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The most widespread forms of digital sound rendering in audio-management software
applications include Time,/Pressure Envelopes (TPE's aka “oscillograms”), Frequency,/Pres-
sure Analyses (FPA's), and 'I'imlta,.-"FrEI:]utenc:).I Spectrographic Images (TFSI, often referred
to as “spectrograms”). Only the latter, thanks to the colour mapping of pressure values,
are capable to deliver simultaneously visual information about the three numerical do-
mains (time, horizontal axis; frequency, vertical axis; pressure, colour) digitally defining the
acoustic phenomenon.

Here the Colour Enhanced Time/Pressure Envelope (CETPE) is proposed, a 24-bit RGB
colour mapped form of the commonplace TPE available on-screen in any digital audio
software: this novel Fast Fourier Transform (FFT)-based rendering, controlled by user-
defined parameters, is capable to deliver partial but potentially relevant information
e and the intensity of interesting frequency bands in an audio file.
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Abstr| The Completeness of Thematic Collections - a Venn

Diagram-Based Conceptual Approach
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ABSTRACT Multiple factors influence the degree of completeness of any thematic
collection, such as a biological collection encompassing any natural group, but even any
collection of man-made items (including art collections and object collections) that
encompass any specific theme. The concept of “completeness™ itself is both subjective,
inasmuch as it may refer to any purpose unilaterally defined by the collector, and objective,
inasmuch as that purpose includes an exhaustive coverage of the actual diversity inherent in
the chosen group. In a general sense, also the factors (or “conditions™) that exert their
influence on the collection process can be grouped in two dimensions: objective (availability)
and subjective (desirability). The former, quantitatively ranging from rarity to abundance, is
subject to collection bias as scientifically defined. while the latter defines the subjective aims
of the collector. Both are influenced by cognitive biases, whose discussion is beyond the
scope of this short paper, meant just to provide a graphical representation, based on logical
Venn diagrams, of those main conditions, and to elucidate the discrete categories at the
intersection of the observed sets of items.

KEYWORDS collection, completeness, bias
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Cesare Brizio
Museo Paleontologico Cittadino
Via de Valentiniis 134, 34074 Monfalcone (GO)

e-mail cebrizi@tin. it

Chi ba dentro la morte non deve presumere troppo.

Perché tracotanza [hybris), fiorendo, frutta una spiga di

illusioni [ate] da cui mieterd un raccolto di lacrime [neme:
Eschilo, I Persiani, 472

Riassunto

La qualifica di scienziato, per quanto possa essere meeritata, non garantisc
pieno riscatto da elementi estetizzanti, irriducibili alla logica, né, menol
meno, garantisce obiettivita e buona fede. Questa trattazione ba come ra,
d’essere e tema di fondo il dibattito scientifico sul tema dell’ evoluzione
uceelli, un eccellente punto divista per un excursus su alcune cattive abitud
delle quali non appare consapevolezza nella comunita dei praticanti.
Tali abitudini, derivate anche dall’attuale contesto storico di ele
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w Unexpected Species of Acheta (Orthoptera, Gryllidae)

from the Italian Volcanic Island of Pantelleria
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1. Introduction

On the night of 27 Apsil 202
ence of the pelagic b
Yelkouan shearwate

during a surv the assessment of the pres-

(Scopoli, 1769) and

Procellariiformes) on the is
sound recorder,
a Limarsi on the
they examined the content
of the SD card. They noticed an Orthopteran song with Gryllinae affinities that, to the

unaided ear, seemed not to match any species reported from Pantelleria o other Italian

areas
The recording w

day with the other authors. Between 27 April and

le, pussuant to the principle of parsimony,
ong to a known
o research, to as-
BM and PF could
arative hearing of the

certain the lack of comparable audio samples of Italian cricket
both rely an their first-hand knowledge and the systematical cos

competitivitd tra istituzioni e tra professionisti, minano la fiducia nel
metodo. La trattazione introdurrd alcuni temi specificamente paleontologici,
ad esempio il concetto di specie in Paleontologia, e spazierd senz’ordine fra

tre macroargomenti:

Cesare Brizio - Writing a Scientiﬁc Paper: Travel Guide for Aspiring Authors

2/104

Version: 11 May 2025




as quoting an unknown prede-

face below). Credit Churchill as publicist for an unsourced aphorism. From

Many forms of Government have been tried, and will be tried in this world of sin and
woe. No one pretends that democracy is perfect or all-wise. Indeed it has been said that
democracy is the worst form of Government except for all those other forms that have
been tried from time to time....

i &

SYSTEM OF DlSSEMlNATlON OF SCIENTIFIC
- KNOWLEDGE, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF ALL
OTHER METHODS EVER TRIED BY MAN FOR
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Scholarly Communication

Scientific results must be verifiable
(falsiflable) and consequently
REPEATABLE
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_ Scholarly Communication
x4 REPEATABILITY

AIf a discovery is true, it is
repeatable

A To enable me to repeat it, the one
who made it must provide a:

ACLEAR
AHONEST
A COMPLETE
a description of how he did it.

A Furthermore, to be
understandable, this description
must satisfy a series of
requirements in terms oFORM

https://renegross.art/projects/rJOXn6?album_id=7581
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Scholarly Communication

The Four Handmaidens of
Repeatabllity:

A CLARITY

A HONESTY

A COMPLETENESS

A FORM
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Scholarly Communication

Wayne
Barlowe
#3 CLARITY
e ALack of ambiguity
WA U AClear figures and legible

: captions
| ALogical articulation of
ee thought
A Definitions, quotations and
references as necessary
Y AOpportunities for further
8 study
= ASupplementary data
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Scholarlv Communication

HONESTY (EXACTNE

ATruth: nothing but it

A Accurate figures (not just
clear)

A Correct information

A Citations from, and references
to, the work of others that you
may have used

A Statement of conflicts of
Interest

A Supporting data

Yohann
Schepacz
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Scholarly Communication
catove COMPLETENESS

ATruth: all

AMaterials and methods
covered with sufficient
clarity to allow anyone to
repeat the experience you
describe

AReferences to other
authors, including those
who have different ideas
from yours

ASupplementary data
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FORM

A Control over Language,
Grammar, Vocabulary, visual
aspects to guarantee the
comprehensibility of text and

Images

A On the road to the right form,
you will be guided by
templates and editorial
policies

A Typically, the manuscript is
born "amorphous" in order to
be formatted according to the
needs of each magazine
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Market Share of the Main Publishers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academic publishing

Figure 13. Shares of the top five publishers, based on number of journal titles, 2010 and 2020

‘ Number of
g = ‘ o Journals

2010 2020

Note: Publisher share is calculated in terms of the number of unigue journal titles. Mergers and acquisitions in the market
are not taken account of; only the bibliographical information provided for articles is considered. The top five publishers
based on 2020 share.

Source: WIPO, based on Web of Science database, April 2022.

Figure 14. Shares of the top five publishers, based on article counts, 2010 and 2020

Articles
' . ‘e

2010 2020

Note: Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute (MDP!1). Mergers and acquisitions in the market are not taken account of;
only the bibliographical information provided for articles is considered. The top five publishers based on 2020 share.

Source: WIPO, based on Web of Science database, April 2022.
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Cost elements for the publisher

Online publication
A Website

A Online repository

nature
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Cost elements for the publisher

% nature.com/nature;

Journal Staff

Editorial
Editor in Chief

Chief Magazine Editor: Ri
Chief Biological Sciences Editor:

~— Aeditorial Staff
Maintenance
ADedicated
AOccasional
APeer review
- ASecretariat
AlLegal office
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ACCESS TO PUBLICATION

AClosedAccess; costs management
A Thosewho want to readpay

AOpenAccess costs management

A Thosewho want to publishpay
ACaSNAU&ANT @2dzZOKSNAZ
AMore or less permissive policies on preprints
OY2NBE 2y UKIO 0Sf 24X
AThe paper version of the magazine is paid
(subscription or "news kiosk")
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ACCESS TO PUBLICATION

AUnconditional Open Accesscosts

management
ANOBODYays

Typical of:

A Journa
A Journa
Actually, t

s of scientific societies

s of scientific institutions (Museums, etc.)

ne costs are supported by other sources

(membership fees) or in any case the editorial activity i:
carried out by personnel paid through other means.
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Scholarly Peer Review

Types

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scholarly peer review
ABlind Peer Review

ADouble BlindPeer reviewgnonimizationof the
manuscripts)

AAttributed Peer review

AOpenPeer Review (open identities, open reports
open participation)
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Scholarly Peer Review

Problems
Adl 2Y2LIKATE & ¢
AConflicts of interest
Al Ol 2F | O02dzy il

anonymous reviewers
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Giorgio Gilestro
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1 - Segui
‘lIE" [
Nature mi ha chiesto un‘opinione sull'uso di Al nel processo di revisione della letteratura

scientifica (peer review) e mi sono per una volta ritrovato ad invitare allo scetticismo.
Rim secondo me una attivita utile per certi versi ma limitata e limitante per altri.

Qedscience mi sembra sia stato accolto con ingiustificate fanfare e accelerare I'uso di Al in
questi campi puo essere controproducente. Link al op-ed nel primo commento.
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WORLD VIEW 03 December 2025

Al reviewers are here
—we are not ready

Artificial intelligence promises
rapid and polite feedback on

papers — but we must first review
the reviewer.

A personal take on science and society

World view

By Giorgio F.
Gilestro

Al reviewers are here
—weare notready

The tools promise rapid and polite feedback
on papers, but they, too, need reviewing.

reprintsites have long served as the agile speed-

boat to the lumbering tanker of conventional

academic publishing, and that agility allows for

bold experimentation. The latest experiment of

openRxiv, the non-profit organizationin New
York City that runs the bioRxiv and medRxiv repositories,
is perhaps its most provocative yet.

Last month, openRxivannounced that it wasintegrating
areviewing tool driven by artificial intelligence into its
preprint sites. The tool, from the start-up company
q.e.d Science in Tel Aviv, Israel, offers rapid Al-generated
feedback (typically within 30 minutes) on biomedical
manuscripts — judging originality, identifying logical gaps
and suggesting more experiments and tweaks to the text.

Theallure of an Al reviewer isundeniable. For any scien-
tist who has languished for months awaiting a decision, or
decoded a snarky remark from a hostile ‘Reviewer #2, an
algorithmic alternative soundslike the efficiency upgrade
that publishing desperately needs. Large language mod-
els (LLMs) can provide feedback in seconds, potentially
without conflicts of interest. But there is a big difference
between a process thatis efficientand one thatis valid. As
the scientific community starts to embrace Al technology,
it must make sure it isn’t solving a logistical problem by
creating an intellectual one.

Peerreview has two purposes. Itmust validate the major-
ity of routine scientific work — careful studies that test pre-
dictions and fill gaps in understanding — by scrutinizing
statistics, methods and logical coherence. It must also rec-
ognize the rare discovery thatintroduces anomalous find-
ingsor challenges established frameworks, by assessing not
whether the rules were followed, but whether they still apply.

Humans can, at least in principle, perform both func-
tions. Almight not. LLMs cancheck statistics, catch plagia-
rismand verify citations; this contribution alone could be
transformative. If routine work is offloaded to a computer,
human attention — the scarcest resourcein science — can
be reserved for what matters most. But LLMs have limits,
too. Trust an Al reviewer beyond those guard rails, and it
might quickly become a liability.

The first problem is one of regression to the mean.
Human peer review can be an exercise in statistical sam-
pling in which (usually) three specialists provide distinct
data points, with the editor attempting aconvergence. Al
collapses this process: rather than sampling, it outputs the
average reviewer's assessment. By using GPT-4 to generate
comments on papers, a 2024 study confirmed that the
LLM was excellent at predicting what the average reviewer

d4

AnLLM
rewarded
foritsability
toidentify
weaknesses
willhavean
incentive to
flagevery
potential
issue and
become
insatiable.”

Giorgio F. Gilestro
is a systems
neurobiologist at
Imperial College
London.

e-mail: giorgio@
gilest.ro
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would say (W. Liang et al. NEJM AT hteps:f/doi.org/g88s5h;
2024). But there’s more to this than finding the average.
The noise in human peer reviews is crucial because it
arises from the variability in human experience and prac-
tical knowledge — two features that no model's training
corpus can fully capture. Researchers understand, for
instance, which experiments are feasible within realistic
budget and time constraints, and which protocols are
robust or temperamental. Butan LLM can only reflect the
literature, and published claims can be exaggerated. More-
over, specialists knowwhen older approaches in their field
have been, or should be, superseded by techniques that
are juststarting to appear in an LLM’s training data set.
Asecond problem s one of algorithmic perfectionism.
AnLLM rewarded forits ability toidentify weaknesses will
have anincentive to flag every potential issue and become
insatiable. Reviewing my latest manuscript, the friendly but
overzealous Al reviewer fromgq.e.d Science suggested some
excellent experiments — already noted in the paper — as
well as some unfeasible ones. It also claimed that some of
my findings were not new, providing as evidence the lay
summary of the study that Thad published on my blog. As
models improve, these issues will eventually disappear.
But until then, there will be a few bumps along the road.
The consequences of Al errors are, perhaps unfairly,
different from those of a human. One egregious error (a
fabricated citation, afactual misstatement, anaive sugges-
tion) might destroy not just that review’s credibility, but
alsoresearchers’ trustin the reviewing system. Infairness,
this is more a weakness of humans than machines, LLMs
already produce impressive text, images and content. Yet,
we humans seem to be almost vindictively attracted to
their failures, especially silly ones such as an inability to
countoccurrencesof 'r'in‘strawberry”. We hold Al to higher
standards than ourselves — and perhaps wisely so.
Fortunately, openRxiv is well placed to lead a rigorous
transition to Al peer review. In previous experiments, it
successfully integrated open infrastructures for human-
led peer review, both pre-publication (for example, on
the Review Commons platform) and post-publication
(suchas on PubPeer). Now these frameworks can support
alarge-scale experiment on Al peer review: thousands of
manuscripts could be processed and the outcomes paired
with comments from real researchers. This would help to
evaluate whether the Al tool can validate normal science
and recognize groundbreaking work, or is overly critical
of papers that later prove transformative.
Until the scientific community has those data, it will be
operating on faith. We have the chance to build a system
inwhichalgorithms handle the syntax so that humans can
handle the significance — but to get there, we must review
the peer reviewer.

Mature | Vol 648 | 4 December 2025 | 8
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EDITORIAL :
. s oV

Is Peer Review Censorship?” 6.
7
8

“A censor is an expert in cutting remarks.”
—Laurence J. Peter (22)

Given the unpleasantness of having one’s work rejected (10),
as well as a de: for more-rapid communication of scientific
findings, some scientists have expressed nostalgia for the good
old days when nearly any submitted manuscript was a
for publication, and some have even compared peer re
censorship (23, 27). After all, neither Newton nor Da
to submit to the indignity of peer review prior to publication!
In this commentary we explore the latitude provided to authors
in scientific manuscripts and attempt to distinguish the pro-
cesses of peer review and censorship. In dissecting these issues,
we hope to provide authors of Infection and Immunity with
tools for approacl he comments and eriticisms that inevi-
tably follow peer review. Furthermore, we hope that delincat-
ing the differences between peer review and censorship will
encourage flexibility in authors, re ers, and editors when
dealing with controversial and s

To approach this question. we might first consider the his-
torical

tific research findings for competence, significance and origi-
nality by qualified experts” (4, 5). Peer review of manuscripts
as it presently exists is taken for granted, but its history is much 9
more recent than that of censorship. Although the peer review
of scientific manuscripts dates back to the Royal Society of

Edinburgh in 1731, peer review was irregularly performed by 0.
most journals until the latter half of the 20th century. While 1.

some journals, like the British Medical Journal, routinely sent
all manuscripts to outside experts for an opinion prior to pub-
lication, Science and JAMA did not employ outside review
until 1940, relying only on editors’ assessments for publication
decisions, and the Lancet did not implement external peer
review until 1976 (4, 6, 30). The critical technological advance
of the photocopier in 1959 greatly facilitated the dissemination
of manuscripts to multiple reviewers, and the recent develop-
ment of the internet has further enhanced the process.

Peer review became e al because new incentives for
publication dramatically increased the number of research pa-
pers. (PubMed lists more than 700,000 articles pu

a

4]

2
t2

b

Casadevall A, Fang FC. Is peer review .

censorship? Infect Immun. 2009 Apr;77(4): 0

PMID: 19323484, PI\/ICID PMC26631 G

that would
nological advances dan\Ld Friedrich BL\SL] to mukL the hrsl
demonstration of stellar parallax. Galileo was in fact not the
first astronomer to run afoul of church censors, as Vatican
Decree XXI had already declared that “This whole chapter can
be deleted because it admittedly deals with the truth of the
earth’s motion,” in reference to Copernicus’ De Revolutionibus
(9). Although associating the Inquisition and contemporary
scientific peer review may seem extreme, a case can be made
that the Inquisition represented a review by Galileo’s learned
peers. Despite the sci i s of the heliocentric the-
ory and pleas to soften his claims, Galileo was initially defiant
and recanted only when shown the instruments of torture. In
our experience, Infection and Immunity authors are generally
happy to make revisions to get their papers accepted, and
encouragement from torture devices is hardly ever needed
anymore. Hence, things do appear to have changed for the
better in the area of scientific publishing.

Censorship is defined by the dictionary as “examination in
order to suppress or delete anything considered objectionable™
(1). The word originates from the Roman censors, magistrates
charged with both taking the census (for tax purp: and
maintaining public morality, or regimen morum. Peer review
has been more specifically defined as “the evaluation of scien-

¥ Published ahead of print on 17 February 2009.

r ha:

)

‘t in the 1
the

most d\.slmbk venues for scu.nl]ht puhhulllon are those i 12

which articles are rigorously peer reviewed and editors ro 3

tinely reject manuscripts on the basis of priority, an imp -

term that is meant to convey i

ity, and interest to the readers| ge of a journal has 4.

become a surr ogate measure for the quality of the work itself.
The current system persists d\.spm, abundant evidence of im- 5

perfections in the peer review proces Most scientists

would agree that peer review improves manuscripts and prevents

some errors in publication (13). However, although there is wide-

spread consensus among scientists that peer review is a good 6

thing, there are remarkably little data that the system works as .

intended (2, 20, 28). In fact, studies of peer review have

numerous problems, including confirmatory bias, bias against

negative results, favoritism for established investigators in a given '8

field, address bias, gender bias, and ideological orientation (re-

i i es 2, 13, 17, and 31). Smith wrote that peer

prone to hl.h and abuse, and hopeless at spotting errors and
fraud” (28). Chance has been shown to play an important role in 0
determining the outcome of peer review (8), and agreement be-
y auer has noted that
“knowledge monopol and “1
y protect their domains, suppress

tels,” which fie minority

opinions, and curtail publication and funding of unorthodox view-
points, are established (3). In response, experienced authors learn

entified 7.

sive, ineffective, something of a lottery, 9.

rch car- i1
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Editorial Process

Phases

A Verification of editorial policies and requirements
A Contact:none, unless clarification is requested. This informatic
can be found on the journal websites.
A Outcome:the author decides whether to submit a manuscript

A Download or preparation of the template
A Contact:none, unless clarification is requested. The document
template, or instructions for preparing it, are available on the
journal website. You can refer to standard formats such as AP
templates (see next slide).
A Outcome:the author is now in a position to draft the manuscrif
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Editorial Process
Standard emplate

Example: APA Templateéh7Edition

APA FORMATTING

A STANDARD FORMAT, S
AS APA FORMAT, TO WRI

Throughout your paper, you need to apply the following APA format guidelines:

Set page margins to Tinch on all sides.
Double-space all text, including headings.

Indent the first line of every paragraph 0.5 inches.

Use an accessible font (e.g., Times New Roman 12pt., Arial 11pt., or Georgia 11pt.).

Include a page number on every page.

Running head

APA format.docx

ABBREVIATED PAPER TITLI

Section Heading

\:l In language learning, reception of language always precedes the production of language.

Page number

=

Therefore, children first learn to recognize individual words in speech signals before they are able to

produce those words. This also means that the reeeptive vocabulary is always larger than the

nroductive vocabulary, A

<<’ Scribbr

cessible font
imes New Roman]

Double spaced

EACH OF YOUR
MANUSCRIPTS, THE
SUBMISSION PROCESS

IF IT WAS NECESSARY T
ADOPT A DIFFERENT
FORMAT!

IF YOU GET USED TO USI

G
CH

E APA CITATION

CERTAINLY BE EASIER, E

APA INTEXT CITATION
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