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Origins of scholarly publishing 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 
http://www.elsevier.com/journal-authors/authors-update/issue-
4/publishing-connect 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The origins of journal publishing as we know them trace their roots to over 300 years ago.
With the invention of moveable type by Gutenberg in the Middle Ages, the ability to create multiple, bulk copies of literature was possible. Religious and liturgical manuscripts were the first types of documents to be copied.
Elzevir was a Dutch family that sold and published books. Our current company, Elsevier, is not a direct descendant of this original family.  But our company took their name in honor as we began our business in the late 1800s.
Journal publishing, as we know it, first occurred in 1665.  The Royal Society in the UK saw the need to record the findings and transactions of their scientific discoveries.  
Henry Oldenburg, aappointed (joint) Secretary to the Royal Society in 1663 and an indefatigable correspondent with major scientists of his day, began the practice of sending submitted manuscripts to experts who could judge their quality before publication.
He then took the initiative to edit the first issue of the “Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society”, considered the first scholarly journal. 
[Note: Le Journal de Sçavans was founded in Paris a few months earlier and can be considered the first journal although this was a digest of book reviews, news and scholarly activity]





Thomas Wakley 
1795 - 1862 
 

• Founded The 
Lancet in 1823 

• Surgeon in 
London, later 
also MP and 
coroner 



A suite of print and online journals 



Historical view of scholarly publishing 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 



History 

Growth of the annual number of cited references from 1650 to 2012 in the medical and 
health sciences (citing publications from 1980 to 2012)  

Bornmann & Mutz. 
Journal of the 
Association for 
Information Science 
and Technology 2014. 
http://arxiv.org/abs/14
02.4578 
 
Doubling of global 
scientific output about 
every 9 years  

http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.4578
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.4578


Global expansion of scientific research 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Due to investment by publishers and librarians, access to research has grown and this has resulted in increase article submissions.

As you can see from the graph, some of the fastest growing countries in terms of article submissions are from developing areas. 
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Internet revolution: dissemination of knowledge 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/


2015 Science Direct Downloads - TL 

United
States

United
Kingdom

Australia China Germany Canada Japan Netherlands Thailand France Switzerland Italy Brazil Spain Korea,
Republic of

www.sciencedirect.com 
Lancet article downloads by 
country 2015 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/


2015 Science Direct Downloads - TLID 

United
States

United
Kingdom

China Australia France Canada Germany Brazil Japan Netherlands Switzerland Italy Korea,
Republic of

Spain South Africa

www.sciencedirect.com 
Lancet Infectious Diseases article 
downloads by country 2015 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/


• Philosophy: research findings 
should be freely available to people 
who’ve paid for it; internet eases 
access to research 

• arXiv.org is the prototype 

• Papers free to read, download, copy, 
distribute, print, search, or link to full 
texts 

• For Gold OA, authors pays article 
processing charge: $100s to $1000s 

Open access journals 

A “mega journal” 



• Authors retains copyright 

• Authors give licence to distribute, 
reproduce, commercially exploit 

• Mandated by some funders 

• Beware “predatory” OA publishers 

Open access journals 

A “mega journal” 



 Accepting articles quickly with little or no peer review or quality control 

 Notifying academics of article fees only after papers are accepted 

 Aggressively campaigning for academics to submit articles or serve on editorial 

boards 

 Listing academics as members of editorial boards without their permission 

 Appointing fake academics to editorial boards 

 Misleading claims about the publishing operation, such as a false location 

 Improper use of ISSNs 

 Fake or non-existent impact factors 

 Mimicking the name or web site style of more established journals 

 

Characteristics of “predatory” journals 

Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Predatory_open_access_publishing#Characteristics 



Characteristics of “predatory” journals 

Source: https://www.nature.com/news/stop-this-waste-of-people-animals-and-money-1.22554 



Open Access journals 

http://doaj.org/oainfo 



 See: PeerJ Preprints https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.3119v1 

Open Access and free 



See: www.science-metrix.com Open access availability of scientific publications, Jan 2018 

Open Access and free 

http://www.science-metrix.com/


Source: 
https://theconversation.com/open-access-
is-not-free-someone-is-doing-the-work-
someone-is-paying-46557 



Knowledge dissemination  
Preprints: publication before peer review 

http://biorxiv.org/ 



|     21 |     21 
 | 21 
 |    |   21 

The preprint market is big and growing 

173.5 179.6 186.9 
203.8 

226.2 

32.8 

+3% 
+4% 

+9% 

+11% 

2013-17 
CAGR 
6.9% 

UPDATED FEB 
2018 

Count of preprint servers launched per year.  
While several preprint servers have been in 
existence for several decade, a real burst in 
activity in terms of launches has occurred in 
the past couple of years, and is continuing. 
Many of these launches are driven by the 
Centre for Open Science – and it should be 
noted that this view hides the expansion in 
scope in several of the long-standing servers, 
e.g arXiv and SSRN.  
 

Note: counts taken directly from preprint servers, except SSRN where numbers reported are total submissions. 



|     22 |     22 
 | 22 
 |    |   22 

Preprint Server Growth History 
Name Organization Platform  Start Date Total Preprint Main Field
arXiv Cornell University Library Custom Aug-91        1,356,224   Physics, Maths and Comp Sci 
SSRN Elsevier Custom 1994           777,588   Social Science and Economics/Multidisciplinary
Cryptology ePrint Archive Theory of Crypography Library IACR 1996             10,192  Cryptology
Cogprints University of Southampton EPrints 3 1997               4,230   Cognitive Science 
RePEc - EconPapers Örebro University School of Business Distributed - FT hosted elsewhere May-97 804471  Economics 
Philsi-Archive University of Pittsburgh 2000               3,204  Philosophy of Science
viXra Independent Custom 2009             22,108  Science and Mathematics (alternative to arXiv)
PeerJ PrePrints PeerJ, Inc Custom 13-Apr               3,556   Life Science, Medicine and Comp Sci 
bioRXiv Cold Spring Harbor Lab Press HighWire (BenchPress and JCore) 13-Nov             20,373   Life Science 
Preprints.org MDPI Custom 16-Jun               3,000   Multidisciplinary 
ChemRxiv American Chemical Society Unknown 16-Aug                  199   Chemistry 
engrXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 16-Dec                  157   Engineering 
PsyArXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 16-Dec               1,405   Psychology 
SocArXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 16-Dec               1,909   Social Science 
AgriXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Feb                    24   Agricultural Science 
BITSS Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Mar                    21   Research transparency and reproducibility 
PaleoRxiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-May                    66   Paleontology 
LawArXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-May                  533   Law 
INA-Rxiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Aug               1,839   PP server for Indonesia 
LISSA Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Aug                    57   Library and Information Science 
MindArkīv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Aug                    63   Mind and Contemplative Practices 
NutriXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Aug                    12   Nutritional Sciences 
SportRxiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Aug                    20   Sport and Exercise 
MedArXiv Yales University & Yale School of Medicine Yale Open Data Access (YODA) project 17-Sep - Medicine
EarthArXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Oct                  247   Earth Sciences 
MarXiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 17-Nov                    30   Ocean Conservation and Marine Climate Sciences 
FocUS Archive Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 2017                      2   Focus Ultrasound Foundation 
Arabixiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 18-Jan                    19   PP server for Arab countries 
Frenxiv Center for Open Science (COS) Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints 18-Jan -  PP server for French research 
ESSOAr American Geophysical Union Atypon 2018 - Earth and Space Science
SciELO Preprints FAPESP - BIREME Open Science Framework (OSF) Preprints mid 2018 -  Multidisciplinary 

3,011,549      



Knowledge dissemination: preprints 

 See: http://science.sciencemag.org/content/357/6358/1344 



Sharing research: via copyright piracy 
 



 See: http://unpaywall.org/ 

Sharing research 



Sharing research 
See: 

http://www.howcanishareit.com/ 



Journal level metric 
Impact Factor: ratio of citations to citable items 
“Citable items” = research & review papers  
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Source: http://elsevier.altmetric.com/details/4781198#score 

Score 1707 



 See: https://plumanalytics.com/learn/about-metrics/ 



Waste or inefficiency in biomedical research 

Lancet 2014; 383: 101-104 

http://www.thelancet.com/ 
campaigns/efficiency 



 High impact content that changes medical and public health 
practice and thinking 

 Editors who will strengthen the quality of your work 
 Speed to publication 
 Global reach and visibility 
 Thought-provoking news and comments 
 Initiatives well beyond publication 
 Independence from any society or political body 
 Built on 194 years’ tradition of excellence 

 

Lancet journals: our editorial commitment 



What do editors look for? 
 Research that is going to change practice or thinking, at least 

within specialty of the journal 
 Interest to journal audience 
 First, last, or necessary replication 
 Ethically sound 
 Robust methods, suitable for research question 
 Reported fully, without bias  



Submission—where? 
 Who is your audience? 

 International vs regional 

 General vs specialist 

 Calls for papers 

 Upcoming events 

 If in doubt, check your references 



 Be familiar with your chosen journal 

 Philosophy 

 Interests 

 Landmark papers 

 Include publication strategy in your protocol 

Submission—where? 



Submission—where? 
Thinkchecksubmit.com 



 Reporting requirements  
 Abstract structure 

 Word count 

 Number of references and reference style 

 Number of tables and figures (and submission format) 

 Reporting guidelines (see http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-

guidelines) 

 

Submission—where? 

http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines
http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines


EQUATOR Network reporting guidelines 
http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/ 



 Supporting documents 
 Protocol 

 Trial registration 

 Signatures 

 Conflicts of interest statements 

 Patient consent 

 References in press 

 Permission to reproduce 

 

Submission—where? 



Submission—how? 
Many journals will make an initial decision based 

on reading your cover letter and abstract; 

sometimes just the abstract 



Submission—Cover letter 



Submission—Cover letter 
 Short and snappy—elevator pitch 

 Give context and background to study  

 What question does your study address? 

 What method did you use to answer study question? 
 Mention you’ve followed reporting guidelines appropriate to study design 

 What did you find? 

 How do your findings affect totality of knowledge on subject; how 

might they influence practice or thinking? 

 Why is your paper relevant to journal’s readership? 



Submission—Abstract 
Unhelpful submitted abstract  
Background: The presence of extended spectrum beta-lactamases (ESBL)-producing antimicrobial 
resistance organisms has been increasingly reported worldwide. Probiotics are often used to support 
the treatment of infections in clinical practice. These in vitro studies investigated the effect of a 
probiotics, on ESBL-producing Escherichia coli, the most widely distributed ESBL producer. 
Methods: The probiotic strain C. butyricum MIYAIRI588 and bla-CTX-M-15-positive, ESBL-producing 
E. coli clinical isolates were used in this study. The inhibitory effect of C. butyricum MIYAIRI588 
strain on the growth of ESBL-producing E. coli was examined by both co-culture and in C. butyricum 
MIYAIRI588 supernatant. Beta-lactamase activity produced by E. coli was analysed with or without C. 
butyricum MIYAIRI588 supernatant. A conjugation assay was performed by the broth mating method to 
determine the frequency of transfer of antibiotic resistance property between E. coli donor strains 
to recipient strain. 
Findings: The growth of ESBL-producing E. coli was suppressed by both co-culture and in C. 
butyricum MIYAIRI588 supernatant. In addition, the activity of beta-lactamase was also significantly 
reduced by C. butyricum MIYAIRI588 culture supernatant. Moreover, transmissibility of antibiotic 
resistant properties from ESBL-producing E. coli to E. coli 5980 was inhibited by the C. butyricum 
MIYAIRI588 supernatant. 
Interpretation: These findings are promising and support the use of probiotics as adjuncts to 
antibiotic treatment of clinical infections. We plan further studies on the effect of probiotics on 
ESBL-producing bacteria. 



 Context and background; study objectives and/or hypothesis 

 Methods: population; design (eg, prospective/retrospective, RCT, 

case/control, cohort, case series, diagnostic, surveillance, in vitro, animal 

model); endpoints; trial registration 

 Results: absolute number; primary endpoints; effect size (eg, relative risk, 

hazard ratio, sensitivity/specificity); confidence intervals; p-values; avoid stats 

with small numbers 

 Conclusions: implications for practice/research; don’t spin secondary 

endpoints 

Submission—Abstract 



Submission—Abstract 
 How: follow reporting guidelines 

 How many: absolute numbers 

 How much: effect size, confidence intervals, p-values 

 How useful: implications for practice / research 

 How funded 



Submission—Abstract 
Jargon—Avoid! 



Submission—Research in context 
Research in context/key messages: adding to existing knowledge 
and improving research efficiency  



 
 “You don’t need to play the significance 

testing game – there are better methods, 
like quoting the effect size with a 
confidence interval – but if you do, the 
rules are simple: the result is either 
significant or it isn’t”  

 “So if your p-value remains stubbornly 
higher than 0.05, you should call it ‘non-
significant’ and write it up as such” 

Bias—interpretation of  
statistical significance 

https://mchankins.wordpress.com/2013/04/21/still-not-significant-2/ 
Accessed May 2016 

https://mchankins.wordpress.com/2013/04/21/still-not-significant-2/


Submission—Use of language  
Readability getting worse because of jargon 

eLife 
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.27725.
001  
Data from >700000 abstracts 
“impact both the 
reproducibility and accessibility 
of research findings” 



 Keep it simple and brief 

Submission—Use of language 

Thomas Wakley  (1823) The Lancet,  I : p2 

We shall use simple English.  We recognise that 
this will be  resisted by medical schools who 
want to maintain the mystery of medicine by 
using long words 



See: https://eeslive.elsevier.com/thelancetid/default.asp 

Language—keep it simple 



 Write with the non-expert reader in mind 

 Never us a long word where a short one will do 
 majority of = most; utilise = use; in order to = to; perform = do; in the 

event of = if or when; leverage = ??? (probably “use”) 

 Use active voice 
 Passive “data were collected”; Active “we collected data” 

Passive “patients were enrolled”; Active “we enrolled patients” 

 Short sentences: 20–30 words per sentence 
 Can you read your sentences out loud without running out of breath? 

Language—keep it simple 



Peer review process 

Submitted paper 

Rejection Peer review 

3 clinical reviewers and 1 statistical reviewer 

Rejection Negotiation 

Revised paper 

Rejection Accepted 

Peer review Negotiation 



 Authors can suggest reviewers 

 Anonymous—ie, authors not told names of reviewers  

 Specialist opinion (3 clinical + 1 statistics) 

 1 from the author’s country (NOT from the same institution) 

 Familiar with database (if used) 

 Reviewers asked to disclose conflicts of interest 

 Final decision with in-house editors—reviewers are advisers 

 Accept (never happens); Revise; Reject 

Lancet journals’ peer review 



 State any potential conflicts of interest 

 Keep comments confidential 

 Be objective 

 Be constructive 

 Be timely 

 

Our expectations of peer 
reviewers 



Common issues raised by reviewers (1) 

 Research not original, insightful, definitive 

 Inappropriate design/methods, including statistical 

 Ethical concerns  

 Failure to comprehensively review up-to-date 
literature in Introduction and Discussion 
 Over-reliance on older references or references from one research 

group 



Common issues raised by reviewers (2) 
 Interpretation issues 

 Over-interpretation of subgroup analyses, without acknowledging 
issues with subgroup analyses in limitations 

 Overstating importance of treatment difference, especially if not 
meeting prespecified criteria for statistical significance—ie, talking-up 
a “nearly significant” finding 

 Emphasising a statistically significant result that is unlikely to be of 
biological or clinical significance;  

 Research out of line with routine clinical practice 
 Overstating findings in Summary and Conclusions 
 Not discussing limitations of research in Discussion 



 An opportunity, not a criticism 

 Chance to make a better paper—be conscientious and cooperative 

 Respond promptly 

 Ask the editor if you need more time 

 Provide point-by-point list of: 
 how each comment was addressed; justification for not addressing any 

comments 

 Respond to ALL editorial points—eg, format, style, author 
statements 

 

 

 

Peer review—responding to reviewers’ 
comments 



 What do editors look for? 

 Choosing a journal 

 Importance of cover letter 

 Importance of summary and key messages 

 Use of language 

 Review process 

Summary 



Visit Elsevier Publishing Campus 
www.publishingcampus.com 
 

Information on Elsevier’s open access 
policies and journals 
www.elsevier.com/openaccess 
 
 
 

Thank you 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thank you for your attention.
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2,000 STM 
Publishers  

20,000  
Peer-

Reviewed 
Journals  

1.4 Million 
Peer-

Reviewed 
Articles  

63 

Scientific, technical, and medical (STM) 
publishing today 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1. The current system of Scientific, Technical and Medical (STM) publishing has evolved over hundreds of years and serves science and medical communities well. These communities are dispersed around the world, yet globally integrated by the highly organized and efficient system of STM publishing. 

2. The industry is highly competitive: some 2000 publishers annually publish approximately 20,000 unique learned journals publishing about 1.2-1.4 million articles annually selected from papers submitted by approximately 5.5 million researchers worldwide. [Note: although around 5.5 million researchers worldwide, annually the number of unique authors is about the same as the number of articles, i.e. 1.5 million]




64 

Registration 
The timestamp to officially note who 

submitted scientific results first 

Certification 
Perform peer-review to ensure the 

validity and integrity of submissions 

Dissemination 
Provide a medium for discoveries and 

findings to be shared 

Preservation 
Preserving the minutes and record of 

science for posterity 

Role of scientific publications 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Oldenburg saw four roles that the journal served for the Society:
REGISTRATION: [We must be] very careful of registering as well the person and time of any new matter.., as the matter itself; whereby the honor of ye invention will be inviolably preserved to all posterity. [Oldenburg, 24 November 1664]
	The publisher acts as an independent, neutral third party to track the minutes of science.
2. CERTIFICATION: “[Phil. Trans. should be] licensed under the charter by the Council of the Society, being first reviewed by some of the  	members of the same.” [R.Soc. Order in Council 1/3/1665]
	The publisher provides the stamp of approval and is a final guarantor of quality by actively managing editors and editorial boards.
3. DISSEMINATION: all Ingenious men will be thereby encouraged to impart their knowledge and discoveryes [Oldenburg, 3 December 1664]
	Publishers provide for the fundamental journal production and distribution.
4. PRESERVATION:  [I should not] neglect the opportunity of having some of my Memoirs preserv’d, by being incorporated into a Collection, 	that is like to be as lasting as useful [Boyle, 1665]	
	Publishers preserve and archive the record of science.

The original four roles of the publisher have endured for over 300 years to the present day.  Although we may use different methods to carry out these roles, they remain fundamentally unchanged.



Science Direct Downloads 



Open access user licences 
CC BY-NC-ND 
Users are permitted to: 

• Copy and distribute the article (non-commercially)  
• You can’t change or alter the article in anyway 
• Users are not allowed to data mine the article 

 
CC BY-NC-SA  
Same as CC-BY (below) but only for non-commercial purposes 

 
CC-BY  
Users are permitted to: 

• Copy and distribute the article 
• Create extracts, abstracts, translations and new works from the article 
• Alter and revise the text of the article 
• Make commercial use of the article - provided the author is attributed 

and is not represented as endorsing the use made of the work 
• Text or data mine the article 

  
 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The 2nd agreement determines what readers can do with your article. 
It is important to understand the difference so you are aware of what readers can do
Make an informed choice as you can’t change your mind- once you have licensed your article there will be versions circulating under the old conditions even if you change the original.
The most common user licenses offered in open access publishing are the Creative Commons ones. There are more licenses but in general here are the top 3 ones.





  

What is the uptake of open access?  
There were in 2013, estimated worldwide 2,041,106 published 
subscription and 297,596 published open access articles  

Subscription content:  
 Continues to grow year on year at 

approx. 3-4%   
 Amounts to a total article share of 

approx. 87.3% in 2013   
 In 2013, Elsevier published over 

330,000 articles which included an 
increase of 20,000 extra subscription 
articles 

Open access content:  
 Currently growing at approx. 20% in 

2013   
 Amounts to a total article share (hybrid 

+ ‘’pure’’ Gold) of approx.8.2% in 2013  
 The total article share of all immediately 

accessible OA articles is 12.7% 
including subsidized open access 
 In 2013, Elsevier published over 6,000 

gold open access articles 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 



Free availability on the internet 
“more 
than 50% of the 
scientific papers 
published in 2007, 
2008, 2009, 2010, 
2011 and 2012 can 
be downloaded for 
free on the 
Internet” 

Source: Archambault, E. et al. (2014). Proportion of Open Access Papers Published in Peer-Reviewed Journals at the 
European and World Levels—1996–2013. Deliverable D.1.8. (2014 Update). Version 11b. For European Commission 



Post-publication peer review 
https://pubpeer.com/ 



Post-publication peer review 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmedcommons/ 



ResearchGate: research community & sharing 
https://www.researchgate.net/home 



See: https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2017/10/06/researchgate-publishers-take-formal-steps-force-copyright-compliance/ 



Mendeley: reference manager, 
collaboration, sharing (owned by Elsevier) 

https://www.mendeley.com 



Metrics 

 

Types of Indicators 

Impact 
Factor 

Eigenfactor SJR SNIP H-Index 

Courtesy Elsevier Publishing Connect 



|     75 |     75 |     75 

A 

CiteScore is a simple metric for all Scopus journals 

B 

CiteScore Impact Factor 
A = citations to 3 years of 
documents 

A = citations to 2 or 5 years of 
documents 

B = all documents indexed in 
Scopus, same as A 

B = only citable items (articles 
and reviews), different from A 

Note: at launch, all titles in the May 2016 title list, and with some documents indexed in 2016, will have CiteScore metrics 

CiteScore 2015 value  
B 

= 

A 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
CiteScore is essentially the average citations per document that a title receives over a three-year period. 

This is the calculation for the CiteScore 2015 value of a particular journal 
A= Sum of citations received in 2015 to documents published in the journal during 2012, 2013, and 2014
B= All of the documents indexed in Scopus published during 2012, 2013, and 2014

CiteScore metrics are available for all Scopus serial types: Peer review journals, including supplements and special issues; Book series; Conference proceedings; and Trade journals

Rather than using a two- or five-year citation window, CiteScore uses three. Research over the years has found that in slower-moving fields, two years worth of data is too short; yet five years is too long to consider in faster-moving fields. The peer-reviewed bibliometric literature shows that three years is the best compromise for a broad-scope database, such as Scopus. It incorporates a representative proportion of citations in all disciplines while also reflecting relatively recent data.
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The H-index 

Available online via Scopus, Google Scholar 

Rates individuals based on career publications 

Incorporates both quantity and quality 

Productivity and age constraints 
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Presentation Notes
Finally, our survey of journal impact metrics turns to one that was never designed with journals in mind, but with individual authors instead.

The H-Index was proposed in 2005 by physicist Jorge Hirsch as a single indicator of an author’s publication productivity and impact. The H-Index is calculated by sorting an author’s career publications by descending citations to date and finding the rank position, h, at which citations accrued to date is equal to or greater than h. This is shown graphically here, at the point at which the 45 degree line from the origin intersects the curve described by a plot of the author’s articles verses citations and dropped back to either axis. In plain words, an author with an h index of 8, has published at least 8 papers in their career, and each of these 8 papers has been cited 8 or more times to date.

Since it was proposed, the conceptual underpinnings of the H-Index have been applied to groups of articles at many different levels of aggregation, including journals, research fields, research groups, institutes and whole countries. Variance of the H-Index may now account for highly cited outliers, self-citations, age affects and co-authorship. As an indicator the H-Index may be a blunt instrument, but its conceptual simplicity and ease of calculation have combined to make it a very popular metric.



Process — trial registration 
• WHO International 

Clinical Trials 
Registry Platform 
(ICTRP) 
http://www.who.int/ictrp
/network/primary/en/   

http://www.who.int/ictrp/network/primary/en/
http://www.who.int/ictrp/network/primary/en/


Process — trial registration 

• US NIH http://clinicaltrials.gov/   

http://clinicaltrials.gov/


Process — reporting guidelines:  CONSORT 
statement 

• Submission requirement for many journals when 
reporting randomised controlled trials 
– Checklist of information to include in paper 
– 2010 update available at http://www.equator-

network.org/reporting-guidelines/consort/ 
 

 

 
 

 

“To assess a trial accurately, readers of a published 
report need complete, clear and transparent 

information on its methodology and findings.” 
(CONSORT Statement Authors 2010) 

 
 

http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/consort/
http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/consort/


CONSORT 
checklist 



Process — ICMJE Recommendations 

• “Recommendations for the Conduct, Reporting, Editing, 
and Publication of Scholarly Work in Medical Journals” 
– Provide recommendations relating to ethics and 

aspects of editing and writing when reporting 
research results 

– Improves chances of acceptance in a high impact 
factor journal   

– 2013 version available at www.icmje.org 
 

 

http://www.icmje.org/


Process — Author identification 
orcid.org 
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