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The	
  changing	
  world	
  of	
  scien<fic	
  publishing	
  
brains	
  in	
  transla*on	
  

“If	
  we	
  are	
  to	
  understand	
  the	
  future	
  we	
  must	
  study	
  the	
  past”	
  	
  	
  
Confucius	
  



Brains	
  are	
  swelling	
  



Virchows	
  Archiv	
  and	
  ESP:	
  
key	
  moments	
  

•  1999 	
  Virchows	
  Archiv	
  becomes	
  the	
  official	
  	
  
	
   	
  journal	
  of	
  the	
  European	
  Society	
  of	
   	
  	
  
	
  Pathology	
  

•  2006 	
  The	
  contract	
  between	
  the	
  European	
   	
  
	
   	
  Society	
  of	
  Pathology	
  and	
  Springer	
   	
  	
  
	
  Verlag	
  is	
  renegociated:	
  revenue	
  is	
   	
   	
  
	
  shared	
  50:50	
  

•  Revenue 	
  €	
  300’000,-­‐/400’000,-­‐	
  per	
  annum	
  

Brains	
  or	
  cash-­‐cow?	
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Morphological	
  plas<city	
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At	
  its	
  incep<on	
  

Marriage	
  with	
  ESP	
  

When	
  Heinz	
  took	
  over	
  

January	
  2015	
  

but	
  not	
  only	
  morphological:	
  VIAR	
  con<nues	
  to	
  reflect	
  today	
  and	
  an<cipate	
  tomorrow	
  



Which	
  brains	
  are	
  we	
  talking	
  about?	
  

•  Authors	
  
•  Readers	
  
•  Editors	
  
•  Reviewers	
  
•  Publisher	
  
•  ESP	
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Why	
  write?	
  



What	
  do	
  these	
  brains	
  send	
  us?	
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 Manuscript	
  Submissions	
  Received	
  by	
  Type	
  in	
  %	
  

Review	
  

Le`er	
  to	
  Editor	
  
Case	
  Report	
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Where	
  are	
  these	
  brains?	
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Country	
   Submi-ed/	
  
Accepted	
  in	
  
2011	
  

Submi-ed/	
  
Accepted	
  in	
  
2012	
  

Submi-ed	
  /	
  
Accepted	
  in	
  
2013	
  

China	
   15/3	
   40/5	
   23/8	
  

Japan	
   31/10	
   84/18	
   41/15	
  

Korea	
   10/2	
   18/5	
   22/8	
  

%	
  Total	
  
Submissions	
  

11%	
   26%	
   27%	
  

North	
  America	
  
36%	
  

Europe	
  
32%	
  

Asia-­‐Pacific	
  
26%	
  

Middle	
  East	
  
3%	
  

South	
  America	
  
3%	
   Africa	
  

0%	
  

Top	
  5	
  Asia-­‐Pacific	
  
•  China	
   10%	
  
•  Japan	
   7%	
  
•  Korea	
   3%	
  
•  Taiwan	
   2%	
  
•  Australia	
   1%	
  

Downloads	
  
2012	
  





Lots	
  of	
  brains:	
  where	
  are	
  we?	
  

11	
  



What	
  our	
  readers	
  like	
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What	
  our	
  readers	
  want	
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Who	
  they	
  like	
  be`er	
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Number	
  of	
  citaAons,	
  number	
  of	
  source	
  items,	
  and	
  Impact	
  Factors	
  by	
  Year	
  

Impact	
  Factor	
   Number	
  of	
  Citatons	
   Number	
  of	
  Source	
  Items	
  

Impact	
  



Category	
  Name	
   Total	
  Journals	
  in	
  Category	
   Journal	
  Rank	
  in	
  Category	
   QuarAle	
  in	
  Category	
  

PATHOLOGY	
   76	
   24	
   Q2	
  

Rank	
   Abbreviated	
  Journal	
  Title	
   Publisher	
   ISSN	
   Total	
  Cites	
   Impact	
  Factor	
   5-­‐Year	
  Impact	
  
Factor	
  

1	
   ANNU	
  REV	
  PATHOL-­‐MECH	
   ANNUAL	
  REVIEWS	
  	
   1553-­‐4006	
   2767	
   22.128	
   21.918	
  
2	
   ACTA	
  NEUROPATHOL	
   SPRINGER	
  	
   0001-­‐6322	
   12284	
   9.777	
   8.854	
  
3	
   J	
  PATHOL	
   WILEY-­‐BLACKWELL	
  	
   0022-­‐3417	
   14897	
   7.330	
   7.224	
  
4	
   SEMIN	
  IMMUNOPATHOL	
   SPRINGER	
  HEIDELBERG	
  	
   1863-­‐2297	
   1649	
   6.482	
   6.420	
  
5	
   MODERN	
  PATHOL	
   NATURE	
  PUBLISHING	
  GROUP	
  	
   0893-­‐3952	
   11084	
   6.364	
   5.515	
  
6	
   DIS	
  MODEL	
  MECH	
   COMPANY	
  OF	
  BIOLOGISTS	
  LTD	
  	
   1754-­‐8403	
   1738	
   5.537	
   5.131	
  
7	
   NEUROPATH	
  APPL	
  NEURO	
   WILEY-­‐BLACKWELL	
  	
   0305-­‐1846	
   2747	
   4.970	
   4.106	
  
8	
   AM	
  J	
  PATHOL	
   ELSEVIER	
  SCIENCE	
  INC	
  	
   0002-­‐9440	
   39632	
   4.602	
   5.205	
  
9	
   AM	
  J	
  SURG	
  PATHOL	
   LIPPINCOTT	
  WILLIAMS	
  &	
  WILKINS	
  	
   0147-­‐5185	
   17545	
   4.592	
   5.053	
  
10	
   J	
  NEUROPATH	
  EXP	
  NEUR	
   LIPPINCOTT	
  WILLIAMS	
  &	
  WILKINS	
  	
   0022-­‐3069	
   8450	
   4.372	
   4.516	
  
11	
   BRAIN	
  PATHOL	
   WILEY-­‐BLACKWELL	
  	
   1015-­‐6305	
   4114	
   4.354	
   4.316	
  
12	
   EXPERT	
  REV	
  MOL	
  DIAGN	
   EXPERT	
  REVIEWS	
  	
   1473-­‐7159	
   1743	
   4.270	
   3.682	
  
13	
   J	
  MOL	
  DIAGN	
   ELSEVIER	
  SCIENCE	
  INC	
  	
   1525-­‐1578	
   2663	
   3.955	
   3.859	
  
14	
   LAB	
  INVEST	
   NATURE	
  PUBLISHING	
  GROUP	
  	
   0023-­‐6837	
   10369	
   3.828	
   4.175	
  
15	
   CANCER	
  CYTOPATHOL	
   WILEY-­‐BLACKWELL	
  	
   1934-­‐662X	
   1837	
   3.807	
   3.712	
  
16	
   HISTOPATHOLOGY	
   WILEY-­‐BLACKWELL	
  	
   0309-­‐0167	
   8396	
   3.301	
   3.607	
  
17	
   ADV	
  ANAT	
  PATHOL	
   LIPPINCOTT	
  WILLIAMS	
  &	
  WILKINS	
  	
   1072-­‐4109	
   1230	
   3.100	
   3.476	
  
18	
   AM	
  J	
  CLIN	
  PATHOL	
   AMER	
  SOC	
  CLINICAL	
  PATHOLOGY	
  	
   0002-­‐9173	
   10442	
   3.005	
   2.952	
  
19	
   ARCH	
  PATHOL	
  LAB	
  MED	
   COLL	
  AMER	
  PATHOLOGISTS	
  	
   0003-­‐9985	
   8636	
   2.884	
   2.826	
  
20	
   EXP	
  MOL	
  PATHOL	
   ACADEMIC	
  PRESS	
  INC	
  ELSEVIER	
  SCIENCE	
  	
   0014-­‐4800	
   2581	
   2.881	
   2.828	
  

24	
   VIRCHOWS	
  ARCH	
   SPRINGER	
  	
   0945-­‐6317	
   5113	
   2.560	
   2.620	
  

Where	
  are	
  we?	
  



What	
  was	
  cited?	
  
Data	
  for	
  the	
  2013	
  IF	
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Original	
  paper	
  
Review	
  paper	
  
Guideline	
  

Cites	
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Which	
  papers	
  contribute	
  to	
  our	
  IF?	
  



Cites	
   Number	
  of	
  
arAcles	
   %	
  of	
  arAcles	
  

0	
   100	
   32.89%	
  

1	
   58	
   19.08%	
  

2	
   54	
   17.76%	
  

3	
   34	
   11.18%	
  

4	
   15	
   4.93%	
  

5	
   10	
   3.29%	
  

6	
   5	
   1.64%	
  

7	
   7	
   2.30%	
  

8	
   7	
   2.30%	
  

9	
   2	
   0.66%	
  

10	
   2	
   0.66%	
  

11	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

12	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

13	
   2	
   0.66%	
  

14	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

19	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

20	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

23	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

24	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

36	
   1	
   0.33%	
  

Total	
   304	
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Are	
  our	
  brains	
  no<ced	
  at	
  all?	
  



Strategies	
  to	
  ‘pimp’	
  our	
  brains	
  

•  Define	
  ‘who	
  you	
  are’	
  
•  Develop	
  a	
  review	
  paper	
  strategy:	
  
reviews	
  ‘pimp’	
  your	
  IF	
  

•  A	
  higher	
  IF	
  a`racts	
  more	
  and	
  be`er	
  
original	
  papers	
  

•  More	
  selec<ve	
  peer	
  review	
  approach:	
  
accept	
  only	
  the	
  best	
  manuscripts	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
(but	
  it	
  is	
  very	
  difficult	
  to	
  predict	
  the	
  future,	
  even	
  when	
  it	
  comes	
  to	
  what	
  will	
  be	
  
highly	
  cited)	
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Review	
  strategy	
  

•  Invited	
  reviews	
  
o  AE	
  input	
  essen<al,	
  EiC	
  risks	
  to	
  run	
  around	
  in	
  

circles	
  
o  Review	
  editor	
  would	
  be	
  very	
  useful	
  

•  Annual	
  Review	
  issue	
  
o  Needs	
  to	
  be	
  planned	
  2	
  y	
  ahead	
  
o  General	
  orienta<on	
  of	
  the	
  issues	
  
o  AE	
  input	
  essen<al	
  

	
  
21	
  

	
  	
  	
  

 
 	
  



Review	
  issues	
  

•  ARI	
  2014	
  prognos<c	
  biomarkers:	
  downloads	
  in	
  4	
  months	
  

•  ARI	
  2015	
  Quality	
  in	
  Pathology	
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Reviews	
  line-­‐up	
  
TentaAve	
  Atle	
  	
   Invited	
  author	
  	
   Status	
  	
  

Predic<ve	
  biomarkers	
  for	
  targeted	
  therapy	
  in	
  head	
  and	
  
neck	
  squamous	
  cell	
  carcinoma	
  

SM	
  Willems,	
  Amsterdam	
   Received,	
  sept	
  2014	
  
In	
  revision	
  

Inflamma<on	
  and	
  Urothelial	
  Bladder	
  carcinoma:	
  a	
  cri<cal	
  
appraisal	
  	
  

Gabriela	
  Nesi,	
  Florence	
  	
   Accepted,	
  march	
  2015	
  

New	
  (molecular)	
  classifica<ons	
  of	
  colorectal	
  cancer	
  	
   Mark	
  Arends,	
  Edinborough	
   Accepted,	
  jan.	
  2015	
  

Borderline	
  tumors	
  of	
  the	
  ovary,	
  an	
  update	
  	
   Steffen	
  Hauptmann,	
  Halle	
  	
   Accepted,	
  spring	
  2015	
  	
  

Mesenchymal	
  tumours	
  of	
  the	
  medias<num	
   M.den	
  Bakker/P.Ströbel	
   Accepted,	
  january	
  2015	
  

Storage	
  diseases	
  of	
  the	
  lung	
   M.den	
  Bakker,Ro`erdam	
   Accepted,	
  july	
  2015	
  

What’s	
  new	
  in	
  thymic	
  tumors	
   A.Marx/P.Ströbel	
   Accepted,	
  April	
  2015	
  

Immune	
  response	
  to	
  cancer	
   WH	
  Fridman,	
  Paris	
  
	
  	
  

Accepted,	
  summer	
  2015	
  	
  

The	
  stromal	
  reac<on	
  to	
  cancer	
   O	
  de	
  Wever,	
  Brussels	
  
	
  	
  

Accepted,	
  april	
  2015	
  	
  

Cancer	
  cell	
  metabolism	
   M	
  Lisan<,	
  New	
  York	
  
	
  	
  

Invited,	
  summer	
  2015	
  

Mechanisms	
  of	
  inflamma<on	
  in	
  IBD	
   Claude	
  Cuvelier,	
  Gent	
   Accepted,	
  summer	
  2015	
  	
  

Heterogeneity	
  of	
  breast	
  cancer	
   Christos	
  So<riou,	
  Brussels	
   Accepted,	
  summer	
  2015	
  	
  

Microscopy	
  without	
  microscopes	
   Aydogan	
  Ozcan,	
  San	
  Francisco	
   Accepted,	
  summer	
  2015	
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Who	
  are	
  the	
  VIAR	
  brains?	
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FuncAon	
   Person	
   Term	
  	
  
EiC 	
  

	
  	
  
Fred	
  Bosman 	
  	
   2012-­‐2016	
  

Associate	
  Editors	
   Volkan	
  Adsay	
   2015-­‐2017	
  (second	
  term)	
  
Sigurd	
  Lax	
   2014-­‐2016	
  (first	
  term)	
  
FaAma	
  Carneiro	
   2013-­‐2015	
  (second	
  term)	
  
Hans	
  Kreipe	
   2014-­‐2016	
  (second	
  term)	
  
Han	
  Van	
  Krieken	
   2013-­‐2015	
  (second	
  term)	
  
Ales	
  Ryska	
   2014-­‐2016	
  (first	
  term)	
  
Daniela	
  Massi	
   2013-­‐2015	
  (first	
  term)	
  

Deputy	
  EiC	
   Vacant	
  
Review	
  Editor	
   Vacant	
  



Do	
  they	
  know	
  it	
  all?	
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Special<es	
  covered:	
  

• Skin	
  
• Breast	
  
• Hematopathology	
  
• GI	
  
• Gyne	
  

• Special<es	
  needed:	
  
• Liver	
  
• Pulmonary	
  
• Genitourinary	
  
• Sou	
  <ssue/bone	
  
• Head	
  and	
  neck	
  

• 	
  AE	
  all	
  take	
  their	
  share	
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Former Editors 
M.Dietel, H. Höfler, G.Klöppel, V.Eusebi, S.Lakhani, P.Bedossa  
 
 
 

Editorial	
  Board:	
  our	
  frontal	
  lobe	
  

Editorial Consultants of the ESP  
M. Santucci, I. Leivo (ESP officers, non Ed.Com. Members) 
 

	
  Editorial Board (71 members) 
K. Amann, Erlangen 
C. Bordi, Parma 
E. Brambilla, Grenoble 
R. Büttner, Bonn  
C. Capella, Varese 
A. Cardesa, Barcelona 
J. Dahlstrom, Woden 
B. Davidson, Oslo 
A. P. Dei Tos, Treviso 
M. Den Bakker, Rotterdam  
J. Diebold, Luzern 
A. Ensari, Ankara 
F. Facchetti, Brescia  
F. Fend, Tübingen 
J. F. Fléjou, Paris 
C. D. M. Fletcher, Boston 
M. P. Foschini, Bologna 
N. Gale, Ljubljana 
S. Hauptmann, Halle 
F. Hofstädter, Regensburg 

	
  
	
  

S. Ichihara, Nagoya 
D. Kerjaschki, Vienna 
T. Kirchner, Munich 
D. Klimstra, New York  
R. R. de Krijger, Delft 
J. Lamovec, Ljubljana 
S. F. Lax, Graz 
H.-A. Lehr, Friedrichshafen 
V. P. Lehto, Helsinki  
L. de Leval, Lausanne 
A. Llombart-Bosch, Valencia 
T. Löning, Hamburg 
J. Lüttges, Saarbrücken 
X. Matias-Guiu, Lleida 
T. Mentzel, Friedrichshafen 
M. Michal, Pilsen  
M. Miettinen, Bethesda 
G. Mikuz, Innsbruck 
H. Moch, Zurich  
R. Moll, Marburg 

R. Montironi, Ancona 	
  
	
  	
  
	
  

K. Mukai, Tokyo  
M. Papotti, Turin 
G. Pelosi, Milan 
A. Perren, Bern 
H. H. Popper, Graz 
J. Prat, Barcelona 
G. Rindi, Rome 
C. Röcken, Kiel  
J. Rosai, Milan 
A. Rosenwald, Würzburg 
A. Ryska, Hradec Králové 
A. Sapino, Turin 
G. Sauter, Hamburg 
A. Scarpa, Verona 
P. Schirmacher, Heidelberg 
K. Schmid, Essen 
F. Schmitt, Toronto 
P. J. Slootweg, Nijmegen 
M. Sobrinho-Simões, Porto 
E. Solcia, Pavia 
G. Stanta, Trieste  

	
  

 A.Tannapfel, Bochum 
B. Terris, Paris 
T. Tot, Falun 
G. Viale, Milan 
M. J. van de Vijver, 
Amsterdam 
M. Werner, Freiburg  
G. Zamboni, Verona 
 K.Zatloukal, Graz	
  

       
       = since 2010 
 
        = since 2011 
 
 
 

= emeritus	
  



Peer	
  review:	
  running	
  the	
  gauntlet?	
  

No: let’s make it better! 



Review	
  process	
  

•  Rapid	
  rejec<on:	
  
–  Case	
  reports	
  (most	
  EiC)	
  
– Original	
  contribu<ons	
  (EiC	
  and	
  one	
  AE)	
  

•  Rejec<ng	
  more	
  papers	
  rapidly	
  will	
  ease	
  the	
  
pressure	
  on	
  reviewers	
  

•  Structured	
  ques<ons	
  in	
  the	
  review	
  form	
  drive	
  the	
  
review	
  

•  General	
  review	
  quality	
  acceptable	
  
•  Two	
  reviewers	
  is	
  the	
  rule	
  
•  Turn	
  around	
  <me	
  for	
  some	
  manuscripts	
  too	
  long	
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The	
  ten	
  commandments	
  for	
  the	
  
reviewer	
  

•  The	
  reviewer	
  is	
  honest	
  (the	
  
informa<on	
  in	
  the	
  paper	
  is	
  s<ll	
  
confiden<al)	
  

•  The	
  reviewer	
  is	
  fast	
  
•  The	
  reviewer	
  argues	
  his/her	
  

percep<ons	
  
•  The	
  reviewer	
  proposes	
  

improvements	
  
•  The	
  reviewer	
  does	
  not	
  use	
  

abrasive	
  language	
  
•  The	
  reviewer	
  will	
  not	
  express	
  

an	
  opinion	
  on	
  rejec<on/
acceptance	
  in	
  the	
  review	
  

•  The	
  reviewer	
  acknowledges	
  
his/her	
  limita<ons	
  (sta<s<cs	
  is	
  
ouen	
  an	
  issue)	
  

•  The	
  reviewer	
  writes	
  in	
  dis<nct	
  
points	
  

•  The	
  reviewer	
  accepts	
  to	
  
review	
  a	
  revised	
  manuscript	
  
(unless	
  ‘reject’	
  was	
  advised	
  
and	
  the	
  reviewer	
  indicated	
  not	
  
to	
  want	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  aer	
  again)	
  

•  For	
  a	
  revised	
  manuscript	
  the	
  
reviewer	
  will	
  not	
  come	
  up	
  
with	
  new	
  issues,	
  not	
  raised	
  in	
  
the	
  first	
  review	
  



It’s	
  not	
  only	
  about	
  what	
  you	
  say	
  	
  
but	
  also	
  how	
  you	
  say	
  it	
  



The	
  publica<on	
  process	
  

Nature 2010;468: 
29-31




And	
  for	
  the	
  European	
  Society	
  of	
  
Pathology?	
  

•  Brains	
  	
  
–  Members	
  should	
  regard	
  Virchows	
  Archiv	
  as	
  

‘their’	
  preferred	
  outlet	
  for	
  scien<fic	
  work	
  
–  Virchows	
  Archiv	
  needs	
  more	
  input	
  from	
  ESP	
  

members	
  
•  Officers	
  	
  
•  Working	
  groups	
  

•  Cash-­‐cow	
  
–  Without	
  the	
  cashflow	
  generated	
  by	
  VIAR	
  ESP	
  

as	
  it	
  is	
  now	
  would	
  not	
  stay	
  afloat	
  
–  An<cipate	
  the	
  future:	
  the	
  contract	
  needs	
  to	
  

be	
  reconducted	
  in	
  206!	
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