
 165http://www.escienceediting.org Copyright © 2018 Korean Council of Science Editors

This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

pISSN 2288-8063

eISSN 2288-7474

Received: August 6, 2018
Accepted: August 7, 2018

Correspondence to Cheol-Heui Yun
cyun@snu.ac.kr 

ORCID
Cheol-Heui Yun
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0041-2887

Meeting Report

Sci Ed 2018;5(2):165-167

https://doi.org/10.6087/kcse.145

Expect the unexpected: memorable 
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The 2018 Council of Science Editors (CSE) annual meeting was held at the Hilton New Orleans 
Riverside, New Orleans, Louisiana on May 5–8, 2018. It consisted of 2 days of short courses (May 
5 and 6) and 2 days of the main conference (May 7 and 8). The hotel where I stayed was the same 
location as the meeting venue, and it provided a unique view, as it was positioned against the 
banks of the Mississippi, so that one could watch the ships come and go. 
 At the meeting, I had the chance to closely engage with not only its overall program, includ-
ing its content, speakers, and interactions between speakers (for oral and poster presentations) 
and the audience, but also subjects of my own interest—namely, ethical issues and related dis-
cussions. Moreover, as is always true at scientific meetings, it was a unique opportunity to meet 
and speak with organizers, speakers, poster presenters, and vendors. Indeed, it was extremely 
nice to see Patricia Baskin (immediate past president of the CSE) and Amy McPearson (direc-
tor of publications for the Botanical Society of America and managing editor of the American 
Journal of Botany, 2018–2021), who visited the Korean Council of Science Editors in Korea in 
2017 for the lecture on ethical issues. Seeing them was a pleasant surprise to me, since they 
were the only attendees and organizers I knew upon arrival; however, they were kind enough 
to introduce me to many of the people associated with the meeting. 
 The CSE short courses, composed of 5 parts (short course for journal editors, for publica-
tion management, on journal metrics, on publication ethics, and for manuscript editors), were 
held during the preconference before the CSE annual meeting. The objective of the short 
course on publication ethics was to introduce, address, and review the ethical issues outlined 
in the ‘CSE white paper on promoting integrity in scientific journal publications’ for those in-
volved in the publication process, such as managing editors, publication managers, and journal 
staff. In this report, I would like to primarily focus on the short courses since only limited in-
formation about these courses is available on the conference website, whereas the main themes 
for previous years can easily be found (https://www.councilscienceeditors.org/events/previous-
annual-meetings/cse-2018-annual-meeting/). The course covered a range of ethical issues, 
from basic to specific, for newcomers and editors or journal staff members using the ‘CSE 
white paper on publication ethics’ as a guide. It also dealt with conflicts of interest, duplicate 
publications, piracy and plagiarism, data misrepresentation, image fraud, authorship disputes, 
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editorial independence, research misconduct, and preprint is-
sues. A particularly interesting talk addressed how research 
transparency should be carefully cultivated by promoting re-
producible results and being vigilant for statistical errors and 
tainted research, as wrongdoing in research leads to ethical is-
sues including fraudulent authorship, fraudulent data, and 
eventually fraudulent publications. Additionally, a brief but 
interesting discussion was held about the policy of ‘forced’ 
open access in Germany, wherein the government has launched 
an initiative to provide funding for the publication of all Ger-
man research.  
 Christine Cassy gave a talk entitled ‘Journal editor 101: a 
survival kit’ and she recommended the following steps for 
new journal editors: (1) reading through the most recent year 
of the journal (and, importantly, its competitors); (2) knowing 
the history and mission of the journal; (3) reviewing the bud-
get and the business model, and asking staff members about 
these issues and carefully listening to their responses; (4) ask-
ing for a standard operating procedure or work flow; (5) fa-
miliarizing oneself with the editorial policy; (6) putting 
benchmarks in place; (7) carrying out a mock-up of the au-
thor experience through a real or realistic process; (8) choos-
ing to make changes immediately or to wait 6 months based 
on a careful consideration of one’s role (or the journal’s role); 
and (9) reflecting and writing about one’s entrance and exit, in 
a process of thinking forward and onward. 
 Patricia Baskin (the immediate past president of CSE and 
executive editor of Neurology journals, American Academy of 
Neurology) discussed how the journals of the American 
Academy of Neurology succeeded by becoming ‘niche’ jour-
nals and presented the following reasons and timing for pur-
suing such a strategy: (1) when a journal is at the stage of re-
jecting high quality articles; (2) if the open access space for a 
given field (i.e., Neurology: Neuroimmunology & Neuroinflam-
mation) may receive more attention; (3) to provide authors 
and readers what they want; and (4) to add value constantly, 
as assessed using market analyses and publishing metrics. She 
also explained that the following aspects of a journal are use-
ful for recruiting manuscripts: a suitable concept of the jour-
nal, impact factor, listing in PubMed Central and Medline, 
quick processing times, rapid and continuous publication, 
and a strong editor and/or editorial board. Ways to recruit 
content include calls for papers from the publisher, press re-
leases and ads, mailings to members and departments, invit-
ing researchers from meeting abstracts (annual meetings, in-
ternational meeting, poster sessions, presentations, preprint 
servers), and social media promotions.  
 Denis G. Baskin gave a talk entitled ‘Using metrics to im-
prove your journal’ based on author-level, article-level, and 
journal-level metrics. There was a spirited discussion after the 

talk about how the impact factor affects editors and their per-
formance, and as well as issues involving the Declaration on 
Research Assessment (DORA, https://sfdora.org) in relation 
to diversity and alternatives in journal metrics (Eigenfactor, 
SCImago Journal Rank, and Altmetric) and author-level indi-
ces (e.g., h-index, Kardashian index, and Google Scholar h5-
index) as follows: 
DORA
On December 16, 2012, a group of editors and publishers of 
scholarly journals met at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Society for Cell Biology in San Francisco, CA, USA to discuss 
current issues related to how the quality of research perfor-
mance is (and can be) evaluated and how the primary scientif-
ic literature is cited. This meeting led to the announcement of 
recommendations referred to as the San Francisco DORA, 
which intends to halt the practice of correlating a journal’s im-
pact factor to the merits of a specific scientist’s contributions. 
It states that the impact factor should not to be used as a sub-
stitute “measure of the quality of individual research articles, 
or in hiring, promotion, or funding decisions”. Furthermore, 
according to the DORA statement, this practice creates biases 
and inaccuracies in the appraisal of scientific research. 
 The second day was also exciting, and started with a session 
led by Elizabeth Blalock entitled ‘Ethics in the editorial office: 
tools and guidelines for daily use.’ She began by reviewing the 
authorship requirements of the International Committee of 
Medical Journal Editors as shown below (http://www.icmje.
org/recommendations/browse/roles-and-responsibilities/de-
fining-the-role-of-authors-and-contributors.html): 
Authorship criteria recommended by the ICMJE 
Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the 
work; or the acquisition, analysis, or interpretation of data for 
the work; AND 
Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intel-
lectual content; AND 
Final approval of the version to be published; AND 
Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the work in en-
suring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of 
any part of the work are appropriately investigated and re-
solved.  
 She emphasized the role of editorial staff in policy enforce-
ment and as advisors to editors. Then, she briefly touched on 
various ethical areas, including research ethics in animal and 
human trials, plagiarism, how Retraction Watch looks for 
publication problems, and image manipulation [1].
 Patricia K. Baskin then gave a talk entitled ‘Clarifying ethics 
policies in the instructions to authors.’ She pointed out that 
some journals may only accept submissions from authors who 
use an institutional e-mail address, or may ask the correspond-
ing author to add an institutional e-mail as a part of peer re-



2018 Council of Science Editors annual meeting

http://www.escienceediting.org Sci Ed 2018;5(2):165-167  |  167

view ethics. She further suggested that clinical data deposit 
should not be considered as publication. She emphasized that 
two-thirds of retractions are for research misconduct, and that 
the organizations that look for publication problems such as 
plagiarism include Retraction Watch, SciFraud, Science Fraud, 
and PubPeer. She also discussed some tough questions, such as 
how editors should handle anonymous claims and complaints. 
There are no obvious answers to this issue, and it must be dealt 
with on a case-by-case basis. However, she emphasized that 
journals should look into potential problems. It was also inter-
esting that there were some concerns about the term ‘retrac-
tion,’ as it seemed to be a harsh word. During the question-
and-answer session, this issue was further discussed, and a few 
new terms were proposed, such as ‘honest mistake’ or ‘partial 
retraction.’ However, those terms do not refer to the same issue 
as an actual ‘retraction.’ It was useful to learn that when jour-
nals publish retractions, it is important to declare that the work 
is no longer reliable due to the authors’ misconduct. The key 
issue here is that the retraction should be informative. Other-
wise, Retraction Watch will point out that a retraction is not 
helpful. In this context, I was delighted to hear the proverb ‘“An 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.” 
 This issue was further discussed after a talk by Christina 
Bennett (the American Physiological Society) on ‘Correcting 
the literature.’ Bennett explained that the options for correct-
ing the literature are errata, acknowledgments of honest er-
rors (which are handled through retraction and replacement), 
retractions (for non-reproducible or pervasive errors, dupli-
cates, etc.), and expressions of concern. It was helpful to learn 
that when an unintentional, minor, and correctable error is 
made, journals should publish a corrigendum or correction 
letter with an apology. 
 I was impressed by the talk and demonstration by Eric 
Pesanelli (the American Physiology Society), entitled ‘Rules 
and tools for addressing image manipulation.’ He started the 
talk by showing case studies on image manipulation, demon-
strating that since proactive regulation of images started in 
2010, the number of ethics cases jumped from 134 to 251. Fig-
ure manipulation accounted for the most cases, he said. He 
showed actual cases using software tools such as Acrobat, Pho-
toshop, and PowerPoint. The workflow when manipulation is 
identified is to notify the author(s) first, and then the editor(s). 

 Then, an exercise session was conducted, asking whether 
various cases were potential misconduct or wrongdoing, as 
follows: (1) if the wording and data are the same (yes, mean-
ing potential misconduct); (2) if a different language is used 
(unlikely to be misconduct, but permission is needed); (3) if 
an item is drawn from an institutional repository (no, mean-
ing that it would be acceptable); (4) if data are published from 
a public repository (no); (5) if items are extracted from arti-
cles and books (they should be used only with permission due 
to copyright issues); (6) if a paper has been previously pub-
lished on an author’s blog (yes); (7) if the same exact wording 
is found in a paper but with completely different data (yes); (8) 
if the same exact wording is used in the Methods (rephrasing 
is recommended).
 Collectively, although it was my first chance to attend an an-
nual meeting of the CSE, I had a fantastic experience and was 
able to learn about recent advances in journal editing and pub-
lishing. Furthermore, I was glad to have the opportunity to com-
municate with other editors and editorial staff. Through conver-
sations with colleagues, I came to understand the editorial pro-
cess of large society journals in the United States. The next CSE 
annual meeting will be held at the Hyatt Regency in Columbus, 
Ohio, the United States from May 4 to 7, 2019. I would like to 
recommend that Korean and Asian editors should attend this 
meeting to broaden their horizons as scholarly editors.
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