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Randomness of reviews

If we can be more accurate in our reviews, then yeah, it
(gaming the system) is a horrible thing to do. But, we are not;
it works. And so, somebody whose job depends on getting
these papers in, why would you blame them for doing
something that works.

- P7, Chair Participant
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Which evaluation metrics do
security reviewers use?

‘ ‘Security is an area where there are not any
kind of hardened established metrics for
evaluating security.

- P19, Chair Participant
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Novelty: a subjective metric

“ Novelty is definitely subjective. This is something
where different reviewers will see different values out
of a paper. Novelty is possibly multi-dimensional in
itself in terms of, what are we learning from this, and
what information from this is valuable?

- P19, Chair Participant
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Red flags

We know that the acceptance rate is so low
(at these conferences) that sometimes
there can be a tendency from the reviewer
side to look for reasons to reject instead of
reasons for accepting a paper.

- P9, Non-chair Participant

But | think it's important to fight that instinct and to always
frame reviews constructively and positively.

- P10, Chair Participant
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The hallmark of a

professional organization is consequences. Yet, we as
reviewers do not face real consequences for sloppy

reviews.|
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Going forward!



Thank you for listening!

Special thanks to our participants and
reviewers for their time and contributions.

Thanks to those who tweeted about their
opinions of the community

Questions?

Ananta Soneji
asoneji@asu.edu,
@AnantaSoneji
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