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Some in the research community g2rouze about how members of the Mational anthra study

Academy of Sciences (MAS) can hand pick reviewers and eszentially fast track

Immunologizt faked

the publication of their papers or papers wrtten by select non-academy data

members in the high-impact Proceedings of the Mational Acaderny of boiences

of the United States of America (PMAS) But a citation analysis published The end of
vesterday [1st December) in the Public Library of Science ONE [PLaS ONE) hypoallergenic cats?
suggests that the practice mav be doing just what it's meant to do -- facilitate

the publication of highly innowative research that might not make it into such cience paper pulled

izible j | atherwize,
a wizible journal otherwise Qfth: The future of
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"“The alternative publication tracks that
PMAS provides seem to do a good job in
giving MAS members more autonomy and
letting them publizh really
groundbreaking, highly-cited, high-impact
wiork while letting zome lower quality
wiork get in," Harvard evolutionary

biologizt Dawvid Fand, lead author on the
PloS ONE paper, told The Scientist, "You

& cancer waccine --
that worksy?
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lowwer the average quality, but vou alzo fmage. Wikimedia Commons adnother fake

pick up the really great stuff, That's a pretty good model.” conference?

Research papers appear in PMNAS wia one of three tracks -- manuscripts can be Mo Géoon menu at
submitted directly to the journal, with the PNAS editoral board overseeing a food summit

traditional peer review procesz, M&5 members can submit their own papers
after procuring at least two reviews from referees of their choosing, or M&S
members can zubmit manuscripts on behalf of non-members, marzhalling the

Darwin's minstrel

Supplements paper through peer review themzelves and submitting reviews along with the ’;’;‘;ﬂ,fff,f;;tre
B Life Sciences in manuzcHpt, These different tracks result in the publication of "Direct
lreland submizzions," "ContHbuted," or "Communicated” papers, respectively, HIY antibody duds
explained
8 Life Sciences in Rand and hiz coauthor, Harvard evolutionary biologist Thomas Pfeiffer (neither
of wehom are M&5 members), reviewed citation data for mare than 2600 FPAAS nd ';""'T"E'r' RESC
Phila. Region papers published between June 2004 and April 2005, They found that overall, trial

"Contributed" papers -- those written by MAS members -- tend to be cited less
than "[irect submizsions" by researchers who do not belong to the academy
and whoze papers 2o through standard, blinded peer review. But {and thiz i=
an interesting but) though "Mirect submizsionz" tend to be cited more on

average, they are lesz likely to be "truly exceptional papers,” Rand and Pfeiffer
witite,
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B utoimmu mity

SUFVE}' Series They compared the 10% most cited "ContrHbuted” papers to the 10% mozt cited
o BEENAPESS T Y "Direct submissions,” and found that the most cited of the former receive
gignificantly more citations than the mozt cited of the latter, "ContrHbuoted"

B Salary Survey papetrs seem to be less influential on average, they reason, but the best of
them tend to have more of an impact on their fields than do the best papers
| BGER R R RS from non-MAS members.

Awards
"Communicated” papers, the researcher:s found, received roughly equivalent

&) Lab Web Site and lewels of citation as did papers submitted directly to the journal. But again,
Video Awards the top 10% of "Communicated" papers were cited more than the top cited
directly zubmitted papers.

TheSciertist Rand and Pfieffer chalk up this average citation dizcrepancy to the different
weaws in which papers ardving at PMASs doorstep via the three submiszion
tracks are zcrutinized by reviewers, Contrbuted papers are reviewed by
referees selected by the author, and thiz, Rand and Pfeiffer write, mav "soften
the challenges of the peer review process" for MA5 member authors who may
be witing out of their area of expertize. Thiz mavy result in the publication of
lowwer quality "ContrHbuted” papers relative to "Direct submizzions," they
suggest, but it mav also help NAS member-wrtten papers that challenge
scientific norms or tweak long-held axioms get into the pages of PMAS faster,
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"“The benefit of facilitating publication of extremely high-impact Contributed

paperz could be argued to out-weigh the potential cost of allowding more low

Institutions quality papers to alzo be publizhed," they wrte,

B} For Librarans . . .
Jne factor that Rand and Pfeiffer did not account for, however, is whether or

not the PMAS papers they analvzed were or were not press releazed by the

journal, "The effect of press releazes, and popular press coverage more

generally, on citation counts iz an open question which dezerves further

study," they wrte,
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For Advertisers Recenthy, PMAS announced that the journal will be doing away with the option
for MAS members to communicate papers for non-members starting July 1,

8 idvertise with Us 2010, Announcement of thiz decizion coincidentally occurred as PAMAS was
fielding criticizm for publizhing a controversial -- and "Communicated” -- paper

€ Contact 4d Team suggesting that butterflies are the evolutionary result of a long-ago mating

between worm-like and winged ancestors,
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