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EDITORIAL

The knowledge validation process:
the fundamental value of the scientific journal

Jorge E. Gomez-Marin,"”

This pandemic has left us great lessons regarding scien-
tific literature and the critical evaluation of knowledge'2.
Although important journals that are rigorous when valida-
ting knowledge, had resounding errors, the ultimate lesson
is that peer review is the best system, and until now the only
one, that can ensure that a research work has been carried
following scientific requirements, and as it is usually stated,
it is the least worse scientific work evaluation systems when
compared to others®>. In medicine, this is critical given the
way it affects human lives, but one should never expect this
process to be error-free; JAMA journal had an editorial with a
very telling title in this regard: “To err is human and to correct
it is divine”®.

Nor should one fall into the mistake of calling for extreme
and antagonistic measures, for example, some have propo-
sed eliminating the pre-printed bases and others the elimi-
nation of scientific journals. The truth is that the search for
a transparent, rigorous and open science has led to the de-
velopment of new strategies and the coexistence of various
scientific publication models”:

« Faced with the need for transparency, several publishers
are demanding that researchers make source databases
available®

« Faced with the need for open science, there are already
a large number of open access journals(9) and practica-
lly all publishers based on subscription systems offer the
possibility of paying for open access publications, this
leaves the possibility for researchers who do not have the
resources to pay for the high costs of open access, and
continue publishing in journals where the subscriber co-
vers the publication costs”°.

» Faced with the need for rapid dissemination of results,
there are pre-printed bases that do not affect the publi-
cation of peer-reviewed journals, likewise their potential
issues do not play-down their advantages for the pro-
gress of science and their wide and open discussion'2,

»  Faced with the need for post-publication evaluation, the-
re is already the possibility of commenting on PubMed
and systematic reviews, on the other hand, meta-analysis
can highlight the design problems and biases that stu-
dies may have'.

In other words, the scientific publication system has been able
to reinvent and restructure itself and open new possibilities for
critical review and evaluation of knowledge. Thus it is possible
to conclude that the problem is not in editorial process and
knowledge evaluation systems with its ability to find biases
and errors or fraud, rather what is critical is the ability of the
user to review the large amount of information and his/her
ability to critically analyze it?. In fact, what the current info-
demic has done is reassess the role of recognizable opinion
leaders, allow the academia to re acquire its value and reaffirm
the need to clearly identify and recognize the process of vali-
dation of scientific knowledge, where indexed scientific jour-
nals act as cornerstones. This is how this pandemic becomes a
turning point for what had been happening with information
management at a social level, and in general terms allows for
the re-recognition of the value of academic institutions.

When it comes to medicine, the real problem is the training
in critical thinking skills during the undergraduate program
and its reinforcement during clinical postgraduate studies.
These competencies should not be exclusive to medical re-
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searchers, but be essential in the training of any doctor, this
is what allows for the best clinical decisions. Any doctor must
have a comprehensive awareness of creation and validation
of scientific knowledge process'™.

The real intrinsic value of the knowledge validation process
(which at the same time must be recognized as also a social
ritual) which occurs through the submission, review, accep-
tance and publication in an indexed scientific journal, is that
this scientific knowledge does not ends with the publication,
as it is then reviewed, reevaluated, restructured resignified,
resolved or contradictions may appear. It is not sold to the
highest bidder nor does it seek profit or follow political,
social, or economic needs, because at the end of the day
it is intangible knowledge and creates a contrast empirical
knowledge, common sense, pseudoscience or quackery.
Therefore, the system must continue acting in its capacity as
a social system that validates knowledge, a continuous and
unfinished process, even when published.

This supplement presents the second edition of the consen-
sus for COVID-19 management recommendations, and re-
commendations are updated and revised' 8. This process
that stands out internationally when compared to many
other published guides because it includes the essence of
the scientific process: discussion, critical analysis, debate, re-
composition with new data and no ideological bias, becau-
se its ultimate purpose is to save human lives with the best
scientific evidence available™.

References

1. The Pandemic Claims New Victims: Prestigious Medical Journals - The
New York Times. The New York Times [Internet]. 2020 [cited 2020 Jun
28]; Available from: https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/14/health/virus-
journals.html

2. Eysenbach G. How to Fight an Infodemic: The Four Pillars of Infodemic
Management. J Med Internet Res [Internet]. 2020 Jun 29 [cited 2020
Jun  28];22(6):€21820. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pubmed/32589589

3. Paine CET, Fox CW. The effectiveness of journals as arbiters of scientific
impact. Ecol Evol. 2018 Oct 1;8(19):9566-85.

4. Bauchner H, Fontanarosa PB, Golub RM. Editorial Evaluation and Peer
Review During a Pandemic. JAMA [Internet]. 2020 Jun 26 [cited 2020
Jun 28]; Available from: https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/
fullarticle/2767892

5. Righi S, Takécs K. The miracle of peer review and development in science:
an agent-based model. Scientometrics. 2017 Oct 1;113(1):587-607.

6. Christiansen S, Flanagin A. Correcting themedical literature: "to err
is human, to correct divine” [Internet]. Vol. 318, JAMA - Journal of the
American Medical Association. American Medical Association; 2017
[cited 2020 Jun 28]. p. 804-5. Available from: https://jamanetwork.com/
journals/jama/fullarticle/2652632

7. Fiala C, Diamandis EP. The emerging landscape of scientific publishing
[Internet]. Vol. 50, Clinical Biochemistry. Elsevier Inc.; 2017 [cited 2020 Jun
28]. p. 651-5. Available from: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28434986/

8. Recommended Data Repositories | Scientific Data [Internet]. [cited
2020 Jun 28]. Available from: https://www.nature.com/sdata/policies/
repositories#general

9. Directory of Open Access Journals [Internet]. [cited 2020 Jun 28]. Available
from: https://doaj.org/

10. Misra DP, Ravindran V. Publication models in scientific publishing: to
open or not? J R Coll Physicians Edinb [Internet]. 2020 Jun [cited 2020 Jun
28];50(2):112-3. Available from: https://www.rcpe.ac.uk/college/journal/
publication-models-scientific-publishing-open-or-not

ASOCIACION COLOMBIANA DE INFECTOLOGIA |

Pulverer B, Lemberger T. Peer Review beyond Journals. EMBO J. 2019 Dec
2:38(23).

Fry NK, Marshal H, Mellins-Cohen T. In praise of preprints. Vol. 5, Microbial
Genomics. Microbiology Society; 2019.

Barz DL, Achimas-Cadariu A. The development of scientific reasoning in
medical education: a psychological perspective. Clujul Med [Internet].
2016 Feb 2 [cited 2017 Mar 17];89(1):32—7. Available from: http://www.
clujulmedical.umfcluj.ro/index.php/cjmed/article/view/530

Schmidt HG, Mamede S. How to improve the teaching of clinical
reasoning: a narrative review and a proposal. Med Educ [Internet]. 2015
Oct [cited 2017 Mar 171;49(10):961-73. Available from: http://doi.wiley.
com/10.1111/medu.12775

Saavedra-Trujillo CH. Consenso colombiano de atencién, diagndstico y
manejo de la infeccion por SARS-COV-2/COVID 19 en establecimientos
de atencién de la salud. Recomendaciones basadas en consenso de
expertos e informadas en la evidencia. Infectio. 2020 Mar 26;24(3):1.
Saavedra-Trujillo CH. SECCION IV. Diagnéstico de los casos de infeccién
por SARS-CoV-2/COVID-19. Infectio. 2020 Jun 11;24(3).

Saavedra-Trujillo CH. SECCION V. Manejo del paciente con infeccion por
SARS-CoV-2/COVID-19. Infectio. 2020;24(3).

Saavedra-Trujillo CH. SECCION VII. Poblacion pediatrica. Infectio.
2020;24(3).

Gomez J, Saavedra C, Alvarez C. Rapid response to: Scope, quality, and
inclusivity of clinical guidelines produced early in the covid-19 pandemic:
rapid review, the Colombian ACIN Guidelines for COVID19. BMJ [Internet].
2020 Jun 12 [cited 2020 Jun 28];m2371. Available from: http://www.bm,j.
com/lookup/doi/10.1136/bmj.m2371



