
THE IMPORTANCE OF PEER REVIEW

But the need for peer review has recently been questioned. We should make sure that it remains an important factor in
the whole process that transfers.

It would be interesting for instance to look retrospectively at the citations to accepted versus rejected papers,
and to see whether editors vary in their ability to pick the winners. Journal prestige is often equated - rightly or
wrongly - with impact factor, but the impact factor calculation does not capture citations that happen more
than 2 years post-publication. They read the article critically and then either suggest that it is accepted,
rejected, orâ€”most frequentlyâ€”revised and improved before it is published. Alternatives to the standard peer
review process This criticism has led to the discussion of new alternatives such as open peer review, a concept
which includes crowd sourced peer review. For example, it can guide decisions about grants for medical
research funding. Peer review is also used by conference organisers to select which contributions to include in
their programme. A more systematic approach is needed if we are to understand peer review as it is currently
practiced, or to evaluate the pros and cons of any alternative approaches. This poses significant risk to
advances in scientific knowledge and its future potential. Nevertheless, peer review continues to be favoured
despite all the criticism because it has ultimately proved its worth and shown that in most cases it can help
improve the quality of publications â€” especially if authors are able to view the report and work through the
comments. This finding, albeit preliminary, should give pause to anyone who believes that the current peer
review system is fundamentally flawed or that a more distributed method of assessment would give different
results. Despite its downfalls, there has not yet been a foolproof system developed to take the place of peer
review, however, researchers have been looking into electronic means of improving the peer review process. It
would be surprising if this were not the case, but how strong is the effect? There is also an ever-increasing
competition for 'mind space' among one's fellow scientists. Peer review is not without flaws. Most medical
journals ask authors for at least minor changes. Since scientific knowledge is cumulative and builds on itself,
this trust is particularly important. They are solely intended to provide an initial basis to help get you on the
right track. The main problem is finding a sufficient number of experts who are capable of offering a
professional assessment. Issues that have prompted particular discussion include doubts about the extent to
which people should be able to make reviews and comments anonymously, since there is obviously a risk that
the process could be muddied by personal feelings and rivalries between individual scientists. How the peer
review process works When a scholarly work is submitted to a scientific journal, it first undergoes a
preliminary check known as a desk review. The major advantage of a peer review process is that
peer-reviewed articles provide a trusted form of scientific communication. This is difficult to quantify for
papers that are rejected from one journal and eventually published elsewhere. In this age of digital publication,
the relevant data are increasingly available, and so it should be possible - at least in principle - to supplement
opinion and anecdote with quantitative evidence. What is needed is indeed more, not less, quality control and
the involvement of the best scientists in order to ensure that there is genuine reviewing by peers.


