators have also been long 
shown to be a measure of communication between 
academic peers, and not a measure of social appro-
priation of knowledge, or of the impact of profes-
sional training.  It is probably necessary to have 
different measures for those contexts.

But it has been academic communities, espe-
cially those from hard sciences and from countries 
with higher outputs, like the ones rediscovering the 
aforementioned facts, that have played a role in le-
gitimizing these indicators as a criterion of quality.

The problem is not the indicators per se.  On 
the contrary, it is academic communities, operat-
ing from universities or other entities, who have 
become the problem by having given indicators a 
significant weight both in research assessment and 
resource allocation processes.  But at least in our 
context, it is clear that the final decision on whether 
a researcher gets resources does not depend on the 
IF, but on a complex peer reviewing system that 
makes the weight of indicators more relative.

But also, we cannot ignore the role that these 
indicators have been given by incentive systems 
within Universities and institutions, both for re-
searchers and for research groups.  These indica-
tors cannot reflect the whole spectrum of their 
efforts or the dynamics of knowledge-producing 
communities in their early stages of development.  
Nevertheless, we have enough evidence nowadays 
that once communities are consolidated, these 
indicators can provide information about certified 
quality.  That is why most of these measures provide 
several informative dimensions and are useful be-
cause they give transparency to the processes that 
account for research activity.  If we did not have 
these indicators, we would not have any other way 
to understand this activity.

Moreover, open-access systems such as RE-
DALYC and SciELO, distinguished projects com-
mitted to promote open-access, have been facing 
the challenges of improving access for communities 
that simply do not have enough money to pay for 
it.  These initiatives have been fighting for quality 

Editorial
The San Francisco Declaration: An Old 
Debate from the Latin American Context



326        Un i v e r s i ta s Ps yc h o l o g i ca       V.  12      No.  2       a B r i l- j U n i o       2013   

and democratisation of access to knowledge – RE-
DALYC in particular has also suggested alternative 
indicators for regional academic communities1.  Up 
to this point, these voices had been ignored, and it 
is only now that they are heard again, that main-
stream scholars raise their own to discuss some-
thing we had been debating for years in our region. 
Furthermore, globally Scimago group2 has had an 
outstanding job and complementary for measure-
ment of isolated indicators developing multiple and 
complex measures of production, impact and use 
of knowledge.

I think we also need to ask ourselves what forces 
and interests are behind this discussion today.  

1 For a more comprehensive explanation of alternative indicators 
see Aguado-López et al. (2013) http://redalycfractal.org/capsu-
lasinvestigacion/LabCrf_capsula2.pdf

2 http://www.scimago.es/

Maybe emergent communities are unleashing these 
declarations calling for a change in the rules? Is this 
rediscovery important now that these emergent 
academic communities have a voice and citations? 
In this sense, these rebellions must be taken with 
a pinch of salt, because we have been reflecting 
about the subject for years and this is not a discov-
ery for us.  We have discussed the need for other 
measures and, of course, we have had clarity about 
the importance of the social impact of knowledge.

Wilson lóPez lóPez 
editor


