
Con tents Vol. 29(3) August 2003

From the ed i tors’ desks
70 A suc cess! — Win ner of the draw — Sci ence Ed i tors’ Hand book — Time to visit Cra cow — 

Mem bers re tir ing from the Ed i to rial Board — Roger Bénichoux — Con tri bu tions for the
next issue

Ed i to rial
71 Who owns in tel lec tual prop erty? Elis a beth Kessler

Editing in my country
72 Ed ward Towpik: Sci en tific med i cal jour nals in Po land

Cor re spon dence
73 Juan Miguel Campanario and Brian Mar tin: “Re jected but avail able”: a new way for jour nals 

to be open to in no va tive ideas

Re ports of meet ings
74 In ter acting with the dig i tal en vi ron ment: mod ern sci en tific pub lish ing: 46th an nual meet ing 

of CSE (Ann Conti Morcos)
75 Editing and sci en tific “truth”: 8th gen eral as sem bly and con fer ence of EASE (John Glen, 

Da vid Sharp, Mar ga ret Cooter, Hooman Momen, Paola De Cas tro, Douglas Simpson, 
Mar tha Brookes, Roderick Hunt) 

EASE-Forum di gest: March–June 2003 (com piler: Arjan Polderman)
79 Joining the fo rum (new in struc tions) — Spam on the forum — Stan dards and style — Desk top

pub lish ing pro gram — Tech ni cal ed i tors and au thors’ ed i tors — Scan di na vian al pha bet — 
Two-language ref er ences — Pub li ca tion prac tice for phar ma ceu ti cal com pa nies — Open ac cess —
Var i ous

Book re views
82 Rob ert Holder:  How not to say what you mean: a dic tio nary of eu phe misms (re viewed by

John Kirk man)
83 Doreen Blake, Michèle Clarke, Anne Mc Car thy and June Mor ri son: Indexing the med i cal 

sci ences (re viewed by Rich ard Raper)
83 Al ex an der R Margulis: Be in charge: a lead er ship man ual (re viewed by AJ (Tom) van Loon)

Reg u lar fea tures
85 The Ed i tors’ WebWatch (Moira Vekony): Paola De Cas tro, Mar ga ret Cooter, Jenny Gretton, 

Hervé Maisonneuve
89 News Notes (Mar ga ret Cooter): M-L Desbarats-Schönbaum, Julie Halfacre, El.pubWeekly
90 Forth com ing meet ings, courses and BELS ex ams
91 The Ed i tor’s Book shelf (Jean Shaw)
96 Mem ber ship list ad di tions and changes
98 Mem ber ship of EASE [mem ber ship in for ma tion and ap pli ca tion form]

Eu ro pean Sci ence Editing

   Eu ro pean As so ci a tion of Sci ence Ed i tors



a level com pa ra ble to their West ern Euro pean coun ter -
parts. They started to pub lish in Eng lish to pres ent
orig i nal Polish work to the inter na tional sci en tific com -
mu nity. This seemed an obvi ous direc tion, if we keep
the assumed inte gra tion with EU coun tries in mind.
The devel op ment of cer tain other jour nals was slower.
It seemed, how ever, that with finan cial resources avail -
able and edi to rial skills improv ing, the future of
med i cal sci en tific jour nals in Poland could be assessed
as rel a tively safe.

How ever, the large adver tis ing poten tial of the phar -
ma ceu ti cal indus try (Poland with 40 mil lion
inhab it ants was regarded as a very tempt ing market)
resulted in the emer gence of a new cat e gory of peri od i -
cals — those pub lished for profit. These were pri vate
ven tures, being nei ther the organs of highly esteemed
med i cal soci et ies nor the rep re sen ta tives of major sci -
en tific insti tu tions. These jour nals started to pub lish

trans la tions from inter na tional peri od i cals and short 
reviews, but also included some orig i nal papers
which had been rejected by more esteemed Polish
jour nals. Being an “easy read”, pub lished entirely in
Polish, they gained con sid er able pop u lar ity among
less demand ing read ers.

An entirely new devel op ment in this race for a
share in the adver tis ing market was the recent intro -
duc tion of Polish lan guage ver sions of major
inter na tional jour nals (e.g. JAMA, BMJ, Lancet). A
rank ing system to define the jour nals pre sent ing
orig i nal work and to assess them accord ing to their
qual ity has now been intro duced. It also aims to
index the con tents of those jour nals in the form of
abstracts and pres ent them world wide in the form of 
a large data base. This  project is called Index Coper -
ni cus. It may even tu ally serve the entire region, and
it deserves a sep a rate  presentation.

Cor re spon dence

“Re jected but avail able”: a new way for jour nals to be open to in no va tive
ideas

How can sci en tific pub lish ing help pro mote a more
open and tol er ant sci en tific com mu ni ca tion system
while also main tain ing qual ity? The his tory of sci ence
shows that on many occa sions inno va tive dis cov er ies
(Horrobin 1990) or impor tant arti cles were rejected by
ref er ees and edi tors of aca demic jour nals (Campanario
1995). At other times, chal leng ers to dom i nant the o ries
and par a digms have had a hard time get ting pub lished 
in main stream jour nals (Martin 1999). These dis si dents
some times com plain about cen sor ship in sci ence. Such
com plaints can reduce public con fi dence in sci ence by
cre at ing an image of cor rup tion and abuse by gate -
keep ers of ortho doxy.

Edi tors of aca demic jour nals argue that they have to
reject many papers because they con tain mis takes, or
are not of suf fi cient qual ity or nov elty, or just because
jour nal space is scarce. They also want to pro tect read -
ers from bad sci ence. Readers trust aca demic jour nals
when they believe that ref er ees are doing their work
prop erly. How ever, this pro cess some times causes edi -
tors to reject path-breaking work: had the authors of
some impor tant dis cov er ies not per sisted, some
Nobel-Prize-winning con tri bu tions might have been
effec tively sup pressed (Campanario 1995).

How can the gatekeeping role of jour nal edi tors and
ref er ees be squared with open ness to unor tho dox but
poten tially impor tant con tri bu tions? Some attempts
and expe ri ences exist on the pub li ca tion of
non-accepted papers (e.g. Mar shall 2003). For exam ple, 
arti cles posted on Netprints “have not yet been
accepted for pub li ca tion by a peer reviewed jour nal”
(http://clinmed.netprints.org/).

Another cheap and simple way to avoid sci en tific
sup pres sion is for every issue of a jour nal to devote a
page to a list of authors and manu script titles that have
been recently rejected and also include a full URL
address on the jour nal web site from which an elec -
tronic ver sion of the rejected manu script can be

down loaded. Authors could choose between this
approach and the tra di tional system in which their
manu scripts are pro cessed con fi den tially. If they
prefer the new option, their rejected manu scripts
would be labelled as “rejected but avail able”.
Readers inter ested in these manu scripts could
down load them and judge at their own risk. Even
better, if ref er ees agree, read ers would also be enti -
tled to web access to ref er ees’ reports to dis cover the
“mis takes” in the manu script or the rea sons for the
rejec tion.

With this new system, many inno va tive and unor -
tho dox papers would be made avail able to
inter ested read ers; in some cases those papers could
be inspir ing. For many chal leng ers of dom i nant par -
a digms, having papers “rejected but avail able”
would be enough to announce their ideas to the
world and their com plaints would be avoided. Jour -
nal edi tors could exper i ment with this system that
would allow more open ness in sci ence.

Given that a public rejec tion can be embar rass ing,
only sci en tists who strongly believe in the sound -
ness of their work would be likely to follow the new
track. Jour nal edi tors could ask authors to reveal
whether any sub mis sion on a topic had been pre vi -
ously “rejected but avail able”; with access to
ref er ees’ reports, this infor ma tion would reduce the
global work load on edi tors and ref er ees. Having
such a pub li ca tion outlet could well increase the
amount of more spec u la tive work. Charges of cen -
sor ship and abuse of power by edi tors would be
easily refuted.

A by-product of the above approach is that ref er -
ees would be more account able. This new method
would also avoid the risk that authors are forced to
pub lish their arti cles in obscure and/or inad e quate
jour nals after some rejec tions. Another by-product is 
that many manu scripts that are con sid ered good but
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not good enough to war rant pub li ca tion, because of
lack of space in the jour nal or other rea sons, could still 
be made avail able to read ers on the jour nal web site.
As is often said, the reader is the ulti mate ref eree.

Juan Miguel Campanario
Universidad de Alcala, Madrid, Spain
juan.campanario@uah.es
and
Brian Mar tin
Uni ver sity of Wollongong, Aus tra lia
brian_mar tin@uow.edu.au
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Re ports of meet ings

In ter acting with the dig i tal en vi ron ment: mod ern sci en tific pub lish ing

46th Annual Meet ing of the Coun cil of Sci ence Edi tors (CSE)
3–6 May 2003; Pitts burgh, Penn syl va nia, USA

The dig i tal age is here with its myriad new tech nol o -
gies. What is the impact of these new tech nol o gies?
How will they change the very nature of the sci en tific
pub lish ing busi ness and sci en tific orga ni za tions?
What are the eth i cal issues raised by dig i tal tech nol -
ogy? What will happen to long-established
insti tu tions, such as copy right, the embargo system,
and meth ods of peer review? How will the
day-to-day busi ness of pub lish ing and print ing be
impacted? What needs to be over hauled or
re-engineered? What are some new and more effec -
tive ways to pres ent sci en tific infor ma tion and
improve our under stand ing of sci en tific infor ma tion
access, use, and read er ship? These are some of the
ques tions dis cussed at the recent CSE meet ing held in
Pitts burgh, Penn syl va nia.

Accord ing to Brenda Gregoline, 2002–2003 Pro -
gram Chair, this meet ing was attended by over 350
people, includ ing many who were new mem bers or
attend ing the con fer ence for the first time. She noted
the high qual ity of the pre sen ta tions and the pro fes -
sion al ism of the speak ers, as well as the hard work of
the CSE mem bers who con sti tuted the pro gram com -
mit tee. 

The con fer ence com prised 32 con cur rent ses sions, a
keynote address, and two ple nary  sessions. Below are
some high lights.

Key note ad dress: Au thor/in sti tu tion
self-archiving and the fu ture of
peer-reviewed jour nals
Stevan Harnad for 12 years has been argu ing that the
cur rent system of research ers giving all rights to jour -
nal pub lish ers restricts access to research infor ma tion. 
He believes that authors should be able to post their
peer-reviewed arti cles in freely avail able archives.
This would increase the impact of their research on
the prog ress of sci ence. As it stands now, pub lish ers
are the pri mary ben e fi cia ries of research infor ma tion
because they charge others for access to the mate rial.
Access to the mate rial, there fore, is restricted to those
who can afford to pur chase it, such as insti tu tions. A

com pre hen sive treat ment of Harnad’s argu ment can
be read in the Sep tem ber 1998 Amer i can Sci en tist Forum
(www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/~harnad/Hypermail/Amsci/
 subject.html). Through an “open access” rather than a
“toll access” method for dis sem i nat ing research infor -
ma tion, cita tions of arti cles will increase and there fore
the goal of sci en tists will be achieved, that goal being
to advance the prog ress of sci ence.

Ple nary ad dress: Eth ics, sci ence, and
 politics of clon ing: the costly di lemma
Bypassing peer review is a great con cern when it
comes to any sci en tific inno va tion, but par tic u larly
when it comes to issues involv ing the begin ning of life. 
Robert A Wein berg explained the two types of clon ing
— repro duc tive and ther a peu tic — and the push to
grab head lines, bypass ing peer review. Repro duc tive
clon ing, such as in the instance of Dolly the sheep and
sub se quent claims of cloned humans, is of great con -
cern, accord ing to Wein berg, because many report ers
accept such infor ma tion with out ques tion. Bio tech nol -
ogy com pa nies have jumped in feet first, clon ing cows
and other ani mals, then going directly to the press
with their results rather than pub lish ing their find ings
in peer-reviewed jour nals to allow sci en tific scru tiny.
Debates about the moral ity of clon ing have resulted in
a decrease in fed eral fund ing; how ever, the pri vate
sector con tin ues with clon ing despite the con tro versy.
Because people differ in their beliefs about when life
begins, the clon ing con tro versy will con tinue.

Con cur rent ses sions
The con cur rent ses sions included prac ti cal dis cus sions 
about daily oper a tions in the edi to rial office. For exam -
ple, how does one select a web-based data base for
manu script track ing and peer review, and what are the 
advan tages and dis ad van tages of choos ing a com mer -
cially avail able prod uct over a cus tom-developed
system? Tables and graphs, a staple of sci en tific com -
mu ni ca tion, and how to use them effec tively to
trans mit sci en tific infor ma tion, pro vided a lively dis -
cus sion, with par tic i pants critiquing exam ples. The
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