The OA Interviews: InTech’ s Nicol a Ryl ettt

The history of O pen Access OA) publisher InTech is a complicated and somewhat confusing one.
According to a Scribd presentation , the company was founded in Vienna in 2004. Over the
subsequent seven yearsit has undergone a series of name changes, moved country, and attracted
considerable criticism, both for the quality of i  ts peer review and the way in which it markets its
services. The company appears to inhabit a strange binary world: while some accus it of
repeatedly spamming researchers, and preying on the vulnerabilities and egosof researchers in
order to make money , the company itself maintains thatit is a victim of misinformation and
misperception, and that it has a growing and happy customer base. Asevidence of the latter , it
cites a survey that it commissioned earlier this year . 81%of those responding to the survey, says
I nTechds new mar ket i n gratelditheiepullishing ekperienzd avith Rhe lcompany
as either 'excellent’ or 'good' .

What do we make of the se conflicting pictures of InTech? The quality of p eer review can be

difficult to assess Nevertheless, t he publisher has acknowledged problems with its peer review in

the past, and when | drew Ry | e attenfiom to a chapter in one of its recently published books

she agreed that the qualitywas o un ac c e plt asb $eents fair to concludethatt he companyds
marketing techniques leave alott o be desired. However, Rylett insists that InTech is addressing

these issues To that end, she explains, it is currently recruiti ng a new middle and senior

management team.

It seems clear that InTech has proved very successful in selling its pay-to-publish services to
thousands of researchers around the world . But can it persuade the wider research community,
the scholarly publishing industry, and the Open Access movement to e ndorse it?

PLEASE NOTE THANTECHHASISSUEDA STATEMENRANDRESPONSHO THE INTRODUCTION TO
THIS INTERVIEWMY RESPONSE TO THATHERE

RICHARD POYNDER
25" October 2011

InTech first came to my attention in 2007, when researchers began to raise questions about a
Vienna-based company called |-Tech Education and Publishing which, they complained, was sending
out unsolicited emails inviting scientists to contribute chapters to books i for which a 380Euros
publication charge was being demanded. Many appearedto be concluding that the company was
engaged in either massspamming, or scamming, or possibly both.

At the time, | contacted the CEO of the company Vedran Kordic, who posted a response to the
American Scientist Open Access Forum 0 [ M] o r,590 authoasmpublished to date in the open
access mode byus 6 h e Therd isdno oné of them thinking that this is a kind of online cheat or
that we are workingonpay -pu bl i sh mode. 6

Over the next couple of years the complaints appeared only to grow, and by now researchers were
posting their grievances on blogs as well as mailing lists . At some point the company changed its
name to In-Tech. It also began to launch scholarly journals.

In November 2009 the company changed its name again i to Sciyo. It also created a second web

site that appeared to be running in parallel to In-Techd site (intechweb.org ). And shortly

after wards it announced that anyone publishing a book chapter with the company would receive
royalties. These would be based on the numberof t i mes an aut hords work was dow

An OA publisher paying royalties was a novel idea; an idea, however, greeted with some scepticism.
Nevertheless, it stimulated me to contact the company again fi an enquiry that led to my doing an
email interview with Aleksandar Lazinica, who introduced himself to me asthe CEOof Sciyo.
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During the interview a number of issues arose, including the quality ofthe p u b | i pdeerevidvs
process, the nature of its email marketing activities, and uncertainty over the relationship between
Sciyoand In-Tech.

Peer review
What was the issue with peer review ?

I't turned out t hat auhorebelefedthah theirpchapters andhagticles sad not
been properly reviewed, and possibly not reviewed at all .

As one researcher putitto me atthetime , 0 The review process is -blind, but
existent. We never received any real review for our papers, rather just an acceptance note for an

initial abstract. The full papers were not reviewed at all and, furthermore, for some papers we did

not have a chance for proof reading.

He added, oFinally, two articles of ours were published without notifying us at all, in one case (the
journal) the initi ally submitted draft was taken as it was and suddenly appeared on the web some
months later (I just accidentally noticed this public at i on when | searched the web)

The researcher concluded: | do not know how their review process works internally, but fr om what
| experienced and heard from others, | fear, in comparison to all other publishers/journals/books |
have experiences with, In -Tech/Sciyo ... well, | cannot even begin to compare it. It is simply highly
unprofessional . ¢

Other researchers were posting similar concerns online and when | interviewed Lazinica, he seemed
to agree that there were problems. As he putit: 0 Ad mi t t e dsfency in peer re\dew is our
Achilles heel and it is also o ne of our priorities. We do not have a bullet proof review system yet.
We have managed to improve the process a lot but there is still an unacceptably high deviation in

the quality betweenthepub | i cati ons . 6

He also seemedto imply that In-Tech had been rebranded as Sciyopartly in response to these
problems. o We wer e awWwarcd ' ¢f process disadwaaistiyagaes, 6 he t ol d
improved the services and processes which were inherited from In-Tec h. 6

Somewhat inconsistently, he then added that peer review was in any case an out-dated practice .
0 [ W4t is the purpose of such reviews, other than to be seen to be abiding by some formal
regulations?6 h e a Sdientific.publishing today is s till at the same level as it was in the 19th
century, with journals and the review process still the main parts of it. After more than 100 years, |
believe it's time to move on and apply new mechanisms. Readers are the ones who should review
the article by reading it or not .0

In the interview below Rylett tells me that | misunderstood what Lazinica was saying. 0OWhat

Lazinica was talking about was his personal perception of how the peer review model could pos sibly

evolve over t heshesaps@®The ®mpany's view, however, is that peer review remains

an integral and vital part of the entire process with

When | asked whythe company had return ed to using the name InTech, Rylett replied, 6 [ W] e had
underestimate d the power and esteem associated with the InTech brand, and as a result we took
the consciousdecisi on to revert'back to InTech, 6

Shealso said that, contrary to what Lazinica hadtold mein2010, and contrary to the con
various announcements at t he time, InTech and Sciyohave always been separate entities fi

although Sciyo is not currently trading. 0We have retained ownership of the Sciyo name and kept

the company listed for possible future projects. 6

! As noted on page 4, the company went back to the name InTech, without a hyphen, rather than In-
Technology.
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Intriguingly, the name used inIn T e ¢ h 6 s iskliffecelt syet again. As someone called David
pointed out on my blog in May 2010 o[N]ote that in the boo ks that they publ ish they call
themsel védBwbhbi ohtebh a misspelling of &6in thebd
will never find it on a Google search. 6°

" which

Marketing

Another issue to arise during the 2010 interview was the way in which the company markets its
services. | pointed out to Lazinica that many researchers were complaining that they were being
bombarded with unsolicited invitations to submit book chapters.

Indeed, some were highly suspici ous about tllhMarchke2008,gainsyalce, amot i v e s
Dr Velamparambil suggestedon his blog that an email solicitation he had received from In-Tech

might be a 0 NNggerian Scan® .

0ln the Il ast thr ee ewalthiese-mailsfrenogne Mr Védean Kordic feom a

website called OOBNWECHWEB.IORG6 reaction to this was
nominated to write a chapter on any crap [a reference to the second paragra ph of the invitation ,

which canbe viewedon Dr Vel a nbpg] asdomgass I padysp600/ii (460Eur os) per <chapt

When he answered my question about spamming Lazinica seemed to imply that he saw nothing

wrong with bulk emailing pay -to-publish invitations to researchers . 0 Nowadays spam filter
efficient, so | believe the g uestion of spamming had great importance and weight some years ago,

but not today, and especially not in the future.é

Here too, insists Rylett, | misunderstood what | was beingtold. 5 He was commenting that

spamming may have been prevalent across the publishing industry (not InTech) as a whole some
time ago, it appears that the industry has done much to eradicate the issue to the extent that
today, spamming is |l ess of a concern. o

| remain of the view that my interpretation of what Lazinica told me is correct, b ut people will
have to judge for themselves, by reading the 2010 interview .

Be that as it may, when | finished the int erview there was a surprising twist to the story . Since both
In-Tech and Sciyo had the logo of the Open Access Scholarly Publishers Association@ASPAoon their
web sites | contacted OASPApresident Caroline Sutton for a comment .

At this point, Sutton herself became concerned and emailed me O0OASPA takes very se
importance of compliance by its members with its code of conduct, including ensuring that peer

review processes are genuine, and that email marketing is responsible. The issues raised regarding

In-Tech/Sciyo will be carefully reviewed by OASPA, and action will be taken if they are found to be

substant i at ed. O

To Sutt on dmwesen Lazinida sesppnded to her concern by announcing that since they
were totally separate companies, any concerns she might have about In-Tech were irr elevant to
Sciyo.

Like me, Sutton appeared to be under the impre ssion that Sciyo was In-Tech by another name.
Consequently, she had simply changed the name of th e company on the OASPA web site

| was particularly surprised by this turn of events, since in the interview Lazinica had said quite

clearly, 0 Sci y o wealm Vienmauim2004 as In-Tech. In 2008 we moved our headquarters to

Croatia to cut down on operating costs. I n .November
Sciyo and In-Tech are the same company.

2 Recently published books appear not to use this name anymore, but it can be seen on the cover of this book.
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The company'spress release of 20th November 2009 said the same thing, Efbective today, In -Tech
is changing its name to Sciyo and continues publishing using a new website, sciyo.com ... The
company ownershipandmanagement remain unchangedé

Yet Lazinica was now insisting that Sciyo was a completely separate company.

Sutton responded promptly. W& have taken Sciyo's name off of the OASPA website, and have asked

Sciyo to remove the ©6me mbiresite, @df s@AS R MmalABRAgas adkedo m t h e
Sciyo to apply for membership at which time we will be reviewing carefully their practices and

policies. Sciyo has agreed to apply for membership.o

However, when | spoke to Rylett (now some eighteen months after the Lazinica interview) , she sad
that Sciyo had not applied for membership, but that the publisher plans to re-apply soonunder its
new name.

This perhaps is because @ some point subsequent to the Lazinica interview t he company reverted
to using the name In-Tech, although this time without a hyphen (i.e. InTech).

Meanwhile it appears that no researcher ever received any royalties from the publisher , although

when | asked Rylett for an update on this she declined to confirm either way . Having worked in

the publishing industry for a number of years with some of the industry's leading STM publishing

houses, it has been my experience that information of this type is normally a confidential matter

bet ween the publisher and ediedor/ author concerned, 6 s

However | later discovered a Q&Aon | n Te EAQD $1at r e ddyupaydrdyalties to your
authors? A:No, we don't pay royalties at the moment. 6

Nevertheless, the company has continued to bombard researchers with email invitations . And in
response, researchers have continued to complain. Last November, for instance, Per Ola
Kristensson a researcher at StScofland] regosiesd dn hig blogthatheshad y
received no less than five email solicitations from InTech.

OWhy on earth would I spend t i radforarandomandifidual thave o wr i t e
never heard of and who doesndt seem to have any <crede
O0And who reads these book chapters? And what exactly
chapter 6? Sounds nleiWitlethesexcepton, | rpeaedoegaytindech plenty of money

to put it up. I might as well just make the text avai

The interview | did with Lazinica has attracted a great many hits in the intervening period . Most of

those accessing it come via Google searches, andthey tend to arrive | ike London busesfi in

bunches. These searchesoften consist of phraseslike, 0l nTech bo®lknTodderpwbl i shing
scamil,nTech amdhidlymdmTech spamo.

| have also had regular comments about the publisher emailed to me, and posted on my blog. These
comments (generally anonymous or pseudonymous)frequently contain unsubstantiated allegations
about the company and its activities . Since | moderate my blog most never see the light of day.

Here is an example of the kind of email | receive , 0 1 r e a @pen and Shut? blog about OASPA

and InTech as they approached me to write a chapter f
overblown as | don't consider myself an expert (one paper published to date that is basically a

survey and hardly high quality research), nor do | wish to pay to publish, nor do | wish to trust an

organisation that doesn't have any clear descr iption of cost on their website . 6

Transparency
In fact, lack of price transparency is another complaint frequently made by researchers, not least
becausethe invitations sent out by InTech do not always appear to inform authors that if they take

up the offer they will have to pay a fee . Earlier this year | was forwarded oneof | n T e erhad s
invitatons.tbegan, o0l contacted you |l ast week. | am taking
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am aware that you may be engaged in other activities or my message may not have successfully
reached you. 6

There was no mention of a publishing charge. The message listed the benefits of OA, without saying
that they came at a price. The recipient of th e email was told that by publishing with InTech she
could:

- Increase your visibility, impact and citation rates;

- Keep the copyright to your work;

- Receive a free hard copy of the complete book;

- Help speed up research;

- Make your work freely available to everyone, benefiting the whole of society.

Charles Greenberg a librarian in Yale University® €ushing/Whitney Medical Library has also

expressed concern about the paucity of pricing information on InTechd sveb site. In a blog post he

published earlier this year Greenbergsaid,0 1 ¢ an @uwisible pdge witldan APC of 840 EUROS

($1,165) for InTech journal articles, but we can proba bly assume a similar fee is presented to all

authors, as these I nTech books are |little more than a

Pointing out that InTech claims to have 7,500 authors,® Greenbergdidaqui ck calleudbsati on. 0
accept for the moment the claim tha tInTechWeb has 7,500 authorsé Let 6 s say t hat each a
paid $1,165 for their first article or book chapter. We ar e tal king about more than

Gr e e n b @lcupiioss, however, might overstate th ings. When | asked Rylett what | n Tec hd s
article processing fee was she replied, 6 T h e A Pduthdrstpaytfor b ooks is currently 590Euros
per chapter, and for journals the figure is 840Euros . 6

And when | asked how much money InTech makes from the books it publishes, Rylett said that not

alll nTeauthdrspayafee. o[ F] or t he a c-20tllewnisponsgres around?1MA00

book chapters by waiving the APC altogether and currently 2ofour 7 Journals are O6free
[I.e. there is no p ublication charge, and there is no access chargq.

| asked Rylett to put me in touch with four or five authors who ha d been granted a waiver, which
she agree to do. At the time of finishing writing th is, however, | had still not been sent any hames
or contact details .

Greenberg is, however, correctto point out that pricing information is hard to find on the InTech

web site. Moreover, when | finally tracked down theadver ti sed pri cenalsthiepdid | nTechd
not entirely match the figures cited by Rylett. Contrary to what she said, for instance, the only two

journals | could find advertising an APC of840Euroswere The Journal of Humanoids and the

International Food Risk Analysis Journal .

The APG for The International Journal of Advanced Robotic Systems , The International Journal of
Engineering Business Management The International Journal of Agricultural Chemistry  and The
International Journal of Interactive Multimedia  (to be launched next year) all advertise a price of
870Eurcs, not 840.

Meanwhile, the only two journals that are 0 f r e e  f(contraryatd Lazd nica telling me that all the
publisherd s j o wauld belfree from publishing charges from 2010) are Nanomaterials and
Nanotechnology and The International Journal of Radio Frequency ldentification & Wireless Sensor
Networks, both of which were launched this year. *

| could, however, find no advertised prices for book chapters. Nor fi with the exception of the
pages describing The International Journal of Agricultural Chemistry  and The International Journal

* The number of authors appears sometimes to be stated as 25,000. See here for instance; and see Rylett’s
comment on Page 20.
4 Rylett said InTech publishes seven journals, but there are eight listed on the web site.
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of Interactive Multimedia ) fi could I find any mention of APCwaivers,notevenint he publ i sher és

FAQ

Perhaps this will change in the near future . WhenlaskedRylett f or i nf ormati on on the ¢
finances, sWeerecuergntlyiinghag pro cess of developing our new-look website which is

due for launch in the near future. The site will reflect the growth of the company and move us

towards a greater degree of transparency, where infor

compromise our competitive advantage) will become widely available and in the public domain. 6

With luck, the new web site will also be more transparent about the pricing of its products .

Value for money?

So what do authors get for their money when they publish with InT ech, and does this represent
good value for money ?

Since the bulk of InTechds business s book publishing | shall concentrate on book chapters. I nTechods
FAQIists the various stages of the publication process fi a list, we should note, that does not

mention peer review, but refersto book chapters undergoingd e di t or i & lltalsosays teaw 6

once a proposal has been accepted the author is asked to write it up and submit i t, after which

dYour full chapter undergoes a review by the Book Editor 6.°

The FAQIs less clear about who reviews the initial book proposals (rather than the chapter
proposals). There is mention of an editorial board , but | could find no list of members. There is,
however, a list of people on something called the scientific board but there is no explanation as to
what role its members play.’

Moreover, while we can assume that some book editors self-select (by making a proposal), it is not
clear who initiates those books where no proposal has beenreceived, how an editor is selected for
such books, or how potential chapter contributors are identified and vetted.

In a blog post published in May, the energy and environmental economist David Stern reported that
he had been invited to sub mit a chapter to an InTech book, and then added, The book is available
for free online but a hardcopy is mailed to each author. What | found to be even weirder is this
statement: 6To preserve the integrit y of the review process the identity of the editor will be
disclosed upon final chapter submissiond"

Likewise, it is n ot clear whether any form of external review takes place, or whether completed
book manuscripts are reviewed by anyone other than the ed itor once all the chapters have been
submitted, something that some book publishers often insist up on.

Finally, t here seemsto be some confusion over proofreading. At the beginning of October | n Tec h & s
FAQstated, 0 Your chapter under gyest.eThallas qubsequehtlyleandi ng ¢
removed, and a new section added to the FAQ stating, amongst other things, that the author must

ensure the paper has been proofread prior to submission i thereby presumably shifting

responsibility for the text & guality f rom the publisher to the author .

That said, there is now an in-house proofreading service, but this incurs an additional (unspecified)
charge.®

> A later section of the FAQ talks of double blind peer review, but this refers specifically to journal articles.

® As | was writing this, the text was changed. In early October the text read, “Your full chapter undergoes a
final quality check made by the Book Editor”. (Here is the previous text)

"In 2010, Lazinica told me that the role of the scientific board was “to monitor and advise Sciyo on its
publishing strategy, and propose improvements.” He did not however say that they did any reviewing of
articles, chapters, or book proposals.

® The reference to two proofreading cycles was removed while | was writing this. (Here is the text as it read in
early October).
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Most puzzling of all, there is no mention anywhere that | could see of copyediting, a key part of the
traditional book publishing process.

So what does the end product look like? Not great, argue critics. At the end of last year OA
advocate Dorothea Salocommented, Labking through the current In -Tech offerings, one is
bombarded with non -existent copyediting and appalling typesetting. 6

Is this fair? Judge for yourself: Here are here are the first tw o pages of a chapter on carbon
nanotubes published in an InTech book last year. Not being a researcher myself, | sent the text to
several scientists for their comments. Oneresponded , 01 s t bomputer-gersetatedocontext -
free grammar??6

In a later email he added, The text seems to have been proofread electronically since | do not see
obvious typographical errors; however, sometimes it reads like context -free grammar: corre ctly
spelled words are placed next to each other but do not make much sense. 6

Another scientist i an OA advocatefi wasless charitable, | @ 6 s Tot al r urbader lsah .

been anywhere near it. They should be utterly ashamed of themselves. The whole thing makes me
al most |l ove EIlsevier and Wiley. o

This text, we could note, was published in a book containing 36 chapters. If all the authors paid
590Euro each, InTech would have earned 21,240 Euros, or $29,064 for publishing the book. True,
corresponding authors also receive a free hard -copy version of the book so some print costs will be
incurred. However, t hese will be offset by earnings that InTech makes from selling print versions of
the book fi at a cost of 100Eurcs ($137) each.

A few more randomly chosen chapters from recently publish ed books suggest there is considerable
room for improvement. | link to a few further sampleshere, here, and here.

This, by the way, is the opening paragraph of a book chapter published in September this year:
0 The dhreateasted by air pollution may be its hard controlling caused by its strong
flowabilityo.

Some might argue that in an online environment the quality of the textin some of these examples
is just about acceptable (despite the solecisms, despite the frequent omission of definite article s,

and despite the typos)®, but perhaps the question to ask is this: Would the quality of these articles
be considered acceptable if the pub lisher were Elsevier or Wiley? (Where the authors are charged

no APCand the cost of print cop ies is generally comparable to the $137 charged by InTech).

We might also want to ask why, given the undeniable difference in qual ity, an author would opt to
pay to publish with InTech rather than publish without charge with a traditional publisher . Purely in
order to have their work made OA ? Q for some other reason?

Another way of judging a book is to consider the quality of the design and layout, which, by the
way, is one of the value-added servicesthat InTech commits to provide for the 590Euroscharge it
levies. ( Wou receive a print copy of your book, hard bound and professionally designed . 6 )

Hereisasampleofwhat woul d appear t o be Woudnetoreéxpectsheandar d

paragraph breaks to either be indented or double -spaced? And in order to avoid confusion s hould
not the font underneath the diagrams be different to the main text font? Likewise should not the
diagrams be more judiciously p laced?

? E.g. on the Scholcomm mailing list recently a librarian said. “As much as | respect professional copy editors |
would just point out that ‘good enough’ vis-a-vis copy editing will do in certain situations and that sometimes
getting the scientific results out in a timely fashion is more important than perfection when it comes to copy
editing.” However, InTech could not claim to be publishing cutting-edge science. Moreover, its books are also
intended to be produced as hard copy volumes. One would also need to clarify what is meant by “good
enough” in terms of copyediting.
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Again | sought the views of researchers. Onereplied, This is basic formatting. | can't say there is
no effort in this page. It's just basic (put the figure on top and continue the text from the previous
page). If it were me, | would have put Fig. 10 between two paragraphs, but it seems  to be
consistent with the entire chapter (they always put the figures on the top of the page). This is a
way to save time. Another thing that's a bit annoying is that they do not leave a space at the start
of each paragraph (no hanging indents) or no space betwe en par agraphs. 6

Here is another layout sample. And here® is the front page of a book published in 2006, and edited

by the two founders of InTech . It seems fair to conclude that the typ o in the description of the

bookio The primarily goal of t-bfithe-abdewelbpmensand faoturec over t he
directionsin moder n manuf acft hasbean angsishisggoeemse tbhe companyds web
five years. Has no one noticed the mistake in all that time? Or is the error deemed too minor to

warrant the three minutes that would be required to correct it?

Here is the opening sentence of the description of a book on peritoneal dialysis published earlier
t hi s mPBragrebs:in Péritoneal Dialysis is based on judgement of a number of absracts,
submitted by interested people involved invarious aspects of peritoneal di al ysi ¢

Finally, here are the first two sentences of a book on bronchitis published earliert hi s mdhet h, 0
aim of this book is to present some recent interesting novel findings in the field of bronchitis, in

supplement to Bronchitis. In particular this volume focuses on the successful use of evolving and

the development of novel tools diagnosing and treating bronchitis. 6

Without a great deal more research, we cannot know how typical these samples are. However,
their quality would seem to be consistent with the apparent absence of copyediting at InTech.

Critics like Greenberg also complain that the books are generally little more than article
anthologies, with chapters thrown together often  without a compelling overall theme.

Others have expressedconcern that InTech book editors may not always be qualified in the subject
area covered by the book they are editing.

Allin all , is InTech justified in charging an APC of 590Euros per chapter ?

Yes, saysRylett.

First, she explains, | n T e celatorsshipwi t h it s publ ideebrotendsupohe nt i st s 0
publication of an authors' work, it continues indefinitely thereafter with con  tinued PR and
Marketing support often continuing several mon ths andyearspost-pu bl i cati on. 6

Second she adds, there is the richness of the author experience itself . Frbm the genesis of our

working relationship, our authors work closely with their Publi  shing Process Manager at every stage

of the process and act as a single point of contact, unlike the majority of publishers who generally

have a number of different contacts who they deal withregarding var i ous aspects of thei

Finally, she says, InTech is the only Open Access publisherthat gives its authors a complimentary
hardcopyof t he e n ds gstamddrdipart of the overall service 6.

O[lI']t is importanshe os etmpah ARCH @ ean InTech perspective goes
above and beyond the levels of service within our industry. So yes, to answer your question, we are
justified in imposing the APC. 6

Rylett does concede, however, that the first sample (here andhere)ci t ed above i s. Ounacce
She adds, however, that InTech hasrecently introduced an in-house English proofreading service.**

1% Here is the record of the page from a year ago.
1 Presumably, this is the charged-for service mentioned in the FAQ.
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Depends on the editor

What seemsclear, however, is that ther e is no shortage of researchers willingtoaccept | n Tec hd s
pay-to-publish invitations . And some are undoubtedly happy with the end result. Leonid Dolgov fi

based at the Institute of Physics at the University of Tartu _in Estonia fi is one scientist who

published a book chapter with InTech recently . 0l am satisfied with the results of my wor k with

InTech lastyear, 6 h ei |eenda Tiney publhed the book, which they promised. It was a useful
experience for me to work with InTech. In particular, | now understood some features of open

access publishing. o

Another contented customer is cryobiologist Igor Katkov, who is currently editing an InTech book on
cryopreservation. Head of Cryobiology and Biostabilization at the Stem Cell Research Centerof the
Sanford-Burnham Institut e for Medical Research in the US, and Chief Scientific Officer and Founde r
of Celltronix , Katkov posted a comment on my blog in May announcing his editorship .

ol have invited over 30 prominent scientists to submit peer reviews in their areas of expertise of
cryobiology, cryotechniques and cryopreservation equipmen t , 6 h eadding that éne personally
wasgoingtoedi t al | tSdany spientfie-lbokinggunk will be filtered out. 6

Igor Katkov

In a later email exchange with me Katkov reported that the book ha s grown to around 50 chapters.
ol am now in t he process of completing the second review ( few c hapters were accepted at the first
submission round). 6

And Katkov affirmed that he is more than satisfied with the service he has been getting from
INnTech.0 My experience and c¢ompl erileMajaBozicevich shes beéhec h Manag
very professional and helpfull!o

Of note is Katkovd s b ehatinarf OAtenvironment responsibility for quality lies not with the
publisher, but with the editor. 0 Aot of this Open Access business depends on the ditor and
hi s/ her ap potdo antehhavéoreviesved almost 60 Chapter Proposals and 47 full Book
Chapters, many of them twice, some three times. I've invited the leaders  of the discipline to
submit, and made sure that all the major areas of thisvastfield ar e covered. 0

Some, however, might wonder why, if Katkov is doing all the heavy lifting , InTech can expect to
earn $40,000+from the 5 0 chapters Katkov plans to publish, not to mention any money it earns
from hard copy sales

Katkov concedesthat while he can ensure that the quality of the science published in his book will
be high, he cannot control how the finished product will look . Moreover, as a RussianCossackfrom
Siberia, he admits that he cannot guarantee the quality of the Englishin the book e ither.

This may not be an issue for him, he says, becausethe in-house proofreading service is made
available to editors at no charge. What about the chapters of his co-authors? What if they cannot,
or will not, pay for a proofreading service, or for cop yediting ?0[T] he quality of English is on

9|The OA Interviews: InTech’s Nicola Rylett


http://www.linkedin.com/profile/view?id=59676241&authType=NAME_SEARCH&authToken=2tS9&locale=en_US&srchid=61082bc6-453b-44e5-9337-e28fa752f7f7-0&srchindex=2&srchtotal=3&goback=%2Efps_PBCK_*1_Leonid_Dolgov_*1_*1_*1_*1_*2_*1_Y_*1_*1_*1_false_1_R_true_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2_*2&pvs=ps&trk=pp_profile_name_link
http://www.ut.ee/3723
http://beaker.sanfordburnham.org/?p=4656
http://www.sanfordburnham.org/
http://www.celltronixbio.com/
http://poynder.blogspot.com/2010/02/oa-interviews-sciyo-aleksandar-lazinica.html?showComment=1305660083798#c3418438450091231624

author's shoulders6 Kat kov replies. o0l dondét know the process

my hard job. 6

The samples cited above suggest that some chapters may never be proofread before publication

and, as we saw, there is no evidence that InTech provides copyediting as part of its publishing
12

process.

13 ”

Excell ent or “Good”

As we saw, Dolgov and Katkov are contented InTech cu stomers. But how typical are they? Rylett is
confident that they are entirely t ypical. W hatever misconceptions there may be amongst the wider
research community, she says, we should be in no doubt that InTech customers are happy
customers. 0 [ Ae]very fact that many of our authors who we deal with work with us on a repeat
basis, highlights the point that our publications and overall service levels are regarded in high

esteembyanimpresss ve number of notable academics, 6 she

As further evidence of this, Rylett cites a survey InTech commissioned earlier this year, the findings
of which were published in a report called 0Author Attitudes Towards Open Access Publishingé.

The survey was outsourced to a UK-based company called TB|, which describes itself asa provider
ofosal es and mar kogubli shays, soaetieg and lbraries. And the work was project -
managed by TBI director Melinda Kenneway, a well-regarded marketing consultant and former
employee of Oxford University Press Kenneway also wrote the published report.

By email, Kenneway explained to me that the research had originally been intended for internal
consumption within InTech alone. ouf te]results were so good (very high customer endorsement

and also overall participation), and so interesting, that we felttheyde served t o be made

b ¢

pub

Adds Kenneway 0 Ther e was an over whel mihagganisatiore withf81%ob nf i denc e
responding authors rating their publishing experience

Only 4.5% rated their experienceas poor or extremely poor. 6

Nevertheless, OA advocates aresceptical about the survey i not just because of the way it was
undertaken, but the way in which the results were put into the public domain .

For instance, they say, although the report states that 32%of the 25,000 InTech authors polled
responded, it does not say how many participants answered each question.

As one scepticputit tome, onanon-at t r i but a bHeesaytteyhad8, 0005 fEspondents in
total (out of 25,000 sampledfrom 6t h&det h dat abased) . But where

responsesswe dondt know how amavergd thosk questioms. Bhat'® dclassic 'fudge'
for survey interpreters! 6

When | asked Kenneway to clarify , she explained that in fact only 5,167 respondents had completed
the section on InTech, or 63.7% of th e 8,000 who participated int he survey. She added, 0 [ &/]
make it clear in the opening section that 4,692 participants completed all the questions  in the
survey out of the 8,000+ that started it, so each q uestion had variable levels of responses and each
question reflects the proportion of those that responded. 6

But why not state that on ly 5,000 of the 8,000 respondents to a survey that had polled 25,000
researchers answered the section on InTech?dIf 8,000 people were polled and 5,000 responded, the
right way to report that 80% rated X good/excellent is to say that 80% of the 5,000/8,000 who

respondedr at ed X good/ excell ent ,Stevanidammade nt s OA advocate

Doesellipsis like this really matter? It is not deception, after all , merely selective use of data .
However, anyone who did not notice the elision would inevitably reach the wrong conclusion. As

12 We should recall that proofreading and copyediting is not the same thing. See here for a reminder of the
difference.
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such, one is tempted to conclude that the aim of publishing the survey was not to share useful
information with the world , but simply to promote InTech.

Moreover, InTech seems happyto misstate the findings in order to counter criticism of its

marketing practices. When | questioned Rylett about InTec hds bul k emai ling acti viti
she replie d, 0We have recently commissioned an independent market research organisation to

undertake a survey among 8,000 of our published authors to gauge their opinion of InTech and the

processes that we operate. And the results were overwhelmingly positive, with 81% of respondents

rating their publishing experience as either 'excellent’ or 'good'; thereby, suggesting that had

spamming been an issue, these results would be markedly different. 6

OThis is blatantly false,6 s ay s Hraking iasggem as if only 8,000 (not 25,000) had been
surveyed and as if all of that 8 ,000 (rather than just 5 ,000 of them) had responded on the item in
guestion. 6

Other OA advocates suggestthat the report should have been clearer about who undertook the
interviews , and that in order to demonstrate that the survey was dauthentic and unbiased 6 (as one
put it) , the interview transcripts should have been published alongside the report .

After all, one pointed out, 0No-one would beli eve that British gas customers had said that they
were fully satisfied with the company's service if it did its own telephone survey and then claimed
it showed that. That is why reputable companies commission market researchers to do the work,
unless it's just going to inform their own decisions and not be published. 6

Kenneway explains, 0We undertook the research as anindepende nt agency on I nTech's &b
[W]e developed and analysed the survey and conducted the telepho ne interviews and interpreted
those findings. 6

SoisTBland i nd e ptanartdleéras ear ch or gani s at itWhwantt@ emphagideet t put s
that we are a strategic marketing agency, which is more akin to business de velopment than

sal es/ promotion, 6 Welmelpecompayiesdeiverdvhattieir customers want from

them, so research is central to our work and we provide this from an independent viewpoint

helping our clients understand the reality of their market position. 6

When | asked to see the script used in the interviews Kenneway replied that they had not used a
script but a discussion document. oln the interviews, we talked to a small number of key industry
stakeholders, and not in sufficient quantity for this data to be considered quantitative , &he

e x pl a i Strptd are essential when conducting large numbers of interviews, but discussion
guides have more value when you are exploring ideas and opinions with a small group, to help
really understand moti vations within changing markets .6

Kenneway did not respond to my reque st to have sight of the online survey.

When | put to Rylett some of the concerns about the survey aired by OA advocates she replied,

OTBI are a highly respected market research organisation with substantial experience and an

equally impressive track reco rd within the scientific community. Having conducted research on

behalf of the likes of the IoPP, BMJ, and Wiley -Blackwell et al, to question the validity of their

work is to question the validity of every survey they have ever done for the aforementioned

organisations fi | am quite sure that neither yourself noryourp eer s has had occasion to

| have no reasonwhatsoevert o d o u ®experfeBce, @r its track record. In asking my questions, |
was merely putting to Rylett and Kenneway some of the ¢ oncerns raised by OA advocatesin order
to clarify the situation .

What | do know isthat | n T e critio3 bave long maintained that it has a tendency to promise more
than it delivers i royalties to authors for instance ; the cessation of publication charg esfor all its
journals for instance. They also maintain that t he publisher is prone to exaggerate its
achievements. It seems they are now inclined to conclude that InTech has succumbed to the same
temptation in publicising and citing the TBI survey.
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Peer review lite ?

Harnad also believes that the TBIsurvey raises asecond, more important issue. As he putit, ol find
more serious problems with the survey itself: These were authors who had published with X
(InTech). They were recruited by ads. And they pa id to publish. Some explicitly said that it was the
pay-to-publish that they had sought, not particularly the OA. And although the respondents are
mostly solemnly bullish about peer review, the fact is that they responded to a pay -to-publish ad
from a publisher with no prior track -record fi and the peer review was lite. 0

He nc e, hitismagnder they found the result mostly good/excellent: They wanted to be
published, they paid for it, and they got it. They pay lip service to peer review, but what t hey paid
for was peer-review-liteandhigh pr obabi | ity |wofildnotbddurprsed tf 80% of thé
entire population was happy with the minimal refereeing: Their goal was to get published, and OA
was just an excuse for not publishing with more exacting journals. 6

For this reason, he says one might questi on the wider relevance of the survey data, and thu s of the
value of publishing the results, certainly under thetitte 6 Aut hor Attitudes Towards O
Publishingo.

Harnad explains, 60One could have done the same survey with other pay -to-publish with lo w or no
peer review, and found similar custome r satisfaction from the authors. But this low-e n chich&d
market of the publish -or-perish spectrum has no generalisation value for the rest. What do authors
who are trying to get high quality work in journals with high standards care about what authors who
are more interested in getting published than in quality standards have to say about their

satisfaction with the service they have paid for? 6

In other words, since the views obtained from the survey were to all intents and purposes limited to
a single publisher serving a niche market (where OA appears to be coincidental) , the relevance of
those views to the wider OA publishing market, or to scholarly publishing more generally, is
questionable.*

But is it fair to describe the peer review that InTech book chapters undergo as dlite 6? Rylett would
presumably di sagr ee. she safsgsonidely regaeled as onesof/the enast
credibleand comprehensive by our editors and authors. o6

It is, however, unclear that book chapters go through a process one would recognise as classic peer

review. As mentioned earlier , for instance , there does not appear to be any external review. And,

as we have sen, there have been a number of problems with InTech chapters, both historically and

more recently . Moreover, it seems that this is not just a question of the quality of the tex t, but

sometimes of the underlying science too. Commenting on the nanotubes example cited above, for

instance, one researcher emailed me, 0 | am not a specialist in nanotubes
fishy to me! | think, the author is too heavily citing  non-occidental sources and mixing nano-apples

withmicro-or anges. 6

In fact, we need do no morethan reads ome of t he comment stocondudedhati n TBI &8s
I n T e cehidivsprocessis lite. O ne commented, oOverall experience is good, however, as the

chapterauthor | did not obtain any feedback on my submissi |

Another said, If there would be a review process, the writing process would be more natural and
the chapter could be improved. 6

B Clearly, not all InTech authors are looking for minimal refereeing, or that they necessarily get it. But as
Katkov points out, as InTech’s process currently operates it appears that the thoroughness or laxness of the
reviewing depends entirely on the relative conscientiousness of the editor. And there appears to be no
external reviewing of book chapters in order to ensure quality control.

" Beyond learning that Biomed Central is the OA publisher respondents were most familiar with, and that
their peers and colleagues are the most important influencers when respondents are deciding where to
publish, we discover very little about the wider OA or scholarly publishing market.
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However, we should point out the report adds that after reading these comments InTech made

somechanges0 Ther e was <clear feedback from thewasoot vey that
felt to be.it states.foiBcaisantiits feédback, InTech completely revised its approach to

peer review to give mor e in-depth feedback to authors, who clearly place a high value on

publishers providing peer review as part of the core

Some would doubtless point out that peer review has always implied as much.

Inresponsetos ¢ i e n trificisn & e nanotubes example cited above ( here and here), Rylett

s a i @learlytno publisher likes to hear suc h views and it is extremely disappointing to receive such
harsh criticism and we wholehearted agree that this is unacceptable. And that is precisely what we
are seeking to address with the new systems of checks and balances that are currently being
implemented. 6

Sh e a &ve kaye Ggince my tenure with the company commenced i introduced a number of
initiatives that are already making a positive impact in the way that we operate not only as a
business but also as an overall service provider for authors an d editors within the academic
community. 6

It does seem regrettable , however, that these issues are only being addressed now, some seven

years after the company was founded, and eighteen months after Lazinica described t he publ i sher
peer review processtomeasits 0 Achi |l Il es heel 6.
Niche

However, it would be wrong to say that we learn nothing particularly useful from the TBI survey.

The implication of what Harnad says would seem to be that those researchers who respond to

| n T e ermad isvitation sdo sobecause, intoday 6 s Opubl i sh or ,pgheyareshdéd enviro
under such pressure to publish that fi regardless of the quality of the publication f they are willing

to pay to publish in order to demonstrate to their institutions that their work has been published in

a peer-reviewed book. The stakes are high because if they cannot show that they have been

published they may not get tenure or promotion. As such, p ublication is all, and whether their work

is actually read by anyone is beside the point.

But even if that is correct in some instances, it might be wrong to assume that itis only lazy or

lacklustre researchers who choosethe lite pay-to-publishroute. Per haps | nTechds niche 1
not so much one catering to the needs of researchers seeking to avoid more exacting journals, but

those disenfranchised from mainstream scientific discourse.

The TBI report, for instance, sugges basedinlevdlopitghe maj or
countries, or are otherwise outside the mainstream. The cou ntry with the highest number of

respondents, for instance, was China (8.3%); and amongst the other ten most common countries of

origin were Brazil, Turkey, India, Poland and Iran. *°

In other words, itis researchers based in the developing world who know that they will be rejected

out of hand by the traditional scholarly communication system fi either because of where t hey are
based, the quality of their written English , or bot h i who turn to InTech *°.

When | askedKatkov if his book would be copyedited, her e p | i &yby undodbtedly know, many

Gstandard® s u b s dournhagistdo netraccept articles in poor English and they do not help improve

them,but just point researcher s Thos,teexagse basidally donttdp ol i sher €
copy editing work! That is why, foreigners often must include an English-native co-author fi just to

get their paper accepted! And that is why scientific journals are dominated by  those who are

B Responses also included seven participants from Azerbaijan, 8 from Ethiopia, 4 from Iceland, 29 from
Morocco, 5 from Puerto Rico.

® One country not even mentioned in the TBI list of countries that InTech researchers come from is the UK —
the mother of all English-speaking countries.
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proficient in English, good science is often hidden in poor English and manuscripts are rejected
outright. Itisa bigpr obl em. 6

For this reason, he said, Issue 2 of his book will allow, 6 Rel ati vely unknown authors
geographical backgrounds to publish good sciencethat they would have probably not have gotten
printed f or several years in 6peer reviewedd journals. o

The fact is, h e added, 0You can find good and solid stuff in InTech and terrible baloney in Nature or
Cell. Itis better to allow 15 baloneys to be published than missonegood and i nnovative papel

In this light, one could argue that InTech is providing a valuable service for those who are currently
excluded from mainstream science . And we could expect that these authors would express
satisfaction with what they are getting for their money.

However, in wanting to up its game InTech is perhaps present ed with a dilemma. If it insists that
authors use its in-house English proofreading service it could disenfranchise its existing customer
base. If authors are told that they have to pay to improve their Engli sh, after all, then might they
not prefer to go to a publisher with a better brand; a publisher like  Springer for instance fi which,
as it happens, is currently extending the services it offers its international authors ?

If, on the other hand, InTech tells authors that the proofreading service remains o ptional (which
appearstobe i mpl i ed i n Kat k owmil fresummakelynemtikue jo publiste poor guiality
books, and so continue to face criticism. *’

Rylett insists that InTech is now committed to improvi ng the quality of its products and services,
and it will clearly need to do this if it is to be accepted by its peers, and by the wider research
community. But mig ht there be a price in doing so?

Opening up a dialogue

What is not in doubt is that InTech hasshown itself to be very successful at s elling its pay-to-

publish service to researchers. This year alone, says Rylett, it expects to publish around 1,000

books, and it anticipate s similar volumes in 2012. If the average book contains 30 chapters, we are

talking about 30,000 authors ayear i makingGr eenber gdso€al ol katidoklikear ni ngs
a significant understatement, rather than an exaggeration . Even if the number were lower than

that, and even allowing for 1,000 waivers a year, InTech would seem to have a very profitable

business.

If it wants to be embraced by the wider research community , however, InTech will need to improve
its image. And that will mean being more transparent, and more communicative. Here too,
however, there are signs of movement.

InJuly,lemai | ed Katafina tokréci® to ask if she could set up a new interview for me
with a senior InTech executive . She agreed, replying, 61 coul d pr e pbarbackgounthe sor t
paperi n August for you to help your question choices. 6

On 18" August, | received another email from her saying,61 am sorry for my | ate rej
discussing your proposition with my superiors and they have decided not to give an interview. |
hope this isn'"t much of a disappointment. o

| replied that it was not so much a disappointing decision but a regrettable one, since 0olt sends out
the wrong message altogether. 6

7 We could note that the two book descriptions cited above come from books published this month,
presumably after the proofreading service was introduced.
1 Community Manager, Open Access Advocate

14| The OA Interviews: InTech’s Nicola Rylett


http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2011-10/s-sei101911.php
https://plus.google.com/109367470686180105438/posts

A month or so later, | noticed a new link coming in to my site from a blog called Gavia Libraria (aka
The Library Loon). This wasfrom a post criticising The Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources
Coalition (SPARZfor inviting | nTechtobe a 6 Ch a mp i o n 60penfccess \Waek GAHY. *°

SPARCwe should note, is the leading OA advocacy group, and Open Access Week isnow a

highpoint i n the OA calendar.  OAW i s a SPARC initiative, inspired by
who thought it would be a good idea to have a day devoted to educati ng their campuses about

Op en A cexecstige,ditector of SPARC Heather Josephe x p| ai n e dTheidea proged 0

quite popular, and over time, the community requested that it be extendedt 0 a week to allow all

geographic regions a chance to fully participate, and to allow speakers who are i n demand to cover

more ground. 0

As such, sponsoring OAWis a great publicity opportunity f or any ambitious OA publisher. The author
of the Gavia Libraria blog, however, clearly disapproved of SPARGCin effect) endorsing InTech by
embracing it as a.@eleomponden dnhappilyounetherrOA Week will even
survive if takingmoney f r om I nTech becomes a scandal 6.

As it happens, the InTech logo was subsequently taken down from the OAW page. When | asked
Josephwhy she replied, 0This is the first year we are experimenting with sponsorships, and we ar e
actively refining our policy. A recent addition to SPARC's sponsorship policy requires OA publghers
who wish to provide sponsorship be members of OASPA.Upon realising that InTech was not yet a
member of that organi sation, SPARC made the decision to refund InTech's sponseship contribution
to OA week. 6

I n the hope of getti n@odidcisidnel erhales Lovrece again. ShortlyS P A R

afterwards |received areply from Rylett. 61 am t he new Marketing Director f
recently arrived to my role from the UK where | have been working in the publishing industry for

over 12 years. Working with some of the STM publishers you may know, such as the IOP Publishing

andtheBr i ti sh Medical Journal Group. O

Sheadded,0 Kat arina has been updating me on the conversat.|
speak frequently. She mentioned that In Tech has not been the best at keeping communication

channels open and that you may feel like we didn't want to speak to you or hold an interview. | do

hope we can change that perception. 6

So | emailed over some questions, and the foll owing Q&A interview w ith Rylett is the result.

The challenge

What do we learn from all this? We learn that InTech has a somewhat checkered past, but that it
now appears keento up its game and join the mainstream publishing community . As Rylett puts it,
0 T]here are things th at we have got wrong and we admi it that ch anges need to be made, hence,
the reason why myself and a number of other experienced publishing professionals are coming on
board to help us address and rectify such issues.6

Undoubtedly, we should give the company the benefit of the doubt , and we should assume that it
will rehabilitate itself  successfully. But we should not forget that it hasadopted a number of
different guises over the past seven years, and assumed avariety of different na mes fi including I-
Tech Education and Publishing, I-Tech, In-Tech, In Teh, Sciyo and InTech.

The key issue is whether the promised changeswill prove to be superficial or substantial changes
By the time you read this, for instance, it is likely that  InTech will have launched its new web site
(as promised by Rylett), and the public image it will be presenting may have changed again. (In
fact, small ¢ hanges have been madeto the web site while | have writing this ). But will the
underlying services, business processes and markeing activities of the publisher have changedtoo?

9 Reported by Lovrecic here
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Clearly one error InTech could make is to assume that it is enough to unleash on the world a
plethora o f upbeat PR messagesnd self-serving surveys, but omit to undertake the hard work
necessal to improv e its products, and to make the way i t markets its services to scientists more
acceptable.

Quality issues aside, for instance, it is not clear that InTech plans to cease bombarding researchers
with unwanted email invitations. Rylett points out that InTech now gets a lot of repeat business,
and stresses that its customer database consists of 130,000 researchers. The implication,
presumably, is that most of those contacted in the future will be existing customers, or researchers
who have opted into receivin g marketing messages from the publisher .

On the other hand, | n T e ¢ h duwgesistha the company is still actively t r awl i ng opublicly
avail abl e idaderad targee rred customers. We shall have to see if the complaints about

multiple unwanted invitations die away. As we saw, one researcher reported receiving five

different email invita tions last year.

Moreover, InTech may not be targeting researchers any more accurately today than it was in the

past. Last month, for instance, an Oslo-basedr e sear cher cont abavereceivececant o s avy,
invitation to publish a chapter with In Tech and the name Aleksanda Lazinica surfaced. | did take

the invitation seriously but, as the persons on your blog, | was rather re luctant since | did not

recognise any of the names they referred to within my area of work. 6

In conclusion, InTech has established a very profitable market for itself . Today it describes itself fi

not unfairly i asot he worgedsdts dmpen access b olsdkbuilpup lakubsahtialr 6 . It
customer base of researchers. However, itis still by no means certain that it provides good value

for money, either for authors themselves, or indeed for the taxpayer fi since we can assume that

most authors pay their APCs with public money. As such, the taxpayer is an indirect customer in the

transaction. Would members of the public be happy to see their tax dollars spent on a plethora of

poor quality books?

Because of these continuing c oncerns about the value for money InTech provides, and the concerns
about its marketing activities, the publisher has struggled to win acceptance from the wider
research community, from other publishers, and from the OA movement

Consequently, if it wants to be accepted by these communities it wi Il need to convince industry

bodies like OASPA thatit is a professional publisher able to deliver consistently high quality

outputs, and at an acceptable price . Asthe TBI report itself pointsout, 0 Est abl i shed bodi es
Open Access Scholarly Publibers Association (OASPA) and Open Access Publishing in Europe

Networks (OAPEN) will be important for vetting an d verifying organisations offering OA ser vi ces . 0

In other words, if InTech wants to join the publishing establishment it will need to demonstrate to
OASPAabove all, that things have changed, and that they have changed substantially rather than
superficially .?°

The challenge that InTech posesfor OASPAi and for the OA movement at large fi is that for the
last fifteen years or so OA advocates havebeen repeating ad nauseam that OA implies no
diminution in the quality of published research. Critics, however, argue that InTech has
demonstrated quite the reverse. InTech is going to have to convince its critics either that this is not
the case, or that itis no longer the case.

The problem may be that the particular niche InTech has created for itself, and the  modus
operandi it has built around that niche , may make it very hard for the company to up its game
without eroding its customer base.

2% Of course, this still leaves the problem that Katkov refers to: scientists in the developing world with good
science to report, but little or no knowledge of English, and no funds to pay for an English proofreading
service. However, this is an issue best discussed elsewhere, and it is far from clear that the InTech solution is
the best approach.
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The Inter view

Nicola Rylett

RP: Can you start by saying who you are, and  what your role at InTech is?
NR: | am the Marketing Director at InTech .

RP: Who are the senior management team today?

NR: Aleksandar Lazinica and Vedran Kordic are the co-founders of InTech, they currently hold CEO
and COO positions.

The continued growth of the company in recent months has facilitated the need for us to recruit
additional staff with extensive publishing experience gained across Europe to fill an increasing
number of middle and senior management roles.

We will be announcing these new appointments and the new structure of the management team to
the respective media within the next few weeks.

RP: | believe the company was originally  called I-Tech, or I-Tech Education and Publishing
Later it was called In -Tech, an d in November 2009 it was renamed Sciyo. As the 2009 release

put it, O0The company ownership and management remain
website, intec hweb.org has been transferred to the new domain sciyo.com where the new
content wildl b e g i nTodaythelt@mpanyw lisIcadllesi m€edh. What is the

relationship between Sciyo and InTech?

NR: Scyio and InTech arefi and have always beenfi two very distinct entities unto themselves.
Sciyo is no longer an active company and | can confirm that titles published by Scyio have now been
transferred to InTechOpen, our open -access reading platform.

RP: You say that Lazinica and Kordic are co -founders of In Tech, and that Sciyo and InTech

are two very distinctive entities.  As | understand it, t hese same people are the co-founders of
Sciyo, which is still registered atthe  Croatian Companies House . When you say that Sciyo is
no longer active | assume you mean that it is no longer trading? If so, can you say when the

last accounts were filed?

NR: Sciyo is not actively trading at present. As previously explained, InTech re -branded itself as
Sciyo before being reverted to its original name. We have retained ownership of the Sciyo name
and kept the company listed for possible future projects.

RP: Soin effect the company has gone back to using the InTech name,  although now without a
hyphen. In the Croatian Companies House | note the name is spelt with a space (In Tech) . Why
all these name variations and rebrandings ?

NR: The rebranding of InTech to Sciyo was reflective of the way in which the company had
developed during its first five years in operation. By the end of 2009, InTech was already publishing
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up to 200 books a year and we wanted a name that reflected not only the company we had
become, but also the one we wanted to be in the fut ure. However, we had underestimated the
power and esteem associated with the InTech brand and as a result we took the conscious decision
to revert back to InTech.

The I-Tech change waslittle more than a technical detail: InTech was originally formed in A ustria
and registered with the Austrian equivalent of Companies House, under the name "I -Tech". And
since we relocated and based our Head Office here in Croatia, the company became registered as
"In Tech" fi the variation between "In Tech" and "I -Tech" being that any company registered with
the Croatian authorities must comply with the national Chamber of Commerce company naming
regulations which stipulate that a name must be both Latin or Croatian compatible.

Peer review and spam

RP:In 2010, Idid ani nterview with Lazinica, who then described himself as the CEO of Sciyo.

One of the issues we discussed w as peer review. In th e interview Lazinica said of peer review,

OWhat is the purpose of such reviews, other than to be seen to be abiding by some formal

regulations? Scientific publishing today is still at the same level as it was in the 19th century,

with journals and the review process still the main parts of it. After more than 100 years, |

believe it's time to move on and apply new mechanisms. Readers ar e the ones who should
review the article by reading it pasition oopeeréevidwd t hat

NR: What Lazinica was talking about was his personal perception of how the peer review model
could possibly evolve over the long term. The company's view, however, is that peer review
remains an integral and vital part of the entire process within the open access publishing industry.

And as a leading player within this field, InTech's peer review system is widely regarded as one of
the most credible and comprehensive by our editors and authors. We are committed to ensuring
that we continue to serve the scientific comm unity in the best possible way .

RP: Another thing I discussed with Lazinica was the frequent complaints that the company was

spamming researchers with invitat  ions to contribute book chapters. Lazinica told me that he

did not consider it to be an issue implying , | assumed, that he did not believe there was
anything wrong in spammin g.He sai d, 01 believe t hbadgeaesti on of

st

spa

i mportance and weight some years ago, but not today,

that still the view the company takes?

NR: We have around 130,000 InTechpublished authors on our database who specialise in nine
specific fields, with o ver 20,000 authored articles p ublished in 2011 alone. Lazinica's comments
regarding the issue of spamming were evidently taken out of context and perhaps lost in
translation.

He was commenting that while spamming may have been prevalent across the publis hing industry
(not InTech) as a whole some time ago, it appears that the industry has done much to eradicate the
issue to the extent that today spamming is less of a concern.

RP: | ask about spamming because | had a researcher email me a few weeks ago tosay, Ol am
originally from Croatia, doing PhD in US now. My boyfriend got an invitation email from them,
and almost started to write the chapter. But he was suspicious because he is usually getting

the invitations | ike this dsoundslikédpgmtdmeo;andtmiget edi t or .

seem to explain why many researchers have a somewhat negative view of the company .
Would you agree?

NR: We have recently commissioned an independent market research organisation to undertake a
survey among 8,000 of our published authors to gauge their opinion of InTech and the processes
that we operate. And the results were overwhelmingly positive, with 81% of respondents rating
their publishing experience as either 'excellent' or 'good'; thereby, suggesting that had spamming
been an issue, these results would be markedly different.

18| The OA Interviews: InTech’s Nicola Rylett


http://www.intechweb.org/author-attitudes-towards-open-access-publishing.html

The views of a single researcher are not and cannot be considered to be representative of an
industry of researchers or other academics. And with regard to your comment that "he is usually
getting the invitati ons like this from the editor" f InTech has Publishing Process Managers who act
as an authors' primary point of contact, providing them with  on-going support during every stage of
their writing career with us.

While most of our competitors will use their editor's contact details as a first point of reference, we
provide an extensive level of service for each and every author with whom we work and  for this
reason, our Publishing Process Managers act as a single point of contact during this working
relationship which, as feedback from our authors suggests, is a more effective and personable way
of working.

RP: The same researcher subsequently told me that an enquiry about InTech had been placed
with the Croatian competition authority . Can you say whether InTech has been contacted by
this agency?

NR: This is something that we are unaware of and we can confirm that we have received no
correspondence from the Croatian competition authority.

We would be very grateful if you or the researcher you spoke to would provide us with exact details
of where they obtained this information so that we can take stepsto  ensure that this
misinformation is removed with immediate effect. Thank you for bringing this to our attention.

RP: Actually, the information was provided to me by email. | dondt know wheat her it
published anywhere. But can we discuss the survey you cite . This was outsourced to TBI who,
the author of the resulting report tells me, emailed 25,000 authors from you r author

database. Of those 25,000, only 8,105  (32%) responded, and only 4,692 (58%) completed the
survey. These data are in the report. What the r eport does not say is that only 5,167
completed the section about InTech. Of those, 4,233 said that InTech's services were 'good' or
‘excellent’. Do you think that the report should have adjusted the percentage you cited to
account for the fact that  only 63% of the participants in the survey responded to the

questions about InTech?

| also understand that the telephone interviews were conducted by TBIl itself, and that no
script was used for the interviews undertaken , merely a discussion guide. It has been pointed
out to me that no one would believe that British gas customers had said that they were fully
satisfied with the company's service if it did its own telephone survey . TBI describes itself
not as a profe ssional market research company, by the way, but a sales and marketing
services company . Since it was paid by InTech in this capacity, s hould we not be sceptical
about th e survey?

NR: TBI are a highly respected market research organi sation with substantial experience and an
equally impressive track record within the scientific community. Having conducted research on
behalf of the likes of the IoPP, BMJ, and Wiley -Blackwell et al, to question the validity of their
work is to question the validity of every survey they have ever done for the  aforementio ned
organisations fi | am quite sure that neither yourself nor your peers has had occasion to do so.

As with the majority of research organi sations throughout the UK a nd beyond, TBI invariably utilis e
both internal and external resources to conductthea ct ual i nterviews with t
r

he pr
the streetd6 and the processes involved when working

(
in (o
As such, their work for InTech, along with their work for other organi  sations within our sector , is
beyond reproach and | feel that this line of questioning from yourself could be perceived as little
more than an attempt to a) undermine a valid piece of research from a highly respected
consultancy, and b) undermine the efforts that InTech are making to extol the somewhat 'ne  gative'
fi as you putit A perception of our org anisation.

| understand that Melissa from TBI has also been liaising with you on this matter and | trust that
between the two of us we have been able to relay your concerns i in particular your question
relating to whether we agree or disagree with the percentage stated in the research which, in our
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view, is clear and speaks for itself. However, if this is not the case then | am unclear as to what we
can possibly do to rectify that situation as we have had a perfectly valid piece of independent
research conducted on our behalf which you feel is not credible in its own right A one wonders if
our contemporaries at other leading publishing houses would agree or disagree.

Royalties and APCs

RP: | cannot know wha t other publishers might say , but| can tell you that at least two leading
OA advocates have indicated to me that they find the survey to be problematic. However, to
returnto my 2010 interview with Lazinica: Th e interview was sparked by a press release |
received fro m the company in December 2009 . This said that , henceforth, royalties would be
paid to authors based on download counts . (It was also reported here and here). When | sent
the text of the interview to Lazin ica priorto publicaton, he email ed back to say, 0
that you publish this interview, but in a hope that you will be willing to write about Sciyo in
couple of months again when first paid downloads would start and new functions would be

i nv ol Wy idtendew with youis alate response to that invitation. C  an you therefore
update me on how the ro yalty programme is going , and how much money has been paid out to
authors in royalties  to date ?

NR: Details regarding royalties and any compensation are a confidential matter for both InTech and
its authors and we reserve the right not to disclose such d etails.

RP: So | am clear, are you saying that InTech is not prepared to say whether it has paid out
any royalties to any of its authors, or to give me a total figure on how much has been paid out
since 2010 without naming any authors ?

NR: Having worked in the publishing industry for a number of years with some of the industry's
leading STM publishing houses, it has been my experience that information of this type is normally a
confidential matter between the publisher and editor/author concerned.

RP: IsInTech willing to say how much it earns on a book project, and  what its total revenues
and outgoings were for the last two years?

NR: We are currently in the process of developing our new -look website which is due for launch in

the near future. The site will reflect the growth of the company and move us towards a greater

degree of transparency, where information of this typ
competitive advantage) will become widely available and in the public domain.

RP:In the 2010 interview Lazinica also told me that the company planned to abandon article

processing charges. As he put it OWe are currently considerin
article processing charges and once we are positive that we can secure the long term

sustainability of our publications through alternative sources, we will be making the next

step. We strongly believe that the APC has no future. So this is a transition model from

subscription -based t o fr ee \Whatidthe cuareni state of pldy on this ?

NR: We maintain our viewpoint on this. However, it is important to understand that the fee we

charge asan APC for all new authors is i in our view fi considerably more extensive in terms of
what a prospective author receives in return on their inve stment. It provides them with a dedicated
team of editorial, marketing, publishing, distribution and public relations professionals with

extensive industry experience having helped over 25,000 authors publish in excess of 900 books and

journals to date.

Furthermore, we have recently introduced an in -house English proofreading service; we distribute
hard copies of each publication to each and every author as a standard part of the overall service
that we provide to all authors. Delivered via DHL's premium express delivery complete with
tracking code, InTech ensures that our authors not only receive a copy of their book but also that it
is delivered personally to them immediately upon publication.
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| believe we are the only Open Access publisher to do so; and our emphasis on quality is manifested
in the fact that we remain one of a minority of industry -wide publishers who produce full process
colour publications for the medical sector. So as you can see, InTech continues to go above and
beyond the industry standards.

RP: Lazinica went on to say to me, 0As of the beginning of this year, all our journals operate
on a 'free for all' basis i both for the authors and the readers. In 2010, therefore, the

journals will be subsidised from the article processing char ges levied on our books." He later
explained that ofr ee f othereare hofpublicatipnechangesdonjournalh at o
articles, and no journal subscriptions. 6 What you are saying, Il wabki nk, is

later reversed. How much does In Tech charge to publish today?

NR: The APC that authors pay for books is currently 590Euros per chapter, and for j ournals the

figure is 840Euros. Of particular note is that for the academic year 2010 -2011, we sponsored around

1,000 book chapters by waiving the APC altogether and currently 2 of our 7 Journals are
all 6.

RP: Can you given put me in touch with four or five authors of book chapters that have been
given waivers by InTech?

NR: We have no objection to this whatsoever and we have alrea dy contacted a number of authors

with this request and await their response. Once we have their permission we will gladly forward
their contact details to you.

Unacceptable

RP: You said that you have introduced an in -house English proofreading service. | would like
to draw your attention  to the first two pages ( here and here) of an introduction to a book

chapter published by InTech that | chose at random. | asked a number of researchers to
comment on its quality . The firstone responded, 01 s t hi sompudeadgenerated context
freegrammar? 6 The second one said, 0l t &eadeThasbaehanywhdrdbi sh. No

near it. They should be utterly ashamed of themselves. The whole thing makes me almost love
El sevi er a fihk bddkin questiodwas published by In Tech last year. Do you think the
quality of that chapter  is acceptable? How can InTech justify charging an APC for this?

NR: Clearly no publisher likes to hear such views and it is extremely disappointing to receive such
harsh criticism a nd we wholehearted agree that this is unacceptable. And that is precisely what we
are seeking to address with the new systems of checks and balances that are currently being
implemented.

However, the very fact that many of our authors who we deal with wo  rk with us on a repeat basis,
highlights the point that our publications and overall service levels are regarded in high esteem by
an impressive number of notable academics.

While the question of our imposing an APC remains valid, it is important to empha sise that an APC
from an InTech perspective goes above and beyond the levels of service within our industry. Ou r
focus remains on our authors i with each one we work with assigned a dedicated Publishing Process
Manager who will support them during each sta ge of the process, from initial contact to publication
and eventually post -publication. So yes, to answer your question, we are justified in imposing the
APC.

RP: InTech was founded seven years ago. Should not the company have resolved quality issues
li ke the one | pointed out to you long ago  ?

NR: The recent results of the survey conducted by TBI demonstrate that we are indeed getting most
things right. That said, there are things that we have got wrong and we admit that changes need to
be made; hence, the reason why myself and a number of other experienced publishing professionals
are coming on board to help us address and rectify such issues.
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But as with any organisation, there is always room for improvement and our commitment to
ensuring that we pro vide the best service to all of our stakeholders is manifested in the very fact
that we have commissioned TBI to conduct further research on our behalf i the results of which
will invariably determine the next stage in our continued development.

RP: Canyou name someof | nTech&s mor eauthorse st i gi ous

NR: As you are no doubt aware, Aleksandar is a robotics engineer and his penchant for his subject is
reflected in the number of books on the subject since InTech first began and notable  authors with
whom we have worked.

Of particular note is Professor Hiroshi Ishiguro. Author of nine InTech books, Professor Ishiguro is
one of the most recognised and revered robo tics engineers in the world, as testified in a recent BBC
News report. Indeed, in the BBC report, 3 of the 5 scientists fea tured are all InTech -published
authors. ?*

Another jewel within InTech's proverbial crown is Speech Recognition Technologies & Applications
(2008), by Mihelin, F and Hibert J. This text has bee
title for use by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in the US.

Furthermore, in 2006 InTech was approached by Issa Nesnas of the JetPropulsion Laboratory at the
National Space Agency (NASA) to produce a bespoke Journal on advanced robotic systemdi this
was soon followed by a second volume a year later.

So as you can see, while there may be derogatory comments in the public domain pertaining to the
quality and standards of some of our publications, there is a plethora of highly regarded and well -
respected titles within our portfolio that it is important to never lose sight of.

RP: How many books a year is InTech currently publishing, and what growth rate a re you
experiencing?

NR: Within the last year alone InTech has moved from being an up -and-coming publishing house
with a modest workforce to becoming arguably one of the fastest growing publishers in Europe. In
2011 alone, we are on target to have publish ed in the region of 1,000 books fi the highest number
since the company formed, and we anticipate similar volumes in 2012.

RP: What would you say was InTech's USP? What makes it stand out from the crowd?

NR: Firstly, our relationshi p does not end upon publication of an authors' work, it continues
indefinitely thereafter with continued PR and Marketing support often continuing several months
and years post-publication.

Secondly, is the author experience itself. From the genesis of our working relationshi p, our authors
work closely with their Publishing Process Manager at every stage of the process and act as a single
point of contact, unlike the majority of publishers who generally have a number of different

contacts who they deal with regarding various a spects of their work.

RP: To go back once more to the 2010 interview . After the interview was finished both
Lazinica and | received an email from Caroline Sutton of the Open Access Scholarly Publishers
Association ( OASPA. In that email Sutton said, amo ngst other things, that  as a result of
Lazinica informing her that InTech and Sciyo were not the same company (as she had been led
to believe) , it would be necessary for the company to re -apply for membership. Subsequently

it seems that both companies were  removed from the OASPA membership list and | understand
that you never did reapply for m embership of OASPA. Can you confirm that that is so, and  say
why you did not re -apply?

2 Blogged here.
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NR:As you can imagine I nTech took OASPAéandthe o mments and
company has spent time developing their processes and systems in preparation to re -apply for
membership.

| have recently drafted an email to Caroline Sutton on InTechds be

and discuss how to start the process of gaini ng OASPA membership once again. We would be
delighted to inform you once the process is complete and our membership has been confirmed.

Open Access Week and OASPA

RP: In August InTech blogged to say that it was sponsoring Open AccessWeek. | nTechds | ogo i
no longer on the Open Access Weekweb page. Is that right ?

NR: InTech has been working in collaboration with the organisers of Open Access Week for some
time. And in August, we were delighted to formally sign a contract and announce fi in conjunction
with SPARCH that we weretobethe sponsors for this yeards event .

A recent addition to SPARCS sponsorship policy requires OA publishers whowish to provide
sponsorship to be members of OASPA. Upon realising thatinTech was not yet a member of that
organisation, SPARC made the decisionto refund InTech's sponsorship. SPARC confirmed that if the
InTech membership status with OASPA changes, they will of course revisit this decision.

At InTech we are still very committed to Open Access Week, and as such we are currently in
discussions to find a suitable, more practical alternative way to support orga nisations and
individuals to participate in this key event.

RP: In late August, | noticed this critical post _ on the Gavia Libraria _ blog. | wo nder if you could
comment on it. It would appear that some OA advocates do not believe that SPARC should be
accepting sponsorship money from InTech?

NR: InTech has no influence over individual opinion f regardless of whether it is expressed via
social media channels such as blogs or within the increasingly growing number of online forums.

InTech has had a long-standing relationship with OASPA, and as mentioned in my previous answer,
we were at the time delighted to formally announce our sponsorship of OA week with SPARC. We
anticipate these relationships will continue to  develop in the foreseeable future.

RP: Why do you think there is still so much suspicion about InTech amongst researchers? What
can it do to allay this suspicion, and what does it need to d o to be re -admitted to OASPA?

NR: | think it is fair to say that much of this is borne out of the fact that we have not been as pro -
active as perhaps we could have been over the last few years with regard to addressing particular
concerns within the publi ¢ domain. However, we are moving towards a greater degree of
transparency.

We havei since my tenure with the company commenced fi introduced a number of initiatives
that are already making a positive impact in the way that we operate not only as a busine  ss but
also as an overall service provider for authors and editors wit hin the academic community.

Our primary objective for resuming our relationship with OASPA is that as one of the founding
partners for the association and an innovative company, we beli eve that we can add value to its
members. By collaborating with one another, we can take the standards within the open access
industry to a whole new level.

RP: What new initiatives can we expect to see from the company in the next twelve months?

2 Perhaps this refers to SHOW.
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NR: The objective for 2011/12 is to not only consolidate our existing position but also to address
certain aspects of our operations and introduce a number of improvements that will enable us to
grow from a position of strength beyond next year.

For that reason | would like to develop this open interaction between us and | hope that we can
now move this forward and discuss some of the key projects that we are currently involved in and

share with you our development plans over the short fi and long il term.

RP: Ok, thank you for speaking to me. | look forward to talking further in the near future.

InTech Statement

In the piece, AThe OA I nterviews: I nTech's Nicola Ryl
great detail. However, despite a seriefeafjthy conversations which sought to not only address these historical

issues but also to highlight tsggnificantchanges that InTech have implemented in recent months to eradicate

said concerns, the author remains alneosirelyfocused on cases dagitvack as far as 2006. This, in our view,

is an unfair representation of where the company currently stands, and this failure to shed light on more recent

events with a balanced perspective may iiady lead the reader to a nmformedconclusion aboutinTech.

We ask that readers persist with reading this comprehensive article which concludes with the full interview that

Nicola Rylett, marketing director participatedwith Mr Poynderi here is where the balance of the article is

redressed, although it isigstionable whether the reader will continue reading by the time they reach Page 17 of

the piece.

The interview between Ms Rylett and Mr Poynder raised a number of impqatimentand extremely

interesting points that were not only relevant to InTieghalso to the wider publishingnd open access

communities. The subject of peer review remains a hot potato among industry commentators, with advocates

and critics seemingly at loggerheads over the extent to which it is enforced combined withtytgaabili

i nability) t o -sraecnraedn pbreo ctehses ftqhuaats ihel ps t o make scien
(Richard Horton, editofThe Lancétand impartial, rather than err on the side of bias.

Finally, quality is another issue that needs t@atddressed. While InTech has initiated a process of quality
review within theorganizatiorin recent months, we believe the issue of quality per se is one that should be
debated across the whole sector in the same manner that we need talelifeeigtehow we can help increase
the pace of transferrable knowledge in research globally, intradoogativeways to meet and exceed

customer requirements and expectations, and how we can maintain sustainability throughout the publishing
community.

Article response, comments addressed as follows:

The statement, AMeanwhil e it apopaltiesi somhtabhenpubliseherh
assumption made by the author and our-response should not be taken as an indication of confirmation nor
denial. This remains a confidential matter between author and publisher.

Value for money is mentioned throughout the piece and at this point, we would like to highlight the significant
differences between the article processing charges (APC) among ounpordees. PloS, for instance, levy a
¢.2,086EUR APC, Biomed charge a fee of c.1,610EUR, while InTech's APC is among the lowest in the
industry, between 590EUR for Books and 870EUR for Journals. It is also important to stipulate, as readers of
the full interviewabovewill note, that there are variations with regard to the overall service provided for authors
under the APC.

The statement, Al asked Riiveauthdars whamhadbean grameed d waiver,o uc h wi t
which she agreedtodo. Aie t i me of writing this, however, | had st
However, due to data protection protocol we can only forward author contact details upon receipt of their
confirmationthat they are willing to allows to do so. We hav@ught permission from authors and will duly

forward their information to Mr Poynder, as requested.
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The statement, A Wgpardgrdplbreaks to etimeebe mdepter ortdoublp @ c ed 20 We have
introduced paragraph indenting along with a nundfether changes to the overall layout of our books which

have already taken immediate effect, which will be evident upon publication of titles published within the

forthcoming twelve months.

The statement, AAnd here hs2@06ronfophgwedfbyg bbekspa
also want to ask why, given the undeniable difference in quality, an author would opt to pay to publish with

I nTech rather than publish without char gethavthetd h a tr aoc
company has failed to address previdissrepanciesince their airing of said example some five years ago.

This argument, in our view, héittle conviction andt would be remiss of anyone to judge a company as it is in

2011 based oasolitary example dating back to 2006.

The statement, AWhat | dolongnmmtained that it hhsaattendentylt@pomises cr i t i
more than it delivers...the publisher is pronexaggeratés achievements [and] are now inclined to conclude
that InTech has succumbed to the same temptatipanllishingpand ci ti ng the new TBI sur.\yv

own opinion and not representative of the wider community. In our interview, both Rylett and TBI demonstrated
the results of the survey in an opand transparent way and it should be noted that Mr Poynder has continued to
refute its findingswhich is his prerogative.

The statement, Ailn other words, researchers based in
of handby the traditbnal scholarlycommunication system, either because of where they are based, the quality

of their written English, or Inahelakenoracseptedaga staternentor s o w
of fact. China and others members of thecatbed BRC nations and other countries have been largely

unrepresented in the scientific publishing community, and InTech has enabled prospective authors who would
ordinarily be excluded from doing so to hateir work published and freely accessible. Languagailshnot

and will never be a barrier to becoming published with InFemloviding the quality is of the standard that we

deem as acceptable. Indeed, it should be noted that like most of our contemporaries within the wider publishing
community, we reject significant number of proposals that we are presented with due tddihgie to meet

the required standards.

The statement, iClearly one error I nTech could make i
plethora of upbeat PR messages s@lfiserving surveys, but omit to undertake the hard work necessary to
improve its products, and to make the way it marketseitgicego scientists moracceptable 6 i s 100 per ¢

true in so much that this is the approach we were to take then tfed, will invariably be the consequences of
the company's inaction. However, that is not the stance we are adopting. Moreover, as the ibemde
testify, we have already made significant strides in recent months to review all areas of thededyusi@ess
(focus on quality, customer services, external communications, etc.) and reacted accordingly which will
effectively dispel much of the criticism levied against InTecleilitycs once the seeds we havevsonow come
to fruition over the coursef the next twelve months.

The statement, fi...it is not <c¢cl ear tuhwartecemailTech pl ans
i nvitati omaggerationAnyome withr aobasg understanding of marketing could never accuse an
organizationwhich sends fewer than 5 emails over a given twelve month period of 'bombarding' the recipient.

The statement, ATodaiynfarlyil ansT efcthh e dweosrclrd 'bse sl artgseesltf open
publisher o, i s f adcdfaggrandizaerent. Whiletheream a mumbereofmher ofgen access

players within our market, their focus is overwhelmingly focused on the publication of journals, with InTech
operatingpredominatelyn books.

The concluding statement , ufrhikhe Inpechchbsicreated fordtself, andthe hat t
modus operandi it has built around that niche, may make it very hard to up its game without eroding its
customer basedo, is an unfair statement anatthwe refute
quality of both our authors and publications is-standard.
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Comment from Richard Poynder:

| appreciate that InTech took the time to speak with me in the first place, and to subsequently
respond to my introduction. Below | address those issues raised by InTech where | believe a
response is called for.

WIDER ISSUES

| agree that some of the issu es | raised in connection with InTech could usefully be viewed in the
context of the wider problems associated with the quality of published research today, peer
review, and author -pays open access publishing; and | agree that there ought to be an industry -
wide debate about this. Perhaps that is something that OASPAcould organise?

I di sagree that my introduction was oOal most entirely
For instance, | drew attention to quali ty issues connected with recently published books, including

at least two published this month (e.g. this one, and this one). Likewise, | drew attention to peer

review issues associated with a book published last year (thisbook) , and | al seownci ted | nT
survey (published in April) in which respondents repeated the same complaints made to me in 2010,

and which have been made historically about InTech. E.g. complaint s that journal articles and book

chapters published with InTech appear sometimes either be reviewed too lightly, or not reviewed

at all. As one of those cited in the TBI survey put i
writing process would be more nat ur al and the chapter could be i mpr oy
ROYALTIES

| can think of no publisher that would refuse to say whether they have ever, or do now, pay
royalties to their authors. And why would they refuse? I invite InTech/Sciyo once again to answer
the question | posed in the interview: Has it ever paid royalties to any of its authors and, if so, how
much has it paid out since 2010 (without naming any authors, or breaching any client
confidentiality)?

VALUE FOR MONEY

| agree that some Open Access publishers charge a higher APC than InTech. In light of the issues
raised, however, some might argue that there is a danger here of trying to compare apples with
oranges. It also assumes that the other OA publishers cited themselves provide value for money,
which again some might question. As such, citing what other publishers charge may be to miss the
point. The issue is this: what do authors get for their APC when they publish with InTech, and does
that represent value for money; it is not a case of making pric e comparisons with other publishers.

THE TBI SURVEY

I nTech says, ORylett and TBIlI demonstrated the results
and it should be noted that Mr Poynder has continued to refute its findings, which is his
prerogati ve. 0

| do not think it is accurate to say that | refuted the findings of the TBI survey. | aired the concerns
of some OA advocates about the wider relevance of the survey, the way in which the results had
been put into the public domain, and the select ive way in which the data had been presented.
Since | did not get answers to all my questions, | invite InTech again to address these ones:

Why did not the TBI survey state that only 5,000 of the 8,000 respondents to a survey that had
polled 25,000 researchers answered the section on InTech?

Can the online survey that was used be made public?
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RESEARCHERS FROM THE DEVELOPING WORLD

InTechsays, 0China and ot hoalledBRIGaatidne and otherfcountrreehawe o
been largely unrepresented in the scientific publishing community, and InTech has enabled
prospective authors who would ordinarily be excluded from doing so to have thei r work published

and freely accessible.6 That is exactly the point | n

is providing a valuable service for those who

REJECTION RATES

ar e cur

I nTech s ayjscta sigrifivdht @aumbee of proposals that we are presented with due to their

failure to meet the required standards. o6 | invite | nT
fi for book proposals, chapter proposals and journal articles.

SPAM

It seems to me that there are two important issues to consider with regard to email marketing.
First, the number of messages sent out and the randomness or not of the targeting. Second, the
purpose of the messages and whether or not the recipients have opted -in to receiving them. As |
under st and i t FAQithe publishertantinhesd te trawl public databases for details of
researchers, and then despatches multiple marketing emails invitin g them to buy a service from

Il nTech. It is not clear to me that al | -inttoreceiving ci pi ent s

them. It also seems that many of them will not be existing customers of InTech. If that is not
correct, perhaps InTech could clarify?

If it is correct, then | think it would be fair to say that InTech is sending out unsolicited commercial
email, and in many |l egal jurisdictions this is
law on spam is in Croatia, but | believ e the country is expected to join the European Union in 2013.

It is my understanding that Article 13 of the EU Directive on Privacy and Electronic Communications
regulates the use of email addresses for marketing purposes, and it established an opt -in regime. As
such, | am told, unsolicited emails can only be sent with the prior agreement of the recipient.

But | am not a lawyer, and | am sure that InTech has taken legal advice on this. It might, however,
be helpful if the publisher could confirm that its  email marketing activities are conformant with
Croatian law, and that they will be conformant with European law?

WORLD&6S LARGEST OPEN ACCESS BOOK PUBLI SHER

My comment regarding InTech ounfairlydé calling

subj ec

itself

publ i sher was in fact a typol! 't shoul @ nchunfaidy fir ead O0Toc

as the world's largestopenac ces s b ook hauwe bolrécteditrat. 6 . I

| assume that I nTech&6s main compe@titor in this

ool

Richard Poynder

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution -Noncommercial-No Derivative Works
2.0 UK: England & Wales License This permits you to copy and distribute it as you wish, so long as
you credit me as the author, do not alter or transform the text, and do not use it for any

commercial purpose.

If you would like to republish the interview o n a commercial basis, or have any comments on it,
please email me at richard.poynder@btinternet.com .
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