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Behavioral Optimization in Scientific Publishing

The topics of this paper are interesting, though well known. The structure and content can be improved, and results have

to be better explained by authors before being reconsidered for publication.

Title has to be clear and clarify if it refers to scholars, editors, publishers, etc.….

Abstract has to clarify the goal and suggest implications for science and communication policy.

Authors have to structure the paper as follows.

-Introduction 

-Study design

-Results and discussion 

-Conclusion

Avoiding in the just-mentioned sections, subheadings that create fragmentation of the paper.

Introduction has to better clarify the research questions of this study and provide more theoretical background about these

topics, analyzing in a critical manner the previous literature. After that, they can focus on the topics of this study to provide

a correct analysis for fruitful discussion (See suggested readings that must be all read and used in the text).

Methods of this study are not clear. Authors have to clarify if this study is:

--A narrative review that explains the existing knowledge on a topic based on all the published research available on the

topic.

--A systematic review that searches for the answer to a particular question in the existing scientific literature on a topic.

--A meta-analysis that compares and combines the findings of previously published studies, usually to assess the

effectiveness of an intervention or mode of treatment.

Results of this study are not clear, but scattered in many sections. I suggest creating a specific section about results.

To reiterate, avoiding a lot of subheadings that create fragmentation of the paper.

Discussion. First, authors have to synthesize the main results in a simple table to be clear for readers and then show what

this study adds compared to other studies. I suggest inserting a SWOT matrix to show pros and cons of current activities

in scientific publishing, also for the evolution of science. As well as the new problems of generative AI. Moreover, many

problems are related to some research fields, because of communities, such as in medicine, management, etc. These

aspects should be discussed.
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Conclusion has not to be a summary, but authors have to focus on the manifold limitations of this study and provide

implications of science policy based on incentive systems to maximize the benefits for good research and effects in

science and society.

Overall, then, the paper is interesting, but the structure is confused. The theoretical framework is weak, and some results

create confusion… The structure of the paper has to be improved; study design, discussion, and presentation of results

have to be clarified using the suggested comments.
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