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From the editors’ desks
EASE Annual General Meeting
The AGM is approaching, with the
election of the new Council to serve
until 2018. The list of nominees has
been circulated and each candidate
has provided a short biography and
statement about how they would like
to serve EASE if elected, which may
be seen on our website. Members can
also nominate additional candidates
for any of the posts: please ensure
that the candidate agrees to stand for
election, then send details by email
to the Secretary, to be received by
Monday 29th June.
Training activity
Paola de Castro has represented EASE
at several training events, which she
describes on page 46.
Discount registration for SfEP/SI
joint conference
EASE members are eligible for cheaper
registration to ‘Collaborate and
innovate’, at the University of York, on
Saturday 5 to Monday 7 September
2015. Contact EASE Secretary for
details.

Representation of EASE during
conferences
Members of EASE Council and ESE’s
Editorial Board actively represent
EASE at various conferences. To help
ensure a uniform presentation of EASE
and its publications, Sylwia Ufnalska
has prepared a slide presentation that
any EASE member can use, when
appropriate. The presentation will be
on our web page in the members-only
content.
EASE secretary
Our secretary Tina Wheeler is going
to retire and EASE Council members
and ESE want to thank her for all the
work she has done over the past years.
Thank you Tina and we wish you good
luck! Our new secretary Dalibora
Behmen from Split, Croatia starts June
1st 2015 (see page 35).
Ksenija Baždarić and Joan Marsh
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Editorial

Original articles

The scientific journal: past and present

The increasing pseudodignification of medical prose

This year is the 350th anniversary of the beginnings
of scientific publishing in England. The first issue of
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society, a wellknown and respected science journal to this day, appeared
on March 6 of 1665 (two months later than the French
Journal des Sçavans).
The journal was
founded by Henry
Oldenburg who, a native
of a German Bremen
theological family, came
to England, and became
the Secretary of the
Royal Society (16621677), after extensive
travels around scientific
Europe. Although he was
not a scientist himself,
his education, diligence
and talents (he spoke
German, French, Latin,
Italian and English) made
him an ideal personality
to make and keep vivid
contacts with scientists
in England, France,
Holland, Germany and
Heinrich (Henry) Oldenburg, the
Society’s first Joint Secretary
elsewhere. The beginning
and mastermind behind the
Enlightenment era saw an
Philosophical Transactions.
eruption of discoveries,
disputes and criticisms
among scientists, and Oldenburg became the spirit of
communication among them. He knew how to extract and
summarize the information from their letters. He published
abstracts, notes and comments on experiments and book
reviews, in the newly established journal to which he was
commissioned by the Royal Society. His enthusiasm led him
to finance the 136 issues he published until his death in 1677,
although the journal was licensed by the Royal Society.
Oldenburg and 350 years of the scientific journal were
celebrated in a meeting at The Royal Society, held in March
of this year at Carlton House Terrace, London. A prominent
address in the heart of the buoyant city, yet a quiet and
dignified house when one enters. It has been the residence
of the Royal Society of London since November 1967, the
fifth residence since 1660, when the Society came into
existence.
At the conference, historians discussed topics such as
The Early Phil Trans and the Republic of Letters, Form and
Genre; or, what is a Scientific Journal? Editors, reviewers
and disciplinary context, Images and knowledge in the

early Philosophical Transactions, Distribution of scientific
journals, Constructing scientific communities, 18th
century scientific authorship, Reform and reaction in the
19th and 20th centuries, Learned society journals in the
20th century, and Maths in Philosophical Transactions.
There were also two evening public events: The
experience of scientific publishing, and The future of
scientific publishing in which several experienced editors
shared their views and answered questions from the floor.
These two events addressed more current themes, such as
the changing forms of peer review, possible loss of data
due to e-publishing, quality of papers, history of collecting
reprints and their value, and the order of authors (which
should be agreed before writing begins). The training of
young authors was also stressed and the role of editors in
that process. I was honoured to represent EASE in this
discussion, which also covered that perennial topic, the
journal impact factor.
The conference was perfectly organized by the committee
consisting of Aileen Fyfe, Julie McDougall-Waters and Noah
Moxham from the University of St Andrews. The funding
bodies of the conferences were the Arts and Humanities
Research Council and the Royal Society. The Library and
Events team and many others contributed to success of this
most interesting scientific event, appreciated by all attendees.
There were over 90 participants coming from the UK,
Ireland, France, Belgium, Italy, Germany, Poland, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Switzerland, the Netherlands, Canada,
the US, China, Australia and Japan. It was good to see
many young historians and witness their enthusiasm and
knowledge.
The Royal Society also published special theme issues,
Philosophical Transactions A, physical sciences papers,
edited by David Garner, and Philosophical Transactions B,
life sciences papers, edited by Linda Partridge. Both issues
deal with scientific questions of early days viewed from
today´s perspective, all written by well-known scientists
in the respective fields. One can find most interesting
commentaries on works published by Newton (1672),
Caroline Herschel (1787), Lister (1673), Faraday (1832),
Joule (1850), Maxwell (1865), and others who made
important contributions to science. Another 17 articles
on personalities in biological sciences beginning with
Leeuwenhoek (1677) “Concerning little animals” appeared
in the series B.
Scientific publishing has been changing at an ever
increasing pace. We should learn how to adapt peer review
which will remain an important quality guarding tool, and
look for more efficient ways of communication in science in
the 21st century. We are not yet fully aware of the potential
offered by the Web in this endeavour.
Eva Baranyiová
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Neville W Goodman
Retired Consultant Anaesthetist, Bristol, UK; nevwgoodman@mac.com
Abstract
Databases such as PubMed and programmes such as Google’s
Ngram Viewer allow the measurement of the prevalence of
words and how those prevalences have changed over time.
They also allow comparisons of the uses of words in medical
English and more general English.
Many words that are disapproved of in style guides
increased in prevalence between 1975 and 2010 (“up-words”).
Some, such as option or options and impacts (as a verb), were
up-words also on Ngram; but others, such as words with
the root address (which have increased 27-fold in PubMed),
were not up-words on Ngram.
In general, the ratio of the disapproved to the approved
of any pair of synonyms was higher in PubMed than on
Ngram: for example, the ratio of raised to elevated was 0.25 in
PubMed and 20 on Ngram; the ratio of given to administered
was 1.5 in PubMed and 57 on Ngram. The relative synonym
use can be expressed as a single figure, that is, raised to
elevated was 83 times greater on Ngram than in PubMed;
and given to administered was 38 times greater. For most of
the pairs of synonyms for which comparisons were possible,
the difference between general English and medical English
has increased since 1930, when raised to elevated was three
times greater on Ngram, and given to administered nine
times greater.
As long as medical authors gain nothing by writing more
simply and clearly, it will be difficult to stop or reverse the
increasing complexity of medical prose.
Keywords
Writing, linguistics, prevalence
Introduction
Using long words for short is a feature of what Michael
O’Donnell termed the “pseudodignification” of medical
prose1. Databases such as PubMed2 and programmes such
as Google’s Ngram Viewer3 allow the measurement of the
prevalence of words and how those prevalences have changed
over time. They also allow comparisons of the uses of words
in medical English and more general English. When revising
our style guide for medical English (Medical Writing: a
prescription for clarity4 – referred to here as “Prescription”),
we knew which were the commonly used words in medical
English, and we were able to compare – quantitatively –
the way that usage has changed in medical English and in
more general English. This paper is an extension of those
comparisons and some of the discussion based on them.
PubMed is a free search engine accessing primarily the
MEDLINE database of references and abstracts on life
sciences and biomedical topics. Except for some common

words such as showed and found, which are known as
“stopwords”, any word can be searched and a count recorded
for any year of publication. As an example, the searchable
word quantified (an imprecise word, better replaced by
measured or counted) occurred in 100 PubMed articles
(strictly in the titles or abstracts of 100 articles published in
English and whose abstracts are available to the database)
in 1975, and in 5927 articles in 2010.
Ngram is an online programme that displays a graph
showing how words (or phrases) have occurred in a
corpus of books over selected years. The corpus we used in
Prescription was “English”, which includes technical works.
For this article, I used “English fiction”, to bring out better
the differences between medical and more general English.
The aim of the study was to identify words whose
prevalence altered between 1975, when abstracts first
became readily available in PubMed, and 2010; in particular,
to compare the use of shorter and longer similar words.
Methods
I searched PubMed for 2010, 1975, and 1921-1940 (see
below); I used Ngram for 2008, 1975, and 1930. I used
Microsoft Excel for all calculations.
The prevalences of the more common words were
recorded as the number of PubMed titles or abstracts in
which the words occurred (corrected for the total number
of available articles in English and with available abstracts).
Some words popular with medical authors have an obvious
replacement, but the replacement is a stopword. To
measure the relative popularity of stopwords, I compiled a
file of 2000 abstracts from PubMed. I downloaded ten nonconsecutive pages of 200 abstracts and deleted all the titles,
author lists, and sources, so that the file was just of abstracts.
Using Microsoft Word “find and replace” gave a count of
the searched words, which I converted to a percentage (the
file contains about 370,000 words). I also used this file to
check the validity of using a count of abstracts containing
words as an index of the prevalence of those words.
The precise form of a searched word varied with the word,
and with the ease of search. PubMed accepts wildcards: thus,
searching quantif* will find all forms of the lexeme quantify
(eg, quantified, quantification), but Ngram does not accept
wildcards, so each form has to be searched separately. For
many words, one or two forms predominate: eg, quantif*
retrieved ~18,000 medical articles from 2010, and each of
quantification and quantified retrieved about ~6000. In the
Discussion section, when a specific word is referred to by
one of its forms, the precise search is indicated by the word’s
entry in a Table: eg, unless I refer specifically to targeting,
target implies target*.
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PubMed, unlike Ngram, does not differentiate between
parts of speech: thus, for example, a search cannot
differentiate impacts as a noun and impacts as a verb
(although scanning of the retrieved abstracts showed that
most occurrences were as the verb).
For the synonyms (referred to as synonyms, although
not strictly so) I attempted some limited comparison with
language of an earlier era. I tried using PubMed articles
published between 1901 and 1920, but there were only
~1450 articles with abstracts. For 1921-1940, there were
4202 with abstracts (out of a total of ~94,000), which I used
to compare with Ngram for English fiction published in
1930.
In this article, I refer to any word whose prevalence
increased as an “up-word”, and to any whose prevalence
decreased as a “down-word”.
Results
Figure 1 shows, for the more common words, concordance
between the number of abstracts that contain a word, and
that word’s count in the file of 2000 abstracts. (The outlier in
Figure 1 – the point furthest right – is for the root significan:
words with this root are likely to occur many times in any
single abstract, so its position in the graph is not surprising.)
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Table 1: Increases in prevalence of words in PubMed and on
Ngram
Rank

Word

PubMed

Ngram

1

gender

43.6

5.5

2

address*

26.9

1.0

3

option/s

25.8

3.0

4

impacts

24.5

8.7

5

strategy/gies

21.9

1.4

6

novel

18.1

0.6

7

optimiz/sation

12.8

3.0

Figure 2 shows the concordance between PubMed and
Ngram of the commonest words in written English – this
varies with source, but a reasonable first nine are the, the
lexeme be (which includes is, was, etc), to, of, and, a, in, that,
and the lexeme have (which includes has and had).
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Table 2: Synonym ratios ranked by the comparison between
Ngram 2008 and PubMed 2010
First synonym
“approved”

Second synonym
“disapproved”

Ngram: PubMed ratio
comparison
2010

1975

c.1930

203.3

319.2 3948.9

best

optimal/um

raised

elevated

82.8

40.1

3.2

plans

strategies

75.8

7.7

2.8

new

novel

58.9

3.4

0.3

reached

attained/
achieved

50.0

11.8

5.1

given

administered

38.4

25.1

8.6

8

impact

11.9

1.0

9

mitig*

10.1

2.3

10

randomiz/sed

9.8

6.6

altered/
changed

modulated

36.3

5.1

-

11

plethora

8.2

1.3

explained

elucidated

32.9

29.8

5.7

12

target*

7.6

1.5

give/s

33.1

2.1

quantification

7.2

1.3

provide/afford/
allow/s

32.6

13
14

cocktail

6.5

1.2

idea/s

concept/s

31.3

27.5

64.8

15

innovat*

6.2

0.9

Fig 2. Prevalence of the commonest English words in
PubMed and on Ngram

few/lack

paucity/dearth

21.1

7.2

1.4

16

paradigm*

5.8

1.4

The 40 greatest up-words are shown in Table 1. Most
of these words have a specific entry in Prescription. The
position of a word in the Table depends on the precise form.
The prevalence of the root address has increased 27-fold,
but of the word address (which could be the infinitive, or
the present indicative) has increased 44-fold. The root
target has increased over 7-fold, but the participles targeting
and targeted, together, have increased 177-fold.
The only words in Table 1 for which changes in prevalence
on Ngram were more than 2-fold are all in the upper half:
gender, option or options, impacts (verb) and optimiz/sation are
all up-words. The prevalence of novel (adjective) decreased.
The greatest down-words on PubMed (not tabulated)
were basically, proved, former, noted, dosage, concerned,
attained, latter, and instance or instances (to less than 0.5fold); and probable or probably, essentially, and unimportant
(to less than 0.3-fold). All except probable or probably and
unimportant have entries in Prescription.
I compared synonyms by comparing the ratios of use
in PubMed and on Ngram. The ratio of heart to cardiac in
PubMed is 1.2; on Ngram it is 365. Thus, the ratio comparison
of the use of the two words shows that heart is 306 times more
likely to be written than cardiac in more general English than
in medical English. The closer a ratio comparison is to unity
(1), the more similar are medical and general English: the
ratio comparison for above and below is 1.33.
Table 2 is ranked by the most recent ratio comparisons:
the upper table was calculated from the number of
PubMed abstracts; in the lower table, the first synonyms
are stopwords, and so the second column (1975) and third
column (c.1930) are not available.
In general, the ratio comparisons are closer to unity in
1975, and closer again in 1930: five of the “disapproved” words
did not even appear in any abstract in PubMed 1921-1940.

large/st

maximum/al

17.1

22.3

32.4

small/est

minimum/al

13.4

10.5

23.2

measured

evaluated

13.1

3.6

1.7

more

additional

11.3

6.9

5.7

affects

impacts_VERB

10.4

12.6

-

choice/s

option/s

7.6

1.1

-

sex

gender

6.6

0.7

-

proved

proven

5.9

2.8

3.1

suffered

experienced

5.6

2.4

0.9

measurement/s quantification

3.4

0.7

-

many/numerous

plethora/myriad

2.1

0.6

2.8

suggested

advocated

1.9

1.1

2.0

effect

impact_NOUN

1.7

0.1

0.3

reduced

attenuated

1.1

0.4

1.4

did/done

performed

186.1

-

-

begin/start

commenced/
initiated

15.6

-

-

made

constructed

9.5

-

-

did/done

executed

7.7

-

-

showed

demonstrated

4.5

-

-

has/have

possess/es

4.0

-

-

most

majority

3.9

-

-

showed

exhibited

2.2

-

-

used

employed/
utiliz/sed

1.8

-

-

showed

revealed

1.5

-

-

17

tool/s

5.8

1.1

18

executed

5.5

0.9

19

myriad

5.4

1.1

20

quality

5.1

1.8

21

modulated

4.9

0.8

22

implicated

4.8

1.1

23

dearth

4.7

0.8

24

worse

4.3

1.2

25

controv*

4.2

0.8

26

Fig 1. PubMed abstracts containing a word and prevalence
of word in file of 2000 abstracts
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amelior*

4.2

0.9

27

explor*

4.2

0.9

28

allocated

3.8

0.9

29

formally

3.8

0.8

30

recent/ly

3.7

0.9

31

feasible

3.6

0.6

32

modalit*

3.6

1.1

33

elucidat*

3.3

0.8

34

paramount

3.3

0.9

35

affects

3.1

0.9

36

attenuat*

3.1

0.7

37

dramatically

2.9

1.1

38

advocate/s

2.8

1.0

39

pathway*

2.8

1.5

40

provide/s

2.8

0.8

The 40 greatest increases (1975-2010) in prevalence of words looked at
in PubMed by percentage of abstracts (in English, available abstract).
Also shown are changes in prevalence on Ngram 1975-2008. Unity (1)
is no change. Indexed entries NOT in Prescription are in bold. A slash
indicates more than one word, eg, option/s is option and options. The
PubMed wildcard * indicates all words starting with the root.

Upper: using number of PubMed abstracts; - indicates second
synonym did not occur in PubMed c.1930. Lower: using occurrence
in file of 2000 PubMed abstracts (stopwords).
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Discussion
Style guides, including Prescription, advise using alternative,
usually simpler words where there is a choice. It was in
these comparisons that I was most interested. Because the
use of a word in a medical article may be different from its
use in fiction, some comparisons are not of strict synonyms,
but the term will do.
I am not going to give here the reasons why, for example,
given is almost always a better choice of word than
administered; the reasons for avoiding “pseudodignified
prose” can be found in Prescription, and in many other
style guides. What these figures provide is some evidence
for which errors of style – ie, choice of word – are most
prevalent, how medical English is changing, and whether
those changes are internal – the influences existing within
medicine and medical writing; or external – the influences
coming, at least in part, from more general English. I
suspect also that medical English is a sample of technical
English in general, as Pinker describes 5.
As long as the exact figures for prevalence are not looked
at too closely, and not compared too finely, I believe the
figures to be valid. For less common words, increases in
prevalence may be overestimated if the average number
of words in an abstract was greater in 2010 than in 1975.
I did not measure that number precisely, but a random
file of 200 PubMed abstracts published in 1975 contained
~35,000 words, and a similar file from 2010 contained
~47,000. At most, by this rough and ready estimate, abstract
length has increased about 1.3-fold; but these files included
titles, authors, and institutions, and there is no doubt that
the number of authors per article is increasing6. I think it
unlikely that such a small increase in length of abstract can
be an important factor in the many-fold increases in word
prevalences.
It must be added that I have considered only simple
choice of word: an aspect of style that can be studied
quantitatively. There are other aspects of word choice, for
example, tautology, ambiguity and cliché, and other areas
of usage, for example, punctuation, concordance and
tenses, which would be difficult to measure, and even more
difficult to compare quantitatively between medical and
more general English.
PubMed constantly accumulates articles, including from
past years, and Google searches more books. The numbers
reported here will change. I almost certainly made some
transcription errors, but I am certain that these will affect
no more than a few words, and that there are no systematic
errors altering my general conclusions.
Almost all the up-words have entries in Prescription in
which we give advice. Six of the words in the first ten are
also up-words on Ngram, from which I conclude that the
reason their prevalences have increased includes factors
from outside medical English. The increased prevalence
of gender is probably partly due to gender politics and
gender assignment, rather than simply to the (usually
incorrect) substitution for sex. Novel7 increased 18-fold and
now occurs in 6% of all abstracts (in 2010: for 2014 it is
8.5%), but there has been no influence from more general
English. The verb address8 shows no increase on Ngram: the
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infinitive to address (which cannot be separated from the
present indicative in PubMed) increased a modest 1.5-fold.
The high placing of forms of impact was expected: impact is
replacing effect, and impacts is replacing affects [see4 p. 21],
and these changes have occurred also on Ngram, especially
for the verb. The other up-words on Ngram were option,
optimization, mitigate, and randomization. It is no surprise
that the prevalence of randomiz/sed has increased on
PubMed with the large increase in randomized controlled
trials that has occurred between 1975 and 2010 (~1000
in 1975 and ~22,500 in 2010), but its prevalence has also
increased in English fiction: perhaps novelists have started
writing about randomized controlled trials.
The up-word target also warrants mention. Overall, it is
a sevenfold up-word, but that masks the very large increase
in prevalence of the participles: targeting, at 406-fold, was
the largest up-word I found, with targeted, at 127-fold, the
second largest. From a scan of abstracts, the main reason
is the increasing study of targeted cellular receptors and
use of targeted medical treatments, but that cannot be all.
The verb form of target was a 6-fold up-word on Ngram:
target is becoming like involve and address. They are catchall words, idly chosen when the writer hasn’t thought about
what might be the correct word. Target is the perfect catchall, because it can be used as noun, verb and adjective: Our
target is to target resources to the target population, rather
than, We need to give money to the right people.
Many of the down-words – basically and essentially,
former and latter, noted, attained and concerned, etc. –
we counsel against, but I don’t suppose their decreasing
prevalence is because of style guides, otherwise the
prevalence of plethora wouldn’t have increased 8-fold.
The results in Table 2 are the clearest evidence for
pseudodignification. For most synonym pairs, the
“disapproved” is relatively commoner than the “approved”
in PubMed than on Ngram. Take the simple word showed
(Table 2, lower): the medical writer is four times more likely
than the writer of English fiction to write demonstrated,
twice as likely to write exhibited, and one and a half times
more likely to write revealed. There are times when the
longer words are appropriate, but all those with an interest
in medical prose know they are over-used.
One of the hallmarks of medical writing is administered
for given (Table 2, upper, line 6). In 2010, it was nearly 40
times more likely in medical than more general English,
which had increased from 25 times in 1975, and from only
eight times in 1930. These increases are so for most of the
comparisons in the Table: in 1930, the choice of words in
medical writing was more similar to fiction.
Some of the numbers in Table 2 that don’t follow the
general pattern may be because of small numbers distorting
interpretation: for example, there was only one impact in
PubMed 1921-1940 (there were 908 effect), and optimal was
an extremely uncommon word on Ngram in 1930.
I cannot say whether pseudodignification is due to
native English speakers, or to writers for whom English is
an additional language, but they must be a factor: in 1975,
68% of PubMed articles were written in English; in 2010,
it was 94%. However, in 1921-40, only seven of the more
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than 90,000 articles were not in English, and the opacity of
medical English pre-dates that: the Lancet9 [and see4 p. vi]
noted in 1885 “the selection of the very longest and most
technical words which the medical vocabulary will supply.
This is an error to be deplored and reprobated.”
There is evidence that the tendency of medical writers
to choose less simple words is becoming greater. Limited
evidence from 80 years ago suggests that the process of
pseudodignification started a long time ago, but it seems
to be accelerating. As long as there is no benefit to medical
writers to write more clearly, it is difficult to see how the
process can be reversed, but we must carry on trying if we
are not to be lost in a polysyllabic fog.
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New EASE secretary
EASE secretary Tina Wheeler will be stepping down in
May 2015 and will be replaced by Dalibora Behmen. Tina
joined the EASE secretariat in April 2012 and has calmly
and efficiently organised everything since. Many EASE
members will have met Tina during the conferences in
Split or Blankenberge, and others will have dealt with her
by email or phone. As well as overseeing the daily running
of EASE and supporting Council, Tina helped with a major
upgrade of the membership database.
“EASE members are such a nice bunch! I have enjoyed
my time as EASE secretary and was especially pleased
to meet up with some members at conferences. Being
the EASE secretary has been a privilege and I wish
Dalibora every success.”
Everyone at EASE would like to send their best wishes for
Tina’s well-earned retirement, much of which will doubtless
be spent with her beloved horse, Echo.

Dalibora is the Head of Office at the Croatian Centre for
Global Health, University of Split School of Medicine. She
has a degree in English and Italian languages and literature,
and a master’s degree in business economics. Her thesis
explored the functioning of management in institutions
of higher education. She has a strong interest in project
administration and has attended numerous national and
international workshops related to this topic, with special
emphasis on education in project management and finance.
She is experienced in organizing events and is very skilled
in coordinating all types of activities.

European Science Editing

36

May 2015; 41(2)

Essays
The importance of legal regulation for scientific journals
Matko Marušić
Department of Research in Biomedicine and Health, University of Split, School of Medicine, Split, Croatia
matko.marusic@mefst.hr
Summary
Most small scholarly journals do not have adequate
documentation about the legal regulation of their work.
A legal framework includes a number of issues, of which
the most important is the definition and protection of
editorial freedom and responsibilities. Such regulation
makes the work of the journal more efficient, rationalises
its financial position, and prevents friction in interpersonal
relationships. Most importantly, in rare and unfortunate
cases of serious disagreements, pressures on the editors
and editorial board, and threats to editorial integrity, a
properly defined legal framework may be of great practical
importance.
Keywords: legal regulation; journal; editorial independence;
editorial responsibility
The position of editor of many small and scholarly journals
is voluntary, often with no contract for the editorial position.
Perhaps the journal also does not have a legal place in the
organisation or association that founded it. The editors and
the journal may never need this legal framework, but it is
one of the important aspects of editorial work, almost as
important for the quality of the journal as its content.
The trigger that prompted the regulation of the
Croatian Medical Journal
In 1991, we started the Croatian Medical Journal (CMJ) at
the University of Zagreb School of Medicine with the aim
“to open the windows and the doors to the world,” so that the
international community could better appreciate medical
science in Croatia and that Croatian scientists could have
a way to join mainstream science1. Three other Croatian
medical schools, namely those of the universities of Rijeka,
Osijek, and Split, joined in as founders. We worked hard in
the very difficult time of war in Croatia2 and slowly built a
respectable journal3.
In 1998, CMJ was included in Medline and in 1999 in the
Web of Science citation database3. Our hard work paid off
and we became a respectable international journal, active in
international editorial organisations4,5. That was also a time
of significant change in the publishing world, as publishing
shifted towards digital. Editorial independence and ethical
aspects of journal editing also came forward (ICMJE6),
particularly after the editors-in-chief of JAMA7 and the
New England Journal of Medicine8 were dismissed. In the
case of JAMA, the incident led to revision of the Editor’s
contract, with the aim of protecting editorial freedom and
better regulating the relationship between the journal and
the owners9.

At CMJ these incidents made us think about our position
and the journal. Who hires and fires us? Who protects our
rights and makes sure that we act responsibly? What is the
role of our owners? To what extent and in what way should
they be involved in the journal? We thought about this a lot
– the documents that we had at the time were the minutes
of the first meetings of the editorial board when the journal
was started and its bodies formed. We started discussing
these issues within the journal and with the Zagreb Medical
School management, as well as with a judge from the
administrative court that handles official acts10. We created
an agreement on the journal that had the legal strength of
a contract with the following strategic goal: “We aim to
strengthen the legal status, present functioning, and future
of CMJ, so that its existence and success do not depend on
the enthusiasm of its current editors, but that it remains a
stable institution embedded in the system, regardless of the
system’s weaknesses.” I think we were one of the rare small,
scholarly journals that had such a legal document at the
time when many large journals did not 11.
This agreement is still valid today and played an
important role when the integrity of the journal and the
editorial freedom were endangered12-19.
Pragmatic spirit of the regulatory document
Our agreement was pragmatic, defining clearly and
unequivocally all the journal’s stakeholders and their
relationships. The strategic goal was that every involved
party had an obligation that served the journal’s purposes10,20.
For example, we decided that all journal proceeds should
go to the publisher under the condition that the publisher
handled all financial matters related to journal printing and
distribution and gave 200 free printed copies to the editorial
board. The income was modest, the work unsuitable for
volunteering scholars, and the “free” copies indispensable
for exchange, presentation, promotion, local archiving and
other uses10,20. On the other hand, the publisher had the
discretion to keep the profit from its share in the journal
publication. Our interest was that the publisher’s profit
meant greater visibility and public presence of the journal.
Another example is the relationship with the sponsoring
organizations. When we started to get indexed by
bibliographical databases and achieved respectable quality,
a number of professional societies invited us to become their
official journal. Usually such a request ends up with a list
of such societies in the journal’s masthead, and – nothing
else. We accepted the offer, and offered even more: a theme
issue per year, scientific advice, help with data presentation,
but we asked for a minimum of one hundred subscriptions
from the society10,20.
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Owner and publisher
Our position was that the owner and the publisher
of a journal are different entities, and should be so
treated and defined. This approach allows clear-cut and
pragmatic definition of their rights and, more importantly,
responsibilities10,20.
As illustrated above, the publisher of CMJ takes care
of finances and printing and has nothing to do with
the journal’s policies. The owner, in turn, is usually its
founder, and assumes professional, moral, and financial
responsibility. The owner also defines a journal’s strategic
aims (eg, scientific or educational character, scientific
profile, language) and its long-term vision. The owner is the
guardian of editorial integrity and independence20.
Accordingly, in our statute we define (and have
achieved an agreement) that the journal owners are the
four founding Croatian medical schools. They control the
journal through the Management Board (see below) in
proportion (the number of board members corresponds)
to their size: Zagreb provides the office space, utilities,
financial administration services, and contact address;
Split manages and maintains the website, and Rijeka and
Osijek add a bit to the small salaries of two editorial office
administrators (which are otherwise covered by the Zagreb
School of Medicine)10,20. More owners meant more benefits
for the journal.
Balancing editorial freedom and responsibility
Are editors really entitled to absolute freedom in their
work? Most editors feel that way, but few dare to exercise
this “right”. The reason is that editorial responsibilities are
not fully defined in relation to the journal owner. We opted
for “absolute freedom” and “total responsibility”, and – at
the same time – balanced them10.
Editorial freedom

There is not much to say about the freedom my wife
Professor Ana Marušić and I as co-editors-in-chief defined
for ourselves: it was such that the editor would listen to
everybody and then make a decision (my wife took over
the international business and I the everyday running of the
journal).
The editor of a scientific journal makes final decisions
on submitted manuscripts and the content of journal issues,
but should also have the right to choose his or her team,
including the members of the editorial office and editorial
board. In fact, editors should insist on this right. Changes
in the team should concern volunteers only, but it is still
a delicate issue, of which a typical editor of a small, nonprofit scholarly journal rarely dares to speak, even though
most of them know all too well how inefficient decisionmaking is when the entire board talks, discusses and
decides, and how inefficient and inactive some esteemed
members of the board can be (the more esteemed they are,
the less work they do). However, those who want to have
a good and growing journal, must do so20. As with other
rights and responsibilities, it is best to set the rules as part
of the editor’s job contract. I dare say that this is even more
important with volunteer and unpaid editors than with
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professional ones, because unpaid positions rarely define
rights and obligations.
There are two key principles of running a science journal
that can meet all requirements and challenges of editor’s
work: hard work and full integrity1.
The editor-in-chief should be the one who makes the
final decisions in the journal, rather than “the first among
equals” in the editorial board (this was how CMJ worked
anyway). When the editor-in-chief has the crucial role in
the journal, which is often the case in small and scholarly
journals, his or her primary responsibility is to decide on
any written material submitted to and published by the
journal. He or she also has a crucial role in deciding about
the journal’s policy, content, design, advertising material,
finances, and other operational issues. One benefit of
concentrating the decision-making power in the editorin-chief is that the responsibility for failures and problems
can easily be identified. The authority of the editor, who is
publicly exposed, protects other members of the editorial
board, who are often young and do their work for free 3,5,20.
Editorial responsibility

In our experience, the best way to define the editor’s
responsibilities to the journal and therefore the owner, is by
linking the journal owners and the editor (board and office)
through a management board or board of trustees10,20. This
management body takes on the responsibility to ensure that
there is a balance between the owner’s interests and editorial
independence. If the editor disagrees with the owner’s views
and/or ambitions or feels that they cannot be fulfilled, he
or she should step down; if the editor stays, then he or she
should take full responsibility for the result. At the same
time, the owner should not interfere with the editor’s style
of work, but should evaluate editorial work based on the
journal’s success10.
The clause in our contract that stipulated such editorial
independence was that any of the owners (in our case
the four medical schools) could request that the editor
be dismissed only on the basis of poor journal quality or
violation of academic integrity. Poor quality was defined
as exclusion from any of the services in which the journal
had been indexed when the editor took over the journal,
and violation of academic integrity had to be evidenced in
writing and established by the management board in an
open procedure that involved at least two sessions for the
exchange of arguments. If the dispute was not settled, it was
brought before the councils of all owners, in our case the
four Croatian medical schools14.
The owners, represented by the respective school
councils, could amend the contract only by consensus and
not by majority voting. The management board was not
involved in this procedure.
This clause proved to be crucial in our case. When one
of the journal owners wanted to question the editorial
freedom in CMJ14, the clear-cut definition of our editorial
independence in the contract10 protected us for more than
three years after the owner disclosed that they wanted to
limit editorial freedom and have us removed from our
posts19.
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Those who may think that this story is too unusual,
specific, and cruel to happen to them are probably right.
However, if they ever experience pressures of corruption
or injustice, they should remember that there have been
editors, and (young volunteer) members of the editorial
board of a journal who refused to yield, and who, out of
the sense of loyalty to the journal, created a document that
enabled them to withstand the pressures with pride and
integrity and for the benefit of the journal and its readers
and authors1,4,19.
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Connecting researchers and research
– investing in infrastructure to bring
efficiencies to research. ORCID as an
enabler of better research analytics
Liz Allen
l.allen@wellcome.ac.uk
Abstract There has been a boom in the emergence of
research analytical platforms and tools to support research
and researcher impact assessment and evaluation. However,
different analytical platforms can contain different cuts of
the same or similar data and can yield different conclusions
to the same question. Stakeholders in the research ecosystem
need simple ways to link the inputs, products and outputs
of research to the researchers and research institutions
associated with them – and ways that do not add to researcher
administrative burdens. Launched in 2013, ORCID (Open
Researcher and Contributor ID), is a not-for-profit, crosssectoral collaboration, committed to building a global
registry of unique and persistent researcher identifiers.
ORCID effectively uses researcher IDs to connect and share
research-related information across different systems via
links and application programming interfaces.
ORCID has the potential to shed new light on the factors
that influence researcher and research productivity and
impact and enable analysis of research-related knowledge,
information and people flows.
Keywords: ORCID; research identifiers;
evaluation; impact; career tracking

research

In the past five years there has been a boom in the emergence
of research analytical platforms and tools to support research
and researcher assessment and evaluation. This boom has
been driven by the greater availability of research-related
information on the web, open access research mandates
encouraging researchers to share the results of their
research, the appetite for information to support research
evaluation and national research assessment exercises, and,
practically, developments in text-mining and searching
capabilities. For research evaluators — like myself — these
are exciting times indeed.
However, the plethora of new tools and platforms
emerging in such a short space of time can be overwhelming
and confusing. Different analytical platforms can contain
different cuts of the same or similar data and can yield
different conclusions to the same question. Furthermore,
they can make a considerable dent in an already
stretched research evaluation budget. Setting aside the
not insubstantial challenge of knowing which data are
the important indicators of research quality and longer
term impact - and I will come to this later - it is therefore
fundamental that we don’t let sexy analytics, infographics
and seductive league tables and rankings distract us from
the task in hand. Stakeholders in the research ecosystem
who are trying to make sense of how research works and
fund it more efficiently and effectively, need denominators
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as their starting point; they need simple ways to link the
inputs, products and outputs of research to the researchers
and research institutions associated with them. Launched
in 2013, ORCID (Open Researcher and Contributor
ID; http://orcid.org/), a not-for-profit, cross sector
collaboration, committed to building a global registry of
unique and persistent researcher identifiers, was designed
to address precisely this.
ORCID is effectively a piece of ‘plumbing’ intended to be
laid across the research ecosystem. By creating unique and
persistent IDs, ORCID provides researchers and contributors
with a way to link themselves to their associated research
works in publisher workflows, in manuscript submissions
systems, in funder grant application and reporting systems
and in research institutions’ information management
systems. Through a simple ID, information can be connected
and shared, pushed and pulled across different systems via
links and application programming interfaces. A range of
agencies across the research ecosystem, including publishers,
higher education institutions and research funders like the
Wellcome Trust, have now started to integrate ORCID into
their workflows, recognising the pivotal role that ORCID can
play in bringing efficiencies to their business processes.
Reducing researcher burdens remains a key goal for
ORCID, to protect researchers’ time to do research. Via the
use of an ID and system connections, it is easy to imagine
how researcher time is freed up from manually entering
the same data into different systems, multiple times and for
slightly different purposes, during their career1. Tight data
privacy controls associated with an individual’s ORCID
record ensure that researchers remain in control of what
data are linked to them and can be shared and with whom.
And researchers seem very interested; to date over 1.3
million individuals have registered with an ORCID around
the world — most without having any mandate to sign up.
For research funders and higher education institutions,
information on the research works associated with those
they support could be automatically harvested and
tracked over time. Many agencies, in the attempt not to
bother researchers, gather data on research works directly
(peer reviewed publications being the prime example)
via a range of bibliographic websites (eg PubMed, EPMC,
Web of Science, Scopus). However, anyone who has ever
tried to do this will recognise the challenge of identifying
the correct individual if, for example, that person has a
common surname or has changed his or her name, or
has published using various combinations of his or her
initials. If researchers had a unique identifier that was used
consistently over time and across different platforms and
systems, the challenge of disambiguating researchers could
disappear. Easier identification of individuals would bring
other benefits, including supporting peer review selection
and faculty appraisal and recruitment, allowing learners
and students to find individuals with whom they may want
to collaborate, and supporting research and researcher
evaluation and career tracking.
During 2013 and 2014, grants from the Sloan Foundation
and JISC enabled pilot projects to test the value of ORCID
integrations in university and research institution systems in
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the USA and the United Kingdom respectively2,3. ORCID was
used in a variety of test cases across institutions, including
supporting post-graduate career tracking, monitoring of
open access publication mandates, and, staff and recruitment
strategy. Evidenced by the continued involvement of the
universities and HEIS with ORCID post pilot, both were
deemed to be successful.
Using a simple and persistent ID as a piece of the research
infrastructure across platforms also allows for flexibility and
choice in use of analytical platforms and approach. Some
funders and higher education institutions have large budgets
to invest in building data and analytical systems to allow them
greater insight into their funding investments and portfolios;
others do not. If all that is required for system connectivity
and to enable data harvesting and sharing are a few common
fields and a unique ID, then the barriers to entry into the space
of information and system inter-operability are considerably
reduced. And it is easy to see the attraction of using ORCID
to support national research assessment exercises, where
different organisations are required to draw together a range
of data and information from their own established and
legacy systems that may or may not be stored in formats
that are specified as part of a national submission. ORCID
is already mandated by research funders in Portugal and
Denmark, and other national research councils are attracted
by the potential of ORCID. A strength of ORCID is that it is
technology and platform agnostic, it is not a platform; it is a
connector. It does not exclude participation; it opens doors.
One of the doors I would like to see open a bit wider is the
one to the world in which we know how best to fund research
to maximise funder investments, deliver impact and support
the next generation of researchers. A persistent challenge for
funding agencies is to understand exactly how their funding
is making a difference; how best should they use their funds
to maximize impact and be efficient? Can we better predict
who or what is going to deliver the best outcomes with our
funds? Can we pick the researchers who are most likely to
become the future research leaders?
Research evaluators and data scientists are excited by
the potential of ORCID to provide the denominators and
shed light on the factors that influence researcher and
research productivity and impact in all its guises, through its
potential to create a ‘researcher-centric view of science’ and
enable analysis of research-related knowledge, information
and people flows4. Through this sort of analysis, we can start
to understand some of the factors affecting how research
progresses, the time taken to create an impact and what might
be the pivotal catalysts that help things to move forward.
And then we can make real inroads into understanding how
research really works and how to do it better and better.
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Scientific journals in the Humanities: preserve national and go international1
Ida Raffaelli
Department of Linguistics, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Zagreb, Croatia
Based on the editorial practice in the Croatian linguistic
journal Suvremena lingvistika (Contemporary linguistics),
the paper discusses the relationship between the national and
the international in scientific publishing in the Humanities.
Since the Humanities are significantly oriented towards
nationally founded research, publishing practice within
the Humanities is in some aspects considerably different
from the practice in the so-called hard sciences. This paper
showcases some examples of editorial initiatives in the
journal Suvremena lingvistika that have been undertaken
to preserve the national and to go international. The paper
strongly supports the need for preserving diversity in
publication cultures in the Humanities.
Keywords: Suvremena lingvistika (Contemporary linguistics),
diversity in publication cultures, Philology, Humanities,
Croatian language
During the period of my editorial work from 2005 to 2015
in the Croatian linguistic journal Suvremena lingvistika
(Contemporary linguistics), one of the leading Croatian
linguistic journals (http://suvlin.ffzg.hr), I have realized
that editing a linguistic journal within a small scientific
community brings many challenges. In this article I’ll point
out some of the most fundamental issues of science editing in
the Humanities that I have encountered as editor.
What makes the Humanities different from other
disciplines, mostly the so-called “hard sciences”, is their
orientation towards national disciplines. Although it has
been strongly emphasized that national scientific orientation
is inherent and specific for the Humanities, some other
disciplines such as geology, maritime sciences, and even
in some cases medicine and others, also have nationally
oriented research that comprises nationally relevant topics.
When discussing issues related to nationally focused
research, the Humanities can be considered as a model of
how research infrastructures are or should be organized and
what the implications are of such research policy for scientific
publishing. Moreover, the Humanities can be presented as
a model for other disciplines on how to reconcile the need
towards preserving national scientific interests and how to
become more visible internationally. Research within the
Humanities is often structured around topics that represent
a fundamental scientific national interest. Such topics are
central for the national scientific community since they
convey nationally relevant and indispensable knowledge
that has a significant impact to the common knowledge of
the entire community. Thus, research related to national
languages, dialects, literature, art, archaeology, history,
etc are of immeasurable value for the progress of national
knowledge and national culture and identity.
Taking into consideration these values of the Humanities
within the broader scientific world and the entire community,
it is evident that scientific journals within the Humanities,

especially within small scientific communities, have several
goals to achieve that are not always easy to harmonise.
First, a scientific journal within the Humanities has a
commitment towards the national scientific community. It
has an obligation to preserve and to develop, as it has been
mentioned, a nationally relevant knowledge. It could be
argued that scientific journals in the Humanities, especially
in the small scientific communities, have a commitment and
obligation to preserve national scientific identity. By national
scientific identity I consider research areas that represent core
knowledge of a certain nation or society. Such a commitment
also includes the preservation and the development of
the national language as a scientific language. In a highly
instructive article entitled The Future of Publications in
the Humanities: Possible Impacts in Research Assessments
published in a very valuable book that gives a systematic
overview for understanding the paradigm of scientific
publication in the Humanities (New Publication Cultures
in the Humanities: Exploring the Paradigm Shift, ed. Péter
Dávidházi, Amsterdam University Press, 2014), Professor
Milena Žic Fuchs points out different European initiatives
that have been undertaken within the Social Sciences
and Humanities domain to preserve language diversity
in scientific communication. In her article, Professor Žic
Fuchs has highlighted several times that language diversity
is inherent to the Humanities and has to be taken into
consideration in developing assessment mechanisms in the
Humanities. Neglecting national language as a scientific
language leads towards regression of scientific terminology
for certain disciplines.
As the editor of a linguistic journal that has been for
decades one of the most prominent Croatian linguistic
journals, indexed in leading linguistic databases and
distributed to university and national libraries from Japan
to the USA2, I was fully conscious of the task that I had to
face. From its beginnings Suvremena lingvistika has been
published in Croatian as well as in several other European
languages like English, German, French, Italian and Russian.
Many remarkable and highly relevant research contributions
have been published in Suvremena lingvistika in the Croatian
language. In a publishing era in which English has become
a predominant scientific language to the point that some
‘big’ European languages like French and German have been
pushed aside, the journal Suvremena lingvistika has never
considered the option to dismiss publishing contributions
in Croatian. However, it has been more than evident that
some of the aforementioned research could have gained
more international visibility if it had been published in
English foremost or in other European languages accepted
in the journal. In the meantime, Suvremena lingvistika has
become an open access journal with its own website, and it
is visible through several main repositories and archives for
scientific journals such as DOAJ, CEEOL and the HRČAK.
Since the mechanisms for gaining international visibility
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have changed from the early 1990s, for example introducing
digitalisation and launching scientific repositories, the
editors have had the obligation not only to preserve national
science and contribute to its development, thus taking care
of national scientific identity, but to make national science
internationally more visible.
Since Suvremena lingvistika, as its name indicates,
publishes papers dealing mostly with general linguistic
topics that, even when focused on Croatian, have relevance
for the broader linguistic community, one of the main
editorial decisions was to attract papers in English, but
also to preserve Croatian as a scientific language and to
play an important role in the development of the Croatian
contemporary linguistic terminology3. Therefore there were
more articles, even from Croatian linguists, published in
English. It was especially a very beneficial decision for young
Croatian linguists who saw it as an opportunity to quickly
publish findings from their PhD theses in English and thus
to make their research more visible to both national and
international audiences. An increase in articles published
in English attracted more papers from foreign linguists
which automatically enhanced the international visibility
and relevance of the journal. Several thematic issues have
been published exclusively in English, to which many
outstanding linguists were invited to contribute. For each
thematic volume an expert with an international reputation
in the field was invited as co-editor in order to warrant
the quality of the volume. It was also an opportunity for
the journal to attract prominent linguists from abroad
(invitation signed by the co-editor was an assurance) and
to put forward the international peer-review process,
which, in addition to enhancing objectivity and the quality
of the journal, also played an important role in enhancing
international visibility. Potential authors were acquainted
with the fact that the edited volume would be in English,
and most of them gladly accepted the invitation.
The decision about thematic issues was based upon the
idea that Croatian linguistic research and areas that have
been developed systematically in Croatian linguistics for
decades have to be internationally contextualized. In that
way the relevance and the impact of the Croatian linguistic
community in mainstream science would be brought
forward, especially in some of the linguistic fields. As I have
pointed out, it was embraced as an excellent idea by foreign
linguists as well as by Croatian linguists, mostly young
scientists. For Croatian linguists it was an opportunity
to embed their research into a relevant international
context. Thus, national science has become integrated
into the mainstream science and one of the basic goals of
every scientific journal, especially in the Humanities, has
been achieved. Nationally relevant topics have become
internationally contextualized, thus internationally relevant
and visible.
Still, our further goal to preserve Croatian as a scientific
language needed an optimal model in order to be fully
achieved. Parallel to enhancing international visibility, we
insisted on preserving Croatian as a scientific language
that plays a significant role in building national scientific
identity. We were conscious of some side effects of that
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decision: 1) a smaller number of authors and readers, 2)
low international visibility of such articles and 3) low, if any,
impact in the international scientific community. Authors
often asked for advice about the language of the manuscript,
young researchers mostly, but some experienced authors as
well. On the one hand, some Croatian linguists insisted on
writing their papers in Croatian, because their research was
predominantly nationally oriented and the target audience
was the Croatian linguistic community. Sometimes our
mutual decision was to accept a paper written in Croatian
because of its high relevance for Croatian linguistics and
Croatian philology in general. On the other hand, one
of the important editorial decisions was to encourage
publishing of so-called review papers in Croatian. Such
reviews mostly present a new or a less known theoretical
framework in Croatian linguistics that has to be described
in a clear and systematic manner with a strong accent
on scientific concepts and terms that are used in such a
framework. A series of excellent review papers has been
published in the last decade, mostly by young scientists
with a freshly obtained PhD degree. In linguistics and in
philology in general, introductory chapters are equivalent
to a review paper. Their goal is to give a systematic and
in-depth overview and analysis of a certain theoretical
framework. Young researchers saw it as an opportunity
to present their knowledge in a linguistic field in which
they have become experts. In such papers terminology
was developed under great scrutiny, which made the
review papers highly valuable. Insisting on publishing
review papers turned out to be a good decision for many
reasons: 1) Croatian has been preserved as a scientific
language, 2) linguistic terminology, especially of newly
developed linguistic disciplines, has been introduced and
systematized, 3) young researchers had the opportunity to
publish large and important parts of their PhD theses, and
4) such articles gained a significant impact and visibility
within the Croatian linguistic community because of clearly
systematized knowledge. They are very often used by BA,
MA and PhD students of various disciplines for obtaining
basic knowledge of a certain linguistic theory.
Although these various arguments make it seem that the
reconciliation of preserving national scientific identity and
developing international visibility was a goal that was easy
to achieve, it was a kind of blessing that was inherent to the
profile of the journal Suvremena lingvistika and the niche
that has been found during the decades of its existence.
From its beginnings in the early 1960s the journal has been
oriented towards new trends in linguistics, being a forum
for presenting and discussing new developments in various
linguistic fields. The editorial policy has been to encourage
theoretically and methodologically founded research that
conveys new knowledge in a certain newly developing
linguistic discipline. Potential authors were conscious of
that requirement and even nationally relevant topics were
systematically represented in such a framework. It has to be
pointed out that for Suvremena lingvistika topics related to
Croatian language per se have not been in its scope. It focus
es on linguistic theories and methodologies that are used to
describe various language phenomena.
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However, there are several journals in Croatia that are
oriented towards topics related exclusively to the Croatian
language. An excellent example is Jezik (Language), which
publishes articles dealing with very specific topics like the
Croatian standard language, grammar, and orthography.
The international visibility of such a journal is very low,
however it is of significant impact for Croatian philology.
It has been very difficult, and at the same time also not
that necessary, to achieve enhanced international visibility
for this type of journal. Its profile, scope and potential
audience are completely different from those pertaining to
Suvremena lingvistika. Jezik is a journal with a significant
national impact. One might conclude that Jezik, because it
is published in Croatian and has low international visibility,
is ‘less valuable’ and thus should be assessed as a journal
of poorer quality. The point is that such evaluation would
be false. As Professor Žic Fuchs (2014: 166) clearly points
out, the Humanities (and the Social Sciences)4 are in need
of an integrated infrastructure that would finally showcase
the richness and diversity found across all disciplines and
all languages covered by these domains of research. ERIH
(European Reference Index for the Humanities, ESF) and
later ERIH PLUS have been attempts towards enhancing
the visibility of journals within the Humanities5, regardless
of the language or the scope of the journal, thus preserving
diversity in publication cultures within the Humanities.
In the last decade Suvremena lingvistika has not tried
to join the trap set by “hard sciences” and their assessment
mechanisms. Although I have been strongly advised by
different sources to “go international by publishing exclusively
in English”, I have accepted only one part – the most important
part – of the advice. Suvremena lingvistika did go international
by using the benefits of all potential instruments that have
been developed in the digital era of scientific publishing, of
course within the available financial framework. The scope
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of Suvremena lingvistika has been strongly founded upon
the idea of presenting and contextualizing national research
within the international framework. However, Suvremena
lingvistika has never, nor will it ever (I am firmly convinced of
this) forget its role and impact in building national scientific
identity in Croatian philology and the Humanities in Croatia
in general.

Viewpoint

Endnotes

The English language, as I know it, is changing ever
more rapidly since the internet and other types of fast
communication technology entered the scene two or more
a decades ago. Accepting that languages are always in flux,
many words used in earlier times have disappeared, as has
been lucidly and amusingly portrayed by Mark Forsyth1,
but never at the rapidly accelerating rate we see today. There
is no doubt that the two nations divided by a common
language have had considerable influence; American
English (AE – is this becoming International English?) and
British English (BE), as Martin Cutts calls it2,3, have now
reached a point where it will soon be true to say the reverse
– the UK and USA are two nations divided by different
languages. But we (especially scientists) adapt and have got
to know both out of necessity as they progressively diverge/
evolve. I had to check whether we might call the different
forms of English dialects. Therefore we will probably end
up with languages just called “American” and “English.”
In writing a scientific (or any other) article, one strict rule
is not to mix at least the spelling of words in AE and BE,
although we may not yet have reached the stage where this
applies also to particular phrases peculiar to one or other of
these languages. But where is scientific English going with
its new words and phrases?
“There is no form of prose more difficult to understand
and more tedious to read than the average scientific
paper” Francis Crick

1 This article is based on three lectures I held. Two of them were held
during the METM08 (Split, Croatia, 2008), Commitment to national
scientific community vs. international visibility and Does it really
have to be in English? (a brief overview was published in Suvremena
lingvistika 66/2008). The third talk, Journals in the Humanities between
national and international, was given at the conference held on the
occasion of the 50th anniversary of the Croatian scientific journal
Food Technology and Biotechnology (Zagreb, Croatia, 2012).
2 I am primarily referring to the 90’s when the editor in chief was
Professor Milena Žic Fuchs, who at that time, when it wasn’t a
common practice in scientific publishing in the Humanities, insisted
on making the journal internationally visible by means that were
conceivable at the time. These were mostly indexing in relevant data
bases, distribution and exchange.
3 What I mean here is the development of terminology for new and
rapidly developing disciplines that enter into Croatian linguistics.
4 Brackets inserted by IR.
5 For more details about the development and the role that both
databases have had for the Humanities see Žic Fuchs (2014).
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Out with the old, in with the new – words and phrases in fashion
Denys Wheatley
Chairman and Director, BioMedES Ltd, UK editor@biomedes.co.uk

New words cannot be resisted because they are needed
as new technology and jargon comes ever more into general
usage. But we are also using some existing words differently
from the past, often one word sufficing in many contexts
where we have a number of more apposite words in BE,
necessary if – as science demands – we need to be precise
in all things including connotation (ie each being more
appropriate in a particular context). Shakespeare and Swift
would be turning in their graves if they knew what was
going on today. The rule now seems to be never to use a
short word if a long one can be found (see quotes below).
Gone are the days in scientific papers when the right word is
being carefully chosen. Perhaps this is because it is so much
easier for authors around the world to stick to one word that
by and large seems to suffice and is now in vogue. Examples
are numerous; I have already ranted in previous essays about
evaluate covering for probably 12-14 more appropriate
verbs. The verb to measure has all but disappeared, and yet
Arthur Thomson (Lord Kelvin) famously stated of science
that you really do not get to understand a phenomenon until
you can measure it. Therefore I have chosen other examples
that are now so embedded in current scientific articles that
we are ending up with gross stereotyping of the language.

In some cases this has gone to such an extent that, before
long, it might be possible to provide a template or skeleton
of a paper for authors simply to fill in the blanks with some
details (the Materials and Methods section is nearly ready
for this to be instituted). Goodness knows what will then be
seen as plagiarism, although this stereotyping might solve
the problem to some extent! What has been lost is style; it’s
all but dead, and getting worse. When an editor encounters
a paper that has style, it is a joy to behold. Here are some
quotes from famous writers:
What others say
•

“People think that I can teach them style. What
stuff it all is! Have something to say, and say it as
clearly as you can. That is the secret of style.” –
Matthew Arnold

•

“Proper words in proper places make the true
definition of a style” – Jonathan Swift

•

“Don’t let fluff and flowers and verbosity creep
in. When you catch adjectives kill most of them
– then the rest will be valuable” – Mark Twain
from Short Words (1996:2)

Let us start with “taken together”, which has become the
preferred opening of the last paragraph in the majority of
papers, whereas “in summary” or “in conclusion” (which
do not have precisely the same meaning) are disappearing.
More distressing, taken together is followed by “the results of
our study show…”. Where else could the results come from,
and are the results making the conclusions or the authors?
The whole of this opening gambit of the conclusion section
is not only ugly, but totally redundant. Editors, please use
your “red pens” – aka the delete button!
Have you noticed that the word tool now covers a huge
range of objects, methods, devices and even ideas; in
epidemiology, healthcare assessment and the like, many quite
different items are bunched together under this one noun. A
statistical method has become a tool, as has a questionnaire.
We might soon have a “Materials and Tools” section; after
all, FACS machines, stethoscopes and ultracentrifuges are
indeed tools. Modern usage has adopted many other words
to cover a multitude of more apt ones. Obviously was seen as
too blunt and has been almost completely expunged from
(scientific) papers by clearly. Outcomes (a truly ugly word) is
quickly replacing results and findings, especially in medicine.
Outlook is taking over from prognosis. Has almost always
seems nowadays to be replaced by possesses or exhibits.
Key is almost universally displacing crucial and critical
(again, two words with quite different meanings in their
correct contexts). Physiology, such a fundamental biological

European Science Editing

discipline, is rarely mentioned today, having been replaced
by systems biology (born to integrate molecular biology that
started in the 1970s back into the realm of metabolism (yes,
it is physiology, with lip-service to biochemistry). Function,
inextricably linked to physiology, is now all about playing
a role in – eg “the function of alcohol dehydrogenase in…”
has become “alcohol dehydrogenase plays an important role
in…”. Note how the word important comes into this phrase
almost every time; the enzyme might be a minor “player”
in some physiological process (function), but as far as the
authors of papers are concerned, their chosen molecule for
study is the kingpin! The importance is usually an attribute
of the author’s attitude rather than the significance of an
enzyme in a metabolic pathway; alas, very few authors
understand metabolic control theory4.
Even the word do is on the way out; today everything is
performed. An experiment is performed, not done. While
many Latin phrases are rapidly being dropped (eg has
become such as), it is odd that via is now commonly replacing
by (even in media-speak). Will the verb to show soon be
completely superseded by to reveal and to demonstrate? I
have mentioned in previous essays that probably and possibly
(two very useful words that surely do not mean the same
thing) are now seldom used; instead we have to put up
with the ugly word likely (eg this event is likely due to... - is
this meant to be possibly or probably due to, as there is no
distinction?).
“Never use a long word if there is a shorter one.” George
Orwell
Is the word findings on its way out? We hear more of
“evidences” (yes, the plural!) these days.
Strongly and
markedly have almost universally become dramatically.
Elevates takes the place of increases, just as declines is ousting
decreases. In addition now seems preferred to also. While
there are numerous other examples that I could include, I will
finish up with another word that pops up everywhere, not
only in the scientific literature, but everywhere, viz impact, in
use now as much as a verb as a noun. Could it be that the two
similar words, effect and affect, are too difficult for the nonnative English speaker to distinguish and use appropriately?
Last, and not unexpectedly, let me bring in the word
surprisingly. This word appears in many papers these days.
What it means is that the authors, in testing a hypothesis, did
an experiment and got a result different from the expected.
Oh, dear, they were wrong – and nature never tells a lie; so
their little cherished hypothesis has to go out of the window.
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The result might not have been anticipated, but the use of
the word surprisingly borders on the banal, almost childish.
Native speakers ought to know the difference and not
follow the herd, but they are as guilty. If they could set an
example in this case and all the others, things might improve
and papers would be less word-stereotyped. However, I am
pessimistic because it seems too late to turn the tide. While
authors will be most reluctant to oblige, I would suggest
that Editors can do much more to weed out these ugly and/
or inappropriate words before good BE goes into severe
decline (not decrease in this case!). For anyone wishing to
publish, I can thoroughly recommend Martin Cutts’ book2
as an excellent follow-up to the great Sir Ernest Gowers’
Plain Words5, published back in the 1940s to rid the UK
civil service of writing very uncivil English.*
References
1 Forsyth M.The Horologicon. IconBooks, London, 2013.
978-184831598-3
2 Cutts M. Oxford Guide to Plain English. 4th Edition. Oxford University
Press, Oxford, UK, 2013. ISBN 978-0-19-966917-2
3 Marsh D.“For Who (sic) the Bell Tolls”. Guardian Books; 2014. ISBN
978-1-783-35052-0
4 Kell D. Understanding the Control of Metabolism. Portland Press, 1997,
London.1-85578-047-X.
5 Gowers E. Plain Words - A Guide To The Use Of English, 1948; Revised
and updated by Rebecca Gowers, 2014.

Note
*I was surprised to learn recently that at least four steps
were also taken in the USA to get plain English used more
often by all. The public needs to be better informed at a level
people can generally understand. Laws only work when
the majority of people see the need for them and insist on
them, which is why these measures have had little effect (or
should that be impact?).
•
•
•
•

Carter 1978 - order 12-044 - requires Regulations to be
written in plain English.
Clinton 1998 – memorandum to both houses of the
United States Congress - Plain Language in Government
Writing.
Securities and Exchange Commission (USA) demanded
stocks and bonds prospectuses to be in Plain English.
Center for Plain Language 2010 - the Plain Writing Act
was passed by both houses of the US government.
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Reports of meetings
2015 European Meeting of the International Society for Medical Publication
Professionals (ISMPP)
21-22 January 2015, London
With the theme “Medical Publications for Better Patient
Care: Integrity, Innovation, and Impact” as a remit, 200-plus
members from 14 countries attended ISMPP’s European
Meeting in the St. Paul’s area of London. Over the two days,
a roster of distinguished faculty from throughout Europe
and the USA provided attendees with a diverse slate of
educational offerings with an awareness of the importance of
the patient connection in medical publication at their core.
Day 1 opened with a review of developments emerging in
2014 that directly affect the role of publication professionals,
including the May release of new EU Clinical Trial regulations
and in October, European Medicines Agency’s “landmark”
announcement of their intention to provide unprecedented
clinical data access to the public beginning in 2015. The session
continued with a status report on the upcoming release of the
GPP3 (Good Publications Practice 3) guidelines, previewing
changes from previous iterations, most significantly substantial
redrafting of authorship policies that reference the newer
ICMJE criteria. Finally, BMJ’s Trish Groves reported on the
journal’s “Partnering with Patients” initiative, specifically the
establishment of a patient peer review process.
In a subsequent session on medical publications for devices
and diagnostics, representatives from Medtronic, Roche, and
Covidien described challenges with communicating proven
benefits of these products for patients and related how factors
inherent to lifecycle, including marketing and regulatory
processes as well as trial design, call for communication and
publication strategies that differ significantly from that for
pharmaceuticals.
Next, peer-reviewed research, selected from abstracts
submitted for consideration, was presented in a format
inspired by “speed dating,” whereby presenters had only
five minutes to describe their research, at which point a bell
would sound. The four topics were an evaluation of PubMed
Commons; a study of the use of social media by medical
researchers and healthcare professionals; a review of openaccess clinical trials published in leading hybrid journals; and
factors influencing manuscript development time.
This year was the first that round tables were incorporated
into ISMPP’s European meeting programming, and their
introduction on the afternoon of Day 1 met with apparent
success. Attendees clamoured to seat themselves at different
moderator-led, themed tables for a 30-minute conversation of
relevant topics with a group of peers. The expert moderators
guided participants in the discussion of 11 different topics;
among the most popular were patient advocacy, data
disclosure/transparency, and the evolution of peer review. At
the end of the 30 minutes, participants had the opportunity to
move to a second table and topic.
Day 1 concluded with the 2015 keynote presentation and
an ISMPP update. The 2015 keynote presentation was unique

in that it was delivered by two speakers. The first, Richard
Stephens, is a patient advocate who recently assumed a role
as co-editor of a new journal from BioMed Central that is
co-produced and peer reviewed by patients and whose
focus is on patient engagement in research. The second was
Adrian Tookman, a London physician with a large in-patient
and out-patient clinical practice providing palliative care.
Both shared expertise and insight into the significance of
medical publications for doctors, patients, and their families.
To wrap the meeting’s first day, Al Weigel, ISMPP’s President
and Chief Operating Officer, spoke on the topics of strategic
imperatives to fulfill the Society’s new mission and vision
and ISMPP’s groundbreaking educational forays, and John
Gonzalez reported on ISMPP’s Certified Medical Publication
Professional certification programme.
Day 2 began with a 90-minute session, during which
attendees could choose two of three breakouts where they
could learn about publication challenges associated with the
specialist areas of generics, orphan drugs, and vaccines, acquire
an understanding of regulatory requirements governing
approval in each area, and discover how to identify key
challenges and opportunities for publication activities. Later,
professionals whose job responsibilities include publications in
Europe offered their perspectives on working in these disparate
countries and solutions for confronting complex regulations,
differences in cultural and social structures, language barriers,
and other obstacles involved with the planning and development
of publications in diverse and often challenging environments.
In the afternoon, an interactive, moderator-led panel
discussion involved various publication stakeholders,
including a patient-facing physician, nurse, patient blogger,
and pharmaceutical representative and two journalists who
cover healthcare. They exchanged views as to pressures
confronting them in their roles as publication stakeholders,
their individual priorities and needs in utilizing medical
publications, and suggestions for improving the overall
process and enhancing credibility. The meeting wrapped
up with a somewhat idiosyncratic, yet compelling sendoff address delivered by Henry Marsh, a renowned British
neurosurgeon whose pioneering work in the Ukraine was
featured in the 2008 award-winning BBC documentary, The
English Surgeon. His best-selling memoir, Do No Harm:
Stories of Life, Death and Brain Surgery, was published
to universal acclaim in 2014 and intrigued reviewers and
readers alike with its candid glimpse into his amazing life.
For those unable to attend this year’s meeting, content is
posted in the Archives section of the ISMPP website (http://
www.ismpp.org/european-meeting-archive2).
Celeste Williams-Hughes
Education Content Manager, ISMPP
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ACSE workshop for journal editors:
Journal policies and publication ethics
4 February, Islamabad, Pakistan
The Asian Council of Science Editors organised a workshop
on “Publication Ethics and Journal Policies” in collaboration
with the Pakistan Council of Science and Technology (PCST),
Higher Education Commission Pakistan (HEC) and Asian
Network for Scientific Information. The workshop was led
by Dr Elizabeth Wager, a recognised expert in publication
ethics, former Chair of the Committee on Publication Ethics
(COPE), and author of several COPE guidelines.
The inaugural ceremony featured thoughtful speeches by
recognised experts including Dr Anwar ul Hassan Gilani,
Chairperson PCST, Dr Mahabubul Alam, Vice President
ACSE and Dr Mansoor Akbar Kundi, Executive Director,
HEC. After the ceremony, Dr Wager started the formal
programme of the workshop. She encouraged participants
to develop or strengthen ethical policies for their journals
and gave them practical advice about how to do this. She
suggested it is helpful to have a written policy document,
detailed procedures, and information for authors, reviewers,
and editorial board members. The full-day workshop
comprised lectures, small group interactions, and lively
discussions with the participants, who included more than
90 journal editors-in-chief, managing editors, associate
editors, and publishers from a wide range of disciplines,
eg engineering, business studies, computer science, earth
sciences, life sciences, social sciences, and medicine.
The audience of the workshop unanimously requested
that the ACSE organise events like this for them in the near
future.
Nida Mohsin

Focus on training
EASE has long recognised the strategic value of training
and recently a study group was established, within the
wider initiatives of the “EASE strategy” group, to investigate
training and certification from different perspectives. EASE
Regional chapters, already established in some countries
(Russia, Croatia, Mexico, Italy) support EASE initiatives at a
local level and a number of training activities have recently
been held within wider training programmes aimed at
researchers in specific areas.
Peru: A two-day workshop on scientific writing was
held as part of the First International Conference on Breast
Cancer organized in Lima in March 2015, The workshop
was in Spanish and trainers were editors from different
countries: Mexico (Maria del Socorro Romero Figueroa
Arcocer, Peru (Fernando Ardito), Argentina (Eduardo
Mansilla), and Italy (Paola De Castro, representing EASE).
This was also an opportunity to exchange ideas and
compare practices and ways to manage common problems.
The workshop was attended by over 100 people. The EASE
logo was included in the Workshop programme and the
conference organisers (Professsors Gordon McVie and
Jhony de La Cruz Vargas), were so happy with the results

May 2015; 41(2)

that they asked for a more advanced workshop for authors
to be organised.
Italy: A short training course on how to publish a
journal article was organized at the Faculty of Medicine
of the University Sapienza of Rome, in April 2015. It was
addressed to medical doctors within a second level Master
course of Pediatric Pneumology directed by Professor
Giancarlo Tancredi. About 20 people attended the course
where different issues regarding how to publish a journal
article were adressed, with lively discussions on copyright,
open access journals, and the role of referees.
Training in scientific writing is part of a pilot project in
Italy towards the creation of an ECDL health doc (a driving
licence for health professionals who should acquire certified
knowledge on how to search and use online information
and how to write a scientific journal article). The ongoing
activity of the ECDL project will be reported in a conference
to be held in Rome on June 18th (in Italian) “Scientific
documentation for health professions: share and certify
knowledge to guarantee appropriateness of interventions”
to present the broader issue of training editors and authors;
EASE’s involvement and the activity of the Italian chapter
will be reported.
Ethiopia and Bolivia: Training initiatives addressed
to researchers and physicians in public health are under
development in Ethiopia and Bolivia, within research and
training projects started by the Italian National Institute
of Health (ISS). These two countries, with completely
different backgrounds, share the desire to show the results
of their research activity through publication in national
and international journals. Two events were organized
at Mekelle University (Ethiopia), in November 2014 and
February 2015, and the necessity of training in scientific
writing emerged as a crucial issue to be developed in
the near future. The same issue was discussed during a
workshop on environmental and occupational health,
organized at the Ministry of Health in La Paz (Bolivia)
where its importance was emphasised during a session
of the three-day workshop devoted to the dissemination
of research. EASE’s role and the tools provided to support
authors and editors were presented.
Following a request from the New Bulgarian University
in Sofia, the possibility of organising a future training event
in Bulgaria in 2016 was discussed during the last EASE
Council Meeting in April.
Croatia: A summer school on scientific communication,
sponsored by EASE, will be organized in Split, 30 June
– 3 July 2015, chaired by Professors Ana Marušić and Ida
Raffaelli. The summer school, unique in its multidisciplinary
approach, is targeted at doctoral students and young
postdoctoral fellows from all scientific fields who are
preparing their first manuscript or would like to improve
their skills in writing and publishing in scientific journals.
Participants are required to bring a draft manuscript for the
paper clinic of the summer school. Further information can
be found at http://wp.ffzg.unizg.hr/sssc15/
Paola DeCastro
paola.decastro@iss.it
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Book reviews
The Elements of English Editing. A Guideline to Clear Writing
Lee Ann Weeks and Ann Bless, 2013, Scientific Editing Service, Bergen, the Netherlands, 71pp. ISBN 978-90-820504-0-0

This handy little book, measuring 13 x18 cm and with 71
pages bound with a wire spiral binding coil, covers many
aspects of editing and provides ingenious exercises to
address specific problems. Most of the book is devoted
to substantive editing. The other chapters briefly describe
translation revision, copy-editing, proofreading and editing
on screen. An “editor’s checklist” is given, which summarizes
the sections in the chapters on substantive editing and
copy-editing. A helpful reference list is provided at the end.
The introduction is very informative, giving the genesis
of editing in publishing. Then, in the 27-page section on
substantive editing, an exercise is given for each of seven
aspects of editing. These are “unfulfilled announcements
and missing markers, insufficient differentiation of familiar
versus unfamiliar, muddled use of singular and plural, mixed
use of positive and negative, inconsistent terminology or
structures, insufficient repetition and unclear pronouns.”
Each aspect has an explanatory introduction, an
“illustration with a problematic construction, articulation
of the problem, presentation of a possible revision and an
explanation of the suggested revision”. The exercises are
clear and helpful.
The title comprises two different aims: editing and clear
writing. The second part does not, however, necessarily
follow from the first, and it might have been clearer to
separate them, indicating that the book is intended to
explain the elements of editing and, separately, to state
that authors might also find it useful to help them to write
clearly. The two are not, after all, synonymous.

The introduction raises the interesting unresolved
problem of how to define different levels of editing. The
terms “substantive”, “content”, “structural”, “developmental”,
“stylistic”, “technical”, “language”, “mechanical” and “copy-”
editing and proofreading have all been applied to various
aspects of the editor’s work. In this book, they are also not
clearly distinguished. Thus, some of the copy-editor’s tasks
would appear to overlap with those of the substantive editor,
such as “focus and chaining” and “consistency” and “general
coherence, repetition of ideas, ambiguity, factual errors,
misleading information or disconnected information”. The
proofreader’s tasks are defined as finding inconsistencies in
the “use of terminology ... and so forth”, especially for “a
manuscript involving multiple authors who may have very
different writing styles and adhere to very different writing
conventions.” Many readers might consider that these
tasks go beyond what is expected of (and what is paid) a
proofreader.
The short section on translation revision is also
interesting, as I am not aware of many guides to this aspect of
editing apart from that cited (Mossop, 20071). The proposed
alternatives for revising a translation are to “1. Set aside and
then self-edit. 2. Check against source. 3. Have someone
else check against source. 4. Have someone else edit”. Surely,
both self-editing and having someone else edit require
checking against the source? Apart from that quibble, I am
not sure that this brief chapter has its place in this book. The
authors point out that “Editing while translating provides
added value for the client at little extra cost for the language
professional.” However, both translating and editing a really
deficient source text can be extremely time consuming,
requiring research and usually several rounds of contact
with the author. Lastly, it is not clear that the actual task of
revising one’s own or another translator’s text is comparable
to editing a manuscript in English.
The three pages on editing on-screen are helpful. The
software for including comments is, however, becoming
more and more sophisticated, and some of the statements
in this section may be out of date already!
In general, this little book is a very handy introduction
for the beginning editor. It covers some common problems
in editing and sets the reader thought-provoking exercises
to resolve them.
Elisabeth Heseltine
e.heseltine@gmail.com

Reference
1 Mossop B (2007) Revising and Editing for Translators, 2nd edition.
Manchester: St Jerome Publishing.
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Eric Lichtfouse, Nova Science Publishers, 2013.
Book website: https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=42211
E-book: https://www.novapublishers.com/catalog/product_info.php?products_id=42242
Book presentation: http://fr.slideshare.net/lichtfouse/scientific-writing-for-impact-factor-journals
Micro-article tool: http://fr.slideshare.net/lichtfouse/micro-arten

Reformulation
He presents three stages of steps in preparing an article: before,
during, and after the experiment. Before the experiment,
the author should draft the hypothesis, experimental plan
and assessment/analysis. During the experiment, the author
should take notes on data measurements, other observations,
and assess/analyze them. The step after the experiment
includes analysis of results, and article preparation. The
value of Lichtfouse’s strategy lies in its iterative approach—
reformulating main concepts before the student is at the end
of his/her thesis period. This requires authors to be alert and
open to results that may considerably differ from originally
expected, or hoped-for, results. This is, indeed, an excellent
strategy that I also find to be effective.
Micro-article
As part of his strategy, Lichtfouse advises authors to write a
one-page “micro-article” that summarizes the main messages
that will appear in the final article. To do that, an author
selects the one main [innovative] result and focuses the
micro-article on it—from title to conclusion. In contrast to
most books on scientific writing, Lichtfouse clearly describes
this very effective technique. And to further sharpen the
focus, Lichtfouse gives examples of graphs and figures that
present that one main result. Other tips for sharpening
focus and avoiding blunders are clearly described in various
sections of the book.
Too much information kills information
In a section entitled Focus, Lichtfouse nicely suggests ways to
avoid blunders. “Too much information kills information,”
is one such blunder. Young researchers often include too
much information and/or unrelated information. I fully
agree with Lichtfouse that our educational system trains
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This site I like

Scientific Writing for Impact Factor Journals

In this concise book of 87
pages, Lichtfouse writes to
young researchers who assume
that the “point of research
is to conduct experiments
and obtain ‘good’ results.”
Furthermore, they assume that
once they have the results, the
writing will take care of itself.
This assumption is far from
true: it leads to many blunders.
As a journal editor, Lichtfouse
advises authors on how to
avoid these blunders and write
articles that achieve their need—get published— as well as
the journal’s need—raise its impact factor.

May 2015; 41(2)

Coursera: when learning never ends
www.coursera.org

students to commit this blunder. They learn to demonstrate
their knowledge rather than focus on their work. Lichtfouse
points out, “their main finding is then hidden amongst a
dozen other results.” He presents tips and examples that
illustrate how an author can more sharply focus on his/her
main finding.
Education and dissemination
In this section of the book, Lichtfouse points out that an
article is an educational instrument. Especially non-specialist
readers want to learn something related to their own work.
The general tips in this section, however, could have been
better supported with specific examples showing HOW to
“educate and disseminate.” Although the advice is excellent,
I am afraid that without how-to-do-it examples, young
researchers will infer that “educating the reader” requires a
“textbook” style of writing. And that style can lead to “too
much information that kills the information.”
Identify the main innovative finding
The advice in Scientific Writing for Impact Factor Journals
seems to focus on the agricultural and environmental sciences.
Some of the advice, however, may not apply to other fields,
especially the health-related fields. For example, throughout
the book, the young authors are advised to “identify the main
innovative finding” and focus on it “because it is all your
reader will remember.” This overemphasis can mislead young
researchers in health-related sciences. In the health-related
field, innovative findings are only a means to achieve the
higher goal of helping to solve a health-related problem. And
those authors should focus on the health-related problem and
how their innovative results lead toward solving that problem.
How to write boring articles
In an appendix, Lichtfouse highlights the out-of-date writing
style of most scientific articles that we read—a style that does
not fit the needs of 21st century science. In that appendix, he
has reproduced (with permission) a humorous article that
helps authors to write “technical, impersonal and boring
papers.” In effect, that article points out that published
articles do not have to be impersonal and boring. I agree
completely, but I wonder if personal and exciting articles
would be accepted by peer reviewers and journal editors. But
that is a different topic.
In summary, Lichtfouse has written a very readable little
book full of excellent advice and tips for young researchers.
And, indeed, the size of the book is certainly attractive to young
researchers who, just like the rest of us, have little time to read!
Ed Hull
edhull@home.nl

When I first looked at the Coursera website I felt a sort of
excitement, the intellectual equivalent of end-of-season
discount sales in your favorite shoe shop. 1,026 courses,
from more than 100 universities worldwide, completely
free. And some have such inviting titles, such as “Effective
Altruism” or “How to Change the World”!
Coursera, launched in 2012, is currently the largest
MOOC provider. MOOC, meaning massive open online
course, represents a recent development in distance
education. The acronym refers to online courses aimed
at unlimited participation and provided in open access.
Coursera’s courses are open in two different senses: they have
no admission requirements, such as specific graduation, so
anyone with internet access can get started, and they are free.
Subject areas range from technology to the arts, from
medicine to economics, finance, health and food, design,
mathematics, and data analysis. The majority of the courses
are on university-level subject matter from a university
faculty. While some of the courses are always accessible,
allowing you to start and finish when you like and to work
at your own pace, others have a beginning and an end date
and are accessible only during that time.
Every course is divided into sections, and every section
includes short video lectures, readings and interactive
quizzes that have to be completed to obtain the final
certificate. Occasionally, students have deadlines for
assignments. Most of the courses also provide interactive
user forums to support community interactions between
fellow learners and instructors.

Many of the courses could attract editors. Among
those directly related to editors’ everyday work, “Writing
in the Sciences”, from Stanford University, aims to teach
scientists to become more effective, efficient, and confident
writers. Using practical examples and exercises, this course
illustrates the principles of good writing and tricks for
writing faster and with less anxiety. It also illustrates the
format of a scientific manuscript, and describes some issues
in publication, such as plagiarism, authorship, ghostwriting,
reproducible research and peer review.
Another course of interest to non-native English editors
is “Crafting an Effective Writer: Tools of the Trade”. The
course teaches the student how to become an effective
builder of sentences using the basic tools of English
grammar, punctuation, and writing.
For those interested in a better understanding of research
articles, “Design and Interpretation of Clinical Trials”, in
partnership with Johns Hopkins University, could be a useful
starting point to learn the basic principles of the design of
randomized clinical trials and how they should be reported
for publication in a medical journal. “Statistical Reasoning
for Public Health” might be an interesting introduction to
some of the most commonly used methods of basic statistics.
There are many other titles to fascinate the curious editor:
what about “Guinea Pigs, Heroes & Desperate Patients: The
History & Ethics of Human Research” or “What a Plant
Knows”? Almost every week new courses are added, so
periodic checks can help to discover new, interesting topics.
Silvia Maina
Editamedsrl, Turin, Italy
silma75@hotmail.com
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EASE-Forum Digest: December 2014 to March 2015
You can join the forum by sending the one-line
message “subscribe ease-forum” (without the quotation
marks) to majordomo@helsinki.fi. Send in plain text,
not HTML. Details at www.ease.org.uk/node/589.
Desk rejection
Karen Shashok raised the topic of desk rejection, ie
rejection without peer review. She feared some papers
were rejected unfairly and referred to a PNAS article.1 She
had experienced rejection of papers for errors in English
when there were none and the journal had published other
papers with errors. Andrew Davis commented that the
PNAS article had not shown that manuscripts were desk
rejected unfairly, rather that some subsequently published
elsewhere had been cited more often than manuscripts that
had not been initially rejected. Andrew set out reasons for
desk rejection, apart from apparent bad science: outside the
journal’s scope, not appropriately written for the journal,
not well written, and topic already covered. Journal editors
Helle Goldman and Ivana Štětinová said they would not
reject for minor formatting and English errors. However,
as Ivana’s journals uses the ScholarOne peer-review online
system, which charges for every paper entering the review
process, account is taken of the number of papers published
a year and the “worst” papers are withdrawn before review
to save costs.
Karen advocated more transparency to avoid the
impression journals were implementing their policies
in different ways depending on where the researchers
are located. Some publishers outsource desk rejection
to editorial service companies, to which Karen provided
links. No information about the outsourcing is given on
the journals’ websites, and the individuals making the desk
rejection decisions are not accountable. She had received
a rejection from an assistant editor’s whose name was
nowhere to be found on the journal’s website. Journals
should explain their criteria for rejection on their website,
the name and email of the person who made the decision
should appear in communications with the authors, and the
appeals process should be transparent or the journal should
state that appeals are not allowed.
Tom Lang thought it inevitably some authors would
feel discriminated against. Both he and Andrew queried
whether journals are obliged to be fair and rational in
their editorial decisions and whether authors have a right
to have their manuscript considered by a journal. Andrew
thought a problem arose only if manuscripts were desk
rejected without reason in a way prejudicial to sections of
science or scientists. In his experience, reasons are usually
given, and, when they are not, authors should request them.
Unless there was compelling evidence of a major problem,
he considered the editor’s prerogative to make decisions
should be jealously guarded.
Angela Turner described Elsevier’s technical screening
service. Initial submissions are checked for technical

problems such as incorrect formatting, missing sections
and poor English and returned to authors for resubmission
if they do not meet minimum standards. Manuscripts are
never rejected at this stage.
Is there something not quite right about a publisher
offering copy-editing services for a fee?
Aleksandra Golebiowska asked this question with reference
to Elsevier.2 Karen considered it important to keep the peer
review arm independent from the pre-submittal editing
arm. Authors should perceive that they are free to decide
whether or not to use the publishers’ recommended services
as advertised on their websites, not to mention that many
researchers in poorer countries cannot afford publishers’
editing fees. She provided a link to Phil Davis’ article in
Scholarly Kitchen3 from which Aleksandra quoted, “Just
to be clear, I have no qualms about commercial editing
companies. What I do object to is the semblance of a
profit-sharing relationship with publishers.” As Davis had
been referring to companies listed on a publisher’s website,
Aleksandra wondered how great the conflict might be when
the publisher and editing service were one and the same.
Anna Sharman did not understand why this would be a
conflict. Publishers were merely charging authors rather
than readers as they had done in the past when publishers
had copy-edited papers in-house. It becomes problematic
if editors base decisions on whether a manuscript has been
edited by a service owned by the same publisher.
Valerie Matarese saw another ethical issue. Elsevier’s
Language Editing Plus service seems to offer substantive
editing for €536 per paper. Institutions can purchase
discounted packages for 10 (€5000?) to 100 (€50,000?)
manuscripts. She suspected all this tax payers’ money was
going out of the country. Should state institutions send
large amounts of public money outside the country when
they could spend it locally and by creating in-house editing
positions? Indeed, the University of California Press is
doing exactly this4,5 and Anna saw no reason why European
Universities should not follow suit.
Yet another unethical aspect would arise if the individuals
who judge the quality of the English, ie whether it needs to
be edited or not, are the same as those who decide to publish
or not and are associated with those who publish and profit
from the decision that the English needs editing. What
if the manuscript does not need editing? Karen expanded
her argument, returning to the desk-rejection topic. She
had seen desk rejections alleging “the English is not up
the journal‘s standards” that also included information
about the publisher’s own editing service or editing service
companies “suggested” by the journal. She found this practice
questionable, especially if the manuscript had been edited
before submission. She posted: What if the same editorial
service company provided pre-submittal manuscript
editing and pre-peer review screening for journal-tagged
manuscripts that they had already handled for presubmission editing. Thus when a manuscript is submitted
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to a journal that is their client, the editing company may
be biased in favour of allowing those manuscripts to pass
screening as “evidence” that their pre-submission editing
was good, and also to increase the chances that they will get
another bite of the cherry if the manuscripts are accepted
and sent to them for post-acceptance copyediting?
Providing certificates of editing and agreeing
acknowledgement
Aleksandra noted some authors had started sending
certificates of editing, presumably to discourage desk
rejection because of poor English. Valerie asked if this
practice was common and whether it could replace
acknowledgement. Tom asked whether journals request
such certificates and if they are associated with publishers
who also offer language-polishing services, which could
constitute a conflict of interest.
Andrew had never been asked to provide a certificate but
would refuse if asked. He feared the authors would make
subsequent changes to the manuscript below his editing
standard thereby damaging his reputation. When editors
ask him to confirm that he has edited a manuscript he sends
a copy of the manuscript as edited directly to the journal.
With regard to acknowledgement of writing assistance, he
considered this meant only that assistance had been given,
not that the manuscript was entirely the result of such
assistance. By contrast, Tom did not like to be acknowledged
because he equated his contributions to those of reviewers’
comments, which are still largely anonymous. However, the
understanding when reviewers are named is that the article
may or may not reflect their input, whereas author’s editors
will be held responsible for any copyediting errors, even
though they have no control over which of their edits are
accepted or the manuscript’s final quality. Tom maintained
that authors’ editors have the right not to be named in
a manuscript because publication ethics require that
anyone named in the acknowledgements must give written
permission to be named.
Joy Burrough and Sylwia Ufnalska suggested solutions
to avoid an acknowledgement of writing assistance being
interpreted as indicating that the manuscript is the copyeditor’s completed work. Joy encourages authors to
acknowledge her but for editing “a near-final draft”. Sylwia
suggested the phrasing “Editorial help of ... is gratefully
acknowledged”, which she thought would imply no more
than the provision of a service and avoid blame for any
errors. She felt acknowledgement was also important for
psychological reasons because more acknowledgement
would help scientists not to feel ashamed that they need the
help of language professionals. Rather than pretending to
be perfect she urged authors to take heed of Sir Tim Hunt’s
advice at the EASE conference in Split: “It doesn’t matter
if you get it slightly wrong… and if it’s important, the next
people will correct you.”
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Asking editors if a manuscript is within a journal’s
scope, and does accepting a review request create a
contract?
Andrew asked how editors responded to authors who asked
whether a manuscript was within the journal’s scope. None
of the answers indicated that such a query would affect the
final decision. It’s probably advisable to accompany the
request at least with the abstract. He also asked whether
individuals who accepted a request to review a manuscript
entered into a contract. Most Forum participants answered
“No”, but Andrew’s research revealed that, although
reviewers have no legal obligation to the authors, they do
enter into a legal contract with the editor or the journal.6
Although this was true predominantly for legal systems
based on English Common Law, he thought it broadly true
for other systems as well. In any event, the position is poorly
understood and needs clarification, especially, Andrew
thought, as the repercussions will become more important
with publishers increasingly willing to offer rewards to
reviewers. Tom was sceptical that reviewers are bound
contractually, except for maintaining the confidentiality of
the authors. He had not heard of a reviewer being sued for
breach of contract.
Other forum topics
The forum also discussed references on slides, a universal
form of references and a potential conflict of interest for
those involved in more than one journal. Space does not
allow me to report on these topics but anyone interested
is welcome to contact me for a copy of the original
contributions to the discussions.
Elise Langdon-Neuner (compiler)
a.a.neuner@gmail.com

Discussion initiators
Karen Shashok: kshashok@kshashok
Aleksandra Golebiowska: algol@ciop.pl
Valerie Matarese: vmatarese@uptoit.org
Andrew Davis: English.Experience@mayalex.u-net.com
References
1 http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2014/12/17/1418218112.abstract
2 http://webshop.elsevier.com/languageservices/
3 http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2011/02/15/editors-for-hire/
4 http://www.collabraoa.org/
5 http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2015/01/21/university-of-californiapress-introduces-new-open-access-publishing-programs/
6 McKendrick, E. 2005. Contract Law - Text, Cases and Materials. Oxford
University Press.
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News notes
News Notes are compiled by John
Hilton (hilton.john@gmail.com)
Some of these items are taken
from the EASE Journal Blog
(http://esebookshelf.blogspot.
com) where full URLs may be
found
Resource Identification Initiative
The Resource Identification Initiative
is a pilot project instigated by the
FORCE11 community (force11.
org) and run by a group of
collaborators motivated to improve
the reproducibility of research
findings. Research Resource
Identifiers (RRIDs), which are
unique, machine-readable, free,
and consistently applied, are being
allocated to a limited set of resources:
antibodies, model organisms, and
software and database tools, all
drawn from established registries.
A Resource Identification Portal
(scicrunch.org/resources) provides a
convenient entry point for authors.
Several publishers and journals
have recently endorsed the project
and are participating in pilots to
implement RRIDs (www.force11.org/
node/4463).
Nature offers double-blind peer
review
Nature Publishing Group has
announced (Nature 2015;518:274)
that authors submitting papers to
Nature or one of the other Nature
research journals will be able to opt
for double-blind peer review (where
both the author and reviewer are
anonymous). The move follows trials
in Nature Geoscience and Nature
Climate Change.
WHO calls for all trials to be
reported
The World Health Organization
(WHO) has issued a strong
statement on public disclosure of
clinical trial results (www.who.int/
ictrp/results). It calls for clinical

trial results to be publicly reported
within 12 months and for results
of unpublished trials to be made
available. It asks organisations and
governments to find ways to achieve
this. Ben Goldacre, co-founder of
AllTrials (alltrials.net), writing in
PLOS Medicine (2015;12:e1001821),
suggests ways of achieving high
standards and preventing reports
being withheld.
New COPE guidelines
The Committee on Publication
Ethics (COPE) has published new
guidelines on sharing of information
among Editors-in-Chief regarding
possible misconduct. The guidelines
(available at publicationethics.org/
resources/guidelines) were developed
from a COPE Forum discussion and
subsequent Discussion Document,
and aim to guide Editors-in-Chief
who are considering cases across
multiple journals.
Research integrity: journal and
conference
A new journal from BioMed Central
(biomedcentral.com) will focus on
peer review and research ethics.
Research Integrity and Peer Review
will be launched in June at the World
Conference on Research Integrity in
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil (www.wcri2015.
org). Editors-in-Chief of the journal
will be publishing consultant Liz
Wager and Iveta Simera of the
EQUATOR Network, with Stephanie
Harriman and Maria Kowalczuk of
BioMed Central’s research integrity
team. The journal will cover all
aspects of integrity, including peer
review, reporting, and research and
publication ethics, with a particular
focus on current controversies,
limitations and solutions. The theme
of the WCRI conference is “Research
rewards and integrity: improving
systems to promote responsible
research”.
WAME statement on peer review
The World Association of Medical

Editors (WAME) has responded to
reports of manipulation of the peer
review process with a statement. The
statement, published on the WAME
website (www.wame.org), contains
guidance on peer reviewer selection,
avoiding selection of fraudulent peer
reviewers, and detecting fraudulent
peer review.
Project CRediT
Some years after the Wellcome Trust
and Harvard University co-hosted a
workshop to explore contributorship
and attribution models, the team
behind it has coalesced into Project
CRediT (projectcredit.net), led by
Wellcome Trust and Digital Science,
and facilitated by CASRAI (the
Consortia Advancing Standards
in Research Administration
Information) and NISO. It is “an
ongoing effort to standardize a
contributor role taxonomy to
facilitate transparent disclosure of
authorship and contributorship
practices in scholarly writing.”
The taxonomy is now available at
dictionary.casrai.org/Contributor_
Roles and the project is moving into
the implementation phase.
Norwegian journal editor resigns
The long-standing Editor-in-Chief
of the Journal of the Norwegian
Medical Association (Tidsskriftet for
Den Norske Legeforening), Charlotte
Haug, has resigned, following
disagreements with the journal’s
owners about how to take it forward.
The BMJ (2015;350:h766) reports
that several leading medical journal
editors raised serious concerns about
the resignation, expressing support
and admiration for Haug, who is
also vice-chair of the Committee on
Publication Ethics (COPE).
Research Councils UK OA policy
review
An independent review of the
Research Councils UK (RCUK; rcuk.
ac.uk) open access policy looked
at the impact of implementation

May 2015; 41(2)

of the policy on higher education
institutions. It found that
improvements were needed in
communication to ease confusion
and generate better awareness,
and also noted that the policy was
creating a two-tier system for gold
versus green open access. Another
review will be held in 2016.
CHORUS progress
CHORUS (Clearinghouse for the
Open Research of the United States;
www.chorusaccess.org) is the
publisher-led solution developed
in response to US federal agencies’
requirements for public access
to funded research. CHORUS
has recently partnered with the
CLOCKSS Archive (clocks.org)
to support archiving. CHORUS
members will be able to use this
link-up to ensure permanent access
to content. CHORUS is also looking
at links with data repositories.
Freedom APCs
Cogent OA, an open-access publisher
backed by Taylor & Francis, has
launched a new model for articleprocessing charges (APCs). ‘Freedom
APCs’ are intended to match charges
to an author’s ability to pay. If authors
are not able to secure funding from
their funding agency, institution
or employer, they pay from a range
based on their circumstances.
TRANSFER transferred to NISO
The Transfer Code of Practice,
developed by UKSG (www.uksg.
org) to provide guidance when a
journal changes ownership, is now
being maintained by the National
Information Standards Organization
(NISO). The most recent version
has been republished as a NISO
Recommended Practice, and
associated documentation is available
at www.niso.org/workrooms/transfer.
Peer review at Scientific Reports
One of the editors of Scientific Reports,
an open-access journal published
by Nature Publishing Group (www.
nature.com/srep) resigned (via
Twitter) in response to the journal’s
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decision to offer authors the option
to pay for a quicker peer-review
process for their submitted papers.
Mark Maslin, from University College
London, UK, objected to the creation
of a two-tier system favouring
well-funded groups. The accelerated
peer-review is being provided by the
Rubriq service (www.rubriq.com),
which recruits peer-reviewers and
pays them for each completed review.
Subsequently a large number of
editors at the journal wrote to NPG to
share their concerns, which are shared
on www.peerreviewneutrality.org.
NPG’s response is on the Of Schemes
and Memes blog (blogs.nature.com; 8
April 2015).
Bookmetrix
Bookmetrix (bookmetrix.com) is
a new metrics tool developed by
Springer and Altmetric (altmetric.
com). The aim is to capture and
display more useful metrics for usage
and readership of books and book
chapters. Bookmetrix brings the
kinds of altmetrics used for journal
articles into the books realm. Metrics
are also displayed on the company’s
SpringerLink platform (link.
springer.com) and to users of Papers
(papersapp.com), the reference
manager app.
Elsevier trials publishing peer
review reports
Elsevier is looking at ways of giving
peer reviewers more credit for
their work. A pilot project, called
Publishing Peer Review, follows
a successful initative by Elsevier
journal Agricultural and Forest
Meteorology, which began publishing
selected peer review reports
alongside published articles. The
project will involve five journals.
SFEP/SI joint conference
The Society for Editors and
Proofreaders (sfep.org.uk) and the
Society of Indexers (indexers.org.
uk) are holding a joint conference in
York, UK, on 5–7 September 2015.
There is more information on the
societies’ websites. EASE members
are entitled to discount registration.
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DOAJ
In January 2015 the Directory of
Open Access Journals (DOAJ;
www.doaj.org) invited publishers
to re-apply for all their journals
listed in the directory. This follows
the introduction of an updated and
extended journal application form
last year. For the 10,000 unchecked
journals currently in the directory,
there will be a grace period of up to
15 months for re-application. DOAJ
is looking for volunteer editors to
help with its ongoing work. Some
listed journals will also be eligible for
a DOAJ Seal of Approval, for which
there are six criteria: archiving; article
identifiers; delivery of metadata to
DOAJ; machine-readable licensing
information; CC licensing (CC BY,
CC BY-SA or CC BY-NC); deposit
policy registered.
DOI Chronograph
CrossRef (crossref.org) has been
working with Wikipedia to explore
ways that DOIs are used there. This
has led to further explorations about
how DOIs are used on the open
web, with the aim of understanding
broader approaches to citation.
One result of this work is the DOI
Chronograph (chronograph.labs.
crossref.org), which allows you to
trace the use of DOIs over time.
FORCE2015
The FORCE11 Group held its
annual meeting in January 2015 in
Oxford, UK (force11.org/meetings/
force2015). The meeting provided
an opportunity to debate the future
of research communication, and
on the conference website you can
watch videos of the presentations
and sign up to take part in ongoing
projects and view the submissions
for FORCE11’s 1K Challenge (What
would you do with £1k today to make
research communication better?)
With thanks to Dieter Scholz.
John Hilton
Editor, Cochrane Editorial Unit,
Cochrane Collaboration, London, UK
hilton.john@gmail.com
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The editor’s bookshelf
Please write to annamaria.rossi@
iss.it if you wish to send new items
or become a member of the EASE
journal blog (http://ese-bookshelf.
blogspot.com) and see your
postings published in the journal
EDITORIAL PROCESS
Nicholas D, Watkinson A, Jamali
HR, et al. Peer review: still king in
the digital age. Learned Publishing
2015;28(1):15-21
The article presents one of the main
findings of an international study of 4000
academic researchers that examined
how trustworthiness is determined in
the digital environment when it comes to
scholarly reading, citing, and publishing.
The study shows that peer review is still
the most trustworthy characteristic of all.
There is, though, a common perception
that open access journals are not peer
reviewed or do not have proper peer
review systems.
doi:10.1087/20150104
Waltman L, Costas R. F1000
recommendations as a potential new
data source for research evaluation: a
comparison with citations. Journal of
the Association for Information Science
and Technology 2014;65(3):433-445
Faculty of 1000, abbreviated F1000,
and recently renamed F1000Prime, is
a commercial, online, postpublication
peer review service for biological
and medical research. Reviews are
produced by more than 5000 peernominated researchers and clinicians.
This article presents a large-scale
analysis of F1000 recommendations,
focusing in particular on comparing
recommendations with citations:
about 2% of the publications in the
biomedical literature received at least
one F1000 recommendation.
doi:10.1002/asi.2014.65.issue-3/issuetoc
ETHICAL ISSUES
Berghammer G. Good clinical practice
(GPC): a universal call for ethics in
biomedical research. Medical Writing
2014; 23(2):106-112

Today, the principles of good clinical
practice (GCP) form an integral part
of the development of new medicines.
GPC provides an international
ethical and scientific quality standard
designed to protect the rights and
safety of individuals consenting to
participate in clinical trials and to
ensure the integrity and credibility
of clinical research data. This article
traces the historical roots of GCP and
takes a look at the role GCP principles
play in the life of the medical writer.
doi: 10.1179/2047480614Z.000000000
209
Katavić V. Retractions of scientific
publications: responsibility and
accountability. Biochemia Medica
2014;24(2):217-222
This evidence-based opinion piece
gives a short overview of the increase in
retractions of publications in scientific
journals and discusses various reasons
for that increase. Also discussed are
some of the recent prominent cases
of scientific misconduct, the number
of authors with multiple retractions,
and problems with reproducibility
of published research. Finally, some
of the effects of faulty research on
science and society, as well as possible
solutions, are discussed.
doi: 10.11613/BM.2014.024
INFORMATION RETRIEVAL
Bravo E, Calzolari A, De Castro P, et al.
Developing a guideline to standardize
the citation of bioresources in journal
articles (CoBRA). BMC Medicine
2015;13:33
Evaluating bioresources’ use and impact
requires that scientific publications
accurately cite such resources. This
article proposes for the first time a
guideline for reporting bioresource use
in research articles: the CoBRA, Citation
of BioResources in Journal Articles.
Adopting this guideline will improve
the quality of bioresource reporting
and will allow their traceability in
scientific publications, thus increasing
the recognition of bioresources’ value
and relevance to research.
doi:10.1186/s12916-015-0266-y

Pastori MM, Sarti M, Pons, M, et al.
Assessing the impact of bibliographical
support on the quality of medical care
in patients admitted to an internal
medicine service: a prospective
clinical, open, randomised twoarm parallel study. Evidence-Based
Medicine 2014;19:163-168
Some research studies suggest that
library services professionally provided
have an effect on health outcomes
for patients. This study confirmed
the feasibility of bibliographical
assistance in daily medical practice in
an internal medicine service of a nonuniversity hospital in Ticino Canton
(Switzerland). In particular, it was very
useful and effective for patient care to
have a dedicated physician who daily
sends the bibliographical research
results by email to the clinical team
within 12 hours of asking the focused
question.
doi:10.1136/ebmed-2014-110021
LANGUAGE AND WRITING
Guillemard M. What every medical
writer needs to know. Medical Writing
2014;23(2):134-135
A medical writer is never done with
learning. Learning means getting
involved in the digital environment
and using tools like social media,
websites, and blogs to enhance online
presence and develop career. Medical
writers should have a strong online
presence such as: websites with a
portfolio of work, a professional
profile on LinkedIn, Twitter, Facebook
and Google+ accounts.
doi:10.1179/2047480614Z.000000000215
PUBLISHING
Code share, (editorial). Nature
2014;514:536
A core element of many papers is the
computercode used by authors in
models, simulations, and data analysis.
In an ideal world, this code would
always be transportable and easily used
by others. Nature editorial policy now
mandates that when code is central
to reaching a paper’s conclusions, it
requires a statement describing whether
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that code is available and setting out
any restrictions on accessibility.
doi:10.1038/514536a
Bastian H. A stronger post-publication
culture is needed for better science.
PLoS Medicine 2014;11(12):e1001772
The author states that both improving
research quality and reducing waste
in science require a stronger postpublication culture. Today postpublication evaluation is highly
fragmented. Dedicated websites have
been developed for discussing and
sharing research among authors,
and PubMed Commons (for which
the author is editor) enables postpublication
commenting
and
linkages by the PubMed authorship
community. Skill developments should
be considered in critiquing research;
capturing post-publication intellectual
effort more rigorously is essential for
better science
doi:10.1371/journal.p.med.1001772
Clement TP. Authorship matrix:
a rational approach to quantify
individual
contributions
and
responsibilities in multi-author
scientific articles. Science and
Engineering Ethics 2014;20:345-361
The author proposes a rational method
for assessing the responsibilities of an
author of a scientific multi-author
manuscript. This new paradigm
conceptually divides an article into four
basic elements for which individual
responsibilities can be assigned: ideas,
work, writing, and stewardship. The
outcome is an authorship matrix, that
provides all necessary information for
deciding the rank of an author.
doi:10.1007/s11948-013-9454-3
Hill T. Identifying legitimate open
access journals: some suggestions
from a publisher. Learned Publishing
2015;28:59-62
The author outlines a set of criteria by
which authors and readers can identify
legitimate publishers. These criteria are
based on the following considerations:
readers should be regarded as
customers and they should be offered
a variety of services; journals should
be included in databases and indexes,
that indicates compliance with
technical and publishing standards;
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publishers should ensure that authors
meet ethical and legal obligations to
maintain the integrity of the literature;
they should also demonstrate
awareness of open access conventions,
and provide information on the nature
of the peer-review process and of the
editorial process.
doi:10.1087/20150109
RESEARCH EVALUATION
Caves
CM.
High-impact-factor
Syndrome. APS News 2014;23(10):8,6
The author discusses the use of the
bibliometric high impact factor used
as a proxy for assessing a scientist’s
work and the malign influence this
is having. He suggests a number of
ways to try to prevent this influence
and to conform to best practice for
conducting and evaluating research.
SCIENCE
Austin J. What it takes. Science
2014;344(6190):1422
Science Careers posted a widget that
lets early-career scientists calculate
the probability that they will someday
become principal investigators. Four
factors are indicated as the most
important ingredients of academic
career success: be male, be selfish,
be elite and publish in journals with
high impact factors. They are linked
to rigorous, serious, and significant
research, and demonstrate the wide gap
between science’s ideals and incentives.
doi: 10.1126/science.344.6190.1422
Collins FS, Tabak LA. Policy: NIH
plans to enhance reproducibility.
Nature 2014 Jan. 27
The authors discuss the significant
initiatives that the US National
Institutes of Health is exploring to
restore the self-correcting nature of
preclinical research. They share the
concern that the complex system
for ensuring the reproducibility of
biomedical research is failing. This
has compromised the ability of today’s
researchers to reproduce others’
findings, demanding immediate and
substantive action. The NIH is firmly
committed to making systematic
changes that should reduce the
frequency and severity of this problem.
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SCIENCE COMMUNICATION
Ekins S, Perlstein EO. Ten simple
rules of live tweeting at scientific
conferences. PLoS Computational
Biology 2014;10(8):e1003789
Increasingly,
some
scientists
are using Twitter as a vehicle to
summarize presentations and posters
at conferences in real time, which
is defined as “live tweeting.” The
advantage is that the information
tweeted is open and free to anyone
around the globe. From the authors’
experiences, the success of live tweeting
appears dependent on the engagement
of conference organizers with Twitter
and its active encouragement before,
during, and after the meeting. The
authors propose ten simple rules to
encourage live tweeting.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003789
Jones TM, Fanson KV, Lanfear R, et
al. Gender differences in conference
presentations: a consequence of selfselection? PeerJ 2:e627
Women continue to be underrepresented in the sciences, with
their representation declining at
each progressive academic level. The
authors compared gender differences
in exposure and visibility at an
evolutionary biology conference for
attendees at two different academic
levels: student and post-PhD academic.
Women presenters spent on average
∼20% less time presenting their research
than men of an equivalent academic
level. This highlights important gender
differences in conference strategy.
Potential underlying reasons for
this gender bias are discussed, with
recommendations to avoid similar
gender biases at future conferences.
doi: 10.7717/peerj.627
Anna Maria Rossi
Publishing Unit
Istituto Superiore di Sanità, Rome
annamaria.rossi@iss.it
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Correspondence
The importance of readability
The past decades have witnessed major changes in the
ways in which, and by whom, information is accessed. The
internet is a great equaliser. It opens up infinite channels
of information to anybody with an internet connection.
Furthermore, open access publishing opens up the entire
gamut of scientific knowledge for everyone: researchers,
clinicians, and patients alike. Science is leaving its ivory
tower.
Nonetheless, as the article by Barbic and colleagues
suggests, access does not guarantee understanding. While
some attention has been justifiably paid to the readability
of online patient information in past studies, none has been
directed towards the readability of academic publications.
In this study, psychiatry journals are assessed for their
readability. We expect psychiatrists (and other clinicians)
to remain informed, providing evidence-based care to their
patients. However, with dwindling resources and everincreasing caseloads, it is simply impossible for psychiatrists
to remain abreast of the hundreds of thousands of articles
published each year.
Selective reading is the best anyone can manage, so
many will look to reviews or selectively read the abstract.
However, both these were found to be difficult to read, with
reviews even less readable than original articles. Selective
reading poses several potential issues, only some of which
are considered by Barbic et al. Observing that the abstract
was not particularly readable, doesn’t even consider the
accuracy of abstracts. I have read papers whose findings
barely resemble those in the abstract. Often this piece
of limited text is a ‘hook’ to draw readers in, and so the
scientific equivalent of marketing talk is invoked to make
findings sound sexier and more ground breaking than
they actually are. Even if overt miscommunication is not
present, the limits of the word count can make it difficult to
include everything of importance or to include it in a way
that is easy to understand. These issues will not necessarily
be solved by entering the abstract into an online readability
assessment before submission as the authors suggest.
The use of figures, tables, and information boxes is not
addressed in this study. Some journals include key points,
highlights or quick-read boxes that summarise findings
and their clinical applicability. It would be interesting to
see whether such devices improve readability. One would
suppose that if accurate, clear, and concise, they could
offer quick access to the information a clinician requires.
Although once more, selective reporting and glamourising
of results are a danger. Editors must play a role in ensuring
that the results in figures and tables reflect the true results
of the research.
What is interesting in Barbic and colleagues’ results is
that psychiatry journals are doing a particularly bad job
(92% very difficult to read) compared with general medical

journals (68% very difficult to read). While they suggest
that there is a challenge within psychiatry to integrate
diverse findings from biological, molecular genomic, and
psychosocial fields, I would argue that this is true of other
medical disciplines too. We could ask how psychiatry can
learn from general medicine to improve communication of
its findings.
Rhianna Goozee

Readability of journals
I much enjoyed the article by Barbic et al in the last issue
of the journal1. The authors showed (using five different
measures of readability) for 11 commonly read journals in
psychiatry, that the Introductions were hardest to read, the
Abstracts came next and the Discussion sections were the
easiest (although still extremely difficult).
The reason that I was pleased with this article was that
the findings replicated almost exactly our earlier findings in
a study of 80 articles in educational psychology2. Here we
found that Abstracts were the most difficult to read, followed
by Introductions and then the Discussion sections. Here,
for comparison, are the mean Flesch readability scores for
both studies:
				
Abstracts

Introductions

Discussions

Barbic, et al1

5.66

4.14

5.41

Hartley, et al2

18.1

20.5

22.7

These readability scores are extremely low (for both
studies) as Flesch scores range from 0 (extremely low) to
100 (extremely high), and scores of 0-29 are rated ‘very
difficult’.
So I agree with Barbic et al1 that more needs to be done
(by authors and editors) to make texts more readable.
Perhaps authors should be required to include a readability
score for their articles when they submit them, and papers
with scores of less than 30 sent back for revision.
James Hartley
Keele University, U.K.
j.hartley@keele.ac.uk
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