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Abstract

The Workshopon Organizing Worksh@s, Confererces,
ard Symposiafor Computer Systens (WOWCS)wasor-
ganizd to “bring together corference organ zers (past,
present,and future) ard other interestedpeoge to dis-
cuss the issues they corfront.” In adlition to the po-
sition papers stbmitted to the workshg, the WOWCS
program committee hascallecteda bibliography of pre-
vious publicationsin this area. We alsolist some topics
about which we wish we hadreceived submissiors, but
did not; these coud be goad topics for future articles.

1 Introduction

Computer systens reseachers place an unustally high
value on conference publications, to the point thatthese
no longertake secand placeto journal publicatiors. This
puts pressue on conferencechairsandconmittees,who
must hardle large numbers of submissions and gene-
ate detailed well-reasmed reviews and accefiance de-
cisiors on tight deadines. Yet thereis relatively little
“institutional memay” or written folklore on how to or-
ganiz compuer systems conferences,and mary policy
issuesrequire repeded community or program commit-
tee(PC) discussiors.

The April 2008 Workshg on Orgarizing Work-
sh@s, Confererces, and Symposia for Computer Sys-
tems(WOWCS) brought togethe conference organizers
(past, presentand future) and other interestedpeoge to
discuss the issueghey confront. Theworkshg hadser-
erd goals

e To discuss (and perhaps settle) certain con-
tentious policy issues, suchaswhethersingle-blind
or double-blind reviewing is the best policy;

e To preserve folklore and experience in written
form, suchashow to choosePCmemtiersard othe
voluntees;

e To evaluate tools and techniques for conference
organizers, such asreview-manaenentsdtware.

The workshop attraced a modemte number of
submisdons from a vaiiety of auttors with signif-
icant expelience in running PCs for compuer sys-
tems confererces and workshops.  These position
papers, availade online at htt p://ww. useni x.
or g/ event s/ wowcs08, presert a wide variety of
viewpaints, but do not cover the full range of possble
topics. (Thatrange would have beenimpossibleto cover
in a one-day workshop, in any evert.) Also, while no
worksh@ with the samegoalsasWOWCShad beenhdd
before, there aremary previous publications (formal and
informal) on thesetopics.

This atticle is our attenpt to summaize the previous
publications, ard to list same topics that have not been
discussedin writing (or at least, have not been satisfac
torily resolved)

We somewhat fuzzily restrict our focusto “conputer
systems”publications, and to corferencesrather than
journals, sincewe bdieve that sud everts oftenrequire
differenthardling than journalsor evertsin other elds.

1.1 Context

Peefreviewedscienti ¢ publication is aninherently con-
tentiaus topic, because by its nature there are winners
(papes publishedin prestigiais venwes)arnd losers (pa
pers that are not published, or are published late or in
low-presige verues). The goals of the community are
sonetimesin conict with the goals of individuals. The
community valuesthe advancenent of a shared teged
base of knowledge and pradice; individuds valuetheir
carersard self-esteem.

While computer systemsresearchmay be less con
tentiousthan eldssuchasmedcine,wherelivesorcom
mercial sucess depend directly on the reallts of pee re-
view, we all seento carealot about the review process.



Given what appeas to be an increasingnumber of
compuer systenms conferencepapesto review eachyear
we als have to respetthe practicallimits on how much
time individuals arewillin g and ale to investin the re-
view process.

Theseissueshave led to alot of innovation with con
ferene review processes,althaugh therehasnat always
beenquartitative analysis of whethertheresultsmed our
gaals.

But what are our goals? Even though we all shae
the aim of a fair, efcient processthat resuts in the
“bed” confererce prograns, that still leaves points of
contertion: how to bdancefaimessvs. ef ciency vs.
confererce quality, and how to de ne what cowunts as
“goodness” for a corferencepaper — how we balarce
novelty, rigor, utility, and clarity.

We do not al have the sane criteriafor evaluating pa
pes. For exanple, do we value techrical rigor more or
lessthannovelty? How necessarys it thatan ideabe
practically implemenable? How do we balance papers
with new ideasagainstpapersthat validate prior work?
Do we rejecta pagper with a half-baked executin of a
good idea,hoping to get a betterpagperlater, or accep it
hoping to fosterfurtherwork by others?How important
is it to corstruct abroadprogramfor a givencorference,
or to ensue that the topic boundaries betweenconfer-
ercesarereasoaty clea?

In short, whatdo we hope to achieve by the innova
tions in the review process?We do nat presune to an
swerthatquedion in this article, but we ercourage others
to be clear about their goals whenproposing or evaluat-
ing review-processnnovations.

2 Past publications about conference poli-
ciesand methods

Many peqle have alreadypublished advice about, aral-
ysis of, or problemswith conputer sciencepublication.
Sone of thesehave beenpeerreviewed, although mary
have beenpublishedinformdly. Although guite a few
papers have beenpubli shed on thesetopics, they terd to
bescatteedaround alarge setof publication venues, and
so most reades are likely to be aware of only a few of
these.

This sectionsunmaizes sane of the previous publi-
cations; we did notattemp to n dthemall.

2.1 Best practicesin general

In 2005—-2006, ACM andIEEE formedanadhoc “Health
of CorferencesCommittee” HCC's goalswere “to cal-
lect the bestpracticesonto a web page so that confer-
erceorganizes can seeinnovative ways to cope with the

demards of paper sulmissiors, refereeing ard presen
tatiors, asthe number of papes increase[sic].” Their
resuts areavailabe on a Wiki [19], which coverstopics
including tracking reviews acrosscorferences; the useof
two-phase reviewing (or “quick rejectian”); the value of
allowing author rekuttalsto reviews before the nal de-
cisionn double-blind sutmissons; whetherconfererces
shauld grow to increaseaccepance rates the useof hi-
erachical program committees(although this does not
seemo have coveredthe “heavy + light” model usedre-
certly by severd confererces);waysto encairagewilder
papers; codocating workshgs with confererces;and a
few other topics. (For somereasonSIGOPYlistedhere
uswally as“SIGOS”"] cortributed vety little to this ac
tivity, and SIGCOMM cortributed less thanmary othe
SIGs.)

Fred Doudlis, in his role as Editor-in-Chief of IEEE
InternetComputing, wrote severaledtorials: oneonhow
to deal with misbeharing authors (in particdar, those
committing self-plagiatism and thase who sulmit sim-
ilar papersto multiple venwes)[9], and the othe on how
to dealwith misbetaving reviewers (who sulmit reviews
late,never, or badly) [10].

2.2 Single-blind vs. double-blind reviewing

Most scierti ¢ reviewing is blind, in the serse that au
thors do not know who the reviewersare.|n double-blind
reviewing, reviewersare not supmsedto know who the
auhors are, either. The goal of double-blind reviewing
is to increase the assuanceto all auttors that the PC is
doing its best to be fair: to avoid favoritism, revenge,
or statts bias where reviewers put lessvalue on pagers
from auttors or institutions with lower status.

In theory, double-blind reviewing should improvefair-
ness. In practice therearesameconcensabout howv well
this works: reviewers often canguessthe auttorship of
papers, ard other PC membea's can guesswho wrote a
paperwhencon icted PC memlersare kicked out of the
PCmeetirg.

Sinde-hlind reviewing hassome potertial adwartages
for the review process Whenthe authors areknown, re-
viewers are betterableto evaluae the work in context:
compaed to wha hasbeen published by the same au
thors before, doesthe paper under review add anything
new? Alsqg lessexpeliencel authas sametimesseen
to have trouble anaymizing their submissons without
damagng them. Finally, singe-blind reviewing redices
thelogistical challergesfor PCchairs.

The SIGMOD community has published several atti-
cleson this topic. Sincethe SIGMOD confererce has
been double-blind since 2001, while SIGMOD 19%4—
2000 andtheVLDB corference1994-2005 weresing e-
blind, this provided a dataset to patially evaluate the
effectsof double-blind reviewing. Sanuel Maddenand



David DeWitt [17] publishedananalysis conduding that
“double-dind reviewing hashad es®rtially no impact
onthe publication ratesof more senior reseachesin the
daabase eld.” However, Anthory Tung [29] looked at
thesameadatasetusing adifferentstatisticalanalysis, and
carre to the oppositecondusion

Richad Snalgrass,in his role as Editor-in-Chief of
ACM Transacticms on DatabaseSystemgTODS), wrote
an edtorial analyzing the published literature on the ef-
feds of double-blind reviewing [27]. He natedthat,in a
previousexperimentnot basedon computer scierceliter-
ature,almaost half of theauthors of double-blindedpayers
could be gues®d by thereferees.He conduded tha the
existing studes shaved enough of a statis bias against
“thosein the gray area: neithe atthetop ... nor at the
bottom” to justify adouble-blind policy for TODS.How-
ever, most of the existing studiescover elds other than
compuer scienceand it is posdble that the level of bias
variesbeween elds.

The debde arourd singe-blind vs. double-blind re-
viewing may re ect different ideasabaut goals. For ex-
amge, the useof double-blind reviewing might lead a
PCto falil to realizethat a submission is too similar to a
prior publication by the sane authars; this happensmore
oftenthanone would like. How do we balaacethe risk
of undeectedcheding againsttherisk of status bias?

2.3 Opening up thereview process

While reviewer idertities are typically hidden from au
thors (and the world at large), to encaurage greaer
honesty, sone fear that certain reviewers aluse this
armonymity. This hasled to severalkinds of experiments
with the review process.

Onesuwch approachis “openreviewing,” in which the
reviewer nanmesarerevealedto authors (atthe end of the
process). The main goal of openreviewing is to increase
the accauntability of reviewersfor their reviews, which
might lead to betterreviews and betterchaceswhenre-
cruiting PC menbers. Saneversiors of openreviewing
also publicize the nonramonymous reviews of accepted
papers. Michalis Falousos, RezaRejaie, ard Anirban
Banejee descibed an experiment with open reviewing
atGlobal Intemet'07 [11]. They view this experimentas
asuccessbasedn feedbackfromauthors andreviewers,
althaugh there weresomeconmplications.

Fabo Casati, Fausto Giunchglia, and Maurizio
Marchesego evenfurther They analyzedtheills of the
existing process and proposedsimply eliminging the
model of using pre-publication reviews to decice what
gets published [6]. Instea, they proposethatall papers
(good ard bad are immediately publishedonline, and
thenthe community somehav marages to decick which
of these papershave value. They suggesta processsimi-
lar in sone aspectsto the PageRankalgorithm.

Similar to open reviewing is the use of “public re-
views,” where a menber of the PC publishes a signed
review along with eachpublished paper, to provide con
text that reacers might othemwise lack.  Public reviews
can capure some of the conmertary abaut papers by
expetts, which othewise is not easily availabde. They
alsoprovide away for aPCmembaer to editorialize about
a pager in ways that are not appopriate for auhors to
do, andthey can help demystify the reasoning behind
the PC s decisiors. Pubic reviews, unlike openreviews,
are not intenced either for helping the PCs decision
making processor the autha's paper-revision process.
SIGCOMM has experimerted with public reviews (e.g,
HotNets 2004 [3], SIGCOMM 2006, andthe Computer
Commuication Review newslette).

The 2007 Passve and Active Measurements confer-
erce (PAM) experimentedwith author ratings of there-
views they received. The PC chair, Konstantina Papa
giamaki, repatedontheexperimentand drew somecon-
clusians: auhors whose papers are rejecteddo not al-
waysgive thereviewers badscores;authorsprefer longer
reviews; authors prefer reviews with clearjusti catio ns
for the reviewer's decision[20]. However, beausethis
expetiment was double-blind, reviewers did not know
which of their reviews weretakenbady, andso did not
nd theresultsvery useful.

2.4 Advicetoreviewers

The review process depends on a constart supply of
willing and competert reviewers. Most of us leamn this
taskonthe job, but (espea@lly for conferercereviewing,
where deadines are usudly tight andthereis no editar
to intemedate betwea the auhors and the reviewers)
never reviewersoften neel written advice.

In 1990, Alan JaySmithwrote a widely-circulatedar-
ticle explaining “T hetaskof thereferee” [26]. At about
thesanetime,lan Parberry wrote“A Guidefor New Ref
ereesin Theaetical Computer Scierce” [21]. We could
nat nd asubsegert formally-published paperon the
sametopic, perhapsbe@useSmiths article wasde ni-
tive.

However, plerty of people have posted advice on the
Web, sonetimesspeci ¢ to a singe confererce. Most
of theseotherwise provide little of novelty. One that
stand out, partly for its focuson computersystemson-
ferenees is Timothy Roscoe's [22]. In patticular, he ex-
plains why and how reviewers should avoid the snaky
tone sorretimestakenby ovedoadedreviewerswho have
put up with more medocrity than they cantolerate.Mark
Allman hasalso offered advice to reviewers[2], includ-
ing suggestonsfor how reviewersshould respnd to pa
pers with ideasthat they do not like, using the slogan
“review papers,notideas.



The Neual Information Pracesing Systems(NIPS)
confererce's Web site hasa detailed essay[8] on the
evaluatian criteria used for the 2006 corference,includ-
ing samewhat differert criteria for different sub elds.
This sewes both to guide reviewers andalsoto helpau
thors write betterpgpers.

2.5 Shadow PCs

One interestingappoach to training reviewers, and to
vettingthemfor future PCsewice, is to have themsene
ona“shadw PC!” A shalow PC hasaccess(subjed to
theauttors' permission to thepgperssubmitted to acon-
ferene, and goesthrough the same review processasthe
regular PC, but doesnot have ary effectonthe n al out-
come. (Actually, sinceshadon-PC reviews are usudly
retuned to the authors, thesemay sewe to improve the
nal papes.) The shasdw PC menbers may als learn
things abaut the review processthat will hdp themim-
prove their own future submissons.

SOSRin the 1980sand 1990s allowed somegraduate
stucentsto informally review papers, but the rst formal
shaaw PC that we know of was for NSDI 2004. Othe
reent systens corference (SIGCOMM 2005, SOSP
2007) have alsorun shradawv PCs Anja Feldnamwrotea
detail ed report on the SIGCOMM 2005 expetience[12].
BetweenFeldmanris expeiienceandthat of NSDI 2004,
which ran ve distinct shadw PCs[31], it seens that
shadw PCsseldom pick anywhere nearthe samepro-
gramastheregular PC. It is nat clearhow much of the
differenceis dueto the greaterexpelienceof the regular-
PCmenbers, ard how muchis due to the randbmnessof
theprocess.

2.6 Advicetoauthors

Thereis a lot of published advice to the auttors of sci-
ertic pagers. This atticle is nat the placefor a com

prehensive review of that literature. However, severd of

thesehave expressedsped ¢ complaintsabout the qual-

ity of paperssubmittedto systens confererces,andillu-

minatesaneof theproblemsthat conferencecommittees
arefacing.

Roy Levin and David Redellwrote abaut the some
wha disapoainting quality of submissons to the Ninth
SOSPR which they co-chaired They also gave advice
to authors of subseaqiert systens papes [16]. More re-
certly, Mark Allmanwrote apleato authors basedon his
own struggylestrying to review badly-writtensubmissons
to SIGCOMM 2001 [1].

Although it is not at all speci ¢ to computer systems
confererces,evely scierti ¢ autha shaild readGeoge
Gopen and Judith Swan's classic atticle on “The Sci-
erce of Scienti ¢ Writing” [13]. They descrite not how
to write an ertire pape, but how to write senteces

ard paragyrgphs that reacers (and overburdenedreview-
ers)canundestand Too mary auhors cleaty have not
learredthis skill.

Finally, Tomas Grim reports on the resultsof a study
onscienti ¢ authorship thatsimgdy criesout for replica
tion among the computer systemscommunity [14].

2.7 Review-management software

Thereare lots of review-maragenen systens availale,
bath opensouceandfor-pro t. A corferencechairmust
choase one suchsystemand stick with it for the dura
tion; somene who hasnot chaireda corferene recertly
may not have a good bads for making this chace. In
the absence of a “Consumer Reports” guide to the rela-
tive merits of review-marmagenent systems, people usu
ally getadvice from otherrecert chairs, or usewhatthey
have usedbefore.

The ACM SIG Governing Board Execuive Commit-
teedecicedin 1998 to attackthis prablem. Rick Srod-
grasspublished a summaly of 19 systemsused by a va
riety of SIGs, including details of which featues each
systemsupported ard comments on the stablity and
usalillity of same of thesesystens [28]. In the inter-
vening decaa, we know of no other publishedcompa-
isors, while the set of review-manayenent systens has
changed dramatically (and the ones that have survived
since1998 probably have evolved)

2.8 Reviewing of extended versions of
wor kshop papers

Groups like SIGCOMM and SIGOPS have createda va

riety of workshgpsasawayto encourage the publication
of prdiminary or highly speculative work. Oftenthe best
of theseshort papersbecanelonger, more polished sub

missiors to regular confererces. While we do not want
to publish the same papertwice, we also do not wart to

discauragepeoge fromwriting workshaq papeasby pre-

venting them from later publishing an overlappng full

paperat a prestigiaus confererce.

The usualapproachis to look for “adequate” or “sig-
ni cant” additional cortentin the n al paper and if sq
for the conferernce PC to evaluatethe full papets ertire
contribution, not just its new material.

This test becormes more complicaed with double-
blind reviewing, sinceif the workshop and confererce
papers werewritten by differert auhors, the confererce
paper s authars shauld not get the credt for the ideasin
theworksh@ paper SIGCOMM hasdelatedthis issue,
ard adgoted anadvisory policy wherebyreview anddis-
cussion of a follow-on paperprovisionally assimesthat
it share authorship with the prior workshop pgper In a

nal phase,a provisionally-acceped parer is rejeded if



the authorship doesnat sufciently ovedap [25]. (This
approach unavoidably inverts double-blind reviewing's
normal assmption thatthe reviewers have absolutely no
ideawho wrote the paper)

3 Papers we wish someone had submitted
to WOWCS

Many of the issuesthat led to the creationof WOWCS
remain unresdved or unaddressed Thesetopics have
comeup in pastdiscussios over drinks, over meals,and
in hallways,but patentially could bere t from morecare
ful, written treatmen

We crudely divide thesetopicsinto policy issues, met-
rics, presenation of folklore ard experierce, and tools
ard techriqgues The division is arti cial, since mary
issues cover several of thesecatayories. For exame,
ary givenreview-maragemert systeninevitably embod-
iesdecisionsabout pdicies ard metrics.

3.1 Policy issues

Theseissles representfundanental policy choices,and
mary areproblemsfor thecommunity to resolve, not just
for asingle PC.

Double-blind vs. single-blind reviews While othe
communities have dedt with this issue(especially SIG-
MOD [17, 29, 27]), the conmputer systems community
has not rewlved it yet. SOSPand SIGCOMM are
double-blind; OSDI, NSDI, and the amual USENX
confererceare singe-blind.

SinceOSDIland SOSPaltemateyeas, attractapproxi-
matdy thesamekindsof papesand auhors,andarenow
regarded asof roughly equal qudity, they potertially of-
fer a data set tha would allow us to evaluge whethe
double-blind reviewing senesausefu purpose.

Two kinds of experimentsmight be worth peforming:

e Using externally-available data: Analyzethe sets
of published auhors in SOSPand OSDI, to test
whetherthe conferercesdiffer onthe fractionof pa
pers they take with “junior” auhors — where “ju-
nior” coud bede nedasN years sincegradiation
or as“having < N prior publications’, or perhaps
based on citation histories, for various N. This
might deperd on whethe one looks at the most-
junior or least-junior author for aco-auhoredparer,
etc. Similarly, onecoud look atthe setof author in-
stitutions.

This might be a good exercise for some rstyea
or secand-year OS studerts, since it would force
themto becanefamiliarwith titlesandauhors of a
decades worth of papers.

e Using confidential data: Looking only at pub-
lished papes doesnot reveal whethera PC has a
(perhapsuncaonsciols) statushiasaganstcertainau
thors or institutions. Idedly, one could look at the
behavior of a PC with resgectto the sutmitted pa
pers. Thiswould, of course,require cardul obser-
vanceof the con dentiality of rejectedpagers,and
thuswould probably require the active patticipation
of the PC chairsfor recern corference. The othe
problemis thattherelevart datamight nolongerbe
availade for older conferences,or it might be te-
diousto get it into a caronical formatfor analysis.

The tricky aspectof this amalysis is that OSDI and
SOSP while pethaps of equvaent quality, might not
have equivalentPC mind-sets For exanple, it is plaw
sibletha authars from low-statusinstitutions have dif -
culty gettirg their papersaccetedby SOSPnot becaise
of ary status bias (since SOSPis double-blind) but be-
cawse thereis a certainstyle of paperthat SOSP terdsto
prefer— ard authors from low-status institutions do not
have pees who can help them casttheir papersin this
style.

When should “open reviews” be used? Faloutsoset
al. described the useof open reviews in the context of
a fairly small event. It would be usefu to have a more
comprehensive discusson of the circunmstancesin which
openreviews would be appropriate,aswell asof the po-
tential drawbacks from this innovation To the extent
that reviewers and authors attemp to gamethe system,
open reviewing will charge the game-theory rules and
could createnew incertives for misbehavior. For exam:
ple, will junior reviewers avoid making negative com
merts about paperswritten by senia authors? Will open
reviewing lead to more log-rolling (i.e., sets of peode
covertly agreeingto give good reviews to eachother's
submissons)?

CS-wide citation reporting and indexing Citation in-
dices are a well-egaHdished meclanism for evaluating
the impact of papes, autlors, institutions, and confer-
erces— in elds other than computer sciene. We do
nat have a good track recordin this respet. The maja
sciencewide indices sud asthe Scierce Citation Index
(SCl)andScopusseento provide only rancbm coverage
of CSliterature (or soit seensto onewho haslookedup
his own papesin these).CiteSeerprovidesgood cover-
ace of CS, but relieson autanatic extraction of citations
ard doesnat have access to papers held inside walled
gardens.Goagle Sclolar hassimilar limitations.

The ACM Digital Library hasgood coverag of ACM
ard IEEE citations, patly becausethey now insist on
receiving citation metadataalorng with ACM-published



papers. However, they do not include citations from pa
pers publishedby othe organizations, suchasUSENIX,
ard the meta-catafor sone of their older articlesmay
include OCR erors.

Issueghatthe conputer systemsommunity ought to
addressinclude:

e Arecitationcountsausefil metricin the rst place?
A high citation count canimply that a paperintro-
ducedanimportantnew idea,or providedde niti ve
resuts, but it can alsoresultfrom negative evalua
tions, perfunctay mertions, or log-rolling [18].

e Does computersystens needa comprehensive cita-
tion index? (Or, doescomputer scierce asawhae
needthis?)

e How can we collect the necessarymeta-chta?
Shauld all future CSpublicatiors (in ary verue)re-
quire submission of appropriatemetadatain astan
dadized format? How do we createthe meta-data
for older publications?

e Who getsto contrd the index conterts? Canthey
chargefor using it, andif not, who hasthe incentive
to mairtain it?

e What analyses could be made using this informa
tion?

e Which citation-basedaralysesare of value to the
community, ard which areeither mere naise,or ac
tually counterproductive?

Travel reduction “Symposiuni derivesfrom a Greek
word mearing “to drink togetter” Physicaltogetheness
is one of the main reasms why we attend conferences;
we know that the informal interactions are often more
important than the pape presentatiors (since, one as-
sumres themainlong-tem bere t from the aceptedpa
pesiswhat appearsin the procealings). In spte of im-
pressve advarcesin the state of telecaferercing, there
is still no realsubstitutefor physical meetirgs.
Unfortunately, physical togethernressmears physical
travel, ard travel mears wastedtime, global warming,
ard sign cant experses (Travel expenses,once food
ard haotel costsare included accownt for the majority
of explicit corferencerelatedspeanding.) As the numbe
of conferercesincreasesas global waming hasbecone
more pressing astravel budgetsarebeingcut, andasair
travel hasslesmultiply, one hasto askwhether and how
we ought to optimizethetravel burdenof confererces.
For examge, shaild we be co-locating events more
oftenand more carefully? Should wekill off certaincon-
ferenesthatfail to provide the community-building ben
ets of primary events,or convert themto journaldike
publications?Should confererce orgarizersrefrain from

putting conferencesin “interesting places,ard instead
aimto optimize the overall sum (or median, or 90th per-
certile) of travel costsandof cabon emissons?

A modestproposal: we shaild nomalizean autha's
citationimpact basedon his or her carlbon impact. This
might discaurage the practiceof suomitting a pagerto a
secot-rate conference merely beauseits likely accep
tane would justify atrip to some sunny bead resort.

Decoupling publication from presentation Thenorm
in our community is thatif aPCaaceptsapape, it is bath
presentedat the eventandpublishedin the procealings.
We bre this coupling for specialcases,suchasposters,
usually to provide advane exposuefor work in progress
ard for students.Corferenceprogramsalsoofteninclude
afew invited spealersor keynotes,whopresn work that
has notbeenpeerreviewed.

Evenfor full, peer-reviewedpgoers this cowpling does
nat always make sense Sone papersareworthy of pub-
lication, but make for really boring talks. Espeially with
theuseof online publication, which alows for more pro-
ceedngs pageswithout killing asmary trees,a confer-
erce could acept more papes for publication than for
presentatia.

For examge, the Neual Information ProcessingSys-
tems (NIPS) corference demuples paper acctarce
fromthepresenttion dedsion [30]. The mostinteresting
pgoers are presentd at length, but many or most pagers
arepresenteanly as posters, with 45-secand “spotlight”
presentatiasasbrief adwertiserrentsfor the posters.

This approach has risks. For examge, the process
for deciding which papers get preserted might be biased
against non-native spealers (which is painfully evident
evenin double-blind reviews).

3.2 Maetrics

Many of the quedionsthat we would like to resolve de-
pend on new or bettermetrics for what we do asa com
munity.

How do we quantify the merit of a conference? This
might seem like an odd question but there are a num-
ber of contexts whereit is usefd to comparethe value
or merit of a confererce against others. Theseinclude:
which corference shaild | submit this paper to? Is it
worth my time to be on the confererce PC? Is it worth
my time to atterd this confererce? Shauld a spasa
(eg., acomoration or a govemment agerty) be willing
to help cover the costs, andfor how much? This metric
might alsohdp to evaluatea young auttor's publication
record, before enough time haspas®dto see sulsequent
citatiors.



For same of thes questiors, citation-count impact
could bethe right merit. For othe's, it probally isn't. For
exampe, a potertia sponsor might wart to contribute
money to help launch a new event, long before there
is erough histoly to evaluate its citation-count impact.
CiteSeer rates veruesusing a widely-used “impact fac
tor,” desribed as“the average citation rate, wherecita-
tionsarenormalizedusing the averagecitationratefor all
articlesin agivenyear, ard transformedusingln(n + 1)
where n is the numberof citations” [15].

Thereis same controversy over the value of the im-
pact facta metric [32]. Bollen et al. assertthat the
widely-aaceptedThomsonScieni ¢ ISI ImpactFacta is
biasedtowards popular journals rather than prestigiaus
ones [5]. They suggestthat a weight PageRark-style
mettic would favor high-prestigejournals. Their pape
includes an amalysis of compuer sciernce journals, but
nat conferences. It might be intereging to apply their
aralysisto both journds arnd conferenesin CS, to test
how the bestCS corferences compae to the bestjour-
nds.

Do PCs tend to favor PC-authored papers? Confer-
erce PCs try to scrupulously avoid giving PC-authared
submissons an unfair adwvartage. In addtion to the
usual con ict- of-intered rules, PCs oftendecide to “seta
higherbar” for these papers, soasto avoid the perception
of favoritism. But are PCsfalling victim to unconsciais
biases?

Onemight testthis queston by looking at the citation
index impactsof papes publishedin a setof not-too-
recent corferences(to the extent that this datais avail-
able) ard checking whether the PC-auhored pgpers, asa
set,rank higher or lower thanthe others. Naturlly, one
would assune thatPCmenbers are drawn from the best
in the community, ard so ought to have a betterrecord
thanaverage. Given this asamption, it might be nec
essry to compae the relative impactsof theseauhors'
papers in the corferenes where they were on the PC,
ard in the other confererceswherethey published.

How random are PC decisions? Mary auhors are
myst ed by PC decigons, anrd mary PC memters do
have theimpression that same of thesedecisionsare ran
dom. In the very few caseswvherewe have sone inde-
pendent decisions from shadov PCs, there is somne ev-
iderce to support the ranrdom-decisionhypathesis[12].
Of couse,shadov-PC membe's do have less experierce
thanregular PC memters.

It is probably not worth the effort to conduct the obvi-
ous experiment to testthis queston, which is to consti-
tute two equally-quali ed PCs that simutaneausly and
indepandently evaluatethe submissiors to a corference,
ard then conpare their decisiors to seehow well corre-

latedthey are. Is ther a feasible way to test this, and
if so,wha would we do with the result? Or shoud we
simply aceptsamerancdomnessasa factof life?

How big is the rejected-paper tumbleweed? When
a confererce rejects a paper, it does not just go away.
The pape usually getsresubmittedto a differernt confer-
erce, with (one hopes)improvements basedon the re-
viewer comments. Someimesthis works well, but often
the samepapersbounce from corferenceto corferene,
ard mary of them seemnot to improve much on each
hop. Thisleads to exces$ve loadon reviewers,and quite
possbly reducesthe attention that canbe paid to more
innovative sulmissiors.

Several of the WOWCS papers proposewaysto deal
with this problem, suchas establishig a repository of
prior reviews. But nobody really knows how big the
problem is; we gererdly nd out about the resubmis-
siors by accidert, whensaneme has senedon multiple
PCs ard spotsafamiliar submisgon.

It would be usefd to meaaure the frequengy at which
rejeded papersare restbmitted the distribution of how
mary timesa paperis reviewed urtil it eithergoes away
or getspublished andwhetter thetypical pgper strajec
tory is downward (thatis, the authars keepaiming lower
until it is acceptedl or upward (the paper actually does
improve). Automatedtechiquesmight be necesary to
measure this, usingtextud similaritiesbetwea submit-
ted pgpers to track the lif e of a given paper. Without a
good datasetspaming mary confererces,this might be
impossible.John Douceu hassuggestedhat it might be
possble to aralyzethe extensve datalas of the EDAS
review-maragenent system [24] to obtain this kind of
information although mary top-tier computer systems
confererceshave not used EDAS.

Is there a correlation between PC size and confer-
ence impact? SonePCchairspreferto haverelatively
small PCs, which makes decisionmaking more coher-
ert, but placesa huge load on eachPC menber. Othe
PCchairspreferto have verylarge PCs. (More geneally,
PCsizesseento bemoreor lessconstantfor agivencon-
ferene.)

Anecddal eviderce suggests that corferenceswith
very large PCstend to have relatively low meiit. Per-
hapsthesecorferencessimply make poorer decisiors, or
perhaps people sening on thesePCsput in less effort
becausdessis demardedof them. It would beusefd to
know whetlerthere is arealcorrelation(positive or neg-
ative) betweenPC size and confererce merit, and if sg
what might be causingit.

Does overlapping membership between PCs decrease
diversity? SonmePCmenbersreappearyearafteryear



eithe on the sameconferene's PC or on the PCsof re-
lated confererces. Part of this is inevitable; competer,
willing PC memkersarein shat sumply. Overlap be
tweensubseqernt PCsof agivenconferenceprovidesin-
stitutional memay; overlap betweenPCs of relatedcon-
fereneshelps to cdibrate our approad to sulmisdons
that might fall in the gaps. But balarced againstthese
bene ts is the perception, and perhaps the reality, thata
smallgroup of “pemarentPCmembers” have excesive
in u ence and may bebiasedagainstoutsides or heterc
dox ideas. On the other hard, excessively-expeiienced
reviewers might bemme so jaded as to give too much
credit to paperswith novel ideas.

To evduatethe overall effectof PCmembershipover-
lap on autlorship diversity, one could look at the results
of a PC's decidon process to see whether high-overlap
PC memters gave higher or lower scoes to sulmis-
siorns from authors (or institutions) that had not previ-
ously published in that verue. Similady, if the reviews
includea scoe for novelty, one could testwhetter high-
overlap PCmenbersfavoredpaperswith higher or lower
mean novelty scoes.

Is there a correlation between number of papers
accepted and diversity? The PC co-chairs of SIG-
COMM 2006 (Tom Andersonand Nick McKeawn) ex-
panded the program to include more papes thanat ary
prior SIGCOMM. Their claim wasthatthis added diver-
sity of auttorshp and ideas to the program [4]. That
year's confererce did have high diversityin termsof auv
thor institutions and geagrgphic locations. How signif-
icart is this effect? Is it a more useful way to increase
diversity in conputer systemscorferences than, for ex-
amge, double-blind reviewing?

Do overall scores predict what gets accepted? A typ-
ical procecure for a corferenceis to askreviewersto as-
signasetof scoresto eachpaper then ignore all of those
scoesexcep the“overall” rating, and to rark the papers
based on the mean of thatrating. If the conferene uses
multiple rounds of reviewing, only papersscoring above
athreshold makeit into the next round. Geneally, theset
of papes discusseatthe PC meetingis alsodetermned
by athreshdd scae, and often the orderin which papers
arediscusseddeperdson their scaes.

Giventhe dif cu Ity of getting reviewersto assgn con-
sigert scoes, ard the dif culty of enmding muitiple
criteria (technical quality; novelty; presertation quality;
suitablity for the conference)into a single score, one
might wonderwhether this procecdure generatesthe right
outcone.

Ideally, one would want to conmpar the review-
process scoes (normalizedfor the corferenceés scaing
system)of each acceped pgper with its citationindex

impactafter severd yeas. This is probably infeasble.

As aweaksubstitute, perhapsone could ask PCchairs
for recentevents to suply bit-vectors where the index
of a bit corespands to a pape’'s scoe-hasedrark, and
the value of that hit is either“accepted or “rejected
A cdlection of such bit vectors, while revealing nothing
con dential, coud leadto sameinterestingandyses.For
exampe, onecould plot the CDF of papersaccepedator
bdow agivenrank asawayto measuetheeffectiveness
of thescoiing function.

Notethatther arealternaivesto the tradtiond mech
arism For examge, OSDI 2006 did not allow reviewers
to report anoverdl scoe. Insteadthe PC co-chairts syn
thesizedan overall scae from a weighted combination
of scoesfor techical quality, novelty, and presentation
quality, thus removing from eachreviewer the power to
decide which of theseaspectsto value more highly. Pos-
sibly, therebre, if we coud cdled ard andyze multi-
compaonent “score-vedors” for a setof confererces,we
could establishwhettrer PCs are favoring novelty over
rigor, or vice versa— andwhetherpapes selectecased
on novelty ultimately had a higher or lower impactthan
papers seleted basedonrigor.

3.3 Preserving folklore and experience

PC chairstypically leam their roles partly from observ
ing other chairswhile seving asPC memters,paittly by
askirg for helpfrom otha PCchdrs, andpartly by mak
ing their own mistales. It would be helpful to have a
written handbook for PCchairs, but nat muchof this ex-
ists.

The WOWCS worksh@ has estblished a Wiki, at
http://wi ki.usenix. org/bin/view Min/
Conf er ence/ Col | ect edW sdom for PC chairs
to share this kind of information As of this writing,
aryone cancreateanaccaunt on the USENIX Wiki and
thencontribute thar own wisdam. We expect this Wiki
to representa rarge of opinions, possibly contradctory,
about how to organize corferencss; it is not mean to
de ne universalnorms.

This sectionlists sorre of the questiors tha could be
arsweredin the future.

What is the best structure for a large PC? Giventhe
needto balan@ reviewer load againstthe ahility to have
well-informeddiscissionsin aPCmeetirg, andthelarge
number of paper submitted to presigious confererces,
what is the bestway to strudure a PC?Usea small PC
ard torture the memberswith too mary reviews? Use a
hugePC ard not gt muchcohernce?Jseahierarchical
PC, in which reviewers report to track chairs, and the
trackchairs make decisiors without having readmany of
thepapers?



Several corference (eg., SSIGCOMM and SOSP)
have recently experimentedwith a“heavy + light” model
for their PCs This practice startel with SIGCOMM
2006 [4]. In this modd, some PC menbers (the “lig ht
PC’) review a modestnunber of pagers,usudly in the
eatier phases,but do not attendthe PC meeting “Heavy
PC’ membea's review more papers,often focussedon the
later phases and do attendthe PC meetirg. This prac
tice seemsto be a good conpromise betweenreviewer
load (eventhe “heavy” memkbershave a lower load than
onamondlithic PC) ard informeddiscussiors (sincethe
papers that are likely to be discussed in the PC meet-
ing have beenreviewed by a decentnumber of “heary”
menbers). Also, “light” members may be more use-
ful than extemal reviewers, since they are chosenmore
carefully, and do ermpough reviews to provide calibration
However, this approachstill requres some PC memkbers
to accep arelatively heary load

How to choose PC members and other volunteers
Sone of the WOWCS papers addres®d how to avoid
choaosing certain pegle as PC members, basedon their
past dereliction of duty. We have relatively little shared
wisdam about how to choosenovice PC members,even
though the steady-stateprocesscleaty requresanin ux
of new, conpeten peoge.

It is one thing to aska junior researchr (sud as a
grad student) to serve asexternd reviewer for a pager.
If the review appearsto be out of line with reality (and
mary young reviewers seem unusually harsh, the PC
canchoacseto ignore that review. It is much harder for
aPC, or aPCchair, to decice to ignore amother membe
of the PC— once som®ne is on the PC, the assumption
is that his or her input hasto be respected. Therebre,
PC chairs arereludant to invite pegple they don't know
to join their committees Are there ways we candevelop
uselll information abaut patertial PC memtlers before
they have ever seved on a PC?

How to handle suspected author misbehavior Not
all authors conform to community norms, and it usu
ally falls to PC chairs to erforce these norms when vi-
olations aresuspected. Sponsoring organzatiors gene-
ally have clear proceduresfor case®f plagiaiism or self
plagarism,but decidng what corstitutesself-gagiarism
is someaimesajudgemer call [7, 23).

Othe miscorduct may fall into grayerareas.For ex-
ampe, we are all aware of authors who publish pagers
at the borderline of a “least publishabe unit” (LPU) of
novelty. This might bedistinct from self-gagiaism, but
it is still aburdenon thecommunity. Should confererces
simplyrejectthesepapers,or shauld they domoreto dis-
courageit?

Many authors blatantly violate submissionformat

rules, whose purposeis to limit the lengh of the papers
thatreviewers mustread Thereis sone controversyover
whether we shauld even have suchrules, but there are
two good argumerts in their favor:

1. Overhurdening the reviewers doesnat helpthe sys-
temasawhole,andviolatestheimplied cortractbe-
tweenthe PC chair andthe people who volunteered
theirtimefor the PC.This canleadto reviewersfail-
ing to nish their reviews ontime.

2. While not always true, gererally a concisepresen
tation of an ideais more valuable to reades, and
more likely to be caretilly reviewed, thana bloated
presentatia. Lengh limits force auhors to make
someattemp at condsion.

Giventhatformatrulesareusuallystatedin the CFP, fail-
ure to enforce themnat only adds to reviewer loads, it
alsobiasesthe process against authars who are scripu-
lous abaut obeying, ard who therefore have to work
harder thanthe authors who ignore the rules.

Many confererces however, do not erforcetheserules
atall. Whenwe erforcedthemfor OSDI 2006, we de-
cided to limit our sarctionsto six paperswhich cortained
sukstartially more text (through violations of margins,
font-size, and line-spacingrules)than the others, rathe
thankicking out the much large setof paperstha hadmi-
nor violations of the rules. We alsoinformedthe OSDI
auiercethatwe hadasledauthars to withdraw their pa-
pers for this reason

Abuse of author-declared conflicts Review-
maragemen systemsoften let autlors declae a set
of reviewers that shauld be corsidered con icted for
their pgoer. In most casesthis is simply an expedient
way to populate the con ict matrix, rather than having
the PC chair look at ead author list marudly to guess
at conicts (which might not be apparen if you don't
know theauthorsand their pastaf liation s).

However, sonme have specuated that authors could
bias the review process in their favor by declaing bo-
gus conicts with reviewers they don't like or trust. Or
anauthor could simdy declae con icts with all review-
ersknown to have expertiseon the topic matter, hoping
to “snow” theother reviewerswith a good stoty.

This aluse coud be hard to detect, especiallyin a
double-blind process whete the PC chair canrot ask the
reviewers whetherthey believe a conict is legitimate.
And it could becaneasigni cant problem with openre-
views, sinceauthors would leamn quickly which review-
ersto avoid. Authors could also blackball PC memters
who had been on a previous PC that rejeded the same
paper, so asto avoid detectim of alack of improvemern.



How to handle suspected reviewer misbehavior For-
tunately most reviewers follow ethical rules even
though they doalways nat gettheirreviewsdoneontime,
or with enaugh detail. However, sone ethcal transges-
siors do take place,including:

¢ Violations of con d entiality — egecially troubling
is when a reviewer takes advantag of somehing
they learred from a submitted paper to advancehis
or herown work —anddoubly troubling if the sub
missionwasrejectel.

o Attempsto guessattheauttorship of double-blind
submissons, beyond acddertal discoveries when
checking for relatedprior work.

e Explicit biasfor or against auttors.
e Log-rolling among reviewers.

PC chairs needto be willin g to hande theseproblems,
but it is not alwaysclea what the right approad should
be

How to get a PC meeting to finish its job on time PC
medings for healtty conferences usually run late, but
they camat run forever, some or later, the PC evapo-
rates,with somememtersleaving to cach igh ts, and
otherslosing their mental presence for lack of food or
sleep.

If the PC chairs maragethear time well, the last part
of the PC meetingis aninterminale discussion alout a
few papes for which consersus camat be achieved In
thiscasethe chairsmustsimply nd awaytoresolhethe
lack of consense.

If thechairsmanage theirtime bady, themeding may
erd with papes being rejectedsimgy becauseaherewas
notimeto discusgshem or with contertious papes end-
ing up acceptedor rejectedn ahurried process

Keepng a PC meetirg on schedde is a dif cult pro-
cesssinceone ought not simply allocae a x edamount
of time for eachdiscussion. (However, it can be use-
ful to limit the initial discussiorfor eachpaper, and then
return to cortentiaus papes only afterall have been dis-
cussedat least once) It would be helpful to document
techiquesthat work.

When, why, and how to shepherd Mary confererces
assgn shepherds to acceped papers, sonetimesto en
force a corditional accepance and mostly to help the
authors improve the paper Shepherdng almaost always
sign cantly helpsa paper and auhors are often grate-
ful for the help. But it doesplacean additional burden
on PC memlerswho have alread done a lot of work.
Whenis shepherding worth the effort? When should ac
cepancebe conditional, andwhatdoesthe PCchairdo if
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ashephed refusegso acceptapgper(or anauthor refuses
to cooperatewith the sheerd)? What arebestpractices
for shepterds to follow?

Onequestion that often comes up is whethe it is ap-
propriate for the sheohed to insist, on behalf of the PC,
for the authorsto do new work, ratherthanto simply im-
prove the presentatia of the submittedwork. Also, how
far should a shepherd go towards, in effect, becomng a
co-auhor of the papef Is it ever appopriatefor a shep
herd to be listedasa co-auttor on the publi shedversior?

3.4 Toolsand techniques

We rely on software systems to maragethe review pro-
cess,espeially for conferencesthat getlots of sulmis-
siors and thatgereratelots of reviews.

Reviews of review-management software As ex-
plainedin Section 2.7, we lackinformationabout therel-
ative meiits of review softwaresystens, ard it would be
uselll to have somereviews of thesesystemns, written by
people with experierce usingmore thanone.

This should not necesarily leadto every confererce
using the sane software Differern tods might be opti-
mized for different purposesard usemodels. (For ex-
ampe, some review-managpd systemsare “hosted” ser-
vices; othersmust be installed run, anrd maraged by a
conferencevolunteeror organization staff menber) But
it might be worth sone consolidation in this market, to
avoid wastedsoftware effort, to improve the ability of
chairsto shareexpertise,ard to simgify the andysis of
submisson datato improve confererce desgn.

Proposals for new or improved review-management
features Probably every PC chairhaswarted featues
that the review-manayenent system does nat provide.
Oftenwe are drivento make things work usingsprad
sheetsor skell scripts. If we are lucky, we get to con-
vince the developersof our patticular systemto add our
favorite feature, but it would be more useful to have fea
ture proposalsthat all developerswere aware of.

4 Summary

When WOWCS was r st proposed, there was sone
concen that there would neither be enaugh to discuss,
nor enaugh peoge interestedn the discusson. While
WOWCSwasnhat alargeworkshop by ary standrds, we
received interesting submissiors from a variety of expe
riencedreseachas, mary other peofde expres®d regret
thatthey could not atterd, and we found no lack of things
todiscuss Giventhe extensielistin this article of topics
that might be suljects for future publications, we would
nat be surprisedto seea secsmd WOWCS, if peoge can



be corvincedto organize the event and to write the pa

pes.
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