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Abstract 
Those scientists, or “Friends of BAM” as the Editor calls those that publish papers in BAM, 
have weathered quite a long period of uncertainty with respect to the journal becoming 
“accepted” by peer scientists and informational dispersal agencies such as MEDLINE, 
AGRICOLA or Web of Science (new form of Current Contents). This small paper is 
intended to share one supporter’s experience with his interaction\affiliation with BAM. 
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Over the course of the past twenty years I have tried 
to publish papers in journals, the audience of which I 
believed would benefit from my papers. Basic and 
Applied Myology (BAM) was one of these journals.  My 
first paper in BAM was actually an offering from work 
performed by one of my doctoral students, dealing with 
the possibility of satellite cell subpopulations residing in 
the skeletal muscle of sheep [9]. Since that time, I have 
published numerous articles in BAM, including data 
papers [9-13], review papers [2,8], teaching papers [5], 
and perspectives papers [3,6,7]. I have also helped 
organize specific journal issues dealing with topics like 
introducing the myology field to the satellite cell 
research being conducted in the agricultural science 
arena [1], and collating an important issue dealing with 
the topic: intercellular communication and muscle 
biology [4]. This interaction with BAM places me, as 
well as many other scientists that have done like-wise, 
in a unique position to evaluate the impact of BAM on 
muscle research, as well as the impact of interacting 
with BAM on one’s career. 

As informed by the Editor on numerous occasions, 
through public editorials and through private (personal) 
communications, BAM has literally been “through the 
mill”. For years we solicited the Institute for Scientific 
Information  (ISI) to allow BAM to be placed into 
Current Contents, and each year there was something 
else that the journal needed to work on prior to be 
accepted by ISI. BAM actually made in into Current 
Contents for nearly two years, then was dropped due to 
a relatively low impact factor, the fact that few libraries 
possessed a subscription to BAM, and that publication 
dynamics were slow with papers being of low impact 
status. Interestingly, during this same time period, 
numerous journals were changing their entire focus 

towards molecular biology and were neglecting the very 
same area of muscle research that BAM was trying to 
fill. To his credit the editor of BAM kept promoting the 
journal to the best of his ability and kept publishing 
papers with a focus towards an applied basis. 
Papers\issues dealing with the surgical correction of 
cardiomyopathy, via dynamic cardiomyoplasty, were 
invaluable to medical personnel working in cardiology, 
and focused issues dealing with broad subjects like fish 
muscle growth and development have personally been 
invaluable to me and my collaborators (just to cite a few 
examples of the applied research found in BAM over the 
years). 

Will BAM ever find its place besides other muscle 
journals, and eventually get the professional respect that 
it desires? Likely not--unless a couple of important 
things happen. First, BAM needs to donate subscriptions 
of the journal to scientific libraries in the Unites States 
and other countries. I view this initial expense as an 
investment. Let us face it, if no one can see the journal 
because it is not on the library shelf for scientists to use-
-it is of little value and (basically) becomes a vanity 
press for one's papers. Donating subscriptions would 
provide the exposure required to increase the impact 
factor of the journal, as well. In this same vein, I suggest 
that representatives of BAM formally participate in the 
commercial exhibits found at most scientific meetings 
(like American Society of Cell Biology meetings). 
Setting-up a formal booth and promoting the journal 
must be done in order to re-acquaint the scientific 
community with the new effort by BAM to become a 
mainstream journal. Second, BAM needs to (perhaps) 
affiliate itself with scientific societies, perhaps as the 
official journal of the society. Third, BAM must only 
accept papers that are of high quality, even if obtaining 
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such papers requires an invitation from the editor to 
specific individuals in the field. Fourth, papers that are 
submitted to BAM need to have a rapid turn-around time 
so that BAM does not become a repository journal like 
many of its elderly relatives. Should BAM be serious 
about becoming a tier-one journal, how long would such 
a conversion take to complete.  I suspect that it would 
take less than five years to make BAM accepted as a 
stately muscle journal. 

What about the scientists that have supported BAM for 
all these years? I can tell you that publishing in BAM 
took a toll on my professional advancement. When 
being considered for advancement to Associate 
Professor I heard numerous negative comments about 
my support for the fledgling journal. When being 
considered for promotion to Professor, I was actually 
turned-down the first time due to my affiliation with 
BAM. As BAM was not in the libraries in the United 
States, and was not in Current Contents, publication in 
BAM was considered by my promotions committee as 
the same as publishing in a popular press magazine. I 
suppose that many other supporters of BAM had similar 
experiences. Even with the adversity, however, I 
wonder how many scientists are still BAM supporters 
(or “Friends”)? I suspect many are. 

Why would someone keep supporting a journal that is 
not on the same level as Developmental Biology, 
Science, Nature, Experimental Cell Research or Muscle 
and Nerve? Is supporting BAM an act of benevolence, 
vanity or stupidity? It is my belief that it is none of 
these, but rather simply “good science”.  Scientists are 
not all formed in the same mold. Not all scientists desire 
world fame. It is my belief that some scientists actually 
want to do “what is right”. What is right with respect to 
BAM is to first push the journal “over the edge”, and get 
it (finally) established in libraries and in the minds of 
scientific societies.... regardless of the cost (remember - 
this is an investment). Second, publish high quality 
papers (which will happen especially if the journal is 
known to exist). Finally, re-submit for acceptance by the 
information dispersal agencies (MEDLINE, etc). Should 
these items be made a reality, muscle researchers 
around the world will support BAM. Take it from a 
BAM supporter (“Friend”), the journal is worth the 
effort!  I can only hope that I never will write another 
perspectives paper like this one.  Perhaps the next one 
will be to reflect on the world-wide support that BAM 
will have achieved in the years to come. Go get them, 
Ugo!! 
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