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Abstract. The peer review process for technical contributions to conferencesin com-
puting sciencesisvery thorough, and can be as stringent as the review processfor journal
publicationsin other domains. The programme committee for such aconference will typ-
icaly convene at a meeting, where submitted papers are discussed, and accepted or re-
jected for presentation at the conference. Experience shows that discussions are more fo-
cussed, and the entire process runs more smoothly if most of the time is devoted to those
papersthat are actually “ championed” by some committee member. In order to makethis
work effectively, however, the notion of “championing” must be introduced early in the
review process. This paper presents a set of process patternsthat help to achieve thisgoal .

Introduction

Programme committees (PCs) for many computing science conferences adhere to standards
that aremore common for journal publicationsin other domains. A great deal of timeand effort
isinvested inreviewing submitted papers. In most cases, the PC meetsphysically for one or two
days, thus entailing considerable expense. Occasionally “virtual meetings’ are held by tele-
phone or e-mail, but the dynamics of the meetings are essentially the same: each submission
must bejudged onitsown merits, and accepted only if thereisgeneral agreement that the paper
meets the standards of the conference.

Clearly, in order for apaper to be accepted, it helpsif thereis some PC Member who “cham-
pions” it at the meeting. Although theideaof championing seemsto becentral, itisseldomfor-
mally incorporated into the review process. When it is, experience showsthat it has adramatic
effect in focussing attention on the key issue — i.e., accepting the best papers — and making
meetings much more effective. In order for thisto work well, however, it isimportant to instil
theideaof “championing” throughout the review process. We present here asmall pattern lan-
guage3 that captures successful practicein several such conference review processes.
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Target audience

This pattern language is targetted first of all to PC Chairs who must define the review process
and chair the meeting, and second of all to PC Members, who need to understand the key prob-
lemsand issuesin the process. Finally, thelanguage may be of interest to authorswho are sub-
mitting papersto such conferences.

Overview
Pattern Intent
I dentify the Champion Make the paper review and selection process for a scientific conference more

efficient by focusing programme committee members’ attention on whether or
not they will “champion” a submitted paper during the programme committee
meeting. (This pattern is a prerequisite for the others.)

Experts Review Papers Distribute papers to PC members who are likely to be competent champions.
(These are two competing patterns.)

Champions Review Papers
Make Champions Explicit Make PC Members aware of championing before they start reviewing papers.

I dentify the Conflicts Analyse the review results and group papers into interesting categories.
Identify Missing Champions | Detect and avoid archetypical problems that arise during PC meetings.
Champions Speak First Maintain order during the PC meeting.

Consensus on PC Papers Handle the special case of papers submitted by PC Members.

Pattern: Identify the Champion

Context

You are the PC Chair for a computing science conference with high scientific standards. You
should define areview and sel ection processfor sel ecting the best papersfrom those submitted.

Most review processes are superficialy the same, but the details can be quite different from conference to
conference.

The PC Chair collects submissions and distributesthem to individual PC Membersfor review. PC Members
may return papersto the PC Chair in case of conflict of interest, or lack of expertise. Each submissionistyp-
ically reviewed by 3 or 4 PC Members. Review forms are collected and sorted, and submissions are ranked
prior to a PC meeting where the papers are discussed and either accepted or rejected for presentation at the
conference.

A PC meetingtypically lasts 1-2 days, during which, for exampl e, 20-30 papersare sel ected for presentation
at a conference from a much larger number of submissions, for example, 50-200. For each paper, the PC
Chair invitesthe PC to present argumentsin favour of and against acceptance. Inprincipleall papersaredis-
cussed, but often the papers with the lowest scores are summarily rejected, and are only discussed if some-
one explicitly requests it. Anonymous extracts of the review forms are typically returned to al authorsto
help them improve their papers, regardless of whether they were accepted or not.

Problem

How should you design the review process so that the PC meeting will succeed in selecting the
best papers?
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Forces

Thereisalarge number of forces at play. Here we list some of the most important ones. Some
forcesthat are specificto only certain phasesof thereview processarelisted under the other pat-
ternsthat follow.

» Each PC Member should have roughly the same number of papers to review, and papers
should be reviewed by domain experts.

It ishard to assign an objective score to a paper, since numerical ratings, or qualifications
like “strong accept” or “good paper” will be interpreted differently by each reviewer.

PC Members have limited time to devote to evaluating 15-20 papers.

PC meetings are expensive to organize.

It is hard to know in advance which papers will generate the most discussion.
» Without strong guidelines, a PC meeting can quickly degenerate into chaos.

Solution

Makethe paper review and sel ection processfor ascientific conference moreefficient by focus-
ing programme committee members’ attention on whether or not they will “champion” asub-
mitted paper during the programme committee meeting.

Besureto distributethe papersto PC Memberswho arelikely to championthem. Organizethereview forms,
the ranking and sorting of reviews, detection of conflicts, and the review meeting itself around the identifi-
cation of champions. Use rating schemes with explicit operational meaning, such as*“| will champion this
paper”, rather than implicit, subjective meaning, such as*“ strong accept”, or “better than average”, or “5".
Group papersaround presence or absence of champions and detractors rather than ranking them by weight-
ed scores. Driveall discussions and decisions by identifying the champion.

Rationale

In practice, only those papersthat are successfully championed by some PC Member present at
the meeting will be accepted. Since this happens anyway, the entire review and selection proc-
esswill be much more efficient and effectiveif championing is made explicit in the process.

Identifying the champion forces PC Members to focus on their behaviour during the PC
meeting rather than on their subjective impressions while reading the paper.

Examples

The notion of championing is commonly applied during PC meetings to keep discussions fo-
cussed, but it israrely made explicit in therest of the process. Some recent PCsthat have made
championing explicit include | CSE 98,1 ECOOP 98,2 OOPSLA 98%, FSE 6 and PLoP98.°

Related Patterns

Jim Coplien[3] describesseveral related patternsdrawn from various OOPSL A PCs, including
AssigningPapersToReviewers [5], SortedPaperList [2] and PaperChampion [4]. The earlier

1. International Conference on Software Engineering.

2. European Conference on Object-Oriented Programming.

3. Object-Oriented Programming Systems, Languages and Applications.
4. Foundations of Software Engineering.

5. Pattern Languages of Programs.
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patterns, however, do not explain how the notion of championing canreally drivethewholere-
View process.

Dick Kemmerer, the PC Chair of ICSE 98 [personal email communication] pointsout avar-
iant of Identify the Champion that has some distinct drawbacks:

Several weeks before the PC meeting | told the PC that we would be following a procedure close to
what you described in the paper, and gave them all a pointer to the paper, asking them to read it be-
fore the meeting. | immediately got an objection from one pc member who said he did not want to
use the “champion” approach. ... | mention this because there are folks out there that have a precon-
ceived notion of the “champion” approach. At these PC meetings a paper would not be accepted un-
less someone was willing to put their name on it (i.e., their name appeared on the paper as “recom-
mended by”). ... The problem seems to be that people are less likely to want their name to appear in
print as being the endorser than to be a champion as per your approach.

Shepherding is a pattern of guiding a paper (or rather, its authors) through rough terrain so
that it can reach ground where it can be truly championed without reservations. Some confer-
ences (like PLoP) make heavy use of shepherding, whereas othersavoid it.

A variant is Conditional Acceptance in which the PC Chair exercises discretion over publi-
cation of thefinal version of the paper. Yet another variant is Mentoring, in which authors who
seek advicein preparing a paper for submission may be assigned a“ mentor,” who isusually a
PC Member.

Writeto the Program Committee, [ 1] isapattern that authors can apply toincreasethe chanc-
esthat their paperswill be accepted. Theideaistowritein such away astowin over apotential
champion by catching hisor her attention and providing good ammunition to argue for accept-
ance during the PC meeting. A good understanding of the dynamics of PC meetingshelpsin ap-
plying this pattern. A related tactic isto try and identify specific PC Memberswho arelikely to
review the paper, and write in such away as to win them over as champions. (It almost goes
without saying that thistactic can easily backfire!)

Pattern: Experts Review Papers

Context

You are a PC Chair, and have decided to apply Identify the Champion. You are expecting 100-
200 submissions, each of which should be evaluated by 3-4 PC Members.

Problem
How do you distribute papersto the PC?

Forces
* Papers should be reviewed by someone competent to evaluate their contribution.
* It can be hard to guess who is the best person to review a paper.
» The most convincing champion for a paper is a domain expert.

Solution

Try to match papersto domain expertsin the PC.
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One easy way to get arough matchistofirst get all PC Membersto identify the domains and keywordsthat
correspond to their main areas of expertise and their secondary areas of interest. Then, in the Call For Con-
tributions (CFC), ask Authorsto explicitly state which of these apply to their submissions. When submis-
sionsarrive, usethisinformation to match papersto PC Members.

It helpsto scan each paper to get afeeling who should review it. If related work by some PC Member is ex-
plicitly mentioned in the paper or the references, then that may be agood person to review it unlessthereis
aconflict of interest (i.e., the PC Member isaco-author or colleague!).

Rationale
An expert who likes a paper istypically morewilling to champion it than anon-expert.
Resulting Context

If an expert islessthan enthusi astic about apaper, that islikely tokill itschancesfor acceptance,
especiadly if the positive reviews are from PC Members who are competent in the domain, but
not experts.

Pattern: Champions Review Papers

Context

You are a PC Chair, and have decided to apply Identify the Champion. You need to distribute
submitted papersto PC Memberswho are competent to evaluate them.

Problem

How do you distribute papersin such away asto maximize each paper’schancethat it will find
itschampion?

Forces
» Papers should be reviewed by someone competent to evaluate their contribution.

* It can be hard to guess who is the best person to review a paper.
» The most convincing champion for a paper is a domain expert.

Solution
Let PC Members pick the papersthey want to review.

One (not very good) way to do thisistodistributealist of titlesand authorsto all PC Membersand havethem
select which papers (i) they would liketo review (i.e., they think they might champion) (ii) they feel compe-
tent toreview, and (iii) they do not want to review (either becausethey do not feel competent, or becausethey
have a conflict of interest). There are two problems with this approach: (i) PC Memberswill havetoo little
information to go on, and (ii) it will cost at least aweek to get the responses back (if you're lucky).

A better way isto request Authorsin the CFC to pre-register their intent to submit apaper, at least aweek in
advance of the paper deadline, by sending the PC Chair an e-mail containing the title, authors, contact au-
thor’s coordinates, an abstract, and keywords (see Experts Review Papers). After the pre-registration dead-
line has passed, send thelist of abstractselectronically to the entire PC, and ask them to categorize papersas
above based on thisinformation. When the paper submission deadline passes and all papers arein, papers
should already be assigned to PC Members, and canimmediately go out.

Rationale

Asking PC Membersto “bid” for papersto review reinforces championing.
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Examples

Many conferences, |CSE in particular, traditionally use abidding procedure.

Related Patterns

AssigningPaper sToReviewers[5] discusses some of themain ideas behind both ExpertsReview
Papersand Champions Review Papers. Thekey differenceisthat the patternspresented herefo-
cuson giving papersthe best chance of being championed.

Pattern: Make Champions Explicit

Context

You are aPC Chair who plansto apply Identify the Champion. You must design review forms
that will help you prepare a successful meeting.

Problem

How can you makeit easy to tell which paperswill be championed in advance of the meeting?

Forces

Reviews are necessarily subjective, since numerical ratings, or qualificationslike*“strong
accept” or “good paper” will be interpreted differently by each reviewer.

A PC Member who gives a paper a high score is not always willing to champion it.

Just as surprisingly, PC Members who give mediocre scores to paper sometimes turn out
to be strong champions.

Review forms with lots of numerical grades (i.e., for originality, soundness, readability,
etc.) are hard to convert into a single, meaningful score.

Review forms that are too complex annoy reviewers, and much of the information they
record is typically ignored during the PC meeting.

PC Members often del egate papersto “ subreviewers,” who may not be fully aware of the
details of the review and selection process.

Solution

Ask PC Membersexplicitly on the review form whether they intend to champion the paper.

Itisvery tempting tointroduce very fine-grained scales of appreciation on review forms, such asscalesfrom
1-10for various criteria, including originality, soundness, presentation, etc. These kinds of rating typically
havethe opposite of the desired effect, namely they wastethereviewers' timeand they makeit moredifficult
totell whoiswilling to champion a paper.

In practice the only ratings that are really critical for the PC meeting are (i) a score indicating whether the
paper should be accepted, and (ii) ascoreindicating the reviewer’s expertise. The other issues, though im-
portant, normally appear in thewritten commentary (if they arerelevant) and are not essential to running the
PC meeting.

The most important thing about the paper’s scoreisto make the operational semantics of the score clear. It
frequently happensthat aPC Member gives a paper a strong accept “ because it was the best of the papers|
had to review,” but not because it was particularly good. The essential semantic categoriesare:

A
B:

Good paper. | will championit at the PC meeting.
OK paper, but | will not championit.
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C:  Weak paper, though | will not fight strongly against it.
D:  Seriousproblems. | will argueto reject this paper.

Thesefour positions cover theinteresting onestaken by PC Members during discussion. Finer gradations of
appreciation are typically uninteresting. Note that it is not important how the scores are labelled — for ex-
ample, they may still benumeric (i.e., from1to 5 or from 0to 10), or textual (i.e., strong/weak accept/reject),
but their meaning must be clear.

Themost important positionsare A and D, asthese are, respectively, the championsand detractors. B and C
arefence-sitters, but will also supply argumentsfor or against. The difference between aB and aC isthat B
isbasically infavour of apaper, but isnot willing to championit, whereas C isnot impressed by apaper, but
could be convinced if someone else championsit.

Separate ratings of high or low confidence are not especially useful, sincelow confidence tends to show up
anyway asaB or C position.

A separaterating for the reviewer’sexpertise, on the other hand, isessential to detect theinexpert champion
situation. Thefollowing ratings are used only for conflict detection and not to rank papers:

X: |l amanexpertinthe subject area of this paper.

Y: | amknowledgeablein the area, though not an expert.

Z:  lamnot an expert. My evaluation isthat of aninformed outsider.

Notethat it is not necessarily theintention that all reviewers be experts. In conferences with broad scope, it
can be useful to have somenon-expert reviewsto evaluate apaper’saccessibility to ageneral audience. Only
in rare situations, however, should anon-expert consider championing a paper.

Thescoresand expertiseratingswoul d normally not bereveal ed to authors, asthisinformationispurely pro-
cedural, and has no function after the sel ection processisdone.

Theremaining parts of thereview formwill vary, but typically include: (i) aSummary in which thereviewer
briefly summariesthe paper and its main contributions, (ii) Pointsin favour/against acceptance which help
focusthe discussion at the PC meeting, (iii) Additional comments for the authors, and (iv) Additional com-
ments for the PC. There may also be parts useful for running the meeting or the conference itself: Paper
number, Authors, Title, Referee. Should the author beinvited to present ademo? I sthe paper suitablefor re-
celving an award? etc.

Rationale

The most important thing for areviewer to decide iswhether he or she thinks that the paper is
worth defending at the PC meeting, not whether it isagreat paper or not. Make Champions Ex-
plicit helps put reviewersin the right frame of mind.

PC Members who delegate papers to subreviewers are aware that they must be prepared to
play the role of champion/detractor on the basis of the review. They are warned in advance if
they arethe only champion for apaper.

Examples

|CSE 98, ECOOP 98, OOPSLA 98, FSE 6 and others.

Pattern: Identify the Conflicts

Context

You areaPC Chair who has applied Make Champions Explicit in designing your review forms.
It isnow aweek before the PC meeting and all (or most) of thereviewsarein.
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Problem

How should you order or group the papersin preparation for the meeting?

Forces
* Itishard to convert the results of several reviews into a single meaningful score.

* When papers are ranked numerically, there will often be high-ranking papersthat arere-
jected, and low-ranking papers that end up being accepted.

» The PC meeting runs more smoothly if “similar” papers are grouped together, i.e., all
those that can be quickly accepted, those that will surely be rejected, those that will gen-
erate debate.

* Itisimportant to identify controversial papers as early as possible.
* Itishard to guess which papers will be controversial.

Solution

Group papers according to their highest and lowest scores. Take care to identify papers with
both extreme high and low scores. Do not attempt to rank papers numerically.

The purpose of ranking and classifying papersisto give some structure to the PC meeting by grouping to-
gether papersthat arelikely to require the samekind of debate. Whereas numerical rankingstypically fail to
achievethis, grouping by presence or absence of champions quickly getsto the point.

A particularly simpleand effective way to group papersisto assign atwo-letter codeto each paper, consist-
ing of the highest and the lowest scores, and to sort the papers by this code. If we are using scoresA-D, as
described in Make Champions Explicit, thisyields 10 groups of papers, of which 7 areinteresting:

AA, AB: All reviews are positive, and thereis at least one champion. These papers will almost certainly be
accepted.

AC: Thismeansthat all reviewsareA, B or C. Thisisalikely accept, sincethereisat |east one champion,
and no strong detractor. The only question iswhether the reservations of the C review are serious or not.

AD: Thisisaserious conflict, and will certainly lead to debate. Note that this does not distinguish between
cases where, for example, we have three Asand one D, or one A, one B, one C and one D. In practice, the
important positions are the extremes.

BB: All reviewersarefence-sitters. Everyonelikesthe paper, but no oneiswilling to beachampion. Thedis-
cussion should determine whether the B’sarereally A’sor not.

BC: Thesetend to be borderline papers, since no oneiswilling to be either astrong advocate nor adetractor.
Such papers are often put on a“slush pile” and resurrected or discarded after the rest of the programme has
been defined.

BD: These papersarelikely to berejected. Thereisno strong champion, but thereisastrong position against
acceptance. Such apaper might still be accepted if the B decides after all to championiit.

CC, CD, DD: Thesepapersareamost certain rejects. Papers may be resurrected from thisgroup only under
exceptional circumstances, for instance, if it turns out that none of the reviewers were experts, but another
PC Member who isan expert in the domain reads the paper during the meeting and decidesto championiit.

Note that this classification scheme works independently of the number of reviews each paper receives.
What is significant are the high and low scores.

Rationale

| dentifying the extremes highlights potential controversy. Where there is no controversy, the
PC can typically cometo aquick decision.
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Examples
Dick Kemmerer reports:

Asfar asusing the approach at ICSE98 goes, ... | had six categoriesinstead of four. ... The categories
were: ... Will argue for acceptance (A); Inclined to accept (B); Not opposed to acceptance (C); Not
opposed to regjection (D); Inclined to reject (E); Will argue for rejection (F)

Having the two middle categories caused some problems, and | would use only four if | wereto do
this again.

Before the meeting | separated the papers into three groups:
Group 1 (Likely Accepts): AA, AB, AC
Group 2 (Mixed): AD, AE, AF, BB, BC, BD, BE, BF, CC, CD, CE, CF
Group 3 (Likely Rejects): DD, DE, DF, EE, EF, FF
In addition, all PC Member papers were postponed until all other papers were decided.

We first discussed the Group 1 papers and they were all accepted with little time devoted to them.
Next we rejected al of the Group 3 papers without discussing them, although | stated that any PC
Member that wanted to bring one of them up was welcome to do so. This did not happen. Themid-
dle group as you predicted took the most time.

| also distributed reviews for papers with conflicting reviews to the reviewers beforehand for online
discussion. When reviews were changed | entered the updated review before the PC meeting. | also
informed each PC Member what papers they would champion before the PC meeting, so that they
were prepared.

At the OOPSLA 98 PC meeting, asimilar schemewas used (ratingsfrom A-F), with very sim-
ilar results.

Related Patterns

SortedPaperList [2] hasasimilar intent, but considersinstead the total number of acceptsor re-
jectsthat apaper hasreceived.

Pattern: Identify Missing Champions

Context

You areaPC Chair who has applied Make Champions Explicit in designing your review forms.
It isnow aweek before the PC meeting and all (or most) of thereviewsarein.

Problem
What problems should you detect in advance of the meeting?

Forces
» PC Members have limited time to devote to evaluating 15-20 papers.
PC meetings are expensive to organize.
Not al reviewerswill be experts.
Not everybody will make it to the meeting.
Some reviews will be late, or missing.
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Solution

| dentify which papersarelikely to be championed by whom, and make surethat championsare
prepared for the meeting. If apotential champion isnot an expert, or for some reason cannot at-
tend the meeting, take some compensating action (like soliciting an extrareview).

Since PC meetings are expensive to organi ze (think not only of thetravel and hotel costs, but of the salaries
paid for those attending!) and cannot be repeated, and the selection process depends so heavily on theiden-
tification of champions, it is important to detect potential problems before the meeting takes place. This
meansthat reviews should bereturned to the PC Chair well in advance— typically at least aweek beforethe
PC meeting. To reduce delays, to facilitate analysis of theresults, and to permit automatic preparation of re-
view packages, it isagood ideato distribute review forms electronically.

Thefollowing situationsarevariantsof “ missing champions’ that should be detected early to help PC Mem-
bers better prepare for the meeting:

Late or missing reviews: Thisisthe most basic problem to check for. PC meetings often start with only one
or two reviews received for some of the papers. In such casesit is often necessary to get someoneto review
papers“onthefly” at the meeting, whichisclearly ahalf-measure. Each paper should receive aminimum of
threereviewsfor afair review process. Check which papersare missing reviews, and pressure the PC mem-
bersto deliver them. If you doubt that the review will arrive on time, try to solicit an extrareview.

Missing champion (or detractor): The PC Chair should check whether anyone who cannot be present at the
meeting happens to be the only champion or detractor for apaper. An email exchange in advance between
the reviewers may help them cometo aconsensusin advance of the meeting, or at |east to clarify the source
of disagreement.

Absent reviewers: Thisisavariation of theabove, in which none of thereviewersare present to present their
views of the paper. In alarge conference with 200 submitted papers and 20 or 30 PC Members, it isamost
inevitable that a couple of paperswill fall into this category. These papers should be discussed by email. If
necessary, another review should be solicited by an attending PC Member.

Unprepared champions: Very often aPC Member is surprised to discover at the PC meeting that he or sheis
the only champion for asubmission. An unprepared PC Member may buckle under negative criticism of the
paper and withdraw support. PC Members often pass on papers for evaluation to “ subreviewers.” Thiscan
be an efficient way toreview large numbersof papers, aslong asthe PC Member carefully checksthe papers
and reviews before the meeting. If aPC Member endsup being achampion for asubreviewed paper, itises-
sential that he or she be warned in advancein order to validate or overturn thereview.

I nexpert champions. Sometimesduring the PC meeting it turnsout that the only championsfor apaper have
low confidence because they are not experts in the problem domain, while the experts either were not as-
signed the paper, or areonly lukewarm about acceptance. Typically non-expertswill back downfroman* ac-
cept” positionif thereisdissent from an expert. In such casesit can be useful to solicit an extrareview from
an expert in advance of the meeting.

Low overall expertise: If none of the reviewersis an expert, then the selection process can break down re-
gardless of the scores given by the reviewers. In such cases the PC Chair should solicit an expert review in
advance of the meeting.

Finally, papers submitted by PC Members, or for which PC Members have aconflict of interest (i.e., papers
submitted by close colleagues) require special treatment during the meeting, but do not constitute problems
assuch.

Rationale
| dentifying championsin advance hel ps everyone be better prepared for the PC meeting.

Championswho are unabl e to attend the meeting have a better chance to influence the meet-
ing if they areidentified explicitly well in advance.
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Pattern: Champions Speak First

Context

You are aPC Chair who has applied Make Champions Explicit in designing your review forms.
You have also used | dentify the Conflicts and I dentify Missing Champions to group the papers
and identify potential problemsin advance. You are now ready to run the PC meeting.

Problem
How do you focus attention at the meeting?

Forces
» Each PC Member present has only reviewed a fraction of the papers.
» Meeting participants feel obliged to talk about all the papers they reviewed.
» Meandering discussion wastes time.

Solution

Discuss the papers in groups, according to Identify the Conflicts. For each paper, first invite a
champion to introduce the paper, and then to present reasons why it should be accepted. Then
invite any detractorsto explain why they think it should not be accepted. Finally open the gen-
eral discussion, and try to reach aconsensus. For any paper, if thereis no champion, the paper
should not be discussed.

If no conscious effort is made to quickly identify champions, much time can be wasted discussing papers
that have no chance of being accepted. Very often, when apaper comesup for discussion, aPC Member will
start by saying, “Well, | didn’t like this paper because ...” Thisisnot very useful, first of all becauseit does
not tell therest of the PC what the paper isabout. Second, it doesnot |ead to effective decision making, since
the purpose of the meeting isto accept papers, not to reject them (i.e., it ismore productiveto concentrate on
discussing papers that have a chance of being accepted than those that don’t). Long unfocused discussions
with delayed decisions may exhaust all reviewers. |nthe end, the decision taken may depend onwho hasthe
most stamina.

It isgood to set some ground rulesto keep discussions focused. For each paper, the champion, if one exists,
or the closest thereisto achampion, shouldintroduce the paper by briefly summarizing it and presenting the
pointsinitsfavour. Then, the detractor (or whoever hasthe strongest negative points) should speak next. Fi-
nally the remaining reviewers can back up these arguments, or fill in missing points. If there is a detractor,
then the champions and detractorstypically play the roles of defence and prosecution in atrial, and the rest
of those present play the role of the jury. Frequently either the champions or the detractors become con-
vinced by the arguments of the other, and a consensusis quickly reached.

If no consensusis possible, it may be necessary to ask the PC to vote. In this case all PC Members present
who have participated in the discussion should vote (since they act asajury).

PC Members should also be reminded of the criteriafor acceptance. These may be more stringent, or more
lax, depending on the nature of the conference, or may be quite specialized. Typically, an accepted paper
should haveaclear, original contribution, and fulfil the usual criteriaof readability, completeness, etc. Orig-
inality isastrong criterion, and many papersfail to be accepted if they do not clearly demonstrate new re-
sults. A champion/detractor should address these specific criteria

If thereisno clear champion for apaper, the discussion should focus on checking why no onewantsto cham-
pionit (i.e., to try to smoke out areluctant champion). If no champion can be identified, the paper can be
quickly rejected.
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Delaying adecision on a paper isalmost alwaysabad idea. A decision should only be delayed if something
will happen in between that may change the outcome, i.e., if an expert will check the paper for originality.
Borderline papers (BC grouping) may be delayed until the other papers have been considered.

On the other hand, if the champion for apaper is not present, then the discussion and decision must be de-
layed until that person either arrives, or can be consulted by e.g., telephone or e-mail.

It is highly recommended to supply each PC Member attending the meeting with copies of al the reviews
for which they do not have conflicts. Thismakesit easier for everyone present at the meeting to actively par-
ticipate in the decision-making process, even for papersthey have not personally reviewed.

The actual order in which papers are handled does not seem to matter much in practice, aslong asthey are
handledinrelatively coherent groups. Itiscommonto start by accepting asmany of the* easy” papersaspos-
sible, and by rejecting all of the unchampioned papers before starting in on the controversial papers.

Rationale

Discussions tend to be shorter and more focused if they can only take place when a champion
isidentified. Delaysonly take placeif thereisachance that anew champion can beidentified.

Explicitly encouraging PC Membersto champion papers provides opportunitiesto draw re-
luctant champions out in the discussion. (Each reviewer can be explicitly asked, “Areyou will-
ing to champion this paper?’)

Resulting Context

“Champions Speak First” can stifle debate if applied too rigorously. One must be careful not to
discourage reluctant champions.

Examples

Thispattern isso common that therearefew PCsthat do not apply it in someform. Thekey dif-
ference is whether the PC meeting has been prepared in advance by applying the related pat-
terns mentioned in the Context.

Related Patterns

Paper Champion [4] presentsasimilar idea, though without advance preparation by champions.

Pattern: Consensus on PC Papers

Context

You areaPC Chair running a PC meeting according to Champions Speak First.
Problem

How should PC papers be handled?

Forces
» Sometimes weak papers are accepted to conferences where one of the Authorsis a PC
Member.
» A conference will not be taken serioudly if it appears that PC Members can get their pa-
pers more easily accepted than other Authors.
* You may want to apply more stringent requirements to PC papers than to other submis-
sions.


http://c2.com/cgi/wiki?PaperChampion
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Solution

PC papersshould beaccepted only if thereisat | east one champion and there are no serious (ex-
pert) detractors.

Whenever a PC paper is discussed (and, typically, whenever a PC Member has a conflict of interest with a
paper being discussed), the PC Member concerned leaves the meeting, and isonly called back when a deci-
sion has been taken.

Rationale

By making surethere are no detractors, PC paperswill be accepted only if thereisaconsensus.
Thisgenerally ensuresthat such papersare“at least asgood as’ the best papersaccepted to con-
ference.
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