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Wijnhoven and Dejong (2010) examined 926 manuscripts rejected by the British Journal of Surgery
and found that 609 (65.8%) were published in 198 different journals, mostly in subspecialty surgical
and non-surgical journals with a mean time lapse of 13.8 months. Only 14 manuscripts (2.3%) were
eventually published 1n journals with a higher impact factor than the British Journal of Surgery.

Similar results were found by Khosla et al. (2011) in a study on 371 manuscripts that were rejected
by Radiology 1 2005-2006, although here the mean time lapse was 17.3 months. Similar results were
obtained 1n a retrospective online survey by Hall and Wilcox (2007) on a sample of authors rejected
by Epidemiology in 2002. In general, authors admitted that their manuscripts that were rejected by
the first journal were ultimately submitted to a journal of lower impact, so confirming the hypothesis
that authors try first prestigious journals and subsequently go for less prestigious ones.
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More interestingly, especially to understand whether peer review contributes to increasing the quality
of rejected manuscripts for future publication, Armstrong et al. (2008) examined the case of 489
unpublished manuscripts by the Journal of the American Academy of Dermatology in 2004-2005,
They looked at whether the authors of rejected manuscripts adopted in their final publications the

changes suggested by the original journal reviewers. Among the 101 subsequently published

manuscripts for which full texts were available, 82% of the authors incorporated at least one change
suggested by the original reviewers. These manuscripts were eventually published in journals with
higher impact factors than those that did not incorporate any reviewer suggestions (P = .0305). A
more in depth-study on Angewandte Chemie International Edition by Bornmann, Weymuth and
Daniel (2010), who applied a content analysis to referee reports on 1899 manuscripts that were
reviewed i 2010, confirmed a relation between original peer review and later publication of rejected
manuscripts. While 94% of the 1021 rejected manuscripts were published more or less unchanged in
another journal, they found that previously rejected manuscripts were more likely to be published in
journals of higher impact factor when there were no negative comments by reviewers on important
aspects of the submission, such as relevance of contribution and research design.
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This paper |ooks at 10 years of reviews in a muttidiscipli-
nary joumal, The Journal of Arificisl Societies and
Social Simuiation (JASSS5), which is the flags hip joumal
of social simulation. We measured referee behavior and
referees’ agreement. We found that the disciplinary
background and the academic status of the referee have
an influence on the report time, the type of recommen-
dation and the acceptance of the reviewing task. Refer-
ees from the humanities tend to be more genemus in
their recommendations than other referees, especially
economists and environmental scientists. Second, we
found that senior researchers are harsher in their judg-
ments than junior researchers, and the latter sccept
requests to meview more often and ame faster in
reporting. Finally, we found that articles that had been
refersed and recommended for publication by a multi-
disciplinary set of referees were subsequently more
likely to receive citations than those that had been
reviewed by referees from the same discipline. Our
results show that common standards of evaluation can
be established evenin multidisciplinary communities.
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Intro duction

Reviewing for joumals iz a kind of moral duty in the sc
entific community, being instrumental to the Menonian ethi
cal normms that regulate science a5 an organ ized institwtion
(Huwioniemi 2015; Merion 1942). We know that the quality
of our publications depends at least partially on commend
and suggestions given by compeient and cooperative mefer-
ees {e.g., Mulligan, Hall, & Raphacl, 2013). On the other
hand, we know that science is a public good that can be
maintained only if we are unbizsed in jodgment and oollabo-
rate in distributing efficiendy and more or less equally the
reviewing effort {e.g., Hochberg, Chase, Gotelli, Hastings,
& Nacem, 2009).

Given that review standands are not formalized and our
decisions are typically confidental, it is lkely that the way
we accomplish this duty may depend on our background and
experience, as well as on our commitment to the joumal that
asked our opinion. Given the lack of training on reviewing,
ithe opacity of the process, and te weak incentives fior e fie
wes, the way we review and the time we take in accomplish
ithis important task might depend on atfitudes and noms hat
can reflect the attitudes of the ofer members of our scientific
community {e.g, Azar, 2008 Squazzoni & Gandelli, 2013).

This means that looking at referee behavior could poten-
tially help to reveal scientist misheha vior or situations whene
referees could benefit from their gatekeeping role at the
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Type of publication

Book
Book chapter

Conference proceedings
Journal article

Working paper

Total

Table 1. Destination of the manuscripts rejected from JASSS (source: Google Scholar).
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Journal Number
of
published
articles

International Journal of Information Technologies and Systems Approach
Acta Biotheoretica®

Advances m Systems Science and Application

Agricultural systems™®

AT & society

American Journal of Economics®

Annals of the Association of American Geographers®
Applied Artificial Intelligence®
Artificial life*

Complex Systems

Flaminio Squazzoni® and Niccold Casnici® (2013)

AUniversity of Brescia, ltaly; PUniversity of Brescia, Dept of Economics and Management, Italy
Is Social Simulation a Social Science Outstation? A Bibliometric Analysis of the Impact of JASSS

Journal of Artificial Societies and Social Simulation 16 (1) 10 Complexity*
<http://jasss.soc.surrey.ac.uk/16/1/10.html>

DOI: 10.18564/jasss 2192 Computational and Mathematical Methods i Medicine

Rctived T200i207E Hocapiado:De2072] Pubbiied:Siiancaiid Computational and Mathematical Orgamzation Theory*
Computers in biology and medicine®

Computers, Environment and Urban Systems

Connection Science

Cybergeo: European Journal of Geography

Developments 1n Business Simulation and Experiential Learning
Ecological Economics™®

Electronic International Journal of Time Use Research

Expert Systems with Applications™

Y Fluctuation and Noise Letters®

PR‘E EcolMod Information and Knowledge Management

Information Sciences
[ ] Interactive Cardio Vascular and Thoracic Surgery™®
® Jggg s L Interdisciplinary Description of Complex Systems
e o pH::mp International Journal of Advancements in Computing Technology
ACMIMCS.. — —L4BL International Journal of Computer Science & Information Technology
International Journal of Geographical Information Science®
International Journal of Knowledge and Systems Science (ITKSS)

International Journal of Knowledge-based and Intelligent Engineering Systems

International Journal of Microsimulation

Cit International Journal of Modelling and Simulation
I

Figure 10. The inter-journal relation index in 2010 (including only higher values).

International Joumal of Meodern Physics C*

International Journal of Production Research®
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55% of the previously rejected manuscripts were published in
journals with an impact factor higher than JASSS, but only 38%
of them received more citations than the articles published in
JASSS in the same year

Only 6% of manuscripts
previously rejected from JASSS
and published elsewhere
would have reached

JASSS top 10

(i.e., 11 of the 185 rejected
manuscripts)
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More rounds of reviews before rejection were associated with more
citations when eventually published
A positive correlation was found between the level of reviewer

disagreement and higher citations when the rejected manuscript is
eventually published

number of words

1
journal IF- JASSS IF
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Articles receiving more rounds of reviews before they were rejected by
JASSS, experiencing more intra-reviewer disagreement, and getting longer
reports had more success in collecting citations when they were eventually
published than those that received more cursory reviews.

This confirms previous findings by Armstrong et al. (2008) and Bornmann et
al. (2010), who similarly found that rejected manuscripts that underwent
more thorough peer review had more success later

Peer review is not only a selection engine but can also increase the quality
of manuscripts

However, examining the fate of unpublished manuscripts is difficult and
costly
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