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1. Introduction

In mid-September of 2017, | was invited by the wagkgroup on the expert assessment
of the quality of Russian journals to take partassessing the quality of these journals. The
evaluation is carried out with the aim of identifgithe best journals in the Russian Scientific
Citation Index (RINC — in Russian) and placing thienthe form of the Russian Science Citution
Index (RSCI — in Englih) database. At the firsiggta652 journals were selected. They entered in
the RSCI and in the core of the RINC. | was invitedake part in the second stage to correct
and replenish this list. In addition, it could heggested to include additional journals in the list
of journals under consideration.

| took part in the evaluation of journals and added"Commentary to the Evaluation of
Journals" which follows.

2. My evaluation of journals

To a number of journals | put a low rating basedhmnfollowing considerations.

The journal is a tribune of a narrow circle of pkofor the manifestation of their
agreements in the field of science. It rejectscksi with research results that refute the
hypotheses of those close to the journal.

The journal publishes low-quality articles of authavho receive government grants, for
example the RFBR, and rejects high-quality papérhe authors, which are non-recipients of
grants. In Future, the author with publicationghrs journal is awarded grants. These actions
create a corrupt system of financing unscientiitvéties in the scientific community.

The journal is not interested in developing reseancthe cognition of the surrounding
world. He stands guard over the dominant falsiftedories, for example, the Theory of
Relativity.

By these actions, the journal hinders the developnoé science and the progress of
human society. Therefore, | give him the lowestrsco

3. Some suggestions
3.1. New principles of publication

For the successful development of science, inqadati for the elimination of the modern
scientific understanding of micro - and macrocosnreal and false, it is necessary to go to other
principles for selecting papers for publication.[1h particular, the reviewer's status and
responsibility should be upgraded: the reviewauname should be published in the editor's
notes to the paper, and his performance shouldhfeactions of the scientific work of the
author, for example, in the form of 0.05 - 0.2 shaepending on the amount of reviewer labour.
Additionally, the author's arguments should be édoarights with the arguments of the
reviewer: in cases when the author reasonablyegfime arguments of the reviewer, the paper is
published with the arguments of the reviewer amdréfutations of the author.

After moving the journal to new principles of pudiling paperss, it is possible returning
to the problem of the status of the journal.

3.2. Evaluation of the paper on the quality of its content,
and not on the quality of the place of its publication.

Assessment of the effectiveness of the scientighbyavailability of his publications in
the core of the RINC or of the Web of Science, degeon the quality of these journals. Now
this quality is such that it hinders the developt@rscience.

This assessment system can not hamper the pragresience if all the existing journals
in the core are deleted and start incorporatingntleto the core, based on the new above-
mentioned principles for selecting papers for prdilon.

A more reliable system for assessing the effecéssrof a scientist may not be by the
quality of the place of publication of his work,tday the quality of their content. This system is
proposed in many details by Dr. Phis.-Math. Sc. \P@nikov [2] and supported by me [3].



3.3. Journal " The Way of Science"

| propose to include the journal "The Way of Sc&nc(Russia, Volgograd,
http://scienceway.t in the list of multidisciplinary Journals of adad profile. The Journal
publishes articles on the most pressing issuesfadlcathuman society. Giving this status to the
journal will contribute to the progress of scieacal our country.

What determines the progress of the state?

All modern progress: computers, mobile phones, GRS, is created not by the high-
ranking science of the Mainstream, but in spité&.ofhe principles of operation of new devices
very often refute the provisions of academic sa@efhe creators of these devices do not have
academic ranks, and sometimes, as the founder @bleA even do not have higher education.
However, their intellect is superior to the intetlef any representative of the Mainstream, if the
intellect is meant the ability to solve previousiyresolved problems. The creators of everything
new themselves do their scientific research to ktimevunknown, and with their help they find
solutions to the problems that arise before them.

Now the resolution on the funding of applied safentesearch is determined by rating
publications. This will provide funding for indivichls from the Mainstream, but not those who
really can make technical progress. Therefore stleeess of development of our state depends
directly on the quality assessment of scientifipgra.
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