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From the editors’ desks

The Editorial Board of European Science 
Editing has some changes in personnel. 
Penny Hubbard Cristinacce is on 
maternity leave and Manuella Walker 
is stepping down from the Board. 
Correspondence will be managed by 
Hrvoje Jakovac, while meeting reports 
will be edited by Hannah Cagney (see 
p20): both would welcome contributions. 

The new Council will be elected at 
the AGM, in Edinburgh, UK, at the 
end of September this year. EASE and 
EQUATOR are organizing a satellite 
workshop preceding the Waste in 
Research conference, so we hope that 
many of you will be able to attend the 
workshop and the AGM. Nominations 
for the new Council will be circulated 
in March but a preliminary list may be 
found on p20. While we have to await the 
results of the elections, I am delighted that 
Ana Marušić has accepted the Council’s 
nomination as President and that Pippa 
Smart and Chris Sterken have agreed to 
stand as Vice Presidents. All are active 
on the EASE Strategy group, which will 
report on its activities at the AGM. 

At the end of May, Tina Wheeler 
is going to retire (to spend even more 
time with her beloved horse, Echo). 
The position of Secretary is going to 

be taken on by Dalibora Behmen of 
the University of Split. All those who 
attended the EASE conference there last 
summer will know that Dalibora has all 
the attributes required to run EASE: 
boundless energy and organizational 
skills beneath a calm exterior.

Our Mexican colleagues continue 
to raise the profile of EASE in Latin 
America. In addition to the regular 
translation of abstracts from ESE papers 
into Spanish (check the website and 
notify any Spanish-speaking colleagues, 
if you were not aware of this), Dra Maria 
del Carmen Ruiz Alcocer is preparing 
a Spanish translation of the EASE 
Handbook. This is a major task, for 
which we are all very grateful.

Amongst our general activities, EASE 
has commented officially on the WHO’s 
draft policy on clinical trial reporting. 
Paola de Castro has represented EASE at 
several training events over the past year, 
in Italy, Ethiopia and Bolivia, while Sylwia 
Ufnalska conducted two workshops in 
Poland. The Asian Council for Science 
Editors, a new organization based in 
Dubai, has invited the President of EASE 
to join their Board. I will therefore serve 
on this until September, when the new 
President will take the place.
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Editorial

Dear members of EASE, dear readers,

I am honoured and happy to have been appointed the 
Chief Editor of European Science Editing as the successor 
to Armen Yuri Gasparyan, who has been steering the 
journal over the past four years. Under his leadership, the 
journal remained true to its long tradition, became indexed 
in several bibliographical databases, and increased the 
visibility of EASE in the scientific community. I would like to 
thank him for all the work he has done over the years. I also 
wish to thank section editors Manuella Walker, who took 
leave from the board due to work obligations, and Penny 
Hubbard, who is on maternity leave, for their contribution.

I am very happy that the journal has a large Editorial Board 
with experienced members – Moira Hudson, Elise Langdon-
Neuner, Silvia Maina, John Hilton, Anna Maria Rossi, and 
Lynne Rowland, and I wish to welcome our new section 
editors: Hannah Cagney (Meeting reports), Dado Čakalo 
(Managing editor), and Hrvoje Jakovac (Correspondence).

As my academic background lies both with social 
sciences and biomedicine, I look forward to working with 
the interdisciplinary editorial team to promote collaboration 
and understanding between disciplines. I hope that together 
we will intensify the rapport with our EASE members, 
authors, peer-reviewers, International Advisory Board, and 
Council members, and, above all, improve the quality and 
visibility of the journal for the benefit of all. 

European Science Editing (ESE) is the journal of EASE and 
its primary goal and major strength remains informing and 
training editors, reporting EASE activities, and presenting 
the latest editing and publishing developments, including 
books, web events, and meetings. Over the years, ESE has 
transformed itself from a bulletin to a scientific journal 
indexed by several important services, such as Scopus 
(since 2007). In the group of medicine and social sciences 
(health informatics and communication) journals, ESE is in 
the third quartile (ranking for 2013). The trend of citation 
growth is positive, especially in the last few years. The main 
mission of the new Board is to continue to present the work 
of EASE and raise the visibility of the journal by publishing 
more research articles and other pieces of interest to editors, 
from statistics, language editing, and research integrity to 
peer review.

This issue brings an original article about the readability 
of psychiatry journals, which challenges our common 
assumptions about understanding medical information 
in high-profile scientific journals. In the Essay section 
we present the Balkan Medical Journal from Turkey with 
an inside story about its transformation from a local to 
international peer-reviewed journal. There is also an essay by 
Andrew Gelman, who sheds new light onto research integrity 
from a statistician’s point of view. I wonder how research 
integrity specialists will react. In the Interview section, 
Kristen Overstreet talks about her 25 years in biomedical 
publishing. Our section editors have, as always, prepared for 
you new and interesting reads. Do not miss out on them.

I encourage you to comment on our content through our 
standard channels (correspondence, EASE forum, EASE 
Twitter, Linkedin group) and make a submission to the 
journal. From the editors’ desks brings more information 
about the Annual General Meeting of EASE, which will be 
held in Edinburgh this year, in September. I hope to meet 
you there and hear your ideas about how to make ESE 
closer and more useful to you, and how to take it to a higher 
level of scientific publishing.

Sincerely,

Ksenija Baždarić

A word from the new Chief Editor

Abstract: Introduction: Peer-reviewed journals in psychiatry 
are the primary source of new information for researchers 
and clinicians. New evidence is emerging faster than ever. 
To maintain the highest standards of practice, clinicians 
and researchers need to make sense of the latest research. 
To facilitate this, papers need to be clear, concise, and highly 
readable. Clear communication is especially important in fields 
like psychiatry, which brings together many different research 
approaches. The aim of the study was to assess the readability 
of the most prominent journals in psychiatry.  

Method: We tested the readability over time of articles from 
eight of the most widely cited psychiatric journals. We sampled 
504 articles from different issues and years of publication 
(2002-2013) and looked at their Abstracts, Introductions, and 
Discussion sections using five validated readability metrics. 
We also compared the readability of psychiatry journals to 
general medicine journals for the year 2013.

Results: The readability level of all psychiatry journals 
was “very difficult” across time. Psychiatry journals were 
harder to read than general medical journals (P<0.001). 
We found that the strongest predictors of poor readability 
in psychiatry journals were high impact factor, article type 
(review), and high number of words per sentence. The 
Discussion was the most readable section of psychiatry papers, 
followed by the Abstract, and Introduction.  

Conclusion: Psychiatry articles require a high level of effort 
because they are difficult to read. Authors and editors should 
strive to make articles as readable as possible. This may increase 
the uptake of evidence and improve practice. 

Keywords: Readability, Flesh-Kincaid, Psychiatry, Evidence-
based Medicine, Communication

Introduction
Psychiatry is a multi-disciplinary medical specialty. People 
need to work together and communicate to study, diagnose, 
and treat mental disorders. Safe, high-quality patient care 
relies on the use of new knowledge from various areas of 
research. For instance, to understand how best to treat a 
mental illness, one may need to bring together biological 
theory, molecular genomics, and psychosocial research. 
Given this diversity of approaches, harnessing and 
communicating specialized knowledge can be challenging. 
Clear communication is critical to providing the best 
possible mental health care.

Peer-reviewed publications are the primary access 
point for new medical knowledge.1 To maximize impact, 
researchers submit their findings to journals that are widely 
read by clinicians. In psychiatry, clinicians report that their 
main source of information comes from journals articles.1 
But with 500,000 new articles added to PubMed each year, 
navigating psychiatry literature can be overwhelming.2-4 The 
degree to which psychiatrists keep up with new literature is 
unknown. 

A key aspect of information uptake is the “ease with which 
written materials are read” or readability.5,6 Readability is 
directly correlated with a person’s ability to understand 
content.5-7 Currently, no official guidelines govern how 
readable peer-reviewed articles should be. Several studies 
have analyzed the content of online patient information 
in psychiatry and other medical fields.5,8,9 However, we are 
unaware of any study that has assessed readability of peer-
reviewed research articles. 

This study asked: how readable are research articles 
published in psychiatry journals? We hypothesized three 

Readability assessment of psychiatry journals
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things. First, the readability of psychiatry journals would 
be similar to that of popular general medicine journals. 
Second, based on the growth rate of scientific publication,10 
we hypothesized that peer-reviewed articles in psychiatry 
have become more readable over time. Third, considering 
that the Abstract is the most readily available part of a 
research paper and is often available for free online,11 we 
hypothesized that the Abstract would be the easiest section 
of a paper to read. A secondary objective of this study was 
to estimate the extent to which journal and research article 
characteristics predict readability.

Methods

Article Selection
We used Web of Science to identify the eight psychiatry 
journals with the highest five-year impact factors. We 
developed a standardized operating procedure for article 
selection (see Appendix A). 

From each journal, we identified the number of issues 
per year and randomly selected three issues per year (2002, 
2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, 2012, and 2013). At the time of 
study conception, in order to assess trends in readability 
across time, we decided to evaluate every second year from 
2002-2012. Once data collection for this time period was 
completed, all academic journal entries for the year 2013 
had been published. As a result, to be current in our search 
we decided to also include issues from the year 2013. 

From each issue, we identified the number of original 
research articles published and randomly selected three 
papers for a total of 63 from each journal. For both 
randomization procedures, we used an online calculator 
(www.random.org).  For comparison, we repeated the same 
process, picking one paper each from every second issue 
of three commonly read general medicine journals for the 
year 2013 (24-26 total general medicine papers per journal). 

Measurement
Five raters tested readability using a standardized operating 
procedure (see Appendix A). In order to achieve an 
inter-rater reliability score of greater than 90% and have 
minimal discrepancies between raters, all raters piloted the 
procedure three times with the same five randomly selected 
articles. Next, we assigned each rater a unique list of articles 
to evaluate. We removed extraneous text (such as subtitles, 
references, parenthetical results and statistics, and any 
material in parentheses with fewer than three words, which 
typically explains abbreviations). 

Next, we assessed the readability of the Abstract, 
Introduction and Discussion sections on their own. Then, 
we assessed the sections together, for an overall score. We 
copied the sections of text into a free online calculator (http://
www.readability-score.com/) to generate five readability 
test scores: (1) Flesch Reading Ease Score (FRES)12, (2) 
Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level (FKGL)13, (3) Gunning-Fog Score 
(GFOG)14, (4) Coleman-Liau Index (CLI)15, and (5) the 
Simple Measure of Gobbledygook (SMOG)16. The program 
also compiled an average grade level score based on the 
latter four tests. This program has been used in previous 

tests of readability of health literature.17, 19 Appendix B 
provides a detailed description of each test. In brief, tests 
differ in calculation and interpretation. We thought it best 
to include several of these metrics instead of selecting one 
potentially biased measure. Each measure of readability 
focuses on and weights different components of writing 
differently (see algorithms in Appendix B). However, for 
the purpose of simplicity in this paper, we interpret findings 
from the FRES only. A higher score on the FRES indicates 
that material is easier to read. Scores ranging from 60-70 
are standard difficulty (8th-9th grade); 50-60 fairly difficult 
(10th-12th grade); 30-50 difficult (13th-16th grade); and less 
than 30 are very difficult (college graduate). Readability 
scores are standardized to correspond to grade levels in 
the United States. We also recorded the word count and 
average number of words per sentence for each section. 
Additionally, we recorded the number of times each article 
had been cited (as of the week of June 15, 2014) using a 
Google Scholar™ search. 

Sample Size calculation
To estimate our required sample size, we reviewed 72 
research papers from the year 2012 (4 raters, 18 papers 
each). Based on this, we performed a priori sample size 
calculations using G*Power v3.0.10. We assumed a medium 
effect size of 0.40, alpha=0.05, power=0.80, and a correlation 
of 0.50 between seven time points. This yielded a required 
sample of 376 papers. 

Statistical Analysis
We calculated the median word count per article (with 
interquartile range [IQR] and 25-75 percentiles) for all 
journals. We measured the association of readability scores 
between journals and impact factor with a Spearman 
rank-order correlation. We conducted a one-way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) to examine differences in journal, 
year of publication, and their interaction. For significant 
main effects, we used Tukey’s HSD post hoc individual 
pairwise comparisons between journals and time points. 
We compared readability scores between psychiatry and 
general medicine journals in the year 2013 using two-tailed 
independent t-tests. 

We used multiple linear regression models to evaluate the 
effect of impact factor, publication year, study type (original 
research or review), words per sentence, rater, and citation 
count on FRES readability scores. We included predictor 
variables at the P=0.15 level in unadjusted analyses and used 
P=0.10 for retention. We confirmed findings with stepwise 
forward analysis. We considered models with P-values of 
less than 0.05 to be significant. For all analyses, we inspected 
residual and diagnostic plots to identify any outliers, major 
deviations from normality, linearity, or multi-collinearity. 
We conducted all analyses with SPSS v20.0. 

Results
As shown in Table 1, the eight psychiatric journals with 
the highest impact factors were: The American Academy 
of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, The American Journal 
of Psychiatry, Archives of General Psychiatry (now known 

as JAMA Psychiatry), The British Journal of Psychiatry, 
Biological Psychiatry, Neuropsychopharmachology, 
Schizophrenia Bulletin, and Molecular Psychiatry. Seven 
journals are based in the United States. One journal 
specializes in child and adolescent psychiatry. None of the 
journals are currently open-access. Of note, despite being 
one of the most popular psychiatric journals, we excluded 
World Psychiatry from our study because the types of 
articles published in this journal differed from the other 
journals (eg, commentaries, perspectives, special reports). 

Table 1. Selection of journals, issues and 5 year impact factor

Journal Issues/ 
year

No of 
issues 

selected/
year

5-year 
Impact 
Factor

Psychiatry Journals

Archives of General 
Psychiatrya

12 3 14.5

American Journal of 
Psychiatry

12 3 14.4

Molecular Psychiatry 12 3 14.0

Biological Psychiatry 12 3 9.8

Schizophrenia Bulletin 4-6 3 8.9

Neuropsychopharmacology 12 3 7.8

Journal of the American 
Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry

12 3 7.2

British Journal of Psychiatry 12 3 7.1

General Medicine Journalsb

New England Journal of 
Medicine

52 26 51.7

The Lancet 52 26 36.4

Journal of the American 
Medical Association

48 24 29.3

a Currently called JAMA Psychiatry
b Readability only assessed for the year 2013 

As shown in Table 1, we included a total of 504 peer-
reviewed psychiatry articles (63 per journal) for this study. 
Of these, 473 were original research (94%), and 31 (6%) 
were reviews. We also assessed a total of 76 general medicine 
articles from one year (2013) from the New England Journal 
of Medicine (NEJM), the Lancet, and Journal of the American 
Medical Association (JAMA).

How readable are psychiatry journals? 
We found that 460 studies (92%) had a total FRES reading score 
of less than 30 (corresponding to very difficult). Overall, the 
median FRES score was 17.7 (10.6-24.8). Table 2 summarizes 
the median readability scores. All other readability scores were 
highly correlated with the FRES (rs>0.8, P<0.01). 

How readable are psychiatry journals compared to general 
medicine journals? 
General medical articles were significantly more readable 

than psychiatry articles (t75= 4.8, P<0.001). The median FRES 
of the combined Abstract/Introduction/Discussion (with 
interquartile range) for general medicine articles in 2013 was 
24.9 (19.2-30.6). We found that 49 studies (68%) had a total 
FRES reading score of less than 30 (corresponding to very 
difficult). 

How does readability differ between psychiatry journals?
Based on median readability scores, the Journal of the 
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry was 
the most readable, followed by Molecular Psychiatry and 
the British Journal of Psychiatry. Schizophrenia Bulletin and 
the Archives of General Psychiatry were the least readable. 
As shown in Table 3, we observed statistically significant 
differences in the total mean readability scores of several 
psychiatry journals. Specifically, we found the Journal of the 
American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry to 
be more readable than the American Journal of Psychiatry, 
Schizophrenia Bulletin, Archives of General Psychiatry, and 
Biological Psychiatry (F7, 496 = 6.3, P<0.001).

How does readability change over time?
The trajectory of readability of each psychiatry journal 
differed across time. Figure 1 shows that the trajectory 
of the median FRES score was quite variable for four 
journals (American Academy of Child Psychiatry, 
American Journal of Psychiatry, Schizophrenia Bulletin, and 
Neuropsychopharmachology), with annual median scores 
increasing and decreasing frequently over the time period. 
The remaining journals showed more stable, although 
lower, readability scores across time.   

What are the most readable sections of psychiatry journals?
Among psychiatry journals, the readability of each article 
section was significantly different (P< 0.001). Discussion 
sections were the most readable (median FRES 20.9, IQR 
12.1), followed by the Abstract (median FRES = 17.5, 
IQR 14.3), and the Introduction (median FRES = 14.1, 
IQR 14.3). We found that 417 (83%) Abstracts, 460 (93%) 
Introductions, and 433 (86%) Discussions met the criteria 
for “very difficult” (FRES < 30). There was a main effect of 
journal and time, with the Journal American Academy of 
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry having a greater FRES score 
for all sections compared to articles from the other journals 
(see pairwise comparisons in Table 3). We found similar 
trends with the other readability tests.

For general medicine journals, the most readable journal 
section was the Abstract (median FRES=30.9, IQR 11.2), 
followed by the Discussion (median FRES=23.7, IQR 16.7), 
and the Introduction (median FRES=15.7, IQR 7.1). We 
found that 57% of psychiatry Abstracts were extremely 
difficult to read (<20 FRES). In contrast, only 11% of general 
medicine Abstracts met this criterion, with median FRES 
scores ranging from 28-47.

What predicts readability?
Year of publication and impact factor both significantly 
affected readability (F=22.05, R=0.35, R2 =0.12, P<0.001; 
Table 4).  As impact factor increased, readability decreased 
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(ß = -0.38), suggesting readability is lower for psychiatry 
journals with higher impact factors. We also found that 
for every incremental increase in publication year (every 
two years 2002-2012, 2013), readability decreased (ß = 
-0.24), suggesting readability is declining. We also found 
that readability of review articles was lower than original 
research articles (ß = -1.75). As shown in Table 4, we did not 
find evidence to support a significant relationship between 
citation rate and readability (ß = 0.004, P = 0.32).

Discussion
Most psychiatry articles (92%) scored as very difficult to read, 
compared to general medicine journals (68%). We observed 
this trend in all psychiatry journals across time. On average, 
we found that the higher a psychiatry journal’s impact factor, 
the more difficult the text was to read. The Introduction and 
Abstract were the most difficult sections. This may reflect 
the authors’ attempt to cover as much material as possible in 
short sections within word limit requirements. Interestingly, 
psychiatry journals are more difficult to read than general 
medical journals. This is especially true for Abstracts. 
Our study showed that 57% of psychiatry Abstracts were 
extremely difficult to read. In contrast, only 11% of general 
medicine Abstracts met this 
criterion. 

The journal of the American 
Academy of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry was 
the most readable psychiatry 
journal. However, even it was 
more difficult than the average 
general medicine article. Our 
results show that psychiatry 
journals are (not surprisingly) 
more difficult to read than 
online patient information.5,8,20 
For example, one study found 
165 online webpages from 
ophthalmology as difficult5. 
Our study, on the other hand, 
found 92% of articles to be 
very difficult (see Table 2). 
Given that the target audience 
tends to be highly educated, 
this may seem appropriate. 
However, the increasing 
demands on psychiatrists and 
health services make it hard to 
keep up with new knowledge. Future research is needed to 
understand the extent to which poor readability may delay 
or prevent new knowledge from getting into practice. 

Our group also evaluated the association between an 
article’s readability on its citation rate. We found that reading 
level alone did not predict how often the article was cited, 
even when we took into account publication year and journal 
(see Table 4). Other studies have shown similar results when 
assessing the popularity of online health materials.20 This 
suggests that other factors such as article topic, and visual 
and layout features may influence how often an article is read 

and cited. Our study looked only at the text of commonly 
read sections of journal articles. Future efforts should be 
made to understand how other materials, such as figures, 
tables, images, and color, impact the citation rate. 

Evidence-based psychiatry integrates the best research 
with clinical expertise and patient values.21 In psychiatry, 
new evidence emerges daily. This evidence can inform 
healthcare decisions that have an impact on the lives of 
patients and their families. For clinicians, keeping abreast 
of new evidence and incorporating it into their daily 
practice is time consuming. It may even be impossible 
given the 13 million general medicine references and over 
4800 biomedical journals in Medline alone.22 Despite 
the exponential increase in the number of articles being 
published yearly, our study highlights that the readability 
of articles in psychiatry remains consistently difficult across 
time (see Figure 1). Clinicians are busy, and making the 
uptake of new information as easy and efficient as possible 
will likely improve healthcare.4,21,22 Abstracts and systematic 
reviews can synthesize and summarize studies, and increase 
efficient access to the evidence. However, our results suggest 
that these reviews may be at least as difficult to read as 
primary research, and that Abstracts are often the most 

difficult to read passages.  
Readability is also important for researchers. Clear 

literature reviews, research questions, methods, results, and 
explanations of findings are paramount for understanding, 
but also for informing future research and advancing theory. 
In today’s knowledge landscape, mental health research 
crosses many different disciplines. Using common language 
(ie, not jargon) that is easy to read and understand will help 
research transcend the barriers between disciplines.  This 
will advance knowledge, drive innovation, and improve the 
standard of care for people with mental health problems. 
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Figure 1. Trajectories of Flesch readability ease of journals from years 2002-2013

Making psychiatry research more readable may also 
expand its audience. Patients, family members, and an 
increasingly scientifically-literate global public would 
be able to read such work. The Internet offers increased 
access to information, but only if the material can be read 
and understood by users.23 With the growing movement 
toward Open Access publishing, primary research articles 
are increasingly a part of freely available public health 
information. Editors and authors may consider this wide 
range of target audiences and how this information can 
be used by the general public, other research disciplines, 
clinicians, and policymakers. 

Our results suggest several ways to make peer-reviewed 
psychiatry journals more readable. First, readability can 
be improved by keeping sentences short and to the point. 
Ninety-five percent of people will understand a sentence 
of eight words having only read it once. Only 4% will 
understand a sentence of 27 words after a single reading.24 
Second, the Abstract is the most-read section of a paper. It 
is read by laypeople, busy clinicians, individuals from other 
disciplines, and those without paid access to the full article.20 
We recommend that Abstracts include all of the main points 
of the article, with minimal jargon, short sentences, and a 
clear take-home message. Most Abstracts are fewer than 300 
words. This encourages concision but sometimes sacrifices 
clarity. Testing the readability of an Abstract can take less 
than 30 seconds using a free online tool. Third, we encourage 
authors to adopt an active rather than a passive voice. In 
other words, they should say, “We analyzed data” rather 
than “Data were analyzed” to increase readability.13 Fourth, 
authors should consider that their work will increasingly be 
accessed online or on a hand-held device. Reading speed and 

attention decrease online, so we recommend the use of simple 
language and precise sentence structure.20 We hope these 
recommendations will improve the spread of information 
and enhance patient care. 

Using these recommendations, the present paper is an 
example appropriate for an American equivalent of grade 
12 reading level (FRES=36.3). 

Despite accessing 504 articles, we recognize that this is 
still a relatively small representation of available information 
in the pool of peer-reviewed psychiatry articles. Future 
assessment should include a more elaborate evaluation of 
language, research study design, research topic content, 
context, open access, and the impact of time on readability.  
As well, we also recognize that we only compared general 
medicine articles from one year. Future work should include 
multiple years for more robust comparisons to be made.

Conclusions
Readability formulas have been around for over 70 years. In 
the past, the sheer time it took to use the formulas posed a 
challenge. However, several free online readability tools are 
now available. We found that on average, articles published 
in peer-reviewed psychiatry journals are very difficult to read. 
This trend has been stable for each journal across at least 
the last twelve years (2002-2013). Given the large amount 
of evidence clinicians and researchers need to sift through 
each day, we suggest that articles need to be more readable. 
Clear writing can increase the potential of a published article 
to guide meaningful change in clinical practice and research. 
Psychiatry journals may benefit from adopting readability 
guidelines or minimums to ensure that the work they publish 
can be read, understood, and implemented. 

Table 2. Median reading level (25-75 percentile) and word count of commonly read journals in psychiatry using common 
readability formulas on the Abstract, Introduction, and Discussion of randomly selected original research articles from 
2002-2013 (n=504 total psychiatry articles; N=78 general medicine articles)

Journal FRESa FKGL GFOG SMOG Coleman 
Liau

Average 
of all 

measures

Word count Words/

Sentence

AACAP

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

23.6 (16,34)

17.8 (13,27)

22.2 (14,30)

22.6 (17,29)

14.8 (13,16)

17.0 (15,18)

16.1 (15,17)

15.8 (15,17)

17.7 (15,20)

20.3 (18,22)

19.2 (17,21)

19.2 (18,20)

12.9 (12,14)

14.7 (14,16)

14.0 (13,15)

13.9 (13,15)

17.0 (15,19)

17.0 (16,18)

16.5 (16,18)

16.7 (16,18)

15.4 (13,17)

17.3 (16,18)

16.6 (15,17)

16.5 (15,17)

230 (194,266)

634 (482,792)

1194 (843,1470)

2143 (1797,2384)

18.6 (15,22)

24.5 (21,27)

23.9 (21,26)

22.1 (20,25)

AJP

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

13.7 (7,22)

12.2 (4,22)

18.2 (11,24)

17.2 (9,23)

16.9 (16,19)

17.9 (17,19)

17.2(16,18)

17.4 (16,18)

20.8 (19,23)

21.4 (17,19)

21.2 (20,24)

21.1 (20,22)

15.0 (14,17)

15.4 (15,17)

15.2 (14,16)

15.3 (14,16)

18.5 (16,20)

18.0 (16,19)

17.2 (16,18)

17.7 (16,19)

17.9 (17,19)

18.3 (17,20)

17.6 (17,19)

17.6 (17,19)

248 (230,270)

466 (405,647)

1266 (1020,1420)

1993 (1746,2217)

23.7 (21,26)

25.8 (23,28)

26.0 (24,28)

25.3 (24,28)

AGP

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

15.9 (10,23)

11.1 (4,18)

18.5 (13,23)

17.0 (11,22)

16.3 (15,19)

18.3 (17,20)

17.6 (16,18)

17.0 (16,18)

19.8 (18,20)

22.3 (21,24)

21.2 (20,22)

21.1 (2022)

14.4 (13,16)

16.1 (15,17)

15.2 (14,16)

15.2 (15,16)

18.3 (18,20)

18.2 (17,19)

17.2 (16,18)

17.6 (17,18)

17.0 (16,19)

18.8 (18,20)

18.1 (17,19)

18.0 (17,19)

276 (251,292)

542 (394,688)

1258 (1042,1470)

2057 (1813,2354)

21.1 (19,24)

27.0 (24,30)

27.2 (25,29)

26.5 (24,28)

BJP

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

20.0 (11,33)

16.0 (12,24)

23.6 (17,28)

23.5 (16,26)

15.6 (14,17)

17.0 (16,19)

16.5 (15,18)

16.2 (15,17)

18.9 (17,21)

21.0 (20,23)

20.2 (19,21)

20.1 (19,21)

13.5 (13,15)

15.2 (14,16)

14.4 (14,15)

14.3 (14,15)

17.6 (16,20)

17.6 (16,19)

16.7 (16,17)

16.9 (16,19)

16.0 (15,18)

17.9 (17,19)

16.8 (16,18)

16.8 (16,18)

161 (141,172)

195 (178,359)

1110 (796,1366)

1534 (1100,1879)

18.8 (17,21)

24.8 (23,28)

26.0 (24,28)

24.5 (23,27)
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NPP

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

17.6 (11,23)

14.7 (11,22)

22.7 (16,26)

20.0 (15,25)

16.9 (15,18)

18.1 (17,20)

17.1 (16,18)

17.2 (16,18)

21.0 (18,22)

21.7 (20,23)

20.7 (20,22)

21.0 (20,22)

15.2 (13,16)

15.9 (15,17)

15.0 (14,16)

15.2 (14,16)

17.2 (16,19)

15.8 (15,18)

15.8 (14,17)

16.1 (15,17)

17.3 (16,19)

18.2 (17,19)

17.4 (16,18)

17.4 (16,18)

241 (219,258)

605 (527,764)

1485 (1152,1828)

2346 (1943,2782)

24.0 (21,27)

28.1 (26,32)

27.5 (25,31)

27.3 (25,30)

SB

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

13.2 (2,24)

12.0 (6,20)

19.7 (13,26)

16.7 (9,24)

17.1 (15,19)

18.6 (17,20)

17.0 (16,18)

17.4 (16,19)

21.0 (19,23)

22.0 (20,23)

20.4 (19,22)

21.0 (19,22)

15.1 (14,16)

16.0 (15,17)

14.7 (14,16)

15.1 (14,16)

18.6 (17,21)

18.4 (17,19)

17.3 (16,18)

17.8 (17,19)

18.4 (16,20)

19.1 (17,20)

14.7 (14,16)

18.0 (17,19)

212 (172,243)

609 (406,850)

1123 (759,1530)

2143 (1565,2431)

238 (20,28)

26.2 (24,30)

25.5 (23,29)

25.0 (23,28)

BP

  Abstract

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

20.0 (13-28)

11.6 (5-18)

18.2 (15-23)

17.6 (14-21)

15.0 (13-17)

17.8 (17-20)

17.1 (16-18)

16.6 (16-18)

18.8 (17-21)

22.0 (21-23)

20.8 (20-22)

20.3 (20-22)

13.1 (11-15)

15.7 (15-17)

14.9 (14-16)

16.6 (14-16)

18.4 (17-20)

18.4 (18-19)

17.5 (17-19)

17.1 (16-18)

15.8 (14-18)

18.6 (17-20)

17.7 (16-19)

17.2 (17-18)

231 (195-247)

517 (414-635)

1184 (899-1413)

1991 (1734-2305)

19 (12-23)

25.4 (22-29)

25.5 (23-29)

23.8 (21-27)

MP

  Abstract 

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

16.6 (8-26)

14.8 (8-20)

22.5 (14-28)

21.1 (13-26)

16.7 (15-19)

17.4 (17-18)

16.8 (16-18)

16.8 (16-18)

20.2 (18-22)

21.2 (20-23)

20.6 (19-22)

20.2 (19-22)

14.7 (13-16)

15.3 (15-16)

14.7 (14-16)

14.6 (14-16)

17.3 (16-19)

17.4 (16-19)

15.9 (15-17)

16.4 (16-17)

16.8 (15-19)

17.8 (17-19)

17.0 (16-18)

16.8 (16-18)

216 (184-241)

479 (369-623)

989 (775-1484)

1761 (1432-2221)

23.6 (19-27)

25.1 (22-28)

26.1 (23-29)

25.5 (23-27)

NEJM*

  Abstract 

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

28.1 (23-26)

17.7 (4-28)

23.6 (17-30)

24.1 (19-29)

15.6 (13-16)

17.8 (16-20)

16.6 (15-18)

16.0 (15-17)

19.3 (16-21)

21.5 (19-23)

20.3 (18-21)

19.7 (18-21)

13.7 (12-15)

15.4 (14-16)

14.9 (13-15)

14.4 (13-15)

  

15.1 (14-16)

17.4 (15-18)

16.0 (15-17)

16.0 (15-17)

16.0 (13-17)

17.8 (16-20)

17.1 (15-18)

16.7 (16-17)

263 (247-296)

276 (240-331)

888 (764-1088)

1440 (1267-1595)

24.0 (18-26)

27.8 (24-31)

25.7 (23-29)

24.8 (22-27)

Lancet*

  Abstract 

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

30.6 (24-34)

17.8 (11-25)

24.3 (21-29)

23.0 (21-30)

14.4 (14-15)

17.3 (15-18)

15.9 (15-17)

15.7 (15-17)

17.5 (17-19)

20.1 (19-21)

19.2 (19-21)

19.1 (18-20)

12.9 (12-14)

14.9 (14-16)

13.9 (14-15)

13.9 (13-15)

15.4 (14-17)

17.8 (17-18)

13.9 (13-15)

13.9 (13-14)

14.6 (14-16)

17.6 (16-17)

16.6 (16-17)

16.3 (15-17)

322 (250-362)

259 (202-323)

981 (819-1202)

1578 (1362-1713)

21.4 (19-24)

25.8 (23-27)

24.7 (24-27)

23.8 (23-26)

JAMA*

  Abstract 

  Introduction

  Discussion

  All

36.6 (29-41)

11.3 (9-13)

16.3 (15-18)

28.1 (18-33)

10.9 (9-13)

17.9 (16-19)

16.3 (15-18)

14.9 (13-16)

13.1 (12-15)

20.5 (19-22)

19.9 (18-21)

16.9 (16-19)

9.7 (8-11)

14.8 (14-19)

14.1 (13-15)

12.5 (12-14)

12.9 (11-15)

17.2 (16-19)

17.0 (16-18)

16.0 (15-17)

11.3 (8-13)

17.9 (16-19)

16.8 (15-18)

14.8 (14-16)

386 (342-429)

286 (268-316)

1070 (887-1336)

1766 (1546-1989)

11.5 (10-13)

23.0 (20-29)

23.0 (20-26)

19.0 (17-20)

a All scores from readability tests were highly correlated with the FRES (rs >0.8, P <0.01).

*= statistics for the year 2013 only. AACAP= American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry; AJP= American Journal of Psychiatry;  AGP= Archives of General 
Psychiatry; BJP= British Journal of Psychiatry; BP= Biological Psychiatry;  NPP= Neuro Psycho Pharmacology; SB= Schizophrenia Bulletin; MP= Molecular Psychiatry 
NEJM= New England Journal of MEdicine; JAMA= Journal of the American Medical Association

Table 3. Pairwise comparisons of journals and publication year according to the readability scores

Outcome Journal
F(7, 503)

P

Pairwise Comparisons** Year
F(6, 503) =

P

Pairwise 
Comparisons**

Journal x Year
F(42, 503)

P

FRES 
– Abstract

5.66, 
<0.001

AACAP > AJP, SB, AGP, NPP, MP;
BJP > SB; BP > SB

1.64
0.14 - 1.53

0.02

FRES 
– Introduction

4.14*,
 0.002 AACAP > SB, AGP, BP 2.81*

0.001 2004 > 2013 0.95 
0.57

FRES
– Discussion

5.41*, 
<0.001

AACAP > AJP, SB, AGP, BP 3.54* 
<0.001 2004 > 2013 1.39

0.06

FRES – All 6.68*
 <0.001 AACAP > AJP, SB, AGP, BP 3.47*

 <0.001 2004 > 2010 1.30
0.10

* P < .05; ** Bonferonni correction at p=0.001 
FRES= Flesch Kinkaid Ease of Reading Score; AVG= Average readability grade score. This score is calculated as a mean of the Flesch Kinkaid grade 
level, Gunning-Fog Score (GFOG)14, (4) Coleman-Liau Index (CLI)15, and (5) the Simple Measure of Gobbledygook; AACAP= American Academy of 
Child and Adolescent Psychiatry; AJP= American Journal of Psychiatry; AGP= Archives of General Psychiatry; BJP=British Journal of Psychiatry; BP= 
Biological Psychiatry;  NPP= Neuro Psycho Pharmacology; SB= Schizophrenia Bulletin; MP=Molecular Psychiatry.

Table 4: Linear Regression Model for Flesch Readability Ease 
Score (FRES) of Psychiatry Journals  (R=0.35, R2 =0.12; N = 504)

Characteristic Beta SE. P-value

  Year of Publication a  -0.24 0.12 <0.01

  Impact Factor

  Type of Article b

-0.38

-1.75

0.13

1.64

<0.01

0.28

  Number of times cited  0.004 0.004 0.32

  Rater c 0.66 0.27 0.16

SE – standard errora Years included 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010, 
2012, & 2013
b Original research article referent group (versus reviews)
c 5 raters
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Appendix A: Standardized Operating Procedure for 
the Readability Study

The following Standardized Operating Procedure has been 
developed for the Readability Study. It has two steps: (1) 
Getting journal articles, and (2) Testing Readability.

STEP 1-Getting Journal Articles:

1. Select journal you will review. 
2. Go to X folder and note the issues of each journal to be 

uploaded. 
3. For each issue that has been randomly selected, note how 

many original research articles there are. For example, in issue 
2 of Schizophrenia Bulletin, there are 14 articles. 

4. Next, go to website www.random.org 
5. On the right hand side there is a “true random number 

generator”. There are two boxes called “min” and “max”. For 
“min”, enter the number 1. For “max”, enter the number of 
articles for the issue you are looking at. For example, for issue 
2 of Schizophrenia Bulletin, Rater would put “14” for max. 

6. Click the “generate” button. This will produce a number. 
This is the first article of that issue that you need to upload. 
For example, in issue 2 of Schizophrenia Bulletin, the first 
random number Rater 1 generated is “7”. So, she will upload 
the 7th article from issue 2.

7. Generate two more numbers (cannot be the same 
number). 

8. Record these numbers on the MASTER TABLE and then 
upload the corresponding articles from that issue. For 
example: Rater randomly generated numbers 7, 5, and 2. 

9. Upload the Original Research Articles.
10. Save PDFs of articles on X-drive folder of corresponding 

year and journal you are reviewing.  
11. Upload references to Endnote Web Software. http://www.

myendnoteweb.com/EndNoteWeb.html

STEP 2-Testing Readability 

1. InX-drive, open up excel DATA extraction sheet 
2. Open up your first PDF article to be tested. 
3. There is one data extraction file for each rater with their 

name on it. Each Excel file has two sheets. Sheet 1=data, 
sheet 2=article details (specifications of the article 
“SPEC”) 

4. Record the following on Sheet 2 called “SPECS”:
a. Journal
b. Year
c. Issue
d. Article #
e. Title of paper
f. Author
g. Type of study design

5. Highlight the text from the Abstract. 
6. Copy and Paste this text into square on http://www.

readability-score.com/
7. Remove references from text. This includes all authors and 

year. For example, if there is a reference (Barbic, 2002), 
remove this. Only remove references in parentheses.

8. Remove all headings from text (ie Introduction).
9. Remove anything in brackets that is not a sentence (ie 

p=0.005, <, >, n=67, F=7.86, etc…)
10. Remove any text that is in a box.
11. Remove all figures, tables, figure headings, table headings, 

etc…
12. Look away from screen, go for a walk, have a coffee… for 

at least 30 seconds
13. Look at text again and make sure all references and 

headings have been removed.
14. Record readability statistics from right hand side of screen 

including:
a. Flesch-Kincaid Reading Ease
b. Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level
c. Gunning-Fog Score
d. Coleman Liau
e. SMOG Index
f. AVERAGE grade level
g. Word count
h. Words/sentence

15. Record these values in your NEW data extraction sheet- 
saved in X-drive.

16. Copy and paste the clean text into Microsoft Word for 
later use.

17. Repeat steps 5-16 for the INTRODUCTION and the 
DISCUSSION

18. Take all text from Word and re-paste ALL text back into 
readability testing box.

19. Repeat steps 14 and 15 for ALL text. 
20. Repeat steps 1-19 for each article of each issue selected. 

Appendix B: Selected readability formulas used for 
study

Formula Equation a

Flesch Reading 
Ease

Reading ease score=206.835-(1.015 x 
average no. of words per sentence)

Flesch-Kinkaid 
Grade level

Reading grade level= (0.39 x average no. 
of words per sentence) + (11.8 x average 
no. of syllables per word) – 15.59

Gunning Fog Reading grade level= 0.4 (average no. of 
words per sentence + no. words with 3 or 
more syllables x [100/no.of words])

SMOG Reading grade level= 3 +√[no. of words 
with three or more syllables] x [30/no. of 
sentences]

Coleman-Liau Reading grade level= 0.0588 (average 
number of letters/100 words) – 0.296 
(Average number of sentences/100 
words) – 15.8

Average Average of scores resulting from 
equations above (except FRE)

a Equations are adjusted for nonstandard sample size

Abstract Trakya University has published the Balkan Medical 
Journal for more than three decades. During the last ten 
years, Turkey’s economic boom and an increased number of 
universities and research centres have positively influenced 
academic performance, and scientific journals have expanded 
in Turkey. Balkan Medical Journal with qualities such as 
an extensive editorial board and international experience, 
being indexed in important databases, oriented to the Balkan 
region, and published in English, has started to show itself in 
the world literature. In this paper, we summarize the Balkan 
Medical Journal’s history and development. 

Keywords Balkan Medical Journal, history, medical publishing

The Balkans is the name given to the geographical region, 
a peninsula, stretching from South-Eastern Europe to the 
Black Sea area via the Adriatic Sea. The name comes from 
the mountain range in the region. The word itself means 
challenging, steep and forested mountain. The region is home 
to approximately 50 million people (Figure 1).1 Sharing a part 
of the territory and as the nearest neighbour as well as having 
historical connections, Turkey is an indispensable element of 
Balkan history.

Figure 1. Balkans: The south-eastern part of Europe below 
the line between Trieste and Odessa1

The residents of the region have always struggled with 
wars and challenges, however, they are friendly, hospitable 
and tolerant people. Ongoing conflict that has lasted 
many centuries has affected the generation of scientific 
knowledge in the region. Researchers are forced to work 
with limited resources, struggling to make the best of what 
little opportunities they attain. Aiming to propagate medical 

knowledge from the Balkans to the whole world, the primary 
objective of the Balkan Medical Journal is to provide clinically 
relevant knowledge in an ethical way. Moreover, it may reflect 
the light of the people in this region, having a well-founded 
cultural heritage, and to help strengthen this light.

The Balkan Medical Journal is the official journal of 
Trakya University, School of Medicine, Turkey, which has 
funded it since the beginning. It was first published in 1979, 
when its name reflected its patron, “Trakya Üniversitesi Tıp 
Fakültesi Dergisi (The Journal of Trakya University School 
of Medicine)”. It was published in Turkish for three decades 
and, unfortunately, remained local. The journal itself 
expanded and developed in parallel with Turkey’s growth 
and the increase in submissions by Turkish academics. 
That expansion can be explained in two ways. First, by the 
acceptance of the journal to the Web of Science in 2007, 
when the number of submitted manuscripts tripled. The 
number of published articles increased from 28 in 2006 
to 77 in 2014. Second, by changes to our editorial policy 
in 2012, which led to the reconstruction of the editorial 
board to include distinguished colleagues from different 
medical specialisations and from different countries of the 
Balkans. In the past, there were no academics from any 
Balkan country other than Turkey. However, since 2012, 
14 professors from different Balkan countries have joined 
the editorial board. The journal’s goal evolved from local to 
global. For this reason, we decided to change the journal’s 
name to the Balkan Medical Journal in 2011.2 With this short 
and simple name, the journal became easily recognisable 
for researchers all over the world, while the word “Balkan” 
shows the orientation and target of the journal. The journal 
started publishing in English immediately after changing 
its name. Consequently, we began to receive submissions 
from many countries; however our primary aim is to 
publish high-quality scientific papers related to all fields 
of medicine from the Balkan countries. Furthermore, the 
journal started using online submission systems in 2005 
and we are now using researcher-friendly ScholarOne 
ManuscriptsTM online submission and peer review system.3

The Balkan Medical Journal is a general medicine 
journal and covers all areas relating to medicine, clinical or 
experimental. It now receives more than 1250 submissions 
per year. As a consequence, we have to evaluate more than 
100 new papers monthly covering a wide range of topics, 
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which is a significant challenge and requires a broadly based 
editorial board and panel of reviewers. Our editorial board 
is adequate for this task; although they work hard, and all 
of them on a voluntary basis. We have a journal office in 
the Balkan Campus of the Trakya University. Members of 
the editorial board paticipate in interactive weekly journal 
meetings or send their opinions via email to the journal 
secretariat in order to evaluate the received manuscripts 
and exchange ideas to further their experiences. 

Figure 2. Cover of the Balkan Medical Journal

In line with its current vision and mission, the editorial 
board of Balkan Medical Journal comprises productive and 
open-minded researchers from the Balkans. Thanks to the 
effective communications established by these outstanding 
individuals, through contacting prospective authors and 
peer reviewers in person or by written correspondence, 
we strive to appraise the valuable scientific work of the 
researchers in the region. It is our aim to furnish the pages 
of this journal with scientific work contributing to science 
and unlocking new horizons in the medical field, without 
compromising ethical values. The editorial staff, referees, 
authors, administrators and publishers who work overtime 
to achieve this objective, have been struggling to climb up 
the challenging steps of the publication world for more 
than 30 years. Today, we have achieved a journal that is 
included in significant important indices, respects ethical 
values, and presents quality articles. During this long and 
arduous process, the greatest effort was, undoubtedly, made 
by the researchers of the Balkan Region, who have sought 
to produce scientific knowledge in challenging conditions. 
After the renewal of the editorial board in 2012, the journal 
began to engage in intensive training and communication 
activities in order to ensure that our scientists produce 
more efficient papers offering more to science and inspiring 
our readers. 

The number of articles originating from Turkey has 
increased significantly in this millennium. In 2000, the ISI-
Web of Science index included 6985 articles, a number  that 
soared to 31457 in 2012.4 In parallel with Turkey’s economic 

growth in the last 10 years, numerous developments in the 
academic field have positively affected the Balkan Medical 
Journal, which have been supported by Turkish academics 
and financed by the Turkish academic system. A most 
important advance has been the training of editors, referees 
and authors. For this purpose, numerous workshops, 
seminars, summer schools and training activities have been 
organized by the editorial board.5,6

In 2014, four promising young researchers were invited 
to the journal meetings as an investment in the future. They 
observed experienced editors assessing and managing an essay, 
thus improving their knowledge of the publishing process and 
preparing themselves as future editors. Furthermore, our editors 
and publishers convene annually to exchange information and 
opinions, expanding our vision. As a special activity in 2015, 
two workshops have been planned for the training of editors 
and referees. Prominent persons from the Balkans and Europe 
have been invited to these activities.

The journal’s biggest problem is finding reviewers for the 
peer review process. For most papers, we aim to assign at 
least one international reviewer. However, finding the most 
appropriate reviewer, inviting him/her and assigning the 
task takes time. Inviting more than seven or eight reviewers 
to obtain one review of a single paper is not rare nowadays.

With the growing number of publications from Turkey 
in journals published in English, and the requirement 
for new academics to publish articles in journals indexed 
in Web of Science, many authors have had language 
problems. Authorship and citation training is not adequate, 
particularly for new researchers. These circumstances have 
led to an increase in publication misconduct. Baždarić 
et al7 assessed plagiarism in submissions to the Croatian 
Medical Journal and found that most of the plagiarized 
submissions were from China, Croatia and Turkey.7 The 
lack of consensus in the definition of plagiarism or universal 
guidance means that authors from developing countries 
and for whom English is not their mother tongue might be 
at high risk of plagiarism through the use of material that 
does not contain data or intellectual property, as reported 
by Miguel Roig.8 Several measures have been taken by the 
scientific community in Turkey to mitigate publication 
misconduct, although the problem remains. The Balkan 
Medical Journal aims to be an exemplary journal that is 
sensitive to publication ethics, not only for Turkey but also 
for the Balkan countries. For that reason, in addition to our 
educational activities6, we have joined several important 
organizations such as COPE, WAME, EASE, ICMJE, CSE 
and are following their instructions.9

One of the most significant problems in the past has been 
the duplication of previously published papers.10 We have 
managed such issues by acting objectively and defending 
ethics in science, in line with the COPE guidelines. We 
have been able to prevent incidents by warning authors 
prior to printing, and a message of sensitivity was sent to 
all stakeholders when retracting an essay. We always strive 
to exercise care with regard to the matter of plagiarism. The 
manuscripts sent to the journal are filtered at least twice 
using commercial software and the resulting data are sent 
to the authors.

Another important challenge was receiving fewer essays 
from Balkan authors than expected and convincing the referees 
in the region to evaluate the articles. We strive to overcome such 
challenges through training and promotional activities in the 
Balkans. With the development of economic and social welfare 
in the coming years, we believe the potential in the Balkans will 
continue to grow and time will be to our advantage.

Conclusion 
The most fundamental element of the vision and tradition 
of the Balkan Medical Journal is to cope with the challenges 
within ethical limits. For this purpose, we continue to 
observe and implement the current publication principles 
in compliance with ethical rules. Our objective is to 
become a global journal based in the Balkans. We shall be 
empowered by the people of the Balkans who are familiar 
with achievement in challenging life conditions.
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Statistics and research integrity
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How does statistics fit into questions of research integrity? 
Traditionally we think of statistics as a check on rash 
hypothesizing.  Or, to put it another way, the p-value is the 
strength of information against a null hypothesis.   And, 
from this perspective, the role of statistics in research 
integrity is to protect the integrity of the p-value, by always 
supplying a standard error for every estimate and a p-value 
for every positive statement, reporting all analyses that are 
done, and correcting for sequential testing and multiple 
comparisons as necessary.

In recent years, however, it has become clear that this 
classical approach to statistical significance is not enough 
and that, instead, we must move from a passive to an active 
approach to ensure research integrity.

The problem is that the conventional system of science 
publishing is breaking down (or perhaps it was always 
broken and we did not realize it).  I’m not speaking so much 
of outright fraud or junk journals that will publish anything 
if you give them the cash, but rather of mainstream 
researchers and journals, even top outlets such as Science, 
Nature, Psychological Science, or the Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences.

The problem comes in two steps, which we can call the 
statistical significance filter  and the publication filter.   The 
statistical significance filter corresponds to the assumption 
that when an estimate reaches the “p < 0.05” level, that it is 
treated as true.  Or, to take a sampling perspective, that if a 
comparison in the observed data reaches the p <0 .05 level, 
that it corresponds to a true pattern in the population.  Such 
an inference is often clearly inappropriate: nearly every data 
analysis ever published is performed contingent on the data 
(what is sometimes called “p-hacking” and sometimes 
called “the garden of forking paths”1) and so, even if there 
is nothing going on, a researcher can have a much greater 
than 5% chance of getting a “statistically significant, p<0.05” 
result.

In short, statistical significance is not hard to come 
by, which is one reason why our science communication 
channels are polluted by published and publicised results 
such as a claim that female-named hurricanes are more 
deadly than male-named hurricanes (Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences) or that women in different 
phases of their monthly cycle were 20 percentage points 
more likely to vote for Barack Obama for President (this 
one appeared in Psychological Science), not to mention 
the cancer cures and food scares that seem to appear in 
the newspaper on a regular basis, invariably backed up by 
publications in top journals.

The statistical significance filter is not just about the 
ease of obtaining statistical significance.  It’s also a bias:  if 
an estimate is statistically significant and is measured in a 
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context of high variation (as is usual in the human sciences), 
it will necessarily be large (more than two standard errors 
from zero, to be precise) and thus will tend to overestimate 
any true population effect.  The smaller estimates are filtered 
out and only the large ones survive; this is a form of selection 
bias.   So statistical significance can be found from noise, 
and, if there is an underlying effect, the published estimate 
is likely to be too high, perhaps by orders of magnitude2.

The second problem is the publication filter, the 
attitude that, if something is published, it should have the 
presumption of being true.   This is a big deal.   Recently 
there have been many high-profile cases in psychology 
research in which published studies have been questioned, 
sometimes based on first principles and other times based 
on unsuccessful replications, and the authors of the original 
studies have responded angrily and defensively.  Rather than 
say “Hmmm, maybe we made a mistake, maybe our analysis 
capitalized on chance patterns in our sample, we should 
think twice about our conclusions” authors commonly 
respond with defences of their p-values and attacks on the 
replications.  Defences can be appropriate, of course—I don’t 
want to imply that questioners of published work are always 
correct—but I do want to push back against the idea that 
empirical work that is published deserves some deference.

One superficially appealing argument in favor of the 
publication filter is that publication, especially in top 
journals, is difficult:  you typically have to get past three or 
more referees along with a skeptical associate editor.   This 
is fine, but experience tells us that the papers that do  get 
through can have serious flaws.  This is one reason there is 
interest in post-publication review, and in more open review.  
Those three referees put a lot of work into their reports; why 
not share them with the world?  Then any notes of caution 
can be seen by others.   And, if an important problem was 
not noticed by any reviewers, this will be clear as well.

What can be done?
I have addressed two concerns:  statistical significance and 
publication, both of which play valuable roles in screening 
but which can mislead when they are taken as badges of 
correctness.  Various reforms have been suggested.  Statistical 
significance is close to meaningless in typical research, 
which is so open-ended that it is essentially impossible to 
identify what analysis would have been performed had the 
data been different.  One way to make p-values work is to 
perform pre-registered replications, in which all the details 
of data collection, processing, and analysis are decided 
ahead of time.   Pre-registered replication could work well 
in fields such as experimental psychology and biology 
where replications are easy to do, could be more difficult 
in medicine, and is close to impossible in much of social 
science.  I do think that pre-registered replication is a useful 
ideal, and it is interesting to see some of the opposition 
to it, which seems to be driven somewhat by fear that 

prominent results will fail to replicate. Where pre-registered 
replication is not possible, I think we need to move away 
from p-values and instead perform analyses that perform 
all possible comparisons of interest.  My preferred method 
here is Bayesian multilevel modeling3 but other approaches 
are possible.

When it comes to publication, there have been many 
reforms proposed, including, as noted above, open review 
and post-publication review.  When considering reforms we 
should just keep in mind the larger goals of scientific research 
as a collaborative process, and science communication.   
Once we accept that certainty is hard to come by in the 
human sciences, we should be more able to recognise the 
value in the publication and dissemination of research 
findings, and to reduce the incentive for sloppy, flashy work.

Here I have discussed issues of statistics and research 
integrity in fairly general terms.  For some specific examples, 
you can read the references, which point to a recent literature 
on research quality in the medical and social sciences.  The 
present article makes no attempt at comprehensiveness; 
rather, I am raising some issues that are discussed in more 
detail by myself and others in other places.

Let me conclude by emphasizing that, when I say that 
the statistical significance filter and the publication filter 
represent threats to research integrity, this goes beyond 
concerns about the integrity of individual researchers.   
Every scientist involved in these disputes could operate at 
the highest level of personal honesty and integrity, and these 
problems could still arise.  Indeed, some of our difficulties 
may well arise from the confusion of individual integrity 
with integrity of the system.  Researchers, who themselves 
have no desire to cheat, can react angrily to skepticism about 
their p-values and publications.  But this is where statistics 
comes in.  The statistical issues are tricky, and unfortunately 
it is all too possible to follow standard practices and end 
up in a dead end, producing statistically significant p-values 
and getting published while discovering nothing.  Science, 
and science communication, are harmed—it’s a loss of 
integrity—even in the absence of any unethical behavior.
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Reports of meetings
18th International Nursing Research Conference

11–14 November 2014, Vitoria-Gasteiz, Spain

On behalf of EASE, I  was invited to participate in a plenary 
session entitled “Controversies in scientific publications: 
open access vs paid access and how to publish in journals with 
high impact factor vs those specific in your research area”, and 
shared the floor with two other speakers: Óscar Millet, a 
researcher from  CIC bioGUNE and  Brenda Roe, editor of 
the Journal of Advanced Nursing.

During the session the moderator raised the following 
questions about open access and scientific journals:

•	 Where to publish? Open access (OA) journals or 
journals with access by payment? Journals with high 
impact factors or journals that specialize in nursing?

•	 Quality of OA journals and the review process: 
are fewer articles rejected to get more economic 
benefits?

•	 Who should pay for the OA? Authors, institutions,...?
•	 Repositories (institutional or disciplinary) or open 

access journals or free access?
•	 Do general journals have higher impact factors than 

specialised journals?
•	 Impact factor or social impact?
Throughout the session some other issues relating to 

journals were also addressed, such as the peer review 
process, impact factor, and misconduct in science. The 
congress was attended by more than 500 people and the 
session aroused the interest of the audience, especially 
during the debate after the speakers’ presentations (see 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZLNQ8h1RYvU&featu
re=youtube). 

It was pointed out that researchers are under pressure 
not only to publish (publish or perish) but to publish 
in journals with the highest impact factors. But what 
is more important, to address your key audience in a 
specialized journal or to publish in a general journal 
with higher prestige? From an open access perspective, 
there exist some new journals launched at the beginning 
of this century, like those published by the Public Library 
of Science (PLoS) or BiomedCentral or those that allow 
authors to pay for publishing, in which open access papers 
coexist with restricted access papers (hybrid journals). The 
cost of publishing in those journals is high, however, and 
some authors may lack the funds to pay the APCs (author 
publishing charges). But there also exist open access journals 
that are free of such charges. For example, according to the 
Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ, which contains 
more than 10,000 journals) nearly two thirds of their 
registered journals are free for both readers and authors. 
The number of OA articles has increased considerably in 
recent years, especially in biomedicine, and open access 
is perceived as a natural way to share science and to offer 
universal access to the results of research. 

The existence of “predatory publishers” was also 
mentioned. Such publishers can corrupt open access 
with dishonest behaviour and lack of transparency. 
Some predatory publishers spam researchers, soliciting 
manuscripts but failing to mention the required author fee, 
and then – when the paper is accepted and published – the 
authors are invoiced for the fees (for more information, visit 
Bell’s list at http://scholarlyoa.com/publishers/). Another 
attempt to discredit open access journals was an article 
widely discussed in different forums, published by Science 
last year entitled “Who’s Afraid of Peer Review?” by John 
Bohannon in the News section, but with the structure 
of a research article (see http://www.sciencemag.org/
content/342/6154/60.full). The author invented a paper 
about a new drug against cancer and submitted it to different 
OA publishers without any control sample. He concluded 
that more than 50% of journals accepted the paper either 
with very poor or no quality control (peer review). Some 
of those journals are in the list of predatory publishers but 
there were also some published by Elsevier and Sage. My 
conclusion about this is that the quality of a journal does 
not depend on the type of access but on the quality of 
peer review and of editorial procedures (see also P. Suber’s 
comments at https://plus.google.com/+PeterSuber/posts/
CRHeCAtQqGq).

During the session we also discussed how impact factors 
can be increased artificially and how this can affect the 
choice of where to publish.

In summary, in choosing where to publish, authors 
should consider audience needs and relevance within an 
international context and give preference to publications 
where access barriers do not exist. Knowledge is a common 
good, and this is especially relevant for health. Open access 
increases communication between different communities, 
facilitates the sharing of results, and opens doors to 
innovation.

Reme Melero
EASE Vice-president from 2006–2012
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Peer review is at the heart of scientific publishing but we 
do not know how it functions across research disciplines, 
which have different research and publication practices. A 
new Action from COST – an intergovernmental framework 
for European Cooperation in Science and Technology 
– will address this issue. PEERE – COST Transdomain 
Action: New Frontiers of Peer Review aims to improve the 
efficiency, transparency, and accountability of peer review 
through a trans-disciplinary, cross-sectoral collaboration. 
The objectives of the Action are 1) to analyse peer review 
in different scientific areas by integrating quantitative and 
qualitative research and incorporating recent experimental 
and computational findings; 2) to evaluate the implications 
of different models of peer review and to explore new 
incentive structures, rules and, measures to improve 
collaboration at all stages of the peer review process; 3) to 
involve science stakeholders in data sharing and testing 
initiatives and, 4) to define collaboratively a joint research 
agenda that points to an evidence-based peer review reform.

The Action had its first meeting at the Corvinus 
University of Budapest, on the 14th and 15th of October 
2014, entitled: “Towards an interdisciplinary approach to 
peer review: theory, models and data.”

The aim of this meeting was to review the state of the art 
of peer review in different disciplines and sector domains; 
define available and missing links between theory, models, 
and data; and identify the main challenges for studying and 
improving peer review. Members of the PEERE Action, 
coming from 28 countries, discussed their research in peer 
review and three keynote speakers shared their views on 
peer review in different disciplines. Michèle Lamont from 
Harvard University, USA, presented the view from the 
social sciences, including results of qualitative research on 
how decisions are made at research grant review panels. 
Tom Jefferson from the Italian Center of the Cochrane 
Collaboration talked about the failure of the peer review 
system in detecting research and publication misconduct in 
health research. Brad Wible, editor at Science magazine in 
the USA, shared the changes in peer review and editorial 
practices in his journal. All presentations are available at 
the PEERE website: http://www.peere.org/2014/09/18/
towards-an-interdisciplinary-approach-to-peer-review-
theory-models-and-data/.

Three PEERE Working Groups had their official start at 
the Budapest meeting. Work Group 1, under the leadership 
of Dr Chiara Franzoni, from the Polytechnics University 

of Milan, Italy, and Professor Stephen Cowley from the 
University of Southern Denmark, is tasked with the analysis 
of theory and models of peer review in different fields. 
Work Group 2 will focus on data sharing and testing. Led by 
Professor Ana Marušić from the University of Split School 
of Medicine, Croatia, and Dr Kalpana Shankar from the 
University College Dublin, Ireland, this group will work on 
establishing standards to promote and manage data sharing 
among stakeholders and testing initiatives. Working Group 
3 is led by Professor Bruce Edmonds from the Manchester 
Metropolitan Business School in the UK, and Professor 
Elise Brezis from Bar-Ilan University in Israel. The main 
objective of this group is to define a joint research agenda 
and possible implementation activities. 

We hope that the PEERE Action will create a network of 
researchers, editors, publishers, and other stakeholders in 
the peer review and publication processes so that we can 
generate new knowledge and tools to better understand 
and improve research practices and the communication of 
research results.

EASE is a supporting partner for this COST action and 
we hope that EASE editors will get engaged in PEERE 
activities. Visit us at the PEERE website (http://www.peere.
org/), follow our activities and results, and contact us if 
you would like to include your journal and collaborate 
on elucidating the peer review process across research 
disciplines.

Professor Ana Marušić, MD, PhD
Editor-in-Chief, Journal of Global Health

Department of Research in Biomedicine and Health
University of Split School of Medicine

Split, Croatia
ana.marusic@mefst.hr

Professor Flaminio Squazzoni, PhD
Department of Economics and Management

University of Brescia
Brescia, Italy

flaminio.squazzoni@unibs.it

Peering at peer review – COST Transdomain Action: New Frontiers of Peer 
Review (PEERE)

14–15 October 2014, Corvinus University of Budapest, Hungary

This document is a full update of Wiley’s publication 
ethics guidelines. These guidelines are intended by Wiley 
to support everyone involved in scholarly publishing by 
summarizing the best practice guidance from leading 
organizations around the world. The guidelines are compiled 
and organized by a panel of contributors from a diverse 
range of disciplines and geographic regions. 

The guidelines are indeed impressively comprehensive. 
They cover all aspects of publication ethics whether 
these aspects are primarily relevant to authors, to editors, 
reviewers, funders or information providers. The material 
is largely summarized from existing multinational and 
multidisciplinary bodies including the International 
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) and 
Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE).  Unfortunately, 
EASE is not mentioned.

The first section deals with misconduct, its identification, 
and how it can be dealt with. There are paragraphs 
on whistle blowing, fabrication, falsification, image 
manipulation, plagiarism, and duplicate and redundant 
publication. Further paragraphs provide guidelines for the 
ethical treatment of animals and humans in research, for 
maintaining privacy and confidentiality, and for sensitivity 
to culture and heritage.

The second section covers editorial standards and 
processes, authorship and authorship disputes, peer review 
processes, and several allied topics. 

Of particular utility in these guidelines is that the 
descriptions of acceptable and unacceptable behaviour are 
usually accompanied by an indication of how unacceptable 
behaviour is detected, what action should be taken when it 
is, and who should take this action. These indications are 
very usefully supported by the reproduction of the COPE 

Book review

Best Practice Guidelines on Publishing Ethics: a Publisher’s Perspective
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. 2014.  53pp.  CC BY-NC 4.0 (also available in an html version at http://exchanges.wiley.com/
ethicsguidelines with fully functional links to references and other resources)

flowcharts (detailing actions to be taken in circumstances 
such as the detection of fraud) and COPE’s specimen 
letters (providing pro-forma responses to the detection of 
unethical behaviour in publication).  

These guidelines also contain a list of numerous sources 
of information on publication ethics, of subject-specific 
and country-specific ethics watchdogs, and of protocols for 
ensuring good reporting practices and transparency.

There is, in fact, very little to fault in these guidelines.  
It is very useful to have all this information brought 
together so economically into a single document. Of 
course, other single sources on this subject exist, but these 
guidelines from Wiley fill an otherwise unaddressed niche.  
This is because they are produced by a panel from many 
disciplines and many regions. This is not true for many 
other bodies. The ICJME guidelines for example cover the 
same wide range of topics and the ICJME panel contains 
representatives from many regions. However, it draws 
mainly from the biomedical sciences and so doesn’t have 
the multidisciplinary authority that these guidelines from 
Wiley do. The Office of Research Integrity covers many 
disciplines but has a strong USA focus.

 It is somewhat depressing that a publisher should 
produce such a widely applicable set of guidelines in such 
a convenient concise form.  But they are certainly to be 
congratulated for doing so.

However, I don’t think that the ethical problems in 
academic publishing, or even in science publishing, occur 
because of a lack of guidelines. They occur because the 
guidelines are unknown, or because they are ignored.  

I teach publication ethics to young scientists, 200–300 
of them every year, and not only have they never heard 
of any ethical guidelines but very often neither have their 
supervisors or the organizers of their courses. And while 
preparing this review I checked the instructions to authors 
for several Wiley science journals. None of them mentioned 
the Wiley guidelines – although, to be fair, some did link to 
the ICMJE or to similar bodies. And leafing through various 
Wiley journals turns up published papers that don’t appear 
to have fully transparent methodologies, which suggests 
that editors and reviewers are not implementing these 
guidelines. Not that these are problems limited to Wiley of 
course.  It’s the same for other academic publishers.

However, publication of guidelines – even guidelines as 
inclusive and as well presented as these from Wiley – just 
isn’t enough. They have to be implemented, and that’s up to 
all of us in academic publishing: authors, editors, reviewers, 
as well as the publishers.

Andrew Davis
English.Experience@mayalex.u-net.com

http://www.peere.org/2014/09/18/towards-an-interdisciplinary-approach-to-peer-review-theory-models-and-data/
http://www.peere.org/2014/09/18/towards-an-interdisciplinary-approach-to-peer-review-theory-models-and-data/
http://www.peere.org/2014/09/18/towards-an-interdisciplinary-approach-to-peer-review-theory-models-and-data/
http://www.peere.org/
http://www.peere.org/
mailto:ana.marusic@mefst.hr
mailto:flaminio.squazzoni@unibs.it
http://exchanges.wiley.com/ethicsguidelines
http://exchanges.wiley.com/ethicsguidelines
mailto:English.Experience@mayalex.u-net.com
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For those who would like to know everything about 
OA, there is a selection of books available. Two of them are 
freely obtainable: Open Access, by Peter Suber, which can be 
accessed on the publisher’s website http://mitpress.mit.edu/
books/open-access in html version, and Open Access and 
the Humanities, available as pdf http://ebooks.cambridge.
org/ebook.jsf?bid=CBO9781316161012. Furthermore, the 
Open Access Spectrum Guide highlights the benefits of this 
approach and describes the PLOS model.

The blog offers another supply of additional resources, 
such as HowOpenIsIt?, a guide that standardizes open access 
terminology and defines its core components. The guide is 
available in many languages, and can be useful to editors, 
authors, research funders, and institutions to determine 
scholarly journals’ degree of openness.

Finally, OASPA organizes an annual conference, 
all recordings and slides of which are available on the 
website. For example, presentations of  OASPA’s 6th 
Conference, hosted by UNESCO at their headquarters in 
Paris in September 2014, offer an overview of the current 
status of open access publishing around the world. Open 
access models and diffusion in Latin America and Africa 
are described and specific case studies are highlighted, 
illustrating for example, OA business models for learned 
societies or for challenges and barriers of data sharing. 

Silvia Maina
Editamedsrl, Turin, Italy

silma75@hotmail.com

Open Access (OA) publishing is no longer an emerging model 
or an experiment, but a widespread approach to delivering 
scientific communications.  For this reason, in 2008 OASPA 
(Open Access Scholarly Publishers Association) was created 
by a group of open access publishers to  develop appropriate 
business models, exchange information, and educate both 
the research community and the public on the benefits of 
OA journals.

The Association now numbers more than 80 members 
with interests ranging from professional publishing to 
independent (scientist/scholar) publishing and everything 
in between. Its website offers many useful resources and 
invaluable information for all professionals involved in 
open access publishing.

One of the aims of the Association is to set standards 
and best practices. The full statement released jointly 
with the Committee on Publication Ethics, the Directory 
of Open Access Journals and the World Association 
of Medical Editors is an attempt to identify and clarify 
principles of transparency, setting apart legitimate journals 
and publishers from illegitimate ones. This includes strict 
criteria for membership, for both journals and books, 
which are listed in full on the website. To maintain high 
standards, members of OASPA are expected to adhere to 
the Professional Code of Conduct, which includes directives 
about the peer review process, marketing activities and the 
visibility of information on websites. Maintaining standards  
also means misconduct detection: the Association offers a 
“complaints procedure” service for those who have concerns 
about misconduct by one of the members.

This site I like

OASPA: all you’d like to know about open access
http://oaspa.org Waleria Młyniec, who died in Warsaw 

on 17 December 2014 at the age of 
85, was one of the most enthusiastic 
EASE members. She was exceptionally 
devoted to her work and eager 
to promote good editing practices and 
EASE everywhere. 

Waleria was born in 1929 in 
Grodno (then in Poland, now Hrodno 
in Belarus). She was named after her 
father, Walerian Młyniec, who died 
as lieutenant colonel of the Polish 
Army in September 1939, when the 
Nazis invaded Poland (starting World 
War II). Her widowed mother, left 
alone with two young children and 
no resources, survived thanks to the 
help of relatives in Tarnów. After the 
war, the family moved to Poznań in western Poland, where 
Waleria decided to study genetics.

After graduation from Poznań University in 1951 (MSc 
thesis on cereals), she initially conducted research in plant 
breeding stations, but in 1956 was employed as an assistant 
at the Institute of Plant Genetics of the Polish Academy of 
Sciences in Poznań. In 1965 her family moved to Warsaw, 
while Waleria defended her PhD thesis (on legumes) in 
Poznań and became the secretary and assistant editor of the 
journal Genetica Polonica (later renamed Journal of Applied 
Genetics), published in English by the Institute. This editorial 
position became her major professional activity for the next 
35 years, besides her research on Brassica species.

In 1989, she joined EASE, as the first Polish member 
(sponsored by Jenny Gretton). Waleria attended nearly 
all the EASE conferences and did her best to encourage 
other Polish editors (including me) to participate. In 1999, 
Waleria organized the first EASE workshop in Scientific 
Communication in Poland (led by Elisabeth Heseltine), 
Under the auspices of Professor Emil Nalborczyk (Polish 
Academy of Sciences), the workshop took place in the 
Palace of Culture and Science in Warsaw. Afterwards, she 
co-authored a small handbook, partly based on materials 
from the workshop, to promote effective scientific writing 
among scientists in Poland. Thanks to her sponsorship in 
2010, the first printed copies of the EASE Guidelines for 
Authors and Translators of Scientific Articles were made 
available at conferences in Turin, Vienna and Singapore, 
which was kindly acknowledged in European Science 
Editing. In 2011, she was mentioned in the journal again, 

thanks to the “EASE Official Cake” 
that she made on the occasion of 
Pippa Smart’s workshop for journal 
editors organized by Professor Edward 
Towpik in Warsaw.

For her professional activity, 
Waleria was awarded a Silver Cross of 
Merit (in 1980) and Medal of the 25th 
Anniversary of the Polish Academy of 
Sciences. In retirement – although her 
pension was not high – she remained 
very active as a volunteer, because the 
Christian faith was deeply rooted in 
her heart. On Sundays she served as 
a guide in the Museum of the Blessed 
Reverend Jerzy Popiełuszko (a priest 
kidnapped and killed by communists 
in 1984) in Warsaw. She also helped to 

educate young people in various ways and was very proud 
of her title of Honorary Guide in the Girl Guide District in 
Rudnik nad Sanem. 

After her death, Alison Clayson rightly noted, “She was 
always warm, generous and positive.” We will miss her. 

Sylwia Ufnalska
Freelance science translator and editor, Poznań, Poland

sylwia.ufnalska@gmail.com

Honorary Members of EASE about Waleria Młyniec:
Jenny Gretton: “Waleria was such a warm-hearted lady 
and a great character.”

Paul Fogelberg: “She loved her editorial work and was 
always keen on discussing many kinds of innovations 
and improvements. I also enjoyed discussions about 
music with her.”

Elisabeth Heseltine: “It was she who brought me to 
Warsaw for the first time to run a workshop. I’m so 
glad to have known her: she showed me a Warsaw that 
I would never have seen otherwise and introduced me 
to some marvellous people. She was so enthusiastic in 
whatever she did.”

Maeve O’Connor: “She was a lovely person and it was 
always a great pleasure seeing her at EASE meetings.”

John Glen: “I am sorry to hear of her death; she was a 
dear soul and very kind.”

Obituary - Waleria Młyniec

http://mitpress.mit.edu/books/open-access
http://mitpress.mit.edu/books/open-access
http://ebooks.cambridge.org/ebook.jsf?bid=CBO9781316161012
http://ebooks.cambridge.org/ebook.jsf?bid=CBO9781316161012
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Hannah Cagney, UK
Hannah Cagney is a Senior Assistant Editor for The Lancet medical journal and its speciality 
titles, where she edits fast-track randomized controlled trials and research articles as part of 
The Lancet’s post acceptance peer review process, and commissions content for The Lancet 
Psychiatry’s Insight section. She holds a BA (Mod) in Medicinal Chemistry from Trinity 
College, Dublin. She completed her Senior Sophister research project at the University 
of Liverpool into synthesis of abacavir analogues for immunological investigation of 
hypersensitivity reactions, and in 2011 won an internship at the Novartis Global Discovery 
Chemistry Platform to investigate flow chemistry in organic synthesis. In 2008 she was a 
silver medallist at the Irish Chemistry Olympiad and competed at the 40th International 
Chemistry Olympiad in Budapest, Hungary.

hannah.cagney@lancet.com

Hrvoje Jakovac, MD, PhD, Croatia
Hrvoje Jakovac is assistant professor at the Department of Physiology and Immunology at 
the University School of Medicine in Rijeka, Croatia. He has published 28 original scientific 
articles and about 50 conference papers. He has also coauthored two academic textbooks. 
The field of his general scientific interest is neuroscience, physiology, pathophysiology and 
psychoneuroimmunology. He is a reviewer for the Molecular Neurobiology Journal, the 
Asian Journal of Neuroscience and the Journal of Medicinal Food. His current scientific 
activities include research on the protective roles of stress proteins in animal models of 
demyelinating and neuroinflammatory diseases.

hrvoje.jakovac@uniri.hr

New members of the editorial board
ESE would like to welcome three new members to the editorial board. Dado has undertaken the role of managing editor, 
Hannah will be responsible for meeting reports and Hrvoje, the correspondence section. 

Dado Čakalo, Croatia
Dado Čakalo is the manuscript and copy editor for the Archives of Industrial Hygiene 
and Toxicology, a peer-reviewed scientific journal published by the Institute for Medical 
Research and Occupational Health in Zagreb, Croatia. He is also a translator, language 
advisor, and author editor and occasionally ventures into literary and humanities 
translations. Dado has been managing the journal for nearly 20 years, translating and 
editing manuscripts for the journal, as well as a wide range of other material, from English 
into his native Croatian and vice versa. His work has largely focused on (bio)medical texts, 
but he has also translated for an architecture magazine and is interested in writing about 
the issues faced by NNE researchers, mostly from Eastern Europe and the Middle East. He 
has published two articles and held one workshop for editors on dealing with plagiarism. 
Dado holds an MA equivalent degree in English and Italian from the University of Zagreb, 
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences and is a proud member of Mediterranean 
Editors and Translators and EASE.

dcakalo@imi.hr

EASE Council 2015-2018 -  Call for nominations
The new Council will be elected at the AGM in September 2015 to serve for the next three years. Members may 
submit nominations not less than 90 days before the AGM: details are in the Statutes and Bye-laws on the website. The 
Nominations Committee is making the following recommendations:

President  Ana Marušić
Vice Presidents   Pippa Smart and Chris Sterken

Paola de Castro
Shirin Heidari
Elaine Seery
Sylwia Ufnalska

Axel Emert
Moira Hudson
Duncan Nicholas
Rachael Lammey

Ordinary members of Council  (5-7 places) Elise Langdon Neuner
Duncan Nicholas
Ines Steffen

Establishing the value, if any, of language editing 
Karen Shashok asked if any research had compared usage 
metrics between better-edited and less-well-edited scientific 
articles. She thought such research might now be possible 
because many journals provide links to editing services in 
their instructions for authors or require authors to state if 
their article has been edited by a “native English speaker” or 
prepared by a medical writer. Her main interest was whether 
a difference could be established between readability of 
articles edited before submission by someone unaffiliated 
with the journal and those edited between completion of 
peer review and publication. Tom Lang challenged Karen 
to define “good” editing. He thought there were too many 
variables at play to allow a robust study, for example it would 
not be known if the author had accepted all the editor’s 
changes.  Andrew Davis agreed that such research would be 
extremely difficult, although he had heard of some research 
that showed articles with higher readability metrics were 
more likely to be downloaded. And from his experience, 
he was convinced efficiently increasing readability scores 
and reducing the number of mistakes in grammar, syntax 
and vocabulary increased the probability of getting the 
manuscript accepted (see also support1).

What Tom believed could be studied was the effect of 
the presence or absence of certain elements. For instance, 
it is known that CONSORT elements, including a clear 
problem statement, a complete statistical methods section 
and informative graphs, improve the quality of papers 
reporting randomized clinical trials2. Unlike “good editing”, 
the presence or absence of such elements could be identified 
objectively. 

Sylwia did not entirely agree, especially with Tom’s 
“nonsense” dismissal of suggestions that a well written 
proposal was more likely to be funded than a poorly written 
one. She thought an easily understandable, well organized 
and logical proposal helps to persuade funders that the idea 
is worthwhile and indicates likelihood that the authors will 
publish their results, which is usually also important for the 
funders. Tom countered “Prove it!” He was not aware of any 
scientific evidence to support such a claim and reiterated 
there are too many variables to allow evaluation of the 
contribution writing quality makes to a decision.

Karen still thought the quest of discovering associations 
between post publication usage and whether a paper was 
edited by someone not directly affiliated with the publisher 
was worth pursuing. An evaluation instrument for editing 
quality could be developed. Naturally it would need to be 
pretested and evaluated to ensure it provided reproducible 
results. The hypothesis could be simple: “that differences 
would appear in the frequencies of usage (views, downloads, 

citations, tweets, whatever) between articles that were and 
were not edited before publication. Whether an article 
was or was not edited (by, for example, an authors’ editor, 
translator/editor, medical writer, language editor, technical 
editor or editorial services firm) before submission or before 
acceptance might be recorded in the manuscript record, or 
it could be determined by checking the Acknowledgments 
section. The sample of articles could be divided into edited 
vs not edited and then the associations analyzed for each 
group separately. Or “edited vs nonedited” could be just 
another variable in the analysis, and whether it is found to be 
associated with other variables (frequency of usage, country, 
discipline, language, funding, impact factor, compliance with 
the appropriate EQUATOR checklist, publisher...whatever) 
would be discovered after the analysis was finished. If the 
manuscript management records or databases of enough 
journals and publishers contained the appropriate fields, it 
might be easy to extract the data and search for associations.” 
Karen admitted her suggested approach was limited but felt 
that with the amount of carelessly edited material currently 
being published in reputable journals, knowing whether 
editing results in greater usage rather than assuming that it 
does would be a better option. “A super idea” was Norman 
Grossblatt’s verdict. Karen’s proposed study design that 
concentrated on editing itself would avoid defining “good” 
editing. He thought such a study could be easily undertaken if 
journals could be persuaded to indicate in their data whether 
an article had been “edited” or “not edited”. 

Francoise Salager-Meyer pointed to a linguistic study 
loosely connected to the topic3. Tom judged the study 
not to be so enlightening because rather than researching 
professional medical editors’ work it compared the work of 
native-English-speaking English teachers and healthcare 
professionals who edited texts written by non native English 
speakers in Japan. The concept was to bring texts not to 
high-quality medical writing but only to an acceptable 
level of English, primarily by adding definite articles. I was 
unsurprised that English teachers made more revisions 
affecting definite articles because articles generally seem to be 
an endangered species in scientific articles—notwithstanding 
that they are one aspect of good quality writing. 

Skeptically, Ed Hull asked what the value of the study 
Karen was suggesting could be and what it could possibly 
achieve. Karen thought it would shed light on whether 
standards are declining as commonly protested and whether 
readers anyway care about or pay attention to writing quality. 
She listed a number of stakeholds she thought would have an 
interest in knowing if good editing is or is not related to post 
publication usage: people who buy or sell editing services, 
research institutions in need of funding, editors interested in 
how to attract more readers, and publishers concerned about 
whether income is influenced or not by the quality of editing. 
And she added a question: “If “standards” have “declined” yet 
profits on journals remain so high, does this mean readers 
don’t care enough about “editorial quality” to stop paying for 
less-well-edited material? Does it have something to do with 

EASE-Forum Digest: September to December 2014

You can join the forum by sending the one-line 
message “subscribe ease-forum” (without the quotation 
marks) to majordomo@helsinki.fi. Send in plain text, 
not HTML. Details at www.ease.org.uk/node/589. 
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big deals and journal bundling, which make it impossible 
for libraries to cancel specific titles and therefore make it 
impossible for publishers to receive negative feedback on the 
quality of specific titles?”

Authors peer reviewing their own papers scam
Helle Goldman referred editors to an article in Nature 
about peer review scams: http://www.nature.com/news/
publishing-the-peer-review-scam-1.16400
It reports incidents of authors providing email addresses of 
recommended reviewers that filter back to themselves or 
their associates. The article mentions the Editorial Manager 
online manuscript management system as particularly 
vulnerable to manipulation because passwords are emailed 
in plain text rather than under layers of encryption to users 
claiming to have forgotten them, but other systems are also 
susceptible. Editors should look out for red flags for these 
scams including if: “The author provides Gmail, Yahoo or 
other free email addresses to contact suggested reviewers, 
rather than email addresses from an academic institution.”

Andrew Davis opined that editors’ failures to check the 
authenticity of peer reviewers recommended by authors 
was a scandal. Editors should know if a reviewer provides 
good reviews and therefore would not send a manuscript to 
unknown people at such email addresses. Helle said that his 
journal uses the Web of Science and institutional websites 
to check that potential reviewers don’t share an institutional 
affiliation with the authors or have coauthored papers with 
them. Scientists who have a good publishing record would 
not be ruled out if a non academic email address had been 
provided. Marcin Kozak also thought nothing was intrinsically 
wrong with reviewers using such addresses and referred to an 

article in  JASIST  that he coauthored “Do researchers provide 
public or institutional E-mail accounts as correspondence 
E-mails in scientific articles?” (http://onlinelibrary.wiley.
com/doi/10.1002/asi.23401/abstract). Alan Hopkins, himself 
retired and using a non academic address, saw their potential 
for unscrupulous authors but considered them acceptable if 
there was evidence of the addressee’s academic reputation. 

Marcin commented that he never used the reviewers 
recommended by authors. Although Helle would not have 
a paper reviewed exclusively by reviewers recommended by 
the authors he did point out that in a narrow field they may 
be the only people with the requisite expertise. Marge Berer 
concurred. Another solution proposed by Marcin might be 
for editors to ask authors to suggest reviewers only when 
finding experts to review the manuscript becomes difficult.

Norman Grossman added that the story had also been 
covered by Retraction Watch (retractionwatch.com), which 
reports on publication transgression generally.

Discussion initiators
Karen Shashok: kshashok@kshashok
Helle Goldman: helle.goldman@npolar.no
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Perform and its fiends
When did you last perform something? Most people would 
probably answer by referring back to a school play or musical 
event, or to their participation in the local dramatics society, 
understanding the question as “enact before an audience”. 
Even a scientist would be unlikely to answer, “I performed 
some documentation yesterday” or “Last week I performed 
some measurements”. So, why do we read sentences like 
“Analysis of the data was performed” instead of “The data 
were analysed” or, more daringly, the active “We analysed the 
data” in academic journals? 

Perform(ed) also has the nuance of bringing a task to 
completion; but would readers doubt that the analyses had 
been completed? It is appropriate when formally taking 
action in accordance with requirements, as in “perform 
one’s contractual obligations”. It is appropriate for judgments 
on physical function: “The athlete performed well”. Some 
dictionaries note its use in a sexual context, “He performed 
well in bed”. However, Gowers states, “If you mean no more 
than do, then that is a less misleading word to use”.1 Authors 
generally heed this advice—except when they write academic 
papers. Recent searches found five performed for every done 
in PubMed. By contrast, done was three times as common as 
performed in a corpus of books searched with Google Ngram 
Viewer. What’s more, performed’s occurrence increased 2.4-

fold in PubMed between 1975 and 2010.2
Apart from the overstretch of its meaning, perform attracts 

an entourage of unnecessary words: compare “Staining of cells 
was performed” with “Cells were stained”. It promotes the use 
of abstract nouns such as administration: “Administration of 
H(2) receptor antagonists was performed in patients”, where 
the concrete noun patients is a better subject for the sentence: 
“Patients were treated with H(2) receptor antagonists”. It 
encourages use of the passive voice when the active voice is an 
option: “We treated patients with H(2) receptor antagonists”. 
Thus, perform encapsulates the fiends of academic writing: 
imprecision, wordiness, overuse of abstract/nominalized 
nouns, and the passive voice. The thinking author will avoid 
writing perform superfluously and slay four fiends at the 
stroke of a key.

References
1 E. Gowers. The complete plain words 3rd ed, revised by Greenbaum S, 

Whitcut J. London, Penguin, 1987 
2 Goodman NW, Edwards MB. Medical Writing A Prescription for Clarity 

4th ed. Cambridge, CUP, 2014. ISBN 978-1-107-62815-1

Elise Langdon-Neuner 
a.a.neuner@gmail.com

On a Wednesday 
afternoon, I sit down at 
my computer in a quiet 
part of my office and 
prepare to call Austin, 
Texas, via Skype. I am 
going to have a virtual 
meeting and chat with 
Kristen Overstreet, a 
managing editor and 
Senior Partner at an 
editorial firm she set 
up. It’s an interview that 
I would not be able to 
conduct without the help 
of the Internet to shorten 

the 4900 miles between our places of work. Such a feat 
certainly would not have been possible when Kristie started 
out as an editorial assistant many years ago. At that time, there 
was no internet. There was no email. There was not even fax. 

Kristie started out studying English and Journalism at 
the Metropolitan State University of Denver in the 1990s, 
with the intention of becoming a secondary education 
teacher. However, whilst at college she started working as a 
project manager, and then a data manager, at what was then 
the Health Sciences Centre at the University of Colorado. 
She managed to convince a faculty member to take her on 
as an editorial assistant for a nursing journal, and she later 
progressed to become a full time managing editor. Her role 
now is varied, and no two days are the same. She is a managing 
editor of three journals, an executive peer review manager 
of another ten, and she oversees two medical titles. On top 
of all this, she is the managing partner of Origin Editorial, 
an editorial office, management, and consulting company, 
as well as being president of the International Society for 
Managing and Technical Editors (ISMTE). For her, life as an 
editor  involves “spinning many plates”. 

When I ask Kristie about the changes she has witnessed 
during her career, she laughs before launching into a 
story about the process of taking a manuscript through 
submission, peer review, and publication in the early days. 
Five hard copies were received; and if the manuscript was 
of high enough quality, three of these would be sent out to 
reviewers, one would go to an editor, and the final copy was 
filed. Of course, the reviewers could only be contacted by 
phone, so the managing editor would first phone to ask if 
they were happy to provide a review. Frequently, a secretary 
or answering machine would pick up the call and there 
was nothing that you could do but wait until the reviewer 
returned your call. All hard copies travelled by post and, 
inevitably, the work of the journal office was slow moving. 
The exciting introduction of fax, and then email, speeded 
things up enormously. Authors were more easily contacted, 
and reviews could whizz through electrical wires to the 
offices of academic experts. 

It was only ten years ago that the first of Kristie’s journals 
moved to an online platform. Looking back, it is hard to 
believe how recent this is, and she tells me that she “can’t 
imagine doing it any other way now”. Of course, the Internet 
is changing science publishing entirely, by altering the way 
readers access content. Gone are the days when subscribers 
received an issue of a journal in the post, sat down, and read 
it from cover to cover. We are moving towards an article-
based model, where people search for articles on a topic 
in a focused way. Kristie predicts that this will continue 
into the future, to the point where we will move away from 
issues altogether. She tells me, “it’s all about the individual 
article and not about an issue that it’s published in”, and she 
suggests that whilst some traditional hard copies will still be 
produced, they are likely to be collections of articles based 
around a topic and will look entirely different from what we 
are used to. 

I take Kristie’s word for it, given her 25 years in the 
business. Despite such a long time in the same career, she 
actually says that she ‘fell into’ science publishing. What is it 
then that keeps her interested and motivated? She stresses 
the importance of managing editors to monitor the ever-
increasing numbers of submissions and to support journal 
editors, who must concentrate on obtaining quality content. 
With constant upgrades of online systems, updates of best 
practice for peer review, and other changes in publishing, 
for Kristie there is a constant need for continued education 
to keep abreast of it all. She finds it exciting to be always 
learning something new. The only down side to such a fast-
paced and dynamic work environment is that the editorial 
office must be active 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 
days a year. Working internationally means that there is 
no down time: “when I’m sleeping someone else is just 
starting their day”. But even as she tells me this, I feel like 
Kristie might secretly thrive on the frenetic working style. 

From our brief chat, I pick up on some of the qualities 
that make a good managing editor: hard-working, 
flexible, energetic, willing to learn new things. Giving 
me advice about making it in the editing world, Kristie 
stresses the importance of networking and making use 
of organizations, such as EASE, to connect with peers 
and keep up with current practice. Kristie clearly enjoys 
what she does. Trying to search out any negatives, I ask 
about her editorial ‘bugbears’ and she suggests that busy 
editors and reviewers are what annoys her most. “They 
miss deadlines and sometimes a very busy reviewer doesn’t 
provide the quality review we hoped for.” But even then she 
is cheerfully equanimous; after all, for her “it’s just part of 
the process.” 

Rhianna Goozée
Doctoral candidate, Department of Psychosis Studies, 

Institute of Psychiatry, Psychology and Neuroscience, King’s 
College London, UK

rhianna.goozee@kcl.ac.uk

My life as an editor - Kristen Overstreet

mailto:helle.goldman@npolar.no


European Science Editing 24 25Februar y 2015; 41(1) Februar y 2015; 41(1) European Science Editing

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

Springer/Macmillan merger
Macmillan Science and Education, 
which includes Nature Publishing 
Group (NPG), has agreed a merger 
with Springer Science+Business 
Media. Macmillan’s owners, Georg 
von Holtzbrinck Publishing Group, 
will retain 53% of the new company, 
with the remainder held by BC 
Partners, a private equity group that 
bought Springer in 2013. Springer’s 
CEO, Derk Haank, will head the 
new company, which will include 
Nature, Scientific American, Palgrave 
Macmillan books, Macmillan 
Education textbooks, and Adis drug 
information services, alongside 
a wide range of NPG, Springer, 
SpringerOpen, and BioMedCentral 
journals. Other Macmillan 
companies, such as Digital Science, 
will stay with Holtzbrinck.

NIH reproducibility guidelines
Following a consensus workshop 
with editors of 30 leading journals, 
the US National Institute of Health 
(NIH) has published Principles and 
Guidelines for Reporting Preclinical 
Research (www.nih.gov/about/
reporting-preclinical-research.htm), 
now endorsed by many journals. 
The guidelines are explored in more 
detail in an editorial published in 
Nature (2014;515;7) and Science 
(2014;346:679) and cover five areas: 
(1) ensuring rigorous statistical 
analysis; (2) transparent reporting; 
(3) data and material sharing; (4) 
consideration of refutations; (5) 
establishing best practice guidelines. 
As one commentator noted: “Science 
isn’t science if it isn’t reproducible” 
(American Journal of Pathology 
2015;1:2).

Open annotations
The Helmsley Trust’s Biomedical 
Research Infrastructure program (see 
helmsleytrust.org/our-programs) 
“strives to remove roadblocks 
to research collaboration where 
possible through the creation and 
adoption of open technologies”. In 
its first round of funding, a $2.1 
million grant has gone to Hypothes.
is (hypothes.is), the Neuroscience 
Information Framework (neuinfo.
org) and ORCID (orcid.org) with the 
aim of developing open annotations. 
Annotations are a new standard 
for digital ‘notes’ applied on top of 
an existing webpage. They are one 
type of ‘micropublication’, enabling 
a more granular and rapid approach 
to research communication, and 
potentially linked to individuals via 
ORCID profiles.

European research funding
The European Commission is 
proposing to divert €2.7 billion from 
the Horizon 2020 research programme 
(ec.europa.eu/programmes/
horizon2020) into a fund to support 
economic stimulus. The European 
Parliament is expected to approve the 
legislation, despite opposition from 
research and education organisations, 
enabling the stimulus package to 
operate from 2014 to 2020. 

Authorship framework for clinical 
trials
The findings of an authorship 
research project led by the Medical 
Publishing Insights and Practices 
(MPIP; www.mpip-initiative.org) 
have been published (BMC Medicine 
2014;12:197). The project looked 
at ways to improve and standardise 
the transparency of authorship 
disclosure in publications of 
industry-sponsored clinical trials, 
and involved clinical investigators, 
editors and medical writers, and 
industry representatives. The result 
was a five-step authorship framework: 
(1) establish an authorship working 
group early in the trial; (2) determine 
substantial contribution criteria; (3) 

document trial contributions; (4) 
determine those making a substantial 
contribution; (5) ensure authors meet 
remaining authorship criteria.

More peer review manipulation
In November 2014, BioMedCentral 
discovered that about 50 manuscripts 
in their editorial system were linked to 
fake peer reviewers. An alert in-house 
editor spotted some suspicious 
names and email addresses, leading 
to the discovery of an organised 
attempt to subvert the peer review 
system, apparently mediated by a 
third-party agencies. Only five of 
the papers had been published, but 
this is the latest in a series of such 
incidences. The Retraction Watch team 
(retractionwatch.com) has calculated 
that more than 100 papers from 
various publishers have been affected 
by fake peer review. Writing in Nature 
(26 November 2014), they discuss 
the challenges facing editors and 
the exploitation of flaws in editorial 
processes and manuscript submission 
systems. In December 2014 the 
Committee on Publication Ethics 
(COPE; publicationethics.org) issued a 
statement (tinyurl.com/ease-news31), 
announcing that is working with 
publishing organisations and national 
bodies address the situation and 
seeking input from interested groups.

101 Innovations
A poster presented at the recent 
FORCE2015 conference (www.
force11.org/meetings/force2015) 
proved very popular with its elegant 
exploration of innovation in the 
scientific research workflow. The 
poster (available on figshare.com) and 
its accompanying interactive website 
(innoscholcomm.silk.co) are the 
work of Jeroen Bosman and Bianca 
Kramer at Utrecht University Library, 
Netherlands. They looked at 101 
innovations across six phases of the 
research workflow (data collection, 
analysis, writing, publishing, 
outreach and assessment) and 
compared traditional, innovative and 
experimental approaches.

New Elsevier megajournal
Elsevier has announced its intention to 
launch a general science open-access 
‘mega-journal’, following a similar 
model to PLOS One, Scientific Reports, 
SpringerPlus, and others. Elsevier is 
developing a publishing platform for 
the journal and plans to integrate its 
other technologies to improve search 
and discovery. You can read more 
on Elsevier Connect (elsevier.com/
connect; 8 January 2015).

DOI Chronograph
CrossRef has been developing a 
service to gather information about 
how DOIs are used on the open web 
over time and has launched the DOI 
Chronograph (chronograph.labs.
crossref.org) to display the data. The 
project is in development, but you can 
use it to track referring domains and 
numbers of resolutions for DOIs of 
interest over time.

FORCE2015 1K Challenge
At the recent FORCE2015 conference, 
held in Oxford, UK (www.force11.
org/force2015), the organisers asked 
participants: ‘What would you do 
with £1000 today to make research 
communication better?’ The 2015 
‘1K Challenge’ is inviting proposals, 
which will be voted on by FORCE11 
members: www.force11.org/
force2015/1k-challenge-vote.

CHORUS update
CHORUS (Clearinghouse for 
the Open Research of the United 
States), the publisher-led response 
to mandated public access to 
research, has announced that IEEE 
and IOP Publishing have joined 
the organisation, and that it will be 
working to explore connections with 
data repositories and collaborate with 
data initiatives. You can find out more 
at chorusaccess.org.

Academic Karma
A new peer review management 
system, called Academic Karma 
(academickarma.org), has been by a 
scientist and a software engineer from 
Brisbane, Australia. Every paper you 
peer review earns 50 karma. Every 
time you have a paper peer-reviewed, 
the authors of the paper collectively 

spend 50 karma per reviewer. The 
system should also help editors with 
the ever-present challenge of locating 
efficient peer reviewers.

Support for retraction database
The MacArthur Foundation 
(macfound.org) is supporting 
the development of the first 
comprehensive database of retractions. 
The database will be developed 
by the Retraction Watch team 
(retractionwatch.com), supported by a 
grant of £400,000 over two years.

arXiv: milestones and mining
After more than two decades of 
publishing preprints, arXiv (arxiv.org) 
has now reached one million papers. 
In 2014 there were about 100,000 
new submissions and 80 million 
downloads. The success has led to 
developers adding an extra digit to 
identifiers so that the repository can 
handle more submissions. Cornell 
University Library, which hosts arXiv, 
has produced a video to celebrate the 
milestone (available at arxiv.org/new). 
The size of the database lends itself 
to research, and arXiv founder Paul 
Ginsparg has led a study to explore 
‘text overlap’ in papers in arXiv 
(Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences 2014;112:25). The authors 
inferred a “baseline for accepted 
practice, perhaps surprisingly 
permissive compared with other 
societal contexts, and a clearly 
delineated set of aberrant authors.” 
Papers with the most text overlap 
were also the least cited.

Collabra
Collabra (collabraoa.org) is a new 
open-access journal developed by the 
University of California Open Press. 
But what makes it different is that 
the journal plans to pay academic 
editors and peer reviewers for their 
efforts. And those that don’t want to 
accept payment can choose to have 
the money paid into a ‘waiver fund’ to 
support researchers who can’t afford 
the article-processing charge ($875) 
or into their own institution’s open-
access fund. The publisher has also 
launched a program for monograph 
publishing called Luminos 
(luminosoa.org).

Editors as gatekeepers
How good are editors at making 
decisions on what to promote and 
what to reject? A recent study of 1008 
articles submitted to three major 
medical journals compared citation 
outcomes with acceptance/rejection 
decisions made by the journal 
editors (Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences 2015;112:360). 
While editors and reviewers generally 
seemed to make good decisions, 
based on citations of accepted and 
rejected articles, this didn’t seem to 
be the case for the top 2% of articles 
that were eventually published. Of 
the 14 most popular articles, 12 were 
rejected by the journals. Lead author 
Kyle Siler, was interviewed about the 
study for the Science Sessions podcast 
(pnas.org/podcasts).

Disambiguating abbreviations
Abbreviations often raise challenges 
for editors. Use them or avoid 
them? Expand once or more often? 
Expand very common ones? It is 
especially important to take care 
with abbreviations that have multiple 
uses in different contexts. This 
aspect is especially important for 
text mining systems. A paper in the 
Journal of Biomedical Informatics (29 
December 2014) describes a model 
for determining the meaning of an 
abbreviation using semantic links, 
with more than 98% disambiguation 
accuracy.

Erratum
The November 2014 issue of News 
Notes stated that the conversion of 
Nature Publishing Group’s journal 
Nature Communications to full open 
access had enabled the publisher to 
join OASPA. This was not correct. 
Nature’s application to join OASPA 
was based on the journal Scientific 
Reports.

John Hilton
Editor, Cochrane Editorial Unit,

Cochrane Collaboration, London, UK
hilton.john@gmail.com
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The editor’s bookshelf

Please write to annamaria.rossi@
iss.it if you wish to send new items 
or become a member of the EASE 
journal blog (http://ese-bookshelf.
blogspot.com) and see your 
postings published in the journal. 

EDITORIAL PROCESS

Arns M. Open access is tiring out 
peer reviewers. Nature 2014;515:467
As numbers of published articles rise, 
the scholarly review system must 
adapt to avoid unmanageable burdens 
and slipping standards. The result 
of the increased pressure on peer- 
reviewers is that papers are assigned 
to reviewers who are not experts in 
the area. The author suggests a two-
tier system, in which some papers 
are not reviewed before publication 
at all and are instead subject to a 
post publication peer-review. This 
would free up peer reviewers to 
focus on papers with more direct 
societal impact, where the question 
of whether to publish at all is more 
relevant.

Ferguson C, Marcus A, Oransky I. 
Publishing: the peer-review scam. 
Nature 2014;515:480-482
A handful of authors caught 
reviewing their own papers exposed 
weaknesses in modern publishing 
systems. As the systems are made 
more technical and automated, there 
are more ways to game it. Some 
observers argue for changes to the 
way that editors assign papers to 
reviewers, particularly to end the 
use of reviewers suggested by a 
manuscript’s authors. Journal editors 
are trying to plug the holes.

Stemmle L, Collier K. RUBRIQ: 
tools, services, and software to 
improve peer review. Learned 
Publishing 2013;26(4):265-268
The Rubriq peer review service is an 
author-pays model that facilitates a 
fast, independent, and standardized 
double-blinded peer review from 
three expert academic reviewers, who 
are paid for their efforts. This service 

should improve journal selection, 
supplement editorial reviews, and 
make peer review more portable 
between journals. The reviews 
are returned to the author in 1-2 
weeks. Manuscripts are classified 
and screened for plagiarism using 
iThenticate and, after review, they 
are matched to the most appropriate 
journals. The authors tested the 
usefulness of the Rubriq review with 
editors, working with six publishers. 
doi:10.1087/20130406

ETHICAL ISSUES

Bartholomew RE. Science for sale: 
the rise of predatory journals. 
Journal of the Royal Society of 
Medicine 2014;107(10):384-385
Some unscrupolous publishers are 
exploiting the open-access model by 
corrupting the peer-review process, 
which is often absent or minimal, 
and by charging large fees to authors. 
Such publishers and their journals 
are referred to as ‘predatory’. Their 
motivation is the procurement of 
evaluation and publication fees. 
While many predatory publications 
would be easily recognized as such, 
some are highly sophisticated 
and operate websites that mirror 
prominent mainstream journals. 
oi:10.1177/0141076814548526

Grammaticos PC. Medical 
deontology, meetings, journals, 
candidacy for higher posts and how 
to better enjoy life. Hellenic Journal of 
Nuclear Medicine 2014;17(2):85-86
Today, few physicians care about 
medical deontology and medical 
ethics, that is how to behave and 
respect others when exercising 
the medical profession. This paper 
illustrates, with a few examples, what 
the situation is at present, including 
issues such as organizing and 
participating in medical meetings and 
scientific publishing.

Ioannidis JPA. How to make more 
published research true. PLoS 
Medicine 2014;11(10):e1001747
Currently, many published research 

findings are false or exaggerated, and 
an estimated 85% of research resources 
are wasted. To improve the credibility 
and efficiency of scientific research, 
some practices may help increase the 
proportion of true research findings, 
such as: adoption of large-scale 
collaborative research; replication 
culture; registration; sharing; 
reproducibility practices; better 
statistical methods; standardization 
of definitions and analyses; more 
appropriate statistical thresholds; 
and improvement in study design 
standards, peer review, reporting and 
dissemination of research, and training 
of the scientific workforce.
doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.1001747

Marušić A, Hren D, Mansi B, et al. 
Five-step authorship framework to 
improve transparency in disclosing 
contributors to industry-sponsored 
clinical trial publications. BMC 
Medicine 2014;12(197)
This article describes a research 
project led by the Medical Publishing 
Insights and Practices (MPIP) 
Initiative to identify current 
challenges when determining 
authorship for industry-sponsored 
clinical trials. As a result, the 
Five-step Authorship Framework 
was developed to provide a clear 
and flexible process to facilitate 
more transparent and consistent 
authorship decisions for clinical 
trial publications, and help readers 
better assess the credibility of results 
and perspectives of the authors for 
medical research more broadly.
doi:10.1186/s12916-014-0197-z

Singh Balhara YP, Mishra A. 
Compliance of retraction notices 
for retracted articles on mental 
disorders with COPE guidelines 
on retraction. Current Science 
2014;107(5):757-760
This study aimed at assessing the 
compliance of retraction notices for 
articles on mental disorders with 
COPE guidelines, and the impact 
of open access on post-retraction 
citation of retracted articles. There 
seemed to be little impact of COPE 

guidelines on retractions. Free 
accessibility of the retraction notice 
was found to have a significant impact 
on the post-retraction citation of 
retracted articles.

LANGUAGE AND WRITING

Anstey A. Writing style: abstract 
thoughts. British Journal of 
Dermatology 2014;171:205-206
A well written abstract is essential 
to direct potential readers towards 
your research. Most readers use 
electronic searches or content lists 
from favoured journals to identify 
potentially interesting papers. Data 
dissemination and retrieval systems 
operate almost exclusively at the 
level of titles and abstracts. This 
article describes main elements for 
an informative and concise abstract. 
Some tips from the AMA Manual 
Style are also included. The author 
also published Writing style: what’s 
in a title? BJD 2014;170:1003-1004
doi:10.1111/bjd.13181

Whereat A. Writing publications for 
advisory boards. Medical Writing 
2014;23(4):277-279
Medical communication publications 
are designed to raise awareness of 
medicines, cosmetics, and technology. 
These publications ensure that 
doctors are informed about the role 
of new and existing medicines and 
the literature concerning appropriate 
prescription for specific patient 
groups. Advisory boards, consisting of 
clinicians, are well placed to provide 
this advice. The pharmaceutical 
industry often supports independent 
advisory boards to consider current 
issues in patient care and to 
communicate their opinions on how 
to best deal with these problems.
doi: 
10.1179/2047480614Z.00000000252

PUBLISHING

Chinchilla-Rodríguez Z, Miguel S, 
de Moya-Anegón F. What factors 
affect the visibility of Argentinean 
publications in humanities and 
social sciences in Scopus? Some 
evidence beyond the geographic 
realm of research. Scientometrics 

e-pub 29 August 2014
Argentina’s patterns of publication 
in the humanities and social sciences 
were studied for the period 2003–
2012, using the Scopus database 
and distinguishing the geographic 
realm of the research. The results 
indicate that “topics of national 
scope” have grown and gained 
international visibility. Citation is 
apparently not determined only by 
the geographic realm of research, 
but also by language of publication, 
co-authorship, and the profiles of the 
journals.
doi:10.1007/s11192-014-1414-4

Dai N, Xu D, Zhong X, et al.  Build 
infrastructure in publishing 
scientific journals to benefit medical 
scientists. Chinese Journal of Cancer 
Research 2014;26(1):119-123
Medical journals should optimize 
their publishing processes and 
strategies to satisfy the huge need 
for medical scientists to publish 
their articles, and then obtain better 
prestige and impact in scientific 
and research community. These 
strategies include optimizing the 
process of peer-review, utilizing 
open-access publishing models 
actively, finding ways of saving costs 
and getting revenue, smartly dealing 
with research fraud or misconduct, 
maintaining sound relationship 
with pharmaceutical companies, 
and managing to provide relevant 
and useful information for clinical 
practitioners and researchers.
doi:10.3978/
issn.1000-9604.2014.02.10

Murphy F. Data and scholarly 
publishing: the transforming 
landscape. Learned Publishing 
2014;27:S3-S7
Research data has become an 
increasingly critical issue for 
publishers. Introducing a Learned 
Publishing special issue on research 
data and publishing, the author 
outlines some recent initiatives that 
are responding to policy directives, 
particularly the Project ODE 
(Opportunities for Data Exchange), 
funded by the European Union. 
She also considers how publishers 
are working with   data and 

integrating their practices with other 
collaborative efforts.
doi: 10.1087/20140502

Van Noorden R, Maher B, Nuzzo 
R. The top 100 papers. Nature 
2014;514:550-553
Nature asked Thomson Reuters, 
which now owns the Science Citiation 
Index, to list the 100 most highly 
cited papers of all time. Surprisingly, 
many of the world’s most famous 
papers do not make the cut. Most of 
the 100 papers describe experimental 
methods or software that have 
become essential in their fields. 
The most cited work in history, for 
example, is a 1951 paper describing 
an assay to determine the amount 
of protein in a solution, that has 
gathered more than 305,000 citations. 
The list of top journals reveals how 
powerfully research has been affected 
by computation and analysis of large 
data sets. But the position of any 
particular methods paper or database 
at the top of the citation charts is also 
down to luck and circumstance.

RESEARCH EVALUATION

Hall N. The Kardashian index: a 
measure of discrepant social media 
profile for scientists. Genome Biology 
2014;15:424
The author proposes the “Kardashian 
index” (from the name of one of the 
most followed people on twitter), a 
measure of discrepancy between a 
scientist’s social media profile and 
publication record based on the 
direct comparison of numbers of 
citations and twitter followers. He has 
compared the numbers of followers 
that research scientists have on twitter 
with the number of citations they 
have for their peer-reviewed work.
doi: 10.1186/s13059-014-0424-0

SCIENCE

Bastian H. A stronger post-
publication culture is needed 
for better science. PLoS Medicine 
2014;11(12):e1001772
The author states that both improving 
research quality and reducing waste 
in science require a stronger post 
publication culture. Today post 
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publication evaluation is highly 
fragmented. Dedicated websites have 
been developed for discussing and 
sharing research among authors, 
and PubMed Commons (for 
which the autor is editor) enables 
post publication commenting and 
linkages by the PubMed authorship 
community. Skill developments 
should be considered in critiquing 
research, and capturing post 
publication intellectual effort more 
rigorously is essential for better 
science.
doi: 10.1371/journal.p.med.1001772

Greenhalgh T, Howick J, Maskrey 
N. Evidence based medicine: 
a movement in crisis? BMJ 
2014;348:g3725
The authors argue that, although 
evidence based medicine has had 
many benefits, it has also had some 
negative unintended consequences. 
They offer a preliminary agenda 
for the movement’s renaissance, 
refocusing on providing useable 
evidence that can be combined with 
context and professional expertise so 
that individual patients get optimal 
treatment.
doi: 10.1136/bmj.g3725

Khoury MJ, Ioannidis JPA. Big 
data meets public health. Science 
346(6213):1054
The term “Big Data” refers to 
volumes of large, complex, linkable 
information. Beyond genomics 
and other “omic” fields, Big Data 
includes medical, environmental, 
financial, geographic, and social 
media information. This information 
can improve health by providing 
insights into the causes and outcomes 
of disease, better drug targets for 
precision medicine, and enhanced 
disease prediction and prevention. 
But “Big Error” can plague Big 
Data. The combination of a strong 
epidemiological foundation, robust 
knowledge integration, principles 
of evidence-based medicine, and an 
expanded translation research agenda 
can put Big Data on the right course.
doi: 10.1126/science.aaa2709

SCIENCE COMMUNICATION

Fox CS, Bonaca MA, Ryan JJ, et al. 
A randomized trial of social media 
from Circulation. Circulation e-pub 
November 18, 2014
In order to determine whether social 
media exposure to original articles 
improves article impact metrics, the 
authors conducted a randomized 
trial of social media with a focus on 
short-term impact. Articles from 
Circulation were randomly assigned 
to be promoted through the official 
journal’s social media accounts 
(Facebook and Twitter feeds). The 
results showed that this social media 
strategy did not increase the number 
of times an article was viewed. 
doi:10.1161/
CIRCULATIONAHA.114.013509/-/
DC1

Kaiser J. U.S. to expand public access 
to clinical study results. Science 
2014;346(6213):1043
Two U.S. government proposals 
could expand the amount of data 
from clinical trials. A draft regulation 
from the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services would require 
companies sponsoring clinical trials 
to report summary results for drugs 
and devices that are never approved, 
not just for those that reach the 
market. And a proposed policy from 
the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) would expand the requirement 
¬- which now applies only to trials 
regulated by the Food and Drug 
Administration - to all trials funded 
by the health agency.

Owens B. Academia gets social. The 
Lancet 2014;384:1834-1835
The author examines the rise 
of academic social networking 
websites, such as Academia.edu and 
ResearchGate, and asks researchers 
how these sites are shaping their 
careers. These networks operate 
much like Facebook or LinkedIn: 
researchers upload their latest research 
publications, and discuss the technical 
aspects of their work. The number 
of papers and datasets uploaded is 

mounting at an exponential rate. The 
rapid feedback metrics on the number 
of views and downloads of the papers 
can help researchers decide where to 
focus their efforts.

Sumner P, Vivian-Griffiths S, Boivin 
J, et al. The association between 
exaggeration in health related 
science news and academic press 
releases: retrospective observational 
study. BMJ 2014;349:g7015
This article aims to identify the source 
(press releases or news) of distortions, 
exaggerations, or changes to the main 
conclusions drawn from research that 
could potentially influence a reader’s 
health-related behaviour. Findings 
show that exaggeration in news is 
strongly associated with exaggeration 
in press releases. Improving the 
accuracy of academic press releases 
could represent a key opportunity for 
reducing misleading health related 
news.
doi: 10.1136/bmj.g7015

Tsou A, Schickore J, Sugimoto CR. 
Unpublishable research: examining 
and organizing the “file drawer”. 
Learned Publishing 2014;27(4):253
This article explored through a survey 
what researchers perceive to be 
“unpublishable” research. The results 
suggested that there is a perceived 
gap in scholarly communication. In 
particular, there are several types of 
research besides negative results that 
are perceived to be unpublishable yet 
worthy of publication, and a great 
diversity within and across disciplines 
as to what constitutes “unpublishable” 
research.
doi: 10.1087/20140404
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