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ABSTRACT
Continuing “Spot the seven errors” game in the submission of scientific papers process begun in the previous 
issue, this editorial will discuss a second error: the ‘salami science’ phenomenon. For the trajectory of 
professionals working in the academic world is essential to undertake studies and subsequent publication 
of his findings. In this context, the ‘salami science’ is to publish results of a single study in several scientific 
articles, resulting in jobs with low relevance and little originality. It is observed that there is already a tendency 
to avoid the practice of this phenomenon. These actions will ensure the credibility of the journals, increasing 
the dissemination of appropriate conduct in the submission of scientific articles.
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Continuing the “Spot the seven errors” 
game in the submission of scientific papers pro-
cess begun in the previous issue, this editorial 
discusses a second error: the ‘salami science’ 
phenomenon. It is important to confirm and 
clarify that the comments in future editorials on 
this subject are not prioritized regarding their 
importance or chronologic link; however, they 
should not be overlooked(1).

For the path of professionals working in 
the academic area it is essential to undertake 
studies and subsequent publication of his fin-
dings. These studies must have fundamental 
characteristics, such as creativity, originality and 
relevance of the topic in the discussed area.

In the current paradigm of evaluating 
postgraduate researchers and their programs, 
the publication of these papers is seen as a 
“ghost haunting” the lives of all those linked 
to the academic realm. In this context, there 
is the concern of researchers in relation to the 
quantity of publications rather than the quality 
of them(2).

The ‘salami science’ phenomenon consists 
in publishing the results of a single study in 
several scientific articles. This phenomenon be-
comes a problem because it wastes valuable and 
limited resources. For the journals, it’s a waste 
of paper; for reviewers, a waste of time, which 
could be used to assess the studies that present 
new data; and, for readers, it also wastes time 
which could be spent on reading new research 
articles(3).

Some authors attribute the motivation of 
researchers in “slicing” their findings to three 
possible reasons. First, many researchers, espe-
cially in the academic world, face the pressure 
of publicating their work. Secondly, institutions 
judge the potential success of candidates by the 
number of their publications and not necessarily 
the merits of the them. And, thirdly, there are the 
financial interests of pharmaceutical companies, 

which aims to fund and disseminate a new drug, 
seeking support in the literature(3).

The result for “slicing” a single research 
project in various publications is that most stu-
dies have low relevance and little originality. It, 
also, ends to encouraging unethical practices 
by researchers, such as self-citation or citation 
between friends as a way to artificially raise the 
impact factor of publications – as they are not 
‘naturally’ in sufficiency cited in the literature by 
other scientists(4).

The guide for best practices related to ethi-
cal guidelines states that for best publication of a 
manuscript the integrity in research, writing and 
peer review should be encouraged, to set a gold 
standard for editorial processes. The purpose of 
these guidelines is to assist all those involved 
in academic publishing, presenting a guidance 
summary of best practice from leading organi-
zations all over the world. Thus, the directives in 
this guide are aimed to companies, publishers, 
authors, librarians, students, funders, businesses 
and journalists(2, 5).

It is known that there are barriers to the 
publication and dissemination of scientific 
knowledge, which must be overcome through 
the sharing of experiences and strengthening of 
ties between countries. These barriers are related 
to language, techniques and methodologies, 
to article formatting, to the access to research 
results as consumers and as producers, and to 
the costs of production and dissemination of 
scientific knowledge(6).

The Coordination of Improvement of Hi-
gher Education Personnel Institution (Capes, in 
Portuguese) plays a key role in the expansion 
and consolidation of the strictu sensu graduate 
programs (master and doctorate) in all states of 
the Federation. Among other activities, there is a 
structured program for access and dissemination 
of scientific production(7) together. Qualis is the 
set of procedures used by CAPES for stratifying 
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the quality of intellectual output of postgra-
duate programs. As a result, it provides a list of 
rankings of journals used by these programs for 
the dissemination of its production. Thus, Qualis 
measures the quality of articles and other types 
of production, through the analysis of the quali-
ty of dissemination vehicles, i.e., the journals(8). 
Despite the encouragement for researchers by 
the amount of publications of manuscripts, we 
observe that the articles should be published 
taking into account the quality of journals.

On the other hand, as important as the 
quality of the magazines is the quality of the ma-
nuscripts. Two sets of problems that compromise 
the overall quality of scientific publications were 
identified: the science quality and its presenta-
tion; and misconduct in the scientific research. 
Thus, the problems range from the scientific 
reproducibility to the ones associated with the 
quality of textual production, in addition to fraud 
and plagiarism in publication(9). Regarding the 
quality of the written material, some works are 
rejected by the magazines due to vague and too 
general introductions, objectives unconnected 
with the results and conclusions, confusing 
and inadequate methods, results not discussed 
properly and errors of spelling and grammar(10).

As an example of the absurd the ‘salami 
science’ behavior can produce, there is a survey 
conducted by Professor Sidney Redner of Boston 
University on publications of one of the journals 
in his area, the Physical Review. The numbers 

obtained are scary: of the 353,000 published ar-
ticles, only 11 were cited more than 1,000 times; 
245,000 (the biggest part) were cited less than 
10 times; 100,000 were cited once or not at all. 
Thus, it can be seen that 1/3 of the publications 
of this journal has no impact. And despite the 
absence of other similar studies, there is spe-
culation that for most magazines there is this 
similar behavior(11).

Given the above, what can we do to prevent 
the ‘salami science’ phenomenon? It is observed 
that there is already a tendency to stop the prac-
tice of duplicate publications or articles from the 
same research, and authors should be aware of 
these problems in order to avoid them. Editors 
need to ensure the quality of their scientific jour-
nals through the publication of quality and origi-
nal material. Finally, the reviewers at the time of 
analyzing the manuscripts and preparing their 
opinions, should pay attention to the existence 
of any fraud, plagiarism and/or self-plagiarism. 
Thus, these actions will enhance the credibility 
of the journals, increasing the dissemination 
of appropriate conduct in the submission of 
scientific articles.
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