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The Wheel of Peer Review
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peer evaluation in science
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ABSTRACT. Despile hemnp cotned omby in the early 19%0s, "fwer review’ has become o funverful rhel-
orical concept in modern academic discowrse, lasked with ensuring the rebabilily and reputation of schol-
arly rescarch. Iis ongins have commonly been dated to the foundation of the Philosophical
Transactions in 1665, or to early learned societies more generally, with little consideration of the inter-
vening historical devetofrmend. 1L is clear from owr analysis of the Royal Sociely’s editovial fractices from
the seventeenth to the twentieth centuries thai the function of refereaing, and the social and intellectual
mearing associated with scholarly pubkcation, has historically been quate different from the function
and meaning now assoctated with peer review. Refereeing emerped as part of the social practices associated
with arranging the meetings and publications of gentlemantly learned soctelies in the lale eiphieenth and
nineteenth. centuries. Such societies had particular needs for pracesses that, at various times, could creaie
collective editorial responsibility, protect institutional finances, and guard the award of prestige. The mis-
match hefween that context and the world of modern, professional, intermational science, helps to explam

sume of the acousalions now beang levelled agranst preer vevie as nol being “fil_for frarfiose’.
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embracing or rejecting reviewers

<4 Einstein Versus the

—" Physical Review

A great scientist can benefit from peer review, even while
refusing to have anything to do with it.

Dear Sir,
We (Mr. Rosen and I) had sent you our man-

uscript for publication and had not authorized
you to show it to specialists before it is printed.
I see no reason to address the—in any case er-

roneous—comments of your anonymous ex-
pert. On the basis of this incident I prefer to

publish the paper elsewhere.

Respectfully,

P.S. Mr. Rosen, who has left for the Soviet
Union, has authorized me to represent him in
this matter.




anonymized authors

Preparation of Articles

As an experiment in the evaluation of articles, all papers will now be circulated to
the assistant editors and judged without name or institutional identification. It will
be helpful if contributors to the Review will attach a cover page giving the title,
author’s name and institutional affiliation. The first page of the paper should bear

the title as a means of identification, but not name and institution.

Whether, as Professor Cahnman be-
lieves, papers of “famous colleagues”
always will be “accepted on sight” I
don’t know. and frankly I don’t mind
if they are. I think a paper by a promi-
nent author should be given priority—
unless the editor has serious doubts
about its quality.

reviewers were not anonymous. Further-
more, we frequently forget (despite that
fact that we are sociologists) that a
man’s name is important (whether it is
widely known or not). It can identify
his biases and perspectives (sources of
professional training. previous work, oc-
cupational experiences. etc.) and, there-
fore. can be used as a basis for judging
the reliability and relevance of what he
savs, This is true for both authors and
reviewers. It is important to know
whether comments are coming from a
functionalist, a Durkheimian, a Weber-
ian, a Marxist, a professional researcher,
a theoretician, a systems analyst, a posi-
tivist, and the like.




anonymized authors

Moody L. Coffman suggests that
articles be sent to reviewers anony-
mously. This is an excellent idea and
has been proposed many times. Un-
fortunately it is impossible. Removing
the name and affiliation of the author
does not make a manuscript anony-
mous. A competent reviewer can tell
at a glance where the work was done
and by whom or under whose guid-
ance. One must also remove all refer-
ences to previous work by the same
author, all descriptions of special
equipment and other significant parts
of the paper. Nothing worth judging
or publishing would be left.
S. A. Goudsmit
Managing Editor,
American Physical Society

Despite removal of author and institu-
tional affiliation from a manuscript,
no phenomenal deductive powers are
required, for example, to guess the

authorship of an article that begins,
“Earlier work (Coftfman, 1962, Coff-
man and Moody, 1965) has shown
... The Journal of Speech and Hear-
ing Research, for which I occasionally
review, indeed experimented with this
scheme last year but quickly aban-
doned it.

W. Dixon Ward
University of Minnesota




anonymous reviewers as abusers

Rights, wrongs and referees

Anonymity in the refereeing of scientific papers is difficult to justify. Greater openness would have
many merits—not least in curbing the abuses that are encouraged by the present system




anonymous reviewers as guardians

In defence of the e

anonymous referee
@




objectivity vs. publicity

anonymized identified

anonymized “double blind” “blind review”

identified “single blind”  “open peer review”




who are the judges?

referee 1

editor-in- editorial

chief committee

referee 2

referee 1 referee 3

referee 2




The “revolution” of peer review
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RESEARCH ARTICLE
Major approaches in early diagnostics of common

variable immunodeficiency in adults in Moscow [version 1;
referees: 2 approved, 1 not approved]

Alexander V Karaulov, Irina V Sidorenko, Anna S Kapustina
¥

Grant information: The author(s) declared that no grants were involved in supporting this work.

Abstract

Common variable immunodeficiency (CVID) is a primary immunological disease characterized
predominantly by hypogammaglobulinemia. The main clinical manifestations are severe recurrent
infections that often lead to structural damage of affected organs. The early start of adequate
intravenous immunoglobulin therapy has significantly improved the prognosis of this serious disorder.
Patients with CVID are also predisposed to autoimmune and lymphoproliferative complications. This
article deals with the features of this primary immunodeficiency in adults. Clinical manifestations,
immunological features and treatment concepts were gathered during 21 years of observation of such
patients in Moscow. The authors suggest early predictive clinical signs of CVID in adults.
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alternative measures

metrics

altmetrics: a manifesto

NO ONE CAN READ EVERYTHING. We rely on filters to make sense of the scholarly
literature, but the narrow, traditional filters are being swamped. However, the growth
of new, online scholarly tools allows us to make new filters; these altmetrics reflect
the broad, rapid impact of scholarship in this burgeoning ecosystem. We call for more
tools and research based on altmetrics.

As the volume of academic literature explodes, scholars rely on filters to select the
most relevant and significant sources from the rest. Unfortunately, scholarship’s three
main filters for importance are failing:
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tlagging published articles

BeEYOND FACT CHECKING: RECONSIDERING THE STATUS
OF TRUTH OF PUBLISHED ARTICLES

David Pontille, Didier Torny

Since thi

wooe 1N the last twenty years, three ways of flagging articles have become commonly
veenc used by journals: expression of concern, correction, and retraction. These written
orare gets enact peculiar forms of verification that occur alongside, even against, the

various

ofdal2 - traditional fact checking process in science. Designed to alert journal readership,

Yet,

ot eest they are not meant to test the accuracy of published articles like in usual scientific

IS currer

fndingl regearch or misconduct investigations. Rather, they perform a critical, public judg-

recently,

by orlar ment about its validity and rellablhty
therelia:

icelly designed studies have led to 3 reph ation crisis in some experl‘r*ental cisci-
plines (e.g. psychclegy, clinical medicine) Simultanecusly the growirg industry of
"predatcry puolishing' has reshaped the very definition of a peer-raviswed journal
(Djuric, 2015)

n this context, "post-publication peer review” (PPPR) has ofter been laudad as a
so ution, its p-omoters valuing public debatz cver in-house validation by joumals
and the judgment of a crowd of readers over the ones of a few selected referees
(Pontille and Torny 201£). Along those lines, the pualic voicing of concerns on a
result, amethod, a figure oran inzerpretation by readers, whistleblowers, academ-
ic institLtions, public investigators cr authors themselves have become common-
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