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and Nicobar, and Sri Lankan coasts, in-

cluding gill netting and dynamite fishing 

also cause severe damage. In the Gulf of 

Kutch, dugong oil is valued as a pre-

servative and conditioner for wooden 

boats8. The meat is believed to have me-

dicinal value, and rejuvenating and aph-

rodisiac properties9. Between April 1983 

and August 1984 more than 250 dugongs 

were reported caught and killed in the 

Kilakkarai–Tondi region10 (Figure 1). 

Low reproductive rate is an important 

reason for population decline. A large 

number of infections and parasitic dis-

eases affect dugongs. The greatest threat 

dugongs face today is from the Sethu 

Samudram ship channel project (SSCP), 

which will disrupt the biosphere of sea 

grass. Constant trenching of the canal 

system will result in the deposition of 

sediments on the sea grass. Due to SSCP, 

the dugong population will be perma-

nently wiped out from the ‘Gulf of Man-

nar’11. Suggested conservation initiatives 

include aerial surveys; it is important to 

locate sea grass beds for subsequent 

mapping and studies of community com-

position. The most effective way of do-

ing this is by local-scale aerial surveys. 

Satellite tracking is an excellent tech-

nique for mapping the movements of du-

gongs. A project to increase community 

awareness, assess populations, and moni-

tor deliberate and accidental killing of 

coastal cetaceans in Sri Lanka has been 

proposed by IUCN Sri Lanka and the 

IUCN/SSC Cetacean Specialist Group 

(CSG). The development of local capacity 

to conduct at-sea surveys, collect biolo-

gical samples, estimate the species age 

and sex composition of landed catches, 

and assess fishing efforts by area and 

season would be the major aim. Exten-

sion of the project to include dugongs 

would add greatly to our knowledge of 

the species in Sri Lanka and provide a 

basis for establishing conservation priori-

ties12. 
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Meeting abstracts: a waste of space? 

 
Since the year 2000 the percentage of 

meeting abstracts among all publications 

in Life Sciences and Biomedicine included 

in Thomson Reuters’ Web of Science has 

never been below 17. In some years this 

percentage grew even above 25 (Figure 

1). Restricting to the fields of Clinical 

Medicine, Health Care and Pharmaco-

logy even yields a peak of nearly 30% (in 

2004). Exact research queries are given 

in Appendix 1 (see supplementary mate-

rial online). Clearly, in terms of absolute 

numbers meeting abstracts are important 

in Life Sciences and Biomedicine. Often 

conferences are organized by editors of 

journals, making access to a journal rela-

tively easy (S. M. Duan, pers. commun.). 

 However, the percentage of uncited 

meeting abstracts tells another story. 

Figure 2 shows the percentage of uncited 

meeting abstracts in Life Sciences and 

Biomedicine as on March 2013, for 

meeting abstracts published in the year 

on the abscissa. 

 It is completely logical that the per-

centage of uncited items increases the 

more recent these items are. What is 

alarming, however, is that more than 

86% of the meeting abstracts is still un-

cited after 13 years. Even assuming that 

some of these are wrongly considered as 

uncited1, this percentage is still astonish-

ing. Would one not assume that at least 

its authors cite the original abstract when 

they publish the corresponding full paper? 

Low numbers of cited meeting abstracts 

are not a new phenomenon. About 25 

years ago, Moed and Van Leeuwen2 con-

sidered the top 20 journals in terms of 

their impact factor in 16 subject categories 

(including 9 categories in Life Sciences 

and Biomedicine, but also totally differ-

ent categories such as Mathematics and 

Physics). These journals published 20,270 

meeting abstracts or 10.57% of all publi-

cations in the years 1986 and 1987. Yet, 

these meeting abstracts received in 1988 

a total of 2017 citations or an average of 

0.10 citations per abstract, while the  

average overall publications was 2.60. 

Although occasionally a meeting abstract 

is highly cited, especially when its con-

tent is not re-published in a full journal 

article, Dhar’s3 with 112 citations being 

a case in point. 

 Publishing (and buying) scientific 

journals is a costly affair, even if exact 

numbers are hard to come by4. Why then 

are so many meeting abstracts published 

if they have – at least as measured by re-

ceived citations – so little practical use? 

Are these just a claim on the ideas  

expressed in them? Let us first consider 

possible reasons why these meeting ab-

stracts are cited so little? An important 

reason seems to be that abstracts provide 

little concrete information on one hand, 

and on the other hand, peer review of 

such meeting abstracts is at best superfi-

cial (for the same reason). Hence col-

leagues turn to the full publication if  

they are interested and consequently  
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cite it if they use it in their research  

(D. K. Niu; H. Yu, pers. commun.). Yet, 

this does not explain why the authors of 

the abstracts themselves do not cite 

them.  

 As mentioned above, publishing and 

especially formal publishing, is a costly 

business. Hence we propose that the col-

leagues in the biological and life sciences 

follow the trend of other disciplines5 and 

publish meeting abstracts in dedicated 

archives. In this way they still can claim 

priority, if necessary, and do not take up 

space in formal journals.  

 Moreover, in view of the new trend of 

using altmetrics–influmetrics in research 

evaluation such archives, in the wake of 

the famous arXiv developed by Paul 

Ginsparg, may give their contributors  

extra visibility6. 
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Management of Leptocybe invasa 

 
The note entitled ‘Present status of euca-

lyptus gall insect, Leptocybe invasa 

Fisher and La Salle in Tamil Nadu’1 

highlighted the fact that this gall-

inducing eulophid (Hymenoptera) is 

spreading rapidly in different parts of  

India, wherever different species and 

sub-specific variants of Eucalyptus are 

raised as commercial plantations.  

 Jacob and Kumar2 characterized levels 

of susceptibility and resistance by meas-

uring the densities of galls on Eucalyptus 

camaldulensis and E. tereticornis seed-

lings from nine seed sources raised in 

Tamil Nadu, Kerala and Andhra Pradesh, 

demonstrating that under identical envi-

ronmental conditions, seedlings from 

seed sources ‘Ongole red’, ‘Kennedy 

River’, ‘Pudukkottai’ and ‘Rudrapur’ 

were severely affected and therefore 

were more susceptible to L. invasa infes-

tation. Seedlings from seed sources 

‘Sathyavedu 1’ were least susceptible 

and were therefore resistant to L. invasa 

population. The study also revealed that 

in resistant seedlings the eggs of L. in-

vasa were deposited in the cortical  

region immediately outside the vascular 

ring, whereas in the susceptible seedlings 

the eggs were found in the parenchyma 

within the vascular ring. The study dem-

onstrated variation in physical characters 

in different seed sources of E. camaedu-

lensis and E. tereticornis grown in 

southern India to varying levels of sus-

ceptibility to the gall-inducing L. invasa. 

 The insect is a major pest of young 

eucalyptus trees and seedlings, and affects 

commercial forestry. To overcome this 

 
 

Figure 1. Percentages of meeting abstracts in Life Science and Bio-
medicine (Web of Science data). 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Percentage of uncited meeting abstracts. 
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