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Why: Are There Problems in
Government: Peer Review?

Perferms as expected given Interests oif people,
INStitutions and ISSUES: INVoIVEd

Improvingl perfermance reguires clarity about
s What dorwe expect peer review: toraccomplish?

s Are wWe so convinced off these ebjectives that we are
willing to commit ex ante to peer review: oUutcomes?

a Can we designi a system with' incentives that are
compatible wWith objectivesiand process commitment?



Sources of Problems

Ownership Interests
Objectives s conflict vs, coincidence
Selection Issues = Reviewers

Procedures Accountanility

Compensation



Ownership

Schelarly Setting

REeviewee

s Graduate student
supplicant

s Scholar supplicant
OWner:

s Reviewee? Chairman?
= Grantor or editor

EIPS

s Reviewee's competitors
s No participation

Goevernment Setuing

Reviewee
= Agency/Client

Owner
= Agency/Client

EIPS

s Policy targets
s [oken participation



Objectives

Schelarly Setting Government Setting
SUPErVISorY. Is the product correct?
= Determine threshold Does the product meet
competence owner/client needs?
Peer s Correct enough to guide
= Does this work deserve to policy- and decision-
be funded? making?
= [Does this work deserve to = Correct enough to support
e published? preferred policies and

decisions?



IHow: Owner/Clients Can Interfere:
Aute Mecnanicsi Example

Mechanic says I need major engine; Work

I'am et exXpert onl cars

Hire peer review: pamnel: 10/ best mechanics
s “Science” charge: Is my mechanic rght?
s “Policy™ charger Should I fix or sell?

All' mechanics; have Views on fix or sell
a [They areliberal with advice
a Vay: be easier toanswer pelicy: charde

x Consensusi on policy: charge says nothing| about
SCIENce



Selection Issues

Scholarly. Setting Government: Setting
SUPERVISerY SUPERVISOrY
s Owner selects » Not applicable
s OwWner # reviewer s BRAC model
PEeer Peer
s Owner selects s Owner selects
s OWner % reviewer s Owner = reviewee =

client



Procedures

Schoelarly: Setting Government: Setting

Precess management: Precess management:

x Owner control s Owner control
Communication Communication

= None I anoRymeus = Scripted

a Otherwise informal s Deferential
Greup: Dynamics Greup DyNnamics

= Chair demination = Depends en chalir

= None if anonymeus = Highly idiesyncratic
Iteration lteration

s Owner # reviewee s Owner = reviewer = client

= .. COI not likely = .. COI likely



Compensation

Scholarly. Setting Government: Setting
Financiali nene Financial: neminal
Intellecttial: possible Intellectual:

Prestige: minimal Significant
Other: chits earned Prestige: substantial
With grantor, editor Other: agemncy’ access,

PolIcy role



Repeated liransactions

Varkets Peer Review
Builalrelatienships Builalrelationships
Reduce uncertainty. Reduce uncertainty.
Enfiorce contracts Better grantsmanship
Reduce strategic behavior Increase sthategic

@ne-time transactions behavior
Weddings, used cars, One-time transactions

aluminumisiding, fiunerals Juries



Conflict of Interest: Origins

Abuse off ofificiall powers: ter benefit personal
financial interests

Diffictit or impossible te ebserve

Perceived COI Used as proxy
s Easy te ebserve

s COl Isidefined! in| the eye of the beholder
s Poorly correlated! with real €Ol

Perceived COI becomes real COI



Conflict of Interest: Application I

Real PErceivea
Use off nenscientific [EOr-proefit financial
criteria torevaluate INterest In decisions
SCIENCE Dased on document
EXclude nenscientists, Exclude scientists
lobbyists, activists with' perceived COI
Veriry absence of COI AssUme absence ofi
Py quality, e product COI by confermity

With Process



Conflict off Interest: Application; I1

Perceived COI CONSEdUENCES
[EOr-proefit financial INGR-profit financial
INtErest inl AEciSIoNS Interests okay; they:
Pased on document: dominate
EXxcliide scientists with lless, perceived COl
perceived COLI More real COL
Assume absence of Process displaces
COI by COnfOrmlty substance

With' process



Coincidence of Interest

More troubling| tham perceived COL

s Einancial

Reviewer-agency: flnding Undermines
INdependence

s Intellectual
Confermity: Undermines, scientific rgor
Reviewer deminamnce

= Policy
Confiormity: Undermines; policy-analytic rigor



Accountability:

Owner/client’ Interest
s Information: or' affirnation IS criticall guestion

Reviewer: Interest
s Avoid embarriassment (confing te specialty)
s Get along| withrethers, satishy: the client

= Achieve beth Dy consensus| reporting

Greup: products| reduce workload, dilute
responsibility



Wiy Government Peer Review
Causes Cognitive; Dissenance

Mismatched capacities andl respensibilities
s Scientist — stakeholder

a Science; — policy

Desirable polar Cases

s Stakeholdersidor poelicy.

s Scientists doiscience

Undesirable; pelar cases
s Stakeholders do science
s Scientists do policy.



“ - Scientists
Pure A Scientists 7 Doing
Science” V Policy

Science € ' > Policy

Stakeholders

Doing L V Stakeholders “\  “Pure
Science Policy”




Scientists

“Pure A Scientists Doing
Science” V 3 Policy
Sh
Thesis Supervision
Science € v > Policy
Stakeholders
Doing [ V Stakeholders «  “Pure
Science Policy”



Why Government Peer Review Causes Cognitive Dissonance

“Pure
Science” V o o
X
RS 2 |
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Grant Review
Publication Review

A Scientists

Science €
Stakeholders
Doing jic
Science

V Stakeholders

Scientists
Doing
Policy
>  Policy
N “Pure

Policy”
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Ihe Perfect Peer Reviewer

Can't be infltienced by Interests, eULCOMES
OF Unexpected! events

Jihe rules are! set out Infadvance
Sticks) to the rules

Despised but essential
s Dont knew: what they willfdecide
= Canrt play: the game without them
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Standard Process Remedies

External [low standarad
Independent OWREership: problems
Select based on expertise Stakehoelder balance
Disclose potential COls Drunk-and-lamppost
= Private/public financial problem
= llechnical/policy views = Private financial only.

= Coincident views
Open Tioken| public participation

Rigoreus Rigor' # weight off tome



Alternative Remedies: I

OWnRerships Separate fromi reviewee
s Government council (e.qg., OSIiP)
s External auditor

ODbjectives: Distinguishi science firom: policy
s Reserve peer review, fior science

» Limitiscope of review to fundamental science
guestions
Agencies; don't ask
Reviewers: don't Cooperate



Alternative Remedies; Il

Selection Issues: Separate frem reviewee
= Buildireviewer pool, select panelists by lettery
s larger the pool, lower the risks

Precedures: Incentive-compatibility
=, Open process to views other than reviewee's
s Deter artificiall consensus vial final-offer arbitration
= Obtain; accountability: viarindividual, majoerity/minoxrity: reports

Managing Interests: Role-based, not status-based
s EXpert cani beial peer infone; setting but ajstakehoelder infanether
s Defines roles before choosing| reviewers
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