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A hot issue
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Research questions

� Is a “random walk” the worst case scenario of peer review?

� Is quality of peer review sensitive to scientist behaviour 

during the process?

� Can even only “soft” selfish, rational strategies of reviewers 

have  serious implications for the quality of publications?

� Is there a trade-off between quality and efficiency of peer 

review?

� What are the implications of open peer review if scientists are 

“rational” players?
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The basic model

� A population of N agents (authors & referees)

� Resources, productivity and quality

� Evaluation process: intrinsic vs. perceived quality 

� Publish or perish
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Play with our NetLogo model!

https://www.openabm.org/model/4718/version/1/view
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JASSS 2013

� Scenarios

� No reciprocity”: random probability of behaving unreliably when selected 
as referees

� “Indirect reciprocity”: past publication success as authors determines 
higher reliability next turn as referee

� “Fairness”: past pertinent judgement by referees on previous author 
submission determines higher reliability next turn as referee
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JASSS 2013
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WSC (2016)

Scenarios

� Fair reviewers (altruistic)

� Random (selfish)

� Strategic reviewers (indirect 

reciprocity)
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Manipulations

� 1, 2 and 3 reviewers

� Different probability of 

unreliability



WSC (2016)
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Transparency implications
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Key findings

� Peer review outcomes are strongly sensitive to scientist behavior 

� The “luck of the reviewer draw” is not the worst case scenario

� Even minimal strategic behavior by reviewers might have significant 

implications on the quality of publications

� Open, transparent peer review might nurture excessive animal spirits

� The quality of peer review may be generally improved but at a serious cost, 

i.e., a resource drain from researching to reviewing, which could even 

achieve abnormal, unsustainable levels
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What is missed here to

increase cooperation?
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