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SIUEE o U2 1 8 TEMFSCRFAEHER] » Hor ReRea el » DUREHE
ANFIFFRRAGRE Fiie TR E MEHER] -

ASCRHE R E R AR - E e e S R R - DU HAE R
WA PR E R - FHEEWASIT » RENRRD S8 B i A
EHE P SRR AL FEATAHRR Fagnv R Bl [ - SR EERBR BE R SRl fE AR
oAk - TR T AR ) AUARE E S BE Bl -

T TEEINE S ) AR IRE A

ESIIES520124E 12 H 16 HAF ASCBAEGTER - HiFE it ittha
155 i LMEN B 53558 » 538 S2{E B AI/R SR A5 E - RS BT
R E - FEZE SN Fo R SRS TEARR AN » DU e a8 B A
TR BRI e R R A A N R (G BER 2 1Y BT BRAR B A ST R
B EE Fofr] » WERA B LS S ATk oo MR - R 201743 H » 840
EfEEESIIES @ DEASSEENEEANERE - CE#EE 12,5507
K H R AR FE A BB IR E RS - FOERE M SRR
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REHSWEABEEEY » 220 KEENTTE2EEREE KT8
%~ EIWEMAAIER « 320 SCHEERLRY 2014 52 STIE & - BER GRS
B {H HE e R B B TR 2R 2013 4 22 BURN HE T B RO AR ER AT 14
International Conference of the International Society for Scientometrics and Informet-
rics (ISSI) W& €711 18™ International Conference on Science and Technology In-
dicators (STI) iffif & (de Rijcke, 2014) * FE2013 FAYISSIHFES & » Wolfgang
Glinzel B2 Paul Wouters £2H T “The dos and don’ts in individual level bibliometrics”
(Wouters, Glinzel, Gliser, & Rafols, 2013 ) » ARSCEHEHHATT o

HER AT %

1. AR AT B A S Ly B — i -

2. AR P TS R R s AR R SR BT S -
3. AT PR T AR ) (R -

4. ARTTEEHE VR P TR -

5. AT i B — PR R G T HE -

6. AT e L A -

7. AN PSRRI T g -

8. AN HIE I HIAE — &5 (one-hit wonders ) »

9. AN S LB T A b -
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1M1 2013 SEAEAOPRFT R TR STIRNGY & - RURFRE S S LA ET 15 T3 - £ —
Giatim R rh - EIlGH BT E T R R Bt % BET AL R E R RS B Al
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iR (editorial material ) SCFE » I FIRERERRS AT S2 000 5t 0 A T 5 2
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Y B BRSETATAESE “San Francisco Declaration on Research Assess-
ment” » “DORA” » BERRRIINTE RIIE S H 2013 FFR LIRS IR
Bt » #E ScopusH » A 19153 FS [HEUE . DORA » [HIFEENE - HbH
45 R Rt 5 5 Web of Science (WoS) HHE 32fF 3 F » IBREMRE S + #R
FHAZRER » L AR it A el 5 5 H s G - & E iR = Er AT
FRIITIRYIZE o TS HERE GRS BB SR SRR | R -

k)1 FIAEASLETIHFARL

SRR
1 71 TR g
Scopus WoS
Journal of Informetrics 6 4 Scientometrics

Scientometrics

Soziale Welt

PLoS One

Journal of Korean Medical Science

2 Journal of Informetrics
2 Minerva

Roczniki Psychologiczne

Canadian Journal of Chemical Engineering
Elife

European Science Editing

W W W WwWhk v ONARN

Insights
Proceedings of ISSI 2015 R
Others 145%  24** Others

& A 191 32
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2015) ° Pulverer (2015 ) LLEMBO Journal {2 2013 £EFT SERE#E S | IR BLE 234715
TR+ $8HEE 20% HUEmSCENERR 732 HAT 80% At | K » B Nature 3
FIRHLL » Nature TSRS EMBO Journal » SRTRTE AIHEA = LLHIRY
AT GRS U AT S B R B E LI TG A 8] - Jacobs (2013) FRHY »
& IUE S HEEHET 2 2R B E B e E S B B SRR TR - AR
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RS FEIRIEELLBAGR - BRI IFE &I LU E Sl EE BV R -

Alberts (2013) LA Science AT FARE 73 88K » S RIATIZ E R BAERE
FIE s SHUATIRE - MIEE R FEr B AR TEa B S ERIARE - SRR 2
BEARBE R ANE KA » SEHIH » Alberts (2013 ) FERE |25 1E (E A JERE -
R SCE TR R A BT 2 B AR 8 - HEUERSTEED NG =6 £ &
AT BRI BEARA 5 - FEE0 5T B i A T (Bl L3RS
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UAMETRE HZEEF - PNASHIEEHR Verma (2015) RIS S R £ FH AT
BRBBIREEE - B THIN RS R R R TIR - IR RO Ry
HEEAT - 2AYIERNES | $E8 L 120 NESEENISR ST
MR R R R B S BRI T - (&t - 2240 S R BT 2
BRI SULEITIE » BIANSEse KRB E A B FREE AR R » BRIEHEE
BHEE LIS — 1R B0 1Ems BARBONTI R R S - BRIEARTIASRE 5 5
FELE B DT SAE T I B AR 52 B R BB B E Ry BB BT 58 A BB B A
AP 5 LR SEIEE - DO RS R s BRI TR Ram

HH R R R H S Bt - S A IATIRREE A e E S I S E T
T ER Al ST A S B P B R B — AP - Verma (2015) FRHY » EBIBIEKEL
B4R (National Academy of Sciences ) £ 2015 F-4F 5 I - $HAFEAATALE FHEAT
SRBOEI TR AR - IR E BB 5 T PNAS thiRFR s il iy 25
firm SRR )T » IMIEHATIREREL - Alberts (2013) HIFYRESRIIE S ATSIH
HUaR A B B S L T R L HOERERER SR » SRR AR B it
Ry A MrE B Bl T EHAR I 7E A BB BT+ (AR C A BT
SRR BAESR » FEE AT E AR MR S A A AR BT R = -

FEE B I U E S EEsRES - thlsE KRBT GeE T
BRI « BI20Schmid (2013) BRTEXES o HRAFRBRAZEE
EIUE S MICRHAERGRE - NEHRIBRGEE 2SS ER AT R RS
Ry A7 nlEEEnhEmEATEEEENE - L DIHEEEIKIEE (cover letter)
il A e B B A R SR AR S N A E R Bk - IO - INE S e
HoNE R TEESE > B4 The European Molecular Biology Organization (EMBO ) 3¢
AR R BRI - SR R E IR EHEE TR - 2
MR FEEMAEIAN T - DFREEZEG2FIRIE - MIHEE
HEHF =T ERIVEUE (Pulverer, 2015) « &AM - EEREHZEHES
LIS ST SRR SOB R R STREE - SRR IFREEE - HIAIEHET 22 EH % Henk
Moed 71455 Nature JITIRIERIG R » BTS2 SR BO A HERE B G 2
HIFREA TS S FTREMRE L T BITE RAKIE T E A G g scE
AT BRI E HE HE A 5 B R HE A ARSI b - (3 B
BRAE Nature B Science FFm B ZIITINGR SR EL - B2 &R 6 S BT
N E R am SR RN TERSHA T - 1 2B i 2R AE (Reich, 2013) « KL+ BIfE
eI UE S EEFORAE G825 YT (B8 I B R B R ART S I 3
fHFERE - RIEZFEIERVETE T =0E HkfE © SO AR SO AL E » SR &L
BT TEIY - R GE SRR AL ERIBAITEE - (HERFEAE
AN TEHE 28 N BRI AT SR T RERBAE 2% 4F - Bl LS ZR MERX o F sl B (o PR 2645
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B BEFBRAME IR ZA R B R I AFREIR A - SARhE - MR ENE M
WRESIIE S TR - TR 3G 2% BB R F B F AR L
Jacobs (2013) B REMEFR LR _RWERINES - —ERAGIHEAIN TE#
EAATREE - DUEAERREAIRIET TR NI - $53r 2 18l
W AR R EEF I EE R EA RS EFBAREARR -

T~ TREE S PR A0 S B G

HEilET B2 5 Henk Moed #5Z Nature WITIH IR G35 H - SUBEH &2
IEEHYCE AT ERFHE T2 - FIRRERE S ECE A BH R R
HITEEELRE] (Reich, 2013) « SRR T BB EIBAVEE ER M RS H
o TR E S S AGEE A - RESIUESH I BERZIRNTE
ST MR R - 2R E S A& AN G T E B S B A B ik A 5 | R -
FRATFIFH Scopus Bl Web of Science( WoS ) 23 HIEF T4 » #ZE20174E3H21H -
TR Nature ITIRIAE B 5 — 35 | FHRBG HITE Scopus R 130 K » WoS
H Ry 55 R o FEMIMES [SCRG [ERES » 5| R B Z AT &N 25
FEEHAT Journal of Informetrics B Scientometrics » SSAMEZERI ERIHAT]
(mega journal) PLoS One A ZR X EG NG E S - TIBAHBE S E=IVHTIE
BB EE R AR 2 FiR -

%2 FIAREE T MR

9 T

Scopus  WoS
Journal of Informetrics 24 11 Scientometrics
Scientometrics 20 10 Journal of Informetrics
PLoS One 10 8 PLoS One
Professional de la Informacion 4 3 Professional de la Informacion
Journal of the Association for 3 3 Research Evaluation
Information Science and Technology
PLoS Biology 3 2 Online Information Review
Research Policy 3 2 Research Policy
Others 63%* 16** Others
G af 130 55

DR - e SRR
REES BT 5T & BIBUM K AR B A7 S " IR B, —

o Bk - WS SEHE B Z &9 (Higher Education Funding Council
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ity o R EEEAVFERE (responsible metrics ) FEELfii DU 7L BARFfER ¢
1. F3f@M: (robustness ) * 75 M RETE BB HEfE 4 Bl [ B i et =

2. ##k Chumility ) © SEENEI RS IERL R VE R USRS » IEFZRANUA
Bt ~ BE5EH

3. 3&EBH (transparency ) © SIRAYICERBL o3 B A E A B ELERH » BRAETAL
] DA e s A R -

4. ZAEME (diversity ) © FREBZ BIRVZER - H—RY ARG
RS SR TP TE A B R RREERR AR -

5. BROENE (reflexivity ) © 38 BE FEIIFEARE AT B Hy AR 1 BV A M 2
G LASE TR [ E -

HE L SSRGS RLE 2k H A S B R i S A e R AL i 43
s AL AR — HETRET - S TFE R R BN EAE STt A ¥
AFRRERY SRR AN B AR R N BTt 4 BRI A @ E S AT Bl
AN ZEE BSR4 (Wilsdon et al., 2015) < @S thEESIIE S
B T SRS TEE 2 A% ( Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development, OECD ) 38 Fyi2 B Al HERARY = RS » @ E STt BEAE
S Bl AN rTRE BT » FEBRERAYE HEt &R - AR =mrEsfscikal
ATREE W SEit B BT B AR B O SRR - R BRI S ERY
iR pe 8 (OECD, 2016) ©

A MIVE KRB BT T8 EH SR b SRR 22di% - I Loughborough
University A 2016 5% 11 H#53% Responsible Use of Metrics WEERH » BREZI BTG
EEHSTHEAENR - ELLAFTAIRBRFF$EEE - Loughborough University
RN EI IR T AL H sk MR EE R B0 F & H T R - AR FE SR FIs 2
A FRHWTIEE s DLE HE T e TarAh - AR - BIMEAEC O
FH EIHATHEALAYFEAT AT AL « Bt S » & HEt B e LB 2
BIZARIMTSERE A » SERER HET T A St g iR ALiRy - At ELL
AENRBEEAFESHSHEME - GENRI - SRS EREH S riefitiy+
TEAERI » Ry AT 723 AL A F 2 Be¥E (Loughborough University, 2016) ©

R B A CWTS Y Ludo Waltman ( JREEBEHFEMEZ L — ) ¥R
2016 £F1Y STIHTET €7 %53 The Need for Contextualized Scientometric Analysis: An
Opinion Paper—3 » Waltman B van Eck (2016 ) 32 fFHEI TSR - foi
AT 53 Feflfi R AR BLE PR FEAR. - R EHBEE EERES - BIANFE SR A3 RO AR i
BiE - MR o ARMAEE L rTre A H T8 ReEEER SRR HE
P ERSRAREE R AT FORRE P E RS BB TeE: - HAEthgiEitEn
A Rt st - ARG - AEAI - BUREIERR " HIEIRERE &5
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#T (contextualized scientometric analysis ) | > [f38 FH AT T8Ok [F 65 282450y
FHEITH - BRR AR LGEE - 25l NAENKRES (context) » fEj# (sim-
plicity ) EIZEEME (diversity ) « IANRES RIS A& IR EHEAERT - ZHIINE
EHEAE AR S EENRES DT TR, - JTREME B R AR T T [R5 25 A I RETH 22 Ry ]
EEEERAVTEEE TR - AN —2K - EERER T ERHEAARNE R
B ST FE AT A 50 FH B F B S B AR FE AR+ Blas 2 st R e —
BOEITRRAG o EE YT FHBERRRRIR] » NN PR RS fRAR - A0t
ARG TR E LR TSI g5 | R © SRR R R
—EERIRAERIERG EIEE - BTEdT 25 |FAHRIIFEEE - 24502 Web of Science
5 Scopus ERHE AT ERAYE HEREETTETR M - B8 H MR AR IR
FHITRREIN ] o B B R AT T [R5 25 A R PR AL TAF - A0 ATRIBVEGER - &
W7 N ST TEA B I AR » 38 LEFER T B B S A e B i i -
17728 (Waltman & van Eck, 2016) © fij5Z » HREZ S IR PR FEALEER Bl R
B - EENGT EIEEEITRIG - ME R A SRR R E R - FRERY 6
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E—IRFEF -

A BEEES ) HTEEINES ) AR

ESIUESHRSHENRAZRAR » aiE S UAT LR aE s
AR FR RS BN 2 E AR E RN - ELRE I 2 i e A
T BRI G - W R it A iR « &R ENEHEEE
EEEBEHNEA - HENESIUES @ KEESHEAERNEHET » £
HFrfgry-HIafER s - BREgIEMERITERR (N A ARl AaEi B - Fo s al &y
H &% HE Rl AR R BB B I TGS R R R At - REE SRR EBIES
NE NG RIS BB BERE R R 2R -

PUEERIE AR - BEIUE S BRI ASCB Rz T » REESHIRE
B AMTTE G R 2 SE A 22 & (AN1SST Society ) FIREGEHE » S @ —&f
EilGH BB EBAVR T ILFHER - e Narure T » FAEITEES SR THRR
AT - USSRV EE R - BB E SN HERF SRR TE BEZ - REES
BRAGERAr L BE S | 5T am B - mIET H L #H SR E HEBIEE AR - A[F David B
Frangopol (2015) fffilt » & E 5 e AT HERI » BREC-HERI Ry il &5
FHESEMMESECEEER - IR RN R SRS IES (HERUEISS ) - ikt
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Abstract

In recent years, the research performance evaluation of members of the
academic community conducted by government or institutions has been applied
with multiple indicators and peer review, however, there are many controversies
about the design and application of research evaluation indicators. This article
aims to introduce the development process of San Francisco Declaration on
Research Assessment (DORA) and Leiden Manifesto and summarize their
contents of guidelines and attempts to compare the differences between
these two documents. It hopes that this article can arise the attention and
reflection of research evaluation indicators and relevant issues from Taiwan
academic community to reach consensus of utilization of research evaluation
indicators. It will be beneficial to develop the version of declaration with local
characteristics in the future.

Keywords: San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA),
Leiden Manifesto, Informetrics, Research evaluation indicator

SUMMARY
Introduction

In April of 2015, an article titled as Bibliometrics: The Leiden Manifesto
for research metrics (Leiden Manifesto as the short form) was published on the
journal Nature, in which several scholars from informetrics field discussed about
some worrying phenomenon, such as abuse of indicators of research evaluation,
conflicts between metrics analysis and results of research assessment, and over-
emphasis on citation-based indicators; they also proposed ten principles for
academic research assessment (Hicks, Wouters, Waltman, de Rijcke, & Rafols,
2015). In fact, this is not the first declaration about research evaluation indicators
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proposed by academic communities. In December of 2012, in the annual meeting
of The American Society for Cell Biology (ASCB), a group of academic journal
editors and publisher representatives issued together a suggestion about research
assessment, titled as San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA).
In this declaration, 18 principles about research assessment were proposed,
including overall principles and specific principles for groups of different
stakeholders. In this article, the authors focus on introduction and analysis of
these two declarations, with an intention to increase awareness and reflections of
Taiwan academic communities, for reaching a consensus and even developing a
local version of Leiden Manifesto.

Reactions and Discussions after DORA was published

After San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment was published,
many well-known academic journals discussed cases of over-relying on journal
impact factor and their expectations about DORA in their editorials. Through an
integrated search of articles ever citing or mentioning DORA, we can see 24%
(45/191) are editorials in Scopus and 41% (13/32) in Web of Science, indicating
that editors-in-chief had a higher awareness of this issue than other academic
community members and declared the positions of the represented journals. With
the increasing number of supporting institutes, some universities and research
institutes changed their process of research assessment. However, some scholars
stated that, even though the major appeal of DORA is calling for stopping using
the journal impact factor as the evaluation indicator in any level, or scrutinizing
content and quality of articles instead of using quantitative metrics as the major
assessment approach, the problem of misconceptions and abuses of metrics would
still exist. Instead of proposing which metrics should or should not be used,
maybe it is more important to make a set of overall and comprehensive guidelines.
In other words, we need a second version of DORA- a set of guidelines with
people’s consensus and for flexible applications (Jacobs, 2013).

Reactions and Discussions after Leiden Manifesto was published

Different from DORA, Leiden Manifesto was a self-reflection of infometrics
scholars, and an outcome of their brainstorming and debating. The proposed
principles include stating concepts of informetrics and reminders about
collecting data and computing metrics, as well as suggestions for general science
assessment, indicating that their target groups include both the assessors and the
assessed in the whole academic communities. From the search results in citation
databases, we can see that the most citing journals include major journals in
informetrics field, such as Journal of Informetrics and Scientometrics, as well as
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the interdisciplinary mega journal PLoSOne. The Leiden Manifesto also raised
the awareness of international institutes. For example, Higher Education Funding
for England (HEFCE) published a report titled as The metric tide: Report of the
independent review of the role of metrics in research assessment and management,
stating the five features of responsible metrics, including robustness, humility,
transparency, diversity and reflexivity (Wilsdon et al., 2015). This report, together
with DORA and Leiden Manifesto, are considered the three important documents
of research assessment. Although it is impossible that the research communities
would stop using traditional bibliometric indicators at this point, it might be
a turning point for the community to re-examine the reasonableness of using
metrics. It would have a great impact on the research assessment model of the
next decade (OECD, 2016).

Differences between Leiden Manifesto and DORA

In terms of propaganda strategies, DORA is included in ASCB, while the
Leiden Manifesto is not belonged to any societies of informetrics, such as ISSI
Society. The Leiden Manifesto was co-authored by a group of informetrics
scholars and submitted to the journal Nature. With a form of journal article, it
could be cited and thus more well-known. The two documents are both posed on
web pages, but the layout arrangements are somehow different. The web page
of DORA has a signature page, while the Leiden Manifesto web page provides a
more diverse set of propaganda channels, such as offering full-text translations
of 16 languages at this point, including Traditional Chinese version. The
spontaneous action of these international scholars indicates they not only agree
on the content of Leiden Manifesto, but also would like to raise the awareness of
academic community members in their countries and propose a correct attitude of
using metrics.

Conclusions

A highly debated issue in the Taiwan academic community is whether
the relationship between academic competitiveness and utilization of research
assessment metrics is “carrot and stick”; and thus it needs to re-examine the
whole research evaluation system. The most criticized phenomenon is that the
whole academic community over-emphasizes journal articles of SCI and SSCI,
so scholars care only about accumulated points of journal impact factor and thus
neglect the essence of research; while scholars are over-pursuing the number of
citations, they forget that their researches should be with more societal impact.
However, are these informetric indicators so unpardonably vicious? After re-
examining the contents of DORA and Leiden Manifesto, as well as international
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academic communities’ reactions toward these proposed documents, we can see
that the real problem is not in research assessment indicators themselves, but
in the timing and approaches of using these indicators. When correcting the
deformed phenomenon, maybe we can gain some insights from the declarations.
Therefore in this article, we suggest that in the future the informetrics field
and research policy field should cooperate to promote the declaration contents,
for academic community members to have a correct view toward informetrics
and understand the contexts of development, as well as raise their awareness
of informetrics, including consistent terminology and definitions. Only when
scholars have a correct knowledge about informetrics, they can use correctly, and
thus even develop a declaration suitable for the local academic community in
Taiwan.
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