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From the Editors’ Desks

Towards the end of 2012, we issued 
a call for volunteers, asking EASE 
members to help with a variety of 
tasks within the Association. We 
were delighted with the response, 
particularly from willing proofreaders 
and copy editors – not surprising, 
really.  Some of you also offered to 
help with peer review, with the Author 
Toolkit and with Regional chapters.  
The latter are new activities within 
EASE which we plan to develop 
during 2013: as these take shape, 
we hope that more members will be 
encouraged to become involved. You 
don’t have to wait to be asked: if you 
see anything to which you would 
like to contribute, please contact 
the Secretary. Don’t be shy! And for 
those of you who use social media, 
please remember to spread the word 
about EASE by forwarding Tweets 
or LinkedIn announcements or, even 
better, by joining the conversations. 
If you are attending any scientific 
event at which science editors may be 
present, please take flyers or copies of 
the journal - available on request from 
the Secretary.

By now, members will have received 
their subscription renewal notice via 

our new database. This links to your 
member profile on the website, so 
please keep this up to date. The more 
we know about our members, the 
better we can target our activities to 
suit you!

This year should be a busy one. In 
September, we will hold our first joint 
conference with the International 
Society for Managing and Technical 
Editors, to be held in Blankenberge 
on the Belgian coast. Our thanks to 
Chris Sterken for arranging the venue. 
We hope that many of you will be able 
to attend and contribute - this will be 
smaller than our usual Congress so we 
would like plenty of participation from 
delegates. Our new Gender Policy 
Group, led by Shirin Heidari, has been 
active already and will definitely be 
organising a session.  

We will also publish a new edition of 
the Handbook: Pippa Smart has done a 
fantastic job, ably supported by Herve 
Maisonneuve and Arjan Polderman.  

Finally, our Regional chapter 
initiative is slowly taking shape and we 
should see activities from the first of 
these very soon.  

Joan Marsh
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ACHIEVE AMAZING THINGS 
WITH A PARTNERSHIP THAT HELPS YOU 
HARNESS THE GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE 
AND APPLY IT TO YOUR WORLD

ScholarOne® has unique insight into your challenges, objectives, and needs. Our 
years of working for scholarly publishers and societies big and small, and the 
understanding Thomson Reuters has of the entire scholarly research community, 
give us an insight into your world that other companies simply do not have. Because 
we’ve done the work and know the industry, we can help you determine the best way 
to grow your journal and meet the next set of challenges.

To learn more, visit www.scholarone.com

A new initiative to monitor proficiency in medical English: 
sTANDEM

EASE is proud to be involved in this project to develop a Standardised Language Certificate System for 
Medical Purposes (sTANDEM). This system is intended to promote, assess and certify the command 
of professional English among health care professionals and researchers world-wide. EASE endorses 
both standardisation of scientific (including medical) terminology and the use of clear language by all 
authors of scientific publications in English.

Publicity and dissemination
A major task for EASE in the sTANDEM project is to gain the support of the editorial community 
in stimulating English language proficiency among authors who do not have English as their mother 
tongue. Publicising the sTANDEM project among the editorial community requires that we have 
addresses of editors who can inform authors (and researchers in general) about the existence of this 
initiative to promote, assess and certify the command of professional English. EASE has started to 
compile such a list of editors and the results so far are encouraging.

Associated and Supporting Partners
Apart from the core partner institutions constituting the sTANDEM consortium (of which EASE 
is one) other organisations have become involved in the project. Supporting Partners are organi-
sations that offer support by granting permission to use their copyrighted materials such as audio 
and text files. Supporting Partners are listed on the sTANDEM website: www.standem.eu/index.php/
associated-partners/.

Associated Partners offer support in promoting the sTANDEM initiative. The procedure of becoming 
an Associated Partner is very simple: the institution needs to sign the Associated Partner form avail-
able on the sTANDEM website: www.standem.eu/index.php/associated-partners-5/ After the signed 
form is received the institution is asked to provide the logo, the link to their website and brief infor-
mation about their profile. In return sTANDEM offers promoting the institution on the sTANDEM 
website, posting announcements regarding conferences, workshops, etc.

Copyright matters
The materials for the sTANDEM examinations are mainly existing written and audio documents. The 
use of such documents in examinations requires that copyright permissions are obtained from the 
copyright holders. EASE has offered assistance in convincing copyright owners to enable the use of 
their materials for examination purposes. It appears that this approach is successful if a good explana-
tion is given. As indicated above, copyright transfer entitles an organisation to the status of Support-
ing Partner. It is noteworthy in this respect that examination materials are not disclosed, as this would 
jeopardize the examinations.

All institutions interested in the sTANDEM initiative are welcome to learn more 
about the project at www.standem.eu.
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Editorial

Looking back: looking ahead
In 2012, we celebrated the 30th anniversary of the European 
Association of Science Editors. This journal, European 
Science Editing, featured interviews with distinguished 
past members, extensive histories of the Association were 
published on our website, and delegates to the Congress 
in Tallinn enjoyed a magnificent birthday cake.  Looking 
back, it is easy to see many changes in science publishing 
and the ways that science editors work, but these mainly 
reflect technological advances.  The pen was replaced by 
the word processor and then the computer.  Paper is slowly 
giving way to electronic editions.  However, in 2012, most 
journals still looked like traditional journals, with volumes 
and issues and page numbers, references at the end of the 
articles, colour replacing black and white illustrations but 
little use of audio or video (and what there was generally 
relegated to supplementary information).  Most research 
articles underwent peer review, although rigorous copy 
editing seems to be becoming a rare luxury.  Books still look 
like books, despite being increasingly read on an electronic 
device.  

Looking ahead, are we on the cusp of truly transformative 
changes in science publishing?  Many changes have been 
promised for years: has their time really come?  One 
prediction was that the Internet would facilitate self-
publishing: publishers and journals would become 
irrelevant as authors simply posted their material digitally 
and waited for the world to come and read their words 
of wisdom.  Blogs fulfil an element of this but scientific 
research still follows a traditional route through recognized 
journals.  ‘Availability to all’ may become a reality in the 
next five years as the impact of funding mandates drives 

journals to offer open access options.  At what point will 
the libraries cease to pay for subscriptions?  What then 
will happen to academic libraries and to librarians – some 
already re-casting themselves as information specialists?  
As the author-pays model comes to dominate, will there 
still be a role for authors’ editors – if the author is paying 
the journal, will the author assume that the fee covers all 
editing requirements?  

Peer review has many critics, but up until now no one had 
identified a better solution.  Experiments with mass peer 
review after publication attracted little interest from busy 
researchers.  The ‘new’ peer review process expounded by 
the Public Library of Science (PLoS), where the focus is on 
scientific accuracy with no regard for relevance or interest 
to a particular branch of science, appears successful: PLoS 
journals are attracting strong submissions and citations.  
Was all that work of editors and peer reviewers to select the 
‘best’, ‘most relevant’ research for their journal’s readership 
in vain?  

What will the scientific world look like in five years and 
in 10 years?  What will be the roles of science editors in that 
world, and what part will be played by editors’ associations 
such as EASE?  How best to share our experience and 
expertise?  In March 2011, the Royal Society predicted 
that China could overtake the United States as the world’s 
dominant publisher of scientific research by 2013.  EASE 
has always welcomed members from outside Europe, and 
the Regional Chapters initiative that we launched in 2012 
provides a way to formalize our relations with editors 
further afield.  Russian and Indian chapters are being 
established, and we hope that more will follow.  

One thing seems certain, which 
is that communication will continue 
to be important.  Scientists will need 
to communicate their findings to 
colleagues and to a wider world: the 
medium may be unimportant but 
the message should be clear.  In a 
time when there is more information 
than anyone can absorb, clarity 
should be essential.  We are bound 
to see more changes in roles and 
processes, but editors will still be 
needed: it’s not yet time to put away 
that red pen or close Track Changes 
on your computer.

Joan Marsh
EASE President

Associate Publishing Director, 
Wiley-Blackwell, London  UK

jmarsh@wiley.com

Abstract: Background 
A variety of scientometric indicators exists for quantitative 
and qualitative evaluation of scientific output. Each of these 
indicators has its own strengths and limitations, and the 
search for more correct ones is still ongoing. This study 
proposes and evaluates a new scientometric indicator, 
Subject Sameness Index (SSI).

Method 
This cross-sectional study was conducted over a six-year 
period (2005-2010). We analysed all papers published by 
researchers of Babol University of Medical Science (BUMS), 
who were first authors with at least two papers listed in Web 
of Science (WoS) during the six-year period. A special tool 
was developed for data collection. The ratio of the same 
(repeated) or synonym keywords to all keywords listed 
by researchers in their papers was analysed for estimating 
‘subject sameness’. 

Results 
We retrieved 90 papers of BUMS researchers. These 
researchers were first authors, with 25 of them having 
at least 2 papers (67 in total). Of these, 11 papers had at 
least one repeated or synonym keyword. In these papers 
there were 300 keywords in total, with 21 repeated or 
synonymous keywords (7% of all the keywords were 
repeated). Regression analysis showed a reverse linear 
relationship between the number of published papers and 
the number of repeated or synonym keywords (R = -0.963, 
P = 0.037). 

Conclusion 
Quantity of publications, citations and their combinations 
are not always appropriate indicators of the quality of 
scientific work. Low level of the subject sameness may 
indicate a researcher’s dispersed scientific activity. The new 
indicator, SSI, may add important information of interest to 
research administrators and science editors. 

Keywords Scientometric indicators; research performance; 
Subject Sameness Index; science editing.

Introduction
Scientometrics provides quantitative characteristics of 
scientific productivity at the individual researcher and 
institutional levels. It also directs scientific policy-making, 

facilitates science communication, and draws a global 
scientific map.1 Scientometric performance of individuals, 
institutions and journals is assessed by citation analyses.2

Several research performance indicators have been 
proposed to comprehensively characterise the influence of 
individual authors. Of these, the h index and its variants are 
widely accepted and used to judge the quantity and influence 
of a set of publications.3,4 Each scientometric indicator has 
its strengths and limitations, driving the search for new and 
more comprehensive metrics.5 In fact, currently available 
indicators are inappropriate for measuring some important 
features of scientific output, and particularly the researcher’s 
focus on a certain subject category.

The widely used h index and some other individual 
metrics are not corrected for ‘subject sameness’. We propose 
to complement the h index with a Subject Sameness Index 
(SSI). This new indicator tracks subject sameness in papers 
by an individual author over a certain period of time. It 
indicates how focused are a researcher’s scientific activities. 
The SSI is a ratio of papers with subject sameness to all papers 
published by the same author(s) over a certain period of time. 
Subject sameness is traced by subject-related keywords. The 
index indicates how focused a researcher’s activities are: the 
higher the SSI, the greater focus on a certain subject.

The aim of this study was to assess the subject sameness 
in journal papers of researchers from Babol University of 
Medical Science (BUMS), Babol, Iran listed in the Web of 
Science (WoS) between 2005 and 2010. The SSI of the first 
authors was calculated using papers with the same subject 
keywords appearing in the papers.

Methods
We retrieved all WoS-listed papers of first authors affiliated 
to BUMS (2005-2010). First authors were chosen on the 
assumption that they had contributed most to the study 
design, execution and writing. 

We collected data on the number of papers, keywords 
and repeated or synonym keywords. To trace the subject 
sameness, the first authors had to have at least two 
papers. The ratio of the same (repeated) or synonym 
subject keywords to all keywords used by a researcher was 
calculated.

Data were analysed by SPSS packages (version 16). 
We employed descriptive statistics methods to calculate 
frequencies, percentages and means. Regression analysis 
was also perfomed. P < 0.05 was considered significant.

Original articles
The Subject Sameness Index: a new scientometric indicator

Aram Tirgar
Social Medicine Department, Babol University of Medical Sciences, Babol, Iran; a_tirgar@yahoo.com
Mousa Yaminfirooz
Department of General Education, Babol University of Medical Sciences, Babol,  Iran; yaminfirooz@yahoo.com
Hemmat Gholinia Ahangar
Department of Statistics, Babol Noshirvani University of Technology, Babol, Iran; ahangar1353@yahoo.com 
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Results
Overall, 127 WoS-indexed papers published during the six-
year period were retrieved and analysed. The first authors 
affiliated to BUMS were in 90 papers. Of them, 25 had more 
than two papers (67 in total) (Table 1). Of the 67 papers, 
30 had a repeated or synonym subject keyword. The total 
number of keywords in these papers was 300 (average 4.5 
keywords per paper), with 21 repeated or synonym keywords. 
These same or synonym keywords were repeated 46 times 
in the papers (with a mean of 2.2 repeated keywords per 
paper). The ratio of repeated or synonym subject keywords 
to all keywords was 0.07. Hence, only 7% of all the keywords 
were repeated in the papers. Based on Table 1, a researcher’s 
use of repeated or synonym subject keywords decreases with 
an increase of the number of his/her papers.

Repeated/
synonym 

keywords per 
paper

Sum of 
repeated/
synonym 
subject 

keywords

N of authors 
with 

repeated/
synonym 
keywords

N of 
keywords 
per paper

N of 
keywords

N of authors 
with 

repeated/
synonym 
keywords

N of authors N of each 
author's 

papers (≥2)

0.36 20 9 4.4 105 4 12 2

0.37 24 11 4.3 132 6 10 3

0.12 2 1 4.7 38 1 2 4

0 0 0 5.0 25 0 1 5

0.07 46 21 4.5 300 11 25 Total

Table 1. Indicators relating to the subject sameness in papers authored by BUMS researchers (2005-2010)

Regression analysis indicated a reverse linear relationship 
between the number of papers and repeated or synonym 
subject keywords (R= -0.963, P= 0.037) (Table 2). 

Table 2. Results of regression analysis of the number of 
papers and repeated or synonym subject keywords

R R2 Adjusted 
R2

Standard error 
of the estimate

0.963 0.927 0.891 0.427

Model goodness of fit:  F(1, 2)=25.40; P=0.037

Discussion
Our study showed that the number of papers and repeated or 
synonym keywords are inversely associated. It is likely that 
experienced and actively publishing authors do not focus 
on the same subject or research field, and their scientific 
work is increasingly dedicated to dispersed subjects.

 Given the debates on the importance of specialisation 
and focusing on a specific topic in scientific works,6 we 
propose use of the SSI in combination with other research 
performance indicators, such as the h index and its variants. 
The use of this index is especially important in our times. 
The ‘Publish or Perish’ mantra is now the main driver of 
the growth of scholarly publications, which do not always 
address scientific needs, but rather may be just aimed at 
inflating the number of an author’s papers. This trend also 
results in dispersing the efforts of researchers, increasing 
the number of publications by switching between different 
subject categories.    

The SSI for a given period is calculated based on the 
following formula: SSI= SSP/TP (0≤SSI≤1). SSP is the number 
of a researcher’s papers with subject sameness that includes 
all papers with at least one repeated or synonym keyword, 
and TP is the total number of papers over the same period.

A value of one for the SSI indicates that the researcher has 
a strong focus on a specific subject over a certain period of 
his/her scientific career, whereas values close to null suggest 
weak, if any, focus on a subject category. As an example, if a 
researcher published 20 papers with a total of 80 keywords, 
and eight papers have at least one repeated keyword, his/
her SSI will be 0.4.

The index has some inherent limitations. First of all, it 
is not useful for assessing the performance of researchers 

working on the interface of two or more specialities. The 
correctness of the index depends on which databases 
are used to retrieve papers. Appropriate retrieval of the 
papers and recording of their keywords may help avoid 
inaccuracies. In our study we focused on the WoS database. 
Future studies are warranted to find out whether one and 
several databases should be searched.       
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The newly proposed Subject Sameness Index1 (SSI) is an 
interesting suggestion which is worth exploring. It is a novel 
indicator that can be used to describe the performance of 
researchers, indicating the broadness of one’s research, or 
‘field mobility’ as it is called in the scientometric literature.2 
Field mobility, or extent of subject sameness of a scientist’s 
publications, is certainly an attribute of major interest with 
search or promotion panels, but should not be misinterpreted. 
Just as the frequently used citation metrics do not indicate 
the quality of research output,3 keywords likewise fail in this 
respect. Broader focus does seem to be positively correlated 
with higher productivity,4 but does not necessarily go along 
with higher quality of research. It is a possible consequence of 
increasing experience and maturity of a researcher. A simple, 
easy to calculate index determining field mobility such as the 
proposed SSI, would be a welcome tool if widely applicable 
and reliably fulfilling its function. Let’s explore whether Tirgar 
et al’s method1 to quantify field mobility or subject sameness 
with a simple index can lead to robust results.

The poverty of citation databases
All available commercial bibliographical databases are 
incomplete.5 Not the productivity of the researchers determined 
the data used by Tirgar et al,1 but the selective inclusion of their 
papers in the Web of Science® (WoS) database. Commercial 
bibliographical databases, particularly WoS, are biased in 
favour of English language journals,6 preferentially from the 
Western world. This probably put the Iranian researchers, used 
by Tirgar et al1 as a sample group, at a disadvantage. Indeed, 
a decade ago Moin et al7 mentioned that only three of Iran’s 
247 scientific journals were registered with ISI® (WoS). It is 
unlikely that this situation has changed dramatically. It is 
easily possible that WoS contains less than half of the overall 
publication output of the Iranian scholars studied. Particularly 
with authors from non-Anglophone, non-Western countries, 
the SSI would be more reliably determined by using the 
complete set of papers of those authors.

Are author-provided keywords a reliable source for 
determining sameness?
The consideration of keywords for determining subject 
sameness is problematic if this data source is uncritically 
utilised. Problems arise from differing keyword policies of 
scientific journals. Author-provided keywords are common in 
the biomedical literature, but not ubiquitous as they are lacking, 
for example, from articles published in Nature, Science, or Cell. 
Journals that require keywords generally restrict the number 
of keywords. Although the majority of journals, particularly 
in biomedical disciplines, request a maximum of four to six 
keywords, others, such as BMC Genomics or European Journal 

The Subject Sameness Index: do author-provided keywords extracted from 
bibliographic databases provide comparable data?

Frank-Thorsten Krell
Denver Museum of Nature & Science, 2001 Colorado Boulevard, Denver, Colorado 80205-5798, USA; frank.krell@dmns.org

of Cancer allow up to ten. This discrepancy is likely to confound 
any comparative metrics based on keywords. A larger number 
of keywords allows for additional fringe terms that might not 
necessarily represent the core topic of the article, but covers 
its contents more completely. Such more complete coverage is 
likely to permit overlap with keywords of articles of a similar 
topic but different focus. Articles in journals requiring a low 
number of keywords do overlap only with very similar papers.

In some disciplines, such as ecology and natural history, 
a considerable number of journals require keywords to be 
different from words used in article titles, eg Basic and Applied 
Ecology, Caribbean Journal of Science, Evolution, Journal of 
Animal Ecology, or Landscape Ecology. Without extracting 
keywords from article titles and adding them to the author-
provided keywords, subject sameness cannot be determined 
in those fields. In co-word analysis, another keyword based 
analysis, additional indexing is generally done, be it of title 
words or the full text, to achieve a useful data basis.8

Conclusion
The proposed SSI, being easy to calculate, is an attractive 
scientometric tool with various applications. Before we can 
use it as a trusted metric, it needs to be explored whether 
and how incongruent keyword policies of journals pose a 
problem for its comparability. For small data sets, only papers 
of journals with the same keyword policies and numbers are 
comparable. Large datasets might ‘equal out’ slight differences 
in keyword numbers and policies, but analysing single authors 
might not allow for large enough datasets. As with co-word 
analysis,8 we might end up employing additional indexing in 
order to create comparable data for more robust results.
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Authorship: to be or not to be?
R. Grant Steen
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Abstract Authorship policies at medical journals vary 
substantially and journals can be ambiguous as to what is 
expected of authors.  International Committee of Medical 
Journal Editors (ICMJE) criteria emphasize two components 
of authorship—credit and responsibility—in a complex 
multipart definition. Yet ICMJE criteria are problematic 
because they also require final manuscript approval. If final 
approval is ceded to an academic “key opinion leader,” it can 
be rationalized that this requires naming that person as author, 
when they may have had little role in content creation. We 
propose a new criterion; an author is someone who has free 
and unfettered access to all raw data. Such access is essential 
to independently test or verify hypotheses, but it would also 
potentially permit data to be manipulated. Unfettered access 
to raw data is not sufficient for authorship but it is necessary, 
since the validity of data can be determined in no other way.

Keywords Authorship; criteria; publishing ethics; science 
communication. 

Being a named author on a research paper can have 
substantial professional rewards, but authorship assignment 
can be problematic. Because the definition of authorship has 
long been contentious in science,1-3 we focus on a simpler 
question; when should medical writers be listed as authors 
on scientific articles?  

Many studies address authorship in the biomedical 
literature (Fig. 1). A recent meta-analysis of 55 articles 
identified criteria for deserved authorship and guidelines for 
authorship practice.4  There is even a movement to replace 
authorship with contributorship, with author contributions 
specified, as in movie credits.5 Although this approach has 
been faulted as foreign to the practice of scholarly journals,6 
many journals already require the contributions of each 
author to be disclosed.  

Authorship policies at medical journals vary 
substantially,7 and medical journals can be ambiguous 
as to what is expected of authors.8 Although a universally 
acceptable definition of authorship does not yet exist, two 
components of authorship are widely recognized; credit 
and responsibility.6  The definition of authorship suggested 
by the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors 
(ICMJE) includes both elements:9

 “Authorship credit should be based on:  1) substantial 
contributions to conception and design, acquisition of 
data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the 
article or revising it critically for important intellectual 
content; and 3) final approval of the version to be 
published. Authors should meet conditions 1, 2, and 3.”  

The ICMJE also identifies activities that do not qualify 
one for authorship, such as acquiring research funds, 
collecting data, or supervising a research group.9 Each 
named author is expected to participate sufficiently in the 

research that the author can take responsibility for at least 
some portion of the content.9 This formulation is an effort 
to ensure that every author is accountable, responsible, and 
can act as a guarantor.10

The ICMJE definition of authorship has been called both 
illogical and unethical11 because, if taken literally, it could 
preclude authorship in large studies, since the opportunity for 
most investigators to contribute to manuscript preparation 
is limited.11 Articles on nuclear physics commonly have 
scores of authors because experiments are so costly and 
time-consuming; for example, one recent article listed 95 
authors.12 A similar situation arises in large clinical trials.  The 
GUSTO trial,13 which enrolled 41,021 patients from 1,081 
hospitals in 15 countries, listed 1,114 “GUSTO Investigators.”  
Although the chair of the writing committee assumed “full 
responsibility for the overall content and integrity of the 
manuscript,” clearly others were involved in authorship tasks.  
However, it is unclear how many of the collaborators actually 
had substantive input into design and conduct of the trial, 
analysis of the data, or drafting of the final manuscript.13  

The ICMJE guidelines were written to exclude from 
authorship people who did not contribute substantively to a 
project.14 Nevertheless, pharmaceutical companies can use 
these guidelines to rationalize inappropriate attribution of 
authorship.10  If an academic author makes a “substantive” 
contribution to design or analysis, and if she is given 
final manuscript approval, then it can be rationalized that 
ICMJE criteria require naming that person as an author.10 
In contrast, industry scientists who design the experiment, 
collect virtually all the data, draft the manuscript, and 
take the draft through revisions, are precluded from 
being named on the byline if final approval is ceded to the 
academic author.10  

The criteria for authorship used by the journal Neurology 
differ somewhat from ICMJE criteria. Neurology requires an 
author to have made a substantive intellectual contribution 
to a submitted manuscript, but the requirements are more 
flexible:15 
•	 Design or conceptualization of the study
•	 OR analysis or interpretation of the data 
•	 OR drafting or revising the manuscript for intellectual 

content 

Neurology criteria further require that all authors 
must give final approval to the submitted manuscript and 
that “any paid medical writer who wrote the first draft or 
responded to the reviewers’ comments must be included 
in the author byline”.15 The Neurology criteria are said to 
encourage greater transparency and fuller disclosure.15  

However, the Neurology criteria seem lax; it would be 
possible to satisfy them by merely conceiving of a new 
study, without either performing that study or writing it 
up, as long as final manuscript approval was given.  It is 
also unclear what “conceptualizing a study” means; an idea, 

however good, is not sufficient to garner authorship without 
additional work to make that idea come to fruition.  Finally, 
Neurology criteria require co-authorship credit for medical 
writers who draft a manuscript without participating in the 
research, even if the writer had little control over the final 
form of the work. This is inappropriate; academic authors 
are free to disagree with co-authors about a work and to 
withdraw from authorship. Journals regard this withdrawal 
as a private matter among authors and do not insist that a 
withdrawn author be identified.16  Yet freedom to dissent 
is explicitly withheld from medical writers who may meet 
none of the criteria for authorship beyond writing.

The ICMJE criteria are harder to satisfy, but it would be 
possible to satisfy them by collecting some data, drafting 
a description of relevant methods for a manuscript, and 
giving final approval to a finished article.  Although a 
“substantial contribution” is required, this is not defined in 
practical terms; is an idea substantial?  It is also unclear if 
“final approval” of a manuscript relates to the data or to the 
words used to describe those data.  In short, authors are not 
asked explicitly to vouch for the validity of the data. 

The issue of authorship is even 
more tangled when considering 
the issues of guest- and ghost-
authorship.  These concepts are 
frequently confused or conflated.17 
Guest-authorship is awarding of 
authorship credit to an individual 
who has not satisfied authorship 
criteria.18 Guest authors, by taking 
credit for work that they did not 
do, commit plagiarism, which is 
a form of scientific misconduct.19 
Ghost-authorship is not listing as 
an author an individual who has 
satisfied authorship criteria.18 Both 
practices are said to be common 
in the medical literature15 and as 
prevalent now as a decade ago.17  

How important are guest- and 
ghost-authorship? Judging by the 
volume of literature on these subjects (Fig. 1), both are a 
relatively minor concern. Yet there was clear evidence of 
guest- or ghost-authorship in 21% of articles published 
in major medical journals in 2008, according to a survey 
of 896 corresponding authors.20 The prevalence of guest-
authorship has not changed since 1996, although the 
estimated number of ghost-authors has decreased 31% (p 
= 0.02) over the period.20 A recent study concluded that, 
though 81% of 399 authors were aware of the ICMJE 
authorship guidelines, 25% believed that some of their own 
publications were marred by coauthors who did not make a 
substantive contribution.21  

Rather than the complex, multipart definitions used by 
the ICMJE and Neurology, we encourage a simple criterion 
of authorship.  We propose that an author is anyone who 
has had free and unfettered access to all of the raw data.  
Such access is essential to an author to independently test 
or verify hypotheses, but it would also permit data to be 

manipulated.22  Therefore, an author is a person who could 
intentionally manipulate data or who could unintentionally 
introduce prejudice into the collection, interpretation, or 
reporting of data.  

Unfettered access to raw data is not sufficient for 
authorship but it is necessary, since the validity of data can 
be determined in no other way.  What are the correlates 
of this axiom?  For a review article, in which “data” are 
articles selected for inclusion, medical writers who selected 
the articles to include should always be named as authors.  
For a randomized clinical trial, anyone who did not have 
unfettered access to the raw data should not be an author.  
This criterion would likely preclude most medical writers, 
but it might also preclude a great many academic authors.  

The key issue in determining authorship then becomes; 
can you defend the data?  If you can describe how the data 
were collected and analyzed and if you can defend the 
decisions that preceded data collection, then you should 
probably be an author.  If you cannot defend the data, 
then you definitely should not be an author.  The root of 
authorship is authority, not composition.

Figure 1.  Number of publications related to various forms 
of “Authorship.”  PubMed was searched using the indicated 
search terms and the number of articles published per year 
is tallied.  
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Abstract This paper reviews some critical aspects of peer 
review in developed and developing countries. Though the 
peer review process is criticised for some of its drawbacks, it 
is still widely accepted as a tool for preserving the integrity 
and quality of scholarly communication. Peer review varies 
widely across journals and countries. Many developing and 
some developed countries suffer from substandard and 
biased peer review mainly due to the lack of training in peer 
review. The peer review process is still slow, expensive, poor 
in detecting scientific misconduct, and open to abuse.  It 
needs reforming to make it more effective worldwide.

Keywords Peer review; science communication; developing 
countries.

Introduction
Peer review is essential for quality control in scholarly 
communication. It has been used as a tool to uphold 
publishing standards for more than two centuries,1 and 
is now based on solid empirical experience of numerous 
generations of science editors.2 Unfortunately, standards 
of peer review vary across journals within and between 
developed and developing countries. Though its importance 
has been appreciated by most editors, the perception of its 
aims varies widely, and not all of them rely on fair, unbiased 
and truly scientific principles of peer review.3 Some view 
the process of analysing and commenting on journal 
submissions as a tool to disseminate best quality research 
data.4 Indeed, the primary aim of peer review is to select and 
disseminate valid and credible scientific research reports. 
This is why peer reviewers are often credited as gatekeepers 
of scientific communication, filtering out low quality and 
poorly readable contents.5 Unsurprisingly, the modern-day 
international scientific community values peer-reviewed 
literature and discourages publishing in non-peer-reviewed 
journals.6

Criticism of peer review
Peer review did not develop overnight. Publishers and 
editors from all over the world used it differently in the 
past decades, gradually improving some of its components, 
but unable to propose a perfect system of scientific quality 
control.7 One of the main opponents of the modern-day peer 
review, the former chief editor of BMJ, Richard Smith, finds 

it difficult to scientifically define this process and qualify 
scholars involved in it as “peers”.8 His criticism relates to the 
facts that it is “a flawed process” operating in the absence 
of hard evidence of its effectiveness.7 He also refers to its 
expensiveness, unfairness towards unconventional, ground-
breaking research, proneness to abuse, and failure to detect 
scientific misconduct.9 Many science editors strongly 
believe that  peer review is imperfect and full of mistakes, 
but did not propose any better alternative.10 Instead, given 
the potential of the peer review to improve the quality of 
publications, some editors provide guidance for reviewers 
over the issues of writing and adhering to the principles of 
ethical research reporting.11-14  Moreover, it is suggested that 
criteria for selecting experts with advanced reviewer skills 
to contribute to the effectiveness of the peer review be set.15

Apparently, editors should invite experts willing to 
contribute to the target journal as reviewers, who have 
up-to-date knowledge and skills in the subject area as well 
as in statistics, science writing and reporting.15 But it is 
difficult to find such people within one’s reach. The same 
criteria are applicable in both developed and developing 
countries, as modern science does not recognise national 
boundaries.

Why is peer review ineffective?
Peer review does not function properly primarily because 
of the huge, ever-growing number of journal submissions 
and publications. An estimated 1,350,000 papers were 
published in 23,750 journals in 2006.16 Obviously, such an 
unprecedented growth of publications can cause shortages 
of competent and available reviewers globally, and chances 
are high that some substandard papers will be published. 

Another critical factor is that most reviewers are often 
not properly acknowledged and given incentives both 
academically and financially.17 Financial incentives and 
awards may work well both in developing and developed 
countries. 

Interestingly, the reviewers’ efforts are often not 
appreciated by either publishers or the authors, whose 
research reports are critically analysed and corrected as a 
result of the high quality peer review.18 Finally, the quality 
of the peer review can be jeopardised because of its use 
without considering the issues of scientific infrastructure 
and culture.19    

Blinding peer review
Masking reviewers’ and authors’ identities may limit 
some bias from the peer review process. Strong evidence 
supporting any of these models of peer review is missing. 
Based on empirical experience and experts’ opinion, journals 
from across the globe employ different models of peer 
review: single-, double-blind, or open. Several initial reports 
suggested that the majority of authors and reviewers prefer 
masking the reviewers’ identity.20 Nonetheless, some editors 
of top-ranking journals, particularly the BMJ, pioneered 
implementation of an open model in 1999, aiming to ensure 
transparency and to increase reviewers’ accountability, 
the quality of their signed (open) comments, and the 
overall fairness of peer review.21 A large randomised study, 

however, did not find any effect of this model on the quality 
of reviewers’ comments within BMJ.22 A similar study on a 
Danish general medical journal reiterated that unmasking 
reviewers’ identity does not provide benefits in terms of 
quality, and it may even decrease the number of reviewers 
wishing to comment and disclose their identity to authors.23 
Obviously, anonymity is essential for criticising without 
fear of exposing reviewers’ identity to their colleagues. 
This is why single- or double-blind models are still more 
preferable for small, professional communities, particularly 
for those from developing countries.

Peer review and growth of science in developing 
countries
Despite its shortcomings, peer review remains central 
to prepublication quality control.24 As a “service to the 
profession”, it has some unmeasurable positive implications 
for authors and reviewers, who learn from more experienced 
professionals through peer review. Authors with extensive 
publishing experience would agree that constructive 
peer review and related revisions are instrumental in the 
dissemination of clear scientific results presented in a 
polished academic language. Those who publish original 
research papers would agree that input from a statistical 
reviewer is required for more accurate research reporting.15 

In an attempt to succeed in the global competition, 
many developing countries allocate a reasonable amount 
of money to the publishing market, but fail to implement 
peer review and to get their scholarly journals indexed by 
prestigious databases.25 There are many reasons for poor 
research performance in developing countries, including 
the language barrier, lack of training in science writing, 
difficulties in communicating with advanced specialists 
from mainstream science countries, and widespread 
scientific misconduct.26-28 Nonetheless, some countries, 
particularly Iran, overcame some of these obstacles in 
scholarly communication, increased the number of indexed 
journals and succeeded in publishing citable papers in the 
past decades.29 Impressive are also the achievements in 
China, where peer review is obligatory and more than 5000 
peer-reviewed journals are currently published. Most of 
these journals employ the three-level system: preliminary 
review by journal editors, evaluation by peers, and finally 
by the chief editor.30

How to improve peer review
To improve the quality of peer review, one should define 
its objectives and formulate the tasks of the reviewers. 
Reviewers should be sufficiently skilled to identify scientific 
misconduct.27 Editors may substantially shorten peer review 
time by selecting the best performing reviewers.15 But in 
reality, not all journals always have enough reviewers to 
choose from. In countries where peer review is still poorly 
developed, academic institutions should arrange training 
courses for researchers and editors involved in journal 
publishing. Ideally, such courses should be conducted 
by experts with experience of reviewing for top-ranking 
journals.
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Would paid peer review improve its outcomes? BMJ, 
The Lancet and some other journals have used the system 
of financial rewards for reviewers, but there has been no 
study favouring such an approach. Besides, paid peer 
review is not feasible for most journals from across the 
globe owing to budget constraints. Perhaps more feasible 
and scientifically justifiable is to implement academic 
credit for quality comments, give a free subscription to 
the concerned journal, and publicise the names of the best 
reviewers on a regular basis. However, peer review needs 
some kind of reform to make it more effective worldwide. 
Further in-depth studies both in developed and developing 
countries may be helpful to this end.
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Abstract In 2012 the regulatory bodies on botanical 
and zoological nomenclature have decided that papers 
describing new species and other taxa can now be published 
in electronic-only journals or books. This decision opens 
up open access journals for the publication of discoveries of 
new animals and plants on earth. Rules and regulations for 
electronic publishing of papers introducing new scientific 
names are explained. 

Keywords Zoology, botany, nomenclature, science 
communication

The year 2012 brought pivotal developments for both 
botany and zoology. The International Botanical Congress1 
and the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature2 decided to allow electronic-only 
publication for nomenclatural purposes. Nomenclature is 
the scientific naming system for taxonomic units (taxa) in 
biology, such as species, genera, and families. Before this, 
descriptions of new taxa and other acts involving scientific 
names of animals and plants were required to be in a paper 
publication.3,4 From 2012 onwards, such information can 
be published in electronic-only outlets, provided they fulfill 
certain criteria. These criteria in zoology are:2

•	 wide accessibility;
•	 issued for the permanent scientific record (online 

posting for a limited time is not accepted);
•	 fixed content and layout (eg a protected PDF file, not an 

editable Word file);
•	 date of publication must be stated in the work itself (ie 

paper or book); a note on the journal’s webpage is not 
sufficient;

•	 work (ie a paper or a book) must be registered 
in ZooBank, the Official Registry of Zoological 
Nomenclature,5 and contain evidence that such 
registration took place (eg exact date of registration or/
and registration number); registration of new animal 
names is not mandatory, but encouraged;6

•	 registration entry must give the name and internet 
address of an organization other than the publisher 
that is intended to permanently archive the work 
in a matter that preserves content and layout, and 
is capable of doing so (needs not to be stated in the 
published work itself; such archives are currently 
Bioline International, CLOCKSS, Hathitrust, LOCKSS, 
National Digital Heritage Archive (New Zealand), 
Portico, and PubMedCentral);

•	 registration entry must contain ISBN or ISSN.

Botany has fewer and slightly different criteria:7

•	 electronic material in portable data format (PDF);
•	 in an online publication with ISSN or ISBN;

Open-access journals are now open for discoveries of new plants and animals
Frank-Thorsten Krell
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature; ICZN ZooBank Committee; Department of Zoology, Denver 
Museum of Nature & Science; 2001 Colorado Boulevard, Denver, Colorado 80205-5798, USA; frank.krell@dmns.org

•	 accessible electronically via the World Wide Web;
•	 only final version (version of record) is considered 

effectively published and cannot be changed or revised;
•	 from 2013 onwards, names of new taxa of fungi need to 

be registered in a recognised repository (eg Mycobank,8 
Index Fungorum9), and the identifier issued by the 
repository needs to be included in the protologue.

All these provisions, particularly archiving and registration, 
attempt to ensure permanent retrievability of electronic 
works, often considered a more volatile medium than 
paper copy. Papers containing nomenclatural acts are semi-
legal documents that need to be accessible and archived 
indefinitely.10

Allowing electronic publication for biological 
nomenclature is a tremendous step forward
With the number of open-access journals exploding,11,12 

sticking to the paper publication requirement (for 
archival reasons) created an increasing impediment for 
the discovery of new life forms on earth. The immediate 
and free availability of open-access papers11 is particularly 
advantageous for biodiversity research (new descriptions of 
animals and plants, revisions of whole groups of organisms, 
etc.) because the regions with the highest biodiversity are 
countries with the lowest library budgets. In developing 
countries, few print journals are accessible, and interlibrary 
loans are often impossible or too costly. For journals 
requiring subscription, HINARI,13 AGORA,14 or HighWire 
Press15 provide free access to the electronic version in 
developing countries. For access to journals following the 
open access model, no support system is needed, as the 
content is freely available anyway.

Drawbacks of the open-access model
Taxonomy, the formal, descriptive part of biodiversity 
exploration, is largely executed and published without 
proper funding.16,17 Amateurs, ie researchers not paid for 
their taxonomic activities, traditionally play a major role 
in discovering and describing new species.18 Even open-
access fees as low as €15 per page (€300 minimum) as with 
ZooKeys or $20 per page with Zootaxa can be too high if 
funding is unavailable. Journals grant waivers, but this 
business model may fail if the majority of authors qualify 
for and request waivers.

Taxonomy research is scattered over thousands of 
journals. Despite the emergence and growth of Zootaxa, 
a taxonomic mega-journal,19 core taxonomic journals 
containing most papers of interest to taxonomists do not 
exist.20 This is because taxonomists have to consult all 
nomenclaturally relevant information (nomenclatural 
acts) on the studied taxa, disregarding quality, language, 
or publication outlet for such information. In the field of 
particle physics, a consortium (not authors!) pays 12 core 

Interesting places - bust of George III in front of The King’s 
library at the British Library
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journals an average of $1200 per paper for opening access.21 
A similar model is highly unlikely for taxonomy.

Nevertheless, the open access market is rapidly 
developing with immense creative energy, not always 
directed in ethically acceptable directions,22 but sometimes 
creating virtually revolutionary experiments. For example, 
PeerJ offers life-long peer-reviewed publishing for just $99, 
one article per year, or an unlimited number of papers 
for $299 (per author).23 With that in mind, open-access 
publishing might become affordable for unfunded research.

A word of advice for editors of electronic journals
Although scientific naming of organisms is heavily regulated 
to provide stability and avoid chaos, publishing papers 
with descriptions of newly discovered species is exciting 
and straightforward in the majority of cases. However, any 
paper containing nomenclatural acts (eg new descriptions) 
is a document that cannot be revised or retracted after 
publication. Any change to the contents of a paper needs 
to be done in a new document. Changing the pagination 
in the version of record from advance online publication 
to the issue-integrated version does not count as change in 
content, neither does adding bibliographical details such as 
an issue number. Following the nomenclatural rules2,4,7 is 
critically important for avoiding any problem at a later stage. 
With electronic publishing permitted for nomenclatural 
purposes, some new rules need to be considered as outlined 
above. Editors and publishers should be aware that the 
date of publication, that needs to be stated in zoological 
papers or provided somewhere for botanical papers, is the 
date of publication of the version of record. The date of a 
preliminary online publication does not count, even if the 
final version is similar. Publishers should ensure that their 
products are properly archived. Editors must request the 
registration of new mycological names and zoological works 
if they contain nomenclatural acts. It would be helpful if 
they would also require the registration of zoological names 
in ZooBank,6 which is currently voluntary.
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There are a huge number of clichés that abound in scientific 
literature, mostly phrases that have little or no meaning in 
their context, are often inappropriate, and can usually be 
left out or replaced by a single word.

A cliché is a hackneyed phrase that annoys and riles 
readers, and especially editors, when repeated throughout 
an article. The most common cliché in English is “at the 
end of the day”. Which day? Today?  Tomorrow? Does 
the phrase have any meaning?  Put it to the test: in any 
sentence, written or spoken, leave out this cliché and see 
what difference it makes.

Clichés are difficult to define. They are usually overused 
to express emotions, and are apt to come quickly into and 
out of favour. Clichés find their way into the scholarly 
literature, when the authors do not question their relevance 
(ie thoughtlessly reiterated phrases that have become firmly 
entrenched). One that particularly riles me is “Taken 
together, these results show that…X is proportional to Y”, 
when “Thus, X is proportional to Y” would be adequate. 
Here are some prime examples for consideration.

1. It is important to mention that… (It is worth mentioning 
that… It is noteworthy that… etc.)

2. It is (a) well-known (fact) that…
3. To further confirm…                                    
4. This study highlights the fact that…
5. The purpose of this article is to try to evaluate… 
6. To the best of our knowledge…
7. Many recent studies have demonstrated that…
8. Our findings show, for the first time to our knowledge, 

that…
9. Reports in the literature suggest that…
10. …according to the manufacturer’s instructions.
11. …should be better understood after further 

experimentation…
12. The treatment was evaluated over a period of time 

lasting 3 days…
13. In addition, we also tested whether…
14. Our data lead us to consider that…
15. As shown in Figure 2…
16. We next studied the effect of…

You may have noticed that the verb “to evaluate” in many 
clichés now replaces a whole range of more precise words 
that should be used in the proper context (eg to examine, 
determine, measure, assess, investigate, judge, explore, 
inquire into).

I will deal with several of the clichés listed above to 
indicate my feelings about their use (not usage!) in scientific 
papers. The first example is telling the reader that they must 
not forget to mention something, but why not just tell what 
it is?  The second is obvious – if it a well known fact, what is 
the point of telling us? The sixth example seems to indicate 
that the authors have not done a full literature search. As 
experts in their subject, they should know the literature; if 
they have missed important references, their peer reviewers 
will soon let them know. The eighth example is the business 
of making (asserting) prior claim, for which there is a 
strong desire in scientific practice for personal recognition 
for some marvellous new discoveries. A research article 
is the well established vehicle for communicating original 
findings, and therefore has to be novel, making the cliché 
“for the first time” redundant. The tenth example comes 
close to being the most frequently I encounter in my role 
as an editor. Commercially available kits are used today 
in most biomedical assays. It would be unbelievable that 
the experimenters had not followed the manufacturer’s 
instructions, just as they would have to do so when using 
an ultracentrifuge. However, if they had modified the 
instruction, the reader would then need more information.  

In the fifteenth example, attention is drawn to a figure 
before stating the data/finding. There is no need for this; 
the data should be given first, and the end of the sentence 
authors should insert “(Figure 2)”. The last example betrays 
the fact that the writers of an article claim to have followed 
a very logical sequence of experiments, done neatly one 
after the other, each section of the results starting with a 
similar cliché, eg “Next, we analysed …(the rate of)…” 
But few of us are clever enough to be so precisely logical 
in the execution of our experiments, at least when actually 
testing a hypothesis, since we usually examine it from many 
different directions.

Perhaps other editors might post some of the clichés that 
frequently arise in papers and annoy them.  If we manage 
to eliminate some these annoying clichés from scientific 
papers, a little progress will be made.

On the current presentation of scientific papers: 2. Cutting out clichés
Denys Wheatley
Editor in Chief, Cell Biology International; Cell Biology International Reports; Cancer Cell International; Oncology News; 
Chairman and Director, BioMedES (www.biomedes.co.uk); Leggat, Keithhall, Inverurie, Aberdeen AB51 0LX, UK
wheatley@abdn.ac.uk
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As translation has been growing as a proportion of my 
regular work, and I thought it time to go and see what 
there was to be learned from others whose work combines 
these two activities. Mediterranean Editors and Translators 
(MET) is the only body I know of that caters for this, and 
thanks to a reciprocal arrangement with EASE their annual 
meeting was open to me. With many non-Mediterranean 
members (the Dutch contingent is strong), it looked a good 
place to start, and so it proved.

The annual meeting of the Mediterranean Editors and 
Translators (MET) in 2012 started with a day of workshops on 
practical topics, such as editing medical texts, understanding 
and reporting statistics (descriptive and bivariate analyses, 
regression analyses and multivariate models), anatomy of the 
nervous system for English-language specialists, and editing 
non-native English.

My main interests were translation and the author–
editor/translator relationship. Arriving late, I unfortunately 
missed the talk by Joy Burrough-Boenisch of the Society 
for Native English-Speaking Editors, entitled ‘Didactic 
editing: a practice beneficial to both author and editor’. 
There is little scope for serious language coaching in routine 
cost-conscious copy editing, but given the modular (‘Lego-
brick’) nature of internationally readable scientific writing, 
a few specific tips could go a long way.

‘Overcoming rhetorical incompatibilities in academic 
writing’ is a regular task for most science copy editors. My 
favourite example relates to East Asian authors, who write 
papers with sound data, impeccably argued, then backtrack 
in their conclusion with ‘might be’ and ‘could be’, instead 
of ‘is’. I attribute this to a cultural style of politeness and 
modesty, but in English the difference between ‘might be’ 
and ‘is’ is material. This talk by Karen Bennett (Lisbon, 
Portugal) was full of matter that will help the work of 
turning serpentine, foreign-sounding sentences into neat 
English. An interesting nugget was how the oft-cited clarity 
of English academic writing is not neutral: it is conditioned 
by the Anglo-Saxon philosophical tradition of logical 
positivism and empiricism and shares its weakness – an 
inherent tendency to reductionism. As Einstein said, we 
should make things as simple as possible, but not simpler.

A session entitled ‘News with practical implications 
from the world of biomedical editors’ gave an update on 
guidelines, ethical standards, plagiarism issues, and various 
learned associations, also mentioning online resources such 
as Retraction Watch and Scholarly Kitchen.

The presentation by Jason Willis-Lee (Madrid, Spain) of 
current models of open-access publishing provoked a telling 
question from Dado Čakalo, who edits an open access 
journal in Croatia that is university-funded and is free (or 
was that nearly free?) to both authors and readers. Why is 
this model not even mentioned in most current discussions 

of the options for open access, he wanted to know. Since 
the answer would open up a whole can of worms about free 
market ideology and the funding cuts to universities, it is 
not surprising that the question was not taken up at any 
length, but for me that was one of the memorable moments 
of the meeting. 

Two further presentations stood out. One was ‘Why 
authors’ editors and translators are needed more than ever 
in the evolving research publication environment’ by Karen 
Shashok (Granada, Spain). Her main point was that with 
the disappearance of free editorial support from publishers, 
non-native English speakers are increasingly dependent 
on finding language support for themselves. Many new 
centres of research excellence are growing all over the 
world; ever more non-Anglophone authors are having to 
make themselves understood in English. And the natural 
result of limited editorial support within scholarly journals 
(with honourable exceptions) is that ‘a certain element of 
gatekeeper function is devolving onto freelance editors and 
translators’ – an alarming state of affairs.

The other notable 
presentation was the 
lecture by Tom Jefferson 
(Rome, Italy) on ‘The 
Cochrane Collaboration 
and problems with research 
synthesis’. The story of the 
Cochrane Collaboration’s 
revision of its conclusions 
on the effectiveness of 
neuroaminidase inhibitors 
to prevent and treat 
influenza (the Tamiflu 
story) is not new in the 
scientific community, but 
Tom is a commanding 
communicator, and his 
account of the uncovering 

of the extent of withheld data in clinical trials held his 
audience rapt.

The MET meeting was remarkable as a meeting place and 
knowledge exchange for editors and translators increasingly 
drawn into the globalisation of research publishing by the 
relentless rise in the need for non-native speakers to publish 
in English.

Kersti Wagstaff
Freelance editor, proofreader and translator

Alton, Hampshire, UK
Advanced member, Society for Editors and Proofreaders

Member, European Association of Science Editors
kersti-w@dircon.co.uk

Reports of meetings

METM12: Eighth Annual Mediterranean Editors and Translators’ Meeting
Venice (Italy), 8–10 November 2012

Tom Jefferson commanding his 
audience

DIGITAL PUBLISHING FORUM: Open Access – the experience so far
University College, London (UK), 28 November 2012

This forum, sponsored by the 
UK Publishers Association 
(PA) and hosted by University 
College London (UCL), holds 
events about seven times a 
year. The regular format is 
90 minutes to presentations, 
30 minutes to questions and 
discussion, and 60 minutes 
to informal discussions and 
networking over refreshments. 
The usual number of the 
participants is up to 60, mostly 
students, publishers, editors 
and technical staff. As the 

organiser and chair, I am pleased to report that all seemed well 
received by the immediate audience.

The presentations of the current forum are or will be 
available at the website of the PA (www.publishers.org.uk). 
This time the forum had to reflect on the recently published 
Finch Report commissioned by the UK government which 
strongly backed gold open access (OA) journal publishing 
and was welcomed by the UK-based publishing bodies. 
Questions related to the experience of publishers actually 
‘doing’ open-access, are there differences in open-access 
workflows and procedures and what opportunities does 
open-access offer publishers.

The first speaker was Natasha Mellins-Cohen, the head of 
publishing operations at BioMed Central. Her first statement 
was that OA publishing is not very revolutionary and that 
all publishers have to make money, even the Public Library 
of Science (PLoS). Authors are ‘customers’, who need to 
be satisfied, and publishing staff should have training in 
communication to meet their goals. Relations with authors 
involve financial dealings. Authors, or funding bodies, have 
to pay the Author Processing Charges (APC). In certain 
circumstances the APC may be waived. All matters pertaining 
to the payment has to be handled  completely separately from 
any editorial decisions. All staff and even jouranl editors have 

training in publication ethics.
Rhodri Jackson, responsible for Oxford Open, discussed 

the experience of Oxford University Press (OUP). OUP 
moved one of their most successful journals from a 
subscription-based to an open-access model. The speaker 
presented statistical data on the growth of open-access 
articles. Interestingly, optional OA for OUP journals has not 
increased. However, the publisher’s flagship journal, Nucleic 
Acid Research, has continued to be a big success since its 
move to OA in 2005. The number of accepted articles and 
the journal impact factors have both substantially increased. 
There are still print subscriptions, but these constitute only 
15% of the revenues. There were early difficulties with author 
publishing charges including some bad debts and some 
delays in publication but they installed an online system 
which now works well.

Ubiquity Press was represented at the forum by Tom 
Pollard. This is a small publisher that is really using the 
opportunities presented by open access in a way that few 
other publishers are doing.  The commercial component gives 
the publisher more flexibility. Articles of Ubiquity Press go 
online without waiting for an issue. Peer review is crucial and 
so is fast publication. Their processing charges are relatively 
low, partly because of subsidies. The big issue, however, is 
how to standardise the workflow across the growing number 
of journals. As well as their standard journal service they 
have also created what they rather oddly call a meta-journal 
platform. The first example in a series of ‘data journals‘ is in 
archaeology, working closely with data centres in the subject 
- http://openarchaeologydata.metajnl.com/. The publisher is 
now working on new metrics and peer review of data, which 
they see as essential.

There were many questions from an informed audience. 
Most established publishers experimenting with OA were there. 
The general interest focussed on how to handle the payments.

Anthony Watkinson
Principal Consultant, CIBER Research

anthony.watkinson@btinternet.com

Anthony Watkinson - forum 
organiser and chair

Hold the date - it will include the 
EASE AGM.

Planning is underway: there will 
be no overall theme, just plenty 

of exciting presentations and 
discussions. Registration will open in 
April/May. Watch the EASE website 

for details. 

Photo (courtesy of Christiaan 
Sterken) shows the pier, not the 

Hotel Aazaert!

Joint EASE/ISMTE Conference, September 23rd & 24th, 2013
Aazaert Hotel/Conference Centre, Blankenberge, Belgium http://www.aazaert.be/
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the further difficulty for an editor of not knowing how the 
reader would read the text, e.g. some, on seeing FVC, will 
say “ef-vee-cee” while others will say “forced vital capacity.” 
She thought it best to ask the author or just plump for “a” 
or “an” and hope.

Hyphens in strings
Insertion of hyphens in strings is fraught with uncertainty 
and Aleksandra Golebiowska was uncertain which was 
correct “personal computer-based games” or “personal-
computer-based games”. She favoured the former but 
queried if the games then became personal. Tricia Reichert 
explained that as “An en dash is used to join a compound 
modifier (two or more components) to a single word or 
to a phrase consisting of two or more components”, an en 
dash should be used in “personal computer–based games” 
rather than a hyphen. Suggestions were also made as to how 
to “write away the problem”, to use Mary Ellen’s phrase. 
Norman Grossblatt advised that “personal” would usually 
be unambiguous and could be deleted if the text allowed 
or the text could be edited to “games based on a [or “the”] 
personal computer”.

Colon colic
Aleksandra took the opportunity to present another problem 
she had encountered. She was concerned that text that 
contained several lists would be conceived as inconsistent if 
the rule that lists should only be preceded by a colon when 
introduced by a complete clause was applied—as some lists 
follow incomplete clauses. Mary Ellen came to the rescue 
stating that what mattered to a reader “literate” in colon 
usage was not consistency but the relation of the list to the 
last word before the colon. She explained that colons are used 
in lists in two cases: a) when the list items are “in apposition 
to the phrase before the colon” as in this list and b) when a 
“convenience verb phrase”, which has become acceptable to 
save time, is used. She gave “as follows”, as an example. 

Mary Ellen had noticed, however, that some non-
native speakers of English when reworking a sentence 
into the English word order would not notice that having 
successfully placed the noun before the verb, the verb 
lands up before the list. The “apposition” is lost, e.g. 
Cervicofacial actinomycosis is the most common form 
and several structures can be affected: pharynx, larynx, 
tear ducts, oral mucosa, paranasal sinuses, jaw, and scalp. 
She suggests the following revisions to this sentence: 
Cervicofacial actinomycosis, the most common 
form, can affect several structures: the pharynx,... or 
Cervicofacial actinomycosis, the most common form, can 
affect several structures, including the pharynx,...

Aleksandra pondered how many readers were “literate” 
in colon usage but concluded that the literature would only 
get worse if those of us who edit lose track.

Thou shalt not start a sentence with…
Bringing a list of commandments stating how not to start 

EASE-Forum Digest: September to December 2012
You can join the forum by sending the one-line 
message “subscribe ease-forum” (without the 
quotation marks) to majordomo@helsinki.fi. Be 
sure to send messages in plain text format; the 
forum software does not recognize HTML-formatted 
messages. More information can be found on the 
EASE web site (www.ease.org.uk). When you first 
subscribe, you will be able to receive messages, but 
you won’t be able to post messages until your address 
has been added manually to the file. This prevents 
spam being sent by outsiders, so please be patient.

Crashes and clashes with Microsoft Word
Jane Mayes asked the forum for help as she had been 
having trouble with Microsoft Word hanging or quitting 
while she was using Track Changes. Karen Shashok 
had also found that switching between computers with 
different default languages could cause problems. She 
thought the following sites might be helpful to Jane:  
http://answers.microsoft .com/en-us/mac/forum/
macoffice2011-macword/track-changes-and-new-
comment-crash/cf5e3c5e-1b53-4144-b0f1-f74778fd64c5  
https://groups.google.com/forum/?fromgroups#!topic/
microsoft.public.mac.office.word/34kVLYlbj7Y http://
office.microsoft.com/en-us/support/change-the-default-
language-for-office-programs-HA010356057.aspx. Karen 
also passed on some advice from Kathleen Lyle, an expert in 
editing with Word. She pointed out that modern versions of 
Word do not often crash. When they do it is usually due to 
a memory problem and Track Changes is memory-hungry. 
She recommended always ensuring that you use the latest 
version, adding that Word 2010 is better than Word 2007. 
She also noted that apart from saving files frequently it is 
good practice to close Word every hour to avoid leakage of 
memory. 

And “an” again
Should we write “An EU programme” or “A EU programme”? 
Jaya Ramchandani asked. The general consensus both 
this and the last time the topic was discussed was that 
the best policy is to speak out the word/abbreviation and 
use “a” or “an” according to which is easier to say, in this 
case the first version. Elisabeth Heseltine also noted that 
“programme” was correct here rather than the American 
version “program” (except when referring to a computer 
when British English is also “program”). Carol Norris, an 
American English speaker, gave the example “a unique” 
as opposed to “an uncommon X”, adding that while “a 
hat” was okay, “a hypothesis” was difficult to say. Stuart 
Handysides, a British English speaker, had never come 
across “an hypothesis”.  The debate that followed tackled the 
question of how difficulty in pronouncing words beginning 
with “h” proceeded by “a” or “an” varied according to the 
speaker’s native language. Mary Ellen Kerans pointed out 

a sentence down from the mountain would be quite a 
challenge. We could start the list with some old chestnuts 
such as “owing to” or a numeral, but a reviewer had wrapped 
Marcin Kozak over the knuckles for starting sentences with 
“Table 1 presents” or “Figure 1 presents”. Angela Turner 
saw the advantage of this construction as avoiding a longer 
passive sentence ending “… are present in Table 1” but 
thought citing the table in parentheses was a better option, 
eg “X was correlated with Y (Table 1). Also favouring the 
parentheses option,
•	 Clarinda Cerejo and Tom Lang thought putting “Table 

1” in the subject position at the start of a sentence put 
unnecessary emphasis on the table rather than what 
was in it, 

•	 Ravi Murugesan pointed out when Clarinda suggested 
the alternative of starting a sentence with “As shown in 
Table 1…” that the parentheses option saves words too 
by obviating “presents” or “as shown in”, and

•	 Elisabeth Heseltine said that as a table like a study is an 
inanimate object it cannot “do” anything and equated 
starting a sentence with “Table 1 presents” to starting 
with “The study aims” rather than “The aim of the 
study was to”.

The cat got amongst the pigeons when Sylwia Ufnalska 
lifted her head above the parapet to say where to put 
Table 1 is a matter of personal preference. She quoted 
Maeve O’Connor and Margaret Cooter, who state that 
copy editors should “leave well enough alone — if authors 
write correctly, their own wording should be kept” (Science 
Editor’s Handbook, 1-2.3, p. 2). 

Ravi Murugesan thought the same applied to “however”. 
Some editors who find it at the start of a sentence will 
move it to the middle but for Ravi this broke the line 
of thinking and made the sentence more difficult to 
understand. He thought these editors must be fans of the 
Americans Strunk and White, who believed that when 
“however” comes first in a sentence it means “in whatever 
way” or “to whatever extent” rather than “nevertheless”. 
Sylwia’s Oxford and Longman dictionaries attributed the 
meaning “nevertheless” to “however” and gave examples 
for the word having this meaning at the start of a sentence, 
indicating that Strunk and White were proffering a personal 
preference. No, proclaimed Tom Lang, rather it reflected a 
difference between British and American usage, although 
he as an American could see no reason why a sentence 
should not start with “however”.  His theory was that 
“however” had fallen victim to Reverend Robert Loweth, 
who was an amateur grammarian. He wrote two influential 
grammar books in the 1700s, which were not accepted by 
the authorities at the time but became popular and have 
burdened us poor editors with idiosyncrasies ever since.

Elisabeth’s objection to starting a sentence with “however” 
was that it was a contrast to what preceded it, like starting 
a sentence with “And” (now acceptable according to the 
latest edition of the Chicago Manual of Style) and for clarity 
two contrasting ideas should appear in the same sentence 
interjected by “however” followed by a semicolon.

Sylwia asked about “results show” which is commonly 

accepted although “results” are also inanimate. She felt 
we should focus on lack of clarity and grammatical errors 
rather than whether a sentence could start with “however” 
or “Table 1 shows” (which some would see as grammatical 
errors) and adhere to Maeve and Margaret’s advice of 
leaving well alone. (Some authors, like myself, are grateful 
to interfering editors who improve their style, bring other 
prospective errors to light, and point out elements that are 
not immediately clear to the editor/reader.)

A suitable term for people included in research
Andrew Davis asked for the answer to a question that has 
been bugging me for years: what to call people included 
in research? He felt using “subjects” or “probands” was at 
odds with the “respect for persons” principle required in 
medical research (US Office of Research Integrity and other 
sources). 

“Subject” is considered to be depersonalising. I looked 
up the word in the Oxford Dictionary. It means “a person 
or thing that is being discussed, studied or dealt with”. In 
their book Scientific Writing, Peat, Elliott, Baur, and Keena 
advise authors that participants are people not “things” and 
the term “participant” rather than “subject” reflects their 
role in the research process.1 

In the late 1990s there was a debate in the BMJ in 
which it was proposed that the word “subject” should be 
banned as being disrespectful, and indeed the BMJ has 
discouraged its use ever since. A letter commenting on 
an editorial in the Lancet in 2001 stated that the US Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA) had dismayed physicians 
by suggesting in its guidelines that participants be called 
“subjects” rather than “patients”.2 I contacted the FDA, who 
said they had no official position on an appropriate term; 
their rules do refer to “subjects” but they would not do 
anything to someone who writes “participant”.

As a doctor and translator James Herbert told the forum 
that he often came across the term “subjects” in medical 
research papers and saw no negative connotations. Andrew 
Herxheimer, emeritus fellow, UK Cochrane Centre, on 
the other hand tends to use “participants” because it 
encompasses active and passive participation. He referred 
forum participants to the Journal of Participatory Medicine 
(www.jopm.org) to, as he told me later, “draw attention to 
its basic message that we should regard medical practice 
and research as cooperative and participatory activities to 
which both the professionals and the people they study 
contribute as thinking and feeling persons.” The journal’s 
instructions to authors advise authors to “refer to a patient 
as a woman, man, girl, boy, child, persons, patients rather 
than “a male,” “a female,” or “subjects”.” Andrew feels that 
patients are not being adequately integrated into research 
and that harms would be recognized earlier if the people 
to whom they happen took an active part. His views on the 
imbalance between the ways in which benefits and harms 
are studied are explained further in his recent editorial in the 
British Journal of General Practice.3

So what is the answer to Andrew Davis’s question? Karen 
Shashok posted the following URLs, which further show 
that opinions differ:
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•	 People are “participants” in research - http://www.ncbi.
nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1115535/ 

•	 What’s in a name? Subjects, volunteers, participants and 
activists in clinical research - http://lancaster.academia.
edu/RTutton/Papers/274951/Whats_In_a_Name_
Subjects_Volunteers_Participants_and_Activists_In_
Clinical_Research 

•	 From the APA Style Publication Manual 2010  
http://www.apastyle.org/learn/faqs/subjects-and-
participants.aspx

The first URL is a letter by Iain Chalmers, which 
contributed to the debate in the BMJ. The APA Style manual 
is particularly unhelpful. It states that you should write 
about people in your study in a way that acknowledges 
their participation but is also consistent with traditions in 
the field of study, adding that for more than 100 years the 
term “subject” has been used in experimental psychology. 
Corrigan and Tutton’s article starts by affirming that there has 
been a shift away from the use of “research subject” in favour 
of “research participant” in recent years. They list the bodies 
that have adopted “participant”: National Institutes of Health, 
Medical Research Council, to which to my knowledge the 
National Bioethics Advisory Commission, Association for the 
Accreditation of Human Research Protection Programs, and 
National Centre for the Dissemination of Disability Research 
can be added. Corrigan and Tutton, however, are concerned 
that although there have been initiatives to involve “subjects” 
more in research these might stem from researchers’ needs to 

recruit people to and retain them in the research cohort. They 
quote Cooke and Kothari, who have shown that participation 
practices can be manipulative or have harmed those they are 
intended to empower. Corrigan and Tutton propose using the 
terms “subject”, “participant”, or “patient activist” depending 
on which term reflects the actual involvement of people being 
studied. “Subject” would be appropriate when all that the 
people did was to give informed consent, “participant” where 
they have been involved in the design or use of the study, and 
“patient activist” where the study was instigated and managed 
by a patient group.

Elise Langdon-Neuner (compiler)
a.a.neuner@gmail.com

Discussion initiators
Jane Mayes: jane@janeruthven
Jaya Ramchandani: jayar@siriusinteractive.co
Aleksandra Golebiowska: algol@ciop.pl
Marcin Kozak: nyggus@gmail.com
Andrew Davis: English.Experience@mayalex.u-net.com
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This Site I Like

The HONcode: How to judge the medical information on the web?
(http://www.hon.ch/HONcode/) 

Thousands of websites offer health information. Of course 
not all these sites are reliable and up to date, and assessing 
the credibility of the publisher as well as the relevance and 
accuracy of the information is not always simple. That’s why 
the Health On the Net Foundation (HON) – a non-profit, 
non-governmental organization, founded in 1995 under the 
auspices of the Geneva Ministry of Health – issued in 1996 
the HONcode, the first code of practice for medical and 
health online publishing.

The purpose of certification is to improve the quality 
and transparency of Internet-based medical and health 
information. Its mission is not only to help health consumers 
identify quality sites, but also to bring about awareness 
among site publishers, underlying the importance of specific 
guidelines and mobilizing them around the certification 
process of their site.

According to its website, the HONcode has been 
translated into 35 languages, covering 72 countries, and is 
currently used by over 7300 certified websites.

A question of principles 
To be considered reliable, a health-related website must 

make clear the sources used, and ensure that the information 
presented is appropriate, independent, and timely. It must 
identify who is most likely to visit the site and ensure 
that the information presented is as comprehensible and 
as easily accessible. Finally, relationships with possible 
sponsors should be clearly disclosed.

These aspects are summarized by the eight HONcode 
principles, which are the following: 1. Authoritative (the 
qualifications of authors of health information should be 
indicated); 2. Complementarity (the mission and target 
audience of the site have to be fully explained, and it should 
be clear that the websites aims at complementing and 
not replacing the doctor–patient relationship); 3. Privacy 
(privacy and confidentiality of personal data submitted to 
the site by the visitor should be respected); 4. Attribution 
(the sources of the health information and the dates of 
publication or last update on the pages should be provided); 
5. Justifiability (the justifications for claims about the benefits 
and disadvantages of products, treatments, or services have 
to be disclosed); 6. Transparency (information should be 
accessible, with identification of the webmaster and the 
availability of at least one contact address); 7. Financial 

disclosure (ie sources of funding of the site); 8. Advertising 
policy (advertising should be clearly distinguished from 
editorial content).

Health websites often include collaborative and web 2.0 
elements, such as discussion forums, social networking, 
wikis and blogs, and in general platforms or pages where 
the user can interact with other users or with the content. 
In medicine, these tools can be useful providing good 
information about specific diseases or disorders, but they 
can also lead to misinformation; therefore assessing their 
reliability is very important. The HONcode Web 2.0 is an 
adaptation of the eight principles, which focuses on the 
special features and functionalities of web 2.0 platforms, 
taking into account the dynamic interaction between 
internet users and developers.

The HON website also offers specialized medical search 
engines: MedHunt for patients, HONsearch and HONselect 
for medical professionals, and HONcodeHunt to search 
for HONcode certified websites. HON also provides 
two databases of trustworthy health information on eye 
diseases, Provisu.ch, accessible by those with poor or no 
vision through its variability of letter size and audio version, 
and Santeromande.ch (in French), a directory of registered 
health professionals, hospitals, and medical associations.

How to apply
The HONcode is voluntary, which means that webmasters 
can apply for HONcode certification. The complete 
procedure is fully explained on the website (http://www.
hon.ch/HONcode/HONcode_membership.html). The 
application, free of charge, can be submitted by completing 
the HONcode questionnaire about the conformity of your 
website with the eight HONcode principles, then filling 
the application form with general information about the 
website. Then the evaluation process starts (it can take up 
to 18 months). Each application is checked by a review 
committee, including medical and legal professionals, 
for compliance with all eight principles. If the website is 
considered compliant, you can finally display the HONcode 
seal and associated text on your home page linked to your 
certificate. Sites displaying the foundation’s symbol are 
generally considered credible sources of information. Since 
the HONcode certification is a dynamic state, a certified 
site receives a check-up visit periodically, beginning one 
year after the initial certification, and the certification is 
extended every year according to site compliance. 

Silvia Maina
SEEd Medical Publishers, Torino, Italy

silma75@hotmail.com
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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

Science funder accepts range of 
research outputs
In October 2012, the US federal science 
funding agency, the National Science 
Foundation, announced a revision of 
its funding policy. From January 2013, 
applicants will be asked to provide a 
list of supporting “products” rather 
than just publications. Products 
“may include, but are not limited 
to, publications, data sets, software, 
patents, and copyrights.” This change 
reflects the diverse outputs, and 
the measuring of that activity by 
altmetrics. In a Comment in Nature 
(2013;493:159), Heather Piowar, 
founder of impactstory.org, noted: 
“Scientists can speed the shift by 
publishing diverse research products 
in their natural form, rather than 
shoehorning everything into an article 
format, and by tracking and reporting 
their products’ impact.”

European open access report
The European Medical Research 
Councils (EMRC) has released a 
Science Policy Briefing entitled “Open 
Access in Biomedical Research”. 
The report emphasizes the need for 
quicker adoption of open access to 
research articles in biomedical sciences 
across Europe, recognizing recent 
national initiatives and the hurdles 
yet to be overcome. The three main 
recommendations are: (1) open access 
is a moral imperative; (2) individual 
agencies must collaborate; (3) Europe 
PubMed Central should be extended 
across Europe. You can download the 
full report from the European Science 
Foundation website (www.esf.org).

Discovering faked images
In November 2012 the US Office of 
Research Integrity (ORI) found that 

an NIH-funded nutrition researcher, 
Eric Smart, had falsified or fabricated 
a total of 45 images in ten published 
papers, seven grant applications, 
and three other reports, over a 
period of ten years. After a two-year 
investigation the ORI recommended 
that all the papers should be retracted, 
and the first retraction happened 
on December 24 in Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences, as 
reported by the Retraction Watch blog 
(retractionwatch.wordpress.com). 
The retracted paper (2004; 101:2450) 
has been cited 98 times. Smart is no 
longer working as a researcher and is 
excluded from grant applications for 
seven years. Retraction Watch also 
reports on the fate of a whistleblower 
website set up in July 2012 to report 
suspicious data and images in 
published scientific literature. The 
site (www.science-fraud.org) was 
suspended in January 2013 following 
legal action from scientists whose 
work had been challenged by the site’s 
anonymous contributors. One of the 
owners has since identified himself as 
Paul Brookes (University of Rochester, 
USA), who has expressed a desire to 
continue the work in a new forum. 
His message to scientists whose work 
has been criticized: “If you didn’t want 
your scientific data to be questioned, 
you shouldn’t have published it.”

IOM proposes COI database
The current system for reporting 
conflicts of interest is “fragmented and 
burdensome”. That’s the premise of  a 
discussion paper published by the US 
Institute of Medicine in November 
2012. The paper, “Harmonizing 
reporting on potential conflicts of 
interest: a common disclosure process 
for health care and life sciences”, was 
the result of a roundtable meeting 
of representatives of health agencies, 
journals, societies, and consumer 
organizations. The report proposes a 
centralized, secured database for the 
disclosure and reporting of interests, 
accessible with permission from the 
individual concerned. The system 
would meet the requirements of 
existing legislation and is proposed to 

operate as a non-profit organization.

Overly honest tweets
The new year saw a wave of honesty 
(and humour) from scientists 
on Twitter. Using the hashtag 
#overlyhonestmethods, scientists 
around the world have been lifting the 
lid on how science actually happens. 
While often very funny, the tweets 
also catalogue a diverse range of 
failings, covering everything from 
basic techniques (“the eppendorf tubes 
were ‘shaken like a polaroid picture’ 
until that part of the song ended”) to 
stats (“experiment was repeated until 
we had three statistically significant 
similar results and could discard the 
outliers”) through to publishing (“our 
paper lacks post-2010 references as 
it’s taken the co-authors that long to 
agree on where to submit the final 
draft”). One commentator, blogging 
for The Guardian (www.guardian.
co.uk/science/blog), noted that 
the phenomenon “has managed to 
demystify science in a way that no 
other example of science reporting, 
blogging or broadcasting can quite 
manage.”

AllTrials Campaign launched
A major initiative calling for the 
registration and reporting of all 
current and past clinical trials has been 
launched by Sense About Science, the 
BMJ, the James Lind Initiative, Bad 
Science, and the Centre for Evidence-
based Medicine. A public petition 
has been set up at www.alltrials.net. 
An editorial in the BMJ says: “The 
evidence that much research goes 
unreported is overwhelming, putting 
patients at risk and wasting healthcare 
resources.” The accompanying briefing 
note makes mention of the 2005 
International Committee of Medical 
Journal Editors saying they would only 
publish trials that had been registered 
at inception. The intention was to force 
trialists to register trials. There was no 
public audit of this promise, however, 
and despite widespread intention to 
adopt this initiative by many journals 
globally, in 2009 it was shown that 
half of all trials published after this 

requirement had been announced had 
not been properly registered, and a 
quarter had not been registered at all.

SPIRIT statement published
Medical editors can now refer to a 
range of standards (eg CONSORT) 
to ensure that research papers report 
fully what happened in a clinical 
study. But until now there haven’t 
been equivalent standards for the 
conduct of the study. Clinical trial 
protocols are a crucial part of this, 
and are needed for registration and 
appraisal of the study. In response 
to concerns that not all protocols 
provide suffificient coverage of study 
elements, the SPIRIT (Standard 
Protocol Items: Recommendations 
for Interventional Trials) group was 
set up in 2007, aiming to “improve 
the quality of clinical trial protocols 
by defining an evidence-based set of 
items to address in a protocol.”  In 
January 2013 the SPIRIT statement 
was published, along with an 
“explanation and elaboration” paper. 
The statement includes a 33-item 
checklist and schematic.  See www.
spirit-statement.org for more details. 
The group is currently developing a 
tool to assist with protocol drafting.

Data access: the reality
A study published in The FASEB 
Journal (3 January 2013) looked at the 
effect of mandatory data archiving 
on data access. Mandated data 
archiving policies that required a data 
access statement hugely increased 
the likelihood of data actually being 
available, whereas archiving rates at 
journals with less stringent policies 
were only slightly higher than in 
journals with no policies. The study 
authors recommend that “journal-
based mandatory data archiving 
policies and mandatory data availability 
statements should be more widely 
adopted.” The sometimes frustrating 
process of obtaining another scientist’s 
data is captured in this brilliant video: 
http://tinyurl.com/ease-news26.

Peer review notes
The arrival of the new year saw two big 
journals reflecting on their peer review 
processes. In an editorial in Science (4 
January 2013) editor-in-chief Bruce 

Alberts described a forthcoming new 
process that allows peer reviewers 
to comment on other reviews of a 
manuscript, just prior to the accept/
reject decision. The aim is to reduce 
the amount of revision needed for 
manuscripts. Over at Nature (3 
January 2013), the focus was on how 
to better recognize the contributions 
of peer reviewers. Any reviewer who 
has refereed three or more papers for 
any of the Nature journals in a given 
year will get a free subscription (and 
a thank-you letter). Reviewers can 
also download a statement that lists 
how many reviews they have done, 
providing solid evidence of their 
contributions to the field. But what 
makes a good peer reviewer? Michael 
Callaham, editor-in-chief of Annals 
of Emergency Medicine, writing in 
the October 2012 issue of Elsevier’s 
Reviewers’ Update newsletter, explains 
that training, experience, and seniority 
of academics are not good predictors 
of a peer review’s quality, and training 
of existing peer reviewers is simply 
not cost-effective. “What then is a 
poor editor to do?” asks Callahan. He 
recommends adopting standardized 
measures of review quality, then 
periodic stratifying of reviewers 
(assuming your journal has a sufficient 
pool of reviewers to allow a choice).

New list of predatory publishers 
Jeffrey Beall, a librarian at the 
University of Colorado, maintains 
a list of questionable open-access 
publishers and journals, with the intent 
of warning authors and editors who 
may be approached by these journals. 
The 2013 list (available at scholarlyoa.
com) includes 225 organizations and 
106 independent journals; it is worth 
perusing the list to see the variety of 
tactics used to draw in contributors. 

Top tips for science bloggers
An end-of-year post by Victoria 
Costello on the PLOS Blogs Network 
(blogs.plos.org) lists the 10 essential 
qualities of science bloggers: share a 
love of science; respect your readers; 
make original research comprensible 
to as many readers as possible; do it 
with attitude; praise your peers; show 
heart and humour; take a stand; enjoy 
civilized debate; pay attention to your 

medium of communication; and make 
your work freely available for all to 
enjoy and re-use. Good advice, not 
just for blogging. Catherine de Lange, 
writing on the Nature Jobs Blog (blogs.
nature.com/naturejobs) explores why 
relatively few female scientists write 
blog posts and offers five encouraging 
tips to those thinking of starting: think 
of it as online mentoring; get familiar 
with social media tools and etiquette; 
don’t think it needs to take up much 
time; don’t be afraid to promote 
yourself; and don’t go it alone.

Acta Informatica Medica 
We are pleased to inform our 
readership that Acta Informatica 
Medica has been accepted for archiving 
in PubMed Central from 2012 
onwards. The journal is a quarterly, 
peer-reviewed, open-access publication 
of the Society for Medical Informatics 
and the Academy of Medical Sciences 
of Bosnia & Herzegovina. During 
the past few years Acta was accepted 
for indexing by Scopus, EMBASE, 
EBSCO and some other prestigious 
online databases. The current editor-
in-chief is Prof Izet Masic, a Council 
member of EASE. Along with health 
informatics, Acta covers issues on 
science communication, information 
and ethical publishing in biomedicine. 
Several authoritative reviews on science 
writing and editing, the EASE guidelines 
for authors and translators, and a report 
on the EASE 2012 conference were 
recently published in Acta Informatica 
Medica. All issues are now visible in 
PubMed and PubMed Central.

John Hilton
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. 

ECONOMICS AND FUNDING

Björk B. Solomon D. Pricing 
principles used by scholarly open 
access publishers. Learned Publishing 
2012;25(2):132-137
The article processing charge (APC) 
is currently the primary method of 
funding professionally open access 
(OA) peer-reviewed journals. In the 
article the pricing principles of 77 
OA publishers publishing over 1000 
journals using APCs were studied 
and classified. The most common 
pricing method is a single fixed fee 
that can be either the same for all of 
a publisher’s journals or individually 
determined for each journal. Among 
the big OA publishers, individual 
journal pricing seems to be the 
dominant mode.
doi: 10.1087/20120207

Contreras JL. Wait for it... Commons, 
copyright and the private (re)ordering 
of scientific publishing. Social Science 
Research Network March 4, 2012
In this paper the author critiques 
various open access strategies 
related to copyright protection and 
assignment, and he proposes an 
alternative private ordering solution. 
Under this proposal, research 
institutions would develop and 
adopt publication agreements that 
do not transfer copyright ownership 
to publishers, but grant publishers a 
one-year exclusive period in which to 
publish a work. This limited period of 
exclusivity should enable publishers 
to recoup their publishing costs and a 
profit through subscription revenues.

EDITORIAL PROCESS

Banks M. Rejected manuscripts 
receiver citation boost.  Physics 
World 2012;25(11):8.

Reports a study by Vincent Calcagno 
which found that rejected papers 
which are then accepted by another 
journal pick up more citations 
than papers that are submitted and 
published straight into that same 
journal. He concludes that the process 
of rejection, where a researcher is 
forced to rewrite and possibly follow 
up work to gain better results, actually 
improves the quality of the paper.  He 
writes, “The most likely explanation 
to me is that reviewers and editors 
really do their job and significantly 
increase the quality of the final paper”.

Dance A. Who’s on first? Nature 
2012;489:591-593
When scientists collaborate on an 
experiment and a paper, it can be hard 
to decide who gets the credit and how 
much. Disagreements often happen 
when contributors put in similar 
amounts of effort on different aspects 
of a project. Journals are increasingly 
attempting to keep authors in line by 
asking for details on who did what. 
Some tips for settling the line-up are 
provided.
doi: 10.1038/nj7417-591a

Rohlfing T, Poline JB. Why shared 
data should not be acknowledged 
on the author byline. Neuroimage 
2012;59(4):4189-4195
According to this article, the 
author byline should not be used to 
acknowledge shared data. It discusses 
viable alternatives for crediting non-
author contributors, such as citations 
of papers describing shared data, 
reference to dataset publications, 
inclusion in the Acknowledgments 
section or in an Appendix.

Welch SJ. Selecting the right journal 
for your submission. Journal of 
Thoracic Disease 2012;4(3):336-338
One of the key decisions an author 
must make is where to submit his 
paper. This article addresses several 
important criteria to making that 
decision, including identifying a list 
of potential journals, topic match, 
acceptance/rejection rate of the 
journal, speed of review/publication, 

distribution of and access to the 
journal, and impact factor.
doi: 10.3978/j.issn.2072-1439.2012.05.06

ETHICAL ISSUES

Bosch X, Ross JS. Ghostwriting: 
research misconduct, plagiarism or 
fool’s gold? The American Journal of 
Medicine 2012;125(4):324-326
Ghostwriting and guest authorship 
practices are thought predominantly 
to occur when academic researchers 
collaborate with industry; however, 
they also occur within purely academic 
collaborations. Those practices 
flourish as they are perceived as slight, 
easily comprehensible moral failing, 
rather than as unethical. The Office 
of Research Integrity should broaden 
its definition of fabrication and 
falsification of credentials, and thus 
of research misconduct, to explicitly 
include ghostwriting and guest 
authorship.
doi: 10.1016/j.amjmed.2011.07.015

Loewenstein G, Sah S, Cain DM. 
The unintended consequences of 
conflict of interest disclosure. JAMA 
2012;307(7):669-670
Conflicts of interest, both financial 
and nonfinancial, are ubiquitous in 
medicine, and the most commonly 
remedy is disclosure. Disclosure 
acknowledges the problem of conflicts 
but involves minimal regulation and 
is less expensive to implement than 
more comprehensive remedies. It is 
broadly perceived to have beneficial 
effects. However, disclosure can have 
adverse effects, exacerbating bias and 
hurting those it is intended to help.
doi: 10.1001/jama.2012.154

Gasparyan AY, Ayvazyan L, Kitas GD. 
Authorship problems in scholarly 
journals: considerations for 
authors, peer reviewers and editors. 
Rheumatology International 2012 Nov 
4 (Epub)
Authorship problems in scholarly 
journals are multifaceted. This 
article overviews common cases of 
inappropriate authorship (honorary, 
gift, guest and ghost) and suggests 

options to solve related problems 
by authors, reviewers and editors. It 
also discusses the contributorship 
criteria, still not well validated. 
Many international associations are 
developing educational materials, 
guidelines and policy statements, 
incorporating authorship issues. A 
global awareness of what constitutes 
authorship among authors, reviewers, 
editors and publishers, and the 
adherence to the editorial policies 
of learned associations and research 
institutions should be improved.
doi: 10.1007/s00296-012-2582-2

Heidari A, Adeli SH, Mehravaran S. et 
al. Addressing ethical considerations 
and authors’ conflict of interest 
disclosure in medical journals in 
Iran. Journal of Bioethical Inquiry 
2012;9(4):457-462
This study aims to examine how 
ethical considerations and competing 
interests (conflicts of interest, COI) 
are addressed by medical journals in 
Iran. The results show that the rate of 
addressing ethical considerations is not 
far from ideal, but the requirements for 
COI disclosure need more attention.
doi: 10.1007/s11673-012-9393-8

Maina S, Di Napoli M. Duplicate 
publication and plagiarism: is 
RHC safe? Reviews in Health Care 
2012;3(4):225-227
While plagiarism obviously represents 
scientific misconduct, the so-called 
“self-plagiarism”, or duplicate 
publication, is more controversial. 
It can include: same study sample, 
control data, or study outcomes; the 
so-called “salami slicing” (a large study 
sliced into several smaller studies); 
multiple submission; and republication 
in another language. Some authors 
are not aware of copyright rules, nor 
of publication ethics. Reviewers and 
editors have certainly an essential role 
in detecting any scientific misconduct 
and avoiding plagiarism and duplicate 
publication. Cooperation between 
editors and authors, and transparency 
are needed, too.

Masic I. Plagiarism in scientific 
publishing. Acta Informatica Medica 
2012;20(4):208-213
The author describes his experiences 

in discovering plagiarism as editor-in-
chief of three indexed medical journals. 
He also presents several examples of 
plagiarism recorded in southeastern 
European countries. According to his 
opinion, scientific institutions and 
universities should have established 
units for monitoring, promoting 
and developing quality research, in 
accordance with the principles of Good 
Scientific Practices (GSP) and Good 
Laboratory Practices (GLP). 
doi: 10.5455/aim.2012.20.208-213

Roig M. Avoiding unethical writing 
practices. Food and Chemical 
Toxicology 2012;50(10):3385-3387
It has been noted that more articles 
have been published with the word 
“plagiarism” in their title since 2005 
than were published in all of the years 
prior to 2004. Plagiarism manifests itself 
in various ways and it also includes the 
misappropriation of others’ intellectual 
property, including ideas, images, and 
methodologies. This editorial cites some 
common myths about plagiarism and 
describes self-plagiarism and other 
forms of redundancy.
doi: 10.1016/j.fct.2012.06.043

Shamim T. Serious thoughts about 
plagiarism in India. Saudi Journal of 
Anaesthesia 2012;6(3):191
It is the prime duty of authors and 
editors to take strong decisions to 
tackle plagiarism at the earliest to 
avoid unethical publishing. The 
author of this editorial suggests a 
protocol to report plagiarism in 
published articles to which authors 
should adhere.
doi: 10.4103/1658-354X.101191

INFORMATION RETRIEVAL

Scott-Lichter D. New journal 
selection by A&Is - still valuable after 
all these years. Learned Publishing 
2012;25:245-246
Well-established and carefully crafted 
abstracting and indexing (A&I) 
services are still very important to a 
new journal’s success. Publishers and 
A&Is have a synergistic relationship: 
publishers supply their content for 
indexing, while the A&Is index and 
distribute it. A critical part of the 
A&I enterprise is represented by the 

selection of journals for indexing. As 
with journals, A&Is have different 
offerings, strengths and weaknesses. 
Starting from the author’s experience 
in getting a recently launched journal 
into A&I databases, some of them 
(PubMed/MEDLINE, Scopus, Web of 
Science) are described in this editorial.
doi: 10.1087/20120401

PUBLISHING

Guinnessy P. Europe moves closer 
to open access publishing. Physics 
Today 2012;65(11):22-24. Article 
discussing how new rules in Europe, 
especially the UK, may increase 
rapidly the number of journals offering 
a form of open access. A histogram 
shows that in medical and biological 
journals there are more “gold” (ie free 
from the point of publication with 
authors paying a fee) than “green” (ie 
where no fee is paid and the paper 
becomes available on a website after 
a lapse). There is some discussion of 
the length of the lapse; six months 
being urged but some journals, eg 
those published by the Royal Society of 
Chemistry, preferring 12 months. The 
effect on US journals is discussed.

Laakso M, Björk B. Anatomy of 
open access publishing: a study 
of longitudinal development and 
internal structure. BMC Medicine 
2012;10:124
This is the first study to provide 
comprehensive gold open access 
(OA) measurement for 2010 and 
2011. Its primary aim was to measure 
the volume of scientific articles 
published in full immediate OA 
journals from 2000 to 2011, while 
observing longitudinal internal shifts 
in the structure of OA publishing 
concerning revenue models, publisher 
types and relative distribution among 
scientific disciplines. The secondary 
aim was to measure the share of OA 
articles of all journal articles.
doi: 10.1186/1741-7015-10-124

Lankarani KB, Haghdoost A, Smith P. 
Embargo on publication of scientific 
papers by Iranian authors. The Lancet 
2012;380(9842):648-649
Since the Islamic revolution in 1979, 
scientists from Iranian institutions



European Science Editing 24 25Februar y 2013; 39(1) Februar y 2013; 39(1) European Science Editing

have published joint papers with 
scientists from 107 other countries, 
mostly from the USA and UK, and 
have experienced a rapid increase in 
the publication of scientific papers 
in indexed journals. Recently few 
academic publishers have embargoed 
scientific publications from Iran, not in 
accordance with scientific publication 
ethics.
doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(12)61369-5

Shamseer L, Stevens A, Skidmore 
B. et al. Does journal endorsement 
of reporting guidelines influence 
the completeness of reporting 
of health research? A systematic 
review protocol. Systematic Reviews 
2012;1(1):24
Reporting of health research is often 
inadequate and incomplete. Many 
guidelines have been developed for 
reporting a variety of research types 
and aim at improving the quality of 
health research reports. In order to 
increase their uptake, evidence of their 
effectiveness is important and will 
provide authors, peer reviewers and 
editors with an important resource for 
use and implementation of pertinent 
guidance. The objective of this study 
was to assess whether endorsement 
of reporting guidelines by journals 
influences the completeness of 
reporting of health studies.
doi:  10.1186/2046-4053-1-24

Sipahi H, Durusoy R, Ergin I, et al. 
Publication rates of public health 
theses in international and national 
peer-review journals in Turkey. 
Iranian Journal of Public Health 
2012;41(9):31-35
This study investigated the publication 
rates of Turkish public health doctorate 
theses and specialization theses in 
international and Turkish national 
peer-reviewed journals, and analysed 
the distribution of research areas. 
Being rated low, the authors suggest 
a better understanding of factors 
affecting this situation, also through 
a case-control study, in order to find 
appropriate solutions.

Sismondo S. Medical publishing 
and the drug industry: is medical 
science for sale? Learned Publishing 
2012;25(1):7-15

Drug company articles placed in 
medical journals are often written 
under the names of independent 
medical researchers in order to 
gain their largest scientific impact 
and market value. Pharmaceutical 
company statisticians, reviewers, 
and key company scientists are only 
sometimes acknowledged. In the 
article this publishing process is 
described and ways in which it might 
be addressed are discussed.
doi: 10.1087/20120102

Wong VS, Callaham ML. Medical 
journal editors lacked familiarity 
with scientific publication issues 
despite training and regular exposure. 
Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 
2012;65(3):247-252
One hundred and eighty-three editors 
of major clinical medical journals were 
electronically surveyed (response rate, 
52%) to determine their demographic, 
training, potential source of conflict 
of interest (COI), and familiarity with 
ethical standards. Although most 
editors reported training in medical 
editing topics and saw ethical issues 
regularly, their knowledge of four 
common and well-disseminated 
publication ethics topics (authorship, 
COI, peer review, and plagiarism) 
appeared poor.
doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2011.08.003

RESEARCH EVALUATION

Lazano GA, Larivière V, Gingras 
Y. The weakening relationship 
between the impact factor and 
papers’ citations in the digital age. 
Journal of the American Society for 
Information Science and Technology 
2012;63(11):2140-2145
This study compares the strength of the 
relationship between journals’ impact 
factors (IFs) and the actual citations 
received by their respective papers 
from 1902 to 2009. Since scientific 
information began to be disseminated 
electronically, around 1990, the 
relation between IFs and paper citation 
rates has been weakening, and the 
percentage of top papers coming from 
the top journals has been decreasing. 
All this could bring forth the end of the 
IF as a useful measure of the quality of 
journals, papers, and researchers.

doi: 10.1002/asi.v63.11/issuetoc

Smith DR. Impact factors, 
scientometrics and the history of 
citation-based research. Scientometrics 
2012;92(2):419-427
This article provides a comprehensive, 
interesting overview of some key 
historical events of relevance to 
the impact factor since Garfield 
proposed it over half a century ago. In 
contemporary research and scholarly 
environments, few inventions have 
influenced medical publishing as 
much as the journal impact factor. 
It is inevitable that the advent of 
bibliometric indicators was destined 
to attract criticism, and invite 
improvement and suggestions of 
alternatives. 
doi: 10.1007/s11192-012-0685-x

SCIENCE 

Bornmann L. Measuring the societal 
impact of research. EMBO reports 
2012;13(8):673-676
While research is less and less assessed 
on scientific impact alone, the 
increasingly important contributions of 
science to society should be quantified. 
The problem begins with defining the 
“societal impact of research” and how to 
evaluate societal quality. Research into 
societal impact is still in the early stages: 
it is much harder to measure than 
scientific impact, and there are probably 
no indicators that can be used across all 
disciplines and institutions for collation 
in databases. Societal impact often takes 
many years to become apparent.
doi: 10.1038/embor.2012.99

Thanks to John Glen for suggestions 
of items.

Anna Maria Rossi 
Publishing Unit

Istituto Superiore di Sanità, Rome
annamaria.rossi@iss.it

Welcome to all 
members who have 

recently joined EASE
  A full list of new members can 

be found on the website
(www.ease.org.uk)

Correspondence

In the Editorial of the August issue of European Science 
Editing, the Chief Editor, A.Y. Gasparyan stated that 
authorship in scholarly journals, and its abuses, is one of 
the key topics in this discipline and shapes its core values.1 
A universally acceptable definition of authorship does 
not yet exist, even though the accreditation of both credit 
and responsibility has gained wide recognition through 
the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors 
(ICMJE) guidelines. According to “Instructions to Authors” 
provided by many scientific peer-reviewed journals, all 
authors should have made substantial contributions to all 
of the following: (1) the conception and design of the study, 
or acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data, 
(2) drafting the article or revising it critically for important 
intellectual content, (3) final approval of the version to 
be submitted. This should be enough to guarantee an 
assumption of responsibility by the authors avoiding any 
inappropriate authorship in journal submissions. All 
contributors who do not meet the criteria for authorship 
as defined above should be listed in an acknowledgements 
section. Examples of those who might be acknowledged 
include a person who provided purely technical help, writing 
assistance, or a department chair who provided only general 
support. Authors should disclose whether they had any 
writing assistance and identify the entity that paid for this 
assistance. Again, those who have given technical assistance 
or moral or financial support or supplied equipment should 
be recognized in the acknowledgements.2 Moreover, with 
the increase of interdisciplinary research it is important 
to decide on authorship before the research, or at least the 
drafting of the manuscript, begins.2

Traditional authorship models, largely based on the 
ICMJE guidelines, consider the authors’ byline in the papers 
as the key for attributing credit.3 However, credit brings 
with it responsibility, which is straightforward in solo work 
but quite complicated for multi-authored publications.1 A 
model of contributorship4,5 was recently favoured since it 
seems appropriate for the current trends in multi-expert 
research cooperation and publishing, where contribution 
and responsibility are to be shared by many.6 Both models, 
however, emphasise responsibility as the key of research 
integrity.1 Irrespective of the model applied, the principal 
author should be able to decide the number of co-authors 
that will appear in a scientific paper. The contributions 
of each co-author and their respective participation in 
the study should be explicitly stated, as often required by 
scientific journals. This should be the principal author’s 
responsibility. It seems rather inappropriate for an editor to 
question the number of authors listed in a scientific paper 
on number alone, particularly for interdisciplinary research 
which implies the contribution of different institutions 
and of different competencies within the same institution, 
if the principal author can show clearly that all authors 
contributed in accordance to the guidelines and he or she 

is willing to take responsibility for the choice of co-authors. 
Editors and reviewers are in a position to spot instances 

of inappropriate authorship in journal submissions 
and suggest corrections.1 Fair and transparent editorial 
policies supported by guidelines, acceptable criteria in 
the instructions for authors and authorship statements 
required by each author improve the authorship issue.1 
However, it is the principal author’s responsibility to submit 
a suitable list of authors and the editor and the reviewer’s 
responsibility to properly check and apply the existing rules 
and recommendations. 

Franco Mutinelli 
Istituto Zooprofilattico Sperimentale delle Venezie, 

Diagnostic Services and Histopathology Department,   
viale dell’Universita’ 10, 35020 Legnaro (Padova), Italy

fmutinelli@izsvenezie.it 
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Where does responsibility lie in multi-author papers?

Authorship problems and the 
distortion of research performance 
indicators
Recent essays on inappropriate authorship once again raise the 
issue of vague criteria of credits in multi-authored articles.1,2 
Concerns over the distortion of bibliometric indicators as 
a result of widespread honorary authorship are shared by 
experts, suggesting solutions to the problem. My proposal is 
to request contributors of multi-author articles to express the 
degree of their contribution in decimal fractions, and display 
the fractions in the authors’ byline, next to their names.3 The 
sum of these decimal fractions should be 1, and a greater credit 
to any contributor would diminish the credits allocated to 
others in the bylines. This may serve as a disincentive against 
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honorary authorship, missing from the traditional model of 
authorship. In fact, the traditional model is an effective way 
of inflating each co-author’s citation-based metrics, because 
contributing to even a minor part of the article secures full 
authorship credit. The multiplication effect of multi-author 
articles on bibliometrics creates an odd situation, where 
abstaining from writing multi-author articles is a loosing 
strategy. The so-called benefits of the resultant publication 
cartels make ethically correct authorship too costly in the 
current competitive research environment. 

Expressing contributions numerically is not entirely new, 
as there have been a few similar proposals.4-6 The renewed 
interest to this approach, however, reflects the growth of 
multi-authored articles and proliferation of individual 
impact factors in the past few years. It is also in line with 
the concept of contributorship, suggested fifteen years ago 
and currently supported by many science editors.1,7,8 

The use of bibliometric indices in a flawed and 
discriminatory way is still tolerated, though many experts 
have called attention to the distortions. Obviously, the 
system of publication cartels and distortions of bibliometric 
indicators should be changed by senior scholars in the 
first place. Unfortunately, seniors are not always interested 
in the change. They are usually in leading positions in 
academic institutions and responsible for research funding, 
which often makes them targets of honorary authorship. 
Academic capital, social status, power and control over 
the limited resources too often directly transform into the 
intellectual capital and research performance. Apparently, 
currently available bibliometric indicators should be 
used and interpreted by those who passed trainings in 
scientometrics, ethical writing and editing. Otherwise, the 
misuse of the indicators will perpetuate and researchers will 

A recent essay describing bibliometric indicators provided 
an elegant overview of their uses and misuses.1 I agree 
with the author that the h index is more preferable than 
the journal impact factor for correctly evaluating an 
individual author’s research performance. F-T Krell also 
suggests excluding self-citations from the calculation of 
this index, and proposes to name the filtered indicator 
‘honest h index’ (hh). In principle, one would agree that 
the modified indicator is more reliable than the original 
one. I wonder, however, whether this filtering out measure 
would guarantee honesty and reliability of the h index. 
The following two considerations seem to hamper such 
possibility. Firstly, self-citations may have a positive 
side, as they allow the referees and editors to check the 
authors’ previous relevant papers, reject duplicate and self-
plagiarised manuscripts, and avoid the production of ‘meat 
extender’ papers.2 In view of a possibility of such scientific 
misconduct, omitting the authors’ self-citations from a 
manuscript is even more unethical than self-citing for 

be abused by evaluators. 
Individual researchers and whole disciplines can be 

marginalized just because multiple authorship is not 
common in their field. Therefore, citation metrics should be 
normalised not just to the disciplines, but to the number of 
co-authors and degree of their contribution in the articles. 

Jozsef Kovacs
Department of Bioethics, Institute of Behavioural Sciences, 

Semmelweis University, Budapest, Hungary
kovjozs@net.sote.hu
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The honest h index: when a research performance indicator turns into an 
oxymoron

artificially boosting bibliometric indicators. Secondly, there 
are options other than self-citations to dishonestly inflate the 
hh index. Creating a network of friendly colleagues willing 
to do a favour by citing papers of others in the network is a 
prime example. In such case, ‘honest h index’ would be an 
ethical oxymoron, with the second part of the term, h index, 
implicitly denying the integrity implied by the first one.

Giovanni Lentini
Department of Pharmacy - Drug Sciences

University of Bari
via Orabona, 4, 70125 Bari, Italy

glentini@farmchim.uniba.it
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ELIZABETH KESSLER   
Elizabeth was Editor of the 
Royal Swedish Academy 
of Sciences’ environmental 
journal Ambio from 1986 
to 2010 and currently sits 
on the Editorial Board of 
three environmental science 
journals and on the organizing 
committee for the Swedish 
King’s Royal Colloquia. She 
was elected to EASE Council 
in 1994, then served as 
President from 2003-2006.

Why EASE?
As an editor it seemed natural to me to become a member of 
an organization that provided in-depth cover of the entire 
range of issues involved in editing and publishing science, 
and to meet other people who endeavor to make life a little 
easier for harassed scientists.

Putting it on record
One of my most profound memories of EASE must be the 
joint meeting with AESE in Halifax, Nova Scotia in 2003, 
the highlight of which was a bus trip to the famous Bay of 
Fundy. For the whole trip it rained. Not just “normal” rain 
but a true opening of the heavens. The tide was out when we 
got to the Bay and for the walk over slippery rocky we were 
provided with wellingtons, helmets and heavy raincoats. 
The accompanying Nova Scotian geologists and editors led 
us happily along the coast oblivious of the deluge... After a 
wet and steamy bus trip back to Halifax city, Jenny Gretton 

and I squished our wet but happy selves into the hotel bar 
for a large well-earned whisky on the rocks. Thank you 
AESE Halifax for this memorable event.

Not me
As the newly elected EASE President in Bath in 2003 I was 
delighted to have Rod Hunt at the same banquet table. After 
much persuasion Rod agreed to sing for the assembled 
dinner guests. I am normally pretty good at names, but after a 
couple of glasses of excellent wine, whoops. My introducing 
Rod as Rod Stewart brought much applause and laughter 
from the assembled EASE members and guests. However, 
Rod graciously forgave me and sang Edelweiss without a 
hitch followed by new applause. 

Changing the science publishing map
The biggest changes over the past years are the enormous 
leaps forward in electronic publishing, and the rapid 
technological solutions that are making work “easier” in 
editorial offices. The speed of the changes is occasionally 
nerve-racking, but mostly for the better, at least for the 
scientists who need to get their papers out asap. The social 
media are making it so much easier for everyone involved 
in scientific publishing to communicate readily and swiftly.

Being young with EASE
Young EASE members have probably come to the 
organization with broad experience of the social media, 
Blogs, Twitter, Facebook, etc. and are comfortable with this 
speed of communication. Yet there is still one major issue  
not yet resolved, ie impact factors. I sincerely hope that 
the new members of EASE will continue the work already 
started by EASE to find a solution to this problem. 

EASE 30th Anniversary
Interviews with Honorary Life Members

JENNY GRETTON 
After retiring from 16 years 
with the British Volume of 
the Journal of Bone & Joint 
Surgery, becoming Secretary-
Treasurer to EASE and then 
vice-president kept me more 
than busy. Now, I feel I am 
the ghost of conferences past. 
I hope EASE thrives and 
continues to support editors 
everywhere, and that editors 
support EASE.

How did you become involved in EASE?
I went to one of the excellent early EASE/BMJ workshops at 
Tunbridge Wells  and signed up.  At the next event in Oxford 
(with CBE) I met some American colleagues.  We had a 
great time debating how ‘new technology’ was going to end 
civilisation as we knew it . . . I am not sure we were wrong.

Do you have a favorite moment you’d like to share?
Arly Allen and I met again at the Cambridge conference, 
and we set up a tequila bar on a bench outside the college 
chapel.  It was a beautiful evening, and the tequila sunrises 
bade farewell to a great sunset…  Then Maeve and I, feigning 
tiredness, retired so as to write all the lovely rubbish that 
made up the conference Newsletter.  We worked far into the 
night, and Maeve, being made of sterner stuff than I, was up 
at dawn to get it all printed by breakfast time.

What was your most difficult or nerve-wracking experience?
The Bath conference (2003) was in full swing with 
registrations, when an extremely irate gentleman came up to 
me, shook his fist at me and called me a racist - among other 
things. Apparently he had submitted a paper, far too late and 
not suitable, and the editorial committee had rejected it. His 
abuse left me stunned, and reinforced my view that all papers 
and posters should be subjected to peer review, as his had 
been. Learning this, he eventually calmed down.
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The Editorial Board of European Science Editing extends its sincere gratitude to the experts listed below, who 
generously donated their time to review submissions to the journal in 2012.

These reviewers’ efforts allowed for careful evaluation of the manuscripts, avoided redundancies, and increased 
the overall quality of all published substantive items. Thanks to the joint efforts of our authors and reviewers it is 
hoped that this journal will further increase its international reach and will find its deserved niche amongst numerous 
indexed publications in science editing, informatics and communication.

Hasan Shareef Ahmed (Dhaka, Bangladesh)
Wilbert S. Aronow (New York, USA)
J. Patrick Barron (Tokyo, Japan)
Lutz Bornmann (Munich, Germany)
Armen Yuri Gasparyan (Birmingham, UK)
Penny Hubbard (Manchester, UK)
Serlie B. Jamias (Los Baños, Philippines)
Renat Karamourzov (Moscow, Russian Federation)
Frank-Thorsten Krell (Denver, Colorado, USA)
Elise Langdon-Neuner (Vienna, Austria)

Hervé Maisonneuve (Paris, France)
Valentina Markusova (Moscow, Russian Federation)
Valerie Matarese (Venice, Italy)
Werner Marx (Stuttgart, Germany)
Izet Masic (Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina)
Altan Onat (Istanbul, Turkey)
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COPE European Seminar 2013, 22 March 2013, London, UK
http://publicationethics.org/cope-european-seminar-2013

35th European Conference on Information Retrieval (ECIR)
24-27 March 2013, Moscow, Russia, http://ecir2013.org

4th International Conference on Information Science 
and Information Literacy, 17-19 April 2013, Sibiu, Romania
http://www.ifla.org/events/the-4th-international-conference-
on-information-science-and-information-literacy

European Press Conference 2013, 23-25 April 2013 
London, UK, http://www.infosec.co.uk

36th EMWA Conference, 7-11 May 2013, Manchester, UK
http://www.emwa.org
Science Communication Conference 16-17 May 2013, 
British Science Association, London, UK
http://www.britishscienceassociation.org/sci-comm-conf-2013

MedicReS International CME Conference on “GOOD 
CLINICAL RESEARCH”, 7-8 June 2013, Istanbul, Turkey
http://www.ic2013.medicres.org/

17th International Conference on Electronic Publishing 
13-14 June 2013, Karlskrona, Sweden, http://www.elpub.net

8th OAI Workshop on Innovations in Scholarly 
Communication, 19-21 June 2013, Geneva, Switzerland
http://indico.cern.ch/conferenceDisplay.py?confId=211600

14th World Congress on Medical and Health Informatics
20-23 August 2013, Copenhagen, Denmark
http://www.medinfo2013.dk

Seventh International Congress on Peer Review and 
Biomedical Publication, 8-10 September 2013, Chicago, USA
http://www.peerreviewcongress.org

Forthcoming meetings and seminars

What was the most glaring typo or mistake you ever spotted?
Nothing in the ESE has ever raised my blood pressure.  
But once I wrote an article for a serial journal sub-titled 
‘Experiences of a Medical Journal’.  The spell-checker changed 
‘journal’ to ‘journey’ throughout, even in the title! I asked for 
the article to be withdrawn and re-printed correctly;  the 
editor did not apologise, nor did the article get re-printed as 
far as I know.  A sad experience.

What are the biggest changes in publishing you have witnessed?
Undoubtedly all forms of ‘new’ technology.  In the late 1980s 
I pioneered the use of in-house typesetting, using a database 
to run a reference storage and retrieval system and to log 
and track incoming papers; we had over 1000 papers a year 

coming in. In 1992 we started putting the journal text on 
CD, a first. We have not achieved the ‘paperless society’ we 
talked about back in the late 1980s, but the physical transfer 
of papers has disappeared almost entirely.

Any advice or lessons learned  you’d like to share?
Meeting people from all walks of editorial life made my job 
as a journal manager/publisher easier.  I was better informed 
and less lonely.  The combined knowledge and experience 
of those who join EASE, and contribute to the conferences, 
ESE and workshops is so valuable, particularly to young or 
inexperienced editors, translators and production staff.  The 
friendships you make in EASE will endure, and the sum of 
the support members give to each other is beyond price.
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ACHIEVE AMAZING THINGS 
WITH A PARTNERSHIP THAT HELPS YOU 
HARNESS THE GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE 
AND APPLY IT TO YOUR WORLD

ScholarOne® has unique insight into your challenges, objectives, and needs. Our 
years of working for scholarly publishers and societies big and small, and the 
understanding Thomson Reuters has of the entire scholarly research community, 
give us an insight into your world that other companies simply do not have. Because 
we’ve done the work and know the industry, we can help you determine the best way 
to grow your journal and meet the next set of challenges.

To learn more, visit www.scholarone.com

A new initiative to monitor proficiency in medical English: 
sTANDEM

EASE is proud to be involved in this project to develop a Standardised Language Certificate System for 
Medical Purposes (sTANDEM). This system is intended to promote, assess and certify the command 
of professional English among health care professionals and researchers world-wide. EASE endorses 
both standardisation of scientific (including medical) terminology and the use of clear language by all 
authors of scientific publications in English.

Publicity and dissemination
A major task for EASE in the sTANDEM project is to gain the support of the editorial community 
in stimulating English language proficiency among authors who do not have English as their mother 
tongue. Publicising the sTANDEM project among the editorial community requires that we have 
addresses of editors who can inform authors (and researchers in general) about the existence of this 
initiative to promote, assess and certify the command of professional English. EASE has started to 
compile such a list of editors and the results so far are encouraging.

Associated and Supporting Partners
Apart from the core partner institutions constituting the sTANDEM consortium (of which EASE 
is one) other organisations have become involved in the project. Supporting Partners are organi-
sations that offer support by granting permission to use their copyrighted materials such as audio 
and text files. Supporting Partners are listed on the sTANDEM website: www.standem.eu/index.php/
associated-partners/.

Associated Partners offer support in promoting the sTANDEM initiative. The procedure of becoming 
an Associated Partner is very simple: the institution needs to sign the Associated Partner form avail-
able on the sTANDEM website: www.standem.eu/index.php/associated-partners-5/ After the signed 
form is received the institution is asked to provide the logo, the link to their website and brief infor-
mation about their profile. In return sTANDEM offers promoting the institution on the sTANDEM 
website, posting announcements regarding conferences, workshops, etc.

Copyright matters
The materials for the sTANDEM examinations are mainly existing written and audio documents. The 
use of such documents in examinations requires that copyright permissions are obtained from the 
copyright holders. EASE has offered assistance in convincing copyright owners to enable the use of 
their materials for examination purposes. It appears that this approach is successful if a good explana-
tion is given. As indicated above, copyright transfer entitles an organisation to the status of Support-
ing Partner. It is noteworthy in this respect that examination materials are not disclosed, as this would 
jeopardize the examinations.

All institutions interested in the sTANDEM initiative are welcome to learn more 
about the project at www.standem.eu.




