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From the editors’ desks

The elections for ordinary members 
of Council at the AGM meeting 
in Edinburgh have finished and 
EASE has a new Council (p111). 
The members are: Ana Marušić 
(President), Pippa Smart and Chris 
Sterken (Vice Presidents), Roderick 
Hunt (Treasurer), Paola De Castro, 
Shirin Heidari, Moira Hudson, 
Rachael Lammey, Duncan Nicholas, 
Elaine Seery, Ines Steffens and Sylwia 
Ufnalska. Congratulations! The 
editorial board has therefore lost 
Moira Hudson  and we thank her for 
all she has done for the journal over 
the past years and wish her all the 
best in her new position. We have 
appointed a new member for the 
Viewpoints and My life as an editor 
sections, Rhianna Goozée (p 106). We 
also thank the departing members of 
our International Advisory Board for 
three years of service and we will soon 
announce the new board members.

This issue brings an editorial in 
which the new EASE strategy is 
presented by our new president, Ana 
Marušić and vice president and chair 
of EASE strategy group, Pippa Smart 
(p 86). The original article is about 
the length of the peer review process, 

written by Omar Sabaj et al. (p 87) 
and in the essays section you can read 
interviews with John Tennant and 
Euan Adie about the power of social 
media, by Duncan Nicholson (p 91) 
and about ethics, by Behrooz Astaneh 
(p 94). There is also a viewpoint 
about translating titles from Marin 
Vodanovic (p 95) together with all the 
other regular sections. 

Council member, Sylwia Ufnalska, 
presents the new EASE Form for 
Authors (inside back cover), which 
facilitates the disclosure of conflict of 
interest and authors’ contributions. 
The form is freely available in the 
EASE Toolkit for Journal Editors 
(www.ease.org.uk/publications/
ease-toolkit-journal-editors). To help 
prevent scientific misconduct and 
improve the efficiency of scientific 
communication worldwide, the EASE 
Guidelines for Authors and Translators 
of Scientific Articles to be Published in 
English have been updated every year 
since 2010 and translated into more 
than 20 languages. This year’s update 
will be published soon (www.ease.org.
uk/publications/author-guidelines).

Ksenija Baždarić
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Editorial

I would like to use the opportunity of presenting the new EASE 
strategy to greet our members as the new EASE President. 
EASE was the first editorial association that I joined as a 
journal editor and where I learned my first professional skills as 
an editor. For more than twenty years I have been in and with 
EASE and have participated in its life and development into 
a respected and active association dedicated to the excellence 
and integrity of its profession. This is reflected in the new 
EASE logo – Excellence and Accountability in Science Editing 
– and is tightly woven in the three pillars of the EASE Strategy. 
I hope you will take this new journey with us to further 
increase the strength and impact of EASE in the research and 
publishing community in Europe and beyond. I am grateful to 
my colleagues from the new Council for dedicating some of 
their free time and much more of their enthusiasm to shape 
the future of our association and the profession. 

I thank the Council members who are stepping down for 
their hard work and dedication to EASE. Most of all, I thank 
Joan Marsh, who has led EASE for the last six years, shaped 
it into a vibrant and influential community, and guided it 
towards new strategic challenges. 

Ana Marušić
EASE President

EASE has been serving its editorial community membership 
for over 30 years and although feedback from members 
remains positive, in 2014 EASE Council felt that it was time 

to re-evaluate the association strategy. We formed a working 
group to identify the areas that we needed to address, and 
undertook both a survey of members and an investigation 
into the activities of other editorial associations around 
the world. With thanks to every member who took part in 
the member survey (and also those non-members who 
completed it), we discovered that members were generally 
happy with what we do, but that there are definitely 
areas where we need to improve our focus and activities.  
At the recent Council meeting and AGM we presented 
the results of our discussions and agreed on three strategic 
pillars that will underpin EASE strategy: improving global 
standards, raising the profile of science editors and supporting 
professional development. The table below shows the three 
pillars, where we plan to focus our existing activities and 
develop new ones, which will inform our strategy for the next 
few years.

Watch out for a fuller article reporting on our survey 
findings to be published in ESE (as long as it gets reviewer 
approval!) next year. We are really excited about moving this 
forward, and working groups will be continuing to address 
(1) membership and communication, (2) training and 
certification and (3) research – the three areas that we want 
to develop and improve. If you have any suggestions for us we 
would love to hear from you! 

Pippa Smart
Chair, EASE Strategy Group

New EASE Council and strategy 2015

Improve global standards Raise the profile of science editors Support professional development

	Provide expertise
	 Training, professional advice and 

guidance
	Provide endorsement

	 Support relevant non-EASE 
initiatives

	Provide representation
	 At international discussions, eg 

HIFA
	Provide participation/consultation

	 Collaborative projects
	 Provide speakers for relevant 

meetings
	Undertake research

	 In partnership with other 
organizations

	Publish good practice advice and 
recommendations
	 Issue guidelines
	 Journal and Handbook 

	Share and promote research and good 
practice advice
	 The EASE conference and other 

meetings

	Participate in editorial and publishing 
initiatives
	 With other editorial associations
	 In and lead non-EASE projects 

and initiatives
	Advocate on behalf of editors

	 Issue responses to international 
statements and guidelines

	 Provide skills and knowledge 
recognition for members

	Promote the skills and knowledge of 
EASE members 
	 Member profiles on the website

	Publish research and information on 
editing
	 Journal and Handbook 

	Provide and share resources
	 Guidelines and advice 
	 Journal and Handbook 

	Provide networking and learning 
opportunities
	 EASE conference, workshops and 

other meetings
	 Email and social media 

communication
	 Regional Chapters of EASE

	Provide skills and knowledge 
recognition for members
	 Certification and member 

profiles
	Increase access to training

	 EASE workshops and third-party 
opportunities
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Abstract
Aim: To investigate the relationship between time taken for 
peer review, publication decision, and level of agreement 
among reviewers.

Methods: The average time for eight stages of the peer 
review process was estimated for 369 peer review processes 
of three international Chilean journals published in Spanish 
in the fields of the humanities, engineering and university 
teaching. According to the combination of recommendations 
made by reviewers, each process was classified as having total, 
partial or low agreement. Data for each stage were grouped 
according to level of agreement and decision type.

Results: Total peer review time was greater for articles 
that were accepted. For all three of the journals examined, 
publication period was the longest stage, and time taken 
to select referees was longest for the humanities journal. 
Partial agreement between reviewers was related to longer 
publication times in the university teaching journal, while 
there was no relationship between reviewer agreement and 
publication time in the engineering journal. 

Conclusions: Duration of the peer review process was 
related to decision type. Relationship between level of 
agreement between reviewers and the duration of the various 
stages of the publication process was found to vary between 
disciplines. 

Keywords
Peer review, publication decision, reviewer agreement, time

Introduction
Peer review of research articles is a means of controlling and 
coordinating the generation and dissemination of scientific 
knowledge. The significance of peer review for promotion, 
tenure-track and funding, among other key elements in 
academic and scientific life, is unquestionable. Acceptance 
and rejection rates,1,2,3 and the level of agreement among 
reviewers4,5,6 are two of the most studied variables of the peer 
review process.

ICMJE and other editorial organizations highlight the 
importance of ensuring timely peer review.7,8 Given the 
importance of disseminating new information and the high 
pressure to publish, several researchers of the peer review 
process9,10 argue that time is a key element in understanding 

how scientific knowledge is produced, validated and 
disseminated. Time taken to complete the peer review 
process is difficult to measure due to a lack of data showing 
the different stages of the process, the time taken to select 
reviewers, or the exact time required for revision. 

Over the last few decades, several studies of the duration 
of the peer review process have been conducted, primarily 
among English language journals in the medical sciences.11–15 
Although some of these studies have linked duration of the 
peer review process with publication outcome,1,3,13 no data 
are available regarding the association between duration 
of peer review and agreement between the reviewers. 
The research reported here aimed to relate duration of 
peer review with type of decision (rejection, acceptance, 
withdrawal) and level of agreement among reviewers.

Methods
Data included total number of submissions (2008–2012) 
to three international Spanish-language journals edited in 
Chile: Onomázein, Formación Universitaria and Información 
Tecnológica. A total of 369 peer review processes were 
documented: 78 (21.14%) from Onomázein, 79 (21.41%) from 
Formación Universitaria and 212 (57.45%) from Información 
Tecnológica. Each process included two reports containing the 
reviewers’ recommendations (total of 738 reports).

Onomázein (www.onomazein.net), published twice a 
year, specializes in the humanities (linguistics and similar 
areas of study). It has an average of 12 articles per issue 
and is edited by Pontifical Catholic University of Chile 
using a double-blind review process. All publication costs 
are assumed by the publisher. Formación Universitaria 
(www.citrevistas.cl/a1-formacion.htm) specializes in topics 
related to teaching at the university level while Información 
Tecnológica (www.citrevistas.cl/a1.htm) publishes articles 
in engineering and related disciplines. Both are published 
bi-monthly (six issues per year). Formación Universitaria 
contains five articles per issue and Información Tecnológica 
between 12 and 16; both employ a single-blind review 
process. All publication costs for these two journals are 
covered by the authors. The editors of these two journals 
initiate selection of reviewers immediately upon manuscript 
receipt. Once payment of publication fees have been verified, 
the editors send the manuscript to the reviewers (this process 

Relationship between the duration of peer-review, publication decision, and 
agreement among reviewers in three Chilean journals
Omar Sabaj
Universidad de La Serena, La Serena, Chile. Prodicyt, Centro de Investigación, La Serena, Chile; omarsabaj@userena.cl
José O. Valderrama
Universidad de La Serena, La Serena, Chile. Centro de Información Tecnológica, La Serena, Chile; jvalderr@userena.cl 
Carlos González-Vergara
Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile, Santiago, Chile. Prodicyt, Centro de Investigación, La Serena, Chile; cgonzalv@uc.cl
Álvaro Pina-Stranger
CREM, Université de Rennes 1, Rennes, Francia. Prodicyt, Centro de Investigación, La Serena, Chile; alvaro.pina-stranger@
univ-rennes1.fr

Original articles
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can take around 3 days). In practice, reviewer selection date 
coincides with the official start of the review process. 

Input data for this study were: (a) manuscript reception 
date, (b) dates of dispatch to the first and second reviewer, 
(c) dates of reviewer responses, (d) recommendations of the 
reviewers, (e) final decision by the editor, (f) date of article 
withdrawal by the authors, (g) decision notification date, 
and (h) publication date of accepted articles. Final editorial 
decision and number of withdrawn articles (regardless of 
reviewers’ recommendations) were taken into consideration 
in calculating acceptance and rejection rates. 

During our study period (2008–2012) Onomázein offered 
reviewers four options to qualify a manuscript: accept 
without modification; accept with minor revision; accept 
with major revision; and reject. Información Tecnológica 
and Formación Universitaria offered three options: accept 
with minor revision; accept with major revision; and reject. 
Because of these differences in recommendation options, 
a qualitative measure that classifies levels of agreement 
between reviewers was included: total (reviewers agree 
exactly in their recommendations); low (recommendations 
were diametrically opposed); and partial (all other cases). 
Operational definitions of the time periods involved in the 
peer review process are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Operational definitions of time periods involved in 
peer review process.

Time period Definition
Editor 1) Reviewer 

selection 
Time elapsed from reception of the 
article to dispatch of the same to 
the last of the reviewers

Editor 2) Notification Time elapsed from the response 
of the last reviewer to the 
communication of the results to 
the author

Editor 3) Publication Time elapsed from notification to 
publication (for accepted articles)

Editor 4) Editorial 
time subtotal

For accepted papers: time periods 
1+2+3
For rejected papers: time periods 
1+2

Reviewer 5) Total 
review time

The maximum time elapsed from 
the reception of the article by the 
first reviewer to the response of the 
last one

Editor + 
Reviewer

6) Response 
to author time

Time elapsed from the reception of 
the article to the notification of the 
author: time periods 1+2+5

Reviewer 7) Average 
review time

Average duration of the reviews by 
first and second reviewers

E +R + 
Author

8) Total time Time periods 4+5

Continuous data were presented as mean ± standard 
deviation. As data were not normally distributed 
(Kolmogorov–Smirnov Test, α= 5%), the Kruskal–Wallis Test 
was used to determine possible significant differences in time 
between total, partial and low agreement between reviewers 

for each journal. Multiple comparison test (kruskalmc) with 
Bonferroni adjustment was used to identify which values 
were significantly different (available in R software v.3.2.2).

Results
Duration of peer review according to decision type
Duration of the different stages of the peer review process 
and indicators of cumulated time according to publication 
decision category are shown in Table 2. Reviewer selection 
time for Onomázein was 147 days on average, regardless of 
decision type. Reviewer selection times were shorter for 
Formación Universitaria and Información Tecnológica. 

Notification time varied between the three journals, from 
a minimum of 4 days to a maximum of 31 days. Although 
Onomázein had the shortest time to notify the author of a 
rejected manuscript (4 days), it had the highest value for 
withdrawn manuscripts (31 days). Información Tecnológica 
had the longest time for communicating acceptance (28 days). 

Duration of peer review according to level of agreement 
between reviewers
The longest peer review times for Onomázein corresponded 
to examples with low reviewer agreement, whereas shorter 
and intermediate times belonged to processes for which 
reviewers’ judgements coincided exactly or partially (Table 3). 

For Formación Universitaria, the longest times for the 
majority of stages (6 out of 8) corresponded to those processes 
in which agreement was partial, whereas duration was 
intermediate for stages in which there was total agreement, 
and shortest for those with low agreement. 

In half of the cases, Información Tecnológica followed the 
same pattern as Onomázein: low agreement was related to 
the longest periods. For editorial time subtotal, processes 
for which there was low agreement exhibited a significant 
difference (p<0.001) from those processes with total and 
partial agreement.

Discussion
In our study, the editorial time subtotal, which corresponds 
to the total time that the editor had the manuscript in her/
his possession showed that firstly,  accepted articles took the 
most time, as publication stage was included in the total. 
Secondly, the difference in editorial time subtotal between 
accepted and rejected/withdrawn articles was quite clear 
for Formación Universitaria and Información Tecnológica, 
unlike Onomázein, for which the difference between 
accepted and rejected articles was 37 days. 

Data for total review time showed that Formación 
Universitaria and Información Tecnológica have rapid 
evaluations (around 1 month), with little  difference in 
total review time according to decision type. In the case of 
Onomázein, however, there was a 21-day difference between 
articles that are ultimately rejected and those that are 
accepted (87 vs. 66 days). This is true also for average review 
time (item 7 in Table 2), with Formación Universitaria at 
around 20 days, Información Tecnológica at around 30 days 
and Onomázein, up to almost 2 months.

As Azar12 points out, for an author, the time taken to 
send a response is the most important stage as the future of 
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the manuscript strongly depends on it. Onomázein took 
considerable time, ranging from 176 days for accepted articles 
to 306 days for those rejected. In contrast, and concordant with 
lower review times, Formación Universitaria and Información 
Tecnológica had much shorter response times (44—64 days), 
with Formación Universitaria being the fastest (within 40 days) 

Total processing time for Onomázein was 12 days less than 
that for Información Tecnológica, the slowest journal, with a 
total processing time for accepted articles of 322 days (11 
months). However, in contrast with the other two journals 
there was little difference in time to publication or rejection 
in Onomázein, the authors of rejected articles waiting 16 days 
less than those of accepted manuscripts to be informed of 
a final decision. In other words, the editor takes about the 
same length of time to publish one article as he or she does to 
reject another. Processing accepted articles faster than those 
that are rejected or withdrawn is quite a challenge, because 
the editor is unable to reach any publication decision without 
sight of the results.

These data highlight the amount of time that an editor 
needs to keep a journal running. Of the three  journals  
Formación Universitaria had the shortest times for overall 
publication and for all of the stages –  authors wait about 5 
months to see their work published, while they can expect to 
receive a rejection notice in a month.

Total time for the peer review process is an important 
indicator of a journal’s capacity to process articles. The values 
reported for the slowest journal in this study (Información 
Tecnológica = 334 days) were lower than the average total 
time (365 days) reported by Björk and Solomon.11 In two of 
the journals analysed here a low level of agreement among 
reviewers was related to a longer total time.

As the publication stage (valid only for accepted articles) 
took up the longest time in the whole process, our first 
conclusion is that, from submission to publication, accepted 
articles always take more time than rejected ones. According 
to Björk and Solomon,11 the publication stage takes up 
around half of the total processing time, ie, time between 
initial submission to first decision is approximately the same 
as time from first decision to publication. In our study, one 
of the journals had similar times (45.3% for Onomázein, ie 
146 of a total of 322 days; SD = 8.9), but for the other two 

journals, publication stage took longer (77.1% for Formación 
Universitaria, ie 125 of a total of 162 days, SD = 5.7; and 
89.2% for Información Tecnológica, ie 298 of a total of 334 
days, SD=5.6).This relatively longer time needed for the 
publication stage is due to the often fixed number of articles 
published per issue and the increasing number of manuscripts 
processed by each journal. A longer publication stage could 
be related to a low level of agreement among reviewers.

Regarding response to author time, Onomázein showed a 
pattern similar to that reported by Bjork and Solomon11 (192 
days), although only for accepted (176 days) or in-process 
articles with total reviewer agreement (191 days). Data for 
the other two journals were very close to those reported by 
Bornmann and Daniel15 but lower than those reported by 
Gupta1. In one journal, response to author time was related 
to reviewer agreement, and in the other two the slowest 
response time appeared in processes in which reviewers 
agreed partially. As mentioned above,13 response to the 
author is a key element in improving the peer review process. 

Average review time reflects the reviewer’s dedication 
to the peer review process. Data showed that Información 
Tecnológica and Formación Universitaria reviewers were 
fairly quick, with mean values close to 1 month, as reported 
by Kljaković-Gaspić et al.14 In Onomázein this value was 
doubled, yet still 1 month less than the average review 
time reported by Lyman.12 It is interesting to note that no 
significant differences regarding the decision type or the level 
of agreement among reviewers were found during this stage.

Due to the complexity of peer review, further evidence 
might be necessary to strengthen the conclusions of this 
study, eg the inclusion of comparable data from journals 
published in other languages. Our results, however, provide 
some insight into the process through which scientific 
knowledge is constructed and disseminated, and can be 
useful to editors interested in analysing and improving their 
editorial practices.

Agreement among reviewers affects the duration of most 
stages of the publication process. When agreement among 
reviewers is partial or low, the editor needs more time to 
make a decision, which slows the overall process. In our study, 
this relationship is prominent in the humanities and higher 
education teaching journals, but not in the engineering journal.

 

�̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔 �̅�𝐱 𝛔𝛔

N, number of cases for each journal and subgroup; A, accepted; R, rejected; W, withdrawn; x=average; σ=standard deviation.                                                     
White cell, shortest time within each journal; light grey cell, intermediate time within each journal; dark grey cell, longest time within 
each journal.

Table 2. Average duration (days) of the different stages of the peer review process and indicators of cumulated time 
according to decision type.
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Based on the observation of other variables that were not 
considered in other studies, ie reviewer selection time and 
notification time, other conclusions can be reached. The 
reviewer selection time was quite long for the humanities 
journal and very short for those in the other two fields, which 
could be explained by the high degree of specialization and 
lack of time of potential reviewers, but also by the different 
business models of the journals. 

Editors could profit from these data to improve their 
practices in specific ways. An efficient journal should focus 
on improving two of the time indicators of the overall process: 
response to author time and total time. If a journal has a long 
response to author time, the editor could improve reviewer 
selection time by creating and maintaining a database of 
potential reviewers or by asking authors to recommend 
them, cautioning competing interests. In contrast, if a journal 
has long overall processing times, a publication  backlog will 
result, caused mainly by  the duration of the publication 
stage, which takes up most time in the majority of  journals. 
Editors of such journals could improve efficiency by having 
a flexible number of articles per issue or by increasing the 
number of issues per year. 
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few scientists appear to be in favour of adopting it, are we 
hearing so much about it at the moment?

Ian Rowlands of the Centre for Information Behaviour 
and the Evaluation of Research (CIBER) led an ALPSP 
study6 analysing the responses of nearly two thousand 
researchers who regularly use social media. They identified 
seven stages of the research process in which social 
media played a significant role; “identifying research 
opportunities, finding collaborators, securing support, 
reviewing the literature, collecting research data, analysing 
research data, disseminating findings, and finally managing 
the research process.” The authors concluded that “The 
three most popular social media tools in a research setting 
are those for collaborative authoring, conferencing, and 
scheduling meetings.”

A substantial amount of scholarly social media activity 
involves researchers circulating and discussing articles with 
peers and their wider social networks. This circulation of 
scientific output is most effective with papers that are free 
to read, as no paywalls hinder the proliferation of readers 
and resulting social commentary. Open Access journal’s 
sites like PLoS, F1000 Research and PeerJ feature integrated 
sharing buttons for authors to announce their articles. 
Subscription titles of traditional publishers often include a 
number of free-to-read eprints which authors may circulate 
however they see fit, with one recommendation being “use 
social media”7.

Palaeontologist Jon Tennant 
was interviewed for the purpose 
of writing this article. His Twitter 
account @protohedgehog has 
6,855 followers and he has 
published 57,800 tweets, at the 
time of writing. He is, in social 
media parlance, a ‘power user’, a 
PLoS Paleo Community Editor, 
European Geosciences Union 
blogger, and advocate of science 
communication and open 

access. Tennant comments on the pressures on academia 
to consider the readership of their work, by saying: “Of 
pretty much every kind of career sphere out there, scientists 
are the only ones consistently slammed for not making their 
work more publically accessible. So there’s this call to increase 
access to research for the good of the public, but we’re still not 
changing papers to be written in a way in which they can be 
consumed more easily.”

One of the influences driving the open access movement 
are mandated policies such as the Research Councils UK 
policy on European projects8. This requires researchers 
to publish government funded research in an open access 
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Social media sites such as Twitter and Facebook, blogging 
networks and forums like Reddit1 are increasingly serving 
the scientific community as active venues for the discussion 
and dissemination of scholarly research2.

The evolution of scholarly communication over social 
media has gone hand-in-hand with the rise of open access, 
and vice versa. Networking sites facilitate the dissemination 
of freely available research, and create a way in which 
narrative and discourse can develop around scholarly 
output1. As a post propagates across user’s feeds, it is able 
to quickly find audiences who would not otherwise have 
discovered it, enabling a form of research community to 
develop that is more inclusive, and more agile than the 
formal structures of traditional academia.

A 2015 special issue of Aslib Journal of Information 
Management3 features research into social media uptake 
and motivation in academia. The editorial of the issue cites 
several papers which found “Twitter use for academics is 
around 10 percent”, but concludes that “uptake varies among 
fields and by demographic characteristics (eg gender, age)”. 
The 10% cited represents a very small proportion of the 
community when compared to the use of social media in 
the general population, which a 2015 study by Duggan et al4 
suggests may be around 70-80%.  Barteau et al found 60% 
of surveyed researchers used traditional forms of media for 
work, but 40% said they would never use Twitter for the 
same purpose5. This leaves 60% who were either positively 
or ambivalently disposed, however, compared to the general 
population, 40% shows a large degree of assertive resistance 
to engagement. 

So social media use appears to be dismissed amongst 
the majority of scientists. But what of those who do use 
it? Who are they? How are they using it? And why, if so 
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form, for the benefit of public knowledge. In his comments 
above, Tennant alludes to the discrepancy between the 
specificity of language used in academic research, and 
unrestricted access to scientific output that open access 
strives to achieve. The popularity of science among the 
general population can be considered reasonably great, by 
measuring it with the traffic to websites such as IFLScience, 
that currently has almost 22 million Facebook ‘likes’ and 
172,000 Twitter followers9, or HowStuffWorks, with 40 
million unique visitors and nearly 10 million podcast 
downloads a month10. Both these sites feature articles on 
developments in science in a way that is easily accessible, 
through shareable multimedia such as slideshows, audio or 
video presentations. However, these sites also link directly 
to source articles, serving as a bridge between academia and 
the public.

Tennant describes his experience of the social media 
effect on the readership of his articles: “I can probably say 
that social media has vastly increased the readership for my 
work. I only started publishing in academic journals last 
year, and my citation count is still very low, but irrespective 
of that, I am still getting thousands of hits on every page, and 
hundreds of downloads which suggests to me that although 
academics aren’t necessarily using my research, I am still 
getting used by a broader audience, which I assume comes 
through social media.”

Before an article is published there is the peer review 
process to consider, and whether social media plays any 
part. Tennant comments on the real-time reviewing of 
articles over social media: “The traditional model of peer 
review is still very much alive and kicking…I don’t see social 
media or any other social revolution as necessarily replacing 
that peer review process, but more being like an additional 
layer to it.”

So, peer review of a kind takes place over social media, 
restricted to the form of post-publication responses, and 
there appears to be little evidence, anecdotal or empirical, 
of papers being circulated for formal peer review through 
networking sites. Some journals do incorporate an open 
commentary system into the version of record, and as 
Tennant suggests, there would be benefits to formally 
capturing pre-publication peer review. “If you publish with 
PeerJ, or F1000 Research, there’s a comments system there, 
but it is not used for social media. What I would like to see 
at some point in the future is social media integrated into the 
traditional sites we have, and somehow even fed into the pdf 
at the bottom, then we will start to see more interesting forms 
of peer review”.

Euan Adie, founder of the 
Altmetric internet analytics-tool 
was interviewed for this article, 
and he agrees with Tennant on 
the subject of harnessing these 
forms of review: “I’m keen to 
see if post publication review will 
ever become widespread. There 
are some major blockers to it at 
the moment; you don’t get credit 
for reviews and it’s difficult to tell 

the suitability or reputation of a reviewer easily. This is what 
journal editors are good at. It’s a bit funny that everybody 
is afraid of putting names to traditional peer review and of 
anonymous online review on places like PubPeer... perhaps 
the difference is that there’s an editor picking the people 
behind the traditional reviews”

A question to ask of the social media commentary of 
published articles is; can the public discourse have any 
effect on the research itself? Or, is it possible for it to be 
ignored since it exists outside of the traditional academic 
framework? Adie says “Absolutely, think of older work like 
the arsenic life articles in Science and the work that Rosie 
Redfield and others did on social media11”, referring to the 
2010 article published in Science titled A Bacterium That 
Can Grow by Using Arsenic Instead of Phosphorus written 
by Wolfe-Simon12 and a group of researchers who were 
criticised across blogs, social media and news outlets 
for poorly reported research. The article caused such 
controversy that two papers were published by Science 
to compensate, but the original article itself was never 
retracted13.

Prior to peer-review is the submission process. Tenant 
says that social media has not necessarily influenced any of 
his decisions around choosing which particular journal to 
submit to, but it has played a significant role in determining 
the types of journal he supports: “When I started to engage 
with social media about four years ago, I began to learn about 
the issues around open access and how this can affect decisions 
of where to publish and the advantages of open access versus 
non-open access, and getting the maximum exposure for your 
work in a way that is ethically sound, in research. It hadn’t 
even occurred to me really that there was this issue where 
science wasn’t available to everyone. Through social media 
I’ve learned about OA, and over the last few years I’ve been 
campaigning almost every day for researchers to support OA, 
to advocate OA, and to publish OA.”

In writing articles for submission, there are an increasing 
number of instances where social media has crowd-sourced 
data collection and analysis, to help produce research and 
reports. An example of this, is the Wellcome Trust research, 
which published details of its open access spending in a 
Google Doc and crowd sourced the tidying, enrichment 
and analysis of it.14 The raw data within Twitter itself has 
also been harnessed for research purposes, with almost 600 
studies using the status updates of Twitter users as their 
primary data source15

In response to the developing narratives and life-cycles 
of articles around the internet, several alternative metrics 
have been developed to capture this activity and create 
something of tangible value from otherwise ephemeral 
web presence16. Adie says that his social media activity tool 
captures “around twenty five thousand tweets containing 
a link to published research each day on Twitter; that’s not 
including a far larger volume of people tweeting about science 
news stories, blog posts and so on”.

Altmetric was founded in 2011, with Plum Analytics and 
ImpactStory launched shortly after in 2012. These sites are 
web-based applications which record the activity of journal 
articles across five core engagement ‘types’17: These forms of Euan Adie
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engagement are garnering a lot of attention, as publishers 
and research assessment agencies attempt to employ them 
as tools to judge the worth of papers, or the people who 
write them. On this subject, Adie says: “I don’t think you 
can use social media metrics to judge quality. The closest you 
might want to get is using them to flag up discussion around 
a paper; to see if it’s controversial in some way, or to see other 
people talk about an aspect of the paper you’d maybe missed.”

On the Higher Education Funding Council for England 
(HEFCE) Review18 of methods of research assessment 
measurement, published in July 2015, Adie says: “My take 
on it is that it points out that metrics shouldn’t be used by 
themselves but could potentially be useful in conjunction 
with expert judgement. The HEFCE review doesn’t look at 
social media activity in terms of attention, rather they are 
focused on quality and impact, and it’s worth bearing in mind 
that all these are separate things. Attention is not a measure 
of quality or of impact, just like quality is not a measure of 
how much attention or impact something may have. They’re 
correlated in all sorts of interesting ways but you can’t shortcut 
assessment of two of them by just doing one.”

Tennant concluded the interview with an insightful and 
proactive suggestion for the development he would like to 
see researchers take in the future, with regards to the central 
themes of this article;  social media, science, assessment and 
communication: “What we need to do is move away from 
these poor man’s criteria for assessment, that can benefit those 
who are already established in their careers, and move to a 
way in which we assess academics for their ability, willingness 
and skills in being open, transparent as researchers and 
more effective as communicators who are aware of how their 
research is being used. More effective communication is really 
where we need to be going with this stuff.  There are so many 
bright academics who are moving this way already; that’s 
what we need to shoot for I think. Metrics will play a role in 
that, and social media will be at the forefront of that. 

As a research community we are in the era of digital 
communications, and it’s just a matter of embracing that and 
utilising it to its full potential. Then hopefully we’ll be able to 
see this more democratic way of doing science, this greater 
understanding of knowledge a more informed society, and see 
this more engaged society, a more scientific society.”

This article has highlighted a range of examples which 
demonstrate that social media can be used as an effective 
tool for science communication. The efficacy of social 
media as a system for dissemination, discussion, and 
curation of research may increase as researchers become 
more adept with its uses, and adoption of networking sites 
becomes more widespread.  As use of social media becomes 
more engrained, so too may the methods of Altmetrics 
become more refined and useful in suitably measuring 
the presence of research around the internet. Social media 
has been thoroughly adopted by the general community 
on a wide and deeply established scale. If science seeks to 
engage with this community, then it may need to adapt its 
communication methods to suit the audience.
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Abstract
No research can be published in medical journals without 
considering ethical issues, no matter what the research 
question, how robust the methodology, how important the 
results, or how fascinating the language. An unanswered 
question is whether ethics is an absolute universal issue 
with similar meaning in different parts of the world, or 
circumstances such as law, culture, and resources can 
change its interpretation?
Keywords: Ethics, medical publishing, guidelines

 
Medical research and publishing have always involved 
ethical considerations and raised ethical issues. Ethics is 
particularly important in medical research because ignoring 
it may put human health and even lives in danger. The 
same is true for animal studies. A number of international 
editorial organisations have been established, stressing the 
importance of adhering to standard ethical guidelines in 
designing, performing and reporting medical research. One 
of the organisations is the Committee on Publication Ethics 
(COPE), whose Code of Conduct for Editors, Reviewers, 
and Publishers has been adapted and used all over the 
world1.

Medical editors worldwide have been trained to assess 
submitted manuscripts based on the originality of the 
research question, the validity of the methodology used to 
answer that question, the integrity of the obtained results, 
and the fairness and balance of the conclusions. However, 
all these elements should be assessed along with adherence 
to ethical standards. In other words, ethics is not a luxury 
but a necessity. No research can be published in medical 
journals without considering ethical issues, no matter what 
the research question, how robust the methodology, how 
important the results, or how fascinating the language2.

But what does ethics mean exactly? Are ethical 
principles universal and apply equally all over the world, or 
does their interpretation and application differ depending 
on circumstances and human judgment? I believe that 
different societies and communities interpret the principles 
differently. This means, in addition to intentional wrong-
doing and lack of knowledge, there is a third reason for 
ethical misconduct, which is misinterpretation.

Standard ethical guidelines have been established by 
societies with sufficient resources and stable communities. 
In other communities where the meanings of “life”, 
“security”, and “promotion” are totally different, why should 
we expect “ethics” to be an exception? Culture, resources, 
and even politics can affect ethical approaches in different 
countries and can redefine the meaning of ethics.

Regarding culture for example, some developing, 
many Eastern, and almost all Muslim countries highly 
value respect for the elders and seniors. Seniors in such 
communities act as mentors rather than the usual professors, 
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heads of projects, or research supervisors. They believe 
that their name should be added to the list of authors of 
any manuscript written by their student (mentee) because 
the mentees owe their knowledge to their mentors. So 
they do not believe themselves as “guest authors” but the 
“owners” of whatever knowledge has been transferred to the 
brain of their students, which has ultimately been shaped 
as a manuscript. Based on assumptions such as this, many 
seniors believe that omitting their name from the authors 
list is “unethical”. In other words, even though their assumed 
authorship may not comply with western standards, they 
firmly believe their behaviour is ethical3. Another cultural 
issue in such societies is the “Culture of Compliments”. It is 
very hard to say “NO” to friends, colleagues, and relatives4. 
In societies where familial and tribal relations override 
orders and regulations, any breach of this old tradition is 
considered unethical.

Constraints on resources in many countries may also 
lead to unethical behaviour. Laboratory kits are used 
in many medical studies. High standard kits are mostly 
manufactured by factories located in western countries. In 
many low-resource or sanctioned countries, researchers 
may not have access to expensive kits that would ensure 
the necessary robustness of results. Academic pressure 
however, forces some researchers to perform their studies 
with insufficient means and produce the so called “sloppy” 
science. The other bad choice for such researchers is 
to manipulate insufficient data, usually by multiplying 
results. It is unethical to perform research with insufficient 
laboratory kits and then multiply the insufficient findings, 
but these researchers believe they have every moral right 
to stay present in literature. I have heard some regional 
researchers comment on whether it is ethical to produce 
sloppy science as follows: “Yes, because I cannot change 
my country’s economy but I still have the right to live and 
promote myself ”. Such responses show how the human brain 
may rationalise wrong-doing in sophisticated situations.  

Politics and international relations can also affect the 
way we interpret ethical issues. Iran has been under the 
US and EU sanctions for many years. Misreading the 
regulations issued by the sanctioning countries5, some 
journal editors rejected papers by authors based in Iran, 
even though most ethical guidelines say that no manuscript 
can be rejected on the grounds of race, sex, culture, and 
origin of the authors. In other words, they face a dilemma 
whether to observe one code of conduct (which is standard 
ethical guidelines) or “law”, however distasteful they may 
find it. The key issue here is whether “law” is above “ethics” 
or the other way around. However, while ethics might be 
interpreted differently by the “editors” and “publishers” as 
gatekeepers of science, how can we expect that researchers 
should all observe ethical guidelines? Some may even have 
their own version of ethics; for example, double submission 
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can save time in case of rejection for the “unethical” reasons 
mentioned above. “Sloppy science” is a logical consequence 
of placing scientists between the anvil of limitations caused 
by international policies and sanctions and the hammer of 
the pressure to publish. In such conditions, it is only human 
to rationalise and twist one’s own perception of an unethical 
act as an ethical one, thus blurring the distinction between 
the two. 
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The title and the abstract are considered the two most important 
parts of a scientific paper, having great influence on the reader’s 
first impression and their decision to read further1. Jacques 
and Sebire showed that the construction of an article title has a 
significant impact on how frequently the paper is cited2. Paiva 
et al. found that short titles presenting results or conclusions 
were independently associated with higher citation counts3. 
The EASE guidelines give the same recommendations about 
how an ideal title should sound: unambiguous, understandable 
to specialists in other fields, reflect the content of the article 
and it should be specific, not general or vague4.

The importance of structure, length and informativeness 
of the title is well known, but what about translation of titles 
to local languages? There could be three points of view: local 
reader’s point of view, the global reader’s point of view and 
the publisher’s point of view. From the local reader’s point of 
view, titles of scientific papers translated into their language 
might be useful, but surely this is not crucial for further 
reading – especially if translation of rest of the paper is 
missing. From the global reader’s point of view, translation of 
the title into local languages is of little importance. From the 
publisher’s point of view, translating titles into local languages 
is a complex issue, requiring comprehensive analysis and 
broad interpretation in light of the aims and scopes of each 
journal. In general, translation of titles into local language 
forces science editors and translators to develop scientific 
and professional terminology in their native language, 
which is very important in fast-changing and developing 
scientific fields that use a growing number of new terms. 
But it must be carefully done to avoid the trap of inaccurate 
and inadequate translations which can cause more damage 
than benefit. Careful translation of titles is time-consuming 
and hard to organise, and the only proper way of obtaining 
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high-quality translations of new terms is a close cooperation 
between local language experts and scientific editors and 
translators. Translating titles and abstracts is usually not 
enough to preserve and develop scientific terminology in the 
local language. For greater impact, full-text papers should be 
translated into local languages. Unfortunately, this increases 
the costs of publishing, which is unacceptable for a majority of 
journals especially in this time of limited financial possibilities. 
Publication of bilingual journals (ie in English and a local 
language) should be supported by scientific authorities in 
non-English-speaking countries.

The English language has become the lingua franca of 
science. This makes scientific communication easier and 
faster, but has a potentially irreversible adverse influence 
on scientific terminology in local languages, which could 
potentially disappear altogether. In my opinion, this should 
be avoided. Publishers have an opportunity and responsibility 
to prevent this by supporting translation of scientific content 
into local languages. It is a challenge for authors, publishers, 
readers and the whole community. 
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Looking for the venue for the Council meeting in Edinburgh. 
From the left: Dalibora Behmen, Elaine Seery, Rod Hunt and 
Ana Marušić

The Annual General Meeting of the Company was held 
on 28 September at the John McIntyre Conference Centre, 
University of Edinburgh, UK, attended by 23 members and 
one non-member.

As President, I presented my final report on activities 
since the previous AGM in June 2014. The full version of 
my report is available on the EASE website. Some of the 
activities were covered in my Editorial in the August issue 
of ESE or in earlier issues, so I have omitted them here. 

The main event was the very successful EASE conference 
hosted by the School of Medicine, University of Split, 
Croatia. I was delighted to invite my undergraduate 
supervisor, Sir Tim Hunt, to open the conference with 
a thought provoking talk on what science is about. The 
excellent programme was enjoyed by 106 attendees from 
27 countries. Two EASE/Korean Council of Science Editors 
bursaries were awarded to Jibril Habuleh, Somaliland, and 
Isaac Katona, Uganda, who are using the knowledge gained 
to help raise editorial standards in their own countries. 

Armen Gasparyan’s contract as Chief Editor of European 
Science Editing expired at the end of 2014. EASE gratefully 
acknowledges Armen’s contributions to the development 
of European Science Editing, particularly his success in 
increasing the visibility of the journal. The position was 
advertised in September 2014: four applications were 
received and Ksenija Baždarić, a senior research fellow in 
the Department of Medical Informatics from the School 
of Medicine at the University of Rijeka, Croatia, was 
appointed. Ksenija presented her report, introducing three 
new members of the Editorial Board: Dado Čakalo, Hannah 
Cagney and Hrvoje Jakovac. An exciting development 
is that since May 2015, all research articles in the journal 
are freely available from the time of publication. We hope 

this will encourage more authors to submit their research 
to European Science Editing, which is ranked in the third 
quartile of journals in communication by Scopus. Ksenija 
has launched a Twitter account for European Science Editing 
with 115 followers. European Science Editing is included in 
the HINARI, AGORA, OARE and ARDI programmes of 
Research4Life, which means that its contents are available to 
researchers and editors in low and middle income countries. 

Elaine Seery and Silvia Maina continue to manage the 
website. Elaine, who was co-opted as a full member of Council 
during the year, also manages the LinkedIn group, which has 
665 members. Our Twitter account is run by Jemma Lough 
and has 565 followers. Cristina Vasiliu is in charge of the 
EASE Facebook group, which has 327 members. 

The Regional Chapter programme continues. The Italian 
Chapter has met several times in Rome to discuss the role 
of journal editors and editorship in Italy. It is conducting 
a small survey to investigate the landscape for scientific 
editing in Italy in the field of biomedicine, focusing on 
commercial editors. The Russian Chapter has met twice. 
The Croatian Chapter has endorsed the Summer School in 
Scientific Communication held at the University of Split, 
Croatia.

Several members of EASE have organized or participated 
in training courses, representing EASE, notably Paola De 
Castro in Italy, Ethiopia, Bolivia and Peru. Sylwia Ufnalska 
has conducted two workshops for Polish researchers on 
scientific writing, in collaboration with John Wiley & Sons, 
and gave a lecture to Polish science editors in Warsaw 
during a seminar entitled “Increasing the quality and 
visibility of scholarly journals”. Eva Baranyiová uses EASE 
materials in her regular lectures in courses organized by the 
Czech Academy of Sciences for PhD students. Izet Masic 
has continued to promote EASE at workshops and through 
medical informatics journals. 

Hervé Maisonneuve presented a template form for 
retractions at the World Congress on Research Integrity, 
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. 

Chris Sterken has represented EASE on the UNCOVER 
programme on publication bias, at the European Forum of 
Independent Professionals, and as a member of the Advisory 
Board of Atomium Culture, which is an inter-sectorial 
platform promoting knowledge sharing on issues regarding 
the development of a European knowledge society.

EASE has formally supported the AllTrials campaign: 
Sylwia Ufnalska compiled and submitted our official 
response. The aim is to increase the accountability and 
availability of results from clinical trials. EASE signed the 
Lyon declaration, an advocacy document that will be used 
to influence the content of the United Nations post-2015 
development agenda. EASE remains a HIFA supporting 
organization, represented by Paola DeCastro. 

Reports of meetings
2015 Annual General Meeting

28 September 2015, Edinburgh, UK
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in person at the AGM. After the votes were counted, the 
following were welcomed to the new Council: Paola De 
Castro, Shirin Heidari, Moira Hudson, Rachael Lammey, 
Duncan Nicholas, Elaine Seery, Ines Steffens, and Sylwia 
Ufnalska. I thanked the outgoing members of Council for 
their contributions, particularly Arjan Polderman who has 
been Past-President for six years, and Eva Baranyiová. 

Council - some of the outgoing members and some of the 
new. From left to right: Dalibora Behmen, Paola De Castro, 
Arjan Polderman, Chris Sterken, Eva Baranyiová, Rod Hunt, 
Joan Marsh, Sylwia Ufnalska, Elaine Seery, Ana Marušić, 
Pippa Smart and Ksenija Baždarić

Hervé Maisonneuve, Chair of the Programme 
Committee, outlined plans for the EASE Conference in 
Strasbourg in June 2016. There will be a very strong scientific 
programme addressing the role of editors in maintaining 
scientific integrity, and superb French hospitality for the 
social events. 

Finally, Pippa Smart summarized the activities of the 
Strategy Group over the past year which has resulted in 
the formation of three groups to continue working on how 
best EASE can develop roles in certification and training, 
research, and communication/networking/membership. 
With this encouraging look at the future of EASE, I could 
declare the AGM closed, knowing that the association was 
in good hands.

Joan Marsh
EASE Past-President 2009-2015

Rod and Ana presenting Joan with a token of appreciation 
for her years as President

Paola DeCastro, together with several other EASE 
members, is working on the Bioresource research impact 
factor initiative towards the implementation of the 
standard guideline for citation of bioresources (Citation Of 
Bioresources in Research Articles).

EASE has participated in funding bids for a variety of 
projects. Our collaboration with sTANDEM (Standardising 
English for Medical Purposes) has come to completion and 
the final report was approved by the European Commission 
in June 2015. Ana Marušić represents EASE in a COST 
action on peer review, which is formulating a proposal on 
Research integrity policies in Europe for the next H2020 
call that will include research into the role of scientific 
journals in research integrity and its breaches. Ana also 
represents EASE on a project coordinated by Universitat 
Pompeu Fabra, Spain which has received funding under 
H2020 and will begin in September 2015: Higher Education 
Institutions and Responsible Research and Innovation.

The Treasurer, Rod Hunt, presented the accounts for 
2013, when EASE made a small net loss, partly because 
income received for specific projects in previous years 
had now been spent on relevant activities. Membership 
numbers continue to fall and EASE is becoming reliant on 
other sources of income, such as conferences, to supplement 
subscriptions. The meeting confirmed the appointment 
of GRH Accountancy of St Neots, Cambridgeshire, as the 
independent financial reviewer for the 2015 accounts.

Dalibora Behmen, who took over from Tina Wheeler 
as Secretary in May 2015, presented the Secretary’s report. 
Membership stood at 414 members and all our sponsors are 
supporting members, so more sponsors are required if we 
are to continue to offer this option to potential new members 
from low and middle income countries. Membership rates 
for 2016 will be the same as for this year.

Dalibora and Tina during their handover meeting in May in  
Mount’s Bay,  Cornwall

In the election for Council 2015-2018, Ana Marušić, 
Pippa Smart, Chris Sterken and Rod Hunt were confirmed 
as elected unopposed. There were more candidates than 
vacancies for ordinary members of Council, so the EASE 
membership had had the option of a postal ballot or voting 
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The 2nd Asian Science Editors conference and workshop (CASE 2015 – Council 
of Asian Science Editors)

20-22 August 2015, Hanoi, Vietnam

Writing scientific papers that meet international standards 
and consequently improving the quality of local scientific 
journals are important issues, concerning editors, scientists, 
and researchers in many Asian countries. The Council 
of Asian Science Editors (CASE) 2015 conference and 
workshop were held in Vietnam, hosted by Hanoi University 
of Science and Technology. The aim of the conference was 
to help promote scientific journals, not only from Vietnam, 
but from all Asian countries, internationally. This event drew 
the attention  of the Vietnamese authorities, who attended 
the opening session, such as HE Nguyen Quân, Minister of  
Science and Technology; HE Phan Xuan Dzung, Chairman 
of Science, Technology and the Environment of the 
National Assembly; HE Nguyen Minh Hong, Vice-Minister 
of Information and Communications. The conference also 
welcomed guests from international associations, such as 
Professor Jong Kyu Ha from Seoul National University, 
Korea, President of CASE and Dr Joan Marsh, President 
of EASE. There were 230 participants from universities, 
research institutes and journals in Vietnam, and 51 editors 
from well known journals and publishers throughout Asia 
and Europe. 

The conference plenary sessions covered three questions: 
1) the role of editors’ organisations; 2) open access for 
scholarly articles, and 3) CrossRef, CrossCheck and how to 
add local journals to international databases. Joan Marsh 
shared her experiences of the successful running of EASE 
based on team work and collaboration. Her tip to any 
leader: support people in their own preferred activities 
in your association, then you can gain better results from 
them in return. Networking internationally is another way 
to strengthen an association’s position. At this conference, 
she showed the evidence of this, while inviting participants 
to prepare a Vietnamese version of  the EASE Guidelines for 
Authors and Translators of Scientific Articles to be Published 
in English. 

Pre- and post- conference workshops were unforgettable 
parts of the event. Overall, seven workshops drew 
participants to particular topics covering almost all 
activities and procedures in the journal. Workshop 1 was 
lead by Korean presenters, focusing on three technical 
issues: Journal Articles Tag Set (JATS) XML, CrossRef 
XML, and Science Central. This workshop gave editors and 
publishers the tools to enable them to index their journals 
in international databases, as well as to detect plagiarism. 

Workshop 2 entitled: “Bridging the gap between your 
journal and your authors” was presented by Clarinda Cerejo, 
Editor in Chief, Editage Insights Editage, Mumbai, India.  
Different areas of misunderstanding between journals and 
authors were pointed out. The speaker suggested that it 
would be better if editors try to understand the pain point 
of the authors and help them.  

Workshop 3 entitled: “Assessing a manuscript in-house 
before sending to peer review” was presented by Joan 
Marsh. The topic focused on the role of peer review and the 
reason why manuscripts should be assessed carefully before 
they are sent for peer review. The procedure of assessment 
was explained in detail. However, through the session, the 
discussion turned to journal structure and how to run a 
journal successfully in terms of satisfaction for both editors 
and authors. It confirmed that when a journal understands 
what its authors need, then it can keep them engaged as 
authors and reviewers. 

Workshop 4 addressed the topics of “Working with peer 
reviewers and publication ethics” by Duc Le from Elsevier, 
UK Editor-in-Chief of EBioMedicine. The principles of 
peer publishing, as well as ethical aspects when handling 
a scientific paper from submission through peer-review 
to publication, were introduced and discussed. Workshop 
5 gave instruction on how to write a scientific paper 
clearly and concisely in English, while Workshops 6 and 7 
introduced the steps required to improve a journal towards 
international standards and indexing in international 
databases. The meeting truly fulfilled its aim. Participants 
gained knowledge and set up a network of editors and 
publishers. We look forward to CASE 2016 in Korea.

All presentations are available at the conference website: 
http://asianeditor.org/event/2015/index.php

Dinh Thi Thu Phong
Deputy Editor in Chief 

Journal on Information and Communications Technology
Ministry of Information and Communications, VietNam

dttphong@mic.gov.vn
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The Council of Science Editors (CSE) Annual Meeting 
2015 was held between 15th and 18th May this year in 
Philadelphia, USA. ‘Dynamic Variables: Solving the 
New Editing/Publishing Equations’ was the theme of the 
meeting, wisely chosen to reflect the changing nature of 
the global editing/publishing industry. The meeting was 
attended by over 400 CSE members, including manuscript 
editors, journal editors, publishers, scholars, scientists, data 
professionals, entrepreneurs and software developers, from 
around the world. 

The highlights of the conference were the keynote 
and plenary speeches. The keynote speech by G. 
Sayeed Chaudhary (Associate Dean for Research Data 
Management, The Johns Hopkins University) was on ‘The 
Research Data Revolution.’ Chaudhary compared the 
importance and relevance of data to that of oil, equating 
data conservatories to traditional libraries. He defined 
‘preserve,’ ‘share’ and ‘discover’ as the three major principles 
of data conservation, and listed the four ‘v’s of big data: 
volume, velocity, viscosity and variety. He concluded by 
highlighting the differences in the way data have been used 
over the years. In the present day, data are published before 
analysis, unlike in the past, when data were analysed before 
publishing. One of the most memorable one-liners from the 
conference was Chaudhary’s statement ‘One person’s noise 
is another person’s signal’, highlighting how apparently 
useless data can be useful in someone else’s hands.

The plenary speech ‘The Future of Thought’ by Clive 
Thompson, a freelance journalist and columnist for the New 
York Times Magazine and Wired, was about the changing 
aspects of communication and how different platforms can 
be suited for different purposes. Thompson stressed the 
amount of information available on social media, which may 
not seem immediately relevant to the consumer. He pointed 
out that such ambient information can aid peripheral vision. 
He then went on to elaborate the importance of strong 
and weak ties, stressing the importance of weak ties in 
professional career building. He stressed the importance of 
community data projects (eg Skyrim, Galaxy Zoo, FoldIt) 
in the current internet generation, and concluded by urging 
the attendees to choose carefully between what information 
to share publicly (public thinking) and what not to (private 
thinking). 

Considering how entrenched our lives are in social 
media and the internet, I was very intrigued by Thompson’s 
talk and read his book on the same topic, called Smarter 
Than You Think: How Technology Is Changing Our Minds 
for the Better. Similar to the talk, I found the book to be a 
fascinating read and recommend it wholeheartedly.

The meat and potatoes of the conference were the 32 
concurrent sessions on various topics, among which I 
managed to attend eight. 

On the first day, in the session titled ‘Different Forms 
of Peer Review’ conducted by Adam Etkin (Pre-Val), Jody 
Plank (Rubriq) and Chi Van Dang, the speakers spoke 

about the necessity of an honest and ethical peer review. 
The driving message was that all research needs validation, 
with peers being the best at doing it, especially in the 
age of citation cartels and predatory publication. They 
discussed peer-review validation services such as Pre-Val, 
which provide an automated validation of the validation 
process, extract data from the journals’ existing peer-review 
framework as well as verify it and provide the results in a 
user-friendly format.

The session ‘By the Numbers: Evaluation Strategies 
to Improve Journal Performance’ was conducted by Etta 
Kavanagh (Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences), 
Alexis Wynne Mogul (KWF Editorial Services), Christina 
Nelson (Journal of Bone and Joint Surgery; JBJS), Jonathan 
Schultz (Circulation Research) and Marc F Swiontkowski, 
MD (JBJS). The speakers discussed aspects of journal 
performance such as reviewing reviewers, emphasizing 
the balance between selection and deselection, creation of 
rubrics based on rejection rates and the nature and detail 
of comments and incentives such as reviewer recognition 
programmes. They highlighted the need for comprehensive 
reports, including positive feedback as well, along with need-
based reviewer training. With regard to editor monitoring, 
the speakers spoke about working toward a global journal 
vision and creating attainable goals to carry the vision 
forward. On the aspect of time tracking for quantifying staff 
performance, the advantages of cloud-based tracking for 
uniform organization-wide tracking, quantitative reports, 
need-based training time optimization were stressed. 

In the session ‘Preparing a Manuscript when English is 
a Second Language (ESL)’ conducted by David I. Hanauer, 
Donald Samulack (Editage) and Jeri Marie Wright (Public 
Library of Science; PLOS), the speakers stressed on increased 
anxiety, reduced satisfaction and increased difficulties that 
ESL authors face while attempting to publish in English. 
One of the interesting points in the session was the stress 
on the need for educating authors because of the current 
English or Perish situation in academic publishing. The 
speakers highlighted the need for educating ESL authors 
stems from their fundamental challenges in expression, 
difficulty in quoting and paraphrasing, lack of mentorship 
and younger age of graduation. In addition, they discussed 
the role of specialized journals catering to ESL authors (e.g. 
PLOS Neglected Tropical Diseases), which provide a larger 
stage for publication of the research of these authors.

The session ‘Communicating with Readers and Engaging 
Them Through the Use of Technology’ conducted by Patty 
Baskin (Neurology), Sheehan Misko (AACC) and Ingrid 
Philibert (Journal of Graduate Medical Education; JGME) 
stressed the need for journals to change their strategies to 
increase readership, increase the practical use of journal 
contents and serve different groups of readers with different 
needs. JGME, for example, started online journal clubs 
(with a blog, discussion forums, an active Twitter presence, 
Google Hangouts) and became active on community-

Council of Science Editors (CSE) Annual Meeting 2015
15–18 May 2015, Philadelphia, USA
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specific social media sites (MedStro). With regard to 
reinventing journals, they presented the example of Clinical 
Chemistry changing from being a print-only journal to 
an interactive online journal focusing on trainee clinical 
chemists, including video posts, podcasts and journal clubs. 
Neurology journals, on the other hand, added content to 
improve online readership (supplemental content, links to 
errata, retractions, PubMed referrals, topic collections,  and 
personal folders), started spin-off journals, made optimized 
mobile versions and designed apps for Android and iOS, 
along with continuing medical education modules and 
podcasts.

On the second day, in the session ‘Assessing a Journal’s 
Impact: Article-Level Metrics and Our Editorial Services’ 
conducted by Christine Casey (Center for Disease Control 
and Prevention), Kerry Kroffe (PLOS One) and Christina 
Mills (MEDICC), the speakers discussed the advantages 
of article-level metrics and features such as the ALM Suite 
and ALM reports. They discussed the challenges faced in 
assessing the journal impact, including accuracy of data, 
need for structured meta-data and other information such 
as funder/institution information. Long-term solutions 
discussed included authentication of author information 
(eg ORCID), authentication of funding information (eg 
FundRef) and institutional identifiers (Ringgold).

In the session on ‘Peer Review Ethics: Do Journals need to 
Ensure that Reviewers Behave,’ Carol Carr (Organic Letters), 
Ivan Oransky (Retraction Watch) and Darren B. Taichman 
(Annals of Internal Medicine) spoke about the importance 
of sensational and subtle manipulations of the peer review 
system, especially considering the increasing incidence of 
breaches of ethical conduct in scholarly publishing. The 
major issues discussed included sharing or using research 
information for personal gain, unfair scientific standards, 
breach of confidentiality and author slandering. They 
discussed the importance of institutions such as Committee 
on Publication Ethics (COPE), CSE and International 
Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) for ensuring 
the fairness of reviews. Suggested measures included prompt 
grading of reviews (rewarding good practices and penalizing 
the bad ones), active policing, screening and certifying 
reviewers and ensuring signed reviews.

The session ‘Self-Publishing or Contract Publishing: 
Understanding the Advantages’ was moderated by my 
colleague Donald McClain (Enago). The speakers Audra 
E. Cox (American Society for Investigative Pathology), Cara 
Kaufman, (Kaufman Wills Fusting & Company), Judie Lieu 
(The Gerontological Society of America) and Ann Murphy 
(AlphaMed) discussed the various aspects of the current 
publishing models. In addition, the advantages and potential 
disadvantages of self-publishing or contract publishing 
were discussed in detail, for a better understanding as to 
which model might work best for a particular situation. The 
speakers also answered questions regarding the transition 
between the models. 

In the last session of the conference titled ‘Understanding 
Impact: The Journal Impact Factor and Beyond,’ the speakers 
Betsy Donohue (Digital Science), Adam Etkin (Pre-Val) 
and Joelle Mascuilli (Thomson Reuters) discussed various 
aspects of the present state of impact factor. The consensus 
was that there is nothing inherently wrong with impact 
factor, but there were issues in the way it is being used. The 
speakers pointed out that most of the current scholarly 
indicators are all lagging metrics and that the best metrics 
guide us regarding decision-making. The conclusion was 
that apart from metrics, factors such as peer review must be 
considered while discussing journal impact.

Four short courses were also on offer in the first two days 
of the conference, including those for journal editors and 
manuscript editors and those on publication management 
and journal metrics. Although I was unable to participate in 
these courses, the consensus was that they were excellent. I 
look forward to actively participating in them at the next 
conference.

In addition, there were luncheons and dinners, where 
the attendees were able to meet and interact with other 
professionals. I was fortunate to meet some interesting 
industry peers and have stimulating conversations with 
them. In addition, it was an honour to meet the editors-in-
chief of some of the journals that I looked up to during my 
time in medical school. I also managed to take part in the 
Philadelphia Italian District tour arranged by CSE. The tour 
was a whole lot of fun, especially the walk through the Italian 
street market and the spectacular mosaic murals in the city.

Overall, the CSE Annual Meeting 2015 was a thrilling, 
informative and revelatory experience. Such conferences 
are designed to bring awareness regarding the major 
developments in the industry, both at the micro- and 
macro-levels, so as to encourage science, technology and 
medicine (STM) professionals to keep themselves updated 
and learn more about the inner workings of the industry. 
The CSE conference was a melting pot of STM professionals 
and my experience at this conference made me aware of 
where I stand in the industry, exposed me to what I need to 
learn and showed me ways to do that. Several sessions in the 
conference highlighted the need for STM professionals to use 
the various social media and online resources to good use, 
keeping abreast with the constant evolution of technology.  
Thus, CSE Annual Meeting 2015, in my opinion, was as a 
grand success. It will be fitting to conclude by stating that I’m 
looking forward to the next meeting in Denver, CO, USA.
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This is a fascinating and 
well written account 
of Barron Lerner’s 
discovery of his father as 
a man and a doctor and 
how Barron, who had 
specialised in medical 
ethics, had to reevaluate 
some of his own views 
on the doctor-patient 
relationship. The story 
is essentially that of 
Philip Lerner, the son 
of Jewish immigrants to 
the United States from 
Poland at the beginning 
of the 20th century.  

When his own children were born, Philip started to write to 
each of them on their birthdays in secret journals, initially 
just thoughts on the day, which evolved into longer accounts 
of family life and Lerner senior’s dealings with his patients. 
A major motivating force for Philip was to repay his parents 
for the sacrifices they had made in leaving Europe and 
thereby avoiding the Holocaust. He belonged to the ‘old 

Book review

The Good Doctor: A Father, a Son, and the Evolution of Medical Ethics
Barron H. Lerner, Beacon Press, Boston 2014

school’ of medical paternalism, when the doctor knew best 
and the patient had little input into their care: treatment 
options were not discussed and terminal diagnoses were 
not mentioned. Doctors worked all day, every day: patients 
had their home phone numbers and they were on call 
even when on holiday overseas. That work meant that the 
doctors had time to know their patients as individuals with 
lives and families of their own: but did that knowledge give 
the doctor the right to make decisions about patient care 
without consultation? 

As Barron Lerner enters medical school himself, he 
develops an interest in medical ethics and sees doctors 
such as his father as dinosaurs, whose behaviour might 
have been justified at the time but who had no place in late 
20th century healthcare. He then starts to read his father’s 
journals and finds a series of challenging case histories: 
unilateral decisions about end-of-life care, research 
conducted on people without informed consent, acting as 
primary physician for one’s own family. Reading these in 
context, Barron has to question his own values and some of 
the ‘progress’ of modern medical ethics.  Well worth a read.

Joan Marsh
Past president

EASE Form for Authors

In July, in the EASE Toolkit for Journal Editors (http://
www.ease.org.uk/publications/ease-toolkit-journal-
editors), we published a simple EASE Form for Authors 
(http://www.ease.org.uk/sites/default/files/ease_
form_0.pdf). 

It includes a table that should facilitate the disclosure 
of authors’ conflict of interest as well as the contributions 
of individual authors to the study and paper. 

By signing the form, the authors agree to publication 
of their paper in the journal and certify that the paper 
is not considered for publication elsewhere. 

The form is intended for use by scientific journals 
during or soon after manuscript submission and 
can be supplemented with the EASE Ethics Checklist 
for Authors (www.ease.org.uk/publications/ease-
checklist, to be signed by the corresponding author 
only). The checklist is an appendix to the practical 
EASE Guidelines for Authors and Translators of 
Scientific Articles to be Published in English, freely 
available in more than 20 languages at www.ease.org.
uk/publications/author-guidelines.

2016 Asian Conference

“Best Practices in Scholarly 
Publishing”

April 4-5, 2016, Singapore

The conference agenda has been confirmed 
and registration is now open for ISMTE’s first 

Asian conference. 

More information is available at 

www.ismte.org/?page=2016AsianConference
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This site I like

WordPress is a free service launched in 2003 that can be 
used to build a fully customizable, professional website. 
According to their own site, www.wordpress.com, 
WordPress powers 24% of the internet and welcomes 50,000 
new sites every day.  It is very easy to use, and depending 
on your level of expertise you can create anything from a 
simple page to a complicated, multi-level site. 

As an example of the level of complexity that a WordPress 
site can handle, our association (the Canadian Association 
of Medical Radiation Technologists) recently hired an 
advertising agency to refresh our website (www.camrt.ca). 
They designed a custom template using WordPress that 
reflects our new logo and graphic image and provides the 
functionality required to meet the needs of our members. 
Among other features, the site offers an event calendar 
and links to social media, as well as housing our extensive 
educational offerings and association information. It 
includes a members’ only section where people can log-in 
and access our member benefits, such as the Journal of 
Medical Imaging and Radiation Sciences (JMIRS), and 
process payments for selected services. 

Once the site was created, in-house staff were trained to 
update the site as necessary and, although it was a bit of 
a learning curve, it is very user friendly and allows us to 
be more responsive compared to when changes had to go 
through a webmaster. As the Managing Editor for JMIRS, 
I have used the site’s “news” functionality to create calls 
for papers, recruit reviewers and promote our research 
grant. These news items are created as individual posts in a 
newsfeed and used as links in a bi-weekly e-blast sent to our 
membership. It is a very handy tool to keep the association 
(and JMIRS) top of mind with our membership. 

On the other end of the spectrum, a simple site can be 
created using WordPress templates to meet more basic 
communication needs. There are over 360 “themes” that are 
ready-made; all you have to do is customise it. The JMIRS 
participates in an online journal club, #MedRadJClub, 
in partnership with two other related society-based 
journals representing Canada, Australia and the UK. It is 
an opportunity for our readers worldwide to harness the 
power of social media to discuss current topics, explore 
international collaboration and promote evidence-based 
practice. To facilitate this monthly Twitter chat, a WordPress 
site was created using the “Hemingway Rewritten” theme. 
This is a basic site that was created in a day, and has been 
used to provide a home base for our growing club at https://
medradjclub.wordpress.com/.  Since starting out with a one-
page site promoting the required readings and chat topics 
for each session, it has expanded to include blogs, chat 
transcripts, a “how-to” section for those new to Twitter, and 
a news page. 

WordPress provides as many “plug-ins” as you can 
imagine—software uploads that enhance your site, or aid 
in the management of back-end content.  For instance, a 
Mendeley plug-in can display a shared bibliography system. 
WordPress can create the simplest or most complex site to 
meet your needs. 

Carly McCuaig
Managing Editor, Journal of Medical Imaging and 

Radiation Sciences, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada
editor@camrt.ca 

On Twitter at @JMIRS1

WordPress: an excellent way to promote journals and connect with readers
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How can authors credit work when they did not 
approve the manuscript?
Moira Hudson posed the scenario of a person who had taken 
part in a study and was an author during the preparation of 
a manuscript but had been removed before submission for 
failing to approve the final draft. She needed advice on how 
that person could reference his or her involvement in the study 
in a curriculum vitae (CV) or funding application. Tom Lang 
suggested an explanation in the article’s acknowledgments 
and on the CV, listing this or the article with the person as 
a dissenting author. Andrew Davis thought there could be 
no justification for claiming credit for the paper because 
guidelines required all who met requirements to be listed as 
authors. On the contrary, said Tom citing Richard Horton, 
editor of The Lancet (but he could not find the citation), an 
author could withdraw his or her name from a manuscript. 
The issue was viewed as one for the authors not for a journal to 
police or investigate. Tom posted the question on the WAME 
listserver, where George Lundberg, a former editor of JAMA, 
pointed to the “Manuscripts Based on the Same Database” 
section of the ICMJE Recommendations that had been 
created after a dispute involving Erdem Cantekin, details of 
which could be found in the pdf of the 2008 version of the 
ICMJE’s Uniform Requirements. He said that at JAMA they 
would try to get the authors to agree to a revision and reject 
the paper if this failed. Conclusions that go beyond the data 
were one of the greatest errors authors made and should in his 
view be preventable by journal editors. An alternative would 
be a formal acknowledgement specifying the contributions, 
but not the disagreements, with the wording approved by 
the dissenter. The editor could also solicit a letter to the 
editor from the author in which the different conclusions 
would be stated and explained. Steve Goodman from Annals 
of Internal Medicine agreed stressing the author should 
certainly document his or her perspective and intellectual 
contribution made to the original paper in the literature.

Guidelines for transparency in writing style
Reme Melero posted a link to a bibliography of papers on 
plagiarism, most of which are in English but some are in 
Spanish and Italian.

Ed Hull was surprised that guidelines on publication ethics 
did not include transparency in the style of writing articles. 
Unless an article was clearly understandable, he considered 
it could be neither transparent nor credible—no matter how 
robust the data and the research. Like Ed, Andrew Davis 
encouraged his students to write clearly but the students 
questioned why they should struggle when published papers 
were not written clearly and ethics guidelines not followed. 
In his opinion, scientific publishing was becoming less clear, 

statistics were increasingly used inappropriately or wrongly 
and the proliferation of guidelines had not been reflected 
in any improvement. Journal editors, indeed everybody 
involved in the publication process, have a responsibility to 
resolve these problems. Ed agreed and suggested EASE could 
motivate journals to be more critical of what they publish. 

Are book chapters worth the effort?
Tamar Sadan had been asked to write a book chapter but 
was wondering whether writing it would be worth the effort.  
He had read a posting by Kent Anderson on Scholarly 
Kitchen titled “Bury Your Writing—Why Do Academic 
Book Chapters Fail to Generate Citations?” Kent referred to 
Oxford University professor Dorothy Bishop’s comparison 
of citations generated by academic book chapters and 
journal articles. Using Google Scholar, she found the book 
chapter citation rate was about 1/3rd of that of the articles. 
(http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/08/28/bury-your-
writing-why-do-academic-book-chapters-fail-to-generate-
citations/)

Tamar was also interested in the chances of publishers 
allowing online access to individual chapters (even based 
on a fee) or agreeing to the author uploading the chapter 
onto an institutional server. 

Tom thought that although chapters are of little value in 
academia and were not financially rewarding, writing one 
could be good for authors early in their careers. Françoise 
Salager-Meyer mentioned that Handbooks attracted more 
citations in general than “regular” books. Kersti Wagstaff had 
noticed in the comments after the Scholarly Kitchen blog 
entry that some publishers tagged book chapters and made 
them indexable and accessible online. She suggested asking the 
publishers if they intended to do this and Irene Hames added 
they should also be asked if the individual chapters would have 
DOIs. Another concern, raised by Elaine Seery, was the lack 
of peer review, but perhaps a chapter could form a basis for a 
future article submitted to a peer-reviewed journal (although a 
journal could consider a chapter a prior publication)?

Do copyeditors edit out pompous words?
As style manuals often advise us to favour a shorter word 
over a longer one and avoid pompous words in scientific 
text, I asked whether people were surprised by the words 
listed and their order in the article titled “The Increasing 
pseudodignification of medical prose” (EASE journal, ESE, 
May 2015) which traces the increase in prevalence of some 
words in scientific text compared with in general English. 
I was also interested to know if copyeditors changed the 
words to simpler/more precise/less pompous words.

Tom retorted research (he did not give a citation) showed 
that not shorter but more familiar words were desirable. 
Andrew Davis gave an example: his Japanese students 
knew ‘gradient’ but were flummoxed by ‘slope’. Aleksandra 
Golebiowska, who is Polish, had not understood ‘smug’ 
until she had been told that it meant ‘self-congratulatory’. 
When I put these examples to Neville Goodman, the author 

EASE-Forum Digest: June to September 2015

You can join the forum by sending the one-line 
message “subscribe ease-forum” (without the quotation 
marks) to majordomo@helsinki.fi. Send in plain text, 
not HTML. Details at www.ease.org.uk/node/589. 
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of the ESE article, he said it did not surprise him that 
gradient (a jargon word in maths) was better understood 
than slope; and smug was unlikely to be part of schoolchild 
English. He thought that for most of his paired words the 
favoured were familiar. 

In Andrew’s experience words were often more familiar 
to authors than to their readers. It was important for authors 
to correctly identify their readership. ‘Pompous words’, he 
added, were anyway not necessarily related to length or 
familiarity. I rejoined asking if the repetitive use of the same 
words (administer, perform, elucidate) might be a reason 
for scientific text being boring to read. I also suspected most 
non-natives knew the more familiar words and I asked why 
learning some vocabulary could be a problem. 

Elisabeth Heseltine agreed—I thought—that simpler 
words were preferable, pointing out that 90% of readers did 
not speak English as their first language. The English they 
learnt was correct, basic English and they did do not need 
to have it complicated by multisyllabic words when simpler 
words were all that were needed. The English of scientific 
articles should be simple, correct and listed in a dictionary. 
Neologisms and unnecessary abbreviations and acronyms 
may be fun for native English speakers but they were no fun 
for a busy non-native-English-speaking scientist. Andrew 
understood her comment to mean a scientific paper should 
not be a medium for teaching readers vocabulary.  He viewed 
scientific papers as a stereotyped format for information 
transfer and anything that made the transfer less effective 
was to be avoided.  For him, the excitement in a scientific 
paper should be in the material, not in the vocabulary used. 
Accordingly, he did actually edit out obscure, unfamiliar 
and pompous words!

Françoise passed the question to her (medical graduate) 
Venezuelan students to whom she teaches scientific 
reading and writing. Only 8% replied that they found 
scientific papers boring, but she mentioned that they were 
not specifically referring to stylistic matters but more to 
conceptual ones. The rest found the papers interesting and 
helpful (Neville thought they must have been reading the 
wrong papers!). She wondered if it was only native English 
speakers who found scholarly papers boring. I asked her if 
other factors could have influenced her students’ replies, 
eg a reluctance to admit that they found the papers hard 
to understand because they believed they were to blame as 
they perhaps lacked linguistic competence. I also suggested 
that non-native English speakers were less critical of poor 
English style. She agreed, although she preferred to think 
that her students thought that they were not competent 
enough in English to judge whether a paper was well 
written or not. They were thus not critical of (poor) English 
style precisely because of their rather low level of English 
competence. She moreover wondered whether one could 
appreciate if a paper was well or poorly written if one did 
not understand well enough the content of a paper. Not 
only that, as most of her students wrote rather poorly in 
their mother tongue but were nonetheless convinced that 
what they wrote was properly written, how could they tell 
the difference between a well and a poorly written paper in 
a foreign language? In any event, when writing papers in 

English, Françoise’s students imitated what they had read 
and considered native (English) speakers’ prose as a model 
that should be followed. They were used to seeing words 
such as ‘elucidate’ or ‘perform’ over and over again, and 
considered them normal. Furthermore, such ‘pompous’ 
words were often of Latin origin and were therefore 
more familiar to Spanish speakers than ‘give’, ‘do’ etc. She 
concluded by saying that native English-speaking scientists 
had a huge responsibility because their non-native English-
speaking counterparts tended to imitate their prose.

Experiences with large editing companies
Pippa Smart asked for recommendations and comments 
about large editing companies, which she defined as 
editorially anonymous companies as opposed to small 
independent editing companies who provided personalized 
service. Anna Sharman, who runs a small editing company, 
had worked with larger companies and listed the main ones 
worldwide: Edanz (China/Japan), Enago/Crimson (India), 
Editage (India) and American Journal Experts (AJE, USA). 
She was most familiar with Edanz and MSC, which she 
found to be good and to pay well enough.   Editage and 
Enago were often discussed on the SfEP forum, mainly 
regarding low rates of pay. Nearly all the companies she 
listed recruited professional freelance editors but she was 
sceptical of AJE because they used postgraduate students 
and postdocs at US universities rather than professional 
editors. She thought that most of the large academic 
publishers who provided their own language editing service 
were actually using AJE. 

Based on the turn around times and fees Andrew had 
seen advertised by the large companies, he had difficulty 
believing that their editing was thorough. He suspected 
they were using PhD students from low-income locations 
such as Bangladesh or Malaysia. Alan Hopkins also thought 
the fees were low and gave an example of a UK-based 
company advertising a fee of 9 GBP per 1000 words. This 
surely meant the copyeditors could not be spending much 
time on each job. He thought such fee levels were absurd 
in the context of the size of many research contracts.  Alan, 
however, found the main problem to be copyeditors’ lack 
of familiarity with the terminology of the subject. This 
view was supported by Judith Baggott’s comment. She had 
enlisted the help of an American company to revise some 
text and found the  copyeditor flagged questions mainly, 
Judith thought, because he or she had not tried to figure out 
what the author wanted to say and did not know the subject 
area well enough. 

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

Discussion initiators
Moira Hudson: europeanscienceediting@gmail.com
Reme Melero: rmelero@iata.csic.es
Tamar Sadan: tamarsadan@gmail.com
Elise Langdon-Neuner: a.a.neuner@gmail.com
Pippa Smart: pippa.smart@gmail.com
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Nature is a weekly, 
interdisciplinary journal 
that spans the breadth of 
science and is amongst 
the most famous science 
journals in the world. It has 
an impact factor of 42.351 
and was the most highly 
cited interdisciplinary 
journal in 2013 (Thomas 
Reuters, 2013). With a 
vast readership and a 
prestigious reputation, the 

journal has the power to make careers. After all, getting 
published in a journal like Nature can open doors to 
promotion and funding, and can get your work noticed 
by the media. Dr Philip Campbell, Editor-in-Chief, is the 
man at the helm. He has held this position for 20 years, 
gaining experience prior to this as Editor-in-Chief of 
Physics World and in more junior editorial roles at Nature. 
With such a weight of experience behind him, he was the 
perfect candidate for the My Life as an Editor column. He 
answered a few of my questions, sharing his thoughts on 
being an editor, the success of Nature, and the future of 
publishing. 

Describe a typical day at work
There is no typical day at work for me. There is a weekly 
cycle in which we have to choose what editorials, news 
and other content to publish, and a daily news cycle. Apart 
from some of the editorials, I leave it to my colleagues to fill 
our pages in print and on digital platforms. I spend a great 
deal of my time meeting people (for example, scientists 
and policymakers) in many countries, and contributing to 
or leading internal conversations about future content in 
Nature and future Nature-branded publications.

What do you like most and least about being an editor?
I most like the huge intellectual and societal scope that 
Nature covers, especially when it uncovers important, 
fundamentally new concepts and facts. I least like having 
to work within a budget!

You have a background in astrophysics, yet at Nature you deal 
with a broad spectrum of scientific fields. Have you found it 
easy to apply your skills to new fields? 
I left physics research to join Nature precisely because of 
its breadth of interests. People at Nature tend to have an 
aptitude and a hunger for learning, in a professional spirit, 
about many strands of activities in and around research. 
I am no different. Physicists claim to be good at reducing 
problems to their essentials. That’s a great asset to an editor. 
I very much enjoyed the focus and challenges in my upper-
atmospheric research, and miss that intensity of attention 
on one intellectual project. However, my current role also 
gives me opportunities to look quite deeply into topics.

What is the biggest challenge you’ve had to face?
I will mention three challenges out of many. The first: 
initially, my key personal challenge, coming from a physical 
sciences background, was getting to grips with biology. I 
thank the stars for the textbook ‘Molecular Biology of the 
Cell’, which I carried around with me for several months of 
global travels, as well as my great biology colleagues, who 
do their best to overcome my naiveté. The second: keeping 
a cool head when controversy erupts around something 
we have published. The third: for my colleagues and me, 
getting to grips with social sciences selection and editing, 
which we already do in Nature Climate Change and will do 
in other journals in future.

Nature is one of the most prestigious and famous journals in 
the world. What unique challenges does that bring compared 
with working as an editor elsewhere?
A fundamental goal of editors in any publication is to 
increase the impacts of their content – in other words, the 
positive difference they make to their readers as a result of 
their efforts. The main challenge is further increasing that 
sort of impact, in and around science. I want any prestige 
that results from that to be truly earned by us, rather than, 
as happens too often, to be glibly bestowed on us by others 
for their own reasons. And, by the way, my team and I don’t 
focus on our competitive position most of the time. We just 
relentlessly seek to publish the most interesting content 
that we can come up with.

You are also responsible for ensuring Nature sustains its 
quality and integrity. What strategies have you used to ensure 
this?
There are four components of strategy for quality and 
integrity: hire people of quality and integrity; ensure they 
have time to do their jobs properly; keep abreast of new 
developments and technologies; and promote a culture 
of quality and integrity by means of policies and setting 
internal standards of best practice.

Do you think personal and political affiliations can sometimes 
affect the outcomes of peer review?
I can only speak for Nature and the Nature journals. It’s 
a cardinal rule for editors that we select referees for their 
knowledge and experience, and also that we do not let the 
authorship of a paper influence whether we’ll select it. We 
have recently introduced an option of double-blind peer 
review (ie where the referees are not told the authorship of 
a paper), if authors want it.

Before your current role, you worked at the Institute of Physics 
setting up a new journal. What prompted this move, how did 
your role there differ, and why did you come back to Nature?
In my first stint at Nature, colleagues and I developed 
physics content from almost nothing, but it was a hard 
slog and I wanted to engage with physics in more breadth. 
The opportunity to launch a new magazine, Physics World, 

My life as an editor - Philip Campbell
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Let me first substitute ‘positive’ for ‘sexy’ in your question; 
then we can focus on the resistance to publishing negative 
results. Generally speaking, yes there is too much resistance 
to that. I hope that all publishers in future can address that 
need better than we have. That being said, Nature journals 
will publish negative findings if they truly add new insight. 
We also have an open access journal, Scientific Reports, 
which publishes original research that is technically sound 
and scientifically valid, but which does not select papers for 
significance or impact. This journal easily accommodates 
papers that report negative results. Submissions of this 
kind of paper remain low. 

Now to focus on ‘sexy’: we have always sought to publish 
results that seem to us to be very significant. We sometimes 
overrule all three referees on a paper and publish it (as long 
as it’s technically valid), because we recognise a significance 
that they didn’t. We never select papers just because they’ll 
get big citations (something that would be difficult to 
predict even if we wanted to) and we never select papers to 
make media headlines.

What would be your advice for young aspiring editors?
Show initiative and get some experience – on university 
news networks, local media… It won’t be enough in 
a job application just to say ‘I am very interested in 
communication’. If you’re aspiring to be an editor who 
selects our papers, participate vigorously in journal club 
discussions. 

Rhianna Goozée
rhianna.goozee@kcl.ac.uk

which would allow me to follow that interest, was too good 
an opportunity to ignore. My role there differed because 
I was the Editor-in-Chief, so was ultimately responsible 
for the whole publication. Also, our job was not to assess a 
flood of unsolicited papers but to commission articles on 
our own choice of topics. Why did I come back? To be the 
Editor-in-Chief of Nature was impossible to resist.

What has been the biggest change in science publishing that 
you’ve noticed since you began your career and what do you 
predict for the future?
The biggest change has been the internet and the 
related development of globally accessible information 
and opinion. Despite the internet, and despite much 
comment, the fundamental roles of editors and journals 
in science have not changed greatly. But there’s no room 
for complacency, and many people express dissatisfaction 
with the current ways of doing things. Maybe only when 
artificial intelligence and virtual reality have become 
commonplace will things fundamentally change.

What is your take on the move towards open access publishing?
I’m all in favour, provided publishers truly add value (I 
claim that we do) and provided somebody out there pays 
what it truly costs to do that (even open access publishers 
are very opaque about that – it costs much more than many 
people realise).

Do you think that there is a problem in publishing of a failure to 
publish negative findings, and could a better balance be struck 
between publication of ‘sexy findings’ and negative findings? 

New member of the editorial board

ESE would like to welcome Rhianna Goozée as a new member of the editorial board. Rhianna will be reponsible for the 
Viewpoints section and My life as an editor.

Rhianna Goozée is the Resources Editor (professionals) at Parkinson’s UK, 
where she writes and edits publications for the charity’s Excellence Network 
of health and social care professionals working with Parkinson’s disease. She 
is also a freelance editor specialising in clinical sciences and public health for 
Edanz Group Ltd., editing manuscripts written by non-native English authors. 
She holds a BA in Natural Sciences (Biological) from University of Cambridge 
and has just completed an MRC 1+3 programme, in which she gained a MSc in 
Psychiatric Research before pursuing doctoral studies in Psychosis Research. Her 
thesis explored the neurobiological basis of treatment response to antipsychotic 
medications in schizophrenia. 
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News notes

News Notes are compiled by John 
Hilton (hilton.john@gmail.com) 

Some of these items are taken 
from the EASE Journal Blog 
(http://esebookshelf.blogspot.
com) where full URLs may be 
found

GPP3
This year has seen the publication of 
GPP3: Good Publication Practice for 
Communicating Company-Sponsored 
Medical Research. The guidelines were 
first published in 2003 and updated in 
2009. The latest update includes new 
content on authorship, ghostwriting, 
author payment, medical writers, and 
data sharing. GPP is supported by 
the International Society for Medical 
Publication Professionals (ISMPP). 
GPP3 was published in the Annals 
of Internal Medicine (2015;163:461), 
with supporting material available on 
the ISMPP website (www.ismpp.org/
gpp3).

Core competencies for editors
A project to develop a list of core 
competencies for scientific editors of 
biomedical journals is being led by 
David Moher at the Ottawa Hospital 
Research Institute, Canada. The aim 
is to develop a globally accepted 
minimum set of core competencies 
for editors of peer-reviewed journals. 
The team is now inviting current or 
former editors of biomedical journals 
to take part in a needs assessment 
and subsequent consultation process. 
You can find out more at www.
surveymonkey.com/r/NWGXQJ7.

Data exchange and metadata
The big open access repository 
networks in Europe, the United 
States, and Latin America are 
working with the Confederation of 
Open Access Repositories (COAR; 
www.coar-repositories.org) and the 
Center for Open Science (COS; cos.
io) to exchange data, work towards 
consensus on metadata and common 
vocabularies, and assess common 
technologies. You can read more 

about the collaboration between 
OpenAire (www.openaire.eu), La 
Referencia (lareferencia.redclara.net) 
and SHARE (share-research.org) on 
the COAR website.

GRID
The Global Research Identifier 
Database (GRID; www.grid.ac) is 
a new freely available dataset of 
research organisations, accompanied 
by unique identifiers. It has been 
compiled by Digital Science, which 
has identified 50,000 institutions 
across the world. The aim is to 
encourage innovation, mapping and 
data visualisation, but editors may 
find the data useful. You can read 
more about GRID on the Digital 
Science News Blog (www.digital-
science.com/blog; 12 October 2015) 
and you can download the data from 
www.grid.ac/downloads.

Peer Review Week
With the aim of “celebrating” peer 
review, four organisations with varied 
perspectives and interactions with 
peer review instigated Peer Review 
Week (#PeerRevWk15), in the week 
of 28 September 2015. Wiley (wiley.
com), ORCID (orcid.org), Sense 
About Science (senseaboutscience.
org) and Science Open (scienceopen.
com) led the way, with other 
organisations joining in. A Storify 
curated by ORCID (storify.com/
ORCID_Org) captures some of the 
1500 tweets, and there are useful 
summaries on Springer Source (www.
springersource.com; 2 October 2015) 
and the F1000 Research blog (blog.
f1000research.com; 3 October 2015).

Single-figure publication
Had enough of long articles full of 
words? One scientist has proposed the 
concept of ‘single figure publication’, 
consisting of a figure, its legend, 
and a methods section. Results and 
discussion sections are optional. 
William Mobley (University of 
California, San Diego, USA) came 
up with the idea as a way of speeding 
publication and creating concise, 
accessible units of knowledge that 

are machine-readable. The approach, 
which sits between a traditional 
article and a nanopublication, 
is described in more detail in 
an editorial in F1000 Research 
(2015;4:268).

Retraction Watch birthday
The Retraction Watch blog continues 
to grow in importance, recently 
celebrating its fifth birthday with a 
$300,000 grant from the Laura and 
John Arnold Foundation (www.
arnoldfoundation.org) to assist the 
blog’s parent organisation, the Center 
for Scientific Integrity, to continue 
work on a retraction database and 
other initiatives.

RIO
Research Ideas and Outcomes (RIO; 
riojournal.com) is an ambitious new 
broad-scope journal that aims to 
publish “all outputs of the research 
cycle”, including proposals, data, 
methods, workflows, software, 
reports, articles, and many more. 
The journal is also taking a 
flexible approach to publishing 
services, aiming to “decouple the 
traditional scholarly journal into its 
component services” and making 
use of the ARPHA (arphahub.com) 
collaborative writing, peer review and 
publishing platform. Another novel 
feature is that research outputs can 
be linked to impact categories based 
on UN Development Goals and EU 
Societal Challenges.

New overlay journal
A new mathematics journal, Discrete 
Analysis, will not be accepting any 
new submissions. It is an ‘overlay 
journal’, consisting only of links to 
preprints already published on arXiv 
(arxiv.org), accompanied by a short 
description. Articles considered for 
publication in Discrete Analysis will 
be peer-reviewed then published with 
a unique DOI in a standard journal-
like format. One of the journal’s 
founders, Timothy Gowers, explains 
more, and answers some questions, 
on his blog (gowers.wordpress.com; 
10 September 2015).
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New US ethics guidelines
The US Department for Health and 
Human Services has stated that it will 
update guidelines on human research 
ethics to reflect recent scientific 
developments. BioEdge (bioedge.
org; 26 September 2015) reports that 
the updated guidelines may include 
informed consent for biospecimens, 
improved consent forms, new rules 
on oversight of research, and new 
data security safeguards. 

Coalition for Responsible 
Publication Resources
Academics engaged in the article-
writing process can access a wide 
range of services from organisations 
offering to help with every stage of 
the process, from writing through 
to publishing and beyond. While 
many of these services are valued and 
reliable, others are money-making 
scams or are operating unethically. 
The Coalition for Responsible 
Publication Resources (www.
rprcoalition.org) is a proposal for 
a voluntary badge scheme to help 
researchers choose reliable services. 
The initiative was launched by Donald 
Samulak (Cactus Communications 
and Editage), and the group is 
seeking input from organisations and 
individuals.

PubPeer Foundation
The PubPeer website (pubpeer.
com), a popular forum for post-
publication discussion of scientific 
papers, was until recently run by an 
anonymous team. They maintained 
their anonymity for the same reasons 
that they permitted anonymous 
comments: fear that open criticism 
could jeopardise careers. However, 
the site’s success has led to the 
formation of the non-profit PubPeer 
Foundation, and the team behind 
PubPeer are revealed (they are all 
practising scientists) as they commit 
to the development of PubPeer. You 
can read more on the PubPeer blog 
(blog.pubpeer.com; 31 August 2015).

Reproducibility Project: 
Psychology
August 2015 saw the publication in 
Science (2015;349:aac4716) of the 
first results from the Reproducibility 

Project: Psychology. The project, 
presented on Open Science 
Framework (osf.io/ezcuj), aimed to 
replicate 100 ‘foundational studies’ 
in basic psychology research. The 
main findings, that replication effects 
were half the magnitude of original 
effects, and that significant results 
were seen in 97% of original studies 
but only 36% of replications, received 
widespread media coverage.

Penelope update
Penelope (www.peneloperesearch.
com) may be the closest we have 
come to software than can do the job 
of a science editor. The ‘manuscript 
scrutiny’ system assesses a wide 
range of attributes of a submitted 
manuscript, and proposes fixes and 
application of relevant standards. 
Penelope has recently received 
funding and support from Digital 
Science, and the system will be 
piloted with two journals. You may 
like to test Penelope’s EQUATOR 
Wizard tool (peneloperesearch.com/
equatorwizard), being developed in 
collaboration with the EQUATOR 
Network (equator-network.org), 
which helps researchers establish 
which reporting guidelines are 
relevant to their article. 

Wikipedia, Elsevier and OA
The Wikimedia Foundation, the 
organisation that runs Wikipedia, 
works with publishers, libraries and 
other organisations to give free access 
to subscription content for Wikipedia 
editors, with the intention of ensuring 
that Wikipedia content is supported 
by the best possible sources. However, 
in the case of a recent arrangement 
with Elsevier, the arrangement 
prompted some heated debate, with 
some arguing that it would lead to 
an increased number of sources that 
were inaccessible to readers (and 
prompting readers to pay subscription 
fees), which may be incompatible with 
Wikipedia’s status as an open access/
open knowledge project. You can read 
more in Ars Technica (arstechnica.
co.uk; 14 September 2015). 

Citing retracted papers
The aim of retraction is to correct 
the scientific record, but how 

many retracted articles continue 
to be cited? Using a well-known 
case of multiple retractions 
(anaesthesiologist Scott Reuben’s 
25 retractions following his 2009 
conviction for data fabrication) as 
an example, Austrian researchers 
have found that five years later 
11 of the articles continued to be 
cited, with only about a quarter of 
the citing articles mentioning the 
retraction (Science & Engineering 
Ethics; 2015:July 7). You can read 
more about this and other similar 
studies on the Retraction Watch blog 
(retractionwatch.com; 14 July 2015).

Keep it short?
What’s the most effective length for 
a title? A study of 20,000 papers on 
Scopus (scopus.com) compared title 
length with number of citations, 
and found that the shorter titles 
received the most citations. When 
the researchers re-ran the analysis 
factoring in journal impact factor, the 
citation benefit of shorter titles only 
applied to articles published between 
2007-2010, with no correlation for 
more recent articles. The study, 
published in Royal Society Open 
Science (rsos.royalsocietypublishing.
org; 26 August 2015), offers no firm 
conclusions, and prompts many 
hypotheses.

Nature OA survey
The annual Author Insights survey 
run by Nature Publishing Group/
Palgrave Macmillan demonstrated 
a shift in science researchers’ 
perceptions about open access, 
with 27% expressing ‘concern’, 
compared with 40% in 2014. The full 
anonymised survey results are freely 
available from Figshare (figshare.com; 
search for ‘Author Insights’). The 
survey also found that researchers 
selected journals based on reputation, 
relevance, peer review quality, and 
Impact Factor.

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 

ECONOMICS AND FUNDING

Boyle PJ, Smith LK, Cooper NJ, 
et al. Women are funded more 
fairly in social science. Nature 
2015;525:181-183
In the biomedical sciences, women get 
smaller grants than men in the United 
States and the United Kingdom. This 
pattern is evident at different rates 
across disciplinary domains. The data 
presented in the article show that there 
is little difference between female and 
male social scientists in application rate, 
success rate and grant size. The authors 
discuss some lessons that these results 
may hold for the biomedical sciences.

Moher D, Glasziou P, Chalmers I, et 
al. Increasing value and reducing 
waste in biomedical research: who’s 
listening? The Lancet, 27 September 
2015
Published online during the 
REWARD/EQUATOR Conference 
in Edinburgh (September 28-30), 
this review provides some initial 
observations on the possible effects 
of The Lancet 2014 series of five 
reviews showing how dividends from 
the investment in research might 
be increased from the relevance 
and priorities of the questions 
being asked, to how the research is 
designed, conducted, and reported. 
17 recommendations were addressed 
to five main stakeholders—funders, 
regulators, journals, academic 
institutions, and researchers. Some 
examples of individual initiatives show 
ways to reduce waste and increase 
value in biomedical research.
doi:10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00307-4

EDITORIAL PROCESS

Arns M. Open access is tiring out 
peer reviewers. Nature 2014;515:467

The migration of scholarly journals 
from print to digital increases the 
burden on reviewers. The increased 
pressure means that papers are 
assigned to reviewers who are not 
experts in the area. They might 
have the technical ability to evaluate 
methods and results sections  but 
lack the expertise to evaluate a full 
paper, including introduction and 
discussion. 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.

Bornmann L, Haunschild R. The 
interest of the scientific community 
in expert opinions from journal peer 
review procedure. Scientometrics 
2015;102(3):2187-2188
The peer review in journals is 
generally regarded as a closed 
procedure, where the report can only 
be seen by the editor and the authors 
of the paper assessed, and the peer 
reviewer does not receive any credits 
for this input. A number of journals 
have changed over to publishing the 
expert opinions on manuscripts under 
the name of the expert. The authors of 
this article have used the F1000Prime 
data set to investigate the reception 
of expert opinions in the scientific 
community with the help of data from 
the Mendeley reference manager. 

Cochran A. The value in attending 
editorial board meetings. The 
Scholarly Kitchen Apr 9 2015 
The author has learned a lot from her 
own experience about what makes 
editorial board meetings successful 
from the publisher’s perspective. 
They are like mini focus groups: 
you hear about what is going on at 
the universities, what hot topics are 
bubbling up in the field, and what the 
pain points are for authors, reviewers 
and editors. New product ideas can 
also come from these meetings. 

ETHICAL ISSUES

Ellis LM. The erosion of research 
integrity: the need for cultural 

change. The Lancet Oncology 
2015;16:752-754
The success of drug development 
depends on robust and reproducible 
preclinical studies. Reports suggest 
that a high percentage of preclinical 
studies cannot be reliably reproduced. 
Causes could be sloppy research and 
data falsification or even fabrication. 
The author suggests approaches to 
improve data reproducibility, and 
fosters a complete cultural change.
doi:10.1016/S1470-2045(15)00085-6

Ecklund EH, Johnson DR, Matthews 
KRW. Study highlights ethical 
ambiguity in physics. Physics Today 
2015;68(6):8,10
The authors interviewed 170 
physicists at US and UK universities 
and the results suggest that ethical 
issues in physics are not as black and 
white as many physicists may think. 
Some narrowly defined unethical 
conduct as fabrication, falsification 
and plagiarism while others also 
included such things as accepting 
funding for military research, 
misusing research funds, abusing the 
peer-review system, misallocating 
credit and authorship, practicing 
cronyism, overhyping research results 
and exploiting subordinates. 

Siebert S, Machesky LM, Insall 
RH. Overflow in science and 
its implications for trust. eLIFE 
2015;4:e10825
To explore the question of how the 
perceived decline in reproducibility 
and integrity in some areas of science 
has affected trust in the scientific 
enterprise, the authors interviewed 
a number of senior biomedical 
researchers. The interviews revealed 
a perceived decline in trust, in large 
part because the quantity of new 
data exceeds the ability to process it 
appropriately. Some suggestions are 
provided on how this overflow in 
science can be managed.
doi:10.7554/eLife.10825

Steinbrook R, Kassirer JP, Angell M. 
Justifying conflicts of interest in 
medical journals: a very bad idea. 
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BMJ 2015;350:h2942
 A series of articles in the New 
England Journal of Medicine (NEJM) 
has questioned whether the conflict of 
interest movement has gone too far in 
its campaign to stop the drug industry 
influencing the medical profession. In 
this article three former senior NEJM 
editors respond with dismay.
doi:10.1136/bmj.h2942

LANGUAGE AND WRITING

Barnes C, Boutron I, Giraudeau B, et 
al. Impact of an online writing aid 
tool for writing a randomized trial 
report: the COBWEB (Consort-
based WEB tool) randomized 
controlled trial. BMC Medicine 
2015;13:221
The authors developed a writing 
aid tool based on the CONSORT 
guidelines and its extension for non-
pharmacologic treatments to help 
authors when writing a report of a 
randomized controlled trial (RCT). 
They evaluated the impact of this 
tool on the completeness of reporting 
of two-arm parallel-group RCTs 
evaluating pharmacologic and non-
pharmacologic interventions.
doi:10.1186/s12916-015-0460-y

Developing an effective poster 
presentation. San Francisco Edit 2015
Poster presentations provide an 
opportunity for researchers to present 
their work at scientific meetings and 
in preparation for publication in a 
peer-reviewed journal. This brief 
document gives some advice to help 
authors to develop an effective poster. 
http://www.sfedit.net/poster.pdf

PUBLISHING
Battisti WP, Wager E, Bltzer L, et al. 
Good Publication Practice for 
communicating company-sponsored 
medical research: GPP3. Annals of 
Internal Medicine e-pub 11 August 
2015
The updated Good Publication 
Practice (GPP) guideline, known 
as GPP3, builds on earlier versions 
(originally published in 2003 and 
updated in 2009 as GPP2) and 
provides recommendations for 
individuals and organizations 

that contribute to the publication 
of research results sponsored or 
supported by pharmaceutical, 
medical device, diagnostics, and 
biotechnology companies. The 
recommendations are designed to 
help individuals and organizations 
maintain ethical and transparent 
publication practices and comply with 
legal and regulatory requirement. 
doi:10.7326/M15-0288

Moher D, Altman DG. Four 
proposals to help improve the 
medical research literature. PLoS 
Medicine 2015;12(9):e1001864
The authors discuss four potential 
contributory actions by journals 
and educational institutions to help 
increase the value of research articles: 
publications officers, core competency 
training of medical editors, training 
authors to write articles “fit for 
purpose”, and training peer reviewers. 
All four ideas need to be piloted and 
evaluated, and if proven effective, 
considered for implementation. For 
ease of presentation and discussion, 
these ideas are presented separately 
followed by a discussion of possible 
ways to fund these initiatives. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.1001864

Teixeira da Silva JA. Negative 
results: negative perceptions limit 
their potential for increasing 
reproducibility. Journal of Negative 
Results in Biomedicine 2015;14:12
Not all negative results in science get 
published. Part of the problem lies 
with a traditional mind-set and rigid 
publishing framework that tends to 
view negative results in a negative 
light, or that only tends to reward 
scientists primarily for presenting 
positive findings. This opinion 
piece indicates that in addition to 
a deficient mind-set, there are also 
severe limitations in the availability of 
publishing channels where negative 
results could get published.
doi:10.1186/s12952-015-0033-9

SCIENCE
Baker M. Reproducibility crisis: 
Blame it on the antibodies. Nature 
21 May 2015;521:274-276
Antibodies are among the most 

commonly used tools in biological 
experiments, but they are littering 
the field with false findings. A few 
scientists are pushing for change 
and are calling for the creation 
of standards by which antibodies 
should be made, used and described. 
Several journals (including Nature) 
ask authors to make clear that 
antibodies used in their papers have 
been profiled for that particular 
application.

Vivek KS, Sumit KB, Khushboo S, et al. 
Scientometric mapping of research 
on “Big Data”. Scientometrics e-pub 9 
Sept. 2015
This paper presents a scientometric 
analysis of research work done 
on the emerging area of “Big 
Data” in the years 2010-2014. The 
analysis maps comprehensively the 
parameters of total output, growth 
of output, authorship and country-
level collaboration patterns, major 
contributors (countries, institutions 
and individuals), top publication 
sources, thematic trends and 
emerging themes in the field.
doi: 10.1007/s11192-015-1729-9

SCIENCE COMMUNICATION

Brembs B. What should a modern 
scientific structure look like? The 
Winnower 2015; 2:e143497.72726 
A fully functional infrastructure 
could collect data from each 
scientist with regard to their 
productivity (data, code, publications, 
reviews), popularity (downloads, 
media presence, citations, 
recommendations), teaching (hours, 
topics, teaching material) or service 
(committees, administration, 
development). What is required is an 
integrated, federated and centralized 
backbone infrastructure, into 
which such functionalities can be 
incorporated as plug-ins (or ‘apps’).
doi:10.15200/winn.143497.72726 

Thanks to John Glen.

Anna Maria Rossi  
Publishing Unit

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



111November 2015; 41(4) European Science Editing

New council members

Rachael Lammey 
I have been working as a Product Manager at CrossRef 
for nearly three years, working with a broad range of 
publishers who constitute CrossRef ’s membership, but 
also with librarians, researchers and service providers who 
interact with us. I am currently responsible for overseeing 
the rollout and support of a number of CrossRef services; 
CrossCheck, an originality screening tool, CrossRef ’s tools 
for small publishers and the new CrossRef Text and Data 
Mining Service. My role involves setting up and running 
committees to advise on these services, publicising them 
at conferences and via webinars, reporting to the CrossRef 
Board on their continued development and soliciting 
feedback from member publishers. The role also involves 
raising awareness and assisting publishers with their 
interactions with CrossRef in general – CrossRef is a small 
company so being flexible is key!

Before working at CrossRef I was a Publishing Manager 
at Taylor & Francis (where I worked for 6 years, starting 
as a Publishing Editor). These roles involved overseeing 
the rollout of ScholarOne Manuscripts and Editorial 
Manager across the full suite of Taylor & Francis journals, 
and supporting those journals who adopted these online 
submission systems. The Publishing Manager role involved 
managing the implementation and support team, and 
also trialing and advising on new editorial processes like 
CrossCheck and the acceptance of other media, like video, 
into the peer review process.

I was introduced to EASE by a colleague when I started 
at CrossRef, who recommended attending the 11th EASE 
General Assembly and Conference in Tallinn. I presented 
on CrossCheck and CrossMark in a parallel session at this 
conference on Digital Tools on Detecting Misconduct. 
At the EASE/ISMTE Joint Meeting I gave a Plenary on 
CrossRef Developments and Initiatives, and at the 12th 
EASE Conference in Split I presented on CrossRef XML 
in the pre-conference workshop on the Application of 
advanced information technology to scholarly journal 
publishing, facilitated by Sun Huh.

My role at CrossRef involves engaging with many 
different parties within scholarly communications. Both 
through my day-to-day work and conference attendance 
and presentations I have ample opportunity to promote 
EASE within those different forums and I look forward to 
contributing in many ways in the future.

Moira Hudson 
I have a long-standing involvement with EASE, dating 
back to the year 2000, when I came to the attention of 
the Publications Committee of that time because I had 
contributed to a discussion on the EASE forum. This one 
small thing led to other progressively larger things, such as 
acting as reviewer for articles submitted to European Science 
Editing, and later that same year I joined the Publications 
Committee. In 2006, after 6 years on the Publications 
Committee, I became Editor in Chief, a post I held for 5 
years. During that time I thoroughly enjoyed shaping our 
journal European Science Editing, and contributing to the 
wider development of EASE. Since stepping down from 
that role I have continued to serve on the Publications 
Committee, and contributed when possible to various 
aspects of EASE.

During my career in academia (as a researcher 
and teacher), as a freelance editor, and in medical 
communications agencies (as a writer/editor), I have noted 
a common theme of the lack of training and recognition 
for science editors - and here I see the real potential of 
EASE to make a difference, and in doing so, to grow as 
a professional society. All too often the role of the editor 
in science and medicine is underestimated, and there is 
currently no formal educational process in place, either for 
science editors of for science writers. The Science Editors’ 
Handbook that is produced and published by EASE (and 
which I acted as coordinator/editor for a few years) goes 
some way towards rectifying this deficit. 

The way forward for EASE is education, interaction 
and recognition. By educating editors in today’s scientific 
communication landscape, interacting with the providers 
of editorial services, and recognising accomplishments, 
EASE contributes not only to an improvement in quality 
of science editing, but is creating a community of dedicated 
and recognised experts in science communication. 

A brief introduction to the newest members of the EASE council, elected at the annual general meeting in Edinburgh in 
September

Moira Hudson (far right) at her final meeting of the ESE 
editorial board prior to the council elections. Also present, 
from left to right: Hrvoje Jakovac, Elise Langdon-Neuner, 
Anna Maria Rossi, Hannah Cagney, Silvia Maina, John 
Hilton, Ana Marušić, Ksenija Baždarić, Joan Marsh and Lynne 
Rowland
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Ines Steffens
I was born in Austria and raised in Germany where I studied 
medicine and worked for many years as trained internist in 
a hospital. I hold a master degree in public health and have a 
diploma in tropical medicine and public health. My interest 
in communication goes back to my time at university when 
I worked as a freelance researcher for the ZDF, a German 
public-service television broadcaster. 

At present, I am Editor-in-Chief of Eurosurveillance 
(www.eurosurveillance.org), a journal on surveillance, 
prevention and control of communicable diseases with 
focus on Europe. This open access, non-profit journal is 
published by the European Centre for Disease Prevention 
and Control (ECDC) in Stockholm, Sweden. It received its 
first impact factor in 2012 and has since ranked among the 
top 10 journals in its field in the Journal Citation Report 
and fared equally well in Google metrics and SCImago. 
Before becoming EIC of Eurosurveillance in 2011, I was its 
Managing Editor from 2006 onwards and between 2007 and 
2011, I set up ECDC’s Scientific Communication Section. 
Since 2008, I am member of the scientific committee for 
ESCAIDE (European Scientific Conference on Applied 
Infectious Disease Epidemiology). 

Before joining Eurosurveillance and ECDC, I worked as 
Editor-in-Chief for Germany’s national epidemiological 
and public health bulletin, the Epidemiologisches Bulletin at 
the Robert Koch Institute, Berlin, Germany. 

My first contact with EASE was at the EASE conference 
in Pisa in 2009 and I became member thereafter. Aside from 
attending EASE conferences and enjoying the exchange 
with colleagues during and between the conferences, I 
have been an active member of the EASE Gender Policy 
Committee (GPC, established in 2012). The work with the 
GPC has been joyful and enriching and I am convinced that 
this initiative has potential to contribute to greater quality 
and transparency in science reporting. I will thus continue 
to actively promote and support the distribution of its 
outcomes such as the envisaged common standard for sex 
and gender reporting. 

I would like to contribute to EASE’s strategic development 
and support the response to challenges pertaining to its 
mission and vision, with personal engagement as well 
as a creative and critical mind. I offer the perspective 
and experience of an expert who works in a scientific, 
multicultural, international governmental organisation. At 
ECDC I am also involved in supporting training activities 
for authors and editors aimed at improving the quality of 
scientific publications. It will be natural for me to integrate 
and promote the EASE mission, where appropriate, within 
such activities as well as in workshops or other events 
organised by ECDC. 

Duncan Nicholas
I am a freelance publishing consultant with nearly eleven years 
of experience in academic publishing. From 2004 I worked 
at Taylor & Francis under the Psychology Press imprint 
(putting my psychology degree to use), managing the peer 
review of over 20 journals and providing editorial support. 
I became an adept problem solver, offering the highest level 
of personalised editorial services whilst acquiring a great 
deal of knowledge of the academic publishing world. In 
2012 my role expanded to Development Editor for all T&F 
journals, applying my skills in bibliometrics, competitor 
analysis, and my interest in modern technologies and 
publishing developments to company-wide strategies. I 
am especially interested in methods of measuring research 
impact such as altmetrics; knowledge sharing, science 
communication and community. As a member of this 
central editorial team at Taylor & Francis, I worked across 
the fields of arts & humanities, behavioural science, public 
health, business, economics and sociology, education, 
engineering and IT, environment and agriculture, physical 
sciences, mathematics, politics, geography and area studies.

My new appointment to the EASE Council will benefit 
from my work at T&F, which focussed on themes of 
innovation, quality and integrity, and best practice in journal 
publishing. As a result I make myself aware of as much 
activity and development in the industry as possible, all of 
which embodies the values and progressive attitude of EASE.  

Over the next three years, I would like to use my 
experience to offer workshops, and create toolkits for 
use by the EASE community, and work at increasing the 
collaborative efforts between EASE, publishers and other 
organisations.  As part of EASE Conference programmes, 
standalone events or under the cooperative banners of 
EASE and other organisations, I would run workshops for 
editors, authors and reviewers on various themes centred 
around the relationships between publishers and journal 
contributors. The content of such sessions would be suitable 
for all levels and experience of contributors, from the 
young and emerging, to the veteran. I believe the greater 
the range of experiences involved the more fruitful each 
workshop can be. I am also interested in running practically 
oriented journal development workshops for editorial staff, 
covering subjects such as peer review admin, performance 
measurements and interventions, citation and competitor 
analysis, journal marketing and science communication. 
These subjects may be suitable for all members of the 
publishing community.

I look forward to writing more contributions for European 
Science Editing, reporting on the forthcoming conference, 
and being involved in the social media activity for events. 
This chance to be a member of the EASE Council is an 
honour, a wonderful opportunity for me to put my passion 
for journal publishing to wider use, and a chance to learn 
from the experience and expertise of the EASE community.


