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Better Practices in
Scientific Publishing

It may be that less anomymity, rather than
more, is the key to sustaining guality in
scientinc  publishing. Simply  acknow-
ledging reviewers and their efforts could
be just the incentive we need to attract
qualified scholars and scientists to this
critical task. | by Richard M. Zare
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What is needed is some mechanism
to recognize the valuable service that
reviewers perform in examining
submitted manuscripts.”

The idea is to remove all identifying matesiaks from a manuscrpt
Interestingly, the Physical Review journals of the American Physica
Society ran their own double-blind experiment about two decadas
ago. The results did not go well. From 1993 to 2001, only 0.06% of the
papers submitted requested use of this option, and of these manu-
scripts, only about 6% were accepted for publication - an accaptance
rate roughly ten times bower than for other papers submitted to the
same joumal There have even been efforts (in philcsophy journals) to
introduce a triple-blind system in which even the editor is anonym-
ous. While some argue that double-blind reviewing overcomes bias
against women and minority groups, the results 1o date do not seem
to support that contention ] Moreover, most research work buillds on
pravious research work done by the same author. Consequently, it
would not take much detective work 1o guess the identity of an au-
thor. Another objection is that by remaving all identifiers, the reviewer
is mot able to judge appropriately how trustworthy or significant the
claimad results are based on previous work from the same laboratory
or research group.® Indeed, | believe that the concept of double-blind
reviews is moving in the wiong direction

Incentivizing outstanding review work

| think an impertant obstacke to obtaining reviews from outstand-
ing experts is that there is insufficient incentive for the reviewer to
undertake this important task. A financial reward seems to be out of
the question and forgets that reputation is the real currency of the
scientific realm. What is needed is some mechanism to recognize
the valuable servica that reviewers perform in examining submitted
manuscripts. My recommendation is that each journal publish a list
of its reviewers once a year. A few journals, such as the journals of
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the Amesican Economic Association, explicitly acknowledge review-
ers, but most journals do not. | also suggest that journals indicate
the amount of reviewing done. | realize that some editors do not
want it known whao their workhorse reviewers are, but the number
of reviews done per year could also be listed in some way, such as
one, two, or mary

| think that a move to describe in more detail the contributions of re-
viewers woubd make the scientific publishing process more transpar-
ent, and it would add a mare human dimension. |t & my experience
that anything that makes it clearer to others how scienca is really dona
benefits our field immeansehy:. -
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