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Number of articles increases...

Figure 3.1.2. The number of publications by the EU 15, US,
and Japan (1995-2001)
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Two aims of scientific publishing

e Validation of scientific < Diffusion of scientific

work knowledge
 Covered by peer—  Covered by peer—
reviewed journals reviewed journals
until the 90’s

e Covered more and
more by OA archives
since



Evaluation

uation of Institutions

uation in Science and Humanities
uation of groups of researchers
uation of single researchers

uation for grants (single or collective)
uation for positions



Evaluation of the scientific work of
a single researcher: parameters

 There are a few very popular parameters:
number of publications, IFs, h index

 |IF refers to a journal and measures the
average amount of citations per published
article in a conventional period.

 hindex refers to a researcher and
measures the number of published papers
with more than h citations.
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Indice H per anno di reclutamento
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Average number papers/year In

ArXiv (last 9 years )

hep-ph hep-th hep-lat hep-ex
4080 3289 568 832
gr-qc astro-ph math-ph

1558 8284 850

(1900)

(10000)

(1200)




About the use of citations

IF Is too generic and too limited.
Reviews should be treated separately.

H index better in order to evaluate one
researcher’s activity, If

on a homogeneous basis (right database)
correctly weighted over time.

Anyhow it remains a rough (utilization)
Index.



Peer review: aims

Scientific validation of articles
Correct errors

Improve articles

Prevent fraud

Prevent plagiarism

Assess value of papers compared to
standard of journal



Peer review: flowchart

Author submits
Editor choses referee
Referee provides report

Editor makes decision: accepts, rejects,
ask for modifications, ask another
referee....

Maybe after several steps: editor accepts
Or rejects



Nature of peer review

Peer review Is interlinked with the
hierarchical nature of science: the aim of
science Is to produce certainties

Certainties are produced through the
general consensus of the peers.

The peer review is the first step in this
direction

Difference with humanities



Peer review: types

Single blind
Double blind
Open
Post-publication
Two-steps
Others



Publishing Research Consortium
Survey (2008)

3040 academics
Authors

Referees

Editors

From all over the world



Bl Experienced by all respondents  El Used by editors’ journals

Single-blind peer review

Double-blind peer review

Open peer review

Post-publication review

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%




Disagree EE Agree

To play your part as a member of the academic community
To enjoy being able to improve the paper

To enjoy seeing new work ahead of publication

To reciprocate the benefit when others review your papers
Reasons

To enhance your reputation or further your career

Personal recognition/build a relationship with the editor

To increase the chance of a role in the journal's editorial team

-50% -25% 0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Figure 2

Reasons for reviewing

B Lesslikely  EE More likely

Free subscription
Acknowledgement in journal
P F acto rS Payment in kind

CME/CPD points

Name published

Report published ancn.
Signed report published

Name disclosed to author
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Peer review as a filter






Other types of review



Conclusions

Peer review IS at the basis of scientific
evaluation

Peer review Is the worst method except all
the others...

Peer review can and should be improved

(Personal opinion: peer review still blind
but referee reports should be published)



