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Graph 3: Monthly Distribution of Preprint’s Publication Status (proportion + linear trendline) 

 

Graph 4: Bart Chart – Three Measurements of Preprints’ Conversion Rate (proportion + linear trendline) 
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Introducing a new API: Upload-or-Perish  

{author’s note: The current beta-version of the micro-API is functional. I am working on setting up my own 

server to host the database and writing the full documentation on my GitHub repo (github.com/lanbufan). 

I except the beta to be operational and open for client’s queries by September 7th, 2020} 

Discussion 

My analysis reveals that around 15% of COVID-19 preprint manuscripts in CORD-19 dataset 

uploaded on three major repository servers between January and early August 2020 were published in a 

peer-reviewed venue. As I predicted, when compare to the more recent COVID-19 preprint’s conversion 

rate of 8.6% (Gianola et al., 2020), the results suggest a near two-fold increase. We can compare our 

measure to Gianola et al.’s finding without arXiv preprints since they did not include that server in their 

sample, our conversion rate increased by nearly 1% to 15.91%. In sheer number, the population of 

medArxiv and bioRxiv preprints went from 3, 805 in late May, 2020 to 7, 193 in early August; a near two-

fold increase. Meanwhile, the number of converted preprints went from 329 to 1, 145; a near three-fold 

increase.  

When compare to Lin et al. (2020) publishing rate of 77% for arXiv repository’s computer science-

related preprints uploaded between 2008 and 2017, then, our finding for COVID-19 preprints does appear 

to be on the lower side of the conversion spectrum. As reviewed in the introduction, measures of publication 

rate for bioRxiv and arXiv preprints indicates that most manuscripts eventually get published (Abdill et al., 

2019; Lariviere et al., 2014; Schloss, 2017). The author knows of no comparable research for medRxiv 

preprints. 

So, why is the proportion of COVID-19 published preprints so low, and why are we witnessing an 

upward trend? Regarding the former question, Gianolo et al. (2020: 16) speculate that time is a key variable 

to consider. In other words, converting a preprint manuscript into a published peer-reviewed takes time 

which is why the scientific community turned to preprint repositories as a means of research dissemination 
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and communication early on in its effort to study the pandemic. Biomedical journal editors and reviewers 

are swamps by an unprecedented volume of scientific knowledge to certify.  

The results from Graph 3 help to start explaining how time plays a key role in the process of 

transforming a preprint manuscript into a published peer-reviewed article. The near-perfect correlation 

between the linear trendline and the monthly proportion of published preprints (r=0.99) suggests a positive 

relationship between time elapse since the first server upload of preprint and the chance of being published. 

My preliminary results (not shown), using CORD-19 dataset’s publish_time variable, indicate an average 

length of 51 days for a preprint to get published. In a pre- and non-COVID-19 related-context, for bioRxiv, 

findings indicate 75% of published preprints appears in a journal within eight months of their initial upload 

(Abdill et al., 2019a: 27; similar results – Iwema et al., 2016). For arXiv, this figure is 12 months (Lariviere 

et al., 2014). Another research on bioRxiv preprints found the probability for a successful conversion from 

preprint to article 48% within 6 months (Serghiou and Ioannidis, 2018). In the context of the current 

pandemic, it is unlikely that the temporal window for a 48% probability would be at six months.  

Competition and Epistemic Oversupply   

Let me now considerer another likely contributing factor for the low publishing rate of COVID-19 

preprints, which I call ‘epistemic oversupply’. I mean by that the fact that giving the high level of knowledge 

production, scientific work on COVID-19, including preprint formats, run the risk of suffering from 

accelerated obsoleteness as several teams around the globe work, submit, and try to publish research on the 

same topic independently of each other.  After all, uncertainty is a key feature of scientific labor (Whitley, 

1984). Scientific activities rely on cooperation to advance towards its goal, but like any other human 

pursuits, competition also plays a vital role in the way scientific fields operate (Merton, 1973; Bourdieu, 

1984). As countries (Keck, 2020; Horowitz, 2020) and pharmaceutic giants (McDonnell, 2020; Callaway, 

2020) are competing in the billion-dollar vaccine race against COVID-19, teams of scientists are also 

competing for symbolic and material capital—e.g. huge grants and funding—as they rush to produce novel 

insights on the deadly virus. Some scholars have framed this problem of competition in the context of 
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COVID-19 as one of waste (Casigliani et al, 2020; Gale, 2020). “Some replication of studies is important, 

but unnecessary duplication of studies is wasteful” (Glasziou, Sanders, and Hoffman, 2020). 

Therefore, in a context of high competition, it is possible that behind a low conversion rate hides a 

high rejection rate. It might not simply be that authors of preprints are not submitting to peer-reviewed 

journals, but rather that they were rejected because of “unnecessary duplication”. Or, in the face of 

discovering too many similar studies, researchers decide to abandon or rework the focus of their work. A 

social survey of contributors to COVID-19 preprints would be an appropriate study design to collect data 

on mechanisms, or emerging practices around the "after-life" of preprint manuscripts. 

Performative Assent – Peer-Skippers and The New Distributed Nature of Peer-Review  

There are ample shreds of evidence to suggest that in the context of “the lightning-quick 

progression of a pandemic” (Fraser et al., 2020: line 395), a fair share of scientists see the traditional system 

as an unfit channel of knowledge dissemination but preprint servers as an effective alternative for sharing 

research. As Thomas Kuhn, the author of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) would remind us, 

with its ongoing effort to study and respond to the global pandemic, the scientific community left ‘normal 

science’ to enter an “extraordinary” phase of development. One might be tempted to brush off the notion 

that a scientific revolution is underway, but an extensive revision to existing scientific practices—such as 

what we are witnessing with the key role of preprints in helping maintain an effective research ecosystem—

is a core characteristic of a scientific revolution. As we know, extraordinary phases in the history of science 

are marked by a sharp acceleration of progress. Covid-19 research represents one of the most intense 

scientific efforts in the modern history of science (Vlasschaert, Topf, Hiremath, 2020). Scientists and 

journal editors and reviewers alike were (and arguably still are) overwhelmed with a tsunami of COVID-

19 papers (Brainard, 2020; Kwon, 2020). And this extreme phase of knowledge production on the virus is 

not behind us. The week of August 24th replaced the week of May 11th (2, 585 pubs) for the most 

publications indexed by PubMed on COVID-19 in a single week with 3, 241 (LitCovid, 2020).  
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Times of crisis tend to see the emergence of new forms of legitimate knowledge. As explained by the 

sociologist of science Steven Epstein in his seminal book Impure Science (1996), during the HIV pandemic, 

not only did AIDS activists notoriously confront medical authority, but they also durably helped 

transformed deep-rooted research practices. For instance, at the time high-status medical journals 

vigorously forbade the early release of scientific research before publication. But with the pressure of AIDS 

activists, early release emerged as an acceptable practice. Early release is now a SOP in health-crisis like 

the current COVID-19 pandemic. Certainly, the case of the preprint is different than early release in that 

the latter has already been peer-reviewed while the former remains in a liminal state; a scientific research 

stuck between high visibility and questionable legitimacy. As surveyed in the introduction, this very 

characteristic is what makes preprints a very contentious form of scientific knowledge. 

But although this line of argument can explain the popularity of preprint servers, it does not totally 

explain preprints’ low conversion rate. Put differently, what interests me as a sociologist of science, is the 

question of why researchers might decide not to submit their preprints for peer-review—we might want to 

call them the peer-skippers. Granted, to empirically test how much this decision help account for preprint’s 

low conversion rate, we need survey data on submission and rejection of preprints. But it is still worth 

asking how peer-skipper researchers deal with/justified the fact that their preprint work will not receive the 

‘traditional’ stamp of certification. They might not be alone. In recent years, some preprint advocates began 

breaking rank with the established standard operating procedures as they argue preprint research can receive 

scientific assent outside the traditional peer-review process (Singh Chawla, 2017; Kaiser, 2017). Those 

defending the idea of final version preprint (or peer-skipping) use the distinction between ‘pre-publication 

peer-review’ (pre-ppr) and ‘post-publication peer-review’ (post-ppr) to make their point. From this 

perspective, the main difference between a peer-reviewed article and a preprint is that the former received 

both pre- and post-ppr while the latter only received post-ppr. But, against the belief that preprint servers 

are a digital far-west where anything can be uploaded, a recent analysis of 44 preprint servers’ uploading 

procedures found that the majority have quality-control mechanisms in place and 32% include researchers 
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in the vetting process (Kirkham et al., 2020). Although not to be mistaken for a formal pre-ppr, it does 

indicate that most biomedical preprints vet preprints for quality-control before officially make manuscripts 

available on their repositories. Finally, preprint advocates point to the effectiveness of post-ppr, or ‘post-

upload’ peer-review process. After all, the retraction of both preprints and peer-review articles during the 

pandemic usually happens because of post-publication quality control by fellow-researchers using, 

interacting, and ultimately evaluating scientific works (Singh, 2017; Yeo-Teh and Tang, 2020; 

RetractionWatch, 2020). A scholar even suggested that the peer-review process during the pandemic might 

be, in some cases, even more “imperfect” or “porous” than usual, that is, “non-existential” (da Silva, 2020: 

1). 

I am not suggesting those ‘fringe’ voices advocating for the preprint culture as an alternative system 

has spread their gospel during the pandemic—although it might be the case—but I believe one of the 

contributing factors to the low conversion rate of COVID-19 preprints is linked to this new form of post-

ppr. Da Silva (2020: 1) call it “open public scrutiny for preprints”. That is, even though preprints are not 

formally reviewed before being uploaded to preprint servers, they are often commented on and shared on 

social media—including blog posts (Vlasschaert, Topf, Hiremath, 2020)—by laymen and experts alike 

(Majumder et al, 2020; Fraser et al., 2020), downloaded, and periodically updated by its author(s) once 

online, and cited – even more cited than published articles (Gianola et al., 2020). Some independent 

initiatives have also “arisen whereby reviews are posted in the comments section of preprint servers and 

hosted on independent websites” (Fraser et al.; from 34).  It is not unlikely that author(s) perceived these 

social processes as something I call “performative assent”, a type of approving green light of sort that differs 

from the traditional pre-publication review. Preprint servers are not only unusually fast in sharing research, 

but their public nature might increase the scrutiny scientific manuscripts usually received. This feature may 

be preprint servers’ best protection against bad science. A poor manuscript is not about to receive the private 

feedback of a few peers, but potentially the critical gaze of hundreds or thousands of readers on several 

platforms. More scrutiny prevents bad uploads. Is this form of distributed review or watchfulness as 
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sociologist Keith Hampton called it (2015) a closer implementation or realization of open science? This 

might help explain how research on the textual similarity of 12, 202 scholarly preprints and their final 

published counterparts in STEM disciplines found no significant difference between preprints and 

published versions (Klein et al., 2019). Similar analyses by Fraser et. al (2020) reveals that only 4.9% of 

COVID-19 published preprints “display[ed] major changes in the conclusions”.  

The concept of performative assent captures the notion that preprints can gain a legitimated status 

as users evaluate and interact with the document.  Could it be that performative assent disincentivize 

author(s) to carry their research through the classic channel of peer-review because they already received a 

level of approval based on the public and expert interaction with their text, especially in a digital world 

where all those metrics (views, download, citation, alt-metric, etc..) are a click away. Findings indicate that 

compare to non-COVID-19 preprints, COVID-19 preprints received 15 times more views and 30 times 

more downloads (Fraser et al., 2020). 

Limitations & Future Directions  

In this article, the main goal was to measure the proportion of COVID-19 preprints that were 

published in peer-reviewed journals between January and July 2020. I followed with a discussion, although 

perhaps speculative, on some reasons that can help explain the low publication rate of COVID-19 preprints. 

More notably, I coined the concept of “performative assent” to articulate how a sets of relational metrics – 

view, download, citation, peer-comment, altmetric – can, in the age of social media, help construct scientific 

legitimacy (or the illusion of) in a loosely-defined post-publication peer-review process. I also point that in 

a context where multi-level cooperation (civil society, government, private sector, science) is paramount to 

fight the pandemic, scientific competition remains well and alive. In other words, redundancy happens as 

researchers fight for the limited prime space in top academic journals. I encourage students of preprint 

culture and knowledge production to use social survey to start documenting the experience and decision-

making of COVID-19 researchers who are users of preprints’ digital repositories. Questions pertaining to 

their experiences of submission to peer-reviewed venues, rejection, and revision—the whole cycle—can 
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help illuminate emerging practices and tactics around preprints. Of particular interest is researchers’ 

thinking (and justification) around the decision of not submitting their manuscript to peer-reviewed 

journals—peer-skippers. 

My next priority is to empirically test my performative assent theory. The rather counter-intuitive 

hypothesis posits that the more a preprint manuscript received attention—tweet, comments, download, 

etc—the less it is likely to be submitted for formal peer-review. Since Rxivist API allows the retrieval of 

preprints’ twitter metadata and Disqus API allows the retrieval of bioRxiv and medRxiv’s comments on its 

preprints (for example, see Fraser et al., 2020), I am very confident I can test this important theory.  

That said, more quantitatively-inclined scholars will also want to use zero-inflated negative 

binomial regression analysis to model factors predicting the likelihood for a preprint to get published. In 

their recent work, Lin et al. (2020:568) identified version history, number of authors, article length, number 

of references, citation count, number of figures and tables as potential variables to include in predictive 

models. That said, researchers will need to mitigate the influence of important confounding factors, more 

notably the existence of platforms like Nature’s Outbreak Science Rapid PREreview and MIT’s Rapid 

Review (RR:C19) which can select preprints for a round of peer-reviewing. Time is also a critical dimension 

to account for. Time-lagged or survival analysis are idle tools to model the temporal component of 

publishing. 

In terms of the author’s own plan, the first task is to merge NIH iSearch COVID-19 publication 

database’s preprint articles to CORD-19 dataset as it will add three additional preprint servers (ChemRxiv, 

SSRN, and ResearchSquare) to the list of online repositories curating COVID-19 scientific content. An 

important data science contribution would be to start integrating COVID-19 preprints from all major 

English-language preprints servers. I am also planning for the next iteration of this project to provide more 

granularity in the analysis and exclude cases where the peer-reviewed version is published before the date 

of the preprint’s uploading.      
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The pandemic is unquestionably a stress-test for the preprint infrastructure and the traditional 

system responded with a host of initiatives to normalize the peer-review process of preprints. On their side, 

online repositories of scientific preprints will need to standardize their data-management practices. The 

establishment of an API pipeline and the systematic tracking and updating of the publication status of the 

manuscripts under their curation should become the norm. It would also not be surprising to see third-party 

initiatives like Rxivist (Abdill and Blekhman, 2019b) or others working towards the consolidation of all 

English-language preprint curation services data into one platform or API service. But until then, string 

matching techniques either using fuzzy matching or state-of-the-art AI will remain our best tools to further 

document the changing relationship between public drafts of scientific work and their finalized legitimate 

versions. 

Conclusion: From Publish or Perish to Upload or Perish? 

The pandemic will leave deep scars of change on most human institutions. The uneasy relationship 

between preprint servers and the traditional system of peer-review is one such example. In a post-pandemic 

scientific landscape, some will return to their lab converted to the motto of “upload or perish” where 

preprints will stand at the center of their cultural practice of knowledge production. Some will have their 

preprints picked by AI algorithms, then reviewed and published regardless of their preferences. Some will 

have just discovered online repositories for their work. Some will make strategic usage of preprint servers 

only for certain types of contributions.  

In other words, we likely see a wider acceptance of the preprint online repositories as a ‘parallel’ 

system – a challenger to the traditional system of science. Underlying this potential radical change is the 

very way academic work can gain scientific assent, from a close to an open system. Only time will tell if 

the future of science will be done by uploading one preprint at the time, or still by submitting one manuscript 

at the time. 
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Appendix I: Fuzzy Logic Results 

         Table X: Fuzzy Logic Results 

Fuzzy Score n % 

100 220 0.27 

91 - 99 173 0.21 

81 - 90 108 0.13 

71 - 80 63 0.08 

61 - 70 42 0.05 

51 - 60 87 0.11 

41 - 50 108 0.13 

31 - 40 18 0.02 

21 - 30 0 0 

under 20 0 0 

Above Cut-Off 

Point 606 0.74 

Below Cut-Off 

Point 213 0.26 

Total 819 1 
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