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Small	journals	lack	visibility	
•  U.S.	Na$onal	Library	of	Medicine	indexes	5,515	in	MEDLINE,	

of	>18,000	journals	received	

•  90%	of	relevant	informa$on	is	published	in	10%	of	
biomedical	journals	

•  Science	Cita$on	Index:	<2%	of	journals	from	small	and	
developing	countries	

•  Small	journals	are	oUen	‘not	seen’,	even	when	the	
informa$on	is	important	



Indexing	+	access	=	visibility	

Indexing	
	Is	your	journal	indexed?	Where?	

	
Online	publica$on	

Is	your	journal	published	online?	
	
Access	to	ar$cles	

Is	a	journal	subscrip$on	required	to	
access	your	ar$cles?	



Indexing	
•  A	systema$c	organiza$on	of	the	literature	to	
facilitate	informa$on	retrieval	

•  VISIBILITY:	provide	a	simple	way	to	gain	global	
visibility	for	licle/no	cost	

•  ACCESS:	can	serve	as	a	portal	to	online	content	
•  QUALITY:	oUen	have	criteria	for	technical,	
editorial,	and	research	quality	and	a	stable	
publica$on	record	



Major	indexers	of	scien$fic	journals	



Types	of	indexes	
•  Open	indexes	

– Google	Scholar	
–  Index	Copernicus	

•  Quality-controlled	indexes	
– MEDLINE/PubMed	
–  CAB	Interna$onal	

•  Cita$on	indexes	(also	quality-controlled)	
–  Scopus	
– Web	of	Science	



Indexes	and	journal	selec$on	
•  “Bradford’s	Law”:	a	small	number	of	journals	in	a	
discipline	publish	the	majority	of	significant	scholarly	
work	

•  Thus,	most	indexes	use	criteria	to	select	journals	for	
inclusion	
–  Must	meet	basic	publishing	standards,	publish	regularly	
–  Relevant	scope	
–  Original,	peer-reviewed	content	
–  Editorial	and	ethics	policies	

•  Indexes	may	periodically	reassess	journals	



	
	

• 	Indexes	websites	with	“scholarly	
ar$cles”	

• 	Websites	must	provide	full	
abstracts	or	ar$cles	

• 	Retrieval	system	based	on	page	
ranking,	cita$on	data	

• 	Cita$on	rates	higher	than	other	
indexes,	as	wide	range	of	
publica$on	types	

http://scholar.google.com 



	
	

• 	Indexes	bibliographic	data	and	
databases	

• 	All	journals	can	register	
• 	A	subset	of	journals	meets	
basic	standards	

• 	Emphasize	inclusiveness,	the	
global	scien$fic	community	

• 	Can	be	set	up	in	various	
countries,	using	local	languages	
	

http://www.indexcopernicus.com  



CAB	Interna$onal	
•  “the	leading	English-

language	bibliographic	
informa$on	service	
providing	access	to	the	
world’s	applied	life	sciences	
literature”	

•  Strength	in	agriculture,	
veterinary	medicine	

•  Selec$ve	indexing	of	ar$cles	
from	wide	range	of	journals	



MEDLINE/PubMed	
hcps://www.nlm.nih.gov/pubs/factsheets/jsel.html		

•  Na$onal	Library	of	Medicine	bibliographic	database	of	
journal	ar$cles	in	life	sciences	and	biomedicine	

•  MEDLINE:	the	database:	$tles,	authors,	abstracts;	
indexed	using	MeSH	terminology	

•  PubMed:	interface	to	retrieve	ar$cle	info	from	
MEDLINE,	PubMed	Central,	NCBI	bookshelf	

•  PubMed	Central:	open	access	ar$cle	repository	



MEDLINE	journal	selec$on	
•  Literature	Selec$on	Technical	Review	Commicee	

–  A	Na$onal	Ins$tutes	of	Health	(NIH)	advisory	
commicee	of	external	experts	(analogous	to	a	grant	
review	panel)	

– Oversight	by	the	Director	of	the	Na$onal	Library	of	
Medicine	

– Meets	3X	yearly,	evaluates	~180	$tles/mee$ng	
–  Priority	score	between	0	(low)	and	5	(high)	
–  Acceptance	rate	15%	or	lower	



MEDLINE	journal	selec$on	criteria	
•  Scope	and	coverage:	core,	unique	biomedical	content	
•  Quality	of	content:	scien$fic	merit,	validity,	importance	
•  Quality	of	editorial	work	

–  Objec$vity,	credibility,	quality	
–  Peer	review	process,	adherence	to	ethical	guidelines,	disclosure	of	

financial	conflicts	of	interest,	correc$on	of	errata,	opportunity	for	
dissent	and	opinion	

•  Produc$on	quality	
–  Layout,	prin$ng,	graphics,	archival	acid-free	paper,	online	archive,	

website	naviga$on	



MEDLINE	journal	selec$on	criteria	
•  Audience	

–  Researchers,	clinicians,	educators,	administrators,	students	
–  Physicians,	nurses,	den$sts,	veterinarians,	scien$sts	

•  Types	of	content	(priori$zed)	
–  Original	research,	original	clinical	observa$ons,	cri$cal	reviews,	

sta$s$cal	compila$ons,	descrip$ons	or	evalua$ons	of	methods	or	
procedures,	case	reports	with	discussions	

•  Geographic	coverage	
–  Foreign	language	journals	held	to	same	criteria;	English	abstracts	

preferred;	does	the	content	fill	a	unique	geographic	niche?	





PubMed	Central	
•  Launched	in	2000	as	a	free	archive	for	full	text	
ar$cles;	a	repository	

•  Goal:	comprehensive,	broad	coverage	
– Must	be	in-scope	for	MEDLINE	(biomedical,	life	
sciences)	

– Unlike	MEDLINE,	need	not	provide	unique	content,	but…	
•  Must	meet	basic	publishing	standards	
•  Review	of	scien$fic	and	editorial	quality	(librarians,	scien$sts)	
•  Review	of	ethical	policies	and	prac$ces	

•  A	good	“first	step”	to	geung	indexed	in	PubMed	



SCOPUS	
•  “The	largest	abstract	and	cita$on	database	of	peer-reviewed	

literature:	scien$fic	journals,	books	and	conference	proceedings”	
•  Basic	publishing	standards;	regular,	stable	publica$on	
•  Scien$fic	quality	

–  Peer	reviewed,	diverse	authors,	cita$ons,	interna$onally	relevant	
–  Conformity	with	stated	aims	and	scope	

•  Editorial	quality	
–  Diversity	of	editorial	board	
–  Convincing	editorial	and	peer-review	policies	

•  Technical	quality	
–  Readability	of	ar$cles,	English	language	abstracts	
–  References	in	Roman	script	



Science	Cita$on	Index	

•  Journals	in	this	index	are	used	to	calculate	a	
journal’s	impact	factor:	

–  IF2017	=	#	cita$ons	in	2016	to	ar$cles	published	in	2015	and	2014	
		 																			#	ar$cles	published	in	2015	and	2014	

An	average	of	how	oUen	ar$cles	in	a	journal	are	cited	by	others	



Science	Cita$on	Index	

•  Journal	selec$on	is	a	2-step	process	
– Step	1:	Emerging	Sources	Cita$on	Index	

•  Cita$ons	tracked,	but	an	impact	factor	is	not	calculated	
•  Must	be	peer	reviewed,	follow	ethical	publishing	
prac$ces,	meet	technical	requirements,	have	English	
bibliographic	info,	be	recommended	or	requested	by	
Web	of	Science	users	

– Step	2:	Science	Cita$on	Expanded	Index	
•  Emphasis	on	cita$on	impact;	inclusion	not	guaranteed	



Science	Cita$on	Index	
•  Basic	publishing	standards	

–  Peer	review,	ethics,	format,	$meliness,	informa$ve	$tles	and	abstracts,	
complete	bibliographic	and	author	informa$on	

–  Priori$ze	journals	publishing	full-text	ar$cles	in	English	
•  Scien$fic	content:	will	the	ar$cles	enrich	the	database?	
•  Interna$onal	focus	

–  Diversity	in	authors,	editors,	board	(as	appropriate	for	target	audience)	
–  Excellent	regional	journals	that	target	local	audiences	

•  Cita$on	analysis	
–  How	important	and	influen$al	is	the	journal	in	its	discipline?	
–  Is	the	journal	integrated	with	the	surrounding	literature?	
–  How	cited	are	the	authors	and	editorial	board?	



Indexing	
•  Indexing	your	journal	as	
widely	as	possible	
increases	its	visibility	

•  Indexing	is	a	benchmark	
of	publishing	standards	
and	quality	

•  Develop	strategic	goals	
based	on	your	target	
audience	



Open-access	journals	

•  Ar$cles	freely	available	online	
•  Strong	trend	in	publishing	
(>11,000	journals)	

•  “Gold”	model:	author	pays	
–  $1500-$5000	on	average	

•  “Green”	model:	free	repository	
–  e.g.,	PubMed	Central	

•  Authors	usually	retain	copyright	



Hybrid	journals	
•  Subscrip$on	journals	with	
some	open-access	content	
–  Selected	ar$cles	or	issues	
–  Authors	can	opt	to	pay	for	
open	access	for	their	ar$cle	

–  Content	freely	available	
aUer	a	specified	embargo	
period	(usually	6-12	mos)	



Open	access	•	Open	data	•	Open	science	

•  Library	subscrip$on	costs	not	
sustainable	

•  Paywalls	s$fle	learning	and	
innova$on,	slow	scien$fic	progress	

•  Publicly-funded	research	should	be	
available	to	the	public	

•  Access	to	informa$on	is	a	right,	not	a	
privilege	



Open	access:	visibility	and	innova$on	

•  Enhanced	“discoverability”	—	open	indexes	and	
search	engines	find	authors	and	ar$cles	

•  Novel	publishing	pla}orms	
•  Shorter	$me	to	publica$on	
•  Links	with	social	networking	
•  New	models	of	peer	review	
•  Preprint	publica$on	
•  Scalable:	no	“page	limits”	





Predatory	Journals	
Journals	that	present	a	legi$mate	face	
for	an	illegi$mate	publica$on	process	

	

Accompanied	by	a	rise	in	
predatory	publishers	and	journals		

	



Predatory	Journals	–	Criteria	to	Examine	
Editor	and	Staff	
Are	editors	named?		
What	are	their	academic	creden$als?		
Diversity	–	geographic,	scien$fic,	gender?		
Are	listed	editors	aware	of	their	lis$ng?	
	
Business	Management	
Lack	of	transparency	
Undisclosed	fees	
No	prac$ce	for	digital	preserva$on	



Predatory	Journals	–	Criteria	to	Examine	
Poor	Journal	Standards/Prac8ces	
Bona	fide	peer	reviews	not	conducted	
Author	guidelines	copied	verba$m	from	other	
publishers	
	
Integrity	
Name	of	journal	doesn’t	reflect	its	mission	or	origin	
(Canadian	Journal	of…)	
Adver$ses	fake	impact	factor	
False	indexing	claims	
Republishes	ar$cles	without	credit	



Beware	the	Predatory	Journal	

Bohannon	J,	Science	2013;343:60-65	

A	spoof	paper	concocted	by	Science	reveals	licle	
or	no	scru$ny	at	many	open-access	journals	

	
Accepted	by	>	157	of	the	300	journals	



The	journals	that	accepted	the	ar$cle	were	mostly:	
•  On	Beall’s	list	of	predatory	journals	
•  Not	in	the	Directory	of	Open	Access	Journals	(DOAJ)	
•  Peer	review:	licle	to	none	
	
	
	
The	journals	that	rejected	the	ar$cle	were	mostly:	
•  In	the	Directory	of	Open	Access	Journals	(DOAJ)	
	

There	was	overlap	between	Beall’s	list	and	the	DOAJ	
	



Tangled	web	

John Bohannon Science 2013;342:60-65 

Published by AAAS 







Awareness	of	Predatory	Journals	
	23%	aware	of	term	“predatory	journal”	
~5%		aware	of	Beall’s	list	
~65%	defined	predatory	journals	based	on	some	poor	but	

not	predatory	prac$ces;	some	misunderstood	the	
term	completely		

	

On	the	rise	
	

Mentors:	Help	novice	writers	to	–		
dis$nguish	between	legi$mate	and	illegi$mate	journals	
select	the	best	journal	for	their	work	



Beware	the	Predatory	Journal	

Be	sure	the	publisher	is	reputable	
	

•  Full	verifiable	contact	informa$on,	including	
address?	

•  Peer	review	process:	described?	
•  Member	of	the	Directory	of	Open	Access	Journals	
or	similar	associa$on?	

•  Are	ar$cles	assigned	a	DOI?	



Beware	the	Predatory	Journal	
Inves$gate	the	journal	
	
•  Assess	quality	of	published	ar$cles	
•  Where	is	journal	indexed?	
•  Is	journal	associated	with	a	scholarly	society?	
•  Who	is	the	Editor?		
•  Editorial	Board:	recognized	experts/affilia$ons?	



Beware	the	Predatory	Journal	
Beall’s	list:		
hcp://	hcps://scholarlyoa.com/publishers/	

	 	 	 	2013 	 	 	2016 	 		
publishers	 	242	 	 	 	989	 	 	 		
journals	 	126	 	 	 	999		

	
However:	
One	person’s	crusade,	not	without	
controversy,	has	disappeared	from	the	
Web	



“Beall	will	be	criminally	prosecuted	for	fraud,	
extor$on,	bribery	and	money	laundering.”	



hcps://doaj.org/	



hcps://doaj.org/	



hcp://thinkchecksubmit.org/	



ONLY	if	you	answer	’yes’	to	the	ques$ons	on	our	check	list	





Posi8ve	Indicators	



Posi8ve	Indicators	



Nega8ve	Indicators	
	



Nega8ve	Indicators	









Fake	Impact	Factors	and	Metrics	
•  >	50	fake	impact	factor	companies	and	misleading	
metrics	
2012		The	Global	Impact	Factor	(GIF)	
2013		CiteFactor		

		Universal	Impact	Factor	(UIF)		

•  Logos	some$mes	appear	on	website	of	legi$mate	
journals			

		
Mehrdad	Jalalian,	The	story	of	fake	impact	factor	companies	and	how	we	
detected	them,	hcps://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/ar$cles/PMC4477767/	



Fake/Misleading	Metrics	
Metrics	are	judged	to	be	misleading	if	they	meet	
the	following	criteria:	
	
•  Website	nontransparent,	licle	informa$on	about	
loca$on,	team	

•  Charges	journals	for	inclusion		
•  Scores	for	most	or	all	journals	increase	each	year	
•  Uses	Google	Scholar	as	its	database	for	calcula$ng	
metrics	(no	screening	for	quality	and	indexes	predatory	
journals)	

•  Uses	the	term	“impact	factor”	







“welcome	development	that	it	s$ll	needs	quite	a	bit	of	work.	The	posi$ves:	
•  The	criteria	for	inclusion	in	the	blacklist	are	

clearly	set	out	and	publicly	available.	
•  For	each	entry,	date	of	last	review	is	indicated,	and	an	email	hyperlink	is	

provided	that	allows	readers	to	contribute	informa$on	about	a	journal.	
•  Each	entry	includes	a	link	to	Cabell’s	appeal	policy.	Appeals	are	allowed	

once	per	journal	per	year,	and	instruc$ons	are	included	in	the	policy	text.	
•  Wisely,	ra$ngs	are	given	at	the	journal	level,	not	the	publisher	level;	thus,	

for	example,	the	Open	Science	journal	Advances	in	Biomedical	Sciences	is	
listed	as	having	5	viola$ons	of	Cabell’s	criteria,	while	the	same	
publisher’s	Interna:onal	Journal	of	Public	Health	Research	has	6.	

•  For	each	entry,	specifics	of	the	viola$ons	are	conveniently	listed	under	
criterion	categories:	thus,	Acta	Rheumatologica	is	dinged	for	viola$ons	in	
the	categories	of	“Integrity”	(	“The	publisher	hides	or	obscures	
rela$onships	with	for-profit	partner	companies”),	“Website”	(“Does	not	
iden$fy	a	physical	address	for	the	publisher	or	gives	a	fake	address”)	and	
“Business	Prac$ces”	(“Emails	from	journals	received	by	researchers	who	
are	clearly	not	in	the	field	the	journal	covers”).”	

	 Rick	Anderson	



“So	what	are	the	problems?		
	
The	most	serious	is	that,	as	currently	configured,	Cabell’s	Blacklist	
perpetuates	the	common	problem	of	confla8ng	low-quality	journal	
publishing	with	decep/ve	or	predatory	publishing.	In	this	case,	the	
confla$on	happens	because	many	of	the	blacklis$ng	criteria	Cabell’s	applies	
are	really	quality	criteria	(“poor	grammar	and/or	spelling,”	“does	not	have	a	
clearly	stated	peer	review	policy,”	“no	policy	for	digital	preserva$on,”	etc.)	
that	can	easily	end	up	gathering	fundamentally	honest	but	less-
competently-run	journals	into	the	same	net	as	those	journals	that	are	
ac$vely	trying	to	perpetrate	a	scam.	Predatory	and	incompetent	journals	do	
oUen	evince	some	of	the	same	traits,	but	these	traits	don’t	always	indicate	
predatory	intent.	(However,	the	Cabell’s	staff	assures	me	that	there	is	a	
behind-the-scenes	scoring	rubric	that	assigns	different	weights	to	different	
viola$ons,	and	is	designed	to	prevent	merely	new	or	low-quality	journals	
from	being	tagged	as	predators	and	included	in	the	blacklist.)”	

Rick	Anderson	







4	TABLES	
1.	Beall’s	criteria	for	iden$fica$on	of	predatory	journals	
and	publishers	(inaccessible)	

	
2.	Criteria	for	receipt	of	the	DOAJ	seal	
	
3.	Checklist	from	Think.	Check.	Submit.	ini$a$ve	
	
4.		“Warning	sign”	features	that	should	increase	
suspicion	that	a	journal	is	predatory	(although	
features	may	be	absent	even	in	a	predatory	journal)	

Iden8fying	Predatory	
or	Pseudo-Journals	



How	can	you	let	authors	know		
your	journal	is	not	predatory?		

•  Does	your	journal	adhere	to	the	posi$ve	
indicators?	
	

•  Does	your	journal	avoid	the	nega$ve	indicators?	
	

•  Use	these	indicators	of	legi$macy	and	illegi$macy	
to	create	the	vision,	mission,	and	characteris$cs	
of	your	journal.	





and	more!	







Predatory	Journals	and	Publishers	



Beware	the	Predatory	Journal	

Mentors:	Help	novice	writers	to	–		
dis$nguish	between	legi$mate	and	illegi$mate	journals		
select	the	best	journal	for	their	work	

	





Metrics	

•  What	are	metrics?	
•  What	metrics	should	I	use	for	my	journal?	
•  Using	metrics	appropriately	



Drowning	in	metrics	
•  Increasingly	used	to	govern	

science	
•  Widely	misused	in	hiring,	

funding,	promo$on	
•  Universi$es	obsessed	with	

global	rankings	
•  Evalua$on	now	“led	by	the	data	
rather	than	by	judgment”	

 



Everyone	loves	numbers….	
	 	 	 	 	 	…but	remember...	



Numbers	don’t	tell	you…	

…the	quality	of	the	paper	
…the	quality	of	the	journal	
…the	quality	of	the	researchers	
…the	whole	story	



San	Francisco	Declaration	on	
Research	Assessment	
 
Putting science into the assessment of research 

 
There is a pressing need to improve the ways in which the output of scientific research is 
evaluated by funding agencies, academic institutions, and other parties.  
 
To address this issue, a group of editors and publishers of scholarly journals met during 
the Annual Meeting of The American Society for Cell Biology (ASCB) in San Francisco, 
CA, on December 16, 2012. The group developed a set of recommendations, referred to 
as the San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment. We invite interested parties 
across all scientific disciplines to indicate their support by adding their names to this 
Declaration. 
 
The outputs from scientific research are many and varied, including: research articles 
reporting new knowledge, data, reagents, and software; intellectual property; and highly 
trained young scientists. Funding agencies, institutions that employ scientists, and 
scientists themselves, all have a desire, and need, to assess the quality and impact of 
scientific outputs. It is thus imperative that scientific output is measured accurately and 
evaluated wisely.  
 
The Journal Impact Factor is frequently used as the primary parameter with which to 
compare the scientific output of individuals and institutions. The Journal Impact Factor, 
as calculated by Thomson Reuters,* was originally created as a tool to help librarians 
identify journals to purchase, not as a measure of the scientific quality of research in an 
article.  With that in mind, it is critical to understand that the Journal Impact Factor has a 
number of well-documented deficiencies as a tool for research assessment. These 
limitations include: A) citation distributions within journals are highly skewed [1–3]; B) the 
properties of the Journal Impact Factor are field-specific: it is a composite of multiple, 
highly diverse article types, including primary research papers and reviews [1, 4]; C) 
Journal Impact Factors can be manipulated (or “gamed”) by editorial policy [5]; and D) 
data used to calculate the Journal Impact Factors are neither transparent nor openly 
available to the public [4, 6, 7].  
 
Below we make a number of recommendations for improving the way in which the 
quality of research output is evaluated. Outputs other than research articles will grow in 
importance in assessing research effectiveness in the future, but the peer-reviewed 
research paper will remain a central research output that informs research assessment. 
Our recommendations therefore focus primarily on practices relating to research articles 
published in peer-reviewed journals but can and should be extended by recognizing 
additional products, such as datasets, as important research outputs.  These 
recommendations are aimed at funding agencies, academic institutions, journals, 
organizations that supply metrics, and individual researchers.  
 
A number of themes run through these recommendations: 

Signed	by	12,788	editors	as	of	Oct	4,	2017	



Metrics	

•  What	metrics	should	I	use	for	my	journal?	
–  Journal	manuscript	ac$vity	
–  Journal	cita$on	metrics	
– Ar$cle	level	metrics	



Journal	manuscript	ac$vity	

Process	Indicator	 Vet	Clin	Pathol	 JAMA	
Submissions/year	 250	 6000	
Acceptance	rate	 42%	 6%	
%	Peer-reviewed	 95%	 40%	
Time:	submission	to	1st	decision	 1.5	mo	 1.0	mo	
Time:	submission	to	acceptance	 3.0	mo	 2.5	mo	
Time:	acceptance	to	publica$on	 9.0	mo	 1.5	mo	



Journal	rejec$on	rates	

Journal	Type	 Journal	 Rejec8on	Rate	

General	science	 Nature,	Bri:sh	Medical	Journal	 >90%	

Specialty	science	 Circula:on,	Heart	 75-85%	

Subspecialty	science	 J	Interven:onal	Cardiology	 50-60%	

Super	specialist	 Journal	of	Vascular	Access	 <60%	

Bias	to	publish	 Current	Medical	Research	&	Opinion	 10-15%	

Data	from	Liz	Wager,	COPE	

NOTE:	large	open	access	journals	oUen	have	rela$vely	high	rejec$on	rates	
because	of	impact-neutral	peer	review	process	



The	journal	impact	factor	(IF)	



The	journal	impact	factor	(IF)	



Journal	Cita$on	Report	

•  Annual	publica$on	of	journal	impact	factor:	

–  IF2017	=	#	cita$ons	in	2016	to	ar$cles	published	in	2015	and	2014	

	 	 																			#	ar$cles	published	in	2015	and	2014	

An	average	of	how	oUen	ar$cles	in	a	journal	are	cited	by	others	
	
Originally	developed	for	librarians,	to	guide	journal	collec$ons	



Range	of	impact	factors	

 0.000           10              20            30              40             50              60             70                                        

Nature 
40.137 

Ca-Cancer 
J Clin 

187.04 

J Clin Oncol 
24.008 

Veterinary Science (n = 138) 
0.000 – 4.348 
59% <1.000 

Diabetes 
8.684 Cell 

30.410 
New Eng J Med 

72.406 Gut 
16.658 

Lancet 
47.831 

Nature Reviews 
Drug Discovery 

57.0 



The	journal	impact	factor	
•  A	general	indicator	of	journal	pres$ge	
•  Sta$s$cal	issues	

–  A	mean	of	highly	skewed	data	
•  High-impact	journals	get	most	cita$ons	from	few	ar$cles	
•  Doesn’t	correlate	with	quality	of	individual	ar$cles	or	authors	

–  Sta$s$cal	noise	15–40%,	depending	on	journal	size	
–  Precision	to	one	decimal	place	

•  Affected	by	discipline,	ar$cle	type,	cita$on	prac$ces	
•  Open	to	abuse	and	manipula$on	



Cita$on	rates	differ	by	discipline	
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VIROLOGY 
n = 30 
median IF = 2.516 
total cites = 223,580 
total articles = 5,875 
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AGRICULTURE 
n = 50 
median IF = 0.676 
total cites = 107,988 
total articles = 5,922 



VETERINARY MEDICINE 
n = 141 
median IF = 0.705 
total cites = 202,410 
total articles = 13,639 

MEDICINE 
n = 133 
median IF = 1.275 
total cites = 913,720 
total articles = 16,599 

VET RES 3.579 

IRAN J VET 
RES 0.016 

NEJM 47.050 

ACTA MED MEDIT 0.000 

Veterinary	and	medical	journals	
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Cita$on	rates	differ	by	audience	size	
Audience	 Journal	 Impact	Factor	

General	science	 Nature	 36.280	

General	neuroscience	 Nature	Neuroscience	 15.531	

Experimental	neuroscience	 J	Neuropath	Exp	Neuro	 4.258	

Specialty	neuroscience	 Brain	Pathol	 3.995	

Subspecialty	neuroscience	 Neuropep:des	 1.553	



Cita$on	prac$ces	affect	cita$on	rates	

•  Self-cita$on	
– Most	journals	have	self-cita$on	rates	≤15%	
– Major	devia$on:	journals	suspended	from	IF	for	1	year	

•  Journal	restric$ons	on	the	number	of	references	
•  Ci$ng	ar$cles	without	reading	them	
•  Tendency	to	cite	English-language	ar$cles	
•  Ci$ng	poor-quality	studies	to	make	a	point	



Other	factors	affec$ng	cita$on	rates	

•  Scien$fic	collabora$on	
–  “A	correla$on	exists	between	the	number	of	authors	and	the	

number	of	$mes	an	ar$cle	is	cited	….”	(Flgg	et	al,	2006)	

•  Open	access	
–  27	of	31	studies	found	more	cita$ons	of	open	access	ar$cles	

(Swan	A.	hcp://eprints.ecs.soton.ac.uk/18516)	
–  Effect	varies	by	discipline	

•  Early	online	publica$on:	ar$cles	available	
longer	



Comment	from	a	journal	editor	to	the	authors	of	an	accepted	
manuscript:	
	
“Please	review	the	past	three	years	of	our	journal,	and,	
where	appropriate	and	relevant,	cite	all	ar$cles	that	
would	be	relevant	to	your	paper's	subject.	We	
appreciate	your	efforts	in	ci$ng	relevant	previous	
studies	from	our	journal.	Thank	you.”	

	
Pos$ng	on	WAME	Listserv	3/11/2004	



“We	recently	received	an	offer	to	pay	money	
to	authors	who	cite	ar$cles	from	our	journal	
to	increase	the	Impact	Factor	of	the	journal…”	

	
Pos$ng	on	WAME	Listserv,	12/1/2010	



“We	have	debated	whether	we	should	
eliminate	our	‘Notes’	sec$on…”,	because	they	
are	cited	much	less	frequently	than	full	
ar$cles.	“But	we	are	not	prepared	to	sacrifice	
valid	scien8fic	content	just	to	improve	a	
metric…”	

	
Fitzsimmons	JM,	Skevington	JH,	Canadian	Field-Naturalist,	2010	



ASM Journals Eliminate Impact Factor
Information from Journal Websites

Arturo Casadevall,a Editor in Chief, mBio®,
Stefano Bertuzzi,b Chief Executive Officer, ASM,
Michael J. Buchmeier,c Editor in Chief, Microbiology and Molecular Biology Reviews®,
Roger J. Davis,d Editor in Chief, Molecular and Cellular Biology®,
Harold Drake,e Editor in Chief, Applied and Environmental Microbiology®,
Ferric C. Fang,f Editor in Chief, Infection and Immunity®,
Jack Gilbert,g Editor in Chief, mSystems™,
Barbara M. Goldman,b Director, Journals, ASM,
Michael J. Imperiale,h Editor in Chief, mSphere™,
Philip Matsumura,i Editor, Genome Announcements™,
Alexander J. McAdam,j Editor in Chief, Journal of Clinical Microbiology®,
Marcela F. Pasetti,k Editor in Chief, Clinical and Vaccine Immunology®,
Rozanne M. Sandri-Goldin,l Editor in Chief, Journal of Virology®,
Thomas Silhavy,m Editor in Chief, Journal of Bacteriology®,
Louis Rice,n Editor in Chief, Antimicrobial Agents and Chemotherapy®,
Jo-Anne H. Young,o Editor in Chief, Clinical Microbiology Reviews®,
Thomas Shenk,m Chair, Publications Board, ASM
Department of Molecular Microbiology and Immunology, Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health,
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Medical Institute, Chevy Chase, Maryland, USA, and Program in Molecular Medicine, University of
Massachusetts Medical School, Worcester, Massachusetts, USAd; Department of Ecological Microbiology,
University of Bayreuth, Bayreuth, Germanye; University of Washington School of Medicine, Seattle, Washington,
USAf; Department of Surgery, University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, USAg; Department of Microbiology and
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Editor’s note: This editorial is published simultaneously by the following ASM journals: Antimicrobial Agents and
Chemotherapy, Applied and Environmental Microbiology, Clinical Microbiology Reviews, Infection and Immunity, Journal of
Clinical Microbiology, mBio, mSphere, and mSystems.

Many scientists attempt to publish their work in a journal with the highest possible
journal impact factor (IF). Despite widespread condemnation of the use of journal

IFs to assess the significance of published work, these numbers continue to be widely
misused in publication, hiring, funding, and promotion decisions (1, 2).

There are a number of problems with this approach. First of all, the journal IF is a
journal-level metric, not an article-level metric, and its use to determine the impact of
a single article is statistically flawed since citation distribution is skewed for all journals,
with a very small number of articles driving the vast majority of citations (3, 4).
Furthermore, impact does not equal importance (5) or advancement to the field, and
the pursuit of a high IF, whether at the article or journal level, may misdirect research
efforts away from more important priorities. The causes for the unhealthy obsession
with IF are complex (2). High-IF journals limit the number of their publications to create
an artificial scarcity and generate the perception that exclusivity is a marker of quality.
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“Our	goal	is	to	avoid	
contribu$ng	further	to	the	
inappropriate	focus	on	
journal	IFs…	



Keep	the	impact	factor	in	perspec$ve	

•  Focus	on	ar$cle	quality	and	your	target	audience	
•  Provide	transla$ons	into	English	
•  Expand	indexing	and	access	
•  Educate	and	inform	

–  Impact	factor	doesn’t	measure	ar$cle	or	author	quality	
–  Impact	factor	doesn’t	measure	educa$onal	benefit	
–  Impact	factor	doesn’t	measure	clinical	impact	

•  Avoid	trea$ng	the	number	vs	the	pa$ent	



Other	cita$on	metrics	and	tools	
•  h-index:	an	author-level	metric	based	on	the	
number	of	ar$cles	(h)	that	have	received	at	least	h	
cita$ons	
–  h=6:	an	author	has	at	least	6	publica$ons	that	have	
each	received	at	least	6	cita$ons	

– Quan$fies	both	scien$fic	produc$vity	and	impact	
–  Can	be	applied	to	journals	and	countries	

•  SCImago	Journal	Rankings	(www.scimagojr.com)	



SCImago:	compare	disciplines	



SCImago:	journal	rank	



SCImago:	compare	countries	in	a	
region	



SCImago:	country-specific	data	



SCImago:	country-specific	data	



Ar$cle-level	metrics	

A	measure	of	the	
“acen$on”	an	
ar$cle	is	receiving	
by	readers	
	
Compare	with	
other	ar$cles	in	
that	journal	or	in		
similar	journals	
	
Most	acen$on	
occurs	shortly	
aUer	publica$on	
	
	



How	can	editors	use	ar$cle-level	metrics?	

•  Encourage	authors	to	promote	their	ar$cles	
•  Help	authors	make	their	ar$cles	‘discoverable’	
•  Help	authors	build	networks,	respond	to	comments	
•  Engage	in	social	media	
•  Push	popular	ar$cles	toward	new	readers	
•  Track	the	performance	of	ar$cles	in	your	journal	
•  Compare	journal	performance	over	$me	



Metrics	in	academic	evalua$on	
•  Editors	can	inform	and	advise	
academic	evaluators	

•  Quan$ta$ve	evalua$on	should	
support	qualita$ve,	expert	
assessment	

•  Protect	excellence	Iocally	
relevant	research	

•  Account	for	varia$ons	by	field	
•  Avoid	misplaced	concreteness	
and	false	precision	

Nature	23	Apr	2015	





“Encourage	research	that	is	praiseworthy	rather	than	simply	
discourage	research	that	is	blameworthy.”		

Center	for	Ethics	at	the	University	of	Montana	

Publica$on	Ethics	

The	scien$fic	enterprise	is	built	on	
a	founda$on	of	trust	

	
Published	research	influences	
other	researchers	and	changes	

prac$ce.	



Public	Trust	in	Research	
MEDLINE	retrac$ons:	

500	in	2014		
684	in	2015	
(664	in	2016)	

	
MEDLINE	cita$ons:	

about	806,000	in	2015		
(870,000	in	2016)	

	
Many	retracted	ar$cles	con$nue	to	be	cited		
(or	are	included	in	systema$c	reviews)	aUer	retrac$on	
Have	they	plateaued?	Too	soon	to	know	

Increased	by	37%	

increased	by	5%	



Why	does	research	integrity	
m
a
t
t
e
r
?

MEDLINE	Retrac$ons	



Why	does	research	integrity	
m
a
t
t
e
r
?

MEDLINE	Errata	







Ethical	Repor$ng	of	Data	

•  Image	manipula$on	
•  Misrepresenta$on	of	data	
•  Fabrica$on	of	data	
	
•  Honest	errors	
•  Errors	through	negligence	
•  Purposeful	decep$on	

The	pressure	to	publish…	



Image	manipula$on	
•  No	specific	feature	within	an	image	may	be	
enhanced,	obscured,	moved,	removed,	or	
introduced	

•  Adjustments	of	brightness,	contrast,	or	color	
acceptable	if	applied	to	the	whole	image	and	do	
not	obscure	or	eliminate	any	informa$on	present	in	
the	original	

•  How	do	you	know?	SoUware	programs	to	detect	
manipula$on	

•  As	an	editor,	never	manipulate	images	outside	
guidelines	



Criteria	for	Authorship	
•  Substan$al	contribu$ons	to	concep$on	or	design;	or	the	

acquisi$on,	analysis,	or	interpreta$on	of	data;	AND	
•  DraUing	the	ar$cle	or	revising	it	cri$cally	for	important	

intellectual	content;	AND	
•  Final	approval	of	the	version	to	be	published;	AND	
•  Agreement	to	be	accountable	for	all	aspects	of	the	work	in	

ensuring	that	ques$ons	related	to	the	accuracy	or	integrity	of	
any	part	of	the	work	are	appropriately	inves$gated	and	
resolved.	

About	CREDIT	and	ACCOUNTABILITY	



 
 

COPE Cases  1997-99  2000-02  2003-05  2006-08 2009-10 

Total 76 80 80 109 93 

Unethical editorial 
decisions 

3 3 10 11 3 

Plagiarism 4 6 11 13 7 

Authorship 17 23 9 18 21 

Fabrication/ 
Falsification 

9 4 3 7 5 

Unethical research 32 40 41 38 14 

Join	COPE!	
Editors	can	submit	cases.	



 
 

	1997-2000					2001-2004				2005-2008				2009-2012				2013-2016	



 
 

A	

Authorship	Cases	
	

•  Unusually	frequent	submission	of	ar$cles	by	a	single	
author	

•  Editor	as	author	of	paper	
•  Paper	submiced	for	publica$on	without	consent	or	
knowledge	of	co-authors	

•  Request	to	withdraw	as	an	author	on	an	accepted	but	
unpublished	paper	

•  Suspected	contact	between	reviewer	and	an	author	led	
to	co-authorship	of	the	reviewer	



Misacribu$on	

Ghost	authorship	
Failing	to	list	as	an	author	someone	who	meets	
accepted	criteria	for	authorship	
	
Guest	or	giS	authorship		
Lis$ng	as	an	author	someone	who	fails	to	meet	
accepted	criteria	for	authorship	
	
Cultural	differences.....	



Ghost	Authorship	
Malignant	ghosts	

Vioxx®	case;	Ross	et	al.	JAMA	299:1800-1812,	2008	
	
Rofecoxib	(Merck)	
Introduced	as	a	safe	and	effec$ve	alterna$ve	to	other	NSAIDs	
for	treatment	of	osteoarthri$s	
	
Academic	authors	changed/soUened	manuscript	at	Merck’s	
request	from:	“systemic	biosynthesis	of	prostacyclin…was	
decreased	by	[rofecoxib]”	to	“Cox-2	may	play	a	role	in	the	
systemic	biosynthesis	of	prostacyclin.”		
	



Ghost	Authorship	
Thus,	rofecoxib	(Merck)	might	increase	thrombus	forma$on	
–	but	not	presented	in	the	publica$ons	
	
Other	cardiovascular	risks	obscured	
	
>80	million	people	took	the	drug	
80,000-140,000	cases	of	serious	cardiovascular	
complica$ons	(stroke,	heart	acack)	with	es$mated	30-40%	
fatali$es	
	
In	li$ga$on,	company	fined	$320	million	



What	can	editors	do	about		
ghost	and	guest	authors?	

Ghosts	
Journal	editors	usually	will	not	add	an	author	(or	
publish	a	correc$on)	without	wricen	agreement	from	
the	other	authors	
	
Guests	
AUer	publica$on,	if	author	listed	without	journal	
editor	might	publish	a	correc$on	
	
All	research	ins8tu8ons,	journals,	and	scien8fic	
socie8es	should	have	formal	authorship	policies.	



What	now?	

•  Lecers	of	submission	of	manuscripts	to	journals	should	
include	an	“authorship	verifica$on	statement”	signed	
by	all	authors	and	indica$ng	each	author’s	contribu$on	

•  The	specific	roles	of	the	authors	(“contributorship”)	
should	be	listed	in	the	published	ar$cle	

•  Conflict	of	interest	disclosure	
•  Schemes	to	determine	authorship	and	arrange	order	







PUBLICATION	

•  Plagiarism	
•  Duplicate	publica$on	

The	pressure	to	publish…	
The	pressure	to	publish…	

new	knowledge….for	the	first	$me!	



Plagiarism	

•  Using	or	copying	someone	
else’s	words	or	data	as	though	
they	were	your	own	
o  All	or	part	of	a	paper	
o  Paragraphs,	sentences,	figures,	
data,	etc.	

o  Print	or	online	
o  Inadequate	acribu$on	

COPY	
&	

PASTE	



Duplicate	publica$on	
•  Using	your	own	work	in	more	than	one	
publica$on	

•  Par$al	or	full	overlap	
o  Text,	figures,	tables,	data,	samples,	cases	

•  In	print	or	electronic	media	
•  Not	acknowledged	or	disclosed	
•  Also	called	“text	recycling”	



Duplicate	publica$on	

•  Some	journals	limit	previous	publica$on	to	a	
250-word	abstract	

•  Some	journals	consider	conference	
proceedings	as	previous	publica$on	unless	the	
distribu$on	is	limited	

•  Does	your	journal	have	a	policy?	
Is	it	clearly	stated	on	your	website?	



What	would	you	do?	
An	author	contact	you	abut	submiung	her	manuscript	
to	your	journal.	She	realized	she	had	submiced	the	
ar$cle	to	a	predatory	journal	when	the	ar$cle	was	
accepted	in	2	days	and	a	fee	was	requested.	She	never	
paid	the	fee	and	withdrew	the	manuscript,	but	the	
predatory	journal	nevertheless	published	it	online.	
	

Can	she	submit	the	paper	to	your	journal?	







Journal	policies	on	originality	of	work	

•  The	submiced	work	must	be	original	
•  The	manuscript	is	not	under	considera$on	by	
another	journal	

•  Informa$on	in	the	manuscript	has	not	been	
previously	published	except	in	abstract	form	
(proceedings	might	be	acceptable)	

•  Reprinted	transla$ons	are	acceptable	if	both	
editors	agree	and	the	original	version	is	cited/
acributed	in	the	translated	version	



Conflicts	of	Interest	
Disclose	rela$onships,	
funding	sources,	
revenue	sources,	
consultantships,	
board	memberships		
	

Disclosure	doesn’t	imply	
bias,	but	lets	reader	
interpret	findings	with	full	
knowledge	of	possible	
biases	



Privacy	and	confiden$ality	

•  Manuscripts	are	“privileged	
communica$on”	

•  Editors	must	not	disclose	informa$on,	
reviews,	or	decisions	about	manuscripts	
to	anyone	except	authors	and	reviewers	

• Reviewers:		
o  Must	not	publicly	discuss	the	author’s	work	
before	publica$on	

o  Must	not	make	copies	or	share	with	others	
o  Must	not	contact	authors	



Ethical	dilemma	par	excellence!		

An	ar$cle	and	34	others	by	the	same	
author	published	in	another	journal	
have	been	retracted.	
		

One	editor	in	the	wake	of	these	
retrac$ons.	

Data	were	falsified	and	the	author	
was	reviewing	his	own	papers!	
	
He	had	suggested	false	reviewers	
with	gmail	and	yahoo	email	
addresses	–	and	all	the	emails	
tracked	back	to	him.	He	then	
submiced	glowing	reviews.	



The	$p-off?	

The	reviews	were	returned	within	24	hours!	



Commicee	on	Publica$on	Ethics	

Tools	and	guidelines	for	ethical	edi$ng	and	
publishing	
	



Animal	Care	and	Use	
Interna$onal	Commicee	of	Medical	Journal	Editors		
	
	
	
	
When	repor$ng	experiments	on	animals,	authors	should	
indicate	whether	ins$tu$onal	and	na$onal	standards	for	
the	care	and	use	of	laboratory	animals	were	followed.	
Further	guidance	on	animal	research	ethics	is	available	
from	the	
Interna$onal	Associa$on	of	Veterinary	Editors’	Consensus	
Author	Guidelines	on	Animal	Ethics	and	Welfare.	



Animal	Care	and	Use	



Correc$ons	and	Retrac$ons	



Correc$ons	and	Retrac$ons	





Resources	and	training	

EQUATOR	Repor$ng	Guidelines	and	Toolkits	
hcp://www.equator-network.org/			

COPE	E-Learning	Modules	
hcps://publica$onethics.org/resources/e-learning	

Pippa	Smart	Editor	Training	Course	
hcps://www.pspconsul$ng.org/training/online-
editor-s-course/	



Organiza$ons	for		
Medical/Science	Editors	

Interna$onal	Associa$on	of	Veterinary	Editors	(IAVE)	
www.veteditors.org		

World	Associa$on	of	Medical	Editors	(WAME)	www.wame.org		

Interna$onal	Commicee	of	Medical	Journal	Editors	(ICMJE)	
www.icmje.org		

European	Associa$on	of	Science	Editors	(EASE)	www.ease.org.uk		

Council	of	Science	Editors	(CSE)	www.councilscienceeditors.org		

Commicee	on	Publica$on	Ethics	(COPE)	hcp://publica$onethics.org	



Webinars	and	Upcoming	Mee$ngs	
	
COPE	Webinars	
	
EASE	and	IAVE,	Bucharest,	Romania	8-10	June	2018	
Balancing	Innova:on	and	Tradi:on	in	Science	Edi:ng	
	
Sixth	World	Conference	on	Research	Integrity,	Hong	Kong,	2019	
	
Ninth	Interna$onal	Congress	on	Peer	Review	and	Scien$fic	
Publica$on,	2021	
(see	hcp://www.peerreviewcongress.org	for	Eighth	Congress,	
September	2017)	


