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Peer review under the spotlight 

 



The Model 

 A population of N agents (authors & referees) 
 Resources, productivity and quality 
 Publish or perish 
 Selection 



Scenarios and parameters 

 Fair, random, vs. strategic referees 
 Degree of unreliability 
 Bias excursion 
 1, 2, and 3 referees 



Results 

 Pure randomness is not the worst case: when referee reliability depended on 
previous success/failure of scientists as authors, evaluation bias was 43.32 with 
one referee, 35.20 with two and 25.74 with three 



Results 

 



Trade-off 

 



Conclusions 

 The “luck of the reviewer draw” is not the worst case scenario 
 Even minimal strategic behavior by reviewers might have significant implications for the quality 

of publications (e.g., Thurner and Hanel 2011) 
 The quality of peer review comes at a serious cost, i.e., a resource drain from researching to 

reviewing, which could even achieve abnormal, unsustainable levels 
 The higher the bias, the more equal is the resource allocation (Squazzoni and Gandelli 2012) 
 Next developments 
 Mapping reviewer behavior (strategy detection) 
 Problems on tracing strategic behavior (across journals?) 



Thank you 
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