[REDACTED - Consent Script]
Collister, Lauren Brittany: So let's start off, we would love to hear about your most recent publication, whether it's a journal article or a book chapter or a whole book, if that applies to you, just a little bit about, you know, where was it published, then how did you pick that venue?
00:03:05
OC1: Yes, I’m just.  I’m actually just uh, looking at my book is like was my last publication? So the most recent publication, I had as a corresponding author was in the Wiley journal ChemCatChem
00:03:20
OC1: And we select that journal, this was part of … I don't know how long you want my answers to me or how targeted you want them.
00:03:28
Johnson, Charlotte M: Whatever you're comfortable sharing.
00:03:30
OC1: All right, I’ll just tell you how we decided. So you know this is part of this publication is part of a collaboration with researchers at Carnegie Mellon and funded project by the Department of Energy and so um, it’s, it's a new area of research for us and so we selected this journal because we're not really a catalysis group and.
So we didn't want to we didn't want to look at the absolute top tier of catalysis journals this was more of a stepping stone in the component of the project, so this is a respected journal and the catalysis community but it's not the, it's not the journal you would submit to if you had really unexpected impactful results, this is a place where you would publish solid data that's a step in pushing forward a particular catalytics process and so that's what we felt like we had so that's, that's where we went. 
And we also chose there because there's been a lot, the journals that we publish with and historically exclude almost exclusively have been through the American Chemical Society. And historically that's been a phenomenal place, phenomenal for many reasons, they have their well-respected journals uniformly so--
This is speaking in the past tense they’re well-respected journals historically. All the editors are current scientists so it's very straightforward to communicate with the editors. And they tend to be very relatively fast, so the review process is usually somewhere between four and six weeks, but importantly the, the publication process is also relatively short the proofing process and things usually within a couple weeks they're online.
So you know those things all contribute to normally sticking exclusively with ACS journals but, in the last year ACS publications has started, well, really it's really the last over the last five years, been the last year, year and a half they've done an enormous number of changes at their journals in editorial staff so editors that are scientists, but also in the way that they manage their edit their, their publications.
They've had an explosion of other journals, of daughter journals that they've published and the quality of reviewing has really gone down. [REDACTED – Personal Information]
But um but yeah it's just it's because it it's really hit or miss now when you submit when you when you submit there, whereas it used to be like uniformly good experience, whereas with Wiley journals, it used to be that you would submit and the review process was a reasonable speed, but then, for it to appear online, it could be months of course that's not acceptable, so we went for a long time without submitting there. But then they got their act together and, and so we've started submitting there a little bit more often. They seem to be they seem to have fixed that problem so once they accept it comes online in a couple weeks. So that's yeah that's how I made that decision.
00:07:00
Collister, Lauren Brittany: That's really interesting. It's interesting to hear about how things have changed too. It's like some publishers are not always going to do things the same way and that's really helpful.
00:07:12
OC1: Yeah it's and ACS particular is really going through a big, um… Big shift in focus a lot of cost cutting measures. [REDACTED – Personal Information] It’s a real shame, they have such a phenomenal set of journals there, whoever is at the helm is really not seeing the forest for the trees. But you know we'll see. But yes you're exactly right things definitely have shifted the, the way, manuscripts are handled at various publishers have shifted a lot.
00:07:53
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay, and we may get a little bit more of your views on this, some of the other questions so that, so please feel free to bring that back up again later, but I do want to move on to our, um, our factors, so you mentioned free the speed of publishing when you were talking about just recently, but we have some others that we want to know your thoughts on so I’m going to--we're going to paste this list into the chat--Charlotte can you do that--and then I’ll ask you these, one by one.
00:08:23
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay on a scale of one to five, with one being not at all important and five being the most important to tell us how important are the following factors for deciding where you submit your work for publication, you can also say I don't know or, if you have a particular experience you want to share tell us why you feel that way about any of these just gone, but one not important five most important so let's start with citation frequency.
00:08:54
OC1: Yeah I don't even know I don't even know where I would find that metric [laughter] so it's definitely not, you know. What I can see we're just getting this list is a lot of these are going to be my personal perception but not their quantitative values, so I don't even know where I would find that. That's probably going to like--For me journal impact, and I’m going to let you go through these, one by one, but things like um citation frequency, journal impact factor, journal prestige they're all going to be wrapped into journal prestige like I don't know what the citation frequency is and I don't, to be honest, I don't even know what that metric is. But, [laughter] but you know that would I would assume it's correlated with the less quantifiable visibility factor and that I’d be more familiar with. So the answer to that is one because I don't even know where to find it.
00:09:50
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay that's fair and I know some of these are very nuanced in your personal opinions, but we know that context really helps us. Okay, so the second one is audience: So who is the journals target audience and how big is that audience, so one, not important five most important.
00:10:04
OC1: Yeah, that would be a five that's definitely the thing we think of first is who's the audience. And kind of like I explained, you know thinking about: Okay, this is the more specialized problem. You know the impact: So who is going to be interested in this? Not everybody, and you know when you submit to Nature, you feel like okay everyone in science community is going to have some interest in this. And you kind of scaling that for there. Our most recent publication, these are going to be people who are already involved in catalysis, are in the nitty gritty of it and so I’m thinking about so audience definitely five.
00:10:36
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Thank you. Okay, so you already talked about it, but how about journal impact factor.
00:10:41
OC1: Yeah so again, I certainly have… it’s certainly in my ethos, but like I don't know what the journal impact factors are for any given journal. So you know that's it's not--that particular one I’m going to let journal prestige catch the thing, so I would say that's also one. I don't really think about it.
00:11:03
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay, fair um okay next would be read often by the author, which is you.
00:11:08
OC1: yeah that's probably a four, so I think about that a lot if I don't read it, or I don't find good papers there I don't review for it and I don't submit there.
00:11:19
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Next is journal cost and we're talking here about things like publishing fees or figure charges.
00:11:25
OC1: yeah so I put that at a four. I mean I generally don't like to publish anywhere that's gonna charge us for it. And that's for a few reasons, but the primary reason is, is because none of these fees are small. They're gigantic fees which I just can't justify spending research dollars on I just feel like that's it like I just feel like that's insane like I can buy another centrifuge for my students or I can pay to have something in Nature Communications? Are you kidding me? Like that just just seems, and I know people in my field do this and it is controversial, but for me personally, I just find it absurd.  So unless I’m being really pushed by either my students, because they feel like they need it for their career or being pushed by collaborator who feels like they want to do that, I mean, personally, I find publishing fees to be out of the question.
00:12:17
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Alright, so that's a four but like kind of a four negative right.
00:12:21
OC1: yeah exactly like a four negative yeah.
00:12:24
Collister, Lauren Brittany: got it okay you've already mentioned it, but let's talk about journal prestige.
00:12:29
OC1: So journal prestige, you know kind of just, just reiterating what I’ve already said journal prestige is a big factor both in in in making sure that… what I would, I would say journal prestige slash quality, for me, you know so it's it's not just like how cool do other people think it is, but what kind of quality work do I feel like they publish. So if I’m making it prestige slash quality that's probably a four.
00:13:03
Collister, Lauren Brittany: How about open access.
00:13:06
OC1: [slowly] I’ll be totally honest with you that's a one. I just don't really think about it and that's because I’m highly ambivalent about open access, you know I really I feel really conflicted about it.
00:13:22
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Can you say more about that?
00:13:24
OC1: Um so . . . In you know, in an ideologically driven world where we live in a utopia and things operate in the best way possible open access is obvious. You know, to me, you have taxpayer funded work that's then published and reviewed by people who are not paid, and the only people who are collecting money are the publishers and that's . . . Objectively absurd [laughter] To me, anyway, I mean like it's very hard to justify that cycle [laughter]. 
And so instead to me research should be available to the public, but, as we saw for example and mean I experienced personally with my network of friends and acquaintances during the vaccine, uh, debates. Research is, interpreting research is part of your training that's part of what you do as a scientist and developing scientific judgment, understanding what probabilities are, understanding when conclusions are drawn from available data, recognizing that no conclusion has an absolute yes and an absolute no. And being comfortable with the doubt that is inherent to any prediction in any scientific discipline is something that you learn as part of your training as a scientist. And the average person who is not a scientist is not trained in that, and so, when you don't have that scientific judgment and you don't have that knowledge base but also practice based experience to interpret research, you can [tone turns very serious] really weaponize scientific information, and it is frightening to watch scientific information and the scientific process weaponized for political agendas. Now, this is not me getting entrapped in the scientific process of “science is not political” okay I’m not, this is not like--I’m on Twitter Okay? I know. I understand that any human activity has human influences, but the reality is is that, despite that fact, the sun has a spectrum of light that it irradiates, and that is not a political statement that is a fact. CO2 absorbs at a certain wavelength. That's a fact of nature that's not an opinion and it's not a political fact and so the interpretation of scientific information by the public does worry me because we don't live in this utopia and so while--and on the ideological plane I think my support is wholehearted and the solution obvious and on the practical plane, it does make me nervous.
You err on the side of what you think is right, and obviously the right thing is open access but it worries me quite a lot and, in the worries that I have were fully realized in a very recent scientific scenario so um, so that's where I am.
00:16:27
Johnson, Charlotte M: So it's more like society isn't ready for the responsibility of open access?
00:16:32
OC1: You know, honestly, Charlotte I think human beings are limited. We’re just not we I really I don't even I don't even blame a particular culture or a particular society. I think humans. I personally believe this is an opinion not supported by a body of research um I just think humans are, in general, uncomfortable with doubt. I think scientific training is something that is-- I am grateful for every second of my life, but I don't think, it's I don't think most, it's I don't think it's the inherent way a human analyzes a situation, I think you can be trained to interpret situations in that way. And I think we could do a better job of preparing the public for scientific information, certainly, we could close that gap significantly but um I just I think it's I think it's unrealistic to expect that . . . When we're talking about open access, where the entire population of human beings 7 billion, however many more at that time can access the information I just don't think it's realistic that we're going to…we're not going to see … the misuse of that information at a scale that warrants attention. So it would be dismissive, we could dismiss it if we feel like “Oh well, of course,” it's kind of like people who try to dismiss welfare “Oh, you know it's going to be abused” you’re like yeah yeah yeah, I get it, I get but the scale at which that's happening versus the scale and the need is very different in this case I feel like the scale of which it could be weaponized is big enough that it has to give us some pause. And like I said I don't know if it's a permanent pause, it's just It gives me pause.
00:18:25
Johnson, Charlotte M: Thank you.
00:18:27
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Thank you for sharing that I can already feel a quote coming out for a section of our analysis from this. Wonderful. Okay so on a totally different topic um I, how would you rate, whether the publication is read often by your peers.
00:18:47
OC1: So that's like a four or five I mean, it’s probably a five yeah but it's very important to me that our work is read by the people in my community mainly because you know a lot of the work that we do is very fundamental so I feel like you know we're building these foundation stones and if no one sees them. To keep to keep building the house, then I feel like we're really truly useless, so I want to make sure it's it's getting out there and read by the people who could build from it.
00:19:17
Collister, Lauren Brittany: So how about the departmental culture, so that is does your department publish in this journal or read it or use it.
00:19:25
OC1: Um you know different you know chemistry has so many different specialties and certainly would be recognized by my colleagues as a good journal is also important, you, especially when you're pre -tenure, of course, you know. But even throughout your career as you kind of work, your way up in a tenure stream. So definitely yes, I mean you'd want your work to be recognized, even by people who are not in your exact field of study, but would be recognized by other chemists yeah.
00:19:58
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Great and I think you went into a little bit of this before, but here's your chance, so the next one is society affiliation of the journal.
00:20:05
OC1: Yeah, so you know I do tend to like to publish with society affiliated journals. Like I said mostly, previously, I published almost exclusively in ACS journals because they kind of met these criteria: they had a journal portfolio that addressed most audiences that I would want to reach, they had reasonable prestige within the community, they're all recognized by my peers and the same is true with RSC journals—the Royal Society of Chemistry journals. You know some are more respected than others, but they all are reasonable journals.
And then oh really only recently have we started looking at more of just the kind of plain publishing houses type of places, there's really no chemistry journals I can think of that are, you know, that the kind of meets some of these criteria in Elsevier. So I never published in that in that company’s journals but Wiley has it has a few journals that we like. But yeah, society affiliation in general is usually a helpful guide to what's going to be a reasonable journal, you know that so…
00:21:24
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Thank you for that, so how about whether or not the library has a subscription? How important is that to you?
00:21:31
OC1: So it's not, it's not in my, it's not in my decision tree, but I have to say it is annoying when I realized we don't have a subscription and we and we’ve published there [laughter]. This happened some with Nature journals where there's like a pretty good review, I need and we don't have it I’m like “ugh, dang it.” Like I get it, I know Nature is so annoying but I’m like, but I still need this review um so I actually think we don't have a subscription to ChemCatChem as a matter of fact, so [laughter]. Um but yeah it's not my decision tree, it's just a minor annoyance when I realize we don't have a subscription [laughter].
00:22:16
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Just out of curiosity, when you realize that we don't have a subscription, what do you do?
00:22:21
OC1: Just say “Oh well” [shrugs shoulders]. You know I, to be honest with you, I feel like I know if we don't have a subscription like I recognize that our library has limited resources, that there is an ever-expanding population of journals and like if it's a journal we really need -- like for a while, I think we weren't subscribing to Nature Chemistry—this is a while ago. And in that case, I contacted our department librarian and a lot of us did because that one was like I know they're annoying but like we really need this one. But for something like ChemCatChem [shrugs] I’m like, if I run into it enough, then I’ll bring it up with [department librarian] who's like our point of contact.
00:23:02OC1: But usually I don't bring it up just because, like I just feel like it's not like you guys are asleep at the wheel. You know, I know you know there's an issue, so if it's really bother--, if it's a real problem for me I’ll bring it up, but if it's like a passing thing I just I don't bring it up.
00:23:20
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Do you still try to get the article in some way?
00:23:22
OC1: You know, they’ll usually send it to me so they'll usually send me a PDF so I so I’ll have it, and then, if somebody asked me for it, I can just send it to them so.
00:23:33
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Thanks, I was super curious about that.
00:23:35
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay last one on this list is non academic community impact.
00:23:41
OC1: Yeah um, in general it's not on my decision tree either, because so much of the work that we do is specific to my field, so you know I’m not somebody who's doing cancer research or you know. There are some people in my position who, so like the materials that we make, several steps down the line and several years down the road, could have applications in everything from like the ethane crackers that they're building in Beaver to, you know, to things like […] do you remember those glow in the dark stars you used to have on the on your wall?
00:24:22
OC1: Yeah so you know, we're making things that are long lived emitters that could do catalysis in the dark so basically, they would be like their own little batteries for chemical reactions and stuff like that, and so, you know these things have those impacts. But I I’m just not, like my own personality, this is very unique to me, I would not say this is writ large or anything, but it's just not my personality to lead with that. And I don't want somebody calling me and being like “hey you know is your stuff the new thing?  are we going to be able to replace ethane crackers with glow in the dark stars?” You know, that would be awesome and I hope that that happens in my lifetime and, yes, maybe our materials will be a step toward that, but that's not coming from this publication and I don't, I don't want to talk about it like it is.
00:25:08
OC1: So I don't really think that's like a one for me I don't really think about it for the vast majority of our work. Some of our collaborations we do, but that but it's that's a rare factor, so maybe put it at a two.
00:25:24
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay, great. Thank you so much for sharing your thoughts on those I do have another list and kind of the same thing, but I want you to shift your thinking so.
00:25:31
Collister, Lauren Brittany: For the next list on a scale of one to five one not important five most important tell us to what extent do you believe the following are valued for your annual performance reviews or your promotion reviews, this would be like in your tenure and promotion portfolio, and this is to kind of capture what you think other people think is important.
00:25:51
OC1: Sure, okay.
00:25:53
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay, so once again, we want to start with the impact factor.
00:25:56
OC1: Sure, so that's pretty important to most people so I’m going to put that at four, I mean I’ve been on these committees too. So and I’ll just say one thing about that you know. The impact factor is going to be more important, at least in the evaluation committees that I’ve been on the impact factor is going to be more important the further removed from your field, the evaluators are. So if, if I’m evaluating somebody’s package in biology, I’m going to look at the impact factor of some of their journals because I don't know their more specialized journals. If I’m looking at somebody from chemistry, I don't need to know the impact factors, because you know I know okay that's a reasonable journal. Okay, so that one was 4.7 and this one is 6.1 but they're both good and we really -- you know, these journals game the impact factors to some extent so I’m not, the difference between 4.7 and 6.1 is, if you know it's nothing to me, it's negligible so I don’t need to know the numbers and I know that. So the further removed I am from somebody’s field the more I have to rely on the impact factor to tell me about the quality of the journal that they're in. So you know the impact factor is important, I would put it at a four but with that caveat you know.
00:27:07
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Thank you for explaining. Second on the list is blog or personal website posts.
00:27:13
OC1: I’m so I’m just going to stick with chemistry and my evaluation of this one, because my guess is this varies enormously by field, I put this at like a two, a one? like it's not like—a one. And I’ll be totally honest view in most chemical circles like they're not gonna be excited you have a blog.
00:27:35
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Now, how about society publications? So that means, whether a publication are published or, a journal article is with a society or with one of these like Wiley, as you mentioned.
00:27:48
OC1: Um yeah. So those are going to be good, so those will count positively in the evaluation, so I put that as like a four.
00:27:56,Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay,  I have next: books or monographs.
00:27:59
OC1: So those aren't as highly valued in chemistry, and so I put that as a three.
00:28:05
Collister, Lauren Brittany: How about writing for the public.
00:28:08
OC1: So that's going to vary by person in chemistry. So as a younger person I value that really highly scientific communication is an extremely challenging skill.  So for me personally I’d be putting that at a four level because it's an awesome service and it’s a very challenging thing to do, but I would say, my colleagues would be more like a three or two. So, we can put average of three.
00:28:32
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Just, can you tell me more about why you think your colleagues don't value it as much as you do?
00:28:37
OC1: Um I just think you know older colleagues are going to just going to be more focused on the dollars and cents type of. And I don't mean that as money, just like you know just kind of your classic, how many publications you have, where they are, how much money have you brought in, it that's really all they're looking at in general.
00:28:53
Collister, Lauren Brittany: So, speaking of that, how about your number of publications per year?
00:28:57
OC1: Yeah I mean it's important in depending on who's evaluating you, you should be a little bit scaled to the field, because it changes by field, even within science and even within chemistry, but that's going to be a five. It’s important.
00:29:10
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Right and we already talked a little about this, but how about media coverage of your research, so if you do get that phone call it says, are we going to replace cracker plants with glow in the dark stars.
00:29:27
OC1: . . . .  I think it's probably a four I’m like my personal moralizing aside it's, it's going—people are going to view that positively it's positive yeah.
00:29:41
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Now let's see how about pre-prints.
00:29:44
OC1: Yeah they're not a thing we like they're not they're not evaluating thing anymore there's still like a couple of with these really weird little places that still do them in chemistry, but they're pretty much gone, but there's that would probably be a one. They don't really count for much.
00:29:59
Collister, Lauren Brittany: It sounds like that's changed recently.
00:30:01
OC1: Yeah so like back in the day, this predates even me as a as a graduate students so that's going to be like couple decades ago now so. Um but yeah it used to be that there were more preprints, especially in the organic and polymer fields in chemistry and the preprints in the polymer division hung on for like a decade after every other part of the American Chemical Society dropped them, but they just dropped them, I think, like four years ago, so I think is probably one at this point.
00:30:37
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Interesting it's so different from field to field.
00:30:40
OC1: Isn't it interesting how different it is? I like I kind of didn't realize how different was until I got into the Faculty position.
00:30:50
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Okay now how about creative endeavors?
00:30:54
OC1: What are those?
00:30:56
Collister, Lauren Brittany: So we had an example so, one example was your figures being on the cover of Cell, the journal, but we generally defined this as artistic expression based on your research or work or any kind of artistic accompaniment to your work.
00:31:15
OC1: I would say that's a three I mean I think people like to see it, and you can see, I have our journal covers here and there, also up here [points to desk and walls]. People like to see that you've had some journal covers and we have fun with it, like my students, one of these is -- my student won a competition for one of her microscope images, and so we like to get into that. I think the students like it it's certainly not anything that's going to like push your tenure case over the over the line or anything but people like to see it. I think it’s like a lot of art. You know people are like “oh” you know they get meaning from it, they get joy from it, and I think that's true for scientists too.
00:31:54
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Great. Okay, how about journal name recognition? And you can think of this as a journal that's read, often by a department or division chair.
00:32:04
OC1: I think that's a four I think when people go through their thing and they see journals they recognize they're happy.
00:32:11
Collister, Lauren Brittany: How about non-academic community impact?
00:32:15
OC1: Can you give me an example of what you guys are kind of envisioning with that category?
00:32:18
Collister, Lauren Brittany: So, this would be if you know say your research was able to be used by the community, or you did some kind of community based programming like this Community engaged scholarship forum kind of work. Do you think that work is -- how do you feel that that is viewed by the people reading your promotion case?
00:32:40
OC1: Yeah, in Tenure and Promotion that's viewed pretty highly, so I would say that's probably a four you know, like if you have some kind of educational program that you've worked out with like a high school or you know or the local museum, people see that it's really positive. It's also -- that's because it's viewed positively, but also because it's a significant part of a lot of the early career awards and a lot of the early funding opportunities require or look friendly on that and so it's valued part of the package.
00:33:12
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Great we asked a little bit of a bit ago about books and monographs and also curious about individual book chapters, if this is something you all do?
00:33:21
OC1: I would say that's probably counted under publications, so I don't think anybody's, in our field, no one’s all that impressed or not impressed, it's just not a big deal so just counts as another publication.
00:33:35
Collister, Lauren Brittany: And finally, we asked earlier about number of publications per year how about total number of publications.
00:33:41
OC1: OK, that’s also five. It's an important metric.
00:33:45
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Great, are there any keywords that we should have added to our list?
00:33:53
Collister, Lauren Brittany: I know speed of publication That was something you talked about before, but any others?
00:33:58
OC1: Um well just in your list of like what are you looking at in a tenure and promotion case -- I don't know if this is something that is it like […] the other big thing that we look at is, of course, external recognition awards.
00:34:09
OC1: I don't know if that's important but that that's another that would be another five you know people are very interested in what kind of external recognition you've received in the form of talks and invited talks and awards and things like that those are big factors as well.
00:34:24
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Yeah, thank you. So now Charlotte, you've got the next section.
00:34:28
Johnson, Charlotte M: Yeah so this next section, we're going to be defining some terms. Often in scholarly communication you'll see the following words used and I’m putting those in chat.
00:34:41
Johnson, Charlotte M: In your own words, how would you define the following terms that are sometimes used to describe academic journals?
00:34:48
Johnson, Charlotte M: So we'll start with: can you define impact for us?
00:34:52
OC1: This is a great question you know I also collaborate with a [REDACTED—Discipline Name] a lot about the meaning of certain technical terms, important you know so impact, what I would define as impact, I think, is: How much it influences the next steps we take in that research area, you know. How does it influence what we can do and what questions we ask in that particular research area.
00:35:18
Johnson, Charlotte M: So not so easily quantified [laughter].
00:35:20
OC1: Definitely no.
00:35:21
Johnson, Charlotte M: As an impact factor rating might.
00:35:23
OC1: Yeah right, and I mean, I get the spirit of an impact factor so I’m not really I don't -- I’m not totally dismissive of an impact factor, because they were trying to say okay well how many citations do you have? Which you're trying to see how many people are using this information, which is, I mean it's a reasonable thing to try to use as a shorthand for how much impact it has it's just, you know, it could be a hot topic, and the thousands of papers that cite it, you know it's not perfect it's not perfect, but yeah that's -- I get it.
00:35:57
Johnson, Charlotte M: All right, open access.
00:36:00
OC1: So open access to me I, I think it has an official definition, but my understanding what open access is is that it means that people and anybody can access an article without paying for it.
00:36:13
Johnson, Charlotte M: Thank you, discoverable.
00:36:16
OC1: Discoverable. [long pause] I guess. [long pause] You know—go, please go ahead.
00:36:24
Johnson, Charlotte M: You know, is a is an academic journal or is a publication venue discoverable?
00:36:32
OC1: Oh yeah I would define that as if I Google it it's going to come up.
00:36:39
Johnson, Charlotte M: Next: rigor.
00:36:41
OC1: Rigor would be our-- do you have, well, I guess rigor would be the rigor in a scientific publication is that the experiments are conducted appropriately according the scientific method and that you know you haven't cherry picked your data points that you haven't made up anything. [...] And that you've challenged your data to the extent that you can. So you've read every control you can, you've tried to disprove your hypothesis, you've you know you've brought as much analytical thinking to the scientific question that you could, and you brought in as much elbow grease to the problem as you can to address the questions that your analysis brought up.
00:37:31
OC1: Rigor in publishing, so in a published work is going to build from a rigorous data set and it's going to include things like a full methodology section such that someone could follow it and reproduce it. It's going to include making sure that you're reporting the results in a context that's not sensationalized. And you know I always tell my students like, scientific judgment at its best is not too pessimistic and it's not too optimistic. So if you find somebody in a conference is just taking a dump on every single idea, that's not them being super rigorous and, you know, smart. And it's just as silly as everybody as somebody who's like “this is amazing, this is amazing, this could change the world.” You know so I look for that kind of even keeled analysis and I would include that in the rigor of a publication. It’s a little harder to define.
00:38:27
Johnson, Charlotte M: Yeah can you – it also sounds like that definition can also apply toward the peer review process.
00:38:35
OC1: Absolutely yeah I mean the peer review process--it's tough. It is really really  tough, because you know the peer review process, I think the vast majority of peer reviewers are doing the best that they can to evaluate the data and the paper, to evaluate the analysis in good faith. But there are constraints, you know people are constrained by time when you have the journal proliferation that you do now. But you have a limited number of reviewers, you just have a limited number of reviewers. And so when you're constrained by time, you can't do as thorough of analysis as you need to do and we're relying on reviewers to do the best they can. That's why you usually have at least three, but you might have more than that. Umm, yeah so the reviewers have to be approaching things in good faith and with some degree of expertise and thoroughness and when they feel like they can't bring some of those factors to the analysis they have to decline.
00:39:32
Johnson, Charlotte M: Alright, quality.
00:39:37
OC1: I would say rigor and quality, for me, are the same. In a publication like I think something that's rigorous is high quality. And then you know where where it would be differentiated is the impact that it has you know, a paper that has solid data is meaning it’s rigorous is a quality paper to me.
00:39:59
Johnson, Charlotte M: Thank you, and then finally prestige.
00:40:04
OC1: Prestige, I think, would be the recognition factor that it has in your community and outside of your community, so the broader the recognition, the higher the prestige.
00:40:17
Johnson, Charlotte M: Okay, thank you um. So, actually, I wanted to go back to something you said about how rigor and quality being kind of the same thing, but also with impact. Can you explain that a little bit more?
00:40:30
OC1: So I guess what I mean is like. Quality. I could see somebody thinking of quality, I could see somebody  talking about quality, meaning that it also is like associating that with the impact of the problem. Like I could see a colleague saying “Oh, this is a really high quality paper,” meaning that it's both really well done and also could be potentially also implying that it's high impact. But, for me, I see if somebody says, if I say something that really high quality paper I just mean it's really done well. Whether it's going to impact a really broad cross section of scientists are just our little niche of the world. That's not in my evaluation of quality component.
00:41
Johnson, Charlotte M: All right, and then finally -- Actually we're gonna ask: do you think others in your department would define these terms similarly, or do you hear your colleagues talking about these terms in a similar manner?
00:41:33
OC1: I think we would all be pretty similar you know what I mean, I think we might use different language, but I think if you put like all 30 some odd research active faculties’ answers together, I think it's pretty similar.
00:41:45
Johnson, Charlotte M: Alright, and then we're going to ramp things down a little bit. So this study came out of another study we did with Ithaka S&R, which is an information science and library science consultation group. So these are some of the questions that were used in that previous study. So I’m just going to ask you, some of those questions, so we can kind of get even baseline with that previous study.
00:42:12
Johnson, Charlotte M: So, have you reflected on how the impact or I’m sorry, have you ever reflected on how the ability of other people to read your work without a subscription might impact how it's used and cited?
00:42:23
OC1: Yes.
00:42:25
Johnson, Charlotte M: Cool.
00:42:27
Johnson, Charlotte M: And it kind of it kind of sounds like it doesn't make much of an impact on your decision-making, that reflection. Is that -- would you say that is correct?
00:42:38
OC1: I mean, I would say that I, I have evaluated that question separately from the individual publications that we make.
00:42:47
OC1: So. Right now, the open access journals that are accessible to us really don't meet the audience or impact criterion that I need for our work to be seen within my community so for us it's almost a moot point because there really isn't a journal that I could pick that would be that. Like I don't have an open access journal, like I know in biology there's more, and I think in physics there's more also. Like I don't even know if I’m right about this, but I think like PLOS One is actually a pretty good journal. We don't have an equivalent of that in chemistry. There isn't an open access journal that doesn't cost an insane amount of money that's also read by enough, a lot of people and has a rigorous peer review process. So like I basically feel like I have this general response to open access but, honestly I don't even, I don't feel like I have an option, to be honest with you for open access, because I just I don't know any journal that has um, the audience and the impact that I would want for my work it's also open access.
00:43:56
[REDACTED – Personal Conversation]
00:44:35
Johnson, Charlotte M: All right, um, so while we're still on the record is there anything else you'd like to expand upon that we talked about today?
00:44:43
OC1: No, no um no it's fun to talk it's fun to talk with you guys.
00:44:50
Johnson, Charlotte M: No, we've really enjoyed your input and then do you have any questions for us about, you know just the study or anything else?
00:44:58
OC1: Honestly, not about the study, but since I have the library on the line here do you want me to bring up things like “do we have a subscription to ChemCatChem?” like are these things you want me to tell you about, or is it okay?
00:45:11
Johnson, Charlotte M: Yeah I mean the more feedback, the better, you know we can't buy everything, obviously.
00:45:16
Johnson, Charlotte M: Right it's really important, as you know, for librarians to know what the folks that we're serving want. You know we hear so much from the undergrads, but we don't always hear as much from the faculty, staff, and grad students, so we really value that opinion as well.
00:45:31
OC1: Okay, great.
00:45:32
Johnson, Charlotte M: Talk as much as you want to to [subject librarian] too.
00:45:36
Collister, Lauren Brittany: I know, [subject librarian] will occasionally, you know, we evaluate the journals that we do have subscriptions to and sometimes will consider like well, it doesn't look like a lot of people use it? So that's another area of feedback, you know if you ever see those emails or if you ever noticed that, like Oh, we have a subscription to this they haven't published in five years.
00:45:56
OC1: I don't know sometimes, yeah. Okay perfect yeah and then I will, thank you.
00:46:03
Johnson, Charlotte M: All right, no problem. I’m gonna stop the recording then.

----RECORDING RESTARTS----
00:00:02
Johnson, Charlotte M: Alright, so I’ll just preface this again, can you tell us about you know the importance placed on preprints you know, like things submitted to ChemArXiv.
00:00:11
OC1: Yeah so a pre, preprint like submitted to ChemArXiv and Physics ArXiv can be considered a publication. Most of the time in a, like a promotion case you might go and look up that publications and you know just to ensure that it's a normal publication, but then it would be counted basically as a regular publication.
00:00:32
Johnson, Charlotte M: Thank you.
00:00:33
OC1: Sure.
00:00:33
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Even without peer review? So typically these aren't peer reviewed.
00:00:37
OC1: That's right.
00:00:37
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Yeah. How does that figure in?
00:00:39
OC1: So that's why I say, that’s why I caveat it with people would look at it, you know so, in our field like most, in that case, it would be like it's contextual. So if someone was completely out of the blue, you had no idea who they were and they had something on ChemArXiv, I wouldn't think positively or negatively, I would just need to go and see it. I wouldn't immediately say oh it's like they published. I would look at it and be like, okay, is this something that's clearly going to be published or not? But if it looks like it's going to be published and it's reasonable, then it would be counted as a publication, because in our field, the ChemArXiv is used as -- kind of let me get this out quickly, potentially get feedback. But we're not really like physics, where you get a lot of feedback on your preprint. It’s usually just like, let me just get this out, so I have a DOI, so that I can cite it in my next publication, or I can cite it in my talk.
00:01:39
OC1: And then it's you almost always in peer review so when it's submitted to the ChemArXiv. [REDACTED – Personal Information]
00:01:49
OC1: I'm pretty sure what happens is people will submit their manuscript for peer review and then, once it's reviewed, they can submit to the archive. But it may be that you can submit to the archive right away, I think it might have changed, that like your paper can already be on the archive and you can still submit. But either way yeah in a promotion case as long as when you look over it, it looks like a reasonable publication, people will count that as a publication. We won't know the impact to associate it with but it'll you know just counting the total number.
00:02:25
Johnson, Charlotte M: It shows you've been actually writing things.
OC1: Right it is finished body of work. And you know it's it's ready for peer review.
00:02:33
Collister, Lauren Brittany: Hey, thank you for taking the time to explain that to us.
00:02:36
OC1: Sure sure, absolutely yes sorry I didn't catch that right away, I should.
00:02:40
Johnson, Charlotte M: That's actually that's good for our next interviews. We’ll be sure to clarify that.
00:02:44
OC1: And okay great.
00:02:46
Johnson, Charlotte M: Thank you so much, I'm going to stop the recording again.


