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EDITORIAL

The Journal Citation Reports® Impact Factor: annual results 2012

Paul Cummins, Managing Editor; Patrick W. Serruys, Editor-in-Chief

At the very moment we were going to press with this current issue
of Eurolntervention, we received the announcement of the 2013
release of Thomson Reuters’ Journal Citation Reports® (JCR)'. This
year’s release announced the 2012 Impact Factor for Eurolntervention:
3.173, aresult we can be proud of.

This yearly announcement is always eagerly anticipated by edi-
tors, publishers and authors alike and never fails to generate lively
discussions, once the release is available. The JCR this year lists
10,853 journals across 232 disciplines, with 83 countries represented.
This year, 379 journals received their first Impact Factor (IF). Within
our category Cardiac & Cardiovascular Systems, five new journals
have been added to the report, up from 117 to 122. The competition
is fiercer than ever before, especially when you consider that a mere
five years ago our category encompassed only 79 journals. For the
Editorial Board it has become crucially important to differentiate
Eurolntervention from the other publications, not only from an IF
point of view, but also in author services. These include: the quality
of our peer reviews, the speed of the first initial decision, the speed of
the time from acceptance to publication, and in other reader services
— innovative publications, educative formats, presentation of papers,
not only in print format, but of course on the all momentous multime-
dia platforms.

Thomson Reuters reports that this year 55% of journals have
seen their IF increase and 45% of journals have seen it decrease.
Sixty-six journals have been “suppressed” from the JCR because
of excessive self-citation. Thomson Reuters qualifies suppressed
journals as extreme outliers in citation behaviour: 0.5% of the total
10,853 journals. The “penalty” for a suppressed journal is that it
will remain suppressed for two consecutive years and only be re-
evaluated in the third year using new data.

Naturally, one might imagine that we would be disappointed with
this year’s IF as it is actually 0.112 lower than last year’s (which
was our first impact factor). A few short observations should help
to put our more than respectable impact factor into perspective.

Firstly, last year’s impact factor of 3.278 was calculated with the
publication years of 2009 and 2010. In 2009 we published seven
issues, with Thomson Reuters determining that, of those issues,106
papers were citable. For the year 2010, we published eight issues,
with 140 citable papers. This year’s impact factor was calculated
with the publication years of 2010 and 2011. The same data for
2010 was applied (eight issues, 140 citable papers), and 2011 data
was applied as well (12 issues, 167 citable papers) Figure 1.

Secondly, Table 1 illustrates that within the top 10 and other
selected journals the yearly increase/decrease margins are very
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Figure 1. A) The papers published in 2009 had a citation maturation
time of two years, papers published in 2010 had only one year to
mature citations for the IF 2011 calculation. ©2011 Journal Citation
Reports® Science Edition (Thomson Reuters, 2012); B) The papers
published in 2010 had a citation maturation time of two years;
papers published in 2011 had only one year to mature citations for
the IF 2011 calculation. © 2012 Journal Citation Reports® Science
Edition (Thomson Reuters, 2013)

minimal, with only a very small number of outliers. Remarkably
the levels of self-citations are, in most cases, quite modest. Figure 2
illustrates the impact factor trend of selected journals followed over
the last five years.

‘We have written previously in our journal of the value of the IF, but
we have also unveiled our criticisms of this method. We have dis-
cussed the position of the IF in the modern world including multime-
dia (website traffic and PDF downloads, arguably the true metrics of
impact), where the modern use of social media platforms as vital and
much used alternative sources of media dissemination has become
more prominent in our daily work?. We reflected on our task and
duty to continue with educative papers, which almost never gain
a citation, such as the “How should I treat?”” and “Tools & Techniques”



Table 1. JCR 2013 data. © 2012 Journal Citation Reports® Science Edition (Thomson Reuters, 2013).

n=122 SYSTEMS published | cites* | self cites decrease
1 CIRCULATION 15.202 17,193 1,131 6% 14.251 14.739 0.463
2 EUR HEART J 14.097 7,852 557 4% 13.425 10.478 3.619
8 J AM COLL CARDIOL 14.086 12,551 891 8% 12.843 14.156 -0.07
4 CIRC RES 11.861 6,927 584 16% 9.935 9.489 2.372
5 NAT REV CARDIOL 10.4 1,144 110 1% 10.264 8.83 1.57
6 CIRC CARDIOVASC GENE 6.728 989 147 13% 5.844 6.105 0.623
7 CIRC HEART FAIL 6.684 1,143 171 6% 6.216 6.285 0.399
8 JACC CARDIOVASC INTE 6.552 1,710 261 7% 6.05 6.8 -0.248
9 CIRC CARDIOVASC INTE 6.543 903 138 6% 6.101 6.058 0.485
10 JACC CARDIOVASC IMAG 6.164 1,350 219 6% 5.758 5.941 0.223
Selected
16 INT J CARDIOL 5.509 3,680 668 27% 3.99 7.078 -1.569
22 HEART 5.014 2,838 566 16% 4.198 4.332 0.682
23 AM HEART J 4.497 2,734 608 3% 4.342 4.651 -0.154
28 PROG CARDIOVASC DIS 4 440 110 1% 3.945 4.906 -0.906
30 CLIN RES CARDIOL 3.667 737 201 35% 2.373 2.961 0.706
32 CIRCJ 3.578 2,415 675 36% 2.287 3.766 -0.188
33 J THORAC CARDIOV SUR 3.5626 3,131 888 13% 3.065 3.406 0.12
37 AM J CARDIOL 3.209 3,847 1,199 5% 3.043 3.368 -0.159
38 REV ESP CARDIOL 3.204 753 235 47% 1.694 2.53 0.674
39 EUROINTERVENTION 3.173 974 307 17% 2.632 3.285 -0.112
40 CAN J CARDIOL 3.122 690 221 16% 2.593 3.358 -0.236
46 EUR J CARDIO-THORAC 2.674 2,177 814 25% 1.995 2255 0.124
54 CATHETER CARDIO INTE 2.514 1,556 619 14% 2.149 2.29 0.224
68 J INVASIVE CARDIOL 1.569 317 202 9% 1.421 1.841 -0.272
16 formats. And yet, whilst recognising how old the IF is, and its inherent
i flaws, we still look forward to the announcement, like small children
n e — on Christmas Eve waiting for Santa Claus.
CIRCULATION, This “excitement” is not at all surprising when one considers
EUR HEART J a recent study involving 1,704 scientists from 86 countries covering
1 J AN COLL CARDIOL all UNESCO major fields of knowledge. The authors reported that
noecrmoose e 31.4% of respondents deemed the IF “somewhat important” but,
10 MAS INE remarkably, 57% deemed the IF “very important” (n=1,704)>.
5 / m And finally, the Editorial Board of Eurolntervention would like
“§ ; - particularly to congratulate Tom Liischer and the entire European
g — Heart Journal team for their IF of 14.097, which sees them moving
= — AMHERT up into second place within our category. We can see first-hand
6 / CIRC) —via our collaboration in the EHJ — EIJ manuscript transfer system
AM J CARDIOL —how hard they work and this amazing jump well reflects their
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Figure 2. An illustration of the impact factor trend of selected
Journals over the last five years. © 2012 Journal Citation Reports®
Science Edition (Thomson Reuters, 2013).

dedication and is justly rewarded. It would be a fantastic achieve-

ment for us as Europeans if EHJ can take first place next year!
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