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Why it matters

Judgements made on individuals and
Institutions

BRC application and theme leaders
h-index used for grant applications
REF requires 4 papers since January 2008



Individual measures

Total citations
Citations/paper

h-index = a scientist has an index h if his or her Np
papers have at least h citations each and the other (Np-
h) papers have <h citations each

But favours seniority, research field sensitive, no
consideration of extent of your contribution

m-index = h/n, where n is the academic age (number of
years since first paper)

v-index is the m index divided by p(m/p) where p is the
percentage time spent on research



Other individual measures

g-index — credit for highly cited articles

Contemporary h-index (cf. Google scholar over
last 5 years)

Individual h-index (h-index divided by the
mean number of researchers in the h
publications)

110-index — number of papers with >10
citations



Abuses

Inflated self-citation
Citation amnesia
Unholy alliances
Salami slicing



But...

Your (real) Impact Factor

; # citations the editor
#times  # times you were red the
: #citations that  you cited  cited just to pad to include to
#limes your _ Sy ussh - Youssel - ihe obodhocion - 0L clder
Impact Factor _ yourwork  (nice try) saction nal's impact
(corrected) ~
# original # articles you were # not-so-original
atticlesyouve + includedinoutof * articles you've
written pity or politics wittenr
copled and pasted
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Bibliometric analysis of
highly cited publications
of health research in

England, 2002-2006
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Table 7 Cross-tabulation of share of HCPs by field and universities (top 20 cells are highlighted)
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Journal IPs

Thomson Reuters JIP

Google h5-index

Elsevier Impact per Publication (IPP)
Source Normalised Impact per Paper (SNIP)
SCImago Journal Rank (SJR)



False idol?

Impact factor is influenced by:

» Citation behaviour of researchers

* Length of article (longer the better)

* Accessibility of articles (open access)

* Errors in citation counting

* Publication frequency

e Research field

* Publication lag (submission to publication)
e Limitations of SClI database

* Fashions, language



Other ways to judge an paper

Total citations

Citations/year

(Citations/year)/author
Downloads/reads/most viewed lists
Editorials/commentaries/press releases
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Altmetrics make their mark

Alternative measures can yield useful data on achievement — but must be used cautiously.

BY ROBERTA KWOK

teve Pettifer and his colleagues did not
heavily promote their 2008 paper on digi-
tal library tools, 5o il came as a surprise
when, in August 2012, Pettifer got an e-mail
from the Public Library of Science (PLOS),
based in San Francisco, California. A PLOS
representative told him that people had viewed
or downloaded the article (I, Hull ef a@l. PLoS
Compul. Brol, 4, e1000204; 2008) more than
53,000 times. It was the most-accessed review
ever Lo be published in any of the seven PLOG
journals. The paper had come out just as biolo-
gists’ interest in digital publishing was building
and the number of tools was exploding, says
Pettifer, a computer scientist at the University
of Manchester, UK. "It hit the right note at the
right time,” he says.
At one time, Pettifer would have listed the

paper on his CV accompanied by the journal’s
impact factor and the article’s number of cita-
tions — in this case, about 80. But when he
came up for promotion this year, he realized
that tracking citalions was nol going to tell
the whole story about the paper’s influence.
Impact factor is a crude measure that applies
only to the journal, not to specific articles, he
says; citations take a long time to accumulate,
and people may nol cile a paper even il it influ-
ences their thinking, 5o he added the number
of views Lo the CV entry. And he did not stop
there,

Mext to many of the papers listed, Pettifer
added labels indicating scholarly and public
engagement. The labels were generated by
Impact3tory in Carrbore, North Carolina, one
of several services that gauges research impact
using a combination of metrics — in this case,
a wide range of data sources, including the

number of limes a paper has been shared on
social-media websites or saved using online
research tools,

When Pettifer submitted his annotated
CV for the first round of promolion review,
his mentor expressed confusion. He took a
look and said, “What the hell are these badges
doing in your CV#” recalls Pettifer. "But once
[ explained them, he said, "Well, give it a go™
Pettifer submitted his CV for the second
round — and gol his promotion. He does nol
know for sure whether the metrics helped, but
he plans to use them on future grant applica-
tions. “I'm definitely a convert.” he says.

OUTSIDE THE BOX

‘Altmetrics, a term coined in 2010 by Impact-
Story co-founder Jason Priem, refers to a range
of measures of research impact that go beyond
citations. Several altmetrics services have b

PP AUGUST 2013 | VOL 500 | NATURE | 491



Editorial

Folia Phoniatrica
etLogopaedica

Folia Phoniatr Logop 2007;59:281-285

DOl 10.1159/000108334

Reaction of Folia Phoniatrica et
Logopaedica on the Current Trend
of Impact Factor Measures

Harm K. Schutte® Jan G. SvecP ¢

3 Groningen Voice Research Lab, University of Groningen, The Netherlands; ® Department of Experimental Physics,
Laboratory of Biophysics, Palacky University, Olomouc, Czech Republic; *Voice Research Laboratory,

Medical Healthcom, Ltd., Prague, Czech Republic

It has become the current trend to measure the status
of a scientific journal by its impact factor and to measure
a scientist by the impact factor of journals in which he/she
publishes. While the underlying idea is good, applying
the measure universally leads to highly disturbing trends.
Based on country policies, some universities and their
departments, especially in Europe, have started to dis-
tribute finances based on the average impact factor and
average ‘relative impact factor’ (i.e., journal ranking based
on impact factor within a subject category recognized by

the Thomson Scientific Institute for Scientific Informa-

L ok O T (PR DT [ e | BT SR A T —— B E—

and phoniatrics. For instance, in the ISI category of oto-
rhinolaryngology, the journals devoted to otology have
generally a higher impact factor than journals in laryn-
gology and a much higher impact factor than a journal
devoted specially to phoniatrics. Based on this, the “im-
portance’ of phoniatricians is considered to be lower than
that of laryngologists and much lower than that of otolo-
gists. Consequently, phoniatricians are judged as less “sci-
entifically valuable’ than otologists and laryngologists.
To defend their scientific value, the phoniatricians are
forced to avoid their special journal, i.e., our journal Folia

F 3 7 PR B I B S L & nb o) G T e N DN T



As a reaction to this disturbing trend, the authors have
decided to put together this review, which cites all the ar-
ticles published in FPL within the last 2 years. This article
is thus expected to considerably increase the impact fac-
tor of this journal and its ranking. While we realize that
this initiative is absurd, we feel it adequately reflects the
current absurd scientific situation in some countries. We
honestly helikve that the fields of logopedics and phoni-
atrics are not of less importance than other fields, but
rather are under-researched, i.e., there are a relatively
small number of scientists for a large number of scien-
tific problems within these fields. This results in a rela-
tively small number of citations to the papers belonging
to these fields, and the overall number of citations of
these papers cannot simply be increased by publishing in
journals with a high impact factor, simply because there
are not enough scientists working in logopedics and pho-
niatrics.

While the primary goal of this article is to increase the
impact factor of the journal, it also provides potentially
useful information on the distribution of the articles pub-



Advice to an editor

The most reliable way of increasing the
number of citations is to do it yourself. It’s
easy to find ways of citing papers in your
own journal. You can, for example, write
an introductory article, under a title such
as Editor’s Choice, for each issue. It’s not
much effort to make a few banal remarks
about the papers published that month
and, if you flag the articles you mention
with superscripts and a list of references
underneath, Thompson Scientific’s search
engine will pick them up and count them
as citations. Commissioning commentaries
on papers and encouraging correspondence
also helps because this too provides an
opportunity for self citation. Some editors
have gone so far as to ask authors of papers
that they are about to accept to add papers
previously published in their journal to the
list of references. But I don’t recommend
this; it’s just too obvious.



Ranking| (JIF) Journal title Journal title Ranking (CS)

1(54.42) New England Journal of Medicine New England Journal of Medicine 1(7)

2 (39.21) The Lancet The Lancet 2(9)

3 (30.39) Nature Review Neuroscience ... _ - Journal of the American Medical Association 3(11)
4 (30.39) Journal of the American Medical Association | = -] Mature Review Neuroscience 4 (19)
5 (22.66) Annual Review of Neuroscience _ - Trends in Cognitive Sciences 5(33)
6 (12.15) Trends in Cognitive Sciences - "'-# B y Nature Neuroscience 6 (39)

R | EES———————————————_———————."" . P EEEE——————————————=—————
7 (16.38) British Medical Journal 5 P 7 A Psychological Bulletin 7 (42)
8 (15.98) Neuron e {"-.ﬁ_’ ’ / JAMA Psychiatry 8 (46)
9 (15.15) Molecular Psychiatry ;//,1 / / , .f, Annual Review of Neuroscience 9 (47)
10 (14.98) Nature Neuroscience ’ { ,/ ," y American Journal of Psychiatry 10 (52)
11 (14.96) Behavioural and Brain Sciences L, f' f.,,f /“’ , Neuron 11 (54)
12 (14.39) Psychological Bulletin " ) +"-};‘-.__' ) Annals of Neurology 12 (63)
13 (14.00) PLoS Medicine ;f’ /’ ;,, j Brain 13 (69)
14 (13.75) JAMA Psychiatry / ,r ’ ,’.";,{"' British Medical Journal 14 (71)
15 (13.56) American Journal of Psychiatry / ‘ ff ’ ," - Molecular Psychiatry 15 (75)
16 (12.90) Trends in Neurosciences ’.." ," l Neuroscience and Biobehavioural Reviews 16 (75)
ee VL #

Fazel, EBMH 2015



How to improve your impact?

General journals?
Niche fields

Buildings

Atypical combinations



What doesn’t work?

Repeated scientific debunking hasn’t

dented brainstorming’s popularity.



General journals

General interest

Public health angle

Simple message

Potential to change practice

From PLoS Medicine: “We publish important
studies across all medical disciplines that are of
wide general interest. Hence, we are looking for
papers that will provide a substantial new insight
into the pathogenesis of disease, with a clear
path to clinical application, or a substantial
advance in management or public health policy.”



Stroke and transient ischaemic attack 1 ~
Carpal tunnel syndrome

Frimary brain fumour

Secondary brain fumour
Subarachnoid hasmorrhage
Temporal arteritis

Trigeminal neuralgia
Meningococcal meningitis
Arteriovenous malformation
MNeuralgic amyotrophy
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Active epilepsy
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Publication ratio

Publication ratios for 44 neurological conditions ordered by their incidence (top) and
prevalence (bottom)






OPEN @ ACCESS Freely available online < PLoS one

Does Collocation Inform the Impact of Collaboration?

Kyungjoon Lee', John S. Brownstein®, Richard G. Mills®, Isaac S. Kohane'**

1 Center for Biomedical Informatics, Harvard Medical School, Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America, 2 Children’s Hospital Informatics Program at the Harvand-
MIT Division of Health Sciences and Technobogy, Boston, Massachusetts, United States of America, 3 Operations and Business Affairs, Harvard Medical School, Boston,
Massachusetts, United States of America

Abstract

Background: It has been shown that large interdisciplinary teams working across geography are more likely to be impactful.
We asked whether the physical proximity of collaborators remained a strong predictor of the scentific impact of their
research as measured by citations of the resulting publications.

Methodology/Principal Findings: Articles published by Harvard investigators from 1993 to 2003 with at least two authors
were identified in the domain of biomedical science. Each collaboration was geocoded to the precise three-dimensional
location of its authors. Physical distances between any two coauthors were calculated and associated with corresponding
citations. Relationship between distance of coauthors and citations for four author relationships (first-last, first-middle, last-
middle, and middle-middle) were investigated at different spatial scales. At all sizes of collaborations (from two authors to
dozens of authors), geographical proximity between first and last author is highly informative of impact at the microscale
{i.e. within building) and beyond. The mean citation for first-last author relationship decreased as the distance between
them increased in less than one km range as well as in the three categorized ranges (in the same building, same city, or
different city). Such a trend was not seen in other three author relationships.

Condlusions/Significance: Despite the positive impact of emerging communication technologies on scientific research, our
results provide striking evidence for the role of physical proximity as a predictor of the impact of collaborations.




Figure 7. Mean citation forfirst-lastauthors in the same building, same city, or different city.
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Atypical Combinations and

Scientific Impact

Brian Uzzi,* Satyam Mukherjee,™ Michael Stringer,”* Ben Jones™*

Movelty is an essential feature of creative ideas, yet the building blocks of new ideas are often
embodied in existing knowledge. From this perspective, balancing atypical knowledge with
conventional knowledge may be critical to the link between innovativeness and impact. Qur
analysis of 17.9 million papers spanning all scientific fields suggests that science follows a
nearly universal pattern: The highest-impact science is primarily grounded in exceptionally
conventional combinations of prior work yet simultaneously features an intrusion of unusual
combinations. Papers of this type were twice as likely to be highly cited works. Novel combinations
of prior work are rare, yet teams are 37.7% more likely than solo authors to insert novel

combinations into familiar knowledge domains.

cientific enterprises are increasingly con-

cemied that research within narmow bound-

ares is uilikely 1o be the sowce of the most
fruitful ideas (7). Models of creativity empha-
size that innovation 15 spurmed through onginal
comibinations that spark new insights (2-10). Cur-
rent interest in team science and how scientists
search for ideas is premised i part on the idea
that teams can span scientific specialties, effec-
tively combining knowledge that prompls scien-
tific breakthroughs (/1-13).

Yellogg Sthool of Management, Northwestern University,
2001 Sheridan Road, Evarston, IL 60208, LSA

Institte on Complex Systems, Northwestern University, 600
Foster, Evanston, IL 60208, USA. "Datascope Analytics, 180
West Adams Street, Chicaga, IL 60603, UISA. *Mational Bureau of
Economic Research, 1050 Massachusetts fwenwse, Cambridge, MA
02138, UsA.

*Comesponding author. E-mait bonesg@kellogg. northwesiern.
edu

25 OCTOBER 2013 VOL 342

¥et the production and consumption of
boundary-spanning ideas can also rase well-
known challenges (76 21). 1f, as Finstein be-
lieved (21, individual scientists inevitably become
narmower in their expertise as the body of sci-
entific knowledge expands, then reaching el-
fectively across boundaries may be increasingly
challenging (), especially given the difTiculty
of searching unfamiliar domains (77, 15). More-
over, novel ideas can be difficult to absorb (19)
and communicate, leading scientists to inten-
tionally display conventionality. In his Principia,
Mewion presented his laws of gravitafion using
accepled geometry rather than s newly de-
veloped caleulus, despite the latter’s impor-
tance in developing his insights (22). Similarty,
Darwin devoled the first part of the Origin of
Species o conventional, well-accepted knowl-
cdge about the selective breeding of dogs, cal-
tle, and birds, From this viewpoint, the balance

SCIENCE www.scien



Papers

Atypical antipsychotics in the treatment of schizophrenia:
systematic overview and meta-regression analysis
John Geddes, Nick Freemantle, Paul Harrison, Paul Bebbington for the National Schizophrenia

Guideline Development Group

Abstract

Objective To develop an evidence base for
recommendations on the use ofarypica]
antipsychotics for patients with schizophrenia.
Diesign Systematic overview and meta-regression
analyses of randomised controlled trials, as a basis for
formal development of guidelines.

Subjects 12 649 patients in 52 randomised trials
comparing atypical antipsychotics (amisulpride,
cdozapine, clanzapine, quetiapine, risperidone, and
sertindole) with conventional antpsychotics (usually
haloperidol or chlorpromazine) or alternative atypical
antipsychotics.

Main outcome measures Overall symptom scores.
Rate of drop out (as a proxy for tolerability) and of
side effects, notably extrapyramidal side effects.
Results For both symptom reduction and drop out,
there was substantial heterogeneity between the
results of trials, including those evaluating the same
atypical antipsychotic and comparator drugs.
Meta-regression suggested that dose of conventional
antipsychotic explained the heterogeneity. When the
dose was = 12 mg/day ofhﬂ]opeﬁdol {or equivalent),
atypical antipsychotics had no benefits in terms of
efficacy or overall tolerability, but they stll caused
fewer extrapyramidal side effects.

Conclusions There is no cdear evidence that atypical
antipsychotics are more effective or are better tolerated
than conventonal antipsychotics. Conventional
antipsychotics should usually be used in the initial
treatment of an episode of schizophrenia unless the
patient has previously not responded to these drugs or
has unacceptable extrapyramicdal side effects.

(such as blockade of serotonin 5-HT, receptors). No
definition is wholly satisfactory, partly because the term
atypical is relative rather than absolute. We use the
term simply to refer to dozapine and all the novel
antipsychotics introduced in the past decade.

We conducted a systematic review of the effective-
ness and tolerability of atypical versus conventional
antipsychotics in the treatment of schizophrenia to
inform  the development of a dinical practice
guideline. The primary outcomes we investigated were
control of psychotic symptoms and overall acceptabil-
ity, although we also looked at the possibility of study-
ing outcomes such as quality of life and rates of specific
adverse effects. We dedded beforehand to examine the
influence of the dose of the conventional drug, because
common side effects (such as extrapyramidal side
effects and sedation) are dose related, whereas efficacy
reaches a plateau.® The recommended optimal dose is
6-12 mg/day haloperidol or its equiv:i]enl.,’ although
higher doses are still commonly used.! Evaluation of
the relative efficacy and tolerability of conventional and
atypical antipsychotics must, therefore, take into
account the comparator dose.

Systematic reviews of individual atypical antpsy-
chotic drugs (clozapine” olanzapine®” gquetiapine,”®
risperidone.” * ' and sertindole”) exist but were either
unavailable or out of date at the time we were develop-
ing the guideline. Furthermore, they do not fD:ITI'Iﬂll:.-"
assess the effect of dose or allow evaluaton of atypical
antipsychotics as a group.

Methods

Inclusion criteria

Ediforial by Kapur
and Remington

Department of
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University of
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John Geddes
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Articles

Comparative efficacy and acceptability of 12 new-generation
antidepressants: a multiple-treatments meta-analysis

Andren Cipriani, Toshiaki A Furikawa, Georgia Safant, john R Geddes, julian P T Higgins, Rachel Churchill, Norio Watanabe, Atsuo Nakagawa,
lchiro M Omor, Hugh MoGuire, Michele Tanselln, Comado Barbui

Summary

Background Conventional meta-analyses have shown inconsistenmt results for efficacy of second-generation
antidepressants. We therefore did a multiple-treatments meta-analysis, which accounts for both direct and indirect
comparisons, 1o assess the effects of 12 new-generation antidepressants on major depression.

Methods We systematically reviewed 117 randomised controlled trials (25928 participants) from 1991 up to
Nov 30, 2007, which compared any of the following antidepressants at therapeutic dose range for the acute treatment
of unipolar major depression in adults: bupropion, citalopram, duloxetine, escitalopram, fluoxetine, fluvoxamine,
milnacipran, mirtazapine, paroxetine, reboxetine, sertraline, and venlafaxine. The main outcomes were the proportion
of patients who responded o or dropped out of the allocated treatment. Analysizs was done on an intention-to-treal
basis.

Findings Minazapine, escitalopram, venlafaxine, and sertraline were significantly more efficacious than duloxetine
(odds ratios [OR] 1-39, 1-33, 1.30 and 1-27, respectively), fluoxetine (1-37, 1.32, 1-28, and 1-25, respectively),
fluvoxamine (141, 1-35, 1-30, and 1.27, respectively), paroxetine {1.35, 1.30, 1-27, and 1-22, respectively), and
reboxetine (2-03, 1-95, 1-89, and 1-85, respectively). Reboxetine was significantly less efficacious than all the other
antidepressants tested. Escitalopram and sertraline showed the best profile of acceptability, leading to significantly
fewer discontinuations than did duloxetine, fluvoxamine, paroxetine, reboxetine, and venlafaxine.

Interpretation Clinically important differences exist between commaonly prescribed antidepressants for both efficacy
and acceptability in favour of escitalopram and sertraline. Sertraline might be the best choice when starting treatrment
for moderate 1o severe major depression in adults because it has the most favourable balance between benefits,
acceplability, and acquisition cost

Funding None.

Pubilishod Online
Janunary 3G, 2000
[ELEIS LN b [T
G76[D0)60046-5

S Ol FCombmieTl

DO G50 40
6360600477
Drepastrrmerst cif Midicine and
Public Health, Section of
Peychistry and inical
Payelwakigy, Unibvirsity of
Werona, laly (A Gpriani PhiD,

C Baarbrui MALY, Prol M Tareella ML
Dpartrment af Paycbatey and
Magoya City University
Gradluate School of Medical
[Pl T A Funuksawe ML,

N Watanabae Fhid, | M Omon Pl
Department of Hygiene and
Epsdemiclogy, University of
leamring Scheol of Medicine,
Greseoe (G Salarti PhDY:
Departrment of Pyychiatry,
University of Oucford, UK

(A Gipriani, Prof | R Geddes MDY
MRC Biostativtics Unit Irs titute
of Public Health, University of
Cambridge, UK




EU Survey of 11,000 academics

Although time spent working on research was unsurprisingly linked with research
productivity, "teaching or administrative workloads were not found to be predictors across
any of the 12 countries,”

Job satisfaction and institutional factors such as "managerial support, managerial style
(communication and collegiality) and infrastructural support related to research" seemed to
matter only in a small minority of countries, while both age and gender were dwarfed by
other factors.

Far more significant in predicting whether someone was likely to generate a steady stream of
papers were "a stated preference for research over teaching and involvement in the wider
research community.”

Such involvement, as witnessed by "peer reviewing, membership of scientific committees
and editorial positions," turned out to be "the only predictor evident across all countries and
the strongest predictor for publication productivity in eight countries." National or
international collaborations were also important factors in most countries.

Ref: EURODOC survey, 2012



Summary

Consider multiple measures of impact

Work in atypical combinations in buildings
that promote frequent spontaneous
Interactions

Publish in journals that reduce research waste

Collaborations comfortable but not too
comfortable



