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Pressing questions 

• What does peer review aim to regulate? 

 

• How is peer review structured? 

 

• What responsibilities does it have? And what are its abilities? 

 

• How did this develop over time? 

 

 



IMPER: Three phases 

1 • Inventory of peer review procedures 

2 • Mapping actual review 
procedures 

3 • Assessing effectiveness 

“The changing forms 

and expectations of 

peer review” 
SPJM Horbach & W Halffman 



Mapping actual review practices 

Online survey among editors 

 

Centered around two questions, based on peer review inventory with 12 

dimensions: 

 

1. How do you organise your peer review system? 

 

2. How did this change since the year 2000? 

 

 

361 journals – Well spread over the scientific disciplines 

 





Mapping actual review practices 

High diversity in review procedures: 

- Only few review characteristics are more-or-less universal 

- Journal’s review procedures tend to differ in small and subtle ways 

 

 

 

High homogeneity when aggregating over research disciplines and 

publishers: 

- Only two exceptions: Level of author anonymity and statistics review 

 



Mapping actual review practices 

Innovation is (very) slow: 

 

+  Single- or double-blind, pre-publication review is still prevalent  

 

-- Almost no: Open, post-publication review, or involvement of wider 

community.  

 

- Little: registered reports, cooperation, IT-assistance 

 

In general, editors report very little changes in their peer review model since 

2000:  

- Only 47% report at least one change, 3% report at least three changes 

- Majority of changes involves introduction of plagiarism detection 

- Main motivators to change: (software) became available & New EIC 

 

 



Effectiveness of review forms 

Using retracted journal articles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Retraction Watch Database 

- Article information 

- Retraction data 

- Reason for retraction 

Web of Science Database 

- Much more info on article 

Survey responses: 

- Peer review forms 

> 833.000 670 

361 
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The issue with using retractions 

Retractions indicate troubles as well as the willingness to address those. 

 

Many papers with (critical) issues are not retracted (Dark number) 

 

Journals without retractions are not necessarily ‘better’ 

 

Assumption: papers with issues are submitted equally to journals with 

different review formats. 

 



Conclusions 

• Peer review comes in (increasingly) many formats but innovations in 

the system are remarkably slow 

 

• Some review formats, including  

- double-blind review  

- with little interaction between authors and reviewers 

- Assisted by the wider community 

- Not focused on expected impact or relevance 

- Using plagiarism detection software 

Are related to significantly fewer retractions 

 

Hence there seem to be good reasons to innovate peer review, but 

journals generally fail to do so. 

 

 



Time for discussion 
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