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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to introduce a model for measuring the
efficiency in managing peer-review of scientific manuscripts by editors. The
approach employed is based on the assumption that the editorial aim is to
manage publication with high efficiency, employing the least amount of edi-
torial resources. Efficiency is defined in this research as a measure based on 7
variables. An on-line survey was constructed and editors of journals originating
from Serbia regularly publishing articles in the field of chemistry were invited
to participate. An evaluation of the model is given based on responses from 24
journals and 50 editors. With this investigation we aimed to contribute to our
understanding of the peer-review process and, possibly, offer a tool to improve
the “efficiency” in journal editing. The proposed protocol may be adapted by
other journals in order to assess the managing potential of editors.

Keywords: survey; editorial experience; Parsimonious model.

INTRODUCTION

The rate of scientific information generation has increased tremendously in
the last few years. The authors generally perceive the speed of peer-review as
slow." The number of journals has also increased” and journal editors are facing
an increasing number of submissions. The rate of increase in the number of
researchers, studies and papers is far greater than the rate of increase in the
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1392 NEDIC e al.

number of journals, published pages or individuals involved in editorial activity.
Due to this increased pace and the use of more informal approaches in workplace
communication by modern technologies, as Smedley’ explained, success is often
determined by the individual management capacity. The main objective of edi-
tors is to publish good quality manuscripts that are free of errors. If this goal is
achieved, the review process is effective. Editors are also expected to manage
editorial work with high efficiency, i.e., employing the least amount of editorial
resources. Effectiveness and efficiency do not necessarily correlate. Editors are
required to be competent in dealing with authors, reviewers, associate editors,
journal publishers and promotion, and also ethics.* Thus, in order to manage
peer-review and publication process efficiently, journal editors define policies
and develop strategies which include clearly stated aims and scope of a journal,
guidelines for authors, ethical rules and guidelines for peer-reviewers, but they
also apply implicit (personal) knowledge to develop a methodology to search for
reviewers, evaluate reviewers’ reports, and define criteria for making the final
decision.”® How to improve efficiency in scientific publishing has become a
research field for journal editors.”® Management of empirical, tacit, subjective
knowledge seems to have the strongest impact on editorial strategy, even though
one may propose objective technical helps.'® Thus, the management performance
of editors can be questioned from an “efficiency-defined” point of view. We pro-
pose to tackle this issue through a parsimonious model based on a finite size of
editors in a specific domain, interrogated with the focus we just emphasize here
above. With this investigation we aimed to contribute to our understanding of the
peer-review process and, possibly, offer a tool for the evaluation and improve-
ment of the efficiency in journal editing.

Thus, we propose a model to assess and measure the efficiency in managing
peer-review of scientific manuscripts. Although the term “efficiency” is either an
economic or a thermodynamic concept and can be more firmly defined than it is
done in this article, here it is defined through measures based on several appro-
priate variables. Efficiency in this research is understood as a measure to indicate
the employment of editorial resources in order to manage submitted articles.
Seven criteria are proposed (evaluated through multiple-choice questions) to
define efficiency, as discussed below. The following aspects of the process were
investigated: the number of invited reviewers, portion of invitations without
response, portion of manuscripts for which a second round of reviewer invitation
was needed, portion of inadequate reports (from the ethical point), portion of low
quality reports (from the point of professional competence), timeliness of report
submission and the way in which editors search for reviewers. Possible correla-
tions between these variables were searched for, through a radar chart-like
display from statistical means.
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Peer-review management practices of editors of journals originating from
Serbia regularly publishing articles in the field of chemistry and associated
disciplines were analyzed through the proposed model. Twenty-seven such
journals were collected from the bibliographic databases (Web of Science Core
Collection — WoS and the Serbian Citation Index — SCI). Some of them are
managed by one person, whereas others have one editor-in-chief and sub-editors
(the initial information was found at journal websites). Since editors are posi-
tioned between authors who submit and external reviewers who evaluate manu-
scripts (although editors can also be reviewers), it seemed relevant to study and
discuss the efficiency in handling scientific manuscripts in relation to the self-
appreciated management skills of editors.

EXPERIMENTAL
A model

A model used to investigate efficiency in peer-review was based on 7 criteria: the num-
ber of invited reviewers, portion of invitations without response, portion of manuscripts for
which a second round of reviewer invitation was needed, portion of inadequate reports, por-
tion of low quality reports, timeliness of report submission and the way in which editors
search for reviewers. The details related to the model are given in Supplementary material to
this letter.

Data analysis

Collected data were analyzed for individual editors (journals), together for all parti-
cipants or subdivided into groups: editors in WoS and SCI journals. One very specific journal
(Journal of the Serbian Chemical Society, JSCS) was also selected for a “horizontal” com-
parison of editorial practices and outcomes between sub-editors, as 14 responses were
received from its editors. Statistical analysis was performed by using SPSS software to check
normality of the data distribution. Correlations between different components of peer-review
efficiency were searched for (a correlation was assumed to be strong when the Pearson’s
correlation coefficient, » was > 0.75). Statistically significant differences (at P < 0.05)
between groups of editors in: a) WoS journals, b) SCI journals and c¢) sub-editors in the JSCS
were assessed by using the Mann—Whitney U test. In order to test the coherence of the two
measures, £, and E,, between groups, the entire set of data (for all editors or journals) was
additionally analyzed along a rank-size law methodology and the Kendall 7 rank correlation
measure.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Response rate

Out of 70 invited editors, 50 responded; 22 editors-in-chief and 28 sub-edi-
tors (30 males and 20 females). A response rate of 71.4 % is considered satis-
factory for the social non-mandatory surveys.'"'? Out of 27 surveyed journals,
information was collected for 24, i.e., 88.9 %.
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Calculation of peer-review efficiency in WoS journals

Weight factors related to particular responses from WoS journal editors are
shown in Table I (a letter was assigned to each journal to be used instead of the
journal name, in order to avoid identification of the journal or its editor, as formal
permission to relate the specific journal with the results was not obtained, except
for the JSCS). In 6 WoS journals, there were only editors-in-chief; all of them
responded. In 5 WoS journals, there were sub-editors beside the editor-in-chief;
not all of them responded. In order to compare data between WoS journals, WF's
for journals having several editors were averaged at a journal level by calculating
mean values from the answers provided by individual (sub)editors.

TABLE I. Efficiency of peer-review process estimated by (sub)editors in WoS journals; a —
number of reviewers invited in the first round; b — portion of manuscripts for which a second
round of reviewer invitation is needed; ¢ — portion of invitations to reviewers without res-
ponse; d — portion of inadequate reports; e — quality (competence) of reports; f — timeliness of
report submission; RS4 — relative surface area of hexagon; a letter was assigned to each
journal to avoid the use of journal name

Weight factor E, RSA E,

Journal a b c d e f  Sum Average % AU %

A 4 34 38 3 34 24 200 3.33 83.25 285 68.51
B 31 31 32 19 31 26 170 283 70.75 22.5 54.09
C 2 1.5 25 25 25 3 140 233 5825 142 34.13
D 4 4 4 3 2 2 19.0 3.17 79.25 26.1 62.74
E 3 3 3 4 3 1 170 2.83 70.75 20.8 50.00
F 4 4 3 4 4 3220 3.67 91.75 34.6 83.17
G 4 3 4 4 3 3210 3.50 87.50 31.6 75.96
H 2 1 1 4 3 4 150  2.50 62.50 16.9 40.62
I 4 4 4 2 3 2 19.0 3.17 79.25 26.0 62.50
J 4 4 4 4 4 3 230 3.83 9575 381 91.59
K 4 4 4 2 3 3200 3.33 83.25 29.0 69.71
Mean 346 3.18 332 3.13 3.09 2.64 18.82 3.135 78386 26.21 63.00
SD 0.815 1.051 0.939 0.910 0.577 0.779 2.822 0.4710 11.775 7.265 17.466
cv 0.236 0.331 0.283 0.291 0.187 0.295 0.150 0.277
Max 4 4 4 4 4 4 240 400 100.00 41.57 100.00

As explained in the Supplementary material, the overall efficiency of the
peer-review activity in one journal was estimated in two ways. The first one
resulted from the calculation of the arithmetic mean value (average WF) for 6
WFs corresponding to responses characteristic for a particular editor or a journal.
The second efficiency measure relied on the area of the hexagon drawn using 6
individual WFs as axis for each journal (Table I and Fig. 1). Both efficiency
measures were further expressed as percentages of the maximal efficiency: E; for
the mean value and E, for the hexagon area.
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By analyzing Table I and especially Fig. 1, it becomes obvious that the
efficiency of peer-review, from the moment of reviewer invitation to the moment
of report collection, is differentially affected by the examined components of the
process in each journal. This finding suggests the existence of a major personal
influence of an editor on the final outcome. Although efficiencies £ and F, are
highly correlated, as expected, the method used to define £, is more illustrative
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Fig. 1. Efficiency (E,) of the peer-review process in WoS journals, estimated via hexagon
construction, using a 6 weight factor scheme for each journal (A—K).

for the comparison of peer-review efficiencies between editors or journals. A
diagrammatic presentation of data by radar charts offers a better overview of the
strengths and weaknesses of a process in a particular journal, or managed by a
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particular editor, than numbers read from a table. For example, it can be seen
from Table I that £ is the same in journals A and K, yet WF values which define
E, differ significantly (see Table I and Fig. 1). Editors in journal A are the least
efficient in obtaining review reports on time, while the efficiency in journal K is
mostly affected by the judgment of an editor that there are too many inadequate
reports. Thus, by using a model proposed in this article, editors/journals can
obtain an insight in specific weaknesses which need better management. In
general, editors are the least satisfied with the timeliness of review reports and
this variable decreases the overall efficiency in the majority of journals.

Data analysis

A statistical analysis was performed to find correlations between the inve-
stigated parameters, and between the £, and/or £, values within the WoS group
of editors/journals. Only a few strong correlations were found (with a Pearson’s
correlation coefficient, » > 0.75). Positive correlations were found between: a) the
number of reviewers invited in the first round and the portion of manuscripts for
which a second round of reviewer invitation was needed ( = 0.93), b) the num-
ber of reviewers invited in the first round and the portion of invitations without
response (» = 0.88), c¢) the number of reviewers invited in the first round and the
average WF (r =0.84) and d) £, and E; (»r = 0.98).

In the second part of the data analysis, the £ values were correlated with the
years spent as being an editor and the number of approaches applied to search for
reviewers (Fig. 2a).

The results for journals having more than one (sub)editor were, again,
averaged to allow some global comparison - although we are aware that the mean
values are a compromise, not exact data. The following was found: a) no correl-
ation is seen between the efficiency and the duration of editorial experience (no
editor was less than 7 years on duty) and b) employing more ways to search for
reviewers contributes to the efficiency (» = 0.75, Fig. 2a). No correlation emerges
between a particular way(s) used to search for reviewers and the peer-review
efficiency in WoS journals.

Comparison of peer-review efficiency between WoS, SCI journals and one
Jjournal managed by several sub-editors

Peer-review efficiency was investigated in the same manner as described above
in another two sets of samples: editors in SCI journals and sub-editors in the
JSCS (Table 11, Fig. 2b and ¢ and Fig. S-1 of the Supplementary material; a letter
was assigned to each journal, to be used instead of the journal name, in order to
avoid identification of the journal or its editor, as formal permission to relate the
specific journal with the results was not obtained, except for the JSCS). Similar
relations profiled from the data on the number of reviewers invited in the first
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round and the portion of invitations without response for SCI journals (» =
= (0.86) as for WoS journals. The correlation between efficiency and the number
of ways used to find reviewers in SCI journals, however, was much weaker than
in WoS journals (r = 0.48).

Fig. 2. Relation between peer-review effi-
ciency (E;), the number of years having been
in editorial activity (*) and the number of
approaches applied to search for reviewers
(**) in: a) WoS journals, b) SCI journals and
¢) within one WoS journal, i.e., JSCS. Big
purple dot represents a combined result for
one (sub)editor taking into consideration effi-
ciency (E,) estimated by that (sub)editor (ver-
tical axis), number of years he/she is being in
editorial activity (left horizontal axis) and
number of approaches he/she applies to search
for reviewers (right horizontal axis). Small
(red) dots represent 3-dimensional projections
of big (purple) dots.

When responses from 14 sub-editors in JSCS were analysed, only one strong
correlation emerged: between the number of reviewers invited in the first round
and the portion of invitations without response (» = 0.76). In contrast to the first
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two groups of editors, in this last case, a weak negative correlation was detected
between the efficiency and the number of ways used to find reviewers (r = —0.42).
The number of years having been in editorial activity or the particular reviewer
invitation pattern was not directly related to the efficiency in either group.

The Mann—Whitney U test was used to assess possible difference between
the results (£, and E,) obtained for three groups of data. No statistically sig-
nificant difference in the efficiency was seen between editors in WoS and SCI
journals, or between all editors in WoS journals and sub-editors in the JSCS.
There was, however, a significant difference in the efficiency between SCI jour-
nals and sub-editors in the JSCS. Editors in national journals, in general, scored
higher than sub-editors in the JSCS.

TABLE II. Efficiency (E,) and (E,) of the peer-review process estimated by editors in SCI
journals and by sub-editors in one WoS journal (JSCS); RSA — relative surface area of
hexagon expressed in arbitrary units (AU)

SCI journals Journal of the Serbian Chemical Society

Journal Sum Average E; RSA E, Sub-editor Sum Average E; RSA E,
WF % AU % WF % AU %
A’ 9.5 1.58 39.58 6.2 15.10 A” 17.0 2.83 70.75 20.7 49.76
B> 21.0 350 87.50 32.0 77.08 B” 12.0 2.00 50.00 8.7 2091
C 220 3.67 91.67 350 84.38 c” 23.0 3.83 9575 38.1 91.59
D> 230 3.83 9583 38.1 91.67 D” 18.0 3.00 75.00 22.1 53.12
E 170 283 70.83 19.9 47.92 E” 170 283 70.75 21.6 51.92
F’ 220 3.67 91.67 34.6 83.33 F> 20.0 333 8325 29.0 69.71
G> 21.0 350 87.50 32.0 77.08 G” 150 250 6250 16.0 38.46
H> 200 333 8333 285 68.75 H” 150 250 6250 16.0 38.46
r 17.0 2.83 70.83 19.2 46.30 r’ 19.0 3.17 79.25 26.0 62.50
r 20.0 3.33 8333 29.4 70.83 I 170 283 70.75 199 47.84
K> 21.0 3.50 87.50 32.0 77.08 K> 20.0 3.33 8325 28.6 68.75
L 227 3778 9444 369 88.89 L 170 2.83 70.75 20.4 49.04
M’ 220 3.67 91.67 35.0 84.38 M 12.0 2.00 50.00 9.5 22.84
N 18.0 3.00 75.00 234 56.25

Mean 19.862 3.309 82.74529.1470.215 Mean 17.14 2.856 71.39321.4351.511
SD  3.643 0.6085 15.1739.011 21.666 SD 3.009 0.5007 12.519 7.742 18.610
crv 0.1836 0.3086 crv 0.1753 0.3613
Max 24.0 4.00 100.00 41.6 100.00  Max 24.0 4.00 100.0041.57100.00

The coherence of the efficiency measures

In order to further test the coherence of the two measures, £; and E,, the
entire set of data (for all editors or journals) was additionally analyzed along a
rank-size law methodology and a Kendall 7 rank correlation measure. The results
of the former analysis are shown in Fig. 3. Other figures can be displayed. To
save space, and to make our point, we only propose these two figures: one for the
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efficiency £ and the other for E,, with different types of “best fits”, a power or a
linear law; other figures can be easily imagined from these.

The figures illustrate much regularity, far from the usual power law exp-
ectation, and closer to a straight line best fit: this is due to the fact that the
number of data points only spans a decade (of editors or journals). Nevertheless,
some fine agreement is observed. This is confirmed, in some sense, by the Ken-
dall t rank correlation measure which is respectively equal to 0.972, 0.973 and
0.949. Even though these values look close to each other, one can observe that
the variation between editors in WoS and SCI journals is quite weak, but the
measure about sub-editors somewhat differs.
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Fig. 3. Rank-size law for the efficiency (E}) and (E,), with power law and linear fits, respect-
ively, for editors in: a) WoS journals, b) SCI journals and c) JSCS, distinguished by symbols:
triangles on base, triangles on tip and diamonds. The best respective (the least mean square
procedure) fits are given.

An overview of the data for individual editors

Finally, in Fig. 4 an overview of the data for several measures characteristic
for each individual (sub)editor is given: a) calculated efficiency of peer-review
process, b) number of years spent in editorial activity and c) personal approach in
searching for reviewers. Editors are grouped by alphabetical order of their names,
not by journal affiliation (there was no particular pattern when analyzed by jour-
nal affiliation). As it can be seen, most editors (37/50 editors) use databases to
search for reviewers; approximately half of them invite colleagues whom they
know (23/50) or who already reviewed for their journals (22/50); several editors
invite previous authors to become reviewers (15/50); several editors review
manuscripts by themselves (11/50); whereas few editors (8/50) employ other
strategies for peer-review (such as a panel of reviewers, an invitation of a
reviewer recommended by an editor’s colleague or a reviewer suggested by an

Available on line at www.shd.org.rs/JSCS/

(CC) 2018 SCS.



1400 NEDIC e al.

author). By examining the data in Fig. 4, it becomes obvious that there is no
specific invitation pattern (i.e., specific combination of approaches in searching
for reviewers) which results in more efficient peer-review process, as assessed
from the chosen efficiency measures.

DISCUSSION

Before becoming editors, most researchers spent years being authors and
reviewers of scientific papers, gathering personal experience and knowledge on
this subject. Once they become editors, they are expected to use their knowledge
to manage editorial work and upgrade it in order to achieve high quality and
efficiency in publishing papers mainly by others. In other words, the knowledge
lifecycle in scientific journals is very similar to the one seen in traditional busi-
ness process, it can be also related to supply chain management,'*'* and is rely-
ing very often on just one or few people. As Del-Ray-Chamorro and colleagues'
proposed, knowledge management domain presents an added value to other man-
agement techniques. Measurement of knowledge management performance is a
serious challenge, and there are only few published articles on this topic.””*
According to Yu and colleagues,'® one of the main reasons for the lack of such
studies is the unavailability of effective and quantitative methods for measuring
the values generated from the knowledge management system. We hope to
contribute to this issue somewhat.

Personal approach in

searching for reviewers R
Other A * % Wl ok Yo >15 @
©
Review papers by myself | I o rm r( A L S
Z
Databases VRO ok Ry pRoRoR( |k phokokokokoho koA AR sk ek R ok ek Dk ok DRy pkok gkl 5
linvite a coleague... | | | | L 1115 §
...who was an author SO W Tl Tl Taf kA kK| kil PA -
in the Journal | | | | I ~§
who was already PR pRpX | ki [k k(| kgAY Ay o Ak pky k(| ke .g
reviewer for this journal | ' | | | | | | | | = .
~whom Iknow Y& Yoy Ly Lok L Aok ¥ e Yl [ 710 g
personally r €
e 3
&

46
100 g
o £
E 75 = F
50
0-3
W 2

Editor

Fig. 4. The relation between peer-review efficiency E, (pink column), number of years spent
in editorial activity (purple column) and personal approach in searching for reviewers for
individual editors (yellow stars positioned at 6 levels correspond to 6 approaches in searching
for reviewers listed on the left hand side).

In this paper, a model for measuring efficiency of peer-review in scientific
journals is indeed introduced. Application of the proposed model to assess
efficiency managed by journal editors confirmed that the present methodology of
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editors can be questioned from a “practical efficiency-defined” point of view and
an outcome can be evaluated and measured after the transformation of the survey
data into simple numerical indicators. Although each single outcome can be
specifically analyzed in relation to a single editor and tied to specific advantages
and weaknesses which that editor exhibits while managing editorial work, more
general implications have been discussed in our report.

From the above results, it can be seen that a similar degree of overall (un)ef-
ficiency was recorded in WoS and SCI journals, with no statistically significant
difference between them. Data on the number of sub-editors in one journal,
however, did not completely resemble data on editors in different journals. This
variation, when looking at journals on one hand, and sub-editors in the JSCS, on
the other hand, is confirmed when reading the mean values in Tables I and II. It
may be conjectured that this finding is indicating that although there is a general
editorial policy in one journal, sub-editors manage editorial activity mostly in an
individual manner and in accordance with personal experience and knowledge.
By examining Fig. 2, one can see that WoS journals are managed mostly by
experienced editors (being at least 7 years at this position), whereas SCI journals
are managed by greater number of editors who have spent fewer years on duty.
Although the difference in peer-review efficiency between two groups of editors
was not statistically significant, editors in SCI journals scored slightly higher
level of efficiency. As it was previously stated that editors are the least satisfied
with the timeliness of reports submission, this factor can significantly influence
efficiency. In this model, however, duration of the expected peer-review period
defined by editors was not taken into consideration. It might be accounted for in
further studies.

Statistically significant difference in the efficiency measures E; and E, was
seen between JSCS sub-editors and editors in SCI journals, but not between JSCS
sub-editors and group of editors in WoS journals. Of course, one must bear in
mind that responses from sub-editors in the JSCS are included in the dataset of
responses from all editors in WoS journals, which contributes to some extent to
greater agreement of results. By comparing two efficiency measures £ and E, it
seems that E,-approach, relying on hexagon presentation of data, is more helpful
in estimating the peer-review efficiency in a journal. For example, peer-review
processes identified as the most efficient overall (with the highest £ values, such
as in journals F and G, Fig. 1) differed in the efficiency of separate components,
as can be clearly seen from the radar charts.

Common to all three editorial groups (WoS, SCI and sub-editors in the
JSCS) is a positive correlation between the number of reviewers invited in the
first round and the portion of invitations to reviewers without response. This
finding can be explained by a frequent invitation of “reliable” or “known”
reviewers, who tend to accept the invitation and send a report. In 4 out of 11
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WoS journals (D, I, J and K, Table III), for example, the editors responded that
they ask 1-2 reviewers to review manuscripts, whereas the portion of manu-
scripts for which a second round of reviewer invitation was needed is less than 25
%. The portion of invitations without response in these journals is also less than
25 %. The editors of these journals seem to have developed some efficient
strategy to find reviewers. It was previously recognized that when editors invite
well-known people to review, they expect a high-quality report.” Additionally, an
internationally well-known editor may know many more potential reviewers, and
because of reputation and network, finding good and active reviewers may be
much easier than in the case of less well-known editors.

On the other hand, in 2 WoS journals (C and H, Table I), the overall
efficiency is rather low; the greatest problems editors are facing are related to the
necessity to initially invite 4 reviewers on average, who often do not respond,
leading to a significant number of second round invitations. In general, indeed, it
is hard to find scientists in specific research fields with sufficient expertise in
peer-review and who have time to review.'’ Rejection to review is sometimes
justified — if potential reviewers feel that they are not competent enough or do not
have enough time for professional review, if they personally know or are related
to author(s) and if they have some conflicts of interest.”’ > Editors in the journal
Annals of Emergency Medicine have developed a specific classifying system to
divide their pool of reviewers into 3 categories according to their scoring on the
number of reviews performed, their timeliness of report submission and quality.*
At the end, 55 % of invitations were sent to top-class reviewers, which contri-
buted to the pool of reviewers by 25 %. The most important outcome was a sig-
nificant decrease in late reports, thus, an obvious improvement in the “effi-
ciency”.

Other variables which were not taken into consideration in this study and in
the proposed model, but may influence the response rate of reviewers in a par-
ticular journal, are the number of submitted manuscripts, the number of manu-
scripts which are peer-reviewed (not desk-rejected) and the number of reviews
performed by an individual reviewer. It may be expected that in journals with
fewer submissions it is easier to complete a peer-review process “efficiently”.
The reputation of a journal and the acknowledgment for reviewing (from a jour-
nal or a publisher) can also contribute to the response rate. As already stated in
Introduction section, effectiveness and efficiency do not always correlate. For
example, some journals will regularly invite at least three referees, which in our
model makes them less efficient, but ensures greater effectiveness in selecting
high quality articles.

Most answers in our survey relied on objective “parameters”, which could be
measured and quantified by numbers, whereas the one on the quality (compe-
tence) of reports was based on a subjective impression. Editors were asked to
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judge on the quality of submitted reports, although for the purpose of this survey,
we did not define what is considered to be a “good review report”, either through
quantitative®® or qualitative measures,””® thereby allowing each editor to per-
sonally appreciate and measure what “quality” means. Thus, we are aware that
answers expressing some greater dissatisfaction could have also reflected more
stringent criteria on the quality exerted by certain editors. Another point should
be also highlighted, although it was not an intended subject of the imagined
model — editorial behaviour. Wang et al.*’ have found that in the case of biased
editors, the effect on the quality of peer-review process is even worse than the
effect of biased reviewers. In the same spirit, one might consider the effect of
coercive citations in peer-review process efficiency.*®

CONCLUSIONS

Our objective in this paper was to propose a parsimonious model relying on
7 elements in order to measure peer-review efficiency in scientific journals. The
model was tested through a rather large set of editors, though necessarily of the
limited size and in a specific field, but it is expected to be of wider application.
Even though other variables can contribute to efficiency, the proposed protocol
may be adapted by other journals in order to assess managing potential of editors.
A similar degree of overall (un)efficiency was recorded in WoS and SCI jour-
nals. In general, editors are the least satisfied with the timeliness of review rep-
orts. A positive correlation between the number of reviewers invited in the first
round and the portion of invitations without response was found, suggesting the
frequent invitation of “reliable” or “known” reviewers, who accept the invitation
and send a report. No correlation was seen between the efficiency and the
duration of editorial experience. Employing more ways to search for reviewers,
however, contributes to the efficiency.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Model details and additional data are available electronically at the pages of journal
website: http:// //www.shd.org.rs/JSCS/, or from the corresponding author on request.
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H3BOJ
EOUKACHOCT Y PEHEH3UPAKY HAYYHUX PAIIOBA — U3 YIJIA YPEOIHUKA

OJITULIA HEJIUR', UBAHA JIPBEHUIIA?, MARCEL AUSLOOS** n AIEKCAHJIAP IEKAHCKU®

1Hch7.umyu7 3a upumeHy Hykneapue enepiuje (MHEIT), Ynueep3uwiewi y Beoipagy, Beoipag, ZHch.umyu_/. 3d
MeguUUHCKa uctpaxueard, Ynusepsuinei y beoipagy, beoipag, 3School of Business, University of Leicester,
UK, *Group of Researchers for Applications of Physics in Economy and Sociology (GRAPES), Angleur,
Belgium u "HHCIuiGy i 3a Xemujy, HexXHON0IUjy U Melanypiujy, Lleniaiap 3a eneximapoxemujy,
Ynusepsuwew y beoipagy, beoipag

Y oBOM pafy je ommcaH Mozenl 3a Mepeme e(UKAaCHOCTH y PeleH3Upamy HayYHHX
panoBa, KOjU MOTY NPUMEHHUTH ypeoHULH. [IpUCTyn TeMH je mompasyMeBao Ia je Liisb ypen-
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HUKa J1a yIIpaBjba MpoLecoM mydinkoBama mTo eduKkacHUje, y3 LITO Mawky yroTpedy pecypca.
EcduxacHoct je nepunucaHa xopuirhewem 7 NMpOMEH/BUBUX. KpenpaHa je enexTpoHCKa aH-
KeTa ¥ YpemSHHLHU YacomHuca KOju penoBHO Hu3nase y Cpduju, a uMja je TeMa XeMHja U CpOJHE
OVCLHUIUIMHE, Cy [I03BaHM 71 je IoIyHe. Mozen je eBalyupaH Ha OCHOBY ozrosopa 50 ypen-
HHUKa U3 24 yaconuca. IIpeniarakemM 0BOT MOZIeNa, KeJlead CMO ia JONTPHHEeCEMO Pa3yMeBamy
npoleca peleH3npama U Jja IOHYyIUMO ,alaT* 3a eBEeHTYa/HO Mobosbllamke eHUKACHOCTH Y
ypehuBaukoj penatHocTy. ITpenyioeHu MPOTOKOJI MOTY YCBOjUTH YaCOMHUCH Y LIUIbY YTBphHHU-
Bama YIPaB/bayKUX CIIOCOOHOCTH ypeIHHKA.

(ITpumspeno 31. Maja, pesunupaHo u npuxsaheno 9. centemdpa 2018)
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