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program grows, its sponsors may project
the external threat more vividly and
characterize it in terms of greater rather
than less certainty” (p. 286).

There’s paydirt in those themes — far
more than in the exhausted thesis of inter-
service and political backscratching as the
explanation for the success of the weapons
economy. For decades, US political con-
sciousness has been steeped in fears of
aggressive Soviet military intentions.
Reagan drew applause from across the
political spectrum when he decreed that
defence spending must grow while all
other government spending would be
reduced. During his two terms in office,
the military share of federal research
spending rose from 50 to 70 per cent of the
total — there were virtually no dissenting
voices. In electoral politics, an unrebutted
allegation of weakness on defence is
almost invariably fatal. Just before taking
office, the new Secretary of Defense, Dick
Cheney, warned that it would be “a grave

mistake” to cut defence spending.
Hampson concludes that the “weapons
acquisition and budgetary process must be
restructured so thar it becomes more of a
zero-sum game” (p. 279). Towards this
goal, he recommends stricter Congress-
ional oversight, clearer budget pre-
sentations, and various other tinkerings
with the political and organizational
underpinnings of the system. All have
been suggested before. At one time or
another, some have been put into practice,
only to fail in their intended objective of
rationalizing the design and purchase of
weapons. That failure does not arise from
defective bureaucratic arrangements.
Rather, it comes from a distorted worid
view that insists that a menace is at the
gates and nothing is tco costly, or too
mad, in the quest for security. O
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One of the first papers that I submitted for
publication was returned by the editor,
saying that he would take it if I removed a
section that he judged to be of no interest.
Being keen to get into print, I complied.
Later, I decided that the excised section
was still worth publishing. 1 sent it, duly
smartened up, to another editor, who
accepted it. At a stroke my productivity,
as measured by publications, had appar-
ently shot up.

Such an experience induces a healthy
scepticism about performance indicators
for rescarch. Current talk in academic
common rooms about ‘citation rings’ and
‘smallest publishable units’ only adds to
the scepticism. Yet performance indica-
tors, and evaluations of scientific research
based upon them, are unquestionably
here to stay. We have to learn to live with
them, which means learning what can
sensibly be used, for what purposes, and
within what limits.

The Ciba Foundation therefore did
valuable service by holding, in June 1988,
an international conference of experts in
evaluation to take stock of the state of the
art. This book is the final product of the
meeting. It is made up of 14 short papers,
an introduction and summing up by Sir
David Phillips, chairman of the UK Advi-
sory Board for the Rescarch Councils, and
the text of the discussions. What emerges
is a variegated blend of techniques,
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methodological issues and case studies.
Clearly, evaluations now come in all
shapes and sizes. Some are concerned
with evaluating national performance in
science and technology; some with institu-
tions, such as the British technological
universities; some with programmes, such
as the Alvey fifth-generation computer
programme; and some with research
groups. Others explore the operations of
peer review systems; the impact of differ-
ent modes of research funding; and the
links between science and technology.
One paper even attempts to evaluate the
evaluators — surely a growth subject.
Underlying the whole discussion is a
tension between those who are confident
of the value of quantitative evaluative
methods, hedged with caveats about the
need for sensitive and skilled handling,
and those who express concern that what
can be quantified are only epiphenomena.
Thus, although one contributor dismisses
the long-standing debates on the meaning
of citattons as “rather arid” (p.13), others
argue that indicators and evaluative tech-
nigues can only be worthwhile within the
framework of a clearer understanding of
the dynamics of science and technology,
and their interaction with the economy.
To some extent, as is pointed out in the
bocek, this is a debate between pragmatic
science policy analysts and more theo-
retically inclined historians and socic-
logists of science. But it would be wrong to
‘sociologize’ away the debate this easily.
For example, the book contains ampie
evidence of disagreements among even
the most pragmatic participants over the
acceptability of various bibliometric pro-
cedures, even down to such questions as
how to count multi-authored papers, or
how to define fields of science. These are
not purely technical questions; their reso-
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lution depends in part upon what one
believes to be the importance of collabo-
ration for the advance of science. or upon
one’s view of the relations between ficlds.

Indeed, disagreements over such points
raise the question of what precisely is the
evaluator’s art. The contributors to this
volume offer various answers. One sees
himself as a guerilla rather than a regular
soldier, though it is surely unusual for
guerillas to be paid by the established
government. Others discuss whether their
role model is management consultancy,
medicine, the law, designers of expert sys-
tems or writers of spy novels. The claim by
one contributor, that those attending the
conference were “a community of tech-
nicians in the business of evaluation™,
earned a sharp riposte from another par-
ticipant who said that those present who
felt themselves to be part of the scientific
community were more concerned with
understanding how science works, and
what the scope might be for any kind of
policy influence on the production of
scientific knowledge (p.88).

Such differences of view also raise the
issue of how professional standards are to
be upheld among a group of analysts with
growing influence in the corridors of
power. There are disturbing references in
the book to evaluators being sent back to
“improve the picture” (p.28), and to the
difficulties of maintaining integrity in the
close relationship that, for a successful
evaluation, exists between evaluator and
customer. Statements about the import-
ance of remaining outside political debate
sit awkwardly against a long-established
literature on the impossibility of scientific
advisors acting apolitically. Most partici-
pants also seemed curiously unaware that,
as one of their number pointed out (p.29),
the activity of programme evaluation is
not new, having been done on a large scale
in social policy for 30 years, and that many
of these issues have been addressed before.

One suggestion that emerged was for a
code of ethics for evaluators to be laid
down. Another was that evaluators should
seek professional legitimation from within
the field of science and technology studies,
which could provide an intellectual critique
of the meaning of indicators and tech-
niques. Given the scale of commitment to
evaluation of scientific research, these
matters ought urgently to be addressed.
As Sir David Phillips remarked, it may be
that, like the proverbial drunk looking for
a lost wallet, we are searching under a
street lamp simply because that is where it
is light — particularly the light provided
by the Science Citation Index. Whether we
are learning much about real scientific
performance, however that may be defined,
is a serious question that this book does
much to air. O
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