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Σύνοψη

• Αξιολόγηση μιας εργασίας με το σύστημα 

κριτών.

• Το σύστημα peer-review και παραλλαγές 

του. 

• Εμπειρικά δεδομένα

• Κριτική στο σύστημα

• Πως απαντάμε στα σχόλια των κριτών.

• Παραδείγματα 



Peer Review System

• Για Δημοσίευση Άρθρων, βιβλίων κλπ

• Για χρηματοδότηση ερευνητικών 

προγραμμάτων

• Για την κατάληψη μιας θέσης

• Για βραβεία, διακρίσεις κλπ

http://www.bmj.com/sites/default/files/attachments/resources/2011/07/wager.pdf



Peer Review

• Double-blind

• Author blind

• Open (signed) peer review



Peer review

AuthorReferee

Editor

http://www.bmj.com/sites/default/files/attachments/resources/2011/07/wager.pdf



1ο Στάδιο

• 1st Editorial decision
• Reject (out of scope, limited interest)

• Send to Referees



2ο Στάδιο

• Response of the Referees 
• Accept as is

• Accept with revisions

• Resubmit (major revisions)

• Reject



3ο Στάδιο

• Απάντηση στα σχόλια των Referees

• Διορθώσεις στο κείμενο

• Resubmission



4ο Στάδιο

• Final Submission

• Proof Checking 

• Publication (κεράσματα, σαμπάνιες κλπ)



5ο Στάδιο

• Επιλογή άλλου περιοδικού

• Η ίδια διαδικασία από την αρχή



Κριτική στο σύστημα

• Peer review is impossible to define in operational terms (an operational definition is 
one whereby if 50 of us looked at the same process we could all agree  ost of the 
time whether or not it was peer review). 

• Peer review is thus like poetry, love, or justice. But it is something to do with a grant 
application or a paper being scrutinized by a third party—who is neither the author 
nor the person making a judgement on whether a grant should be given or a paper 
published. 

• But who is a peer? Somebody doing exactly the same kind of research (in which case 
he or she is probably a direct competitor)? Somebody in the same discipline? 
Somebody who is an expert on methodology?

• And what is review? Somebody saying ‘The paper looks all right to me’, which is 
sadly what peer review sometimes seems to be. Or somebody pouring all over the 
paper, asking for raw data, repeating analyses, checking all the references, and 
making detailed suggestions for improvement? Such a review is vanishingly rare.



• There may even be some journals using the following 
classic system. 

• The editor looks at the title of the paper and sends it to 
two friends whom the editor thinks know something 
about the subject. 

• If both advise publication the editor sends it to the 
printers. 

• If both advise against publication the editor rejects the 
paper. 

• If the reviewers disagree the editor sends it to a third 
reviewer and does whatever he or she advises. 

• This pastiche—which is not far from systems I have seen 
used—is little better than tossing a coin, because the 
level of agreement between reviewers on whether a 
paper should be published is little better than you’d 
expect by chance



What is peer review for?

• One answer is that it is a method to select the best grant
applications for funding and the best papers to publish in a
journal. It is hard to test this aim because there is no agreed
definition of what constitutes a good paper or a good
research proposal. Plus what is peer review to be tested
against? Chance? Or a much simpler process? Stephen Lock
when editor of the BMJ conducted a study in which he alone
decided which of a consecutive series of papers submitted to
the journal he would publish. He then let the papers go
through the usual process. There was little difference
between the papers he chose and those selected after the
full process of peer review.1 This small study suggests that
perhaps you do not need an elaborate process. Maybe a lone
editor, thoroughly familiar with what the journal wants and
knowledgeable about research methods, would be enough.



What is peer review for?

• Another answer to the question of what is peer 

review for is that it is to improve the quality of 

papers published or research proposals that are 

funded. The systematic review found little 

evidence to support this, but again such studies

are hampered by the lack of an agreed definition 

of a good study or a good research proposal



What is peer review for?

• Peer review might also be useful for detecting errors or
fraud. At the BMJ we did several studies where we 
inserted major errors into papers that we then sent to 
many reviewers. Nobody ever spotted all of the errors. 
Some reviewers did not spot any, and most reviewers 
spotted only about a quarter. Peer review sometimes 
picks up fraud by chance, but generally it is not a reliable 
method for detecting fraud because it works on trust. A 
major question, which I will return to, is whether peer 
review and journals should cease to work on trust



THE DEFECTS OF PEER REVIEW

• Slow and expensive

– Editors, reviewers, managers + publication 

costs

• Inconsistent

– Often the reviewers disagree

• Bias

– Due to institution, name, outcome etc

• Abuse of peer review





http://www2.uah.es/jmc/nobel.html











HOW TO IMPROVE PEER 

REVIEW?
• standardizing procedures

• opening up the process

• Blinding reviewers to the identity of authors

• reviewing protocols

• training reviewers

• being more rigorous in selecting and deselecting reviewers

• using electronic review

• Rewarding reviewers

• providing detailed feedback to reviewers 

• Using more checklists

• or creating professional review agencies



Εμπειρικά δεδομένα



Open review

• Τυχαιοποιημένη δοκιμή με reviewers του BJP

• Οι reviewers που υπέγραψαν την αναφορά, 

έκαναν πιο ποιοτική δουλειά

• Έκαναν περισσότερο χρόνο

• Ήταν πιο πιθανό να προτείνουν δημοσίευση







• Reviewers randomised to be asked to be identified were 12% (95% 
confidence interval 0.2% to 24%) more likely to decline to review 
than reviewers randomised to
remain anonymous (35% v 23%). 

• There was no significant difference in quality (scored on a scale of 1 
to 5) between anonymous reviewers (3.06 (SD 0.72)) and identified 
reviewers (3.09 (0.68)) (P = 0.68, 95% confidence interval for 
difference − 0.19 to 0.12), and no significant difference in the 
recommendation regarding publication or time taken to review the
paper. 

• The editors’ quality score for reviews (3.05 (SD 0.70)) was 
significantly higher than that of authors (2.90 (0.87)) (P < 0.005, 
95%confidence interval for difference − 0.26 to − 0.03). Most 
authors were in favour of open peer review

• Asking reviewers to consent to being identified to the author had no 
important effect on the quality of the review, the recommendation 
regarding publication, or the time taken to review, but it significantly 
increased the likelihood of reviewers declining to review















• Συνεχείς υποβολές του ίδιου άρθρου, ακόμα και 
στο ίδιο περιοδικό

• Τα σχόλια των reviewers συνήθως αγνοούνται

• Το σύστημα ανταμείβει την παραγωγικότητα 
αλλά δεν βάζει ποινή στην προσπάθεια

• Τα πάντα δημοσιεύονται, τα πάντα αναφέρονται

• Μήπως τα σχόλια των reviewers πρέπει να 
παραμένουν διαθέσιμα και να ακολουθούν την 
εργασία;



http://retractionwatch.com/2014/02/24/springer-ieee-withdrawing-more-than-120-nonsense-papers/



http://scholarlyoa.com/publishers/



http://www.sciencemag.org/content/342/6154/60.full.pdf





•157 of the journals had accepted the paper and 98 had rejected it. Of the remaining 49 journals, 29 

seem to be derelict: websites abandoned by their creators. Editors from the other 20 had e-mailed 

the fi ctitious corresponding authors stating that the paper was still under review; those, too, are 

excluded from this analysis. Acceptance took 40 days on average, compared to 24 days to elicit a 

rejection. Of the 255 papers that underwent the entire editing process to acceptance or rejection, 

about 60% of the final decisions occurred with no sign of peer review. 

•Of the 106 journals that discernibly performed any review, 70% ultimately accepted the paper. 

Most reviews focused exclusively on the paper’s layout, formatting, and language. This sting did not 

waste the time of many legitimate peer reviewers. Only 36 of the 304 submissions generated 

review comments recognizing any of the paper’s scientifi c problems. And 16 of those papers were 

accepted by the editors despite the damning reviews. 

•The results show that Beall is good at spotting publishers with poor quality control: For the 

publishers on his list that completed the review process, 82% accepted the paper. Of course that 

also means that almost one in five on his list did the right thing—at least with my submission. 

•A bigger surprise is that for DOAJ publishers that completed the review process, 45% accepted the 

bogus paper. 



http://pdos.csail.mit.edu/scigen/







http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/



http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/transgress_v2_noafterword.pdf





What?
• In the second paragraph I declare, without the slightest evidence or argument, that 

``physical `reality' [note the scare quotes] ... is at bottom a social and linguistic 
construct.'' Not our theoriesof physical reality, mind you, but the reality itself. Fair 
enough: anyone who believes that the laws of physics are mere social conventions is 
invited to try transgressing those conventions from the windows of my apartment. (I 
live on the twenty-first floor.) 

• Throughout the article, I employ scientific and mathematical concepts in ways that 
few scientists or mathematicians could possibly take seriously. For example, I 
suggest that the ``morphogenetic field'' -- a bizarre New Age idea due to Rupert 
Sheldrake -- constitutes a cutting-edge theory of quantum gravity. This connection is 
pure invention; even Sheldrake makes no such claim. I assert that Lacan's 
psychoanalytic speculations have been confirmed by recent work in quantum field 
theory. Even nonscientist readers might well wonder what in heavens' name quantum 
field theory has to do with psychoanalysis; certainly my article gives no reasoned 
argument to support such a link. 

• Later in the article I propose that the axiom of equality in mathematical set theory is 
somehow analogous to the homonymous concept in feminist politics. In reality, all the 
axiom of equality states is that two sets are identical if and only if they have the same 
elements. Even readers without mathematical training might well be suspicious of the 
claim that the axiom of equality reflects set theory's ``nineteenth-century liberal 
origins.'' 

• In sum, I intentionally wrote the article so that any competent physicist or 
mathematician (or undergraduate physics or math major) would realize that it is a 
spoof. Evidently the editors of Social Text felt comfortable publishing an article on 
quantum physics without bothering to consult anyone knowledgeable in the subject. 

http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/lingua_franca_v4/lingua_franca_v4.html



Why?

• Politically, I'm angered because most (though not all) of this silliness 
is emanating from the self-proclaimed Left. We're witnessing here a 
profound historical volte-face. For most of the past two centuries, the 
Left has been identified with science and against obscurantism; we 
have believed that rational thought and the fearless analysis of 
objective reality (both natural and social) are incisive tools for 
combating the mystifications promoted by the powerful -- not to 
mention being desirable human ends in their own right. The recent 
turn of many ``progressive'' or ``leftist'' academic humanists and 
social scientists toward one or another form of epistemic relativism 
betrays this worthy heritage and undermines the already fragile 
prospects for progressive social critique. Theorizing about ``the 
social construction of reality'' won't help us find an effective 
treatment for AIDS or devise strategies for preventing global 
warming. Nor can we combat false ideas in history, sociology, 
economics and politics if we reject the notions of truth and falsity 



Why?

• The results of my little experiment demonstrate, 
at the very least, that some fashionable sectors 
of the American academic Left have been 
getting intellectually lazy. The editors of Social 
Textliked my article because they liked its 
conclusion: that ``the content and methodology 
of postmodern science provide powerful 
intellectual support for the progressive political 
project.'' They apparently felt no need to analyze 
the quality of the evidence, the cogency of the 
arguments, or even the relevance of the 
arguments to the purported conclusion. 



Why?

• Of course, I'm not oblivious to the ethical issues involved in my 
rather unorthodox experiment. Professional communities operate 
largely on trust; deception undercuts that trust. But it is important to 
understand exactly what I did. My article is a theoretical essay 
based entirely on publicly available sources, all of which I have 
meticulously footnoted. All works cited are real, and all quotations 
are rigorously accurate; none are invented. Now, it's true that the 
author doesn't believe his own argument. But why should that 
matter? The editors' duty as scholars is to judge the validity and 
interest of ideas, without regard for their provenance. (That is why 
many scholarly journals practice blind refereeing.) If the Social 
Texteditors find my arguments convincing, then why should they be 
disconcerted simply because I don't? Or are they more deferent to 
the so-called ``cultural authority of technoscience'' than they would 
care to admit? 



Why?

• In the end, I resorted to parody for a simple pragmatic reason. The 
targets of my critique have by now become a self-perpetuating 
academic subculture that typically ignores (or disdains) reasoned 
criticism from the outside. In such a situation, a more direct 
demonstration of the subculture's intellectual standards was 
required. But how can one show that the emperor has no clothes? 
Satire is by far the best weapon; and the blow that can't be brushed 
off is the one that's self-inflicted. I offered the Social Texteditors an 
opportunity to demonstrate their intellectual rigor. Did they meet the 
test? I don't think so. 

• I say this not in glee but in sadness. After all, I'm a leftist too (under 
the Sandinista government I taught mathematics at the National 
University of Nicaragua). On nearly all practical political issues --
including many concerning science and technology -- I'm on the 
same side as the Social Texteditors. But I'm a leftist (and feminist) 
becauseof evidence and logic, not in spite of it. Why should the right 
wing be allowed to monopolize the intellectual high ground? 



• "Ποιος ασχολείται σήμερα με υπαρξισμό; 

Με δομισμό – ή αν θέλετε 

στρουκτουραλισμό; Και ήρθε μετά ο Άλαν 

Σοκάλ και γελοιοποίησε όλη την Γαλλική 

φιλοσοφία με τα κείμενά του που 

παράγονταν από προγράμματα 

υπολογιστών" 







Rules of the Game

• Confidentiality

• Disclosure of competing interests

• Morality

• Responsibility

• Integrity, etc



Side-effects

• Editorial misconduct

• Referee misconduct



Writing an Article

• Αξίζει να γραφτεί?

• Που πρέπει να δημοσιευτεί?

• Σε ποιο κοινό απευθύνεται?

http://www.bmj.com/sites/default/files/attachments/resources/2011/07/wager.pdf



Επιλογή περιοδικού

• Αντικείμενο περιοδικού

• Impact Factor/Αναγνωσιμότητα

• Συμμόρφωση με τις οδηγίες (Instructions 

for authors)

• Cover letter



Επιστημονική απάτη

• Fraud-fabrication of data

• Duplicate publication

• Copyright violation

• Plagiarism



Πραγματικά παραδείγματα
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