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The language challenge
As I was sitting down to write this letter in mid-August, I
received a call from a French-speaking former co-worker
who needed help revising a manuscript. A reviewer had
strongly recommended that the English be reviewed by “a
doctor/researcher with English as his/hers native
language.” My co-worker, who knew that I work free-lance
as an author’s editor, asked if I could correct the
“Frenglish” in his text.
Only a few days earlier, in my position as medical writer/editor for a universityaffiliated hospital, I had reviewed the galley proofs of one of our department’s
accepted manuscripts. I found more than 30 grammatical errors in a text which
thanked me in the Acknowledgments section for my excellent editorial assistance.
I wanted the acknowledgment to be removed if the changes couldn’t be made. My
non-native English-speaking co-worker paled: “Please don’t say anything! This is
a high-impact journal. We want to publish here again!”
These are just a few of the language-related interfaces that occur in a world in
which the majority of researchers publish in a language which is not their own.
Writing a manuscript is a demanding and time-consuming task, no matter how
successful or experienced the author. So is editing one. It’s difficult enough to
produce error-free text in your native language. For most people, producing errorfree text in a foreign language is a major challenge.
Because English has developed into the “lingua franca” of academic publishing,
native English speakers are at an advantage—whether as authors, editors, or
reviewers. They set the standards in the publishing industry and tend to forget
that the rest of the world can’t meet those standards with quite the same ease.
In this issue’s Feature, titled “Equal opportunities through editorial support,” we
consider both sides of this issue. First, Karen Shashok of AuthorAID in the
Eastern Mediterranean describes a program that provides advice about and
training in editorial practices for journal editors from outside the mainstream
publishing world. Here, the goal is to help editors function independently. Then we
look at the trend in publishing for journal reviewers and editors to suggest (or
even require) that non-native English speakers get English language help.
In the best of all possible worlds, editors at journals worldwide would be able to
publish good research regardless of who had written it. Is that an attainable goal?
Read this month’s issue of Ethical Editing, and let me know what you think.
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The Scoop from COPE
2nd US Seminar
and Forum to be
held in Washington
November 29–30,
2010
COPE will return to the
National Academy of
Sciences in Washington, DC,
for a Forum meeting on
November 29 and the 2nd US
Seminar on November 30,
2010. As at the March UK
meeting, plagiarism will be
the topic of the full-day seminar. Presentations will
include “Plagiarism in the electronic age” (Harold Sox,
former editor of Annals of Internal Medicine), “The
ethics of publishing police hostage and barricade
situations: protecting identities” (James Greenstone,
Editor, Journal of Police Crisis Negotiations), “COPING
with math” (Lance Small, Editor, Communications in
Algebra), and an update from CrossCheck on their
plagiarism screening system. Editors, authors, and
others interested in improving ethical standards are
invited to register online (http://publicationethics.org) by
November 12. The seminar is free for COPE members
and £300 for non-members. Any COPE member
interested in submitting a case for the Forum on
November 29 should do so by November 12.
Anonymized cases should be sent to the Administrator:
cope_administrator@publicationethics.org. Members
who cannot attend in person should be available to
present their case by telephone.

Interim Treasurer appointed
COPE Council member Richard O’Hagan resigned
as Treasurer in July but will remain on Council. We
thank Richard for his work. We also thank Chris
Graf, who has agreed to act as Treasurer until our
next Annual General Meeting in March 2011.

Website user testing
Over a two-day period at the end of July, 12
volunteers from a wide spectrum of the COPE
membership provided feedback on the contents,
appearance, and navigability of COPE’s website
(http://publicationethics.org). Following the
interviews, the web developers held a 'miniworkshop' in which members of the COPE website
committee received a summary of the feedback and
considered options for incorporating ideas
generated by the user testing. The committee’s
recommendations will be instituted following
discussion and approval by the COPE Council.

COPE flowchart translations
The 17 flowcharts available on the website at http://
publicationethics.org/flowcharts are among COPE’s
best-used resources. They cover everything from
how to handle suspected guest, ghost or gift
authorship to what to do if you suspect fabricated
data in a published article. Croatian, Italian, Korean,
Mandarin (Chinese), Persian, Spanish, and Turkish
translations will soon be available. If you can
provide a translation into another language, Natalie
Ridgeway would be pleased to hear from you
(cope_opsmanager@publicationethics.org).

COPE joins Facebook
As of June 2010, COPE can be found on Facebook, the Internet-based social networking service with more
than 500 million active users worldwide. COPE’s Facebook profile (http://www.facebook.com/pages/COPECommittee-on-Publication-Ethics/107658079276587?ref=search#!/pages/COPE-Committee-on-PublicationEthics/107658079276587?v=info&ref=search) contains a basic overview of the organization, dates of
upcoming events, news items, and links to recent ethics-related articles.
Although COPE’s Facebook page contains only a fraction of the information posted on COPE’s own website
(http://publicationethics.org), we hope that having a Facebook presence will allow us to reach out to more
people and create a more active community. As of July 2010 COPE had 100 Facebook fans.
If you have a Facebook account you can indicate that you “like” the COPE page. Simply click on the link above
and select Like. You can also use the Suggest to Friends link, just underneath the COPE logo in the top left-hand
corner of the page, to recommend the page (and thereby the organization) to friends.
COPE also has an active Twitter account: follow us at www.twitter.com/c0pe.
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The Scoop from COPE

Integrity knows no boundaries:
editors share cases in Singapore
by Liz Wager
With almost unbounded enthusiasm, editors from a
broad range of disciplines discussed troublesome
cases in Singapore last month when a COPE Forumstyle meeting rounded off a long day of discussion at
the 2nd World Conference on Research Integrity.
COPE has been closely involved with the World
Conferences since the first meeting, which was held in
Lisbon in 2007. Our Vice-Chair, Sabine Kleinert,
worked on the planning committees for both the first
and second meetings, and COPE was one of the
conference’s first sponsors.
The meeting in Singapore (July 21-24) attracted more
than 300 delegates from 59 countries, and it was
encouraging to hear that COPE is well regarded in
many regions. One of the plenary speakers, Professor
David Vaux from LaTrobe University in Melbourne,
Australia, praised the work of COPE while suggesting it
needed stronger ‘teeth’. Later, COPE Vice-Chair
Sabine Kleinert addressed challenges facing editors as
guardians of the research record, and I spoke about
COPE’s experience developing, sharing, and promoting
best practices using the examples of our Code of
Conduct, flowcharts, and audit. In addition to being
involved in the plenary sessions, which also included
speakers from China, Korea, Japan, Mexico, Russia,
the UK, and the USA, COPE led concurrent sessions
and a post-conference workshop to discuss
international standards for authors and editors.
The first of the concurrent sessions started with a talk
from Ana Marusic (of the Croatian Medical Journal),
who described a review of authorship conventions
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across disciplines. Vasiliy Vlassov (of the Moscow
Medical Academy) spoke about plagiarism in Russia
and Eastern Europe. David Moher (from Ottawa) then
described the work of the EQUATOR network to
improve research reporting. The session Co-Chairs,
Sabine Kleinert and Linda Miller (from Nature), then led
discussion of a document (which I had drafted)
proposing good practice for authors. The second
concurrent session, which I co-chaired with Diane
Sullenberger (from the Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, USA), followed a similar pattern.
Douglas Arnold (Editor of the Society for Industrial &
Applied Mathematics News) spoke about challenges to
research integrity in mathematics. Bernd Pulverer (from
the European Molecular Biology Organization, EMBO)
described the EMBO journal’s efforts to foster research
integrity. Ben Martin (from the Science & Policy
Research Unit at the University of Sussex, UK) used an
extraordinary case of serial misconduct occurring over
30 years to illustrate how editors and universities need
to work together. Geng Chong (from the China National
Knowledge Infrastructure in Beijing) described the use
of a powerful anti-plagiarism tool to detect misconduct
in the Chinese research literature. The participants,
who included editors and researchers from Australia,
Cameroon, the Czech Republic, Germany, Hong Kong,
Korea, Japan, Malaysia, South Africa, and Sri Lanka,
then discussed good practice guidelines for editors
which had been drafted by Sabine Kleinert.

After two full days of presentations and discussion, not
to mention a gala dinner where we were surrounded by
orchids and entertained by students from Singapore
universities performing a Chinese lion dance, the postconference workshop was designed to finalize the
author and editor guidelines—an ambitious goal for
only a few hours. I was accused (light-heartedly) of
being a ‘crass biomedical positivist’ and, as with any
group of editors, there was vigorous debate on the
wording of the documents. With such an international
group representing editors from the humanities, social
Continued on page 4
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The Scoop from COPE
sciences, mathematics, and biomedicine (the latter
now firmly put in their place), it was encouraging to
discover that, once we had removed the offensive or
incomprehensible language (which Sabine and I had
so carefully drafted), there was broad agreement on
the responsibilities of authors and editors. We agreed
that, for both guidelines, there should be separate
sections on issues faced mainly in biomedical
research, since mathematicians are understandably
not interested in details about informed consent and
social scientists don’t have problems with image
manipulation. Yet, despite these superficial differences,
it was possible to agree on many common principles,
and even to find language that was acceptable to all.
Finally, we stopped discussing the draft documents
and asked editors to bring anonymized cases,
following the pattern of our quarterly COPE Forum
meetings. Since it had not been possible to have
cases submitted before the meeting, we were a little
concerned that there might be none—but we had no
cause for worry. The difficulty was getting the meeting
to stop, as it threatened to run over its allotted time.
Editors from small countries and small research
communities spoke of the special difficulties of dealing
with misconduct allegations when everybody knows
everybody else. Participants from several different
continents shared concerns about the pressure on
researchers to publish, and the resultant issues of
duplicate and redundant publication. Academics spoke
about dealing with plagiarism, which seems to be a
problem in every part of the globe.
So what happens after all this talking? The conference
attendees also discussed a draft statement on

COPE grant to EQUATOR group
“What instructions and guidance do journals provide to
their reviewers to assess submitted manuscripts? A
survey with particular emphasis on the use of reporting
guidelines” is the title of the project selected by COPE
to receive its June 2010 grant. Allison Hirst, Research
Fellow at the EQUATOR Network (www.equatornetwork.org), supported by EQUATOR Steering Group
colleagues Professor Doug Altman, Dr Iveta Simera,
Dr David Moher, Dr John Hoey and Dr Kenneth F.
Schulz, will survey journal instructions to reviewers of
submitted manuscripts. The study will investigate the
degree to which guidelines for reporting medical
research are currently formally used in the peer review
process, and will explore how effective editors have
found reporting guidelines to be in improving
manuscript quality. A sample of 100–150 health-related
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research integrity which is being finalized and will be
published as the ‘Singapore Statement’ (see
www.wcri2010.org for details). The international
standards for authors and editors are also being
finalized, and we hope to publish them shortly, and will
give details on the COPE website.
Our conclusions? The Singapore meeting was hard
work but very exciting. It was a great opportunity to
bring together researchers from all fields and virtually
all parts of the world. It confirmed that COPE’s work is
not only increasingly recognized, but, more
importantly, valued by editors around the world.
Although they may use slightly different terms to
describe them, editors face similar ethical issues
whatever their field or location, and they appreciate
discussing difficult cases and learning from the
experiences of other editors (even biomedical ones).

Douglas N. Arnold (Editor of Society for Industrial
and Applied Mathematics News), COPE ViceChair Sabine Kleinert, and COPE Chair Liz Wager
journals that are widely used by clinical practitioners
will be studied. The group hopes to identify examples
of good practice, including simple processes which
journals have found helpful in identifying errors,
inconsistencies, and methodological weaknesses in
submitted manuscripts. Their
premise is that reporting
guidelines can be used to
improve the quality of
submissions to journals and,
ultimately, to simplify the work
of peer reviewers.
COPE awards up to £5000
twice a year for research in
publication ethics. See http://
publicationethics.org/
research/grantscheme.
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Feature

Equal opportunities through editorial support
Non-native English-speakers are at a disadvantage in the world of academic publishing. This issue’s Feature looks
at how to bridge that gap. Below, Karen Shashok, Co-Coordinator of AuthorAID in the Eastern Mediterranean,
describes a project that supports training in good editorial practices for journals published in Eastern
Mediterranean countries. On page 7 we discuss how language barriers affect editors, authors, and reviewers, and
consider the ethics of paying to make manuscripts publishable.

Aiding editors in
the Eastern
Mediterranean
by Karen Shashok
Access to information about current editorial policies
and high-quality support for journal publishing remain
limited in many parts of the world. AuthorAID (http://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AuthorAID), a concept initiated in
2004 by Phyllis Freeman and Anthony Robbins, forms
the substrate of projects intended to help scientists and
journal editors ensure that research produced in
developing countries is disseminated as widely as
possible and receives the attention and recognition it
deserves.
One such project, AuthorAID in the Eastern
Mediterranean (AAEM), was introduced to editors at
the Fourth Regional Conference on Medical Journals in
the Eastern Mediterranean Region (EMMJ4) in
Manama, Bahrain, in 2008. The first on-site phase of
AAEM was hosted by Shiraz University of Medical
Sciences in Shiraz, Iran, from January to June 2009.
During this time I was privileged to work with the staffs
of several journals published in that country, providing
advice on journal operations and editorial policies,
training colleagues in good editorial practices, and
assisting staff members with manuscript editing. At
each editorial office where AAEM was made welcome,
the openness to support and the motivation to
strengthen the journal as an international source of
high-quality research were remarkable. It was a
gratifying experience to assist editors and journal staff
in reviewing their editorial policies and online resources
to identify potential areas for improvement.
Some journals, such as the Iranian Journal of
Immunology, Iranian Journal of Medical Sciences and
Journal of Dentistry (Shiraz University of Medical
Sciences), are well-established publications. Others,
such as the Middle East Journal of Cancer and
International Journal of Organ Transplantation
Medicine, were under development in 2009 and have
since been successfully launched. Some journals
already had editorial policies in place for dealing with
issues such as authorship disputes, inaccurate citation
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or plagiarism in a submitted or published article, and
requests by authors for re-review of a rejected,
unrevised manuscript. Editors who had not yet faced
problematic situations were invited to imagine the
impact of unethical behaviour—by authors, reviewers
or members of the editorial board—on the journal’s
day-to-day operation and reputation (particularly with
funding institutions). This helped colleagues appreciate
the advantages of having policies in place to deal with
questionable behaviour in a respectful, fair manner.
Differences in attitudes toward behaviors that
gatekeepers (i.e., editors and reviewers) in
industrialized countries consider unethical can be
viewed as a reflection of research culture change—a
process that, like any cultural change, is usually slow
and gradual. As emerging groups of researchers join
the international science research community, they
learn not only about good research writing and
reporting but also about the expectations for
transparency and accountability that have become the
norm in settings that currently dominate research
publication. For example, at the 2010 COPE seminar in
London, Vasiliy Vlassov observed that plagiarism
appears to be widespread among Russian researchers
(Ethical Editing, Summer 2010), who feel that “helping
a friend takes precedence over academic honesty
concerns”. Vlassov’s talk no doubt shocked colleagues
in the audience who have forgotten that tolerance for
behaviors now considered unacceptable was, until
quite recently, widespread among journals published in
industrialized countries.
In Shiraz, an editor for a journal whose offices were
located in a highly productive research lab gave me an
interesting explanation for cutting and pasting—a
writing strategy considered plagiarism by many western
colleagues. She explained that junior researchers are
required by their research directors to produce as many
papers as possible, so they copy chunks of text from
articles published in English to accelerate the writing
process and produce more manuscripts in less time. In
Iran, as in other countries, pressure to publish is
intense. Senior researchers who review manuscripts
before they are submitted may assume all the text was
written by the junior authors and may not be able to
distinguish between places where the language was
Continued on page 6
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Feature
copied and places where the text is entirely original.
The difference between original and pasted-in text may
also be overlooked by peer reviewers; however,
author’s editors and journal editors can usually spot
the difference easily.
As an aid to good editorial ethical practice in
international research publishing, I feel the COPE
flowcharts are potentially useful in dealing with real-life
problems such as cutting and pasting, regardless of
the geographical location of the editorial office and
editors’ background or experience. Unlike other
resources for editors—which tend to describe ethical
issues and possible approaches to dealing with them
in general terms—COPE’s flowcharts provide practical
guidance on what to do in a variety of specific
situations involving the possibility of inappropriate
behavior.
To further support editors’ professional development, I
developed an AAEM resource pack. In addition to
COPE, organizations like ICMJE, WAME and EMAME
provide helpful guidance for medical journal
gatekeepers; the EASE, CSE and BMJ websites
include useful resources for editors of all types, and
the EQUATOR website is especially useful for peer
reviewers and technical editors. (See the Supplement
that accompanies this issue for the organizations’ full
names and web addresses.) Although AAEM has
worked mainly with health science editors and
researchers so far, it is intended to support research
writing, editing, and publishing in a broad range of
scientific disciplines.
AAEM CoCoordinators
Dr Farhad
Handjani and
Karen
Shashok at
Shiraz
International
Airport in
June 2009

Presentations and workshops on editorial ethics and
editorial policies are another part of AAEM’s training for
editors. Like work sessions at the different editorial
offices, these events took place in English—the
language of publication of many journals in Iran, and a
language most researchers and editors I met are fluent
in. A workshop on research publication ethics
developed by AAEM co-coordinators Dr Farhad
Handjani and me reviews current policies and draws
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attention to some current recommendations about
ethical behavior that may be unfamiliar to authors and
editors in the Eastern Mediterranean.
Before AAEM was created, government-supported
initiatives were under way within Iran to support highquality medical research publishing. The Iranian
Association of Medical Editors has been influential for
several years, as has the National Commission on
Medical Journals under the auspices of the Ministry of
Health and Medical Education. As explained by Editor
Behrooz Astaneh (Ethical Editing, Summer 2009),
other efforts are also in progress to professionalize
editorial processes in Iran—efforts that include training
in “ethical misconduct”, among other topics.
While it’s true that AAEM work on-site can be
challenging, appreciation for the project’s efforts was
manifested in
many ways.
The word I
heard most
often in Iran
was “thank-you”.
Colleagues,
participants,
and organizers
at training
events offered
their personal
and often very effusive thanks, and frequently
presented me with tokens of appreciation such as
cards, picture books (now among my most prized
possessions, along with my Spanish mantón),
commemorative plaques, and other gifts.
These keepsakes preserve my memories of Iran and
keep alive my anticipation of continued work with
colleagues there. The project co-coordinators look
forward to the EMMJ5 conference in December 2010
(http://www.pame.org.pk/emmj5/), and to future
opportunities to support education and training in good
writing, editing, and publication practices in Iran and
the Eastern Mediterranean region.
Karen Shashok is a free-lance translator and editorial
consultant based in Granada, Spain. She volunteers
as Co-Coordinator of AuthorAID in the Eastern
Mediterranean.
For further information:
kshashok@kshashok.com
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Feature
English: the lingua franca of scholarly publishing
Language barriers
Translators, author's editors, and
medical writers who work closely
with international researchers know
that understanding and composing
texts in English can be quite a
challenge for editors, authors, and
reviewers whose native language is
not English. Although it's assumed
that editors at international journals
have excellent English language
skills, this is not always the case,
and the language used in
documents such as best practice
guidelines may be far outside their
area of scientific expertise.
Likewise, authors may struggle with
(or even ignore) multiple-page
journal guidelines because
understanding them requires too
much time and effort, or they lack
the necessary motivation or
reading comprehension skills.
Authors may resort to plagiarizing
text in an effort to overcome their
limited English skills (Ethical
Editing, Summer 2010, page 4).
But writing in English is not just a
problem for authors. “Sometimes,”
says translator Karen Shashok,
“reviewers' reports are very
challenging to understand (even for
me, a native English speaker)
because of problems with the
English, on top of the usual issues
with clear thinking, intellectual
maturity, inadequate subject
expertise, and inability to focus on
providing constructive criticism. It
always amazes me how rarely (in
my experience) editors check the
quality of reviewers' reports before
forwarding them to authors.”
Shashok relates how “many years
ago in Spain I was asked to
translate
all
editorial
correspondence from English to
Spanish and vice versa for a
couple of journal
editors and
reviewers who were happy to get a
post on the editorial board but
unable to read or reply in English to
correspondence from other editorial
board members or authors. It didn't
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happen often, but it was clear that
these editors and reviewers were
too embarrassed to admit to the
Editor in Chief that they could not
write their own reports straight into
English. (I drew the line once when
a reviewer wanted me to translate
into Spanish the whole manuscript
he was asked to review!) This
hasn't happened in many years, so
perhaps the younger generation of
researchers no longer needs this
type of communication support. But
I always wondered what the editor
would think if he or she knew the
section editor or reviewer was
communicating with him or her and
with the authors via a translator.”

Paying to be publishable
Reviewers often comment
(sometimes without justification) on
the “bad English” in the papers they
review. Judging from the number of
professional editing services
available, many authors hire
professional editors in an attempt
to increase their manuscripts’
chances of acceptance. How often
manuscripts are rejected due to
language problems is unknown. A
2007 study in the American Journal
of Roentgenology (PubMed ID
17242215) found that “Language
problems were not a major cause
of rejection, except for manuscripts
from China.” However, “countries in
which English is the primary
language had higher acceptance
rates than those in which English is
not the primary language (29.1% vs
40.3%, p < 0.05)”.
Journal editors take a variety of
approaches to improving the
language in manuscripts they receive.
Anaesthesia does not require that
non-native English speakers get

language help. However, Editor
Steve Yentis thinks it's ethical for
journals to ask authors with bad
English to pay to have their
language fixed. "I would consider it
unethical for journals to seek to
make money from this, though."
At the Journal of Geodynamics,
minor copy-editing of accepted
manuscripts is done by Editor
Randell Stephenson. The journal’s
publisher, Elsevier, also offers a
full-scale, for-profit editing service.
Although Stephenson considers it
unfair to expect authors to pay to
ensure that their manuscripts aren’t
rejected a priori due to bad
language, he says “it can be
argued that paying for language
editing is simply one of the costs of
doing international-level research.”
Maturitas employs an independent
editor for invited papers and
“unsolicited good science which
needs a language fix.” Authors of
papers with bad English are told
before review that their paper
would benefit from professional
editing. “Most can find a language
editor within their institution for
free,” says Editor Margaret Rees.
Communications in Algebra does
not provide language editing.
“Generally, the referees advise/help
with language issues,” says Editor
Lance Small. Sometimes authors are
asked to improve their language, but
“the issue of payment to some
service has never arisen,” he says.
PLoS Medicine and PLoS Biology
perform language editing, says
Editor Ginny Barbour, but the
publisher’s other journals only
provide very minor copyediting. “It's
simply a pragmatic issue due to the
volume of papers published.”
Suggesting that authors improve the
English in their papers is more
common than requiring authors to pay
for language editing, but if authors are
willing to spend the money to have
their manuscripts edited, journals
aren’t likely to complain.
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The Last Word(s)

Words from the wise
“It is impossible to dissociate language from science
or science from language, because every natural
science always involves three things: the sequence
of phenomena on which the science is based; the
abstract concepts which call these phenomena to
mind; and the words in which the concepts are
expressed. To call forth a concept a word is needed;
to portray a phenomenon, a concept is needed. All
three mirror one and the same reality.”
Antoine Laurent Lavoisier
French nobleman and the father of modern chemistry
Traité Elémentaire de Chimie, 1789

“Science and technology, and the various forms of
art, all unite humanity in a single and
interconnected system. As science progresses, the
worldwide cooperation of scientists and
technologists becomes more and more of a special
and distinct intellectual community of friendship, in
which, in place of antagonism, there is growing up
a mutually advantageous sharing of work, a
coordination of efforts, a common language for the
exchange of information, and a solidarity, which
are in many cases independent of the social and
political differences of individual states.”
Zhores Aleksandrovich Medvedev
Russian biologist, historian and dissident
The Medvedev Papers, 1970
“Philosophy is written in this grand book—I mean the
universe—which stands continually open to our gaze,
but it cannot be understood unless one first learns to
comprehend the language and interpret the
characters in which it is written. It is written in the
language of mathematics, and its characters are
triangles, circles, and other geometrical figures,
without which it is humanly impossible to understand
a single word of it; without these, one is wandering in
a dark labyrinth.”

Photo by Kim Edwards

Worth a 1000 words
Reflection and understanding. British artist Anish
Kapoor’s Cloud Gate, a 66-foot-long, 33-foot-high,
110-ton elliptical sculpture in Chicago’s Millenium
Park, was inspired by liquid mercury. The highly
polished stainless steel plates reflect—and at the
same time unite—the skyline, clouds, and people that
surround the work. In a similar way, a polished
manuscript reflects its writers’ view of the universe.
Through publication of the work, perceptions are
shared with a broader community. If language is a
barrier, however, this understanding cannot be shared.

Galileo Galilei
Italian physicist, mathematician, astronomer and
philosopher
Il Saggiotore, 1623

Last laugh

by Annemarie Glaser

Competition!
Can you sum up COPE in a single phrase? We’re
looking for a new slogan for our homepage. Can you
suggest something better than ‘Helping journals to get
their houses in order’? If we get lots of good
suggestions we may ask members to vote on them.
There’s no prize except the chance to know your
creative talents have contributed to our website!
Submit your suggestions by September 15 via Survey
Monkey: www.surveymonkey.com/s/PFN7K68.
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“Do any of your translators speak mathematics?”
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