	Mediterranean Journal 
of Clinical Psychology

ISSN 2282-1619
	[image: ]




[bookmark: _Hlk33289512]MJCP|11, 3, 2023	Emanuele Maria Merlo

MJCP|11, 3, 2023	Burnout in training health professionals
	Volume 11, n 3, 2023

	Editorial

	On Originality and Advancement of Editing in the Clinical Psychological Field 

	Emanuele Maria Merlo 1 

	1 Department of Biomedical and Dental Sciences and Morphofunctional Imaging, University of
Messina, Messina, Italy 
E-mail corresponding author: emerlo@unime.it 

	[image: ]
	Keywords:
Clinical Psychology; Editing; Originality; Psychological Field; Scientific advancement.

Citation: Merlo E.M. (2023). On Originality and Advancement of Editing in the Clinical Psychological Field. Mediterranean Journal of Clinical Psychology 11(3). 
https://doi.org/10.13129/2282-1619/mjcp-3952 



The commitment and role of clinical psychology refers to various fields of scientific interest. There is a growing interest in clinical psychology in the field of patient care, with particular reference to those domains where the aetiology is partly or entirely of a psychological nature (Baker et al., 2008; Barchetta et al., 2021; Caputo et al., 2022; Christensen & Ehlers, 2002; Conversano, 2019; Hajcak & Klawohn, 2019; levine et al., 2021; Ricciardi et al., 2023; Silvestro et al., 2023; Vita et al., 2023). In this sense, it is possible to observe how the advancement of diagnostic techniques and the irreplaceable clinical relationship with the patient constitute strong points, for example referring to recent pandemic experience (Bochicchio et al., 2023; Boden et al., 2021; Gruber, 2021). This evolution is due both to the clinic itself and to the research processes. These processes play a fundamental role for the sector, since the commitment of researchers allows both advancement in the knowledge of research methods and clinical practice (Davey, 2021; Gee et al., 2022; Spring, 2007). It is possible to see how the application of clinical psychology to fields of medical interest is growing and producing results of the order of clinical evidence. The strong background of clinical psychology therefore grows in the presence of new methodologies useful for bringing out new factors contributing to the patient's quality of life and, in a pathological sense, to the decrease in existential quality and expectations.
In this sense the Journal represents a secure base for the publication of quality scientific articles in line with the needs of the entire sector. the various contributions published over the years attract the attention of colleagues, who can use them for their own research purposes and to guide clinical practice based on the evidence that has emerged in compliance with ethics and clinical methodology. This point appears to be particularly relevant, as it has often emerged that the predatory attitudes of some Journals undermine the field of research and clinics (Das & Chatterjee, 2018; Cobey et al., 2018; Lukić et al., 2014; Mathew & Patel, 2022; Yamada & Texeira da Silva, 2022). A third fundamental point has been addressed in recent years. The third mission in fact represents that example of public engagement through which the results of clinical research can be transmitted to staff in other sectors and to the non-specialist public (Albulescu et al., 2014; Brandt et al., 2018; Ćulum et al., 2013; Pinheiro et al., 2015; Settineri, 2023).
A particular theme with respect to the advancement of the sector in the scientific field appears to be that of originality. Some important contributions have highlighted the advantages and limitations of methodologies aimed at proving the originality of scientific contributions in the publishing field (Barlösius, 2019; Boring, 1927; Børresen, 2016; Dirk, 1999; Guetzow et al., 2004). In particular Hou et al. (2022) highlight how the scientometric approach represents a series of methodologies generally based on the citation of articles and related ex post analyses. In this sense it is possible to think about how typical scientometric indicators, as in the case of Altimetrics (Priem et al., 2012), classic indices for Journals such as Impact Factor, Scimago Journal Ranking, Alternative Metrics have been successful in the evaluation of Journals and are considered by the Ministries in terms of performance of researchers. In this sense, it is possible to note how the issue is more specific to the Journal than to the individual researcher, and that the results obtained from the indices act as a guide for the researchers themselves in order to select a quality place where they can submit their work. What emerges from the work of Hou and colleagues, as in the case of other contributions that refer to originality and quality () is that these indicators are external to the research itself. Shibayama & Wang (2020) suggest that it is still necessary to distinguish influence from originality in science. Today we are witnessing many advances in this field, so it is possible to note how the analyzes referring to originality (Existing measures of originality) referring to the peer review process range from "Analysis of Knowledge components" to "Citation networks" to the "Analysis of knowledge combination" to arrive at the constitution of "Knowledge unit networks" and "Semantic similarity models". Again, Hou and colleagues (2022) suggest a particular model of originality based on the analysis of the relationships between the set of similar links in each semantic link together with the average of the semantic pairs and the sum of the links in the single document. These methodologies represent points of interest that should be discussed in terms of Infometrics in order to compare their effectiveness and usability in the editorial field. Shibayama & Wang (2020) distinguish different types of measures referring to scientific contributions. In fact, distinguish basic measures referring to the citation contents of a single contribution, weighted measures based on the rank of belonging of the cited and citing articles, measures of originality (as in the cases previously discussed) or qualitative-quantitative measures and finally prediction of future citation based on regression models and therefore dependence. These contributions reflect the state of the art regarding the question based on influence and originality, leaning towards a quantitative and basically ex post orientation. As is known, the peer review process is preceded by preliminary assessments useful for the continuation of the peer evaluation. In this sense, although the issues mentioned above represent advances and methodologies to be evaluated, the first evaluations could be inspired by them by considering fundamental questions. For example, this is the case of the qualitative status of the work in terms of content and form, the presence of high-quality contributions capable of supporting the authors' declarations and results, as well as the prediction of the interest aroused by the contribution in a general and with full reference to the question of originality.
The rapid advancement highlights some problematic points that also refer to the concept of certification and some fixed points that each of us is used to considering. Considering the long impact of the peer review process, due in historical terms to the Philosophical transaction of the Royal Society of London (1665), it is possible to note some important points for reflection. On Nature, for example, there are a large number of active debates on editorial issues, as in the case of the digital object identifier which today appears irreplaceable although there are series of high-level contributions that do not include it. Some of the debates turn out to be particularly indicative of ongoing processes, as in the case of "Certification in a Digital Era", "Evolving Peer Review for the Internet", "Wisdom of the Crowds".
At this point it is necessary to point out that there are fixed and irreplaceable points, ranging from ethics to adherence to the indications of the State and the relevant Ministries.
In the specific case of the life of a Journal, it appears fundamental to note how adherence to the aims and scopes declared for the Journal remains necessary, as well as a constant process of analysis of the research designs, the methodology used, the adequacy of the samples involved, of the formulation of the hypotheses, of the approval by the relevant ethics committees, of the processing of the results and their comparison with existing high-quality literature, of the contributions considered in terms of adherence, quality and purpose. This is understood within an epistemological framework that supports the entire process of theoretical and practical research. What has been stated therefore refers to research processes as well as to the life of a Journal, whose purpose remains that of allowing the emergence of quality scientific contributions.
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