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ScopeScope

•• Excludes peer review ofExcludes peer review of
–– Clinical studiesClinical studies
–– Government contractsGovernment contracts
–– Research proposalsResearch proposals

•• Does not discuss wider implications Does not discuss wider implications 
•• Does not discuss mission of ACS or Does not discuss mission of ACS or JCICSJCICS
•• DisclaimerDisclaimer
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ScopeScope

•• Centers on chemistryCenters on chemistry
•• Focuses on Focuses on JCICSJCICS
•• Number One in computer Number One in computer 

science, information systemsscience, information systems
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““High Quality, High ImpactHigh Quality, High Impact””

In 2003, ACS received almost 45,000In 2003, ACS received almost 45,000
papers and published over 24,000papers and published over 24,000
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Functions of Peer ReviewFunctions of Peer Review

•• Improve good papersImprove good papers
•• Filter bad papersFilter bad papers
•• Detect abuseDetect abuse
•• Detect plagiarismDetect plagiarism
•• Detect fraudDetect fraud
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Other FunctionsOther Functions

•• Give authors feedbackGive authors feedback
•• Give authors incentive to write good Give authors incentive to write good 

manuscripts manuscripts beforebefore submissionsubmission
•• Journal brandingJournal branding



Wendy Warr & Associates

Quality CriteriaQuality Criteria

•• ReliabilityReliability
•• FairnessFairness
•• Predictive validityPredictive validity
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The ChemistThe Chemist
ReaderReader

ReviewerReviewer EditorEditor

AuthorAuthor
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The AuthorThe Author

•• Produces a paperProduces a paper
•• Chooses journalChooses journal
•• Submits the manuscriptSubmits the manuscript
•• Writes to editorWrites to editor
•• Suggests reviewersSuggests reviewers
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The Black HoleThe Black Hole
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The EditorThe Editor
•• I print/read letter and I print/read letter and m/sm/s
•• Make notes aboutMake notes about

–– spellingspelling
–– use of Englishuse of English
–– reference stylereference style
–– obvious errorsobvious errors
–– copyright formcopyright form
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““We still think itWe still think it’’s important to have a minimal s important to have a minimal 
level of screening, to keep the material at level of screening, to keep the material at 
least least ‘‘of of refereeablerefereeable qualityquality’’, and avoid , and avoid 
material that is manifestly irrelevant, material that is manifestly irrelevant, 
offensive, or silly. offensive, or silly. ArXivArXiv was set up for an elite was set up for an elite 
research community; there was never a research community; there was never a 
pretense of Jeffersonian democracypretense of Jeffersonian democracy””

P. P. GinspargGinsparg, 2002, 2002

Rejection Without ReviewRejection Without Review
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Rejection without ReviewRejection without Review

•• Obscure topicObscure topic
•• Subject of minority interestSubject of minority interest
•• Outside scope of journalOutside scope of journal
•• Poor presentationPoor presentation
•• NonNon--noveltynovelty
•• Routine QSARRoutine QSAR

ReasonsReasons
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Choice of ReviewersChoice of Reviewers

•• How many?How many?
•• Who are the authorsWho are the authors’’ ““peerspeers””??
•• Author suggestionsAuthor suggestions
•• Names from list of referencesNames from list of references
•• The network in my headThe network in my head
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Choice of ReviewersChoice of Reviewers

•• Names in my filesNames in my files
•• Scan journals on shelfScan journals on shelf
•• Internet searchesInternet searches
•• Ask a fellow editor or colleagueAsk a fellow editor or colleague
•• Ask reviewer who has refusedAsk reviewer who has refused
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Reviewer GuidelinesReviewer Guidelines

•• Few instructions on the WebFew instructions on the Web
–– but I get few queriesbut I get few queries

•• I do send out guidelines for I do send out guidelines for 
certain topicscertain topics
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The Reviewer Responds The Reviewer Responds 
(Sometimes)(Sometimes)

•• Yes I can (Great!)Yes I can (Great!)
•• I canI can’’tt…… (Groan!)(Groan!)

–– Too busyToo busy
–– TravelingTraveling
–– Doing six other reviews this weekDoing six other reviews this week
–– Outside my fieldOutside my field
–– Clash of interestClash of interest
–– I collaborate with authorI collaborate with author
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Often, No Immediate ResponseOften, No Immediate Response

•• Sometimes a timely review appearsSometimes a timely review appears
•• Most times it doesnMost times it doesn’’tt
•• Then I start on the remindersThen I start on the reminders
•• Sometimes I still hear nothingSometimes I still hear nothing
•• Then I assign another reviewerThen I assign another reviewer
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RecommendationsRecommendations

•• Publish without changePublish without change
•• Publish after revisionPublish after revision

–– minorminor
–– majormajor

•• Do not publishDo not publish
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ReviewersReviewers

•• ZealotsZealots
•• PushoversPushovers
•• AverageAverage
•• DemotersDemoters
•• AssassinsAssassins

SiegelmanSiegelman, , RadiologyRadiology, 1991, 1991
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ReviewersReviewers

•• The softieThe softie
•• The nitThe nit--pickerpicker
•• The guy with attitudeThe guy with attitude
•• The snailThe snail
•• The invisible manThe invisible man
•• The editorThe editor’’s dreams dream
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Reviewers DisagreeReviewers Disagree
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Why?Why?

•• EditorEditor’’s choices choice
•• Different academic perspectivesDifferent academic perspectives
•• Different criteriaDifferent criteria
•• Different standardsDifferent standards
•• BiasBias
•• Even if reviewers agree, paper Even if reviewers agree, paper 

may still be invalidmay still be invalid
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44 Papers Studied44 Papers Studied

•• 31 accepted31 accepted
•• 12 rejected12 rejected
•• 1 withdrawn1 withdrawn
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WorstWorst

2255

3 papers3 papers3366
2266
3377

Plus mePlus me1177
3388
2299

CommentCommentReviews doneReviews doneReviewers assignedReviewers assigned
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BestBest

3 times3 times2244

4 times4 times3344
3 times3 times4444
9 times9 times3333
13 times13 times2233

OnceOnce2222
CommentCommentReviews doneReviews doneReviewers assignedReviewers assigned
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RejectionsRejections

•• 7/12 rejected by 2 or more reviewers7/12 rejected by 2 or more reviewers
•• 1 not rejected by either reviewer1 not rejected by either reviewer

–– Editor rejects (Unintelligible. NonEditor rejects (Unintelligible. Non--novel?)novel?)
•• 1 rejected by 1 reviewer out of 21 rejected by 1 reviewer out of 2

–– Editor rejects (NonEditor rejects (Non--novel. Specialized)novel. Specialized)
•• 3 rejected by 1 reviewer out of 33 rejected by 1 reviewer out of 3

–– Editor rejects (Needs a major rewrite)Editor rejects (Needs a major rewrite)
–– Editor rejects (Another editor adjudicated)Editor rejects (Another editor adjudicated)
–– Editor rejects (Hard decision)Editor rejects (Hard decision)
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One Reviewer Rejects One Reviewer Rejects 
Editor AcceptsEditor Accepts

•• 6 Papers, only 1 reject review out of 3 or 46 Papers, only 1 reject review out of 3 or 4
–– only 1 rejection out of 4, revision reonly 1 rejection out of 4, revision re--reviewedreviewed
–– accepted after two revisionsaccepted after two revisions
–– unusual subject, unusual subject, ““adjudicatedadjudicated””
–– 2 good reviews, 3rd reviewer biased? 2 good reviews, 3rd reviewer biased? 
–– ““not enough chemistrynot enough chemistry””
–– 1 hard decision1 hard decision
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First Hard DecisionFirst Hard Decision

•• Rev 1: Discovery of a lifetimeRev 1: Discovery of a lifetime
•• Rev 2: Publish with major revisionRev 2: Publish with major revision
•• Rev 3: Work is completely misguidedRev 3: Work is completely misguided

•• AcceptedAccepted
–– Reviewers discussedReviewers discussed
–– Rev 3 withdrew objection Rev 3 withdrew objection 
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Second Hard DecisionSecond Hard Decision

•• Rev 1: RejectRev 1: Reject
•• Rev 2: Publish with major revisionRev 2: Publish with major revision
•• Rev 3: Publish with very minor revisionRev 3: Publish with very minor revision

•• RejectedRejected
–– Team has produced rejected work in pastTeam has produced rejected work in past
–– Rev 3 is known to be lenientRev 3 is known to be lenient
–– Hints of plagiarism Hints of plagiarism 
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Easy DecisionsEasy Decisions

•• One paper had two (One paper had two (““genuinegenuine””) ) 
““publish without changepublish without change”” reviewsreviews

•• Five others had one (Five others had one (““genuinegenuine””) ) 
““publish without changepublish without change”” reviewreview

•• Who are these near perfect Who are these near perfect 
authors?authors?
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What Happens Next?What Happens Next?

•• AllAll reviews sent to authorreviews sent to author
•• Path OnePath One

–– Author revises manuscriptAuthor revises manuscript
–– Accept, reAccept, re--review or reject revisionreview or reject revision

•• Path TwoPath Two
–– Manuscript rejectedManuscript rejected

•• All reviewers told about final decisionAll reviewers told about final decision
•• All reviewers see reviews and author commentsAll reviewers see reviews and author comments
•• Later, the rejected paper appears elsewhereLater, the rejected paper appears elsewhere
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Do I Get Any Comeback?Do I Get Any Comeback?
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““The traditional paper is frozen once The traditional paper is frozen once 
publishedpublished……..””

Richard Smith, Editor Richard Smith, Editor BMJBMJ

AftercareAftercare



Wendy Warr & Associates

EthicsEthics
•• Falsification of resultsFalsification of results
•• PlagiarismPlagiarism
•• Failing to give credit to Failing to give credit to 

othersothers
•• Duplicate publicationDuplicate publication
•• Salami slicing of resultsSalami slicing of results
•• Deliberately delaying Deliberately delaying 

publicationpublication
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Other IssuesOther Issues

•• BiasBias
•• Language problemsLanguage problems
•• International issuesInternational issues
•• Supplementary materialSupplementary material

–– Making data sets availableMaking data sets available
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Other IssuesOther Issues

•• Double blind peer reviewDouble blind peer review
•• Open peer reviewOpen peer review
•• PrivacyPrivacy

–– Data Protection ActData Protection Act
•• EconomicsEconomics
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““Peer review is slow, expensive, biased, Peer review is slow, expensive, biased, 
easily abused and poor at detecting easily abused and poor at detecting 
fraud. A lone editor can do just as well. fraud. A lone editor can do just as well. 
What peer review does achieve is to What peer review does achieve is to 
improve a paperimprove a paper……..””

Richard Smith, Editor Richard Smith, Editor BMJBMJ

Peer ReviewPeer Review
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““Judicious use of peer review, by an Judicious use of peer review, by an 
editor who tries to be eveneditor who tries to be even--handed, and handed, and 
has years of experience of the system has years of experience of the system 
and the reviewers, is about the best we and the reviewers, is about the best we 
can hope to achievecan hope to achieve……..””

Wendy Warr, Associate Editor, Wendy Warr, Associate Editor, JCICSJCICS

ConclusionConclusion


