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Abstract

Objective: To evaluate the frequency of snoozing, schmoozing, perusing, and boozing among attendees at an
international conference.

Design: Survey and field study

Setting: The 9™ International Congress on Peer Review and Scientific Publication in Chicago, Illinois (the
conference).

Participants: 53 attendees (perhaps just enough to be scientific).

Main outcome measures: Self-reported conference behavior including frequency of falling asleep (snoozing),
interacting with other attendees (schmoozing), and multi-tasking (perusing) during presentations, as well as
drinking (boozing) at the conference.

Results: 53 attendees completed the survey, which represents a 100% response rate among the attendees who
decided to complete the survey. Most of the respondents reported that they preferred in-person conferences before
(47/53, 89%) and since (43/53, 81%) the COVID-19 pandemic. 49 (49/53, 92%) reported that multi-day, in-
person conferences are still a good use of time. Although 49 (49/53, 92%) reported learning something new (new
views), nearly half (24/49, 49%) stated that they could have learned this information from a book or journal
article, as opposed to traveling to a conference. Two respondents (2/51, 4%) admitted to snoozing and 43 (84%)
to perusing (e.g., emailing, working, and using Twitter) during presentations on the first day of the conference
(we suspect that all 5 respondents who claimed that their sleep schedule was “none of our business” also snoozed
regularly). The rate of boozing (up to 3 alcoholic beverages) on the first night of the conference was alarming
(39/52, 75%), with an additional 10% unable to recall the total number of drinks consumed.

Conclusions: Formal, presentation-based conferences may no longer be needed, as attendees appear to be overly

preoccupied with snoozing, schmoozing, perusing, and boozing.
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What is already known on this topic

Scientific conferences have functioned as both professional and social events, allowing attendees to learn
about the newest research findings while they schmooze, and sometimes booze, with their colleagues.
Since the COVID-19 pandemic, the research community has grown increasingly accustomed to the
benefits of attending conferences from behind their computers.

Little is known about the behaviors and preferences of attendees following the COVID-19 conference

hiatus.

What this study adds

Almost all respondents reported that multi-day, in-person conferences were still a good use of time and
that they had learned something new (even though over half admitted that they could have learned this
information from a book or journal article, as opposed to traveling to a conference)

Conference attendees rarely snoozed but frequently perused (email, work, and Twitter) during
presentations; over three-quarters boozed on the first night of the conference.

Formal, presentation-based conferences may no longer be needed, as attendees appear to be overly

preoccupied with snoozing, schmoozing, perusing, and boozing.
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Introduction

Historically, scientific conferences have functioned as both professional and social events,' allowing attendees to
learn about the newest research findings (new views, if you will) while they schmooze, and sometimes booze,
with their colleagues. Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, conferences also provided an exciting opportunity for the
research community to get out of department meetings, teaching classes, and other responsibilities by traveling
away from their bosses, students, significant others, and even perhaps their children. However, soon after the start
of the COVID-19 pandemic, in-person conferences were replaced with Zoom-based meetings.

Over the past 2 years, the research community has grown increasingly accustomed to the benefits of
attending conferences from behind their computers,” including the capability of nearly undetectable multi-tasking
(i.e., perusing) during meetings (including emailing, doom scrolling on Twitter, and online shopping), access to
unlimited snacks (without being judged by colleagues), the ability to wear comfortable and casual attire (no pants
vs. a tweed suit with elbow patches), and most importantly, the opportunity to alleviate their Zoom fatigue (/CD-
10 code and DSM-5 definition pending) by snoozing between or during meetings (although folks do this at in-
person conferences too). However, as COVID-19 restrictions have eased, in-person conferences have slowly
returned.

With limited travel and social interaction over the past few years, a lower tolerance for jet lag, but perhaps
a higher tolerance for alcohol, the scientific community is wildly unprepared to re-enter a society with scientific
conferencing. In particular, the risk of conference attendees slipping into Zoom-appropriate but real-world
inappropriate behavior, such as snoozing or perusing during presentations, has likely increased. Even prior to the
pandemic, rigorous and reliable scientific evidence suggested that snoozing during conference presentations was
common.’ In fact, snoozing was found to be related to presentation duration, dim lighting, warm room
temperature, comfortable seating, and time of day.’

Currently, little is known about how conference attendees feel about returning to in-person conferences
following the COVID-19 hiatus. Although it is possible that conference attendees will be buzzing with excitement
about re-engaging in-person with colleagues (i.e., schmoozing and boozing), concerns have also been raised that

conferences are no longer useful. More importantly, we are worried that Zoom fatigue may transform into ‘in-
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person fatigue’, a concerning new variant, and that conference attendees may now be even more likely to snooze
or peruse during presentations. Therefore, we have designed a survey and conducted an informal field study to try
to identify the behaviors and preferences of attendees at the 9™ International Congress on Peer Review and
Scientific Publication in Chicago, Illinois, held from September 8-10, 2022.

Although we submitted our manuscript as an original Christmas Edition research article to the BM.J, with
what we believed to be a robust sample size, the editors did not rate our work as meeting the research standards of
the BMJ. We are posting our work on medRxiv because we believe that this critical study will help inform
whether efforts are needed to fully transition from in-person conferences to metaverse-based conferences, where
real-life social interaction and ‘listening’ to presentations will no longer be required. Plus, we hope it will make

people laugh!

Methods

We conducted a survey and field study of attendees at the 9™ International Congress on Peer Review and
Scientific Publication in Chicago, Illinois (September 8-10, 2022). The aim of the Congress is to “encourage
research into the quality and credibility of peer review and scientific publication, to establish the evidence base on
which scientists can improve the conduct, reporting, and dissemination of scientific research.” Given that the
conference attendees will consist of researchers, journal editors and publishers, members of the media, and others,
we believe that this is the perfect population from which to learn about conference behaviors and related views
following the COVID-19 hiatus.
An informal (but highly rigorous) field study

On the first day of the conference, we recorded the (approximate) numbers of attendees and the numbers
of attendees that were wearing a mask. To ensure that we were learning new views presented by other researchers,
we only measured snoozing and perusing events during the five podium presentations given by members of our
research team. Each presentation was 10-minutes long, followed by a 10-minute question and answer session.
Snoozing events were defined as any short (e.g., 1 second) or extended forward or backward dropping of any

attendees’ head during presentations. Perusing events were defined as any of the following: opening a computer,
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taking out a smartphone, opening a magazine, newspaper, or book, or any other form of multi-tasking while
seated in the auditorium. Perusing events were categorized from afar by trying to look over attendees shoulders.
Each author was assigned one half of the auditorium to monitor and logged the number of perusing and snoozing
events on the back of used napkins.

Survey design

The design of our survey was not informed by any previously published surveys, a review of the
literature, or discussions with any peers. However, the instrument was pretested by five of our friends, who were
warned to keep any legitimate criticisms to themselves. The survey questions were then modified to improve
clarity.

To disseminate our survey, we placed a tabletop standing poster (A4 in size) on the display table in the
exhibit hall near the entry of the conference on days 2 and 3. We also handed out paper copies of the posters to
conference attendees. The poster invited participants to complete the survey and contained instructions
encouraging participants to scan a QR code and fill out an online Qualtrics survey. Conference attendees were
informed that the survey would take less than 10 minutes. We now acknowledge that this stretched the truth,
considering the survey was over 50 questions in length and a probably required closer to 11 minutes to complete.
Participation was completely voluntary and anonymous.

Survey domains

The survey covered 12 main domains, which asked conference attendees about their conference
preferences before and after COVID, their views about conferences in general, their experience with ‘Zoom
fatigue’, whether they learned anything new at the conference (new views), if they fell asleep during presentations
on the first day of the conference (snoozing), how much they interacted with other attendees at the conference
(schmoozing), how much they multi-tasked during presentations on the first day of the conference (perusing),
how much they drank the first night of the conference (boozing), their travel history to the conference, their
accommodation at the conference, their caffeine and food consumption on the second day of the conference, and
their personal characteristics.

Rudimentary Analyses
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To ensure reproducibility, we conducted all descriptive statistics by abacus (version 300 Before Common
Era). As exploratory analyses, we used bivariate analyses (Fisher’s exact tests) to evaluate which of the survey
domains were potential predictors of snoozing or perusing. We then used multi-directional stepwise logistic
regression in combination with advanced, state-of-the-art, supervised and unsupervised, big data artificial
intelligence machine learning algorithms to select the potentially important variables. Just kidding. Because of
limited numbers of survey respondents, we just used the bivariate analyses. Lastly, we created word (well, more
like ‘phrase’) clouds, by hand, from the free text responses, because who doesn’t love a word cloud?

It should come as no surprise that the Yale University Institutional Review Board determined this
conference survey to pose low risk to individuals volunteering to participate and exempted the survey from full
review.

Patient and Public Involvement

No patients were involved in setting the research question or outcome measures, nor were they involved
in developing plans for design or implementation of the study. No patients were asked to advise on interpretation
or writing up of results. To be candid, we would have been embarrassed to waste their time when there are more
important matters to attend to, like climate change, a war in Ukraine, and the death of the Queen. Instead, for

“public” involvement, we shared the survey questions with a handful of our colleagues.

Results
Conference Attendees

According to the conference organizers, there were a total of 511 online and in-person conference
attendees. Our back of the envelope calculations (# of rows times # of attendees per row) suggests that there were
approximately 200 attendees in the main auditorium on each of the 3 days of the conference. From the conference
attendee list included in the final program materials, we can confirm that there were attendees from all over the
globe, including North America, South America, Europe, Asia, Africa, and Australia/Oceania; to our knowledge,
there were no attendees from Antarctica.

Field Study
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Across all 3 days, we observed that approximately 10-20% of the audience was wearing a mask (of the
approximately 200 attendees in the main auditorium on each of the 3 days of the conference). During the 5
podium presentations given by our research team, we identified approximately 1-2 snoozing events per
presentation. During one of the presentations, one attendee, in the third row from the front, was sound asleep
(eyes closed and arms crossed) for the entire presentation.

We observed that approximately half of attendees used their computers or phones during each
presentation. Although we cannot claim with certainty that the vast majority of these multi-tasking conference
attendees were not just taking notes, we observed a large number of attendees checking their emails, posting or
browsing on Twitter, and texting on their phones. We also observed several attendees knitting, looking at Google
Images of Queen Elizabeth and Prince Harry, processing manuscript submissions, listening to music, and cleaning
their ears with the ends of their glasses.

Survey

A total of 53 attendees completed the survey, which represents a 100% response rate among the 53 attendees who
decided to complete the survey. One-third (18/52, 34%) of the respondents providing demographic data were
between 30-40 years of age (Table 1). Investigators (18/52, 35%) and editor/publisher (14/52, 27%) were the
most common professions. Although nearly one-third of the respondents (16/51, 31%) were in the entry stage of
their careers (<5 years), over one-half (28/51, 55%) were senior (not citizens, per se) professionals with 10+ years
experience. There were 16 respondents (16/52, 31%) with podium presentations and 16 (31%) with poster
presentations.

Conferencing in general

Most of the respondents (47/53, 89%) reported that they preferred in-person conferences before the
COVID-19 pandemic; 43 (81%) reported that they preferred in-person conferences since the start of the
pandemic. Three-quarters (40, 75%) of the respondents disclosed that they had attended up to 5 in-person
conferences since March 2020; no attendees had attended more than 5 conferences.

Nearly all respondents (49/53, 92%) reported that multi-day, in-person conferences were still a good use

of time (and were outraged that we asked this question at this specific conference). Among the respondents who
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filled out the free-response section, there were various helpful comments describing the future of
academic/research conferencing (Figure 1), as well as opinions about characteristics that make conferences
exciting (Figure 2) and boring (Figure 3).

When asked about suffering from Zoom fatigue (on a scale of 0 [not really] to 10 [barely paying attention
during Zoom meetings]) and in-person fatigue (0 [not really] to 10 [getting exhausted even thinking about
interacting with other humans]), the mean (SD) responses were 7.0 (2.1) and 4.0 (2.3), respectively (N=50).
Approximately half (28/53, 53%) reported that their Zoom fatigue was worse than a year prior and one-third
(16/53, 30%) reported that their in-person fatigue was worse than a year prior.

Masking

There were 7 (7/53, 13%) respondents who expected masking to be required at the conference; 37 (70%)
expected masking to be optional or not required. Nine (17%) respondents could not believe that we had snuck
such a loaded question into our survey.

New views at the conference

Nearly all (49/53, 92%) of the respondents stated that they had learned something new on the first day of
the conference (Table 1). However, when asked to report one thing that they learned, some of the responses were
rather concerning: “Queen Elizabeth died”, “Bias sucks”, “The presentations were not as intolerable as | feared”,
and “Spinning your articles is good” (Figure 4). Even more concerning, just under half of the respondents who
declared that they had learned something (24/49, 49%) stated that they could have learned this information from a
book or journal article, as opposed to traveling to a conference.

Snoozing at the conference

Only 2 respondents (2/51, 4%) admitted that they had fallen asleep during day 1 of the conference (Table
1). However, we suspect that most of the 5 respondents (5/51, 10%) who claimed that their sleep schedule was
“none of our business” also snoozed regularly. When asked how often they fall asleep at conferences in general,
22 (22/52, 42%) said sometimes and 3 (3/52, 6%) said often (and that conferences are the best cure for insomnia).

Respondents also reported that journal articles (34/52, 65%) and television or books (29/52, 56%)

sometimes make them snooze.
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Schmoozing at the conference

Nearly all respondents reported speaking with other people at the conference: 21 (21/52, 40%) claimed
that they had spoken to only a few people that they had known for years, 24 (46%) to about a dozen people, and 6
(12%) to dozens of people (Table 1). We were sad to learn that one respondent (2%) sat alone in the corner and
ate their lunch in a bathroom stall. Only 19 (19/45, 42%) respondents reported that other people had told them
about their experiences feeling isolated during the COVID-19 lock down; 18 (18/45, 40%) had people tell them
about their preferences about working from home vs. the office.
Perusing at the conference

Nearly all (43/51, 84%) of the respondents admitted to multi-tasking on day 1 of the conference (Table
1). When asked about the frequency of reading/writing emails, doing work, or posting/checking Twitter,
Facebook or other platforms, 25 (25/52, 48%), 12 (12/52, 23%), and 18 (18/52, 35%) said ‘often’, respectively,
but promised that they were great at multi-tasking. All respondents reported having a smart phone (49/49, 100%),
of which 41 (84%) said they had used it to Tweet (understandable), whereas 8 (8/52, 15%) actually admitted to
shopping online (what a risky decision, considering that the editor in chief of the BMJ might have been sitting
next to them).
Boozing at the conference

There were 39 respondents (39/52, 75%) that disclosed that they ‘boozed’ on the first night of the
conference (Table 1). While most of these boozers drank in moderation (12 (31%) one drink, 15 (38%) two
drinks, and 8 (21%) three drinks — but is that really moderation in a professional setting?), there were 4 (10%)
respondents that could not recall the total number of drinks that they had consumed (recall bias or over-
indulgence?). Thirty respondents (77%) drank with their colleagues, 5 (13%) drank with strangers, and 4 (9%)
drank alone at the bar or in their hotel room.
Travel, accommodating, and food consumption (i.e., variables potentially related to snoozing during
conference presentations)

The mean (SD) travel duration for each respondent was 8.1 (6.7) hours, with most respondents traveling

by plane (45/51, 88%) (7 red-eye flights). For nearly all respondents (47/52, 90%), there was a time difference
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between their home location and Chicago. Unfortunately, 5 respondents (5/51, 10%) had an uncomfortable
journey.

There were 41 respondents (41/51, 80%) who stayed at the fancy conference hotel, which received
reasonably favorable ratings (out of 10) in terms of bed comfort (mean [SD] 7.9 [1.83]) and water pressure (7.2
[2.2]). Respondents reported a mean (SD) of 6.4 (1.5) hours of sleep the night before taking the survey. Only 2
respondents (2/52, 4%) reported having a known sleep disorder, such as Obstructive Sleep Apnea (with 6
additional respondents questioning if they should actually be answering the question in our survey).

The mean (SD) number of caffeinated beverages consumed on day 1 of the conference was 3.2 (3.3).
Most respondents reported having a small (12/52, 23%), median (22/52, 42%), or large (10/52, 19%) breakfast.
Fresh fruit, little yogurts, chocolate, and coffee/tea were among the most preferred conference snacks.
Exploratory bivariate analyses

Lowering the P-value threshold for statistical significance to 1.0, we were thrilled to find that nearly all
respondent characteristics were associated with snoozing and perusing. There was only one “statistically
significant” association between self-reported snoozing and respondent characteristics (a known sleep disorder)
and no “statistically significant” associations between self-reported perusing and respondent characteristics using
the universally accepted and criticism free P-value cut-off value of 0.05. Full results from the bivariate analyses

are available upon request (but please, do not bother...).

Discussion

In our survey and field study of attendees at the 9" International Congress on Peer Review and Scientific
Publication, we found low levels of snoozing but high levels of perusing (multi-tasking) during conference
presentations. The vast majority of survey respondents reported that they still preferred in-person conferences -
likely driven by the desire to schmooze and booze with colleagues - despite disclosing that they could have
obtained most of the presented materials from research articles. Lowering the threshold for significance to
P<1.00, we found that almost all attendee characteristics were “statistically significantly” associated with the

likelihood of snoozing and perusing. We believe that the findings from this novel and groundbreaking study
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should help inform efforts to reimagine, redesign, and improve future conferences following the COVID-19
conference hiatus.

The findings from our survey and field study suggest that approximately 4% of conference attendees
snoozed and over 80% perused during podium presentations. Although these numbers may not seem alarming, we
remind the reader that many conference attendees consider attending conferences ‘work’. Through this lens, and if
one extrapolates these findings to all scientific conferences, the financial implications are immeasurable (‘research
waste’®). It is also worth noting that nearly half of the respondents were below the age of 30, which means they
may be more likely to know how to use personal computers (also referred to as ‘portable desktop computers’) and
cellular telephones - the multi-tasking culprits. To mitigate this multi-tasking crisis, it may be necessary for
conference organizers to take the following steps: (1) ban all personal computers, Walkman, portable record or
LaserDisc players, and cellular telephones and (2) have graded exams following each presentation. To prevent
snoozing, conference organizers could also consider implementing higher caffeine consumption requirements (see
financial opportunities below).

Most respondents reported that they had boozed and schmoozed with their colleagues. This provides a
unique financial opportunity for conference organizers. In addition to the registration and hotel fees, there are
lucrative opportunities to charge conference attendees for their alcohol (and snack) consumption. As drinks start
to flow, attendees may be more likely to describe their future research ideas, which can then easily be scooped by
the conference organizing committees. The members of the organizing committees can then choose to pursue the
research ideas themselves or sell the ideas to the highest bidder. Given that conference attendees outlined a desire
for more social interaction and outdoor activities (explicitly stating that they did not want to sit as much),
conference organizers could further save money by hosting events in public outdoor places and by providing
fewer chairs. With survey respondents also admitting that they technically could have learned everything from
research articles, formal presentations, with expensive technological support, conferences may no longer be
necessary. Moving forward, an outdoor conference with a simple printer (with page charges, of course), a bar

(with mark-ups that mirror sporting events, of course), and vending machines selling the most popular snacks,
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conferences could turn into a profitable enterprise while still ensuring that the needs of conference attendees are
fulfilled.
Challenges conducting survey

When conducting retrospective studies, such as epidemiological surveys, it is important to understand the
impact of various biases.® First, researchers must minimize the risk of capturing feedback from only a subset of all
potential participants (i.e., sampling bias). We disseminated our survey in the entry hall of the conference, where
all participants were required to enter in the morning. If we had only advertised our survey in the main
presentation hall, we may have missed the individuals already snoozing after their morning coffee. While it is
always possible that participants may have sleepwalked past the announcement in the main hall, it is estimated
that <4% of the population suffers from this condition.” To further eliminate any risk of non-response bias, we
employed state-of-the-art methodology to increase survey response rates. In particular, we only included dozens
of multiple-choice and open-ended questions, and tried different distribution methods (entry hall poster and
begging attendees to fill out our survey).

Second, biases can also be introduced if certain participants are systematically more or less likely
to recall and relate information depending on their outcome (what academics like to call ‘recall bias’).® Therefore,
it is possible that participants who tend to snooze during presentations (and other life events) may have distorted
memories about the domains that we surveyed (e.g., flight experience, their breakfast that morning, and the
number of drinks they had last night). It is even possible that these participants are remembering their dreams
instead of realities. However, as far as we can recall, and assuming we correctly understand how this bias
works, recall bias was unlikely to be an issue for our conference survey because only individuals who were awake
scanned the QR codes to access the survey. We also surveyed conference attendees about whether they suffered
from recall bias while completing the survey and are pleased to report that none of the responders recalled
suffering from recall bias (9/52 (17%) definitely not, 13/52 (25%) probably not, and 30/52 (58%) might or might
not).

Third, survivorship bias can distort the findings generated by surveys. We are not quite sure about the

formal definition of this bias, but we can only assume that it has to do with the number of survey responders who

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.12.22283344
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.12.22283344; this version posted December 13, 2022. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

survived the survey questions. We are pleased to inform the reader that unlike many other research surveys, ours
was designed to be completely harmless.

Fourth, surveys are also often subject to measurement error. However, we did not take any physical
measurements, such as Body Mass Index before and after all the boozing, so we are not sure why this would
impact our study. That being said, we felt it was necessary to mention this bias to demonstrate our methodological
expertise.

Fifth, we did not use any rewards to motivate survey participation. Although some of the comments
submitted by respondents were overly flattering of the authors, it is worth noting that these are real responses. We
considered removing these examples from our data but were fearful that this would be considered data
manipulation. Sometimes, it is best to just let the data speak for itself. By the time we had reached the conference,
we had allocated so much money to registration fees, travel, and drinking alone in our hotel rooms, we literally
were not able to bribe respondents to say nice things about us. However, had we used incentives, we would have
considered the following prizes to help alleviate snoozing: 1. $100 gift card to Starbucks, 2. A case of Red Bull
Energy Drink, 3. A bottle of Irwin Naturals Brain Awake, Liquid Soft-Gels, 4. A custom printed travel pillow (“I
snoozed at the 9™ Congress on Peer Review and Scientific Publication and all I got was this lousy travel pillow”,
or 5. One pair of novelty glasses with eyes on them).

Finally, our study’s most serious limitation is that it was rejected by the only journal that could
conceivably have published it: the Christmas Issue of the BMJ. While the BMJ’s decision letter communicated
that our survey study did not meet the research standards of the journal, we identified several other Christmas
Issue research studies on par with a conference survey of approximately 50 individuals and a 25% response rate,
including an ‘n of 1’ study tracking the daily dietary energy intake to maintain a constant body weight of the
author during lockdown,’ a comparative behavioral analysis of 10 orthopedic trauma surgery experts and 5
Barbary macaques,'* and an evaluation of spin in 35 studies on spin.'' Thankfully, we had the foresight to launch
medRxiv in June of 2019,'* ensuring that a platform would exist for, what we believe to be, our very clever and
funny studies that continue to be rejected by the BM.J for the Christmas Issue."

Conclusions
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This survey and field study of attendees at the 9™ International Congress on Peer Review and Scientific
Publication suggests that there are low levels of snoozing but high levels of perusing (multi-tasking) during
conference presentations. Although attendees seemed thrilled about opportunities to schmooze and booze with
their colleagues, many admitted that they could have learned information presented from research articles. Formal
conferences, with podium presentations, may no longer be needed as attendees only seem to want to booze and

schmooze.
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Table 1. Characteristics of survey respondents, No. (%)

Age group (years) No. =52
<20 0(0.0)
20-30 8(154)
30-40 18 (34.6)
40-50 8(154)
50-60 11 (21.2)
60+ 7 (13.5)
Profession No. =52
Editor/publisher 14 (26.9)
Investigator (as in, researcher, not ‘private’) 18 (34.6)
Editor and investigator 8 (15.4)
Other 11 (21.2)
Retired 1(1.9)
Career stage No. =51
Entry (<5 years) 16 (31.4)
Middle (5-10 years) 7(13.7)
Senior (10+ years) 28 (54.9)
Sleep disorder No. =52
Yes 23.9)
No 44 (84.6)
Should I be telling you this? 6 (11.5)
Travel time difference No. =52
Yes 47 (90.4)
No 5(9.6)
Caffeine consumption

Mean (SD) 3.2(3.3)
Breakfast size No =52
None 8 (15.4)
Small (e.g., fruit) 12 (23.1)
Medium (e.g., yogurt, English muffin, etc.) 22 (42.3)
Large (e.g., English breakfast) 10 (19.2)
‘American’ (all you can eat continental/buffet) 0(0.0)
Snoozing during day 1 of this conference No. =51
Yes 23.9)
No, how dare you ask me this! 44 (86.3)
My sleep schedule is none of your business! 5(09.8)
Schmoozing during day 1 of this conference No. =52
None, I sat alone in the corner and ate my lunch in the bathroom stall 1(1.9)
A few, but less than a dozen (I really only speak to people I have known for years) 21 (40.4)
About a dozen, I will have a conversation with anyone because I have been socially distant for 24 (46.2)
nearly 3 years

Dozens, I am pretty popular... 6 (11.5)
Perusing during day 1 of this conference No. =51
Yes 43 (84.3)
No 8 (15.7)
Boozing the night before the conference No. =52
Yes 39 (75.0)
No 13 (25.0)
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Hybrid conferences with remote attendees represented
They need to be better to justify traveling time. Pool pa rties holographically Both online and in person

Convergence of journals and conferences - when does a
Hybrid journal article with author video become a virtual
conference with videos and supporting posters or

| don't see the virtual component going away now that preprints available on demand?

we've seen and learned how convenient and cost A non-hierarchical distributive model where virtual and
effective virtual meetings can be Idea generation workshops centered o o ;
satellite sites allow remote participation and sharing of

around open bars. work.

. . . Overthrowing the
Aspomaneous i wrt What is the fut f
manage to pull off given whatever ciss i currently dal IS the Tuture o ruling class
L] _ . f .
academic / research engegement and actve paricoation,

erupting.
such as by distributing water balloons
to both presenters and audience to

CO n fe re n C i n g ? promote enthusiastic exchange of ideas

Hopefully more outside activities Content is dead. This can be googled. The
intangibles of human interaction- fortuitous

encounters, real time conversation, the

Live and virtual hybrid

| am imagining a VR headset style conference (could we Conferences must find effective hybrid solutions to exchange of ideas, and the building of

turn heag to feads into virtual\:)attles?) But seriousl promote in-person interaction and to improve access to relationships will come to the forefront. In
o ) A ¥ those with less funds, inability to travel, health issues, etc short, more panels, more Q&A, more breaks,

definitely becoming more hybrid/virtual with improved more food.

virtual conferencing systems.
Less frequent conferences focused on networking.

| think people want to t.alk inperson but the number of #masksdeva Thank god life is fatal
conferences might decline.
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opportunity to meet people on a personal
level, networking

Time to think. Networking. Ideas. New places.

New faces.

The free coffee, food and
drink; perhaps seeing
colleagues too.

Networking, staying in fancy hotels, hearing
talks i didn't think would be interesting but
turn out to be fascinating

Personal contact . Networks .

Seeing Joseph Ross and Joshua
Wallach who are gods !

Conference food. Also, waiting for the
inevitable "this isn't a question, more of a
comment" when ppl have been asked
specifically NOT to provide comments but
only ask questions.

It’s how to get $ for jobs

Networking

new to the field.

Networking and understanding where the

Pool noodles science is at

See colleagues from around the world.

Conferences serve as both inspiration and
reality check, and they help to distill my
thinking about changes that need to be made.

What, if anything, makes
academic/research
conferencing is exciting
to you?

Looking for the hidden experimentation
that is sneakily being done on the
participants.

Getting the measure of well known people in
the field whom | have never met, gossiping
with people | know well (who is doing what
where) and bring charming to people who are

related fields

Enthusiastic exchange of ideas, chance to
meet subject matter experts in my field and

The open exchange of ideas, the joy of
spending several days among people who
believe in the potential for science to improve
the lives of all humans and the planet.

Meeting and discussing with colleagues

Networking and meeting my
research/professional crushes
in person

Meeting the people you cite in 3 dimensions.
Understanding what people care about/are
interested in/ and are working on in a field.
Realizing that scholarship is a complex and
noisy conversation among a bunch of really
interesting and inquisitive people.

The choice to either go in-person or virtual or
a mix. | like choice, baby!

Peer review solutions, networking, getting
away from home
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Travel time to get to and from conferences

Boring presentations, unimportant, and
repetitive

No pool noodles The point of information overload, but really,
how can that be avoided? | try to attend only
conferences that deeply interest me.

The travelling to go there

Attendees aggressively pursuing a single

agenda Long sessions
Bad food. Bad venue.

too many presentations

Many poor quality presentations rather than a

Familiar themes/presentations

Death by power point

Talks that were clearly pre-written as
speeches.

Esoteric language that | don’t understand or
obvious research findings

smaller number that are of high quality.

W h at’ If d nyt h In g’ md kes Lack of water balloons (so far)
academic/research T e s ™

CO nfe re n Ci ng is bo ri ng to Not knowing people to talk to
yo u ? Not bringing la guillotine

Panel sessions

Text heavy presentation

Nothing

People asking questions they
already know the answer to

Sitting down for so long
When the same person questions every
speaker in a pompous manner Content I'm not interested in zzz

Lack of options in terms of sessions (not all
are of interest) Back and forth debates about

esoteric sh*t.
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People are really nice
so don’t be afraid to
initiate a conversation

Peer review- this is
the way

Didn’t you pay
attention
yesterday?!

The existance of community
review

Breakfast at the PRC is

much, much better
than expected!

| learned what community

review is Drummond
Rennie is a Paper mills
A depressing failure of data nephrologist

sharing to take off

People active in my
field.

No

Peer review is

another silo of views
Overlay

journals

That there is extremely stiff competition for

Editorial representation Papers cited in review telescope access- generalizing to the idea that
matters articles that are retracted peer review is a crucial process for resource
continue to be upheld by allocation (and applicable well beyond
Bias is still a thing in the review article in a large scientific publishing)

2022 percentage

The
presentations
were not as
intolerable as |
feared.

Tell us one thing that
your learned?

That | love the ideas and collaborations that emerge organically over wine!

Publishers don't want to talk Research on peer review can be Bias sucks
about paying peer reviewers to  very diverse.

conduct peer review

How peer review is

The business model comes above all else for
magazine publishers when it comes to peer

review
Spinning your

articles is good

What prepress was;
video abstracts

The existence of at least one papermill in Russia

Machine learning That discussing overlay journals with unscrupulous
conferences are the financial models (particularly if charging for peer review).
publication Perhaps that caution should be applied to academics

creating publishing business models is not a good thing.

done for ML
conferences Hmm - got me
The Queen
"conference based peer review" used in there! .
The concept of living systematic reviews. died!

computer science
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