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The state of scientific publishing 
today has never been 

more precarious.
Richard Horton



Richard Horton | The Lancet Editor-in-chief



A quantity issue?



https://wordsrated.com/number-of-academic-papers-published-per-year/
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Ioannidis JPA, Pezzullo AM, Boccia S. The Rapid Growth of Mega-Journals: Threats and
Opportunities. JAMA. 2023;329(15):1253–1254. doi:10.1001/jama.2023.3212



Conroy G. Surge in number of ‘extremely productive’ authors concerns scientists. Nature 2023; December 11.
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What more can you ask for?



Something about trust?





It’s my wife’s turn to 
be the first author on 

your paper.









A quality issue?



The journals will not necessarily have any financial 
incentives to ensure appropriate peer review 
or quality control.
MARTIN HAGVE | TIDSS KRIFTET, 2020



How much should the peer review 
of an RCT cost?
⚫ 850 dollari
⚫ 1.250 dollari
⚫ 22.000 dollari
⚫ 525.000 dollari

Michalek AM, Hutson AD, Wicher CP, Trump DL (2010) The Costs and Underappreciated Consequences of Research Misconduct: A Case Study. PLoS Med 7(8): e1000318. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.1000318





Slow, expensive, largely a lottery, wasteful 
of scientific time, fails to detect most errors, 
rejects the truly original, and doesn’t guard 
against fraud authors.

Richard Smith





Even with the best of intentions, 
how and whether peer review identifies 
high-quality science is unknown. 
It is, in short, unscientific.

Drummond Rennie , Nature 2016







[Retraction index: Likelihood that a paper in a given journal will eventually be pulled from 
the literature. Why high-profile journals have more retractions. Nature 2014. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature.2014.15951] Take care: 10 yrs ago.

https://doi.org/10.1038/nature.2014.15951


Andrew Wakefield | Unethical or False Research



Marc Tessier-Lavigne | Falsification



Diederik Stapel | Data Fabrication



Jonah Lehrer –  Self citation and salami science



Salvatore Cuzzocrea | centosedici articoli sospetti



So, what?



PEER REVIEW. 

COSTO. FALLACIA. CORRUZIONE. 

OPEN ACCESS. 

PREDATORY PUBLISHERS. PAPER MILLS. 

HIJACKED JOURNALS. 



Systemic factors 
and perverse incentives 
play an important part.

Editorial. The Lancet 2024;24 febbraio.



Publicly funded research aims, 
methods, and results should be 

disseminate free in open 
repositories.



Keeping in mind that good or 
"real" journals also contain 

commentaries, reviews, 
perspectives, book reviews, 
even obituaries: often this 

content is more valuable than 
inconclusive original articles.



[towards] a world of global conversations?
Richard Smith



The competitors of 
the BMJ include Hollywood 
films, Manchester United, 

and a walk in the park.
Richard Smith



gl.defiore@gmail.com
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