Topic 10
The main goals and objectives of abstracting.
Abstracting in the scientific and scientific-technical information environment, abstract journals in various fields of knowledge

Lecture objective. To explain abstracting as a systematic form of scientific information processing, identify its principal functions and quality requirements, and examine the role of abstract journals and contemporary abstracting-and-indexing services across disciplines.

1. Concept, Purpose, and Intellectual Foundations of Abstracting
Abstracting is the analytical process of identifying, selecting, and reformulating the essential information contained in a document to produce a concise, accurate, and independently intelligible representation of its content. The resulting abstract serves as a secondary information product: it describes an original publication without replacing the original evidence, methods, or detailed argument. Abstracting should therefore be distinguished from mechanical shortening, promotional description, and the expression of a reviewer’s personal judgment.
In scholarly communication, the central goal of abstracting is to reduce the time required to recognize relevant literature while preserving the intellectual content necessary for an initial decision about reading, retrieval, or citation. A researcher who encounters hundreds of records in a bibliographic database cannot examine every full text. A well-prepared abstract makes the topic, purpose, approach, main findings, and significance of an investigation accessible at the point of discovery. This function is especially important when information is distributed across different journals, languages, institutions, and publication formats. The objectives of abstracting are complementary. Informational compression eliminates secondary detail while retaining central claims. Subject representation identifies the phenomena, concepts, methods, and conditions that define the work. Retrieval support connects a publication with indexing terms and searchable fields. Selection support allows readers to judge relevance to a particular research question. Communication support enables specialists from adjacent disciplines to understand the contribution without extensive preliminary reading. Preservation of context prevents results from being detached from their limitations or research conditions.
A distinction is necessary between an author-written abstract accompanying a research article and an abstract produced by an information service. The former is part of the publication and is normally subject to journal instructions. The latter may be prepared or edited by an indexing organization for inclusion in a secondary information resource. Both should faithfully represent the source, but their workflows, metadata rules, and editorial controls can differ. Neither should introduce results that the original work does not report. An informative abstract conveys substantive results and conclusions; an indicative or descriptive abstract identifies the scope, topics, and approach without presenting detailed findings. Critical abstracts additionally evaluate a source, but this evaluative function must be clearly distinguished from neutral descriptive reporting. Structured abstracts divide information into labeled components, often Background, Objective, Methods, Results, and Conclusions. Unstructured abstracts present comparable information in one coherent paragraph. The appropriate form depends on discipline, document type, and editorial requirements rather than on a universal word-count rule.
A high-quality abstract is accurate, proportionate, coherent, concise, and terminologically consistent. Accuracy requires that statements reflect the source. Proportionality means that the abstract does not overemphasize a minor result or conceal a major qualification. Coherence requires logical relationships between purpose, method, evidence, and conclusion. Concision removes redundancy without sacrificing essential meaning. Terminological consistency enables both readers and search systems to recognize the same concepts across the title, abstract, and indexing vocabulary.
2. Abstracting in Scientific and Scientific-Technical Information Systems
Scientific and scientific-technical information systems organize research outputs into records that can be searched, filtered, linked, and evaluated. A bibliographic record commonly contains authorship, title, publication venue, date, identifiers, affiliations, keywords, abstract, and references where available. Abstracts constitute a content-rich field within this metadata structure. They supplement titles, which are often too short to communicate experimental design, data type, or principal findings, and they support relevance assessment before full-text access. Abstracting is closely associated with indexing, but the two operations are not identical. Abstracting expresses the substance of a document in connected language; indexing assigns descriptors, classifications, or other access points that represent its subject. Some services use controlled vocabularies to reduce ambiguity between synonyms and distinguish different meanings of the same term. Other systems rely heavily on author keywords and algorithmically extracted expressions. Combining the abstract with standardized indexing can improve discovery across terminological variation.
The information workflow generally begins with source acquisition and bibliographic verification. The abstractor then reads the relevant text, identifies the research problem and evidence, drafts a concise representation, checks terminology and numerical statements, and verifies that the final record corresponds to the original document. Editorial quality assurance may involve checking identifiers, language, subject categories, and the consistency of the abstract with metadata. For systematic literature searching, stable identifiers such as DOI and persistent record links are essential to deduplication and traceability. In engineering and the physical sciences, an abstract may need to retain measurement conditions, material classes, instrumentation, modeling assumptions, uncertainty, or the range of applicability of a reported relationship. For example, an abstract of a thermal-conductivity study should not present a numerical result without clarifying the relevant temperature range or material state when these conditions determine its interpretation. Similarly, an abstract describing a computational method should identify the model or validation basis rather than assert that the method is “effective” without evidence.
Electronic abstracting-and-indexing platforms have expanded the role of abstracts from printed current-awareness notices to searchable, machine-readable components of research infrastructure. Services may connect abstracts to citations, references, funding data, author profiles, related publications, and full-text links. However, database coverage is selective. Inclusion in one platform does not establish that a journal is universally indexed, and absence from a database does not by itself establish poor scientific quality. Coverage, language, document type, and update frequency must be examined before drawing bibliometric conclusions. Automatic and AI-assisted abstracting can accelerate screening and text processing, but it introduces specific risks: fabricated claims, omission of negative results, confusion between correlation and causation, and incorrect numerical details. Human verification against the source remains necessary, particularly for technical claims and any abstract used in a formal evidence synthesis. Abstracting systems must also respect copyright, publisher conditions, and confidentiality where unpublished manuscripts or restricted documents are involved.
3. Abstract Journals and Discipline-Specific Information Resources
An abstract journal is a secondary publication or service that collects bibliographic descriptions and abstracts of works issued elsewhere, often arranged by subject area and supplemented by indexes. Historically, printed abstract journals provided systematic awareness of literature across a field before large-scale digital searching became routine. Their principal value was not the publication of new experimental results, but the organization and dissemination of information about results published in primary sources. Well-known historical and contemporary examples illustrate disciplinary variation. Chemical Abstracts, associated with Chemical Abstracts Service (CAS), developed extensive coverage of chemical substances and literature. Physics Abstracts was historically associated with the INSPEC information service, whose coverage includes physics, engineering, computing, and related technical fields. Biological Abstracts focuses on life-science literature. Mathematical Reviews, accessible through MathSciNet, provides expert reviews and bibliographic information in mathematics. These products differ in editorial practices, coverage, indexing, and the extent to which records contain abstracts, reviews, or subject classifications.
Abstract journals should not be confused with ordinary research journals. A research journal publishes original studies or scholarly analyses; an abstract journal primarily describes and organizes publications from multiple venues. Nor are all modern databases simply digital versions of abstract journals. Contemporary platforms such as Scopus and Web of Science Core Collection integrate citation indexing and other discovery functions. Specialized resources such as INSPEC, CAS SciFinder, PubMed/MEDLINE, ERIC, and MathSciNet have distinct scope and selection policies. PubMed is a search and discovery platform, while MEDLINE is a curated bibliographic component with subject indexing; their names should not be treated as interchangeable. The following comparison shows how abstracting practices reflect the structure of different research communities. The examples are illustrative rather than an exhaustive inventory of available services.


	Discipline
	Representative resource
	Characteristic emphasis

	Chemistry
	CAS / Chemical Abstracts
	Substances, reactions, chemical literature and identifiers

	Physics and engineering
	INSPEC
	Technical concepts, controlled indexing and interdisciplinary engineering records

	Life sciences
	Biological Abstracts
	Biological research topics and organism-related terminology

	Mathematics
	MathSciNet / Mathematical Reviews
	Bibliographic records, expert reviews and mathematical classification

	Medicine
	MEDLINE via PubMed
	Biomedical literature and structured subject indexing



For research planning, a disciplinary abstracting resource is often best used alongside a broad multidisciplinary index and, when necessary, institutional repositories or publisher websites. No single database captures all relevant evidence. Researchers should document the resources searched, dates of access, coverage limitations, search strings, and inclusion criteria. This makes the search process reproducible and clarifies why certain bodies of literature may be underrepresented.
4. Preparation, Evaluation, and Responsible Use of Abstracts
Effective abstracting begins with a complete reading of the source rather than an isolated reading of its introduction or conclusion. The abstractor identifies the central question, research design, relevant evidence, principal outcomes, and limitations. The first draft should follow the logic of the original work without reproducing its wording unnecessarily. Revision then removes unsupported interpretation, broad claims, undefined abbreviations, and details that are not necessary for the intended audience. A useful quality-control test asks whether a reader could identify what was investigated, how it was investigated, what was found, and what can reasonably be concluded. Not every abstract requires all four elements in equal depth: a theoretical paper, technical standard, review article, and experimental report present different forms of contribution. Nevertheless, the abstract must indicate the nature of the evidence and avoid implying experimental confirmation where only a hypothesis or model has been proposed.
The relation between an abstract and its bibliographic record must be maintained. The abstract should not contain a reference list unless the publisher specifically requires it; references are normally provided in the full text. When an abstract is reproduced or adapted in an information service, attribution to the source publication and stable bibliographic identifiers support verification. The exact length and format are determined by the journal, conference, repository, or indexing service. Word limits should therefore be checked in current author guidelines rather than inferred from a generic template. Consider an illustrative research article examining the energy efficiency of a laboratory heat-treatment process. A weak abstract states that “important experiments were conducted and excellent results were obtained.” This language gives neither a research objective nor verifiable evidence. A stronger abstract identifies the compared operating conditions, measurement procedure, energy-use indicator, direction of the observed change, and any important limitations. The improved version helps researchers determine relevance without exaggerating the result. The example is intentionally generic and does not imply that a particular experiment has been conducted.
Abstract journals and indexing platforms should be used critically. Records may contain incomplete abstracts, inconsistent translations, delayed updates, or incorrect metadata. Researchers should confirm consequential claims in the original publication, especially when preparing a literature review, research proposal, or systematic synthesis. Abstract-only screening is efficient for initial selection, but it cannot replace full-text appraisal of methodology, bias, statistical analysis, or reproducibility. Abstracting is a foundational intellectual and technical activity in scientific communication. It transforms complex publications into discoverable, interpretable information units, supports disciplinary and interdisciplinary search, and reduces the cost of navigating large research literatures. Its effectiveness depends on fidelity to the source, transparent editorial practice, appropriate subject indexing, and the reader’s awareness of the limits of secondary information.
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