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Do Non-Consensus Studies Have Higher or Lower Impact? Analysis Based on Chinese Open Review Comments

Abstract  Purpose/significance The non-consensus in peer review has attracted the attention of academia. This research in—
tends to explore the relationship between non-consensus in peer review and papers’ impact in the context of open peer review.
Method /process Taking the open review comments of “Acta Psychologica Sinica” as the research object based on the 22604
peer review records of 888 papers published between 2014 and 2020  the review non-consensus index was designed and regression
analysis was used to test the relationship between the review non-consensus index and the papers’ impact separately. There is a sta—
tistical correlation between the review diversity and the papers’ impact.  Result/conclusion After adding the control variables it
was found that there was a significantly negative relationship between the review non-consensus index and papers’ impact. This re—
search is the first domestic preliminary exploration of peer review based on Chinese open review comments and provides a new per—
spective for understanding peer review.
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Tab. 1  Variable description 7
o m
cit count °
cit_cum count m8 m9
ncon_num | count ( ) ( t_num)
ncon_len | count ( ) (t_len)
re_num (] umm y
ref count m8 m9 °
page count
au_num | count
: ( )
fund dummy
org_num | count 0.05 ° 4
org_rank | dummy 3
year dummy
2 (N =669)
Tab.2 Summary statistics and correlation matrix of variables ( N =669)
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
cit 9.91 12.24 1
cit_cum 20. 67 42. 80 0.77 1
ncon_num 8.76 18. 81 -0.05 | -0.04 1
ncon_len 11. 68 27.93 -0.03 | -0.03 0.51 1
re_num 2.29 0.48 0. 05 0.05 0. 05 0.02 1
ref 46.40 | 18.56 0. 30 0.16 0.03 0.07 -0.00 1
page 11.55 2.36 0.17 0.16 0.07 0.11 -0.05 0. 50 1
au_num 3.79 1.55 -0.11 | -0.12 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 1
fund 0.70 0. 46 0.02 0. 06 0.03 0.02 -0.00 0.10 0.01 0.15 1
org_num 1.98 0.97 -0.06 | -0.04 0. 06 0.01 0.03 0. 06 0.10 0.32 0. 06 1
org_rank 0.29 0. 46 0.05 0.02 0.01 -0.01 | -0.01 0.09 0. 01 -0.17 | -0.03 | -0.10 1
3 ( NV =669)
Tab. 3 Basic regression results ( N =669)
ml m2 m3 °
ncon_num | ~0. 082 [(0.037) | 0. 084 [(0.036) | -0.091 *[(0.032) .
ref 0.019 % |(0.003)
page 0.017 |(0.022) ( )
au_num -0.095*(0.031)
fund 0.071|(0.088) 7 710
org_num -0.056 |(0.037) o (
org_rank -0.024 |(0.090)
cons | 2,289 [(0.047) | 2. 112 |(0.133) | 1312 |(0.263) ) 2~3
Inalpha | -0.106 ](0.065) | -0. 138 ™ |(0.067) |-0.321 **|( 0. 080) .
loglikelihood -2232. 64 -2222.45 -2164.25
aic 4471.29 4462. 90 4358. 50
bic 4484. 80 4503. 45 4426. 09
year No Yes Yes
re_num No Yes Yes
sk p<0.05 %k p<0.0l, .
o (
4
»
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(
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4 ( N =669)
Tab. 4 Robustness tests ( N =669)
Poisson OLS ( )
mé4 m5 m6 m7 m8 m9
ncon_num -0.083™ —-0.780 ™ —0.096 —-0.093™ —0. 089 **
(0.037) (0.275) (0.031) (0.039) (0.033)
ncon_len -0.072*
(0.035)
ref 0.014 ™ 0. 187 0.019 ™ 0.017 0.019 ™ 0.019 ™
(0.003) (0.038) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
page 0. 028 0.237 0.018 0.034 0.019 0.019
(0.021) (0.234) (0.022) (0.025) (0.024) (0.024)
au_num -0.081* -0.814* —0. 096 -0. 128 -0.093 -0.093
(0.034) (0.330) (0.032) (0.036) (0.032) (0.031)
fund 0.033 0.399 0.070 0. 130 0.071 0.070
(0.104) (1.018) (0.088) (0.094) (0.089) (0.090)
org_num -0.062 -0.580 -0.060 -0.044 —-0.058 -0.057
(0.041) (0.375) (0.037) (0.038) (0.037) (0.037)
org_rank 0.019 0. 147 -0.026 -0.034 -0.028 -0.028
(0.095) (0.992) (0.091) (0.093) (0.092) (0.091)
t_num 0. 009
(0.044)
t_len 0. 006
(0.048)
Cons 1. 447 0. 664 1.3157 2.557 " 1.384 ™ 1.385™
(0.252) (2.556) (0.263) (0.286) (0.262) (0.251)
Inalpha -0.320" —0.241 ™ -0.307 -0.307*
(0.080) (0.092) (0.087) (0.087)
Adj R? — 0.114 — — — —
loglikelihood —-4000. 21 -25717. 61 -2164.58 -2575.52 —-2168. 64 —2168. 65
aic 8028. 42 5183.22 4359. 17 5181. 05 4365. 28 4365. 30
bic 8091. 50 5246. 30 4426. 76 5248. 64 4428. 36 4428. 38
year Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
re_num Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
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