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RATIONALE FOR REQUIRING COCHRANE AUTHORS TO PUBLISH THEIR REVIEW 
IN THE COCHRANE LIBRARY FIRST
(Extract from The Cochrane Manual - August 2006)

2.2.4 
Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first


The generic Title Registration Form for registering a new Cochrane review was amended in February 2006 to include the following statement:

’The support of the [CRG] editorial team in producing your review is conditional upon your agreement to publish the protocol and finished review, together with subsequent updates, in The Cochrane Library. By completing and signing this form you undertake to publish firstly in The Cochrane Library (concurrent publication in other journals may be allowed in certain circumstances with prior permission of the editorial team).’

The rationale for this requirement is as follows:


1.
This change at the time of title registration requires that the authors agree that the review be published either before, or at the same time as, its publication in other journals.


2.
Including the above statement in the title registration form offers Cochrane Review Groups a mechanism to strengthen the existing policy that authors “are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR)”.


3.
The Cochrane Collaboration invests considerable training and editorial support to produce each Cochrane review. This includes the provision of RevMan software for free. No other mainstream journal publisher can make the same claim. It is, therefore, not unreasonable that authors undertake either to publish in The Cochrane Library first, or in another journal and The Cochrane Library concurrently.


4.
When the title of a new Cochrane Review is registered on the Review Titles Manager website, this precludes another author from undertaking the same or very similar review. The requirement that the review be published in CDSR ensures that the title is not ‘blocked’ indefinitely.


5.
CDSR has become the leading mainstream journal publishing systematic reviews on healthcare interventions. To reinforce this point, a review published in CDSR should be the primary publication and any co-publications should be secondary to it. 


6.
When citing a systematic review, authors would tend to use the version published first; if this version is in a print journal then this citation is the one used by ISI when tracking citations. This will increase the print journal’s impact factor to the detriment of the impact factor of CDSR.


7.
The availability of an earlier version of a Cochrane Review published elsewhere may impact on royalties.

Note - From: Anonymous. Uniform requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical journals. International Committee of Medical Journal Editors. JAMA 1997;277(11):927-934:

Acceptable secondary publication

Secondary publication in the same or another language, especially in other countries, is justifiable, and can be beneficial, provided all of the following conditions are met:
* The authors have received approval from the editors of both journals; the editor concerned with secondary publication must have a photocopy, reprint, or manuscript of the primary version.
* The priority of the primary publication is respected by a publication interval of at least one week (unless specifically negotiated otherwise by both editors).
* The paper for secondary publication is intended for a different group of readers; an abbreviated version could be sufficient.
* The secondary version reflects faithfully the data and interpretations of the primary version.
* A footnote on the title page of the secondary version informs readers, peers, and documenting agencies that the paper has been published in whole or in part and states the primary reference. A suitable footnote might read: "This article is based on a study first reported in the [title of journal, with full reference]."

* Permission for such secondary publication should be free of charge.
From: 
Mike Clarke et al (see below)

Sent:
25 September 2006 

To:
The Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group

Subject: Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first
Dear members of the Steering Group,

Although we know that the revision to the generic title registration form should be thought of as a suggestion for CRGs to consider, and not a new policy for The Cochrane Collaboration, we have major concerns about the "Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first", which accompanies this change, was sent to all entities on 4 July 2006 and is now published in The Cochrane Manual. We are concerned that the judgement of researchers' interests and behaviour, and of the public view of The Cochrane Collaboration and CDSR, which appears to underpin the rationale, is wrong. The development of The Cochrane Collaboration over the last 14 years has been an overwhelming success. However, the Collaboration and CDSR are still not well known by many healthcare practitioners, researchers and members of the public in most parts of the world. 

We very strongly ask the Steering Group to reconsider the statements made in the rationale. Leaving these statements unchanged in a public document may have a detrimental impact on the credibility of The Cochrane Collaboration, and encouraging CRGs to force authors to agree to the new requirement might also have a detrimental impact on CDSR by excluding systematic reviews on highly relevant and important topics from CDSR, and discouraging the corresponding research groups from participating in The Cochrane Collaboration.

Our specific concerns on items in the rationale are:
 

Statement 3: The Cochrane Collaboration and its entities should be proud of the training and support provided to authors, of RevMan and many other things that ordinary journals do not offer. However, we disagree that this makes it “not unreasonable” to force authors to agree to the new policy. Many authors do not make use of the training and support and, for some authors, RevMan may be more of a hindrance than a help (given that, by its nature, it is restrictive in what it allows authors to do). This is likely to be especially true of those authors who have the strongest rationale for publishing elsewhere first (ie that they would have been able to do the systematic review without any assistance from a CRG).
 

Statement 4: Our experience (and that expressed by some Centre Directors) is that the Title registration system not only fails to prevent the registration of reviews that might cover similar areas but, more importantly, it does not guarantee that a topic will not be blocked for months or years while the title waits to become a protocol and then to become a full review.
 

Statement 5: what is the evidence that “CDSR has become the leading mainstream journal publishing systematic reviews on healthcare interventions”? It might be the largest single source of systematic reviews on the effects of healthcare interventions but is it not true that there are more prestigious journals which also publish systematic reviews? We are also surprised to see the use of the word “mainstream”. Although CDSR is now in PUBMED and ISI it is still not indexed in, for example, EMBASE which some would regard as a database of equivalent importance to PUBMED. We believe that this statement is, in fact, a serious misjudgement of the reality of the present world of healthcare journals. CDSR is inferior to top general and specialised journals for mainly three reasons:

(i) Journal impact factors (IF) are the dominant factor for resource allocation in the research world. As long as CDSR does not have an IF, some active, prominent and high quality research groups producing reviews will not seriously consider publishing their reviews in CDSR or will only do so if they can also publish in journals with a IF (which, if the other journal insists, might require publication before the Cochrane review).

(ii) Publishing in CDSR is too slow. Research and publishing is competitive. Producing a review on a cutting-edge issue might need to be done within months and offered to a journal within weeks. Some prominent journals have a fast track process of 4 weeks to allow this and there is no similar process for CDSR. Research groups with findings that are likely to have a major impact on health care might be regarded as behaving unethically if they do not strive to make their findings accessible quickly, which may mean publishing first outside of CDSR. Enforcing the new requirement would, therefore, lead to the exclusion from CDSR of some reviews that are most likely to influence health care and improve health.

(iii) CDSR is not as accessible as some people seem to believe. There are many university hospitals and medical faculties, even in developed countries, where CDSR is not easily available. This also means that, from the perspective of many users, CDSR is not the leading mainstream journal for systematic reviews. As an example, we expect that the answers one would get from asking healthcare professionals in Germany if they have heard of Deutsche Medizinische Wochenschrift or CDSR and if they have read something from either, or, for the UK, asking about the Lancet and CDSR would show how much more work is needed before CDSR can be considered to be the leading journal.

Statement 6: what is the evidence for “When citing a systematic review, authors would tend to use the version published first”? Surely, it is also possible that authors would tend to cite the most recent version of the systematic review (i.e. the one published second)? In which case, if the new requirement is followed, it would be the non-CDSR article that is more likely to be cited. If the concern is impact factors, we fear that the new requirement will mean that some high profile, potentially highly cited systematic reviews will never appear as Cochrane reviews since they will only appear in other journals. This would keep the IF for CDSR lower than it deserves to be and would make it more difficult for CDSR to be the leading journal for systematic reviews.
 

Statement 7: although it is true that an earlier publication of a Cochrane review may impact on royalties (we presume that by this you mean that reprint sales might go to the other journal). However, this negative impact is also possible if a version of a Cochrane review is subsequently published elsewhere. It is also possible that publication of a version of a Cochrane review elsewhere, noting that the most up-to-date version of the review will be the one in CDSR will increase reprint sales (if the reprint of the Cochrane review is more attractive to the purchaser than the reprint from the other journal), and will increase the number of times the Cochrane review is accessed, which should also have a positive impact on royalties. As an aside, in regard to royalties, The Cochrane Collaboration’s policy that no royalties are paid to authors (which is not the case with at least one other journal) may mean that, from the perspective of authors of Cochrane reviews, it is publication in CDSR which impacts negatively on their royalties.
 

We hope that these lengthy comments are helpful in reconsidering this very important issue.


Gerd Antes
Mike Clarke

Paul Glasziou

Gordon Guyatt

Monica Kjeldstrøm

Peter Langhorne

Alessandro Liberati

Nandi Siegfried
Lesley Stewart

Jos Verbeek

Liz Waters

Peer Wille-Jørgensen

September 25 2006
 

From: 
The Cochrane Colorectal Cancer Group editorial board

Sent:
22 September 2006 

To:
The Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group

Subject: Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first
The Cochrane Colorectal Cancer Group is opposed to the rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first, as proposed by the CCSG. The following points are views from entity members:  

We fear that this new rigorous demand will keep some authors from engaging in writing a Cochrane review. From our point of view, Cochrane doesn’t suffer any damage if the review is published elsewhere first, as long as it is published in The Cochrane Library afterwards.

The CCCG has - as many other Review Groups - double publication agreements with paper journals, and so far hasn’t had any controversies with the publisher, John Wiley & Sons. Double publications have worked with no problems during the past years. Typically, the paper version serves as a shortened version of the more comprehensive reviews published in The Cochrane Library, and whenever possible we ask the authors to state that a more comprehensive version will be presented in The Cochrane Library.

The individual groups and the individual agreements have differed as there haven't been clear-cut rules to date for which version should be published first. In the CCCG we haven't established rules for this, but decide each case individually, in general due to the fact that we don't want important information to be delayed.

We are aware that The Cochrane Collaboration invests considerable training and editorial support to produce each Cochrane review, including provision of the RevMan software for free, which will be free to anyone who wants to perform a systematic review anyway. 

If we identify systematic reviews produced outside The Cochrane Collaboration using RevMan, and within our topics of interest, we always approach the authors, asking them to publish the review in The Cochrane Library, and following The Cochrane Collaboration’s standards for publication, i.e. a peer-reviewed protocol prior to the full review. We have assembled some of the arguments of those who are opposed to the rationale: 

· Journal publication and Cochrane publication serve different purposes. Isn’t the Cochrane purpose to have a single place where reviews are accessible and maintained? That doesn’t conflict with some authors wanting a single or other journal publication first.

· The current processes of some Review Groups push many authors away from attempting the extra work and effort involved in a Cochrane review. The workload is higher than that for journals and that would need change if the new policy were to have any chance of attracting new authors. It will put off many potential new authors from even contacting the Cochrane Groups, but they will use the RevMan software anyway. This will lead to fewer Cochrane reviews and more paper-based reviews with a ‘pseudo-Cochrane’ appearance in the paper journals. We still do not know whether this will be compulsory, but from our Group’s point of view we have actively argued against these demands, and we intend to follow our traditional policies.

· Regarding double publications, there is more to add: In some cases members of Cochrane Review Groups have experienced very slow speed of the editorial process, from registration to the full review. As it is out of the authors’ hands to control/co-ordinate this dual publication, does this mean that they will have to withdraw the publication in The Cochrane Library if the journal publication comes out first? That simply doesn’t make sense. So the concept of encouraging dual publication since its inception must persist in The Cochrane Collaboration, regardless of whether publication in paper journals comes out prior to Cochrane Library publication.

· For a while The Collaboration was the highest producer of reviews, but appears to have been overtaken by non-Cochrane reviews. The new policy would make this trend worse rather than better.

· If the Cochrane review is published alongside other papers on the review topic, both can help each other by increasing impact. This ‘brand’ has been built up in a spirit of openness from the very beginning, and should continue that way.

Minutes of Publishing Policy Group teleconferences


8 September 1999
3.2
Draft policy on copyright of Cochrane Reviews:  The draft policy was agreed to.  On the Conditions of Publication form, Cochrane review should have a lower case ‘r’, as the review is at the pre-publication stage.  The wording of item 5 should be carefully reworded, regarding duplicate publication, because of existing confusion.  Reviewers should be informed of the policy when registering a title for a new review.  The policy, once finalised and agreed by the PPG, should be circulated widely after Rome, and included in the Cochrane Manual. 
Action:  Andy, Mark, Jini
**************************************************

5 February 2001

7. 
Statements by The Lancet and JAMA: Two concerns were raised about the recent statements from The Lancet and JAMA about publication of existing Cochrane reviews: (a) that most publishers have electronic versions of their journal, and electronic publications are covered by the current Update Software agreement which means, in essence, that journals need permission from Update Software to publish Cochrane reviews electronically; and (b) that people asking for reprints are more likely to ask for them from the journal as the review will be more concise.  This second issue is less likely to cause concern, as this can happen now if a Cochrane review is pre-published in a paper journal.  Peter pointed out that copyright is a very complex issue because of the differences that might exist between a Cochrane review in The Cochrane Library and a version of it in a journal. Mike advised that the agreements with the journals were informal at the moment. Mark agreed to suggest a way forward to the CCSG.

Action: Mark

**************************************************

3 April 2001

7. 
Publishing Cochrane reviews in paper journals: This issue arose because clarification is needed as to whether or not permission should be sought from Update Software to publish Cochrane reviews in paper journals, or only to publish the graphs.  After discussion, it was agreed that reviewers should be encouraged to publish versions of Cochrane reviews in paper journals.  Mark clarified that if MetaView graphs were to be published in a paper journal, permission had to be sought from Update Software.  He agreed to produce a set of recommendations for the next PPG meeting.

Action:  Mark

**************************************************

9 July 2001

4.2
Clarification of copyright: Mark advised that confusion had arisen as to how reviews in paper publications relate to the electronic copyright of Cochrane reviews.  He outlined the present situation, which is that Update Software has sole copyright of all electronic documents published in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews.  He shared a concern that if Cochrane reviews are published elsewhere without referring to either the Cochrane review or The Cochrane Library, there is a possibility of the Cochrane review losing its impact factor.  Mark reiterated that Update Software do not own the copyright to paper versions of Cochrane reviews: reviewers retain that copyright.  It was agreed that all Cochrane reviews published in paper journals should always explicitly reference the most recent version of the Cochrane review to which they refer.  If a version of a Cochrane review being published in a paper journal also appears on the journal's website, Update Software should be contacted for permission to do this. Mark indicated that he did not intend to refuse any such requests providing that appropriate reference is made to The Cochrane Library version.  He agreed to revise the copyright statement so that it can be sent to reviewers and made available to all entities.  

Action: Mark
**************************************************

6 March 2002

4.1
Clarification of copyright:  Mark recommended that the Collaboration seek legal advice to ensure that this issue is brought into the current tendering process, and said that the aim of the tabled draft was to document the current state of affairs with respect to copyright.  Copyright belongs to Update Software for Cochrane reviews, parts of reviews, and translations of reviews to be reproduced.  Most people assume they have the right to publish their Cochrane reviews on paper; however, this is not strictly true.  They can publish versions of their reviews in this way, but not call them ‘Cochrane Reviews’ without first obtaining permission from Update Software.  If a journal has an electronic version, permission to publish a Cochrane Review in that version must always be sought from Update Software.  Mike agreed to look in the Reviewers’ Handbook for a relevant sentence to insert into this document, explaining that the need to obtain permission is not intended to be a barrier to paper publication.  The words “and synopses extracted from the reviews” should be removed until the notes of the meeting held in Lyon on this topic have been agreed.  The words “of the Cochrane Review” should be inserted into the last sentence of the sixth paragraph.  The word “any” should be inserted before the word “income” in the penultimate paragraph.  Mike agreed to work with Mark in amending the document, and to circulate it to the PPG for approval, after which it would be included in The Cochrane Manual.
Action:  Mike, Mark, Jini

**************************************************

30 March 2003 (Steering Group meeting, Melbourne)

7.2
New publishing arrangement for the Cochrane Collaboration’s output: The Permission for Publication form, for new and substantively updated reviews (not existing reviews, unless the new conditions need to be applied to any of these on a case-by-case basis), had been revised, giving Wiley the exclusive licence to publish the Cochrane review electronically; however, copyright is retained by the authors.  The authors are also permitted to publish their reviews electronically on their own, or their institution’s, web site.  Future discussions will be needed about a print journal for the output of The Cochrane Collaboration, but the new Permission for Publication form requires that authors tick a box on the form if they wish to grant print rights for their review to be considered for publication in such a journal.  Consideration should be given by Wiley to providing Cochrane Reviews in PDF format so that reviewers can publish them on their own entity’s web site.   
**************************************************

Minutes of Publishing Policy Group teleconferences


2 October 2003

9. 
Changes to the Permission for Publication form: Monica reported that the Permission for Publication form needed to be revised to take account of the problems that had arisen relating to assigning print rights to a journal that was not yet in existence.  It was agreed that the sentence should be changed to ask whether the reviewer would be willing for the review to be considered for publication in a Cochrane journal (unlikely to be published until the end of the year 2004 or the beginning of 2005).  Monica also noted that the form needed to be modified so that it could also be used for Cochrane methodology reviews.  Deborah D. agreed to send Monica some revised text so that it could be included on the RevMan patch that will be sent out in the near future.  Monica should forward the new form to Jini to add to The Cochrane Manual.

Action: Deborah Dixon, Monica, Jini

**************************************************

18 December 2003

3.9  
Changes to the Permission for Publication form:  Monica reported that the new Permission for Publication form, which had been circulated to the Review Group Co-ordinators by Deborah PG on 17 November 2003, has now been included in RevMan and in The Cochrane Manual.

**************************************************

12 July 2005
12.2
Permission for publication forms: Mark reported that there was general agreement in the PPG that an additional ‘Memorandum of Intent’ form should be developed, which would be signed by authors at an early stage in the review production process. Nick agreed to ask RGCs for comments via the adminors e-mail discussion list and, if agreement was reached, would develop the form with assistance from RGCs.

Action: Nick

26 September 2005
3.12.2 – Permission for publication forms: Nick pointed out that the proposed Title Registration Form (agreed by RGCs via the adminors e-mail discussion list) includes the following clause:

‘The support of the Editorial Team in producing your review is conditional upon your agreement to publish the protocol and finished review, together with subsequent updates, in The Cochrane Library.  By completing and signing this form you undertake to publish firstly in The Cochrane Library (contemporaneous publication in other print journals may be allowed in certain circumstances with prior permission of the editorial team).’

Nick explained that use of the form is not compulsory, and builds on the agreed strong recommendation that authors should not publish their review in a journal before it is published in The Cochrane Library. Monica said that once ‘Archie’ is being used by all CRGs, forms such as this will be standardised, so it is likely to be used more often. Nick confirmed that authors had not been consulted on the wording, and Deborah D pointed out that ISI would always use the first published review citation to implement the impact factor, with all other publications being classed as derivatives. Mark agreed to (a) ensure that a survey of CRGs and authors is undertaken in September 2006 to see if the clause had a negative impact; (b) to ask Sarah Hetrick to remove the word ‘print’ and replace the word ‘contemporaneous’ with ‘concurrent’ in the statement; and (c) to ask her to upload the form to the CRG Procedures website.

Action: Mark

Background paper for Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 1 February 2006

Agenda item 8

From:

Mark Davies

Sent:

28 December 2005 

To:

Publishing Policy Group

Subject:
Rationale for requiring Cochrane review authors publishing in The Cochrane Library first

The generic title registration form (available on the CRG resources web page at <*********>) was discussed at the PPG meeting on 26th September 2005 (Item 12.2).

It was agreed that the form be amended to include the following:

‘The support of the Editorial Team in producing your review is conditional upon your agreement to publish the protocol and finished review, together with subsequent updates, in The Cochrane Library. By completing and signing this form you undertake to publish firstly in The Cochrane Library (concurrent publication in other journals may be allowed in certain circumstances with prior permission of the editorial team).’

1.
This change at the time of title registration requires that the authors agree that the review be published either before, or at the same time as, its publication in other journals.

2.
This is a strengthening of the existing policy that authors “are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR)”.

3.
The Cochrane Collaboration invests considerable training and editorial support to produce each systematic review. No other mainstream journal publisher can make the same claim. It is, therefore, not unreasonable that authors undertake to either publish in The Cochrane Library first or in another journal and The Cochrane Library concurrently.

4.
When a Cochrane Review title is registered this precludes another author from undertaking the same or very similar review. The requirement that the review be published in CDSR ensures that the title is not ‘blocked’ indefinitely.

5.
CDSR has become the leading mainstream journal publishing systematic reviews on healthcare interventions. To reinforce this point a review published in CDSR should be the primary publication and any co-publications should be secondary to it. 

6.
When citing a systematic review authors would tend to use the version published first– if this version is in a print journal then this citation is the one used by ISI when tracking citations. This will increase the print journal’s Impact Factor to the detriment of the impact factor of CDSR.

Comments from PPG members:
Monica Kjeldstrøm: I think it should be mentioned that (at the moment) the title registration form is just recommended as good practice and its elements are not compulsory. Therefore, in item 2, I think it should say something like: 'Including the above statement in the title registration form offers CRGs a mechanism to strengthen the existing policy that ...' If we are going to do a survey of the impact of this new recommended inclusion in the titles registration form, should the CRGs be told about this at the same time as circulating the rationale? For the record, I continue to believe that what is important is that we get high quality and relevant reviews published in The Cochrane Library - and that we strive to make The Cochrane Library the most comprehensive and best source of evidence-based medicine across all health-care areas.

I don't think this is dependent upon some reviews being published also in other outlets (even before they are published in the CLIB), and I think we run the risk that certain researchers who could offer important reviews will not sign up. Looking at the title registration form, I also noticed that it seems possible for researchers to register a title that has already been published in a journal. People who are pro-Cochrane, but for some reason thinks it is important to publish first in a traditional, well-established, high-impact journal, could therefore opt to return to the relevant CRGs after publication elsewhere. The reviews could then still be published in The Cochrane Library, albeit with some delay compared to if the preparation had happened more or less in parallel.

Minutes of Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 1 February 2006

8.
Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first: Mark pointed out that the wording of the rationale had already been discussed by the PPG in relation to the Titles Registration Form. Related to that, Mike Clarke had asked for a rationale in order to enable CRGs and Centres to explain to authors why it is important that they publish their review in The Cochrane Library first. Deborah PG pointed out that publishing elsewhere first would impact on revenue from reprints; she said it is impossible for Wiley to publish a review in The Cochrane Library that has previously been published elsewhere due to copyright issues (i.e. copyright of the review would be owned by the journal which published it first, not The Cochrane Collaboration). It was agreed that there are two distinct scenarios: (1) if a review was done as a Cochrane review and published elsewhere first; and (2) if a Cochrane review was converted from a systematic review which had been published elsewhere. Discussions took place about whether Wiley could provide a part of The Cochrane Library site for reviews that are complete and awaiting publication, a sort of ‘early view’,  although it was agreed that the publication process is slowed because of the stringent editorial process rather than because of the publication process. Mark agreed to redraft the rationale taking Monica’s comments into account, to circulate it to the PPG, and once finalised, would arrange for it to be put onto the Titles Registration website, and circulate it to CRGs and Centres.

Action: Mark

From: 
James, Astrid (ELS) [mailto:Astrid.James@lancet.com] 

Sent: 
20 February 2006 

To: 
Mike Clarke

Subject: Lancet/Cochrane collaboration

I've been contacted by the editor of another journal who raises some important issues:

What are your policies regarding publication of Cochrane reviews that have also (or will be) published by the Cochrane group? Now that Cochrane is included on both Pubmed and ISI it is unclear whether publication of a Cochrane review would qualify as a duplicate publication and which would be the 'first' publication.  It also creates problems with things like attribution of tables/figs/images etc as forest plots etc are likely to be identical in the two publications. Can you tell me when Cochrane was included on Pubmed and also ISI? What are your thoughts on these issues? Do you think there is a potential duplicate publication issue now, or not, and any other thoughts would be very welcome. 

Dr Astrid James

Deputy Editor, The Lancet

From: 
Mike Clarke [mailto:mclarke@cochrane.co.uk]

Sent: 
20 February 2006 19:50

To:
James Astrid [astrid.james@lancet.com]

Subject: Lancet/Cochrane collaboration

It's probably best for you to address your questions to Mark Davies (Mark_Davies@health.qld.gov.au) who is now convenor of The Cochrane Collaboration's Publication Policy Group (PPG, which oversees these sorts of issue) and Nick Royle (nroyle@cochrane.org) who is Chief Executive Officer of The Cochrane Collaboration. I left the PPG and the the Collaboration's Steering Group in October 2004.

I can, however, help with a couple of things. Cochrane reviews have been in PubMed for a few years (at least since 2002 I think) and they went into ISI last year, with every new or substantively updated Cochrane review published in, or since, Issue 1 2005 of The Cochrane Library being included.

From: 
Mark Davies [mailto:Mark_Davies@health.qld.gov.au]

Sent:
24 February 2006 

To:
Dr Astrid James, Deputy Editor, The Lancet

Subject: Lancet/Cochrane collaboration

The Publishing Policy Group of the CC is right in the middle of a debate about this at the moment. Publication of a Cochrane systematic review as a secondary publication in another journal is quite acceptable, as long as the requirements of the ICMJE are met (see below: Acceptable Secondary Publication, from "UNIFORM REQUIREMENTS FOR MANUSCRIPTS SUBMITTED TO BIOMEDICAL JOURNALS") 

The Collaboration's policy on co-publication can be found in The Cochrane Manual, section 2.2.4 - Publication of versions of Cochrane Reviews in print journals, reproduced below.

Acceptable Secondary Publication

Secondary publication in the same or another language, especially in other countries, is justifiable, and can be beneficial, provided all of the following conditions are met:

* The authors have received approval from the editors of both journals; the editor concerned with secondary publication must have a photocopy, reprint, or manuscript of the primary version.

* The priority of the primary publication is respected by a publication interval of at least one week (unless specifically negotiated otherwise by both editors).

* The paper for secondary publication is intended for a different group of readers; an abbreviated version could be sufficient.

* The secondary version reflects faithfully the data and interpretations of the primary version.

* A footnote on the title page of the secondary version informs readers, peers, and documenting agencies that the paper has been published in whole or in part and states the primary reference. A suitable footnote might read: "This article is based on a study first reported in the [title of journal, with full reference]."

Permission for such secondary publication should be free of charge.

2.2.4 
Publication of versions of Cochrane Reviews in print journals 

Authors may wish to seek co-publication of Cochrane Reviews in peer-reviewed medical journals, particularly in those journals that have expressed enthusiasm for co-publication of Cochrane Reviews (see Appendix 1 for correspondence from specific journal editors on this matter). For The Cochrane Collaboration, there is one essential condition of co-publication: Cochrane Reviews must remain free for dissemination in any and all media, without restriction from any of them. To ensure this, Cochrane authors grant The Cochrane Collaboration worldwide licences for these activities, and do not sign over exclusive copyright to any journal or other publisher. A journal is free to request a non-exclusive copyright that permits it to publish and re-publish a review, but this cannot restrict the publication of the review by The Cochrane Collaboration in whatever form The Cochrane Collaboration feels to be appropriate.

Authors are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR). This applies particularly to Centre directors and editors of Cochrane Review Groups (CRGs). However, journals will sometimes insist that the publication of the review in CDSR should not precede publication in print. When this is the case, authors should submit a review for publication in the journal after agreement from their CRG editor and before publication in CDSR. Authors should remember to include the statement, ‘This is a version of a Cochrane Review, which is available in The Cochrane Library’. Publication in print should not be subject to lengthy production times, and authors should not unduly delay publication of a Cochrane Review either because of delays from a journal or in order to resubmit their review to another journal. Journals can also request revision of a review for editorial or content reasons. External peer review provided by journals may enhance the value of the review and should be welcomed. Journals generally may require shorter reviews than those published in CDSR. Selective shortening of reviews may be appropriate, but there should not be any substantive differences between the review as published in the journal and in CDSR.

If a review is published in a journal, it should be noted that a fuller and maintained version of the review is available in CDSR. Typically, this should be done by including a statement such as the following in the introduction: 

‘A more detailed review will be published and updated in the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. Reference’. The reference should be to the protocol for the review published in CDSR. A similar statement should be included in the introduction if a review is published in CDSR prior to publishing a version of the review in a journal.

After a version of a Cochrane Review has been published in a journal, a reference to the journal publication must be added under the heading 'Other published versions of this review'.

Authors are also encouraged to add the following statement to versions of Cochrane Reviews that are published in journals: 

‘This is a version of a Cochrane review, which is available in The Cochrane Library. Cochrane systematic reviews are regularly updated to include new research, and in response to feedback from readers. If you wish to comment on this, or other Cochrane Reviews of interventions for XXX, please send it to XXX.’ Cochrane Review Groups may wish to establish a policy on the person to whom comments should be sent.

Authors whose primary affiliation is a Cochrane entity should include the following sentence when publishing an article that is not about The Cochrane Collaboration or does not reflect official policy: "The views expressed in this article represent those of the authors and are not necessarily the views or the official policy of The Cochrane Collaboration."

In addition, the following modification of the disclaimer published in The Cochrane Library should be added to Cochrane Reviews published in journals: "The results of a Cochrane Review can be interpreted differently, depending on people's perspectives and circumstances. Please consider the conclusions presented carefully. They are the opinions of review authors, and are not necessarily shared by The Cochrane Collaboration."

The following passage can be provided to journal editors upon submission of a review for publication, and the letter of submission should be copied to the CRG editors for information. This policy and procedure may be new to some journal editors and may require direct discussion with the journal editor. The CRG editors should be informed of any problems encountered in this process.

‘This systematic review has been prepared under the aegis of The Cochrane Collaboration, an international organisation that aims to help people make well informed decisions about healthcare by preparing, maintaining and promoting the accessibility of systematic reviews of the effects of healthcare interventions. The Cochrane Collaboration's publication policy permits journals to publish reviews, with priority if required, but permits The Cochrane Collaboration also to publish and disseminate such reviews. Cochrane Reviews cannot be subject to the exclusive copyright requested by some journals.’

2.2.4.1 
Statement for paper publication

The following statement should accompany reviews submitted for publication in paper journals:

‘This paper is based on a Cochrane review published in The Cochrane Library YYYY, Issue X (see www.thecochranelibrary.com for information). Cochrane Reviews are regularly updated as new evidence emerges and in response to feedback, and The Cochrane Library should be consulted for the most recent version of the review.’

Background paper for Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 13 March 2006

Agenda item 3.3

From:
Editorial Base, Cochrane Haematological Malignancies Group (CHMG) 

Sent:
17 February 2006 

To:
Mark Davies

Subject: Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first 

In response to a recently circulated reminder and advice concerning the co-publication of Cochrane reviews, we provide you with the collective views of the editorial team of the Cochrane Haematological Malignancies Group (CHMG). 

1. The CHMG editorial base is aware of and appreciates the aim of the current Cochrane publication policy, and strives to implement and adhere to this guideline whenever possible. 

2. On the other hand, we editors and core staff also have concerns, i.e. this policy could be perceived in part as unrealistically prescriptive and restrictive. These attributes, in turn, may over time hamper the progress and scientific recognition of the Cochrane Collaboration in general and the CHMG in particular. We have especially a problem with the wording in the second paragraph under 2.2.4. i.e. Authors are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR). 

3. Rationale: 

3.1 Part of the Cochrane concept is the overarching principle that authors of Cochrane reviews undertake this research primarily in their own time and without remuneration. 

3.2 We ask what advantage do individual authors gain by writing a Cochrane review in preference to writing a systematic or narrative review and submitting it for publication to a peer-reviewed journal bypassing the Cochrane Collaboration? What are his/her measurable rewards? In fact, authors writing for the CHMG are providing a service to Cochrane by contributing to CDSR. There is also a view that it would be a mistake for the Cochrane Collaboration to put rigid constraints on any author or entity on how to handle these issues. 

3.3 As far as entities are concerned, many Review Groups, including the CHMG, are not funded by the Cochrane Collaboration or any of its affiliates which questions the obligation to be bound by the specific policy rider “ This applies particularly to directors and editors of Cochrane Review Groups (CGRs)” . 

3.4 We also wish to point out that the order of preparation and publication can go both ways. That is, it is possible that a systematic review will be completed for publication and be converted through the Cochrane process to a Cochrane review, and there may sometimes be very good reasons for handling things this way. 

3.5 The crux of the matter is academic and scientific recognition. In our view, the unfortunate reality today is that there is more merit in getting a paper published in a peer reviewed journal than in the CDSR. For example, a successful publication in a paper journal may contribute to better funding opportunities when writing a grant application. 

3.6 We strongly encourage authors to co-publish in reputable and high impact factor biomedical journals. 

3.7 The CHMG has a co-publishing agreement with the Journal of the National Cancer Institute. 

3.8 We endorse the statement acknowledging versions of a Cochrane Review published in a paper journal i.e. This is a version of a Cochrane Review which is available on The Cochrane Library where reviews are regularly updated. 

3.9 Some other advice on various “disclaimers” is partly perceived as overkill and its real benefit is questionable. 

We reiterate our commitment to the first point. However, we also stress the importance of adopting a sense of pragmatism and flexibility in handling this complex issue. We hope our outline above is seen as a constructive contribution in this discussion, and encourage the Cochrane executive to consider relevant amendments to the existing publication policy as stated in the Cochrane Manual. 

On behalf of the Cochrane Haematological Malignancies Group 

Prof. Andreas Engert, Coordinating Editor (Germany) 

Prof. Ben Djulbegovic, Editor (USA) 

A/Prof. Axel Glasmacher, Editor (Germany) 

Dr. Ralph Meyer, Editor (Canada) 

Dr. Sue Richards, Editor (UK) 

Prof. Keith Wheatley, Editor (UK) 

A/Prof. Lena Specht, Editor (Denmark) 

Dr. Julia Bohlius, Assistant Co-Ed (Germany) 

Dr. Thilo Kober, Executive Officer (Germany) 

Minutes of Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 13 March 2006

3.3
Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first: Mark said he would shortly be producing a draft rationale for the PPG, for eventual circulation to all entities and insertion in The Cochrane Manual. 
Action: Mark

Background paper for Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 30 May 2006

Agenda item 3.2

Prepared by Mark Davies, 27 March 2006
The generic title registration form (available on the CRG resources web page at <*********>) was discussed at the PPG meeting on 26th September 2005 (Item 12.2) and again on 1st February 2006 (Item 8).

It was agreed that the form be amended to include the following:

‘The support of the Editorial Team in producing your review is conditional upon your agreement to publish the protocol and finished review, together with subsequent updates, in The Cochrane Library.  By completing and signing this form you undertake to publish firstly in The Cochrane Library (concurrent publication in other journals may be allowed in certain circumstances with prior permission of the editorial team).’

1. This change at the time of title registration requires that the authors agree that the review be published either before, or at the same time as, its publication in other journals.

2. Including the above statement in the title registration form offers CRGs a mechanism to strengthen the existing policy that authors “are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR)”.

3. The Cochrane Collaboration invests considerable training and editorial support to produce each systematic review. This includes the provision of RevMan software for free. No other mainstream journal publisher can make the same claim. It is, therefore, not unreasonable that authors undertake to either publish in The Cochrane Library first or in another journal and The Cochrane Library concurrently.

4. When a Cochrane Review title is registered this precludes another author from undertaking the same or very similar review. The requirement that the review be published in CDSR ensures that the title is not ‘blocked’ indefinitely.

5. CDSR has become the leading mainstream journal publishing systematic reviews on healthcare interventions. To reinforce this point a review published in CDSR should be the primary publication and any co-publications should be secondary to it. 

6. When citing a systematic review authors would tend to use the version published first– if this version is in a print journal then this citation is the one used by ISI when tracking citations. This will increase the print journal’s Impact Factor to the detriment of the impact factor of CDSR.

7. The availability of an earlier version of  a Cochrane review published elsewhere may impact on revenue generated from sales of reprints.

Notes

1. from: Anonymous. Uniform requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical journals. International Committee of Medical Journal Editors. JAMA 1997;277(11):927-934:

Acceptable Secondary Publication

Secondary publication in the same or another language, especially in other countries, is justifiable, and can be beneficial, provided all of the following conditions are met:

* The authors have received approval from the editors of both journals; the editor concerned with secondary publication must have a photocopy, reprint, or manuscript of the primary version.

* The priority of the primary publication is respected by a publication interval of at least one week (unless specifically negotiated otherwise by both editors).

* The paper for secondary publication is intended for a different group of readers; an abbreviated version could be sufficient.

* The secondary version reflects faithfully the data and interpretations of the primary version.

* A footnote on the title page of the secondary version informs readers, peers, and documenting agencies that the paper has been published in whole or in part and states the primary reference. A suitable footnote might read: "This article is based on a study first reported in the [title of journal, with full reference]."

Permission for such secondary publication should be free of charge.

2. from: The Cochrane Manual:

2.2.4 
Publication of versions of Cochrane Reviews in print journals 

Authors may wish to seek co-publication of Cochrane Reviews in peer-reviewed medical journals, particularly in those journals that have expressed enthusiasm for co-publication of Cochrane Reviews (see Appendix 1 for correspondence from specific journal editors on this matter). For The Cochrane Collaboration, there is one essential condition of co-publication: Cochrane Reviews must remain free for dissemination in any and all media, without restriction from any of them. To ensure this, Cochrane authors grant The Cochrane Collaboration worldwide licences for these activities, and do not sign over exclusive copyright to any journal or other publisher. A journal is free to request a non-exclusive copyright that permits it to publish and re-publish a review, but this cannot restrict the publication of the review by The Cochrane Collaboration in whatever form The Cochrane Collaboration feels to be appropriate.

Authors are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR). This applies particularly to Centre directors and editors of Cochrane Review Groups (CRGs). However, journals will sometimes insist that the publication of the review in CDSR should not precede publication in print. When this is the case, authors should submit a review for publication in the journal after agreement from their CRG editor and before publication in CDSR. Authors should remember to include the statement, ‘This is a version of a Cochrane Review, which is available in The Cochrane Library’. Publication in print should not be subject to lengthy production times, and authors should not unduly delay publication of a Cochrane Review either because of delays from a journal or in order to resubmit their review to another journal. Journals can also request revision of a review for editorial or content reasons. External peer review provided by journals may enhance the value of the review and should be welcomed. Journals generally may require shorter reviews than those published in CDSR. Selective shortening of reviews may be appropriate, but there should not be any substantive differences between the review as published in the journal and in CDSR.

If a review is published in a journal, it should be noted that a fuller and maintained version of the review is available in CDSR. Typically, this should be done by including a statement such as the following in the introduction: 

‘A more detailed review will be published and updated in the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. Reference’. The reference should be to the protocol for the review published in CDSR. A similar statement should be included in the introduction if a review is published in CDSR prior to publishing a version of the review in a journal.

After a version of a Cochrane Review has been published in a journal, a reference to the journal publication must be added under the heading 'Other published versions of this review'.

Authors are also encouraged to add the following statement to versions of Cochrane Reviews that are published in journals: 

‘This is a version of a Cochrane review, which is available in The Cochrane Library. Cochrane systematic reviews are regularly updated to include new research, and in response to feedback from readers. If you wish to comment on this, or other Cochrane Reviews of interventions for XXX, please send it to XXX.’ Cochrane Review Groups may wish to establish a policy on the person to whom comments should be sent.

Authors whose primary affiliation is a Cochrane entity should include the following sentence when publishing an article that is not about The Cochrane Collaboration or does not reflect official policy: "The views expressed in this article represent those of the authors and are not necessarily the views or the official policy of The Cochrane Collaboration."

In addition, the following modification of the disclaimer published in The Cochrane Library should be added to Cochrane Reviews published in journals: "The results of a Cochrane Review can be interpreted differently, depending on people's perspectives and circumstances. Please consider the conclusions presented carefully. They are the opinions of review authors, and are not necessarily shared by The Cochrane Collaboration."

The following passage can be provided to journal editors upon submission of a review for publication, and the letter of submission should be copied to the CRG editors for information. This policy and procedure may be new to some journal editors and may require direct discussion with the journal editor. The CRG editors should be informed of any problems encountered in this process.

‘This systematic review has been prepared under the aegis of The Cochrane Collaboration, an international organisation that aims to help people make well informed decisions about healthcare by preparing, maintaining and promoting the accessibility of systematic reviews of the effects of healthcare interventions. The Cochrane Collaboration's publication policy permits journals to publish reviews, with priority if required, but permits The Cochrane Collaboration also to publish and disseminate such reviews. Cochrane Reviews cannot be subject to the exclusive copyright requested by some journals.’

2.2.4.1 
Statement for paper publication

The following statement should accompany reviews submitted for publication in paper journals:

‘This paper is based on a Cochrane review published in The Cochrane Library YYYY, Issue X (see www.thecochranelibrary.com for information). Cochrane Reviews are regularly updated as new evidence emerges and in response to feedback, and The Cochrane Library should be consulted for the most recent version of the review.’

Minutes of Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 30 May 2006

3.2 
Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first: Mark reported that this item was for information only, as the wording of the rationale had been agreed previously. Jini was asked to add it to The Cochrane Manual once she had amended bullet point (7) to read ‘The availability of an earlier version of a Cochrane review published elsewhere may impact on royalties.’ She should also check that the Title Registration Form has been amended on the CRG Procedures website, and then circulate the rationale to all entities and CCInfo, and insert it into The Cochrane Manual.

Action: Jini

Feedback from members of the Collaboration 

Peer Wille-Jørgensen, Colorectal Cancer Group (5 July 2006)

If this is compulsory, I will object strongly against it. It will withhold many authors for performing Cochrane Reviews, as many wants to prioritize the ‘paper’ publication. It will also make it impossible to ‘Cochranize’ previously published reviews.

Jack McDonald, IBD Group (5 July 2006)
At the least there certainly should be an exception made for already published reviews so that published reviews can later  be 'Cochranized' as Peer suggests.  Are there data on frequencies of paper first, versus simultaneous paper and Cochrane versus Cochrane first or Cochrane only?

Lesley Stewart, IPD Meta Analysis Methods Group (6 July 2006)

This will almost certainly preclude the inclusion of high quality individual patient data reviews that are done outside of the Collaboration and then converted to Cochrane format and published on The Library shortly after the print version. It seems counter-productive.

Gordon Guyatt, Applicability & Recommendations Methods Group (6 July 2006)

I would like to add my voice to those expressing chagrin with the suggestion of insisting reviews be published first in Cochrane. This will increase the ratio of top quality reviews published outside Cochrane to those published in Cochrane. This would seem quite unfortunate to me.

Elizabeth Waters, Health Promotion & Public Health Field (6 July 2006)

I entirely agree. The  time required to get a review through the Cochrane publication process can sometimes be over 5 times longer than it might normally take to do and publish elsewhere. Until we have a very high IF, a much smoother and rapid process from title to publication, then I would urge extreme caution as this is an important transition phase when we require more authors, higher quality reviews, and experienced researchers and authors.

Jos Verbeek, Occupational Health Field (6 July 2006)  

I would like to support Liz's argument with figures that show that the production process is pretty long. I just calculated the following for Cochrane reviews: For the 2005 published reviews included in the analysis, the median time between protocol and review publication is 546 days with an inter-quartile range of 546 days.

James P Neilson, Pregnancy & Childbirth Group (16 July 2006)

Different groups work in different ways - but given the heat generated over this issue, I thought it might be helpful to say that I don't think anyone in the Pregnancy & Childbirth Group (still the most productive review 

group) would see this policy as a problem. There is much to be said for publishing in The Cochrane Library first.

Bill Shaw, Oral Health Group (19 July 2006) 

The Oral Health Editors met this morning and we confirmed that we will stick with ‘The Cochrane Library first' policy as this is currently working well for us.

Minutes of Publishing Policy Group teleconference, 18 July 2006

3.3
Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first: Mark reported that the wording of the rationale had been circulated to all entities, but confusion had arisen due to some people thinking that the rationale was for a new, rather than an existing, policy. Deborah [Dixon] raised the following concerns: (1) copyright - are authors complying with guidance and is there a need to police that more closely? (2) dual publication - if authors publish in other journals, The Cochrane Collaboration could be forced to retract reviews, and literature searches would produce dual hits; and (3) citations - whether Cochrane reviews are cited from source (The Cochrane Library), or whether the review is cited from the journal article. 

It was agreed that Jini should not add the rationale to the Titles Manager Website as, once the IMS is used for registering titles, it would be inappropriate for the rationale to be made available within the IMS, because no policies are made available in this way. 

Deborah D was asked to gather data, with two Co-ordinating Editors (to be identified by Peter), about the problems identified by her (listed above), and those reported in the feedback from entities. She also agreed to investigate (1) how many Cochrane reviews are also published in other journals, and whether these could be flagged as such; (2) in how many of those circumstances the advice in The Cochrane Manual is adhered to; (3) how many Cochrane reviews never get published in The Cochrane Library; (4) the citation rates of different versions of Cochrane reviews. She would also revisit the co-publication agreements, using this as a marketing opportunity, and look at the length of the editorial process to try to identify ways in which it could be streamlined and from which best practice guidelines could be developed. Lorne asked her to liaise with those Fields that have provided funding for completion of reviews. Deborah D also undertook to provide some text that authors can pass to editors of paper journals, clarifying the situation with regard to copyright.

Action: Deborah D, Peter

Mark agreed to redraft his message to all entities in response to their feedback, adding a paragraph about the data collection that Wiley would be undertaking, putting the five main points at the start of the message. The results of Wiley’s data collection might add more information and weight to the rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish their review in The Cochrane Library first. Jini was asked to send the message on Mark’s behalf and to collate any further feedback. Lorne would work with Mark to expand the rationale if necessary.

Action: Mark, Jini, Lorne

From:
Mark Davies

Sent:
22 July 2006 

Subject: Brouhaha over the rationale for requiring authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first

To the contact people of all entities, and the editor of CCInfo and Cochrane News -

Mark Davies' e-mail to all entities on 4th July generated a great deal of feedback; his response is now attached. I shall be out of the office for the next two weeks. If you have further comments, would you please address them directly to Mark (mark_davies@health.qld.gov.au)? Many thanks and best wishes, Jini. 

Dear All -
In order to respond to comments received so far regarding the 'Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first', I would like to make the following points:

There has been no change in Cochrane policy. Authors have always been strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR). We have a Title Registration Form that will allow CRGs to insist on this if they so wish, and the 'Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first' that we circulated provides the Publishing Policy Group’s (PPG’s) reasons for restating this.

The document 'Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first' was never intended as a document to argue the pros and cons of co-publication, but to put forward the reasons why it would be desirable (in the PPG’s view) for Cochrane authors to publish their review in CDSR first.

Systematic reviews that are not Cochrane Reviews can still subsequently be put through the Cochrane Review process (i.e. protocol, etc), by the same or different authors - this is a separate issue.

Of course the Cochrane Review process is longer than that for a traditional print journal - our process is far more rigorous from start to finish. However, it was existing policy that Cochrane authors should be strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they were ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR) - i.e. ready for submission in the next CRG module.

If I was a print journal editor and was offered a Cochrane Review that had been through the Cochrane process and was able to publish it first, I would grab it and laugh all the way to the bank.

The history of the process in producing the document 'Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first' is as follows:

In mid-2005 the PPG was asked by some CRGs for assistance in getting Cochrane Review authors to publish the reviews that they had prepared with CRG help - rather than preparing the review with CRG help, publishing the review in another journal, and not publishing it in CDSR.

The PPG thought that this matter was of concern and that not only should Cochrane Review authors publish their Cochrane Review in CDSR as intended, but should publish in CDSR first (see section 2.2.4 of The Cochrane Manual that was already in place (‘Publication of versions of Cochrane Reviews in print journals’: “Authors should not publish Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR).”

To this end the then Title Registration Form (as available on the CRG Procedures Collection website) was amended to include the paragraph:

'The support of the Editorial Team in producing your review is conditional upon your agreement to publish the protocol and finished review, together with subsequent updates, in The Cochrane Library.  By completing and signing this form you undertake to publish firstly in The Cochrane Library (concurrent publication in other journals may be allowed in certain circumstances with prior permission of the editorial team).'

This amendment was circulated to all CRGs and there was general (but not total) agreement to the change.

This new form was ratified by the PPG in September 2005. 

Use of this Title Registration Form was available to CRGs to use if they saw fit. Its use was not mandatory.

Subsequent to the new Title Registration Form becoming available there was a request to the PPG to provide the reasoning behind the change, and the reasons why it would be desirable for Cochrane authors to publish their review in CDSR first. Circulation to all Cochrane entities on 4 July 2006 of the document 'Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first' has sparked considerable debate.

The PPG discussed the response to the circulation of the document 'Rationale for requiring Cochrane authors to publish in The Cochrane Library first' during their meeting on 18 July 2006. It was thought that it would be worthwhile collecting data on how many Cochrane Reviews are also published in other journals, in how many of those circumstances the advice in the Cochrane Manual is adhered to, how many ‘Cochrane’ reviews never get published in CDSR, and the citation rates of different versions of Cochrane Reviews. Wiley have offered to lead this and they will require assistance from CRGs: could you please help them in this endeavour?

Regards

Dr Mark Davies

Convenor, Publishing Policy Group

Co-Chair, Cochrane Collaboration Steering Group

21 July 2006 

Notes:

1. 
From: Anonymous. Uniform requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical journals. International Committee of Medical Journal Editors. JAMA 1997;277(11):927-934:

Acceptable Secondary Publication

Secondary publication in the same or another language, especially in other countries, is justifiable, and can be beneficial, provided all of the following conditions are met:

* The authors have received approval from the editors of both journals; the editor concerned with secondary publication must have a photocopy, reprint, or manuscript of the primary version.

* The priority of the primary publication is respected by a publication interval of at least one week (unless specifically negotiated otherwise by both editors).

* The paper for secondary publication is intended for a different group of readers; an abbreviated version could be sufficient.

* The secondary version reflects faithfully the data and interpretations of the primary version.

* A footnote on the title page of the secondary version informs readers, peers, and documenting agencies that the paper has been published in whole or in part and states the primary reference. A suitable footnote might read: "This article is based on a study first reported in the [title of journal, with full reference]."

* Permission for such secondary publication should be free of charge.

2. 
From: The Cochrane Manual (Issue 3, 2006):

2.2.4 
Publication of versions of Cochrane Reviews in print journals: Authors may wish to seek co-publication of Cochrane Reviews in peer-reviewed medical journals, particularly in those journals that have expressed enthusiasm for co-publication of Cochrane Reviews (see Appendix 2 for correspondence from specific journal editors on this matter). For The Cochrane Collaboration, there is one essential condition of co-publication: Cochrane Reviews must remain free for dissemination in any and all media, without restriction from any of them. To ensure this, Cochrane authors grant The Cochrane Collaboration worldwide licences for these activities, and do not sign over exclusive copyright to any journal or other publisher. A journal is free to request a non-exclusive copyright that permits it to publish and re-publish a review, but this cannot restrict the publication of the review by The Cochrane Collaboration in whatever form The Cochrane Collaboration feels to be appropriate.

Authors are strongly discouraged from publishing Cochrane Reviews in journals before they are ready for publication in The Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR). This applies particularly to Centre directors and editors of Cochrane Review Groups (CRGs). However, journals will sometimes insist that the publication of the review in CDSR should not precede publication in print. When this is the case, authors should submit a review for publication in the journal after agreement from their CRG editor and before publication in CDSR. Authors should remember to include the statement, 'This is a version of a Cochrane Review, which is available in The Cochrane Library'.

Publication in print should not be subject to lengthy production times, and authors should not unduly delay publication of a Cochrane Review either because of delays from a journal or in order to resubmit their review to another journal. Journals can also request revision of a review for editorial or content reasons. External peer review provided by journals may enhance the value of the review and should be welcomed.

Journals generally may require shorter reviews than those published in CDSR. Selective shortening of reviews may be appropriate, but there should not be any substantive differences between the review as published in the journal and in CDSR.

If a review is published in a journal, it should be noted that a fuller and maintained version of the review is available in CDSR. Typically, this should be done by including a statement such as the following in the introduction: 

'A more detailed review will be published and updated in the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. Reference'. The reference should be to the protocol for the review published in CDSR. A similar statement should be included in the introduction if a review is published in CDSR prior to publishing a version of the review in a journal.

After a version of a Cochrane Review has been published in a journal, a reference to the journal publication must be added under the heading 'Other published versions of this review'.

Authors are also encouraged to add the following statement to versions of Cochrane Reviews that are published in journals: 

'This is a version of a Cochrane Review, which is available in The Cochrane Library. Cochrane systematic reviews are regularly updated to include new research, and in response to feedback from readers. If you wish to comment on this, or other Cochrane Reviews of interventions for XXX, please send it to XXX.' Cochrane Review Groups may wish to establish a policy on the person to whom comments should be sent.

Authors whose primary affiliation is a Cochrane entity should include the following sentence when publishing an article that is not about The Cochrane Collaboration or does not reflect official policy: "The views expressed in this article represent those of the authors and are not necessarily the views or the official policy of The Cochrane Collaboration."

In addition, the following modification of the disclaimer published in The Cochrane Library should be added to Cochrane Reviews published in journals: "The results of a Cochrane Review can be interpreted differently, depending on people's perspectives and circumstances. Please consider the conclusions presented carefully. They are the opinions of review authors, and are not necessarily shared by The Cochrane Collaboration."

The following passage can be provided to journal editors upon submission of a review for publication, and the letter of submission should be copied to the CRG editors for information. This policy and procedure may be new to some journal editors and may require direct discussion with the journal editor. The CRG editors should be informed of any problems encountered in this process.

'This systematic review has been prepared under the aegis of The Cochrane Collaboration, an international organisation that aims to help people make well informed decisions about healthcare by preparing, maintaining and promoting the accessibility of systematic reviews of the effects of healthcare interventions. The Cochrane Collaboration's publication policy permits journals to publish reviews, with priority if required, but permits The Cochrane Collaboration also to publish and disseminate such reviews. Cochrane Reviews cannot be subject to the exclusive copyright requested by some journals.'

2.2.4.1 
Statement for paper publication

The following statement should accompany reviews submitted for publication in paper journals:

'This paper is based on a Cochrane Review published in The Cochrane Library YYYY, Issue X (see www.thecochranelibrary.com for information). Cochrane Reviews are regularly updated as new evidence emerges and in response to feedback, and The Cochrane Library should be consulted for the most recent version of the review.'
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