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Recenzni rizeni (review process)

Védeckd komunikace 2015

Lenka Dédkova & Véra Kontrikova




Vybér casopisu
Téma
Kvalita

Délka a typ recenzniho rizeni

Doba do publikovani



Téma
* Asijasné®©
* Obecnéjsi Casopis x specifictejsi

* Jak hledat casopis
— Podivejte se, kde vysly clanky, které sami citujete
* (pozor na special issues)
— Databaze (Web of science, Scopus, DOAJ)

— Kazdy ¢asopis ma popis toho, co chce publikovat



Pristup do casopisu

Open access: http://doaj.org/

— Volné pristupné casopisy

— Zvysujici se tlak na publikovani v nich

— Obvykle publikovani trva kratsi dobu

Castecné open access

— Nékdy si mlzete zaplatit za volny pristup k vasemu
clanku

Tisténé ¢asopisy (nebo print/e)

— Je opravdu potreba hlidat rozsah slov — presahnuti
limitu zvysuje ¢asopisu naklady, proto je to problém

Plus fees



http://doaj.org/
http://doaj.org/

Kvalita: Impact factor

Casopisy ve Web of science

IF pro rok 2014 = pocet citaci ¢lankd vydanych v 2012-2013 v roce
2014 / pocet ¢lankd vydanych v 2012-2013

Spocitan v roce 2015!

Slouzi jako mira pramérné citovanosti ¢lankU a prestize casopisu

(s opatrnosti) k ohodnoceni vykonu autorl (a budoucich
zameéstnancu)

— Nikdy dopredu nevite, zda (a jak) bude vas ¢lanek citovany

http://wokinfo.com/essays/impact-factor/

https://jcr.incites.thomsonreuters.com/JCRJournalHomeAction.acti
on



http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
http://www.citefactor.org/journal-impact-factor-list-2014.html
https://jcr.incites.thomsonreuters.com/JCRJournalHomeAction.action
https://jcr.incites.thomsonreuters.com/JCRJournalHomeAction.action
https://jcr.incites.thomsonreuters.com/JCRJournalHomeAction.action

Casopisy s IF

Celkem: 11570

IF range: 0 — 162.500 (A Cancer Journal for
Clinicians)
— pro srovnani druhy v poradi: 54.420

Social sciences: 3076 Casopisu

IF range: 0 —21.147 (Trends in Cognitive
Sciences)
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Kategorie:
Psychologie,
multidisciplinarni

Full Journal Title

Annual Review of Psychology

PSYCHOLOGICAL BULLETIN

Psychological Science in the
Public Interest

Perspectives on Psychological
Science

PSYCHOLOGICAL REVIEW

PSYCHOLOGICAL INGUIRY

PSYCHOLOGICAL METHODS

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGIST

Total Cites

11,810

34,080

584

3,122

22243

2,356

6,400

16,533

Journal
Impact
Factor -

20.533

14.392
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Full Journal Title

CESKOSLOVENSKA
PSYCHOLOGIE

CURRENT PSYCHOLOGY

Pratiques Psychologiques

PSYCHOLOGIA

Estudios de Psicologia

TURK PSIKOLO.JI DERGISI

WOMEN 8 THERAPY

SOUTH AFRICAN JOURNAL OF
PSYCHOLOGY

Universitas Psychologica

JOURNAL OF ANALYTICAL
PSYCHOLOGY

JOURNHAL OF PSYCHOLOGY AND
THEOLOGY

Psihologija

Psicologia-Reflexao e Critica

Hordic Psychology

Psychologie Francaise

JOURNAL OF MIND AND
BEHAVIOR

Journal of Psychology in Africa

PSIKHOLOGICHESKII ZHURNAL

JOURNAL OF PSYCHOHISTORY

Total Cites

136

418

57

179

55

125

182

330

155

178

229

52

199

61

94

m

101

43

19

Journal
Impact

0.292
0274

0.273

0.238
0231
0222

0213
0.212

021
0.203
0197

0.188

0.158

0.150

0.128

0.125

0.107

0.043



* Neexistuje jen IF

* Scopus: http://www.scopus.com/

— SJR — podobny vypocet jako IF
— Je v ném vic ¢asopisu
— Méneé prestizni...


http://www.scopus.com/
http://www.scopus.com/

Typy recenzi

In our previous study [AUTHOR, 2012],

the relation between alcohol abuse and
the frequency of posting selfies... antr]

V seznamu literatury pak:
X AUTHOR (2012)

IT T GCUCUUNVGOW

According to Beer, Wine, and Hangover
(2012), the relation between alcohol

abuse and the frequency of posting
selfies...

— pripominky po publikovani ¢lanku



Pozor na pozadavky casopisu na:

Priprava clanku

Tematické zaméreni

Délku prispévku @
Citacni styl

Format prispévku, tabulek, obrazk
,Supplement materials”

Pozorné procist jednotlivé kroky zasilani ¢lanku do ¢asopisu a dlsledné se
jimi Fidit

Uvést vSechny spoluautory, mozné konflikty zajmu, zdroje financovani

Nikdy ne!

neposilat ¢lanek do vice ¢asopisl najednou
neposilat ¢lanek do ¢asopisu jen pro ziskani rychlé zpétné vazby



Recenzni rizeni

* Cyberpsychology.eu
CYBERPSYCHOLOGY ﬂ
V

* Neplést se Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and
Social Networking



Submission = Publication

1. Téma — patfi do naseho
casopisu?

2. (Pocet znakt/slov)

3. Citacni styl

4. Formalni usporadani
¢lanku

5. Obsah — kvalita,
novost, prinos k oboru

6. Jazyk

Odmitnuti

Nejcastéjsi dlivody desk rejection v
Cyberpsychology:

APA styl
Jazyk
Clanek nesedi do zaméfeni ¢asopisu
- tématicky, formou (je to spis
kapitola, esej...)
Clanek nepfinasi nové a zajimavé
poznatky
V ¢lanku chybi informace dulezité pro
jeho adekvatni zhodnoceni
- napfr. nedostate¢né popsané
measures, vzorek ¢i analyza
Neadekvatni vzorek pro provedenou
analyzu a Uroven generalizaci
V ¢lanku chybi odlvodnéni — proc je
zajimaveé se tématem zabyvat




Submission = Publication

Odmitnuti

/

(Direct rejects v Cyberpsychology: )
2012: 35%
2013: 50%
2014: 44%

\2015 (Unor): 76%

)
/Direct rejects v Cyberpsychology: )
(ve dnech)

2012: 14 (0-70)

2013: 16 (0-134)

2014: 11 (0-43) .

Nejcastéjsi dlivody desk rejection v
Cyberpsychology:

APA styl
Jazyk
Clanek nesedi do zaméfeni ¢asopisu
- tématicky, formou (je to spis
kapitola, esej...)
Clanek nepfindsi nové a zajimavé
poznatky
V ¢lanku chybi informace dulezité pro
jeho adekvatni zhodnoceni
- napf. nedostate¢né popsané
measures, vzorek ¢i analyza
Neadekvatni vzorek pro provedenou
analyzu a Uroven generalizaci
V ¢lanku chybi odlivodnéni — proc je
zajimavé se tématem zabyvat




Submission = Publication

Hledani
recenzentd,

oslovovani...
Odmitnuti
S Hodnoceni )
Prijeti do recenzent Hodljocem
recenze _ editora
(peer review)

Hodnoceni
editora

Délka do rozhodnuti v Cyberpsychology u clanku
prijatého do externiho recenzniho rizeni:
(ve dnech)
2012: 154 (40-382)
2013: 117 (22-290)
2014: 134 (12-349)



Submission = Publication

Hledani
recenzentd, Odmitnuti

oslovovani...
Odmitnuti

’ Velké zmén
Hodnoceni y

editora (major revisions)

PFiieti d Hodnoceni Hod ,
fijeti do recenzentt odnoceni

recenze editora wio o«
(peer review) Mensi zmeny

(minor revisions)

Revize
Vyjadreni se k recenzi



Rejects po recenzich v Cyberpsychology
(z hodnoceni po recenzich):

2012: 19%
2013: 29%
2014: 36%

Major revisions v Cyberpsychology
(z hodnoceni po recenzich):

2012: 38% Velké zmény
2013:32% (major revisions)
2014: 22%

Minor revisions v Cyberpsychology Mensi zmeny

(z hodnoceni po recenzich): (minor revisions)
2012: 13%
2013: 14%
2014: 16%

Accepts v Cyberpsychology
(z hodnoceni po recenzich):
2012: 30%
2013: 25%
2014: 26%



Submission = Publication

Hledani
recenzent, Odmitnuti

oslovovani...

Odmitnuti

Velké zmeény

(major revisions)

Mensi zmény

(minor revisions)

2. (Pocet zna
3. Citacni styl
4. Formalni usporadahi
clanku

5. Obsah — kvalita,
novost, prinos k oboru
6. Jazyk

Revize
Vyjadreni se k recenzi




Recenzni fizeni (peer review)

* Jako autori byste méli byt informovani o tom,
v jaké fazi vas clanek je
— transparentnost

— pokud neexistuje online portal, nebojte se zeptat
(ale ne moc c¢asto:)

— pokud je recenzni rizeni (na vas vkus) prilis
pomalé, mate moznost clanek z ne¢j stahnout a
poslat jinam (napiste svému editorovi)



Special issues
Specificky pripad

Guest editori

Call for papers — typicky pomeérné uzce vymezené téma

— Napfr. New Media and Democracy; Children in cyberspace:
Opportunities, risks and safety; Cyberbullying research:
New perspectives and alternative methodologies

Clanky se nicméné stdle Fidi pokyny ¢asopisu (délka,
styl, tabulky...), pokud neni explicitné specifikovano
jinak



Special issues

Recenzenti byvaji
Casto autofi jinych
¢lankd
zvazovanych do
Odmitnuti stejného issue!

ABSTRAKT | |NOCROEERAI (dohadovéni o
editoru tématu)

Pozvani k
zaslani celého
¢lanku

Odmitnuti

Hodnoceni Hodnoceni
recenzentu editora

Velké zmeény

(major revisions)

Mensi zmény

(minor revisions)

: Zaslani Mes o
o Hodnocenf I S—— Prijeti guest
- e ¢asopisu editorem

Prijeti

Revize
Vyjadreni se k recenzi



Special issues

Naroéné na rychlost /
we

— Pro editory i pro autory “‘““\-
— Pr. casového planu:
e 28. Unora —deadline na abstrakty
e 15. brfezna —rozhodnuti o abstraktu
e 15. dervna — deadline na cely ¢lanek
e 15. dervence —recenze
e 15. srpna — deadline na revizi

» 15. zari — deadline ze strany ¢asopisu na zaslani celého Cisla Vc.
editorialu

Casovy plan obvykle neumoZzfuje vic nez jedno kolo revizi
Co to znamena pro kvalitu clanku?



Submission: Cover letter

* Vyzaduji nékteré casopisy
e Strucné predstaveni clanku, kde je
specifikované:
— téma (Jak spada do toho, co ¢asopis publikuje? Co
se snazime zjistit?)

— nastinéné vysledky (Na co jsme prisli a ¢im je to
skvélé)



Submission: Cover letter

Dear Prof. David Smahel, Editor
Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial Research on Cyberspace

Attached please find our manuscript entitled, “The Benign Online
Disinhibition Effect: Could Situational Factors Induce Self-Disclosure and
Prosocial Behaviors?" submitted for possible publication in ‘Cyberpsychology:
Journal of Psychosocial Research on Cyberspace’.

The present research studied the impact of three typical online interpersonal
communication factors (anonymity, invisibility, and lack of eye-contact) on
inducing the benign online disinhibition effect. Using a true experimental
design, we examined the extent to which these factors cause benign
behaviors in cyberspace.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,



Submission: Cover letter

Predmét For submission
)d: A
I info@cyberpsychology.eu
tum: Vcéera 20:52

docx (788 kB) ."-.:;: Ulozit L'-":.' UloZit vie

Hello.



Recenzni rizeni

Chce cas... spoustu Casu

— hledani recenzentu — klicova slova, seznam literatury,
editorial board

— oslovovani recenzentd, ¢ekdni na odpovéd, remindery

_ .. NEXT

s REVIEWER (@
I 600 km |

JANUARY 2008 VOL 319 SCIENCE www.sciencemag.org
Published by AAAS




Recenzni fizeni

* Chce cCas... spoustu €asu

o 7V

- |

Délka do rozhodnuti v Cyberpsychology u ¢lanku
prijatého do externiho recenzniho fizeni: dery

(ve dnech)

2012: 154 (40-382)

2013:117 (22-290)

2014: 134 (12-349)

— hodnocent editora
— dohromady 3-4 meésice, mnohdy déle



Rozhodnuti

Odmitnuti

Velké zmény

(major revisions)

Mensi zmény

(minor revisions)



Rozhodnuti: Reject

Klid!

| kdyZ s komentari recenzentu (a rozhodnutim
editora) nesouhlasite, nehadat se

Upravit ¢clanek podle komentaru (které vam

prijdou smysluplné) a zkusit jiny Casopis

— nezapomenout zmeénit styl podle nového
CaSopisu

Pokud jsou recenze obzvlast kritické (a

opravnéné kritické) a vyzaduji velké zmény,

zvazit, zda se dalSi prace na daném clanku

vyplati!

Odmitnuti



Rozhodnuti: Revisions

* Predélani na zakladé komentaru
recenzentu

— ne vsechny je nutné zapracovat Velké zmény

(major revisions)

— i komentare, se kterymi nesouhlasite,

jsou pro vas cenné — naznacuji, ze dana e
] , ] Mensi zmeny
cast ¢lanku neni dostatecné jasna a je (minor revisions)

potreba ji |épe popsat

* Major x minor revision
— Nenechat se zmast pojmy



Rozhodnuti: Revisions

e Cover letter”

— podeékovat za podnétné komentare, vzdy byt
zdvorily
Velké zmény

(major revisions)

We have changed the order of variables in our analysis to

: : . . Mensi zmény
comply with this recommendation. You are absolutely right.

(minor revisions)

Thank you for these notes and suggestions. We rewrote
discussion completely, being more cautious when
interpreting the findings. We also included implications
and suggestions for future research.




Rozhodnuti: Revisions

e Cover letter”
— podeékovat za podnétné komentare, vzdy byt

zdvorily
— Ne vzdy davaji komentare smysI®, ne vidy s Velké zmény
nimi souhlasime — i tak byt zdvorily (major revisions)

The relation with upset feelings seems to be less T e
stronger (1.00) than the relation with request (minor revisions)
for help (1.09).

Actually it’s not. The numbers to compare are in the
column with B’s. As you can see, standardized coefficient
(8) for upset feelings equals .33 while for request for help

6 =.17. (instep 3and .32 x .17 in step 4).




Rozhodnuti: Revisions

* Rozporné recenze

— Pokud si recenze protireci, editor by mél uz v
rozhodnuti napsat, na co se mate zamérit

— Pokud to nenapise a vy se sami rozhodnout
nedokazete (oba pristupy v recenzich vam davaji
smysl), mUzZete se na editora obratit s dotazem

 Komentar, kterému nerozumite

— Obratit se na editora, pripadné komentar
interpretovat a v odpovedi priznat, Ze si nejste
jisti, zda jste ho pochopili..

If we understood your comment correctly, you suggest to use CFA

instead of EFA. However, based on.... we decided to stick to current
analysis as we are convinced it is the correct analysis for our data.

Velké zmény

(major revisions)

Mensi zmény

(minor revisions)




Rozhodnuti: Accept

* Ruzné dlouha doba od prijeti po
publikovani (mesice az roky!)
* Proof (finalni Uprava clanku) —
nezapomenout na afiliace (financovani)
* Advanced online publications
— verejne dostupné, doi
— ale nejsou to ,oficialni” publikace, které

byste mohli vykazat
— v podstate jde stale o ¢lanek ,,in press”

— ktery ale uz neni mozné zmenit Ci doplnit




Jak psat recenze

Review unto others as you
would have them review unto




Recenzni fizeni (peer review)

e Cilem je zaruceni kvality ¢lanku

e /pétna vazba od odborniku, kteri sami délaji
vyzkum ve stejné oblasti (idealnée)

* Co cekat od kvalitni recenze:
— Celkové zhodnoceni i vyjadreni ke kazdé sekci clanku
— Velmi konkrétni doporuceni a navrhy na zlepseni
clanku
— Zdvorilost
i pokud je recenze velmi kriticka (a ¢lanek velmi Spatny)
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Recenzni fizeni (peer review)

* Cilem je zaruceni kvality clanku
* Ne vzdy se to podari...

Although association preferences documented in our
study theoretically could be a consequence of either
mating or shoaling preferences in the different female
groups investigated (should we cite the crappy Gabor

paper here?), shoaling preferences are unlikely drivers
of the documented patterns both because of evidence
from previous research and inconsistencies with a priori
predictions.




* Neéekdy autory prosté (po)znate
— CR je maly rybnic¢ek
— Malé a specifické obory jsou malé rybnicky
* Nekdy se odkazu na vlastni praci nevyhnete
e Je dulezité:
— Zreflektovat, zda dokazete ,,objektivné” zhodnotit dany
text — vétSinou to jde®©
— Napsat o tom editorovi — vim, kdo to je, ale vérim, ze moje
posouzeni to neovlivni (a nechat rozhodnuti na editorovi)

— Pokud to nedokazete, odmitnout recenzi (i poté, co uz jste
ji prislibili)



Jak psat recenze

* Jako recenzent obvykle dostanete néjaké
instrukce (pripadné si je muzete vyzadat)
— Nekteré Casopisy posilaji jasné danou strukturu
— Neékteré to nechavaji volnéji na recenzentovi

* Nez zaCnete psat:

— Clanek pFetist nékolikrat (pozor na efekt prvniho
dojmu a momentalni naladu), pfi jednom cteni snadno
nékteré véci prehlédneme

— Podivat se na Casopis (jaka je jeho celkova Uroven
(IF?), jaké typy ¢lankl publikuje, co po svych autorech
pozaduje — styl psani a formatovani)



Cyberpsychology.eu

Review Form - Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial

Research on Cyberspace

Narrative: Feedback should be as specific and as constructive as possible.

Article Title:

Reviewer name:

Evaluation form

low

high

Importance of issue addressed

Significance of contribution

Quality of writing (clarity, organization)

Thoroughness of the literature review

Clarity of the problem definition

Description of sample and sampling procedures

Quality of research design and methodology

Clarity of data presentation

Attention to generalizability, validity and limitations of study

Overall evaluation

Note: Type .X" in the relevant cells {one per row).

RECOMMENDATION

Accept.

Minor revisions.

Major revisions.

Reject.

Note: Type X" in one relevant cell.

Comments to the Editor only:




Jak psat recenze: Uvod

* Celkové zhodnoceni (velmi zobecnéné) Urovné
clanku a jeho tématu

Uvod: This paper explores the relationship between Facebook
intensity and friendship contingent self-esteem. Overall, | found
the paper to be well written and appropriate for publication in

Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial Research on
Cyberspace. However, several questions and concerns arose
during my review of the paper that need to be addressed...




Jak psat recenze: Uvod

* Celkové zhodnoceni (velmi zobecnéné) Urovné
clanku a jeho tématu

* Obvykle pozitivni, i pokud je clanek Spatny

Uvod: The paper deals with a relatively unintended topic that actually
deserves much more theory and research. Reality in the last two decades has
shown that blogging is common (...) This trend reflects an essential change in
social communication typical to our current era (...). Psychological and
sociological research into this dramatic change is relatively sparse and far from
understanding its circumstances and consequences related to individuals and
groups.

The present review therefore may contribute in closing this gap. That is, the
subject the paper focuses on is timely, relevant and important. However, the
problems | have found in the paper in its current form should be attended.




Jak psat recenze: Jadro

* Postupné zhodnotit vsechny casti ¢lanku

— Introduction — podava dostatecny prehled tématu?
Vyplyva z néj jasné, proc je dulezité téma zkoumat a to
timto zpusobem?

— Methods — vhodné metody pro dany problém?
Vhodny vzorek? Dostatecné popsané?

— Results — dulezité (nové, obohacuijici) vysledky anebo
jen replikovani jiz zndmych vysledki?

— Discussion —vhodna interpretace dat? Chybi néco
podstatného (navaznost na jiné vyzkumy, teorie,

vysvétleni zajimavych vysledkul)? Je vénovana
pozornost validité a limitum studie?



Jak psat recenze: Jadro

nejmene zavazné
— Pokud je napriklad Methods sekce nedostatecna,
neni potreba detailné komentovat jiné sekce
— Rozdéleni na Major comment a Minor comments
o At uz pisete jakkoliv, mélo by byt jasné, které
Veci jsou opravdu potreba zménit a které jsou
spise doporuceni pro zvazeni



Jak psat recenze: Zaver

* (znovu) celkove shrnuti a vypichnuti vaIuatli%I:NG
o Ve I 4 STA
duleziteho D el
Exce”eln

Zaver: Finally, | have to recommend article to be refused,

because it has methodological pitfalls, it misinterprets the data
and it uses out-of-date theory. | would suggest the author to
continue in the research, use different methodology and
include more recent theory to his or her research.




Jak psat recenze: Pro editora

* Obvykle je ve formulari misto pro komentar
editorovi, ktery autori nedostanou

* Doporuceni editorovi, co s clankem dal

* Nemusite jej psat, pokud mate pocit, ze vse
zaznélo v recenzi

Editor only: Please apologize this harsh of review; usually | do not
express such a tough criticism. But in my opinion this paper is so poor
from so many perspectives that | think it’s almost impertinent to expect

other people spending their time on reading/reviewing it. And in the
end, as expressed to the authors, | think such work is not helpful for the

entire genre of educational games — although the authors are clearly in
favour of them. Well ...




Pri psani recenze

Dojmy x vécnost

— Piste jasné — oddélujte to, co vite od toho, co si
(jenom) myslite — je to dulezité pro autory i
editory

Priznejte, ze nevite vsechno, pokud je v clanku

neco, co zhodnotit nedokazete

Neni nutné komentovat kazdy detail, nejste
spoluautor

Snazte se psat obecneé i konkrétné



Finally, I have a number of minor comments.
p.2. “Moreover, teens communicating ... communicate more readily.” Better would be
“Teens disclose more readily when they frequently communicate with friends, and ..."
p.2. “... incline higher restrictions.” Do you mean “result in higher restrictions.”
p.2. “Implications that emerge..., are discussed” Better would be “Finally, we discuss the

r

p.3. “Highly mediated”. | think you mean “are popular in the media”, or simply
“popular”.

p.3. “Following this media attention also the research into...” Akward, maybe better
would be: “The increased attention in the popular press has also resulted inincreased
attention from academia”, or something similar.

p.3. “Bullied in SNS” = “Bullied on SN5".

The first paragraph on page 4 may be shortened. It is important to know that
adolescents can only rely on their own privacy awareness. A discussion of policy
initiatives regarding general internet use is not necessary.

p.6. “Christofides did not find gender differences in levels of personal data disclosure for
as well teenagers as adults” = “...level of personal data disclosure between adolescents
and adults”.

p.11. “One’s” =“ones”.

p.12. “Second, at vertical level there is..." | don't really understand what you are trying to
say here.

p.17. “Thus, persons having a SN5 profile...” The word “Thus" is not needed, even
confusing.

P.17. In the adult sample, 55% uses Facebook, 20% uses Netlog. What SNSs do the
remaining 25% use? Moreover, you may want to explain that Netlog is the main Belgian
SNS.

Results section. When reporting a number that cannot exceed 1 or -1, you do not need
to use a zero before the decimal point. For example, p-values, correlations.
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Results section. Also include t-values, F-values, Chi-square’s and the like, so we not
which analyses were conducted, for example, t{df) = 3.45, p < .01.

p.20, top. “...adolescents disclose 13 of the 18 personal data.” Incorrect sentence.
Minor issue. The authors sometimes use a blank line to separate paragraphs and
sometimes a single enter. Please be consistent.

Konkr

Minor issue, references. For titles of journal articles, books, etc. first letters of words are
not capitalized, except the first one of course. Only journal names are capitalized.
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Ok, the review is attached. | do not like my review. | tend to get
annoyed with papers and then | don't like my comments, although
my comments are accurate. The problem is the paper.... it.... has
issues. Well | detail them in the comments. The main problem
(besides too much lit, too many Williams cites, too much lit about
MMQOs and Facebook, not enough background about Farmville,
very convoluted or lacking explanations of the loadings for the
models), is that the paper lacks heart. | don't see that the authors
care. It is a bland, perfunctory paper. It has lit, but not why the lit
is important. It has data, but not why we should care. Yes

@demic papers need those things, but they are not sufficient./




