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LEITSATZE FUR EINE GUTE
WISSENSCHAFTLICHE PUBLIKATIONSPRAXIS

Die drei groRen nationalen Akademien der Wissenschaften, die
Leopoldina, die franzosische Académie des sciences und die
britische Royal Society haben aus Sorge um aktuelle Entwick-
lungen bei wissenschaftlichen Publikationen eine Arbeitsgrup-
pe eingesetzt, die wichtige Leitsatze flr eine gute wissenschaft-
liche Publikationspraxis ausgearbeitet hat. Diese wurden am
12. Dezember 2016 dem Kommissar fur Forschung Wissen-
schaft und Innovation bei der Europaischen Union Carlos Moe-
das in Brussel in einer ausfuhrlichen Diskussion vorgestellt, der
das Dokument zustimmend aufgenommen hat. Die Leopoldina
hat eine kurze Zusammenfassung einiger Punkte auf Deutsch
in einer Pressemitteilung verdffentlicht, der wir hier folgen, wo-
bei wir auch das bewusst kurz gehaltene vollstandige englische
Dokument abdrucken, da es von allgemeinem Interesse ist.

Die Zahl der wissenschaftlichen Veroffentlichungen und der
Wissenschaftsjournale steigt kontinuierlich. Wissenschaftler
sehen sich in wachsendem Umfang neuer wissenschaftlicher
Lektlre in ihrem Fachgebiet gegenliber und sind mit dem An-
spruch konfrontiert, eigene Ergebnisse sichtbar zu publizieren.
Gleichzeitig ist die Einschatzung, welche Zeitschriften seridse
Publikationsorgane sind, zunehmend schwierig, insbesondere
fUr Nicht-Wissenschaftler. Unter der Vielzahl neu gegrindeter
Online-Zeitschriften finden sich auch sogenannte Pseudo-Jour-
nale, bei denen Auswahl, Redaktion und Begutachtung der
eingereichten Beitrage zuweilen intransparent ist oder wissen-
schaftlichen Grundsétzen nicht gentigt. Darauf weisen die drei
Nationalen Akademien hin. Die Akademien haben gemeinsa-
me Leitsatze fUr hochwertige Publikationen in wissenschaftli-
chen Zeitschriften formuliert.

Die Académie des sciences, die Leopoldina, und die Royal Socie-
ty orientieren sich in ihren Leitsatzen fur gute wissenschaftliche
Publikationspraxis an vier Kriterien: wissenschaftliche Informa-
tionen sollen effizient und hochwertig verbreitet, Interessenkon-
flikte vermieden, die Artikel fair gepruft und Auswahl und Redak-
tion durch anerkannte Wissenschaftler verantwortet werden.

Die drei Akademien geben unter anderem folgende Empfeh-
lungen:
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» Die Auswahl und Redaktion der eingereichten Beitrage sollten
ausnahmslos von anerkannten Wissenschaftlern koordiniert
und Uberwacht werden. Verantwortlicher Herausgeber sollte
ein bedeutender Wissenschaftler sein, der durch ein wissen-
schaftliches Beratergremium unterstutzt wird. Bezuglich der
Auswabhl der Artikel empfehlen die Akademien, hauptsachlich
auf wissenschaftliche Qualitat, methodische Strenge und sta-
tistische Belastbarkeit zu achten, anstatt auf den Sensations-
wert eines Artikels, der bei einigen popularen Wissenschafts-
zeitschriften ein wesentliches Kriterium ist.

* Die Gutachter sollten auf Anfrage zur Begutachtung eines
Artikels méglichst innerhalb weniger Tage reagieren, den
Umfang ihrer Begutachtung sinnvoll begrenzen und nach-
vollziehbare, faire Empfehlungen aussprechen. Magliche
Interessenkonflikte sollten die Gutachter der Redaktion von
sich aus umgehend mitteilen und gegebenenfalls auf die Be-
gutachtung verzichten. Selbstverstandlich soll fiir die eigent-
liche Begutachtung ein angemessener Zeitrahmen gesetzt
werden, der im Detail von der Natur der Publikation abhangt.

¢ Die Gutachter sollten anonym bleiben kénnen, durfen aber
auch freiwillig auf Anonymitat verzichten. Gutachten kon-
nen veroffentlicht werden, sofern die Autoren das beflrwor-
ten. Dies fordert ausgewogenere Berichte und vermeidet
personliche Angriffe auf die Autoren.

e Fachzeitschriften sichern die wissenschaftliche Qualitat von
Publikationen. Damit neue Forschungsergebnisse schnell
zuganglich werden, kénnen zusatzlich allgemein zugang-
liche ,Prapublikations-Archive genutzt werden. Die Verof-
fentlichung in diesen Archiven sollte aber eine spatere Ver-
offentlichung in einer Fachzeitschrift nicht verhindern.

* Die Akademien beflirworten Open Access-Bestrebungen und
sprechen sich dafur aus, die Abonnement-Kosten ganz oder
weitgehend durch die Publikationsgebuhren zu ersetzen.
Die Zahlung dieser Bearbeitungsgebuhren darf aber die
redaktionelle Entscheidung Uber die Verdffentlichung eines
Artikels keinesfalls beeinflussen. Die Rechte der Autoren auf
ihr intellektuelles Eigentum durfen durch die Open Access
Bestrebungen grundsatzlich nicht beeintrachtigt werden.

Das vollstandige Dokument zu den Leitsatzen findet sich unter
www.leopoldina.org/de/science-publishing und ist auf den fol-
genden Seiten abgedruckt.



DEUTSCHE BUNSEN-GESELLSCHAFT

Es kann hier bemerkt werden, dass die von der Bunsen-Gesell-
schaft gemeinsam mit weiteren wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaf-
ten herausgegebene Zeitschrift PCCP bestrebt ist, diesen Leitsat-
zen in ihrer Publikationspraxis zu folgen. Die wissenschaftlichen
Herausgeber sollen in Zukunft alle als ‘associate editors* fungie-
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ren. Zusatzlich wird die Publikationspraxis von dem ‘Ownership
Board’ Uberwacht, das von den beteiligten wissenschaftlichen
Gesellschaften zusammengestellt wird und neben weiteren
Aufgaben auch auf die Einhaltung der Grundsatze guter wissen-
schaftlicher Praxis im Publikationsprozess achten soll.

THE
ROYAL
SOCIETY

Statement on scientific publications by three national Academies
(Acadéemie des sciences, Leopoldina and Royal Society)

INTRODUCTION

Researchers are increasingly overwhelmed by the growth of
the number of publications that they have less time to read.
Too many journals have been created over the last three dec-
ades. The recent evolution of scientific publications has been
greatly influenced by the internet and the ease of creating new
journals online, many of which appear to be of low quality.
What should be done?

Since the first journals in the 1660s, Philosophical Transac-
tions, Le Journal des Savants and Miscellanea Curiosa Medico-
Physica Academiae Naturae Curiosorum, more than 50 million
articles have been published. ,Web of Science*“ lists more than
40 million articles and it is claimed that one article is indexed
per minute.

It is clear that science publishing is undergoing considerable
changes in recent years. Some of these changes are beneficial
to science, such as the move towards open access and open
data. But others are the consequence of more negative effects
such as the incessant pressures on researchers to publish more
and more articles and to choose journals with very high impact
factors. These pressures have given rise to a greatly increased
volume of published articles and publication biases towards ar-
ticles on fashionable or eye-catching subjects and away from
high-quality articles reporting detailed studies, negative find-
ings or replications. In extreme cases, these pressures even
drive some scientists to commit fraud by manipulating their
data or plagiarizing the work of others in the hope of securing
publication in a few highly visible prestigious journals. The well-
established scientific journals are inundated by manuscripts
attracted by high impact factors (IF). The first pass selection
for these journals is frequently not made by the classical peer
review system, but rather by fast screening methods that are
often influenced by how fashionable the manuscript is. Some

researchers feel it is more important to publish an article in one
of these high IF journals than to publish an article that will have
a real importance for the long-term development of science.

Due to the ease of creating web sites and the trend for open
access journals, many “pseudo-journals” have been created
during the recent 5-6 years. Researchers are receiving invita-
tions every week to become a member of the Editorial Board
of one of these new journals or to submit an article and pay
a small (or not so small) amount of money to make it “open-
access”. The proliferation of these “pseudo-journals” is creat-
ing a real damage to the scientific community by inducing a de-
mand for more and more low quality articles (and even worse,
for falsified and plagiarised manuscripts). These journals lack
the essential mechanism of self-correction and critical review
that science requires. The number of these pseudo-journals is
doubling each year. The public will be, or is already, confused
by this flood of “scientific articles” and will not understand what
is a valuable scientific publication.

For all these reasons, the national academies of science in
France, Germany and the United Kingdom have collaborated to
produce a set of principles with the aim of defining best prac-
tice for scientific journals and calling for the highest quality of
peer review, while at the same time avoiding the negative con-
sequences of very high rejection rates operated by the highly
visible journals and the proliferation of “pseudo-journals”.

PRINCIPLES OF GOOD SCIENCE PUBLISHING

The Académie des sciences, the Leopoldina and the Royal So-
ciety propose a number of principles that are already in use by
many journals, but which are neglected by some highly prestig-
ious ones and deliberately ignored by many newer online jour-
nals of low reputation and readership.
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These principles define a number of minimum conditions which
should be satisfied in order to earn the label of “scientific jour-
nal”. They might also be used as general guidelines for good
practice to help researchers, particularly early career scientists,
choose the best publication venues. The guidelines have been
written with four fundamental principles in mind:

1- Efficient and high-quality dissemination of scientific informa-
tion.

2- The avoidance of all forms of conflict of interest.

3- The necessity to ensure fair reviewing of articles.

4- Keeping the handling and decision-making processes re-
garding scientific articles entirely under the control of well-
recognised scientists.

1 - The reviewing and decision-making processes

The organization of the reviewing of an article and the decision
to accept it, reject it or request modifications must stay com-
pletely under the control of well-recognized scientists.

The Editor-in-Chief (or equivalent) must be a highly recognized
scientist, aided by an editorial committee composed of scien-
tists of irreproachable reputation. Assistant editors should be
chosen from scientists of good reputation to help in the review-
ing process, specifically regarding the choice of reviewers and
the treatment of their reports.

The duration of the reviewing process must be kept reasonable.
The rejection rate should be such as to avoid the choice from
becoming too exclusive and a matter of chance. We encourage
journals to operate “objective peer review” which emphasizes
scientific quality, methodological rigour and statistical sound-
ness over potential impact, novelty and fashionability.
Correspondence with authors must be succinct and complete,
integrating the decision of the Editor-in-Chief or responsible
co-Editor with the reports from the reviewers. It should not be
limited to just communicating the comments of individual re-
viewers.

2 - Rules for reviewers

The reviewers must be required to:

- Respond to the request to review within a short length of
time - for example within a week.

- Limit the length of their reports and make sure to include
recommendations which are clear, reasonable, concise and
fair.

- Write their reviews in the form of a recommendation intend-
ed for the Editor-in-Chief who has the final decision whether
to accept or reject.

- Declare spontaneously if they have a conflict of interest as
competitor or any other reasons and avoid reviewing in such
situations.

3 - Status of the reviewers

The principle of anonymity of the reviewers must be respect-
ed unless they have chosen to waive it. However, the journal
may reserve the right to communicate to each of the reviewers
the names of the other reviewers. Reviewers should be free to
waive their anonymity.
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Publication of the review reports should be considered in or-
der to encourage more balanced and professional peer review
and to discourage personal attacks on authors. This decision
should be made by the author(s). Reviewers could also be
asked to publish a summary comment setting the work being
published within its larger scientific context, thus contributing
added value to the work of the reviewers.

Journals should make efforts to recognize the valuable work
of reviewers, for example by publishing a list of peer reviewers
in the journal.

4 - Open archives

Pre-publication reviewing is important to control the quality of
articles. However, open archives and preprint repositories also
have a valuable role in allowing the rapid dissemination of sci-
entific work and encouraging large scale, post-publication peer
review by the entire community.

To minimize delays in the dissemination of scientific work, ar-
ticles should be deposited in open access repositories (also
known as preprint servers). There are a number of established
systems, including arXiv (for the physical sciences and mathe-
matics) and bioRxiv (for the biological sciences). Such a deposit
should not be considered a hindrance to the acceptance of an
article by a journal and journals should make their policies clear
on this matter. Significant effort should be made to improve the
visibility of articles that have been deposited in open archives
and which until now have not been taken into account by the
main alerting services (for example Web of Science, Pubmed
and Scopus).

5 - Open Access

We support the principles of open access and would like to see
all published scientific work freely available under fully open li-
censes as soon as possible at sustainable publication costs for
the scientific community. We support both “green” and “gold”
routes to open access and believe that the funds currently spent
on journal subscriptions should be re-directed to fund publica-
tion charges. Ultimately, we believe that the “gold” open access
publication route is likely to be the most sustainable option for
open access journals, but that the payment of an article pro-
cessing charge must be clearly separated from the editorial de-
cision. We would like to see science publishing move away from
large corporate interests and a stronger involvement of acade-
mies and learned societies in order that any surplus funds may
be used for the benefit of science. At the same time, authors
should always retain their intellectual property rights.

Einstein’s citation on publications: “An academic career, in
which a person is forced to produce scientific writings in great
amounts, creates a danger of intellectual superficiality” (in Ein-
stein, His life and Universe, W. Isaacson, Simon and Schuster
Ed., 1st Ed, p. 79 (2008); recently cited by D. Geman and S.
Geman, PNAS, 113, 9384-9387 (2016)).
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