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A flawed process at the heart of science and journals

Slow and expensive
e “Two weeks review!”, but only once reviewers have been found, and then...
e Estimated global cost was $1.8 billion in 2008

Inconsistent

e Reviewer A: “| found this paper an extremely muddled paper with a large number of deficits”
e Reviewer B: “It is written in a clear style and would be understood by any reader”

Deficient
e Ghost peer-review (review handled to someone else, a.k.a. student)
e Doesn't guarantee validity at all

Biased

e Mathew effect: “To those who have, shall be given, to those who have not shall be taken away even
the little that they have” (see also Matilda effect).

Abused

e Writing your own peer-review
e Stealing ideas from the reviewed paper



DIFFERENTES METHODES DE PEER-REVIEW

Reviewers
Anonymized Identifed
Authors
Anonymized DOUBLE BLIND BLIND REVIEW

Identifed SINGLE BLIND OPEN REVIEW




