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Peer review is still the best way to determine:

Validity

Significance

Originality

Fraud

Plagiarism

Bias
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For Editor

•Decide what to publish and where

For Author

• Improves manuscript

For Peer Reviewer

•Be up to date, reputation, collaboration, “give 
back”

Benefits for all stakeholders
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slow

subjective

biased

Lack of 
training

inefficientburden

open to 
abuse

can’t detect 
fraud

lack of 
credit

But it is not perfect..
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New 
models

New 
initiatives

Improving 
efficiency

Recognition 
and support

How we are addressing these issues
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Development in peer review models

Double-blind

• Authors and reviewers anonymous

Single-blind

• ‘Traditional’ - reviewers anonymous

Transparent

• Reports available with published article; not signed; author response included

Open

• Signed reports available with published article; author response included

Post-publication

• Review takes place after publication; fully open
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Peer review research

PANEL on Peer Review:
http://zeeba.tv/media/conferences/ape-
2017/0203-Alice-Meadows/

http://zeeba.tv/media/conferences/ape-2017/0203-Alice-Meadows/
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Open peer review – clearer definitions 

• Open identities: Authors and reviewers aware of each other’s identity

• Open reports: Review reports published alongside the article

• Open participation: The wider community able to contribute to review process

• Open interaction: Direct reciprocal discussion between authors and reviewers, and/or between 

reviewers, is encouraged.

• Open pre-review manuscripts: Manuscripts are made immediately available (e.g., via pre-print 

servers) in advance of any formal peer review procedures

• Open final-version commenting: Review or commenting on final “version of record” publications

• Open platforms: Review is de-coupled from publishing, facilitated by a different organizational 

entity than the venue of publication.

see Tony Ross-Hellauer blog post for morehttps://blogs.openaire.eu/?author=11

https://blogs.openaire.eu/?author=11
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Closer look at some new models
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Transparent peer review  

• Introduced in January 2016

• Authors can opt to publish reviews

• On average, around 60% of authors 

are voluntarily opting in to 

publishing the peer review history 

of their paper.

• The figure shows the author opt-in 

rate across the different research 

areas for 787 published papers.

60%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Ecology & Evolution

Molecular Biology

Earth Sciences

Cell & Dev Biology

Virology & Microbiology

Applied Phys & Condensed matter

Biochemistry & biophysics

Genetics

Biotechnology

Physiology & disease

Plant Sciences

Astronomy & Planetary

Neuroscience

Chemistry

Materials & nanotechnology

Optical physics

Atomic, particle & theorertical physcis

Overall
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OPR on the increase
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Post publication peer review 

Post  Publication 
peer review

Post Publication
Commenting
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• Base editorial decisions on study quality rather than results, to reduce publication bias

• BMC Psychology to launch first ever Randomised Controlled Trial of results-free review

• Authors offered in-principle acceptance following review of “results-free” manuscript 
if methods and rationale sound.

Results-free review
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Technical peer review and ‘cascading’
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Journal independent peer review
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• To improve statistical reporting in journals

• Using StatReviewer across  4 BMC journals – Trials, Arthritis Research & Therapy, Critical Care and BMC Medicine

• Iterative algorithms ‘scan’ and evaluate reporting and statistics of article

• Pending results, aim to expand pilot beyond clinical trials

Can peer review be automated?
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Automated reviews



18

Peer review – current trends. “World-class scientific publication – 2017” – 18-21 April 2017, Moscow, Russia

Automated reviews
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Support for peer reviewers

Recognition

Mentoring

Training
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PEERE – overall intro
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PEERE New frontiers of peer review is a COST 
Action running from 12/05/2014 to 
11/05/2018. It includes 30 countries and more 
than 80 participants (see the Management 
Committee page)

PEERE.org

http://www.cost.eu/domains_actions/TDP/Actions/TD1306?
http://www.cost.eu/
http://www.peere.org/management-committee/
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Analysis of peer review

• Three publishers involved

• A lot of researchers from: economics, CS,

social simulations, cognitive sciences, medicine, ...

• Main goal – improve efficiency, transparency and accountability of peer 
review through a trans-disciplinary, cross-sectorial collaboration

HOW: 

• large-scale analysis of peer review practices. Various disciplines and several 
publishers

• evaluate implications of different models of peer review and to explore new 
incentive structures to improve collaboration

• define collaboratively a joint research agenda that points to an evidence-
based peer review reform
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PEERE – best results
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Creating a dataset about peer review processes of 
conferences

Mario Malicki

University of Split

Aliaksandr Birukou

Springer
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Text mining of ~10,000 prefaces from the 5 CS proceedings series (LNCS+)

• Conference organizers use the following terms to describe peer review: 

• peer review type, 

• num submitted / accepted papers , acceptance rate

• num reviewers / paper ...

• For new conference proceedings, since June 2015, we ask editors to provide 
such data. 

• 1 denial to provide such data in 2015

• additionally learnt

• what adjectives people use to describe peer review?

• do they use additional reviewers?

• which submission systems do they use? (EasyChair, CMT, OCS, ...)

• learnt about complex structures – shepherding, etc

Creating a dataset about peer review processes of the 
conferences
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How to describe peer review, based on our analysis?

CrossMark for peer review process of a conference

Label Meaning Example

peerReviewType single-blind, double-blind, open, other single blind

confManagementSystem EasyChair, CMT, etc. OCS

submissionsSentForReview

The number of papers sent for peer review. 
Does not include straightforward rejects by 
the PC chairs due to out-of-scope or other 
reasons

100

fullPapersAccepted The number of full papers accepted. 30

shortPapersAccepted The number of short papers accepted. 15

posterPapersAccepted The number of poster papers accepted. 7

accRateFullPapersPerc
The number of full papers/The number of 
submissions sent for review * 100

30

avgNumReviewsPerPaper
The number of reviews / the number of 
submissions sent for review.

3.25

avgNumPapersPerReviewer
The number of papers each reviewer has to 
review on average.

5.5

extReviewersInvolved Were external reviewers involved? yes

additionalInfoOnReviewProcess
Any additional information provided about 
the peer review process by the organizers.

"Short papers underwent 
shepherding process and 5 out of 
10 were accepted as full papers."
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What’s next?

• We’ll add peer review info to the linked open data portal (lod.springer.com)
• CrossRef and Datacite start a working group on unique and persistent conference IDs, 

CrossMark for proceedings, etc.
• Scope of the group for 

• (1) Unique Conference IDs, 
• (2) Metadata on peer-review process, 
• (3) machine-processable data about PCs?
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Modeling organizational cognition: the case of 
impact factor

Davide Secchi

University of Southern Denmark

Stephen Cowley

University of Southern Denmark
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PEER REVIEW (PR) — Secchi, D. & Cowley, S. J. (2017). Modeling organizational 
cognition: the case of impact factor. In European Academy of Management Annual 
Conference: Glasgow, UK. https://www.openabm.org/model/5589/version/1/view

PERCEIVED SCIENTIFIC VALUE (PSV): NOT JUST 
QUALITY ASSURANCE
▸ All agree that PR has a filter function

▸ It is also affected by how individuals interact with each other and with 
other societal elements (e.g., IF)

▸We use an agent-based model be used to test how PSV changes due to 
social interactions, IF and attitudes towards IF

O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  C O N D I T I O N S

C E R T A I N T Y U N C E R T A I N T Y

G R O U P  
A T T I T U D E S  

T O  I F

E N T H U S I A S T S
P S V  G R A D U A L L Y  

I N C R E A S E S
P S V  I N C R E A S E S  A N D  

S P I K E S

S K E P T I C S P S V  S H O W S  M O R E  S U B T L E  I N C R E A S E

In uncertain conditions, the enthusiasts group dissolve as the skeptical group grows

https://www.openabm.org/model/5589/version/1/view
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Do similar editorial boards 
homogenize a discipline?

Evidence from top journals in economics

Raffaele Miniaci
University of Brescia

Michele Pezzoni
GREDEG Université Côte d’Azur, 

ICRIOS Bocconi University, BRICK University of Torino
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Research Question

RQ: Are leading journals in economics converging 
toward similar subjects published and authors’ 
affiliations? or are they preserving their specificities?

31
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Average subject and affiliation similarity 
among the 15 leading journals in economics
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No shortage of developments..

Many 
initiatives 

addressing 
problems

Manuscript 
usually 

improved –
but can be 
concerns

Integral to 
publication 

process

…but will they go far enough?
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