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DORA Seeks to Change
Research Evaluation Methods
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n May of this year, the American Society for Cell Biology and activists involved with
scholarly publications created a petition called the San Francisco Declaration on
Research Assessment (DORA). DORA, which is largely a petition in response to perceived
misuse of the Journal Impact Factor (JIF) asserts that while the JIF may provide a gauge
by which we can judge the quality of a journal’s contents, it presents an incomplete and
sometimes skewed account of specific research, namely, a particular article or author.1
The JIF reflects the quality of research in a journal by counting the number of citations
made to an article for a two-year period. A wide range of article types including smaller
excerpts like Editor’s Notes and Review articles are taken into account for the final Journal
Impact Factor, which creates a score based on all of the articles’
ratings combined.2
JIFs can be beneficial because they help
readers discern the quality of a journal
2.603
3.454
outright. And in fact, the original
intent of JIF was to assist librarians
in making purchasing decisions.
However, JIF has increasingly
4.411
been used by funding agencies,
and academic institutions to make
decisions about granting funding and making
appointments and promotions. Supporters
of DORA argue that the Impact Factor
provides a poor way to measure the
quality of individual research efforts
and should not be used in this context.
For example, JIF has the potential to be
inflated by one supremely successful
article. This means
that when one article
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from the editor

Joanna Gillette, Marketing

Alley-oop
As you might expect from a Lawrencian, I
am a huge fan of college basketball. The
season begins soon, so fans are deluged
with predictions for the year ahead. By
the time this issue reaches publication,
we’ll be steeped in the ever-shifting polls
that rank teams from week to week –
ostensibly an expert evaluation based on
past performance. Sound familiar?

article, or journal’s worth or reach in
the field. Despite this fact, there is a
growing trend in academia to place an
increasing amount of faith in the Journal
Impact Factor as a catch-all metric for
evaluating individual researchers. Our
feature article, “DORA Seeks to Change
Research Evaluation Methods,” provides
an introduction to an initiative aimed at
reversing this trend.

We in the scholarly publishing
business are no strangers to the
ups and downs of statistical
evaluation. On the one
hand, publication metrics
provide a valuable tool for
evaluating the impact of
research. On the other hand,
no single metric provides an
infallible account of an author,

Another significant way
in which we evaluate
research takes place
prior to publication
in the form of peer
review. Read our best
practices article, “COPE:
Keeping Peer Review
Ethical,” to learn more about

the Committee on Publication Ethics’
recently released guidelines for peer
reviewers.
With the rising volume of scholarly
research and subsequent publications,
we need quality evaluation more than
ever. But no evaluative metric, no matter
how specialized, takes the place of
careful examination and review of the
literature by a skilled reader. Likewise,
as a basketball fan, I’m not likely to stop
consulting the polls, but they are no
substitute for watching the game.
We’re interested in your feedback about
the newsletter and ideas you have for
future articles. Please email comments,
suggestions, or ideas to frontmatter@
allenpress.com. 
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DORA Seeks to Change Research Evaluation Methods

DORA supporters make
suggestions to fix the
problems they see with
current methods
for research
assessment:1

reports an industry-changing breakthrough, the
journal in which it is published gets the credit in
heightened number of citations for the next two
years, which may make less influential articles
seem better simply because they were published
in the same journal.
Diversity is one of DORA’s key elements.
DORA petitioners want to see more assessments
based on the quality of research within a
particular article, rather than a judgment of
the publication as a whole, and they hope
that quality assessments in the future will
account for the integrity of an article’s merits
independent of the journal in which it happens
to be published.1 This is not to say that JIF is a
bad measure for journal quality, but increased
variation in journal metrics could mean more
publicity for smaller publications and a more
detailed estimation of article success. This
could be especially good for authors who are
experiencing the negative effects of JIF, which
not only influences which libraries subscribe to a
journal, but also an author’s chances of earning
tenure.3
Transparency is another important value behind
DORA. DORA urges members of the scholarly
publishing community to be more clear with
methods of research evaluation that are
inevitably used to provide recommendations
for institutions, funding agencies, publishers,
and researchers alike. The coalition hopes to
see continued honesty in the publishing world.
Publishers should hold authors accountable and
organizations that create publication-evaluating
metrics should, according to DORA, “be clear that
inappropriate manipulation of metrics will not be
tolerated.”1
Although petitioners don’t necessarily oppose
the use of JIF and other journal-level metrics in
the proper context, they do hope to eliminate
their use as a catch-all evaluation for research.4
DORA provides this broad guideline: “Do not use
journal-based metrics, such as Journal Impact
Factors, as a surrogate measure of the quality of
individual research articles, to assess an individual
scientist’s contributions, or in hiring, promotion,
or funding decisions.”1
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the need to eliminate
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own merits rather than on the basis
of the journal in which the research is
published; and
the need to capitalize on the opportunities
“...critics believe
provided by online publication (such as relaxing
DORA will
unnecessary limits on the number of words,
figures, and references in articles, and exploring
simply result in
new indicators of significance and impact).
•

The document also provides more specific
guidelines for funding agencies, universities,
publishers, and metric suppliers. According to
DORA, the key for publishers is to reduce use
of JIF as a standalone in journal marketing, and
to accompany advertised journal metrics with
others like the ones described below.

our replacing
one metric with
another.”

DORA calls for the elimination of journal-based
metrics, but suggests alternative research-based
evaluation instead, leading some critics to
believe DORA will simply result in our replacing
one metric with another.3 It is well understood
in the industry that there is hardly a perfect
metric available currently,5 and most agree that
transparency and diversification could positively
benefit journal and article representation.
Already, there are several JIF alternatives,
including the Eigenfactor, Altmetrics, and h-index.
The Eigenfactor is a supplement to the Journal
Impact Factor, which also measures the
significance of a journal as a whole, but Eigenfactor
is touted for taking into account the types of
citations it calculates. For example, the Eigenfactor
ignores self-citations and gives citation-heavy

3

Nora Fairchild, Account Management

“... there is a clear
unease in the
heavy reliance on
metrics for funding
and advancement
decisions.”

EIGENFACTOR

0.008332
ALTMETRICS

364

DORA Seeks to Change Research Evaluation Methods

review articles less merit.2 Unfortunately from the
DORA perspective, the Eigenfactor does not take
into account journal size, which can skew data,
and ultimately does not provide the more specific
article-based metrics that DORA supporters are
looking for.
Altmetrics provide a new and diverse method of
gaining article metrics, not by formal citation, but
via internet buzz: “The Altmetric Explorer tracks
conversations around the scientific articles in
tweets, blog posts, and news that are analyzed
and represented by a score in a ‘donut’ made
of colors that reflect the mix of sources.”6 Jason
Priem, University of North Carolina—Chapel
Hill, presented at the Allen Press 2013 Emerging
Trends in Scholarly Publishing™ Seminar and
argued that online publishing is just as valid as
print publishing, and that our metrics should
reflect and grow as the industry changes.7
The h-index, also known as the Hirsch-index,
was created with the intention to focus
on an article’s author, rather than the
journal in which it is published. This
index counts both the number
of articles published by a
given author, as well
as the number of
h-INDEX
citations those
6
articles receive.2
The h-index
may provide one
sound alternative to
the JIF when it comes
to researcher assessment
for the purpose of granting funding or
advancement, not only because it focuses on
authors, but also because it is a more wellrounded measurement, and it can be applied to
groups of articles as well.
There is no shortage of metrics for evaluating
research quality, but DORA really calls for a reduced
dependence on any single tool, urging both
funding agencies and institutions to “consider the
value and impact of all research outputs (including
datasets and software) in addition to research
publications, and consider a broad range of impact
measures including qualitative indicators of
research impact, such as influence on policy and

4

practice.”1 Clearly, this type of evaluation requires
a more nuanced approach than simply crunching
the citation numbers. That said, article metrics
are likely to continue to be a significant piece
of the evaluative process. Publishers can expect
continued development of new evaluative tools
because the science of article metrics has yet to be
perfected and there is a clear unease in the heavy
reliance on metrics for funding and advancement
decisions. Perhaps the best proof of that fact comes
in the impressive number of both individuals and
organizations who have signed the petition. Just
months after the document was released, the
number of signatures jumped from the original
155 individuals to 9,305 individuals and from
82 organizations to 381 organizations. This will
certainly be an initiative to keep an eye on.
You can read DORA, see a list of signatures, and
even sign the declaration if you are so inclined at
http://am.ascb.org/dora/. 
1. American Society for Cell Biology. San Francisco
Declaration on Research Assessment. Available at
http://am.ascb.org/dora/. Accessed October 1, 2013.
2. Morris et al. “The Handbook of Journal Publishing.”
Journal Metrics. Cambridge University Press, 2013.
Pp. 133–155.
3. Anderson, Kent. 2013. Impact Crater — Does DORA
Need to Attack the Impact Factor to Reform How It Is
Used in Academia? The Scholarly Kitchen. Available
at http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2013/05/21/
impact-crater-does-dora-need-to-attack-the-impactfactor-to-reform-how-the-it-is-used-in-academia/.
Accessed October 1, 2013.
4. Science Daily. 2013. Scientific Insurgents
Say 'Journal Impact Factors' Distort Science.
Available at http://www.sciencedaily.com/
releases/2013/05/130516142537.htm. Accessed
October 1, 2013.
5. Carpenter, Todd A. 2012. Altmetrics — Replacing the
Impact Factor Is Not the Only Point. The Scholarly
Kitchen. Available at http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.
org/2012/11/14/altmetrics-replacing-the-impactfactor-is-not-the-only-point/. Accessed October 1,
2013.
6. Luther, Judy. 7/5/2012. http://scholarlykitchen.
sspnet.org/2012/07/25/altmetrics-trying-to-fill-thegap/. Accessed October 1, 2013.
7. http://www.altmetric.com/. Accessed October 1,
2013.
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COPE: Keeping Peer Review Ethical
In the rapidly evolving state of scientific
publishing, researchers rush articles to
meet publishing quotas. In the hustle
and bustle of the publishing world, the
Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE)
is always nearby to ensure editors and
publishers stay ethical throughout the
complex process from submissions to
publication. Since COPE’s beginnings in
1997, the ambition stands to assist in
keeping the publishing world running
honestly and efficiently. The organization
provides several tools to aid in this
mission including flow charts and online
forums established to discuss cases of
misconduct publicly.
In COPE’s recently published COPE Ethical
Guidelines for Peer Reviewers, coordinated
by Irene Hames, the peer review process
is simplified and organized in a clear and
helpful reference tool for authors, editors,
and reviewers. This concise list of caveats
successfully illustrates the importance
of and procedures involved in the peer
review process.
Peer review, a process that has been
around for approximately 300
years, is a method in which
researchers validate
other researchers’
work. If done ethically
and without bias,
peer review is the
most effective test
to determine which
articles warrant
publication. This
process also aids
in determining what
research merits funding.

The peer review process relies greatly
on trust and, to quote Irene Hames,
“requires that everyone involved behaves
responsibly and ethically.” In order
for peer review to be successful, the
authors, editors, and reviewers must
remain honest and ethical at all times.
If any of the mentioned parties exhibit
bias, be it toward a friend or competitor,
the reputation for peer review and the
advancement of science is at stake. As
Hames affirms, “Peer review plays an
important role in ensuring the integrity
of the scholarly record.” Keep in mind
though, misconduct of this nature does
not happen often; however, it only takes
a few instances to tarnish the process. The
ethics of peer review as a system should
always be regarded with importance and
preservation.
In the COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer
Reviewers, these standards are simply
stated in an organized list to keep
everyone involved on the same page
throughout the process. The guidelines
are broken into sections starting with
“Basic Principles to which Peer
Reviewers Should Adhere,”
which outlines the
responsibilities of the
reviewer, focusing
on the importance
of objectivity,
constructive and
professional
feedback, accuracy,
and timely work
ethics. The next section
details the expectations
during the peer review
process, documenting

appropriate procedures for responding
and communicating about manuscripts
under review, as well as procedures for
suggesting, accepting, and declining
manuscripts under review.
Once the unbiased review has been
completed, a report is prepared for
the paper pending publication. COPE
explains the rules and standards to follow
when writing a report of this nature.
The guidelines end with a section that
emphasizes confidentiality even after
the peer review process is complete,
and also suggests that reviewers keep
an open communication line between
themselves and the journal in case any
new matters arise. Reviewers are urged
to accommodate requests to review
revisions, and are reminded that a
genuine interest in the outcome of the
paper and adherence to the practice of
treating others as you want to be treated
enhances the success of the peer review
process.
The COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer
Reviewers, though concise, is packed full of
helpful instructions for authors, reviewers,
and editors. Throughout the guidelines, a
theme of honesty, confidentiality, expert
advice, and prompt action is present. All
characteristics, if followed, will elevate
the long-practiced peer review process
to a place of strength and authority, and
ultimately it will aid in furthering science
ethically.
The COPE Ethical Guidelines for Peer
Reviewers can be accessed here: http://
publicationethics.org/files/Ethical_
guidelines_for_peer_reviewers_0.pdf 
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Solving the Social Media Puzzle

Establish a Calendar to Ensure Social Media Consistency after Leadership Shifts
By now, many publications, journals,
organizations, and associations are
thinking socially. While establishing
a social media plan may seem time
consuming alongside rigid publication
deadlines, developing a cohesive plan will
not only save time in the future, but will
also boost your brand presence online.
My colleague Taylor Fulton and I spoke
about the importance of developing a
social media plan in our July webinar
titled “Creating a Tactical Social Media
Communication Plan.” After the webinar,
we received some questions about “gate
keeping” a social media plan, as well as
how to develop a calendar.
Developing the “ALLEN” model was a
way to highlight the important steps in a
social media plan – targeting an audience,
developing the logic and logistics
behind creating engaging content,
and determining how to
evaluate and navigate
through changes
in the social
paradigm.
While it
may seem
daunting to
sit around a

that your social media strategy should
fit alongside—or become part of—an
overall marketing strategy. While most
organizations have one fluid voice
running their channels, being able to
pass the social puzzle piece to another
association or organization member once
roles change is important. A calendar
helps with this, too.
Developing a strategy with a team of
people ensures that an organization’s
message is consistent, has personality,
and communicates some sort of
knowledge to social users. Taylor and
I touched on the tactics behind this –
highlighting broad categories such as
celebrations, feature stories, anniversaries,
and events individualizes your strategy.
Establishing a calendar is the most
important step in remaining
consistent and ensuring that
someone else can post in
another’s absence or term
expiration. Let’s say a
publication comes
out the first
Monday of the
month, the next
issue comes out
September 2, and the
journal has established
that they would like to
post twice weekly.
Goal one is to increase
readership, and the strategy is to use
content already in the journal. Goal
two is to raise awareness for events,
research, and scholarships, and the
strategy is to promote these activities.

table
and ask
questions about
messages and
audience, these things need to be clearly
established before a calendar can be
developed.
As you determine the logic behind
your plan, it’s important to remember
6

Tactics for increasing readership:
• Monday, September 2 – Link to the new
issue. Engage readers.
• Monday, September 9 – Post the letter
from the editor that was in the issue.
• Monday, September 16 – Post the
feature or an abstract of the feature.
• Monday, September 23 – Post a photo
from the issue that engages.

•

Monday, September 30 – Highlight
what users are saying about the article,
or the most-read story by looking at the
analytics of your site.
Tactics for raising awareness for events,
research, and scholarships:
• Wednesday, September 4 – Writer
spotlight: Post a blurb about the feature
writer.
• Wednesday, September 11 – Event
spotlight: Post information about an
event or meeting, post a photo of a
scientist doing research, etc.
• Wednesday, September 18 –
Scholarship/donation spotlight: Post
information about a scholarship the
journal is involved with or information
on a larger scholarship within the
society/partner organization.
• Wednesday, September 25 – Newsletter/
promotional spotlight: Promote a
newsletter or activity the organization is
currently participating in.
Content can be developed ahead of
schedule and can be filtered through
several apps (like HootSuite) to post on
a certain day and time. In the example
above, Monday posts will remain
consistent throughout the year; the
content in the Wednesday posts will
provide variety for users. This can be
changed every 180 days depending on
how often a social plan is updated.
Is your content behind a pay wall?
Utilizing front matter and back matter, as
addressed in the July webinar, is an easy
way to prompt users and draw attention
to a publication. Posting abstracts, feature
ideas, or encouraging discussion on a
certain topic in that month’s journal
is another way to ignite a thoughtful
discussion between users.
For more information on the ALLEN
model, slides and video from “Creating
a Tactical Social Media Communication
Plan” are available on our website at
www.allenpress.com/resources/
webinararchive. 
FrontMatter

Allen Press Sweeps Gold Ink’s Scientific
and Medical Journals Category
Allen Press received top honors in the Scientific and Medical Journals category in Printing
Impressions’ 2013 Gold Ink awards. Gold was awarded for Gastronomica Vol. 12, Issue 4;
Silver for Boom: A Journal of California Vol. 2, Issue 2; and
Bronze for Gems and Gemology Vol. 48, Issue 3.
Gold Ink awards are given based on superior craftsmanship
and quality. Entries, numbering in the thousands each year,
are from printers around the world. The last time Allen Press
swept the Scientific and Medical Journals category was in
2006. The company was honored at the Gold Ink Awards
and Hall of Fame Gala on September 9, at the Hyatt Regency
at McCormick Place in Chicago. The winning pieces will
be featured in the upcoming issue of Printing Impressions
magazine.
“The awards we have received this year highlight what our
talented staff is capable of,” CEO Gerald Lillian said. “We
are honored to have been a recipient of all these awards.
Receiving the Gold, Silver, and Bronze in this year’s Gold Ink
awards is quite an accomplishment.”
In June, Allen Press was also the recipient of four Certificates of Merit in the Printing Industries
of America’s Premier Print Awards. The company received certificates for Arabian Horse Times,
The Mineralogical Record, and Allen Press’ newsletter, FrontMatter.
In March, the company also received 10 awards in the Printing & Imaging Association of
MidAmerica’s Graphic Excellence Competition (GraphEx). Orchids Vol. 81, Issue 7 won the Best of
Category award. 2013 was the fifth consecutive year Allen Press received a GraphEx award.
To see awards from previous years, visit our website at http://allenpress.com/company/awards. 
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Allen Press Corporate Marketing Staff Receives Two Marketing Plus Awards
Publishing and Marketing said. “We have a terrific team that
works extremely hard to ensure that our customers have access
to the information they need to stay on top of the latest changes
in the industry.”

Allen Press received honors in the Direct
Mail Marketing and Customer/ Community
Event Marketing categories of the National
Association of Print Leaders (NAPL) Marketing
Plus Awards.

The NAPL Marketing Plus Program honors companies that
demonstrate the ability to realize the full potential of marketing
A Bronze in Direct Mail Marketing was awarded
in all its forms as a key driver of their success and growth. The
for FrontMatter. A Bronze in Customer/Community Event
NAPL Marketing Plus Awards are given based on a point system
Marketing was awarded for the 2013 Allen Press Emerging
that measures the individual product or
Trends in Scholarly Publishing™ Seminar,
ReDRAW THe MAP:
campaign and how
it met its goals.
“Redrawing the Map: Setting the New
SeTTINGsuccessfully
THe NeW
COORDINATeS
fOR SCHOLARLy
FrontMatter
Coordinates in Scholarly Publishing.” The
PubLISHING
Awards were presented in 11 categories this
seminar, held in Washington DC annually,
year. Allen Press was recognized on September
brings together publishing professionals to
Strategic Content Delivery
7 during the NAPL Soderstrom Awards Dinner at
explore new challenges and opportunities,
A
The Gleacher Center in downtown Chicago. 
and discuss the changing paradigms—
technological, political, and societal—that
continue to affect the industry.
Allen Press
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From antiquarian nautical charts depicting sea monsters at the
edge of the known world to modern smartphone apps featuring
touchscreen GPS and topographic mash-ups, maps reflect our
changing worldview and accumulation of knowledge. Data
provided by ancient mariners and astronauts have changed our
perspectives, challenged our perceptions, and pointed the way for
others to follow. In the same spirit, explorers and innovators in the
world of scholarly publishing are plotting the waypoints for the
future of scientific communication. Navigating unknown delivery
channels. Scouting passages that link users to content. Redrawing
the map as we seek fresh approaches and imagine new solutions.
Join us on this voyage as we look at pioneering journal start-ups,
technological developments to watch, the transformation of
content discovery, and creative alternatives to journal and article
metrics—complemented by roundtable discussions and
an extended networking lunch.

Joanna Gillette, Marketing

feature

“…we must look at
print versus online
delivery, digital
and offset press
production,
mobile site versus
app….”

dvancing technologies and more expansive online access have created an
environment primed for increasing digital content delivery. However, as is true
with most things, in addition to opening up the breadth of opportunities, more
choices can mean more challenges.

For societies and publishers, the questions about publication are no longer geared around
press runs and print distribution. Now, we must look at print versus online
delivery, digital and offset press production, mobile site versus app, and
the list goes on. Furthermore, these options are all being discussed
under the pressure of shrinking publication budgets and increasing
distribution costs.
Now, it may seem like content distribution advice from a printer
would be a bit one-sided, but the truth is, Allen Press is much
more than just a printer. We offer a number of distribution
solutions, including online and eBook distribution. Although
I’ll admit that many of us do have ink in our veins, our real
goal is to collaborate with our customers to find the

“It is always rewarding to be recognized for
your efforts, but it is especially gratifying
that our newsletter and seminar, both of
which provide information for the industry
at large, were selected to receive these
awards,” Melanie Dolechek, Director of
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SCOPUS Releases Second
Generation of Journal
Metrics SNIP and SJR

Rubriq Aiming for Innovation,
Consistency, Speed Within
the Scholarly Publishing Field
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