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Bias in Authorship in Peer Review: Gender

From an empirical or research perspective, gender bias in peer review is
complicated
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female authors
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Editor and reviewer gender influence the peer review process
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Bias in Authorship in Peer Review: Status Bias
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Huber, Juergen and M. Inoua, Sabiou and Kerschbamer, Rudolf and Konig-Kersting, Christian and Palan,
Stefan and Smith, Vernon L., Nobel and Novice: Author Prominence Affects Peer Review (August 16,
2022). Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4190976 or
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4190976
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Bias in Authorship in Peer Review: Nationality Bias
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Heuristic framework. Reviewers may see quality
research

“Harvard University,” and through a series of
reasonable assumptions arrive at the

conclusion that Harvard produces high-quality o pm— Ingrea§t§d
. .- . . scientific
research (blue arrows). The heuristic occurs University capability

when reviewers see “Harvard University” and
necessarily assume that the research is of
high quality, when this may not be the case

Skopec, M., Issa, H., Reed, J. et al. The role of geographic bias in knowledge
diffusion: a systematic review and narrative synthesis. Res Integr Peer Rev 5,
2 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1186/s41073-019-0088-0




Bias in Authorship in Peer Review: Racial Bias

Proportion of editors in chief who were people of color
or White for all publications (top) and for the
publications that highlighted race (bottom) across
cognitive, developmental, and social psychological
journals. Publications for which we were unable to code
the race of the editor in chief are excluded.

Roberts, S. 0., Bareket-Shavit, C., Dollins, F. A., Goldie, P. D., & Mortenson, E. (2020). Racial
Inequality in Psychological Research: Trends of the Past and Recommendations for the
Future. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 15(6), 1295-1309.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620927709
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Rise of Fake Authors and Bad Actors
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What's Hot and Cooking In Scholarly Publishing

Imposters and Impersonators in Preprints:
How do we trust authors in Open Science?

By LESLIE D. MCINTOSH | MAR 17, 2021 | 15 COMMENT S
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How can we trust authorship - and peer reviewers - and
reduce human biases?



Current Solutions
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How double anonymous breaks the bias in peer review
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L e e SBREAK
* Triple-Bin EEEIAS

e Quadruple-Blind

o Open Peer Review IOP Publishing




Research
Professionalism

Scientific Trust Reproducibility

Markers

Q
Yo’

info@ripeta.com



Scientific Trust Markers
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Author Validity: Examples

Email or Domain Fails:

Emails found to be ‘dead’ due to people leaving institution
Some intentionally fake domains
(e.g., univ-bayreuth.de, real domain: uni-bayreuth.de )

Needs Investigation:

Commercial email with no ORCiD
Email and institution do not match

Commonly Known Issues:

“Camille Nous” is a known “alias account” for multiple authors
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preCheck - author module Identify author anomalies in publications

Applies sophisticated algorithms to
check for:
o Email peculiarities

impersonation Fake authorship
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Publishing history oddities
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ripeta &, Dimensions

part of DIGITALSCIENCE
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Thank you!
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