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Teaching Anatomy in 3D

demic libraries seeking to make informed decisions
about anatomical application acquisition.

Communication ‘Explore the market
Selection based
on functionality

52

(B

Trial and survey

Fig. 1. 6-step methodology for decision making about
anatomical applications

Methodology

Explore the market

As a first step, we aimed to identify the available
anatomical application options on the market. Zilver-
schoon et al. (4) suggest searching for anatomy appli-
cations in scientific literature. We expanded this
approach by conducting online searches and reviewing
offerings from major biomedical publishers. This
broader strategy allowed us to include applications that
may not yet be referenced in academic publications,
such as newly launched platforms or tools not widely
known within the scientific community. For example,
in our case, this led to the inclusion of AnatomyTOOL,
an open platform under supervision of the Dutch As-
sociation of Anatomists (Nederlandse Anatomen
Vereniging) (5). We found ten applications that initially
appeared to align with our requirements.

While this step did not involve formal selection, we ex-
cluded applications that clearly lacked the type of
anatomical models relevant to our needs, such as tools
that had no 3D visualization, contained only partial
anatomy models or needed specific hardware to run.

Selection based on functionality

In the second phase, we requested trial access (where
applicable) to conduct a functional evaluation of all se-
lected applications. This initial selection was carried
out by library staff. While no specific anatomical exper-
tise was required, having a scientific or biomedical

background among the testers proved beneficial to eas-
ily understand and navigate the content of the applica-
tions.
We began by applying the evaluation criteria proposed
by Zilverschoon et al. (4). Unlike their comparative ap-
proach, we chose to retain only those applications that
fulfilled the highest requirements for each criterion.
These requirements included:
model rotation: no limitations in rotation and us-
able vantage points;
model displacement: no limitations in movement of
the models;
zooming: able to zoom in and out of models and
structures without limitations;
clickable structures: all structures are selectable;
transparency: The transparency of structures can be
adjusted,;
anatomical information: anatomical descriptions
are available for all structures;
virtual dissection: all structures can be individually
removed to enable a complete virtual dissection.
To further differentiate between the applications that
passed this initial screening, we introduced additional
criteria tailored to the specific needs of our institution.
These can be adapted by other libraries depending on
their user base:
dynamic biomechanical models: essential for phys-
iotherapy students, these models demonstrate joint
and muscle movements;
medical imaging integration: the availability and di-
versity of medical imaging features accompanying
the 3D models;
model complexity: applications with overly simpli-
fied anatomical structures were excluded in favour
of those offering detailed subdivisions;
general ease of use: platforms that were unintuitive
or did not run smoothly were discarded;
app-availability: we prioritised applications that of-
fered a mobile app with equivalent content and us-
ability to the desktop or web version.
On the basis of these criteria, three applications were
selected for further evaluation.

Financial viability

In the next step, we assessed the financial viability of
the three shortlisted anatomical applications. This was
not a formal negotiation process, but rather an ex-
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ploratory inquiry to gain a general understanding of the
pricing landscape. We contacted publishers to request
indicative pricing for institutional licenses, focusing on
subscription models that would cover access for all stu-
dents and staff.

This preliminary cost analysis helped us identify which
applications were within our budget. One of the three
selected platforms, despite meeting all functional and
pedagogical criteria, was excluded at this stage due to
its pricing exceeding the available financial resources.
This emphasises the importance of integrating budgetary
considerations early in the selection process, as high-
quality content alone does not guarantee feasibility.
While pricing structures varied some offering tiered
access models or discounts for academic institutions
this step provided valuable insight into the cost-benefit
balance of each option. It also laid the groundwork for
future negotiations in later stages of this methodology.

Trial and survey

With the remaining two applications shortlisted, we or-
ganized an extended trial involving professors, lectur-
ers, and students. One of these applications was
already licensed by the library, while trial access was ar-
ranged for the other, allowing participants to explore
its content in depth. To gather feedback, we designed
and distributed a survey (Appendix 1) tailored to each
user group.

Academic staff were asked to evaluate the applications
from the perspective of their subject expertise. Their
feedback focused on the accuracy, completeness, and
pedagogical relevance of the anatomical models. We
also documented their current use of anatomical appli-
cations, both in teaching and in clinical practice, to bet-
ter understand how these tools integrate into their
workflows.

Students were invited to assess the usefulness of the
content in relation to their studies. They were asked to
reflect on what they needed or would have found useful
during the past academic year. This approach allowed
us to capture insights across different stages of the cur-
riculum and to identify which anatomical features are
most relevant at various points in their academic ca-
reer. Additionally, we gathered data on their current
usage patterns, which revealed that many students
were independently purchasing licenses for applica-
tions not provided by the library. This revealed a dis-
crepancy between the anatomical application licenses

provided by the library and the students awareness of
these resources, indicating a need for improved com-
munication and outreach.

The trial provided essential content-related input for
the Campus Library Council. By combining expert
evaluation with student perspectives, we ensured that
the selected applications met both educational and
practical needs across disciplines and study levels.

Financial and legal details

Once the preferred application was identified based on
functional, pedagogical, and financial criteria, we re-
sumed price negotiations with the publisher. At this
stage, the focus shifted from general pricing to the
specifics of the licensing agreement.

Special attention was given to the terms of use, partic-
ularly regarding the reuse of visual content from the
application. Since anatomical images and models are
often integrated into course materials, presentations,
publications, and outreach activities, it was essential to
clarify whether such uses were permitted under the li-
cense. Clear and permissive terms in these areas were
considered crucial to ensure the resource could be fully
embedded into the educational ecosystem without
legal or logistical barriers.

In parallel, we finalized the financial terms, confirming
the scope of access (e.g. number of users and contract
duration) and any additional services included, such as
training for students and staff or technical support.
With this information in hand, and all stakeholder feed-
back considered, the final decision was made by the
Campus Library Council.

Communication

The final step in the methodology involved communi-
cating the decision to all relevant stakeholders and en-
suring that the addition or replacement of the
anatomical application was widely known and under-
stood across the institution.

For academic staff, we initiated direct communication
with all faculty members involved in anatomy educa-
tion. We asked them to share this information within
their research groups and educational teams to ensure
broad dissemination. To further extend our reach, we
published announcements on faculty intranet pages
and included updates in departmental newsletters.

To support academic staff in adopting the new appli-
cation, we organized training sessions prior to the start
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of the academic year. These sessions provided hands-
on guidance and addressed practical questions related
to integrating the tool into teaching. For those unable
to attend, a recording of the training was made avail-
able, ensuring that all staff had access to the necessary
information and support.

To inform students, we presented and demonstrated
the new application during anatomy courses across all
relevant study programs. While we focused primarily
on first-year students, we also provided presentation
materials to lecturers of advanced anatomy courses.
Additionally, we incorporated information about the
new resource into our library sessions on information
literacy. To support this outreach, we created promo-
tional flyers that were distributed during our presenta-
tions and prominently displayed in libraries and
learning centers on all campuses offering biomedical
and health sciences programs.

We also utilized digital channels to reinforce the mes-
sage. Slides announcing the new application were dis-
played on information screens in libraries and learning
centers, and detailed information was added to the li-
brary s website.

These combined efforts ensured that both staff and stu-
dents were aware of the new resource and could start
exploring and using the application.

Lessons learned

Developing and applying this methodology for the first
time allowed us to identify several key factors that con-
tribute to a successful selection process for anatomical
applications.

Internal collaboration is essential. Effective communi-
cation within the library team is crucial, especially
given the involvement of multiple teams such as infor-
mation specialists, the e-resources team, and legal ser-
vices. Aligning expectations and responsibilities early
in the process helps streamline decision-making and
avoid delays.

Engaging academic staff and students requires strat-
egy. Reaching out to teaching staff and students, and
motivating them to participate in trials or surveys, can
be challenging. A well-planned communication strat-
egy is essential to ensure sufficient and meaningful
feedback. Without adequate input from end users, it
becomes difficult to make informed, user-centered de-
cisions.

Time management is critical. The evaluation process,

particularly the trial phase, is time-intensive. Getting
to know each application, organizing access, and col-
lecting feedback all require careful planning. More-
over, the timing of the trial must align with the
academic calendar, as staff and student availability
fluctuates throughout the year. Trials conducted dur-
ing exam periods or holidays are unlikely to yield suf-
ficient engagement.

The methodology should be reusable and adaptable.
This selection process should not be viewed as a one-
time effort. As new tools emerge and institutional
needs evolve, periodic reassessment is necessary. Thor-
ough documentation of the methodology, criteria, and
outcomes ensures that future evaluations can build on
past work, saving time and maintaining consistency.

Conclusion

The selection of an anatomical application for institu-
tional use requires more than a simple comparison of
features or pricing. It demands a structured, collabo-
rative approach that brings together library staff,
teaching staff, and students. The methodology we de-
veloped and applied enabled us to make a well-in-
formed, transparent, and pedagogically sound
decision. We hope that this methodology can serve as
a useful model for other libraries navigating similar
decisions.
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire

Use of anatomical applications (questions for lecturers)
Which course(s) do you teach or support where anatomical applications may be relevant? Please provide the
course code(s) and official title(s).
How important is it for you to have access to anatomical applications for your teaching and/or course mate-
rials?
Did you use anatomical applications in your teaching and/or course materials prior to this trial?
In what ways do you use anatomical applications in your teaching and/or course materials?
Which anatomical applications do you currently use for your courses?
To what extent do you expect students to use an anatomical application for your courses?
How does the use of an anatomical application compare to other supplementary learning resources, such as
textbooks, anatomical atlases, or plastinated specimens?
In what ways would you like to use an anatomical application in your teaching and/or course materials?
Do you use anatomical applications outside of your teaching activities?
Which anatomical applications do you use outside of your teaching activities?
For what purposes do you use anatomical applications outside of your teaching activities?

Use of anatomical applications (questions for students)
Which degree program are you currently enrolled in or have you completed?
How important is it for you to have access to anatomical applications for your studies?
Did you use anatomical applications in your studies prior to this trial?
Which anatomical applications have you used for your courses up to the last academic year?
To what extent were you expected to use an anatomical application for your courses?
For which courses (name and course code) did you use anatomical applications during the past academic
year?
How did the use of an anatomical application in these courses compare to other supplementary learning re-
sources, such as textbooks, anatomical atlases, or plastinated specimens?
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Content evaluation of each anatomical application
Did you test the anatomical application?
How well does the anatomical model cover the structures and systems relevant to your courses?
How appropriate is the level of detail in the model for your courses?
How well do the available functionalities align with your course requirements?
Are there any inaccuracies or gaps in the model for your courses? If so, which ones did you notice? Are there
any desired functionalities that are missing?

User experience of each anatomical application
How user-friendly is the web version overall?
How easy is it to access the web version?
How easy is it to navigate and explore the web version?
How efficient is the use of the web version?
How easy is it to integrate material into your own course materials or the LMS?
Did you test the associated app?
How user-friendly is the app for the anatomical models?
How easy is it to navigate and explore the anatomical application in the app?
Do you have any additional comments about the user experience?
What overall rating would you give to the anatomical application?

Additional comments
Do you have any further comments about the tested anatomical applications?

This paper is published under a CC BY license
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Navigating the publishing trap

lists (e.g. Beals list only updated about every four years;
MIAR updated once a year) that try to make decisions
for them. At the same time, fostering trust in smaller
and newer publishers is essential, reminding re-
searchers that reputation is shaped by more than just
journal metrics.

This leads to a paradox: while researchers are rightly
cautious when choosing a publication venue, their re-
luctance leads to the growing dominance of a select
group of large and powerful publishers (5). As a result,
bibliodiversity is undermined and hinders the develop-
ment of new open access initiatives (6).

The rapid rise of artificial intelligence further compli-
cates this situation. The sharp increase in automatically
generated publications in paper mills is blurring the
lines between reliable and unreliable even more (7).
In this context, there is a growing need for clear guid-
ance for researchers when selecting publication venues.

Set-up and content of the workshop
The original workshop at KU Leuven
The original workshop was developed for researchers
at various stages of their research careers and is struc-
tured into four main parts.
It starts with a theoretical part led by the lecturer, in-
troducing the concept of predatory publication prac-
tices and outlining their typical characteristics. This
foundation helps researchers learn how to recognize
warning signs and avoid falling victim to such practices.
Unethical publication practices do not prioritize the
quality of research output and use deceptive tactics
such as active, or even aggressive, recruitment emails,
rapid publication without peer review, requesting the
inclusion of irrelevant references, adding fake or irrel-
evant co-authors, identity theft and even extortion (1).
These kinds of practices undermine the integrity of
scholarly communication and pose a serious threat to
the credibility of research.
Secondly, participants are introduced to resources,
quality labels, and tools that help researchers evaluate
whether a journal or publisher is trustworthy, or that
provide guidelines to support transparency, integrity,
and ethical standards in scholarly publishing.
Resources:

ISSN Portal (https://portal.issn.org/): the Interna-

tional Standard Serial Number (ISSN) provides a

unique code for a publishing platform. Each page

is enriched with additional metadata (e.g. publisher,
country, indexing status, subject, medium). By con-
sulting the ISSN portal, researchers can check
whether the journal has a valid ISSN;

Information Matrix for the Analysis of Journals
(MIAR, https://miar.ub.edu/): MIAR aggregates
data from over 100 sources (journal directories, in-
ternational indexing databases and abstracting
databases). Its goal is to help identify reputable
journals by assessing their presence across these
sources. To be included in MIAR, a journal must
appear in at least one of the sources analyzed. If a
journal is not indexed in any of the sources MIAR
has checked, this raises the critical question of why
this is the case. In such cases, the journal is likely
to be poorly discoverable, which in turn means your
publication may also be difficult to find, ultimately
diminishing the visibility and impact of your re-
search output;

Academic databases (e.g. Web of Science (Clarivate),
Scopus (Elsevier), Medline (National Library of
Medicine), PubMed Central (National Library of
Medicine)): verifying the indexing of journals in the
major academic databases is an important check.
Each database has specific criteria that must be met
before journals, books or conference proceedings
can be indexed. Examples of such criteria are peer
review, editorial quality, ethical publishing practices,
regular publication, international relevance, and
technical standards for metadata and accessibility.
In this way, such databases serve as a form of qual-
ity assurance: being indexed in one or more of the
major databases signals the credibility and reliability
of a journal, book or conference proceeding;
Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ,
https://doaj.org/): the DOAJ is a database of peer-
reviewed, fully open access journals in over 80 lan-
guages. This database provides quality assurance for
open access publishing, helping researchers find re-
liable publishing platforms. Note: If a journal is not
indexed in the major databases or one of the other
above-mentioned resources, this does not necessar-
ily mean it is unreliable. It may simply be a very new
journal that has yet to build its reputation required
for inclusion;

Blacklists (e.g. Bealls list of Potential Predatory
Journals and Publishers, https://beallslist.net/): Op-
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tionally, so-called blacklists can be consulted when
forming an opinion about a publishing platform.
Blacklists contain journals accused of potentially
unethical or predatory practices. Journals appearing
on such lists are typically scrutinized for issues such
as lack of transparency, weak or absent peer review,
and misleading metrics. However, blacklists rarely
provide detailed justification for including a pub-
lisher or journal. Therefore, researchers must inde-
pendently verify whether a journal truly engages in
predatory behavior. These blacklists have been crit-
icized for potential bias (8). Moreover, the rapidly
evolving publishing landscape makes it difficult to
keep such static lists up to date.

Additionally, it is possible to check whether a publish-

ing platform has ethical quality labels. Quality labels:
Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE, https://pub-
licationethics.org/): COPE is committed to training
and supporting editors, publishers, universities, re-
search institutes, and anyone involved in publica-
tion ethics. Membership in COPE demonstrates
that journals, publishers, organizations, universities
or research institutes intend to adhere to the high-
est standards of publication ethics and apply the
COPE Principles of Publication Ethics, as outlined
in the Core Practices. When publishing platforms
apply for membership, they are evaluated and must
meet a set of minimum criteria to be approved as a
COPE member;
Open Access Scholarly Publishing Association
(OASPA, https://oaspa.org): OASPA is a diverse
community of academic and professional publishers
engaged in open scholarship. Approved members
have undergone a rigorous review process and have
pledged to adhere to OASPA’s Code of Conduct.

Specific tools:
Think. Check. Submit.
(https://thinkchecksubmit.org/): this webtool pro-
vides checklists that researchers can use to identify
trustworthy journals and books.

While a variety of tools and resources exist to help re-
searchers assess the credibility of journals and publish-
ers, it is important to recognize that no single tool
offers a definitive answer. The identification of preda-

tory practices is inherently complex and often context-
dependent. Therefore, researchers are encouraged to
adopt a multifaceted approach, drawing on multiple
sources of information rather than relying on one
checklist or database. The publishing landscape
changes rapidly, and it is difficult to keep a list, tool, or
index up to date. Most of the tools mentioned above
are updated regularly, with each noticing important
changes at different times. Combining them maxi-
mizes the chance of detecting these changes. In this
regard, the InterAcademy Partnership (1AP) spectrum
approach (9) provides a valuable framework. Rather
than categorizing journals in binary terms, it outlines a
continuum of characteristics across three categories:
fraudulent and deceptive journals, low-quality journals,
and quality journals. By comparing the traits of a given
journal with those described in each category, re-
searchers can make a more informed and balanced
judgment about its reliability and scholarly value.

The third part of the workshop focuses on real-world
examples. Presenting actual cases of unethical and
predatory publishing practices that have affected KU
Leuven researchers demonstrates to participants that
these issues are not just theoretical. They are real and
have impacted colleagues within their own institution.
Moreover, it can help break the taboo that still sur-
rounds this topic. Many researchers find it difficult to
admit that they may have fallen into one of the pub-
lishing traps, as this often comes with a sense of em-
barrassment or shame. Sharing such examples
therefore helps to raise awareness and encourages
more open and supportive discussion.

Finally, participants are presented with hands-on exer-
cises so they can practice how to use the resources,
quality labels, and tools to reach a well-informed deci-
sion about whether or not to publish in their case jour-
nal. The cases are deliberately diverse: some journals
are clearly unreliable, others were clearly reliable, how-
ever, a large proportion of the cases falls within the gray
area. Researchers are encouraged to think critically, ex-
perience that it is crucial to use several of the tools and
resources simultaneously and ask for advice when in
doubt.

The EAHIL adaptation of the workshop
For the 2025 EAHIL conference in  d , the original
KU Leuven workshop was tailored to suit an interna-
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tional audience of research support staff and librarians.
The focus was primarily on sharing experiences, collab-
oration, and developing strategies to better support re-
searchers in navigating the publishing landscape. For
the EAHIL conference, the last two sections of the
original workshop, which focused on practical examples
and exercises, were replaced by a case market . During
this session, participants worked in small groups to an-
alyze cases and challenges encountered by research sup-
port staff. Within their groups, participants could share
experiences, offer advice and explore preferred solu-
tions. The session concluded with a collaborative dis-
cussion, where participants shared insights and best
practices. In this way, the workshop aimed to raise
awareness of red flags indicating predatory behavior in
journals, to equip support staff with strategies to train
researchers in evaluating journals using reliable tools
and resources, and to build confidence in advising re-
searchers by sharing strategies and experiences with col-
leagues. Overall, the workshop sought to develop best
practices for rebuilding trust in academic publishing.
The EAHIL edition generated valuable feedback. All
participants supported the approach of the original KU
Leuven workshop and emphasized the importance of
raising awareness among researchers about predatory
publishing practices. Furthermore, the importance of
clear and effective communication within institutions
was emphasized, so that researchers know who to con-
tact if they have concerns about a journal or receive
suspicious invitations. Another key insight was the im-
portance of involving researchers directly in journal
evaluations. Rather than conducting assessments on
their behalf, support teams should empower re-
searchers. This can be achieved by teaching researchers
how to conduct such an evaluation themselves or by
providing researchers with information to help them
make their own well-informed decisions. Finally, par-
ticipants suggested offering short information sessions
or checklists to help researchers know where to find
support.

Conclusions

The workshop Spotting sharks in the ocean of aca-
demic publishing: how to steer clear of predatory be-
haviour made it clear that predatory publishing is not
only a problem of deception, but also a problem of
trust.

While the focus on predatory publishing practices has
promoted useful vigilance, it has also fostered unin-
tended distrust of smaller or newer journals. This calls
for a nuanced approach that not only protects re-
searchers but also teaches them how to make indepen-
dent judgments.

Through practical examples and exercises, the use of
reliable tools and resources, and exchanges between
support staff and researchers, this workshop helps re-
searchers recognize and avoid predatory publishing
practices, while also raising awareness, breaking the
taboo around the topic, and encouraging open com-
munication with peers. In this way, researchers are sup-
ported in selecting suitable journals and in increasing
their understanding of the wide range of unethical pub-
lishing practices. Open communication and raising
awareness are the best weapons against predatory and
unethical publishing practices.
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Feature Article

Making the Medical Library of the University of Bern

a caring and safe space
Mohamed Wa Baile

Medical and Science Libraries, University of Bern, Bern, Switzerland

Abstract

In alignment with the University of Berns broader efforts to combat discrimination and uphold inclusivity, the
Medical Library (BibMED) at the University of Bern has launched the Caring Library initiative. This initiative
promotes a safe, welcoming space through twenty guiding principles displayed prominently behind the information
desk. These principles, such as respect, inclusion, and solidarity, serve as a daily reminder of the values that keep
our community caring and discrimination-free. This article describes the motivations behind the Caring Library
initiative. The BiIbMED is committed to fostering an environment where all backgrounds and identities are valued

and respected.

Key words: libraries; diversity; inclusion.

Caring library

The staff at the Medical Library (BibMED) of the Uni-
versity of Bern warmly welcomes everyone to use the
library as a space for learning and connection. We are
committed to fostering an inclusive environment that
is free from discrimination and stigma, where every
person is valued and respected. Our commitment is re-
flected in twenty guiding principles that define a safe
and caring library. We encourage all library users to pre-
serve this atmosphere by treating others with compas-
sion and respect, and by offering support when needed.
We display this statement prominently on a wall behind
the Medical Library (BibMED) information counter.
Alongside it, we have framed illustrations that highlight
the fundamental principles of a caring library and en-
courage staff and users to actively contribute to an in-
clusive environment (Figure 1 and 2). For years, the
BibMED has been dedicated to creating a discrimina-
tion-free space for our diverse community of staff and
users. We demonstrate this commitment through our
initiatives, which include engaging in social media
awareness campaigns, displaying the Progress Pride
flag and anti-racism posters on library walls, and offer-

ing a quiet Self-Care Space in which people can rest
and unwind. The space is made private by curtains,
equipped with plants, and furnished with mats, mat-
tresses, and giant convertible beanbags. The BibMED
has organized events like screening of Dear White Peo-
ple by Justin Simien, hosting readings on sexualized vi-
olence with Agota Lavoyer, featuring the work of artist
Lucy Neidhart on sexual consent for Sexual Harass-
ment Awareness Day (1), celebrating the World Mental
Health Day by showcasing books on the subject and
offering free tea every week, organizing visits by ther-
apy dogs to promote stress relief during semester or
final exams (2, 3). We have collaborated with student
organizations such as the FSMB (Fachschaft Medizin
der Universit t Bern, the association of medical stu-
dents) to host game evenings, and with the BLS
(@bier.life.support) student association to organize
parties at the BibMed where students can dance and
chill (4). We also collaborate with CLASH Bern (Col-
lectif de Lutte contre les Attitudes Sexistes en milieu
Hospitalier), a student collective that works to combat
sexism and sexual harassment in hospital and university
settings (5).
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