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Abstract  

Title: Peer review content and communication in biomedical journals 

Aim: This research investigated roles and tasks of peer reviewers in biomedical journals, 

explored existing communication practices within the peer review process and identified areas 

for future research. 

Methods: A scoping review of the literature mapped the roles and tasks of peer reviewers in 

biomedical journals. The use of qualitative interviews provided insighW inWo joXrnal ediWors¶ 

understanding of the roles and tasks of peer reviewers and allowed for an in-depth exploration 

of their experience of the communication process in their journals.   

Results: A large number of roles and tasks were found. Problematic areas related to vague 

descriptions, contradictory statements and areas that overlap with the supposed duties of journal 

editors were highlighted. Several communication practices were identified that might have a 

negative impact on the peer review process.  

Conclusion: This research confirmed that the expected roles and tasks of peer reviewers, and 

thereby the content expected in peer reviewer reports, is not clearly outlined and communicated. 

There is a need to define quality criteria for peer reviewer reports and for journal editors to 

critically review their communicative practices. 
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French summary 

Justification de la thèse  

L'pYalXaWion par les pairs des arWicles scienWifiqXes a pWp conWinXellemenW dpbaWWXe eW criWiqXpe 

depXis son pmergence, mais j ce joXr, il resWe Xn mpcanisme clp poXr assXrer la qXaliWp 

scientifique des publications et il le restera probablement dans un avenir proche. Par 

conspqXenW, il esW imporWanW de conWinXer j e[plorer les mo\ens d¶ampliorer le processXs de 

revue par les pairs.  

Les conspqXences d¶Xne reYXe par les pairs dpfailanWe peXYenW rWre dramaWiqXes : l¶pWXde 

malhonnrWe de Wakefield eW coll. qXi a pchappp aX processXs d'e[amen par les pairs de The 

Lancet - Xne reYXe de renommpe mondiale eW inflXenWe dans le domaine biompdical - a aggraYp 

l'hpsiWaWion face aX[ Yaccins dans le monde enWier eW elle a eX Xn impacW profond eW pWendX sXr 

la confiance du public dans la science. Le processus d'examen par les pairs va au-delj dX simple 

conWr{le de la qXaliWp des manXscriWs scienWifiqXes. AX sens large, il esW censp rWre Xn mpcanisme 

d'aXWorpgXlaWion eW d'assXrance qXaliWp dans le domaine scienWifiqXe. L'e[amen par les pairs 

confqre aX[ pWXdes pXblipes Xn sceaX d'approbaWion eW il lpgiWime la science soXs-jacente en tant 

qXe poinW de rpfprence fiable poXr la socipWp en gpnpral. Il esW donc essenWiel de mainWenir des 

normes pleYpes en maWiqre d'e[amen par les pairs, j la fois poXr prpserYer la confiance dX pXblic 

dans la science eW poXr poXrsXiYre la promoWion de la praWiqXe (cliniqXe) fondpe sXr les donnpes 

probanWes. Cela esW parWicXliqremenW imporWanW j Xne ppoqXe o� la prodXcWion de connaissances 

et de l'informaWion esW rapide eW imporWanWe, eW o� l'on obserYe Xne YagXe de "faXsses noXYelles" 

eW de refXs de preXYes scienWifiqXes. En mrme Wemps, l'e[amen par les pairs n'esW pas parfaiW. Il 

esW essenWiellemenW fondp sXr l'inWeracWion hXmaine enWre les principales parties prenantes, ce 

qXi inWrodXiW le "comporWemenW hXmain" dans l'pqXaWion. Il esW donc imporWanW de l'pWXdier soXs 

ceW angle, afin de meWWre en lXmiqre les facWeXrs dpWerminanWs de l'inWeracWion enWre les aXWeXrs, 

les pairs eW les pdiWeXrs.   

Malgrp Xne reconnaissance eW Xne sensibilisaWion croissanWes, Wrqs peX de recherches onW pWp 

menpes sXr le conWenX eW la commXnicaWion dans les reYXes biompdicales qXi poXrraienW 

conWribXer aX[ problqmes de l'e[amen par les pairs. LorsqXe j'ai commencp ceWWe recherche en 

ocWobre 2016, j ma connaissance, Xne seXle pWXde pXblipe aYaiW e[plorp les dimensions sociales 

eW sXbjecWiYes de l'e[amen des manXscriWs dans l'pdiWion biompdicale scienWifiqXe. L¶ pWXde 

pXblipe par GalipeaX eW coll. prpsenWaiW Xne premiqre WenWaWiYe d'idenWifier s\sWpmaWiqXemenW les 

comppWences de base des pdiWeXrs scienWifiqXes de reYXes biompdicales. J'ai WroXYp j la fois 
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inWrigXanW eW inqXipWanW qXe, des dpcennies aprqs la crpaWion des reYXes dirigpes par des pdiWeXrs, 

ce n'est qu'en 2016 que des pWXdes reconnaissanW la npcessiWp d'pWablir la posiWion de pdiWeXr de 

reYXe comme Xne "profession" en dpcriYanW leXrs r{les eW responsabiliWps, eW en parYenanW j Xn 

consensus sur ceux-ci, aienW pWp pXblipes. CependanW, bien qXe des progrqs aienW pWp rpalisps en 

ce qXi concerne les pdiWeXrs de reYXes, il n'\ a pas eX d'accord sXr ce qXi consWiWXe la qXaliWp de 

l'e[amen par les pairs ni sXr les r{les eW les Wkches qXe les e[aminaWeXrs doiYenW accomplir. Cela 

reprpsenWe Xn dpfi majeXr. L'absence d'accord sXr les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs 

eW sXr le conWenX aWWendX des rapporWs des pairs e[aminaWeXrs esW Xn obsWacle j l'plaboraWion de 

criWqres de qXaliWp de l'e[amen par les pairs. Il peXW pgalemenW en rpsXlWer des malenWendXs qXi, 

j leXr WoXr, peuvent entraver la collaboration entre les parties prenantes au processus d'examen 

par les pairs, aYec Xn impacW sXr la qXaliWp des rapporWs des e[aminaWeXrs. 

Le processXs d'e[amen par les pairs dans les reYXes biompdicales impliqXe Xne collaboraWion 

enWre les aXWeXrs, les pdiWeXrs de reYXes eW les pairs e[aminaWeXrs YisanW j assXrer la diffXsion de 

la recherche de haXWe qXaliWp. PoXr WoXWe collaboraWion rpXssie, le principe soXs-jacent le plus 

fondamental est que les intervenants sont conscients de leurs propres r{les eW Wkches eW de ceX[ 

des aXWres, ainsi qXe des comppWences npcessaires poXr les e[pcXWer efficacemenW. La science 

esW dpsormais Xne enWreprise inWernaWionale; des chercheXrs dX monde enWier soXmeWWenW leXrs 

travaux aux revues, et tout le monde doiW donc rWre sXr la mrme longXeXr d'onde poXr qXe 

l'examen par les pairs fonctionne efficacement. De plus, des pratiques de communication 

efficaces sonW essenWielles poXr assXrer le bon dproXlemenW dX processXs. Bien qXe de bonnes 

pratiques de communication entre ces acteurs soient essentielles pour atteindre cet objectif, les 

faiWs sXggqrenW qX'il e[isWe de nombreXses failles dans le processXs d'e[amen par les pairs, les 

dpfaillances de commXnicaWion pWanW aX c°Xr dX problqme. Par e[emple, les recherches 

e[isWanWes sXggqrenW qX'Xn aspecW essenWiel de la collaboraWion - la comprphension mXWXelle des 

r{les eW des Wkches professionnelles des parWies prenanWes aX sein dX processXs - n'est pas 

commXniqXp de maniqre appropripe. Cela se manifesWe en parWie par le manqXe d'XniformiWp des 

lignes direcWrices j l'inWenWion des pairs e[aminaWeXrs dans les reYXes biompdicales. Les 

praWiqXes de commXnicaWion inefficaces se manifesWenW pgalemenW par le manqXe de 

Wransparence eW la YariaWion considprable obserYpe dans le contenu des formulaires de notation 

des pairs e[aminaWeXrs (XWilisps poXr pYalXer les manXscriWs originaX[). Une pWXde YisanW j 

idenWifier les Wkches qXe les pdiWeXrs de reYXes aWWendenW des pairs e[aminaWeXrs qXi pYalXenW Xn 

manuscrit ayant fait l'objeW d'Xn essai conWr{lp randomisp a rpYplp Xn pcarW imporWanW enWre les 

aWWenWes des pdiWeXrs de reYXes eW celles des pairs e[aminaWeXrs. Cela peXW aYoir Xn impacW 

npgaWif sXr la qXaliWp des rapporWs des pairs e[aminaWeXrs, car les aWWenWes des deX[ parWies ne 
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sonW pas saWisfaiWes. Ces siWXaWions peXYenW rWre considprpes comme Xn gaspillage de ressoXrces, 

meWWanW j rXde ppreXYe Xn s\sWqme dpjj sXrchargp.  Une aXWre pWXde soXligne l'imporWance d'Xne 

communication efficace entre les principales parties prenantes avant et pendant l'examen par 

les pairs afin d'pYiWer les reWards eW la frXsWraWion qXi en dpcoXle. Il \ aXra probablemenW des 

problqmes de commXnicaWion qXi ironW aX-delj d'Xne simple maXYaise commXnicaWion eW d'Xne 

maXYaise comprphension des r{les eW des Wkches professionnelles des parWies prenanWes. Par 

e[emple, les pairs e[aminaWeXrs aimeraienW receYoir des commenWaires des pdiWeXrs de reYXes 

sur leurs rapports et voir les commentaires des autres pairs examinateurs. Cependant, ces 

commentaires sont raremenW foXrnis. De Welles aWWenWes non saWisfaiWes caXspes par Xn manqXe 

de commXnicaWion peXYenW inflXencer la YolonWp eW la moWiYaWion des pairs e[aminaWeXrs j 

participer au processus. 

Malgrp le besoin crXcial de recherches approfondies eW de preXYes sur la communication entre 

les acWeXrs impliqXps dans l'e[amen par les pairs, jXsqX'j prpsenW, le problqme n'a pas pWp anal\sp 

de maniqre empiriqXe eW les facWeXrs soXs-jacenWs n'onW pas pWp sXffisammenW pYalXps. Par ceWWe 

Whqse, je soXhaiWe prodXire des donnpes perWinenWes qXi permeWWenW de clarifier le conWenX eW les 

pratiques de communication dans le cadre du processus d'examen par les pairs dans les revues 

biompdicales scienWifiqXes.  

Objectifs de la thèse  

L'objecWif global de ceWWe Whqse esW de clarifier les attentes et les pratiques de communication 

e[isWanWes dans le cadre dX processXs d'e[amen par les pairs des reYXes biompdicales 

scientifiques.  

 

Les objecWifs sppcifiqXes de ma recherche sonW les sXiYants:  

 

1. DpWerminer les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs examinaWeXrs dans les reYXes biompdicales 

scientifiques.  

2. AcqXprir Xne meilleXre comprphension des r{les eW des Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs. 

3. E[plorer l'e[pprience des pdiWeXrs des revues en ce qui concerne le processus de 

communication dans leurs revues.  

 

Les rpsXlWaWs de la recherche sonW rassemblps dans la discXssion afin de faire des 

recommandations pour la recherche future. 
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Méthodes et résultats  

Article ϭ͗ Eǆamen approfondi des rôles et des tâches des pairs eǆaminateurs dans le processus 

dΖéǀaluation des manuscrits dans les reǀues biomédicales scientifiques 

Afin de dpWerminer les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs dans les reYXes biompdicales, 

j'ai d'abord effecWXp un examen approfondi (scoping review) de la liWWpraWXre. 

LorsqXe j'ai commencp ceWWe recherche, il n'\ aYaiW pas de docXmenWaWion idenWifianW 

s\sWpmaWiqXemenW les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs dans les reYXes biompdicales, 

ni d'accord sXr ce qX'ils deYraienW rWre. ¬ l'ppoqXe, l'e[amen approfondi effecWXp par GalipeaX 

eW coll. reprpsenWaiW Xne premiqre WenWaWiYe d'idenWifier eW de dpWerminer s\sWpmaWiqXemenW ce 

qXe l'on saYaiW sXr les comppWences de base reqXises pour les pdiWeXrs scientifiques de revues 

biompdicales. CeW e[amen approfondi a produit une lisWe complqWe, dpriYpe d'Xn large pYenWail 

de soXrces. J'ai cherchp j complpWer ce WraYail en idenWifianW s\sWpmaWiqXemenW les r{les eW les 

Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs. ToXWefois, alors qXe GalipeaX eW coll. onW dpfini les comppWences 

de base comme suit Ý…les connaissances, les compétences et les comportements essentiels 

nécessaires à la pratique de la révision scientifique des revues biomédicales ", j'ai plXW{W dpcidp 

d'a[er ma recherche sXr les " r{les eW les Wkches " parce qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs, contrairement 

aux pdiWeXrs de reYXes, n'occXpenW pas Xn emploi officiel eW n'onW pas de posWe dpsignp o� Xne 

Welle dpfiniWion esW plXs perWinenWe. PoXr les besoins de ma recherche, j'ai considprp qXe les 

"r{les" faisaienW rpfprence j la naWXre globale de la fonction des pairs examinateurs, tandis que 

les "Wkches" se rpfqrenW plXs sppcifiqXemenW aX[ acWions qXi remplissenW ces r{les. Par e[emple, 

alors qXe le r{le d'Xn pair e[aminaWeXr esW d'rWre Xn "expert comppWenW dans le domaine 

concernp", l'une des tkches sppcifiqXes accomplies poXr remplir ce r{le esW de foXrnir Xne 

pYalXaWion criWiqXe de la mpWhodologie propospe eW d'aXWres secWions d'Xn manXscriW.  

J'ai pgalemenW XWilisp l'approche mpWhodologiqXe de GalipeaX eW coll. pour guider ma propre 

recherche. Par e[emple, ma dpcision d'effecWXer Xn e[amen approfondi a pWp en parWie pclairpe 

par l'e[pprience des aXWeXrs qXi onW WroXYp des descripWions des comppWences des pdiWeXrs de 

revues dans les pXblicaWions de W\pe rpdacWionnel. Cela esW pgalemenW Yrai poXr l'information 

sXr les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs, qXe l'on reWroXYe soXYenW soXs forme de 

commenWaires eW d'pdiWoriaX[. Bien qXe ce genre de soXrce ne rpponde gpnpralemenW pas aX[ 

criWqres d'inclXsion d'Xne pWXde s\sWpmaWiqXe, les e[amens approfondis ont l'avantage d'inclure 

Xn plXs grand pYenWail de plans d'pWXde eW de mpWhodologies ainsi qXe de la liWWpraWXre grise. De 

plXs, j'ai considprp qX'Xn e[amen approfondi pWaiW la meilleXre approche poXr rppondre j ma 
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question de recherche, compte WenX de son objecWif principal Wel qXe dpfini par ColqXhoXn eW 

coll. : "Un examen approfondi (scoping review) est une forme de synthèse des connaissances 

qui porte sur une question de recherche exploratoire visant à cartographier les concepts clés, 

les types de preuves et les lacunes dans la recherche liée à un domaine ou à un secteur défini 

en recherchant, sélectionnant et synthétisant systématiquement les connaissances existantes", 

ainsi qXe d'aXWres dpfiniWions plXs gpnprales foXrnies dans les publications de rpfprence sXr la 

mpWhodologie des e[amens approfondis. Ma qXesWion de recherche pWaiW de naWXre e[ploraWoire, 

plXW{W qX'a[pe sXr des h\poWhqses, eW elle YisaiW j clarifier les concepWs clps WoXW en saisissanW 

l'pWendXe, la gamme eW la naWXre de la docXmenWaWion disponible, qXe je m'aWWendais j Yoir 

hpWprogqne.   

Dans le cadre de cet examen approfondi, j'ai XWilisp le cadre mpWhodologiqXe proposp par Arkse\ 

eW O'Malle\ ainsi qXe les modificaWions apporWpes j ce cadre par LeYac eW coll., ainsi que par 

l'Institut Joanna Briggs. Le cadre se compose de si[ pWapes conspcXWiYes sXiYanWes : (1) 

idenWificaWion de la qXesWion de recherche, (2) idenWificaWion des pWXdes perWinenWes, (3) splecWion 

des pWXdes, (4) consignaWion des donnpes, (5) collecWe, rpsXmp eW commXnicaWion des rpsXlWaWs, 

et (6) consultation.  

J'ai effecWXp des recherches documentaires exhaustives dans Cochrane Library, Cumulative 

Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature, Educational Resources Information Center, 

EMBASE, MEDLINE, PsycINFO, Scopus et Web of Science depXis le dpbXW jXsqX'en mai 

2017. Je n'ai appliqXp aXcXne resWricWion de daWe, de langXe eW de concepWion d'pWXde. ToXWe 

pWXde comporWanW des dpclaraWions menWionnanW les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs examinateurs 

dans les reYXes biompdicales pWaiW admissible j l'inclXsion. J'ai pgalemenW cherchp de la 

liWWpraWXre grise sXr des siWes Web choisis. 

J'ai effecWXp la splecWion des pWXdes eW l'e[WracWion des dpclaraWions de faoon indppendanWe aYec 

un autre chercheur et co-aXWeXr dX manXscriW en XWilisanW E[cel. DeX[ e[aminaWeXrs onW effecWXp 

la splecWion des pWXdes de faoon indppendanWe. Les dpclaraWions pertinentes onW pWp e[WraiWes, 

colligpes eW classpes par Whqmes. 

Aprqs la splecWion, 2763 ciWaWions eW 600 arWicles en We[We inWpgral, 209 arWicles eW 13 soXrces de 

liWWpraWXre grise onW pWp inclXs. AX WoWal, 1 426 dpclaraWions lipes aX[ r{les onW pWp e[WraiWes, ce 

qXi a donnp lieX j 76 dpclaraWions XniqXes qXi onW pWp regroXppes en 13 Whqmes pmergenWs. Ces 

derniers tournaienW aXWoXr de l'rWre des pairs examinaWeXrs : E[perWs comppWenWs dans leXr 

domaine (3 arWicles), Do\en/alWrXisWe enYers la commXnaXWp scienWifiqXe (7 arWicles), Familips 

aYec la reYXe (2 arWicles), Professionnels imparWiaX[ eW pWhiqXes (18 arWicles), Professionnels 

aXWocriWiqXes (4 arWicles), Professionnels fiables (7 arWicles), CriWiqXes comppWenWs (15 arWicles), 
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CommXnicaWeXrs respecWXeX[ (6 arWicles), Gardiens (2 arWicles), edXcaWeXrs (2 arWicles), 

DpfenseXrs de l'aXWeXr/pdiWeXr/lecteur (3 articles) et Conseillers des pdiWeXrs (2 articles). Les 

r{les qXi ne relqYenW pas de la comppWence des pairs examinaWeXrs onW pgalemenW pWp idenWifips 

(5 points). Les Whqmes "CriWiqXes comppWenWs" eW "Professionnels imparWiaX[ eW pWhiqXes" sont 

apparus le plus souvent. 

Au total, 2026 dpclaraWions relaWiYes aX[ Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs onW pWp e[WraiWes, ce qui 

a donnp 73 dqclaraWions XniqXes. Celles-ci onW pWp regroXppes soXs si[ Whqmes : OrganisaWion eW 

approche de l'examen (10 plpmenWs), Faire des commentaires gpnpraX[ (10 plpmenWs), eYalXer 

et traiter le contenu de chaque section du manuscrit (36 plpmenWs), TraiWer les aspecWs pWhiqXes 

(5 plpmenWs), eYalXer la prpsenWaWion dX manXscriW (8 plpmenWs) et Fournir des recommandations 

(4 plpmenWs). Les Whqmes " eYaluer et traiter le contenu de chaque section du manuscrit " ont eu 

le plXs grand nombre de dpclaraWions, Wandis qXe le Whqme relaWif aX[ aspecWs pWhiqXes a eX le 

plus petit nombre. 

Comme le monWrenW les rpsXlWaWs ci-dessus, la principale conclusion de cet examen approfondi 

est que les pairs examinaWeXrs des reYXes biompdicales sonW censps assXmer Xn grand nombre 

de r{les eW de Wkches, donW cerWains sonW YagXes, conWradicWoires eW cheYaXchenW les r{les eW les 

Wkches des pdiWeXrs de revues. Quatre sujets de prpoccXpaWion onW pWp releYps en ce qXi concerne 

les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs. Par e[emple, Xn r{le parWicXliqremenW YagXe pWaiW 

que les pairs examinateurs soient des "dpfenseXrs" ; cela est apparu plusieurs fois dans la 

documentation incluse. On s'aWWend j ce qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs dpfendenW les inWprrWs des 

auteurs, des pdiWeXrs eW/oX des lecWeXrs. Le Werme " dpfenseXrs " doiW rWre clarifip afin qXe les 

pairs examinateurs comprennent ce qu'on attend d'eux. Un exemple clair de contradicWion a pWp 

obserYp dans le lien soXYenW peX clair enWre les recommandaWions des pairs examinateurs et la 

prise de dpcision pdiWoriale - alors qXe la premiqre informe gpnpralemenW la seconde. L'Xn des 

r{les idenWifips pWaiW qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs doiYenW garder j l'espriW qX'ils ne sonW pas des 

dpcideXrs en ce qXi concerne le sorW final dX manXscriW. En mrme Wemps, Xne des Wkches 

principales des examinateurs qui ressort de cet examen approfondi a WraiW j la formXlaWion d'Xne 

recommandation concernant le manXscriW (prise de dpcision : rejeWer, accepWer, eWc.) qXi 

conWrasWe eW cheYaXche le r{le dX pdiWeXr de la reYXe en WanW qXe seXl dpcideXr dX sorW dX 

manuscrit.   

Il \ aYaiW pgalemenW Xn cerWain nombre de conWradicWions en Wermes de Wkches. Par e[emple, il \ 

aYaiW Xne cerWaine diYergence sXr la qXesWion de saYoir si la dpWecWion des faXWes eW des fraXdes 

deYaiW releYer de la comppWence des pairs examinateurs et si la rpYision des We[Wes - offrant des 

amplioraWions grammaWicales eW lingXisWiqXes - deYaiW releYer de la comppWence des pairs 
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examinaWeXrs. Le niYeaX de dpWail foXrni YariaiW eW cerWaines Wkches pWaienW dpcriWes de faoon 

vague. 

 

Article 2 : Perspectives des éditeurs de reǀues sur les rôles et les tâches des pairs eǆaminateurs 

dans les reǀues biomédicales͗ Une étude qualitatiǀe 

Afin d'aYoir Xne idpe de la comprphension des rqdacWeXrs de reYXes sXr les r{les eW les Wkches 

des pairs examinaWeXrs, j'ai XWilisp Xne approche qualitative avec des entretiens semi-sWrXcWXrps. 

Dans son pWape finale eW opWionnelle, le cadre mpWhodologiqXe XWilisp poXr l'e[amen approfondi 

sXggqre de mener Xne consXlWaWion aXprqs des inWerYenanWs afin de Yalider les rpsXlWaWs eW de 

dpWerminer d'autres sources d'information, perspectives et significations qui pourraient 

ampliorer les connaissances acqXises lors de l'e[amen. eWanW donnp le manqXe de clarWp eW les 

incongrXiWps consWaWps lors de l¶e[amen approfondi, j'ai dpcidp d'approfondir la question pour 

mieux comprendre le contenu attendu des pairs examinateurs au moyen d'entrevues qualitatives 

avec les pdiWeXrs des reYXes biompdicales. J'ai considprp qXe ceWWe approche pWaiW opWimale parce 

qXe les enWreYXes permeWWenW aX[ parWicipanWs j l'pWXde de s'e[primer libremenW eW longXemenW, 

foXrnissanW ainsi de riches donnpes ancrpes dans les e[ppriences eW les praWiqXes personnelles. 

Ma dpcision de me concenWrer sXr le poinW de YXe des pdiWeXrs des reYXes dpcoXle dX faiW qX'ils 

sont des figures centrales dans le processus d'examen par les pairs qui, en fin de compte, 

dpWerminenW les aWWenWes en maWiqre de r{les eW de Wkches poXr leXr reYXe.  

L'approbaWion pWhiqXe a pWp accordpe par l'UniYersiWp de SpliW aYanW le dpbXW de l'pWXde. Les 

donnpes onW pWp dppersonnalispes eW elles sonW acWXellemenW conserYpes en WoXWe spcXriWp j 

l'UniYersiWp de SpliW.  

J'ai foXrni aX[ personnes inWerrogpes Xn formXlaire de consenWemenW j l'pWXde eW Xne fiche 

d'informaWion sXr l'pWXde qXi comprenaiW des renseignemenWs sXr les chercheXrs eW l'pWXde (c.-j-

d. le bXW de l'pWXde, les procpdXres d'enWreYXe, l'pWhiqXe, la confidenWialiWp, le financemenW eW les 

coordonnpes). On a demandp aX[ personnes inWerrogpes de signer Xn formXlaire de 

consenWemenW pcriW eW on leXr a demandp j nouveau de donner leur consentement verbal avant 

l'enWreYXe. AYanW le dpbXW de chaqXe enWreYXe, j'ai rpiWprp mes objecWifs d'pWXde eW j¶ai fourni des 

renseignemenWs sXpplpmenWaires aX besoin. 

J'ai inclus des pdiWeXrs de reYXes de mpdecine gpnprale eW de reYXes sppcialispes qXi, aX momenW 

de l'entrevue, participaient au processus de communication entre les auteurs et les pairs 

examinaWeXrs eW/oX qXi pWaienW en mesXre de dpcider dX sorW des manXscriWs. Le recrXWemenW a 
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pWp basp sXr Xn pchanWillonnage j YariaWion ma[imale inWenWionnelle, en pXisanW dans Xn rpseaX 

professionnel de conWacWs, d'pdiWeXrs, de parWicipanWs aux confprences eW en faisanW boXle de 

neige. Une descripWion dpWaillpe dX processXs de recrXWemenW esW foXrnie dans le proWocole 

d'pWXde pXblip.  

J'ai dpcidp de mener des enWreYXes semi-sWrXcWXrpes (WoXWes en anglais) en XWilisanW Xn gXide de 

sXjeWs poXr m'assXrer qXe les aspecWs clps sonW saisis WoXW en conserYanW sXffisammenW de 

soXplesse poXr encoXrager les rpponses non solliciWpes eW les renseignements pertinents 

sXpplpmenWaires qXi n'aXraienW pas pWp abordps dans le gXide de sXjeWs. Comme la Waille de 

l'pchanWillon esW irrpYersiblemenW lipe j la saWXraWion, qXi j son WoXr ne peXW rWre oppraWionnalispe 

qXe pendanW la collecWe des donnpes, mon approche de la collecWe eW de l'anal\se des donnpes a 

pWp iWpraWiYe eW s'esW poXrsXiYie jXsqX'j ce qX'aXcXn noXYeaX code eW Whqme n'aiW pWp idenWifip j 

parWir des donnpes. AX WoWal, 56 pdiWeXrs de reYXes biompdicales gpnprales eW sppcialispes onW 

pWp interrogps, aprqs qXoi la saWXraWion a pWp obWenXe eW le recrXWemenW a cessp. 

Les donnpes onW pWp anal\spes j l'aide de l'anal\se WhpmaWiqXe en si[ phases dpcriWe par BraXn 

eW Clarke. J'ai sXiYi l'approche pWape par pWape propospe par NoZell eW coll. sXr la faoon de mener 

une analyse thpmaWiqXe fiable WoXW aX long de six phases de mon analyse afin d'assurer la 

fiabiliWp de ma recherche.  

Les conclXsions onW pWp classpes en deX[ Whqmes principaX[ : "R{les des pairs examinateurs" et 

"Tkches des pairs examinateurs", pXis caracWprispes/dpcompospes en Xn cerWain nombre de 

domaines.  

Dans le premier Whqme "R{les des pairs examinateurs", les pdiWeXrs de la reYXe onW dpcriW Xne 

YaripWp de r{les, qXi s'esW regroXppe aXWoXr de qXaWre domaines. Le premier domaine a monWrp 

que les pdiWeXrs de reYXes s'aWWendenW j ce qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs soienW des "e[perWs 

comppWenWs dans leXr domaine, qXalifips poXr l'e[amen par les pairs". Il a pWp conYenX qXe les 

pairs examinateurs pWaienW les e[perWs lorsqX'ils (1) onW Xne e[perWise eW dpmonWrenW Xne 

connaissance de haut niveau dans leur domaine, (2) ils sonW j joXr aYec les donnpes probanWes 

et les lignes directrices de pratique existantes et (3) ils onW l'e[pprience de la pXblicaWion de leXrs 

propres recherches. ToXWefois, il \ a eX Xn dpsaccord imporWanW sXr la faoon donW ces criWqres 

sonW dpfinis eW compris eW sXr la faoon donW "l¶e[perWise" esW mise en °XYre. L'une des principales 

conclusions de ce domaine esW qXe les pdiWeXrs des revues soutiennent le point de vue selon 

leqXel l'e[pprience de l'aXWeXr esW la clp d'Xne pYalXaWion de haXWe qXaliWp, alors qX'Xne formaWion 

formelle j l'examen par les pairs ne l'esW pas. Le deX[iqme domaine: "Devoir envers la 
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commXnaXWp scienWifiqXe par opposiWion aX[ bpnpYoles qXi mpriWenW d'rWre reconnXs" a monWrp 

que les pdiWeXrs de reYXes sonW diYisps sXr ceW aspecW. Tandis que la majoriWp des personnes 

inWerrogpes onW e[primp j plXsieXrs reprises leXr graWiWXde enYers les pairs examinateurs, qu'ils 

sonW le plXs soXYenW prpsenWps comme des bpnpYoles qXi agissenW par "alWrXisme", seul un petit 

nombre d'enWre elles considqrenW qXe l'examen par les pairs est un "devoir" et " une obligation 

envers la commXnaXWp scienWifiqXe".  

Le Wroisiqme domaine a monWrp qXe les pdiWeXrs des reYXes s'aWWendenW j ce qXe les pairs 

examinateurs soient des "professionnels". Les parWicipanWs j l'pWXde s'accordenW gpnpralemenW 

sXr la npcessiWp qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs soienW (1) des professionnels imparWiaX[ eW pWhiqXes, 

(2) des professionnels fiables eW (3) des criWiqXes comppWenWs.  

Le qXaWriqme domaine illXsWre le faiW qXe les pdiWeXrs des reYXes s'aWWendenW j ce qXe les pairs 

examinateurs soient des "conseillers de l¶pdiWeXr". Les pdiWeXrs des reYXes pWaienW e[pliciWes 

dans leXr aWWribXWion d'Xn "r{le consXlWaWif" aux pairs e[aminaWeXrs eW de leXr propre r{le de 

"dpcideXr XlWime". PoXrWanW, la majoriWp a accordp Xne imporWance considprable j la foncWion de 

recommandaWion des e[aminaWeXrs, malgrp les prpoccXpaWions concernanW l'absence d'Xne 

dpfiniWion commXne des opWions disponibles, l'inflXence poWenWielle sXr la prise de dpcision 

pdiWoriale indppendanWe, ainsi qXe le dpsaccord frpqXenW enWre les pairs examinateurs.  

Dans le deX[iqme Whqme " Tkches des pairs examinateurs", les pdiWeXrs des reYXes onW dpcriW Xn 

cerWain nombre de Wkches qXi se regroupent autour de quatre domaines: (1) organisation et 

approche de l'examen, (2) formulation de commentaires gpnpraX[, (3) pYalXaWion eW WraiWemenW 

dX conWenX de chaqXe secWion dX manXscriW, eW (4) WraiWemenW des aspecWs pWhiqXes. Il \ aYaiW Xn 

accord considprable concernanW les Wkches WechniqXes ; cependanW, il \ aYaiW Xne diffprence 

apparente dans les attentes des pdiWeXrs de reYXes qXanW aX niYeaX de profondeXr eW de dpWail. 

Dans l'ensemble, les rpsXlWaWs de ces enWreYXes appXienW eW YalidenW les rpsXlWaWs de l¶e[amen 

approfondi (arWicle 1) WoXW en illXsWranW eW en dpmrlanW cerWaines des conWradicWions obserYpes 

dans la documentation.   

 

Article ϯ͗ Perspectiǀes des éditeurs de reǀues sur les pratiques de communication dans les 

reǀues biomédicales͗ une étude qualitatiǀe 

Afin d'e[plorer l'e[pprience des pdiWeXrs en chef de revues sur le processus de communication 

dans leXrs reYXes, j'ai pgalemenW XWilisp Xne approche qXaliWaWiYe aYec des enWreWiens semi-
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sWrXcWXrps. J'ai recXeilli les donnpes poXr ceWWe recherche en mrme Wemps qXe la recherche 

qXaliWaWiYe dpcriWe prpcpdemmenW, donc la mpWhodologie esW la mrme.  

L'anal\se des donnpes d'enWreYXes a gpnprp qXaWre Whqmes. Le premier Whqme, " DirecWiYes 

vagues et orientation minimale fournie aux pairs examinateurs", s'articulait autour de deux sous-

Whqmes qXi dpcriYaienW la faoon donW les pdiWeXrs de revues ont rationalisp le faiW de foXrnir aX[ 

pairs examinateurs des directives vagues et une orientation minimale concernant leurs attentes. 

Dans le premier sous-Whqme "Les pairs examinateurs doivent savoir comment pYalXer sans 

lignes directrices", j'ai consWaWp qXe l'aWWiWXde dominante est que les lignes directrices ne jouent 

pas Xn r{le essenWiel dans la Wransmission des aWWenWes des pdiWeXrs de revues aux pairs 

examinateurs, que les pairs examinateurs doiYenW saYoir commenW pYalXer Xn manXscriW sans 

avoir besoin de lignes direcWrices eW qX'on sXppose gpnpralemenW qXe les pairs examinateurs ne 

lisent pas les lignes directrices. Dans le deX[iqme soXs-Whqme "Les direcWiYes dpWaillpes eW la 

structure peXYenW aYoir Xn effeW npgaWif", les pdiWeXrs de reYXes onW e[primp la crainWe que les 

formXlaires d'e[amen (e[cessiYemenW) sWrXcWXrps pXissenW aYoir Xn impacW npgaWif sXr la qXaliWp 

dX rapporW d'e[amen en raison de l'inWerrogaWion prescripWiYe plXW{W qXe de sXsciWer des rpponses 

non solliciWpes. Une Welle "sXrbXreaXcraWisaWion" pourraiW aYoir Xn impacW sXr la YolonWp des 

examinateurs de participer au processus d'examen.  

Dans le deX[iqme Whqme, "SWraWpgies de commXnicaWion poXr l'engagemenW aYec les pairs 

examinateurs", j'ai WroXYp deX[ sWraWpgies de commXnicaWion oppospes qXe les pditeurs des 

reYXes onW XWilispes simXlWanpmenW poXr WraiWer aYec les pairs examinaWeXrs. La premiqre 

sWraWpgie de commXnicaWion s'esW arWicXlpe aXWoXr de "l'utilisation d'une communication directe 

eW personnelle poXr moWiYer les pairs e[aminaWeXrs j parWiciper continuellement au processus 

d'examen". Les pdiWeXrs des reYXes pWaienW conscienWs des effeWs posiWifs de la commXnicaWion 

direcWe eW l'XWilisaienW de faoon sWraWpgiqXe j des fins de rpWenWion eW de rpcompense. Malgrp ceWWe 

prise de conscience, la deuxiqme sWraWpgie de commXnicaWion: "Utilisation de la communication 

indirecWe poXr pYiWer les confliWs poWenWiels qXi poXrraienW dpcoXrager les pairs e[aminaWeXrs de 

participer au processus d'examen" a dpmonWrp qX'ils prpfpraienW ne pas s'engager aYec des pairs 

e[aminaWeXrs qXi prpsenWenW des rapporWs d'e[amen inadpqXaWs. Cela permeW d'pYiWer 

commodpmenW les confliWs poWenWiels qXi, selon eX[, poXrraienW sXrYenir j la sXiWe de la 

fourniture d'un retour d'information.  

Dans le Wroisiqme Whqme, "PrpoccXpaWion concernanW l'impacW dX modqle d'examen sur la 

communication", j'ai consWaWp qXe la majoriWp des pdiWeXrs de reYXes pWaienW conWre l'oXYerWXre 

de l'idenWiWp des pairs e[aminaWeXrs aX[ aXWeXrs, en faisanW Yaloir qXe cela risqXaiW d'aggraYer la 
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qXaliWp des rapporWs des e[aminaWeXrs en raison dX biais poWenWiel qXi poXrraiW dpcoXler de la 

sXppression de l'anon\maW eW de la crainWe des rppercXssions de l'e[pression de criWiqXes.  

Dans le dernier Whqme "PraWiqXes diYergenWes dans la modpraWion de la commXnicaWion entre les 

auteurs et les pairs examinateurs", j'ai consWaWp qXe d'Xne parW, il \ a des pdiWeXrs de revues qui 

joXenW Xn r{le acWif eW qui gXidenW les aXWeXrs j WraYers les commenWaires des pairs examinateurs. 

D'autre part, il y a des pdiWeXrs de revues qui joXenW Xn r{le passif eW qui se contentent de 

WransmeWWre les commenWaires aX[ aXWeXrs sans aXcXne orienWaWion. CeWWe derniqre approche n'esW 

pas conforme j celle recommandpe par les associaWions professionnelles, ce qXi indiqXe qXe 

certains pdiWeXrs de revues ne suivent peut-rWre pas les praWiqXes e[emplaires en maWiqre de 

rpdacWion. 

Discussion 

Résumé des conclusions 

CeWWe Whqse parW dX principe qXe peX de recherches onW pWp menpes sXr le conWenX eW les praWiqXes 

de communication au cours du processus d'e[amen par les pairs dans les reYXes biompdicales 

scientfiques. PlXs prpcispmenW, les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs ne sonW pas 

clairemenW dpfinis eW, par conspqXenW, le conWenX aWWendX des rapporWs des pairs e[aminaWeXrs 

n'est pas clairement e[posp. De plXs, il esW proXYp qXe la commXnicaWion enWre les principaX[ 

intervenants n'est pas optimale.  

Implications 

CeWWe recherche a monWrp qXe l'on s'aWWend j ce qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs remplissenW Xn grand 

nombre de r{les eW de Wkches, donW cerWains sont vagues, contradictoires et ils chevauchent les 

r{les eW les Wkches des pdiWeXrs de revues, et que la mauvaise communication actuelle ne facilite 

pas la comprphension des aWWenWes parmi eW enWre les inWerYenanWs. En l'absence d'e[igences 

formellemenW pWablies oX de normes commXnpmenW accepWpes, ainsi qXe de YariaWions dans les 

attentes des pdiWeXrs de revues et de la nature internationale des publications scientifiques, mes 

conclXsions peXYenW conWribXer j sensibiliser les pdiWeXrs de revues au fait qu'une attitude 

"implicite" (c'est-j-dire que les pairs examinateurs ne devraient pas avoir besoin de lignes 

direcWrices parce qXe, en WanW qX'aXWeXrs, ils deYraienW dpjj saYoir ce qX'on aWWend d'eX[) n'esW ni 

appropripe ni XWile. Elle peXW pgalemenW enWraYer la comprphension mXWXelle des r{les eW des 

Wkches enWre les principaX[ acWeXrs, ce qXi peXW j son WoXr affecWer la qXaliWp des rapporWs des 

pairs examinaWeXrs. Mes conclXsions sXggqrenW en oXWre qX'il esW npcessaire qXe les pdiWeXrs des 



 

xv 
 

revues examinenW eW pYalXenW de maniqre criWiqXe le conWenX des insWrXcWions qX'ils donnenW aX[ 

pairs examinateurs eW qX'ils pWXdienW les mo\ens d'ampliorer leXr applicaWion. IdpalemenW, ceWWe 

pYalXaWion deYraiW rWre mise en place soXs forme d'pWXde scienWifiqXe, afin de crper des preXYes 

empiriques solides sur la pratique de la gestion de l'examen par les pairs dans une revue 

scienWifiqXe, qXi poXrronW ensXiWe rWre XWilispes par d'aXWres reYXes. Ceci esW conforme aX[ appels 

rpppWps en faYeXr d'Xne recherche plXs approfondie sur l'examen par les pairs.  

Mes conclXsions onW pgalemenW dpmonWrp qXe la plXparW des pdiWeXrs de revues sont d'avis que 

l'e[pprience de l'aXWeXr esW essenWielle j la prodXcWion d'e[amens de grande qXaliWp, alors qXe la 

formaWion officielle en maWiqre d'e[amen par les pairs ne l'esW pas. A la lXmiqre des enqXrWes 

e[isWanWes qXi sXggqrenW Xn besoin profond poXr ce W\pe de formaWion, ainsi qXe la mXlWiplicaWion 

des coXrs inWernaWionaX[ j grande pchelle Wels qXe ceX[ organisps par PXblons, ceWWe aWWiWXde 

risqXe d'rWre injXsWifipe, inopporWXne eW non dXrable j long Werme. L'examen des manuscrits par 

les pairs esW Xne comppWence qXi peXW eW doiW rWre dpYelopppe par Xne formaWion sppcifiqXe, 

qXelle qXe soiW l'e[pprience de l'aXWeXr. Par conspqXenW, l'Xne des implications plus larges 

dpcoXlanW de mon pWXde esW qXe la commXnaXWp scienWifiqXe doiW reconnavWre qXe l'examen par 

les pairs esW Xne comppWence disWincWe de la rpdacWion d'Xn manXscriW scienWifiqXe, eW qXe 

l'pWablissemenW d'Xne formaWion formelle poXr les paires examinateurs est essentiel pour affiner 

ceWWe comppWence. ToXWefois, cela n'aXraiW de sens qXe s'il \ a Xn accord enWre les reYXes sXr les 

plpmenWs clps essenWiels d'Xn rapporW d'e[amen de haXWe qXaliWp eW Xne reconnaissance 

XniYerselle des comppWences npcessaires poXr le prodXire. De plXs, en l'absence de preXYes 

solides pWablissanW Xn lien enWre l'e[pprience de l'aXWeXr eW les qXalificaWions XniYersiWaires eW les 

e[amens de haXWe qXaliWp, ainsi qXe les difficXlWps acWXelles j WroXYer des pairs examinateurs 

consentants, les pdiWeXrs des reYXes deYraienW enYisager de ne plXs adresser leXrs inYiWaWions j 

e[aminer XniqXemenW les chercheXrs cheYronnps. Ils deYraienW plXW{W inYiWer des chercheXrs 

dpbXWanWs j pYalXer des manXscriWs sXr Xne base plXs rpgXliqre.  

De plXs, ceWWe pWXde a dpmonWrp qXe la majoriWp des pdiWeXrs de revues accordent une importance 

considprable j la fonction de "recommandation" des e[aminaWeXrs. ToXW en pWanW pleinemenW 

conscienW qXe l'absence de dpfiniWions commXnpmenW accepWpes des opWions de recommandaWion 

des manXscriWs eW la frpqXence des dpsaccords enWre les pairs examinateurs sonW problpmaWiqXes, 

il semble que l'on soit peu conscient que cette importance pourrait par inadvertance donner aux 

pairs examinateurs la faXsse impression qX'ils sonW des dpcideXrs. Une Welle impression esW 

trompeuse et peut influencer l'orientation du rapport des pairs examinateurs en conspqXence au 

lieX de se concenWrer sXr la foncWion d'amplioraWion qXe la plXparW des pdiWeXrs de reYXes dpsirenW. 
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eWanW donnp le risqXe de malenWendXs, mes conclXsions appXienW les appels j la sXppression de 

la "fonction de recommandation" des examinateurs. Cela pourraiW aider j pliminer Xn aspecW 

problpmaWiqXe des limiWes mallpables acWXelles de l'aXWoriWp eW de la responsabiliWp de la 

sXrYeillance scienWifiqXe, en rpalignanW le r{le des pairs examinateurs en tant que "conseillers" 

WoXW en plaoanW le pdiWeXr de la reYXe aX seXl posWe de dpcideXr. Encore Xne fois, Xne Welle 

inWerYenWion deYraiW rWre conoXe comme Xne pWXde scienWifiqXe YisanW j crper des preXYes poXr 

oX conWre ceWWe pWape.  

Une aXWre implicaWion clp dpcoXlanW de ma recherche esW la npcessiWp de s'engager aXprqs des 

pairs examinateurs qui produisent des rapports d'examen inadpqXaWs en leXr enYo\anW des 

criWiqXes personnalispes eW consWrXcWiYes. La praWiqXe coXranWe acWXelle - Welle qXe dpcriWe par les 

parWicipanWs j mon pWXde - consisWe simplemenW j faire circuler les rapports des pairs 

e[aminaWeXrs dans l'espoir qXe les pairs e[aminaWeXrs peX performanWs WireronW des leoons des 

efforWs de leXrs collqgXes. En WanW qXe Welle, ceWWe praWiqXe esW inWangible eW elle n'aide 

probablemenW pas j obWenir Xn YpriWable effeW d'apprenWissage dXrable ni j encoXrager la 

rpfle[ion criWiqXe sXr sa propre performance en WanW qXe pair-rpYiseXr. Bien qXe la mise en 

°XYre de ceWWe sXggesWion reprpsenWe inpYiWablemenW Xn inYesWissemenW majeXr poXr les pdiWeXrs 

de reYXes, j long terme, elle pourrait rapporter des rpsXlWaWs substantiels, alors que la pratique 

acWXelle ne faiW qXe perppWXer le sWaWX qXo. Lj encore, la prodXcWion de donnpes probanWes eW 

l'accord sXr le domaine de la qXaliWp donneraienW aX[ pdiWeXrs de revues les ouWils npcessaires 

poXr pYalXer mpWhodologiqXemenW la qXaliWp des rapporWs des pairs e[aminaWeXrs. En mrme 

Wemps, ceWWe pWXde a mis en pYidence Wrois principaX[ obsWacles poWenWiels j la mise en °XYre de 

ceWWe sXggesWion, j saYoir 1) le manqXe de Wemps des pditeurs des revues ; 2) la crainte des 

rppercXssions, \ compris la perWe de pairs examinateurs potentiels  eW 3) le dpsaccord sXr le faiW 

qXe la formaWion des pairs e[aminaWeXrs deYraiW rWre Xne responsabiliWp des pdiWeXrs des revues. 

Ces obstacles ne sont pas faciles j sXrmonWer eW ils e[igenW des changemenWs s\sWpmiqXes 

imporWanWs. Il poXrraiW en effeW rWre irrpalisWe de s'aWWendre j ce qXe les pdiWeXrs de revues qui 

WraYaillenW la plXparW dX Wemps j Wemps parWiel foXrnissenW Xne rpWroacWion indiYidXelle. Par 

conspqXenW, Xn inYesWissemenW financier sXbsWanWiel de la parW des pdiWeXrs esW npcessaire poXr 

inciter les pdiWeXrs de reYXes j consacrer plXs de Wemps aX WraYail pdiWorial. Il faXdraiW pgalemenW 

envisager des mesures incitatives pour que les membres dX comiWp de rpdacWion appXienW les 

pdiWeXrs des reYXes dans ceWWe Wkche. PoXr sXrmonWer le deX[iqme obsWacle, le s\sWqme doiW rWre 

repensp j l'enYers. Par e[emple, la foXrniWXre de rpWroacWion poXrraiW rWre Xne noXYelle procpdXre 
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sWandard qXi esW prpsenWpe aX[ pairs examinateurs comme un service en reconnaissance de leur 

inYesWissemenW sXbsWanWiel en Wemps, plXW{W qXe comme Xne criWiqXe.   

Enfin, mes conclXsions sXggqrenW qXe cerWains pdiWeXrs de revues utilisent une approche passive 

poXr modprer la commXnication entre les auteurs et les pairs examinateurs. C'est non seulement 

Xne occasion manqXpe de conWribXer j l'amplioraWion dX processXs d'e[amen par les pairs, mais 

aXssi Xn manqXe de conformiWp aYec les meilleXres praWiqXes pdiWoriales recommandpes par les 

associaWions professionnelles Welles qXe WAME. Le manqXe de Wemps pWaiW, selon les 

parWicipanWs j mon pWXde, la principale raison de s'engager dans Xne Welle approche passiYe. CeWWe 

consWaWaWion soXligne qX'il s'agiW d'Xn problqme majeXr eW rpcXrrenW qui peut avoir un impact 

important sur le processus d'examen par les pairs, et elle appelle j la crpaWion des incitations 

(financiqres) eW j Xn meilleXr soXWien aX[ pdiWeXrs des revues pour qu'ils conduisent leurs revues 

conformpmenW aX[ meilleXres praWiqXes. En mrme Wemps, ceWWe consWaWaWion soXlqYe pgalemenW 

la npcessiWp de mener des recherches j grande pchelle sXr les praWiqXes pdiWoriales des pdiWeXrs 

de reYXes. Bien qXe le manqXe de Wemps soiW indpniablemenW Xn facWeXr imporWanW, il se poXrraiW 

bien que les pdiWeXrs de revues ne soient pas au courant des pratiques exemplaires existantes, 

puisque de nombreux pdiWeXrs de reYXes biompdicales foncWionnenW en grande parWie sans 

formaWion officielle (5). ConWrairemenW j d'aXWres associaWions professionnelles (par exemple, 

les associaWions mpdicales), il n'e[isWe pas de procpdXre XniYerselle obligaWoire de cerWificaWion 

oX d'adhpsion qXe les pdiWeXrs de revues doivent respecter. Ainsi, les implications plus larges 

poXr mon pWXde sonW conformes j l'appel lancp par Moher et Altman pour que les bailleurs de 

fonds eW les pdiWeXrs de la recherche inYesWissenW de l'argenW dans les enqXrWes de joXrnalisme, 

la certification et la formation continue des pdiWeXrs de revues ainsi que des pairs examinateurs 

j long Werme.    

Points forts et limites de cette recherche 

Points forts 

CeWWe recherche a plXsieXrs poinWs forWs. Par e[emple, des proWocoles d'pWXde a priori qXi 

dpcriYenW en dpWail la jXsWificaWion, la mpWhodologie eW les anal\ses de ma recherche onW pWp 

pXblips j l'aYance poXr WoXs les arWicles. La pXblicaWion des proWocoles conWribXe j assXrer la 

Wransparence dX processXs de recherche eW j informer les aXWres chercheXrs sXr les acWiYiWps de 

recherche en cours.   
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J'ai eu recours aux mpWhodes complpmenWaires eW j'ai WriangXlp les donnpes dpcoXlanW de 

l¶e[amen approfondi et de la recherche qualitative, ce qui a permis de constater une 

conYergence sXbsWanWielle des rpsXlWaWs enWre les Wrois docXmenWs de recherche. 

Grkce j l¶e[amen approfondi, j'ai s\sWpmaWiqXemenW idenWifip les r{les eW les Wkches des pairs 

examinateurs dans les reYXes biompdicales eW j'ai prodXiW Xne lisWe complqWe Wirpe d'Xn large 

pYenWail de soXrces. CeWWe lisWe complqWe les WraYaX[ e[isWanWs sXr les pdiWeXrs de reYXes eW, bien 

qX'elle soiW a[pe sXr le domaine biompdical, les conclXsions poXrraienW s'appliqXer plus 

largement aux autres domaines scientifiques.   

Les projeWs qXaliWaWifs onW rppondX j Xn besoin reconnX de longXe daWe d'Xne recherche (plXs) 

qualitative sur le processus d'examen par les pairs dans le domaine biompdical. Les enWreWiens 

ont permis aux pdiWeXrs des reYXes de parler libremenW eW longXemenW de leXrs e[ppriences 

personnelles. La plXparW onW pWp francs eW direcWs en parWageanW leXrs propres praWiqXes (\ 

compris celles poWenWiellemenW conWroYerspes) eW en e[primanW des poinWs de YXe criWiqXes et 

sans tabou sur le fonctionnement du processus d'examen par les pairs dans leur revue et en 

gpnpral. Une aXWre force de la recherche qXaliWaWiYe XWilispe poXr ceWWe Whqse esW la diYersiWp des 

parWicipanWs j l'pWXde en Wermes de caracWprisWiqXes des reYXes, comme le large pYenWail de 

domaines de sppcialiWp eW la Waille des reYXes aWWeinWes.  

Enfin, je crois qXe l'pchanWillon de mon pWXde a reflpWp adpqXaWemenW "l'pWaW" actuel des revues 

biompdicales. Par e[emple, il e[isWe Xn dpspqXilibre enWre les se[es dans les revues 

biompdicales en ce qXi concerne les posWes de rpdacWion: les femmes occupent moins de postes 

aX sein des comiWps de rpdacWion eW la grande majoriWp des pdiWeXrs sont des hommes. C'est 

pgalemenW le cas poXr les parWicipanWs j mon pWXde. De plus, la plXparW des pdiWeXrs de revues 

biompdicales WraYaillenW j Wemps parWiel, comme l'onW faiW 50 des 56 parWicipanWs j mon pWXde. 

Enfin, la plXparW des reYXes biompdicales onW encore Xn processXs d'e[amen par les pairs j 

simple insX, ce qXi pWaiW pgalemenW le cas poXr les reYXes inclXses dans mon pWXde.   

Limitations  

En mrme Wemps, en menanW mes recherches, j'ai renconWrp plXsieXrs dpfis concepWXels eW 

mpWhodologiqXes, ce qXi a enWravnp plXsieXrs limiWes qXi mpriWenW Xne discXssion criWiqXe. Je 

vais d'abord e[poser les limiWes lipes j l¶e[amen approfondi avant de passer aux limites de la 

composante qualitative de ma recherche. 
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PremiqremenW, malgrp la recherche s\sWpmaWiqXe effecWXpe dans de mXlWiples bases de donnpes, 

il est possible que certains aspecWs des r{les eW des Wkches des pairs e[aminaWeXrs dpcriWs dans la 

docXmenWaWion aienW pWp omis. La sWraWpgie de recherche a pWp conoXe poXr rWre aXssi YasWe eW 

inclusive que possible, et elle a donc donnp lieX j Xn grand nombre de rpsXlWaWs non perWinents. 

Par e[emple, le Werme "l¶e[amen par les pairs" esW aXssi coXrammenW XWilisp dans le domaine 

biompdical poXr dpsigner l'pYalXaWion conWinXe de la praWiqXe professionnelle dX rendemenW 

cliniqXe dans les h{piWaX[. Il esW pgalemenW XWilisp comme sWraWpgie pdXcative dans le cadre de 

l'enseignemenW de WoXWes les professions lipes j la sanWp. Ma recherche a donnp lieX j Xn WoWal 

de 23 176 dossiers et elle a inclXs Xn nombre imporWanW d'pWXdes sXr les sXjeWs sXsmenWionnps 

qXi n'pWaienW pas perWinenWs j ma qXesWion de recherche. Pour des raisons pragmatiques, j'ai 

d'abord passp aX crible ce YasWe ensemble de dossiers afin d'e[clXre les pWXdes qXi semblaienW 

complqWemenW non perWinenWes, ce qXi a donnp lieX j 2 763 ciWaWions jXgpes appropripes poXr Xn 

double filtrage. Il se peXW qXe cerWains docXmenWs perWinenWs aienW pWp omis lors dX processXs 

initial de filtrage.  

DeX[iqmemenW, pWanW donnp le grand nombre de dqclaraWions sXr les r{les eW les Wkches obWenXs, 

il \ aYaiW inpYiWablemenW Xn cerWain nombre d'plpmenWs redondants et chevauchants. Des efforts 

considprables onW pWp dpplo\ps poXr prpserYer aXWanW qXe possible la formXlaWion XWilispe par les 

aXWeXrs eW poXr saisir WoXWes les nXances, mais Xne cerWaine raWionalisaWion pWaiW npcessaire poXr 

s'assurer que la liste finale des r{les eW des Wkches pWaiW j la fois gprable eW XWile. Il esW possible 

qXe cela aiW enWravnp Xne maXYaise inWerprpWaWion occasionnelle des pnoncps prpYXs par les 

aXWeXrs eW la perWe poWenWielle de diffprences sXbWiles enWre les plpmenWs.  

TroisiqmemenW, aXcXne resWricWion lingXisWiqXe n'a pWp fi[pe poXr les recherches dans la base de 

donnpes. Les donnpes onW pWp e[WraiWes d'arWicles rpdigps en anglais, en allemand, en espagnol eW 

en porWXgais. CependanW, la recherche dans la base de donnpes peXW ne pas avoir inclus certaines 

reYXes qXi pXblienW dans d'aXWres langXes. En oXWre, poXr des raisons de faisabiliWp, la recherche 

de liWWpraWXre grise a pWp limiWpe j l'anglais eW elle a donc potentiellement exclu les ressources 

pertinentes dans d'autres langues.  

Enfin, dans le protocole a priori de l¶e[amen approfondi, j'ai dpcriW les pWapes j sXiYre poXr 

effecWXer Xn e[amen compleW des lignes direcWrices des reYXes biompdicales. CependanW, aX 

coXrs dX WraYail, il esW deYenX pYidenW qXe ceWWe proposiWion pWait trop ambitieuse et elle mpriWaiW 

probablemenW son propre manXscriW. J'ai finalemenW jXgp qX'il n'pWaiW pas possible de la mener j 

bien dans Xn dplai raisonnable, en parWicXlier j la lXmiqre dX grand nombre de dossiers qXi 

deYaienW rWre e[aminps. CeW pcarW par rapporW aX proWocole a pWp noWp au manuscrit. 
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Les deX[iqme eW Wroisiqme projeWs de recherche parWagenW la mpWhodologie de l'pWXde eW donc 

aXssi ses limiWes. L'approche de recrXWemenW XWilispe a donnp lieX j plXsieXrs limiWes dans les 

deX[ pWXdes. L'pchanWillonnage j YariaWion ma[imale inWenWionnelle a pWp XWilisp poXr obWenir la 

plXs grande diYersiWp possible dans les caracWprisWiqXes dpmographiqXes eW les caracWprisWiqXes 

des reYXes des parWicipanWs j l'pWXde. Les personnes inWerrogpes onW pWp recrXWpes j parWir de Wrois 

sources: 1) RpseaX professionnel aX sein dX projeW MpWhodes de recherche sur la recherche; 2) 

DeX[ pdiWeXrs (groXpe d'pdiWion dX BioMed CenWral et du British Medical Journal)  et 3) 

ParWicipanWs aX hXiWiqme Congrqs inWernaWional sXr l'examen par les pairs et la publication 

scienWifiqXe idenWifips j parWir de la lisWe des parWicipanWs. CeWWe mpWhode de recrXWemenW a permis 

d'pWablir Xn premier conWacW prpdominanW aYec les pdiWeXrs. Bien qX'on aiW demandp aX[ 

personnes inWerrogpes de participer elles-mrmes oX de recommander des collqgXes de la reYXe 

qXi poXrraienW rWre conWacWps j leXr place, les deX[ Wiers des parWicipanWs onW fini par deYenir 

pdiWeXrs de leXr reYXe respecWiYe, ce qXi a donnp lieX j Xne relaWiYe homogpnpiWp de l'pchantillon 

de l'pWXde en ce qXi concerne la posiWion des personnes inWerrogpes aX sein des comiWps de 

rpdacWion des reYXes. CeWWe reprpsenWaWion limiWpe des aXWres membres dX personnel de rpdacWion 

qui participent habituellement au processus d'examen par les pairs peXW limiWer la gpnpralisaWion 

des rpsXlWaWs. 

Conclusion 

Ma recherche a confirmp qXe les r{les eW les Wkches aWWendXs des pairs e[aminaWeXrs ne sonW pas 

clairemenW dpfinis eW commXniqXps, ce qXi affecWe le conWenX des rapporWs des pairs 

examinateurs. J'ai idenWifip Xn grand nombre de r{les eW de Wkches eW j'ai mis en pYidence des 

domaines problpmaWiqXes lips j des descripWions YagXes, des dpclaraWions contradictoires et des 

domaines qXi cheYaXchenW les foncWions sXppospes des pdiWeXrs de revues. Ma recherche a 

permis d'e[pliqXer ces incongrXiWps. J'ai pgalemenW e[aminp plXsieXrs praWiqXes de 

commXnicaWion qXi poXrraienW aYoir Xn impacW npgaWif sXr le processXs d'e[amen par les pairs.  

Ces rpsXlWaWs sXggqrenW forWemenW qX'il esW npcessaire de dpfinir des criWqres de qXaliWp poXr les 

rapports des pairs examinateurs et que les pdiWeXrs des reYXes e[aminenW de faoon criWiqXe leXrs 

pratiques de communication. 
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Introduction 

Historical overview of peer review  

The origins of some forms of peer review for scholarly research articles can be traced back to 

the 17th century [1] or earlier [2]. The concept of peer reviewing in the medical field was first 

applied to articles in the Medical Essays and Observations journal published by the Royal 

Society of Edinburgh in 1731 [3]. However, from a historical perspective, the current, 

prevailing understanding of the practice of peer review in biomedical journals is a relatively 

recent phenomenon. As science underwent increasing professionalization during the 19th 

century, the evaluation of scientific output started to be outsourced to scientists outside of the 

scholarly societies previously entrusted with this task. This shift was characterized by increased 

research diversification and specialization of scientific disciplines, which in turn led to a need 

for consulting experts outside of indiYidXal scienWisWs¶ immediate research circle [4]. In 1893, 

at a meeting of the American Medical Editors' Association in Milwaukee, the editor-in-chief of 

the British Medical Journal (BMJ) Ernest Hart outlined how the specialization of science 

affected medical journal editing and advocated for the practice of using external reviewers to 

help with the assessment of manuscripts [4]. However, this practice only became mainstream 

in the post-World War II decades, primarily due to even greater expansion of science and its 

commercialisation. During this time, there was a shift towards a more competitive academic 

culture. The publication of articles in journals that employed the peer review process - which 

was widely understood to be a process leading to objective judgement and consensus ± became 

increasingly recognized as a seal of quality for scientific output and therefore became a 

desirable goal for scientists [5].  

This system of using external experts or referees was widely implemented in the 1960s and 

1970s. The journal Nature formally adopted the peer review system in 1973 [6]. Other 

biomedical journals followed suit, with The Lancet formally establishing the process still in 

place today in 1976. At the same time, taking a cue from the wording used by government 

bodies (who employed peer reviewers to aid selective distribution of research funds), there was 

a shift in terminology from Whe freqXenWl\ Xsed Werm ³referee´ Wo ³peer reYieZ´ [2]. The rapid 

post-war expansion of science and the need for scientists to publish their findings led to the 

proliferation of scientific journals and enabled commercial publishers to become part of the 

process. Concurrently, the demand for space to publish in such journals was greater than 

aYailable sXppl\, ineYiWabl\ giYing rise Wo Whe ³pXblish or perish´ cXlWXre Zhich is sWill a 
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predominant feature of most scientific fields today [7]. As peer review already served to 

legitimize scientific research, commercial publishers implemented the peer review model as a 

way of legitimizing their own journals. Unsurprisingly, this business model ± essentially based 

on highly skilled labour provided for free, combined with a high underlying demand ± proved 

to be very lucrative. Commercial publishing companies thrived and eventually came to 

dominate scholarly publishing [8]. Many highly prestigious biomedical journals such as Nature, 

The Lancet and JAMA belong to commercial publishers. Arguably, through their wholesale 

adoption of the peer review process, such publishers have appropriated the production and 

impact of science by disseminating scholarly communication in the form of journal articles [9].  

Thus, whilst the diffusion of current scientific knowledge in biomedicine (and most other 

disciplines) largely takes place through the publication of journal articles that are initially vetted 

by the peer review process, this in turn is embedded within a complicated merging of a hyper-

competitive publishing industry with extremely competitive academic career progression. 

 

Peer review and the publication process 

While different types of peer review exist, the quintessential publication process in biomedical 

journals is a fairly standard one. Across biomedical journals, the peer review process as we 

know it today is editor-led and consists of several stages [10]. The process starts with a 

manuscript submission by the author to the journal. Upon receipt, the manuscript is scrutinized 

by journal editors for its suitability for the journal and its overall quality. This initial editorial 

review is meant to relieve some of the burden from peer reviewers by screening out manuscripts 

of low quality that are unlikely to pass peer review [11]. Thus, if the manuscript doesn't meet 

the journal criteria, the authors receive a rejection without peer review - commonly known as 

³desk rejecWion´. In the biomedical field the average time taken for authors to be informed about 

a desk rejection is 10 days [12]. If, on the contrary, the manuscript is deemed of sufficient 

quality and interest, the next step in the editorial process is the identification of suitable peer 

reviewers. While there is no strict definition of what constitutes a µpeer¶ [13], the term broadly 

refers to someone who works in the same field, has expert knowledge in the subject presented 

in the manuscript and typically has published on the same topic [14].  

Journal editors are increasingly reporting difficulties in securing an adequate number of peer 

reviewers. This is particularly the case for smaller, more specialized fields [15]. A survey of 

biomedical journals determined that peer reviewers most commonly turn down invitations to 
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review due to lack of time. Concurrently, the same study found that peer reviewers are more 

likely to accept the invitation to review a manuscript when it is relevant to their area of interest 

[16]. Therefore, at the point of recruitment, journal editors have to ensure that peer reviewers¶ 

expertise and interest overlap with the manuscript at hand. There is no mandated minimum 

number of peer reviewers per manuscript, however, research suggests that a higher number of 

peer reviewers (i.e. more than two per manuscript) can lead to better quality [17]. Some journals 

also allow authors to recommend potential peer reviewers. A study conducted on this practice 

suggests that the quality of reviewer reports where reviewers were not suggested by authors is 

similar to that of reports by reviewers suggested by authors, but the latter are significantly more 

likely to recommend acceptance of the manuscript [18]. Given the potential for manipulation 

of the peer review process, this practice has been discontinued by a number of biomedical 

journals [19].  

The next stage of the process starts once peer reviewers accept the invitation. Journals set 

guidelines around what is an acceptable timeframe for reviewing a manuscript to which peer 

reviewers are expected to adhere. On average, it takes 8-9 weeks from submission for authors 

to obtain a response from the first review round by biomedical journals [12]. During this time, 

peer reviewers receive a link to the submission system that takes them to the manuscript. At 

this point there are substantial differences between journals in terms of the setup of their peer 

review systems. There are two types of peer review: closed and open. The former system 

reflects the way the peer review process was historically set up at the dawn of peer review, and 

is still the type most commonly used in biomedical journals [20,21]. Closed peer review can be 

either µsingle-blind¶ or µdouble-blind¶. In single-blind peer review, the peer reviewers¶ idenWiW\ 

is concealed from the authors while the identities (names and affiliations) of authors are known 

to the peer reviewers. In contrast, in the double-blind review system, both authors and peer 

reviewers are unaware of each oWher¶s¶ identities. Both types are set up in this way in recognition 

of and as a way to combat potential bias that is introduced through the display of identity [22]. 

In addition, some journals also implement a triple-blind system where neither the handling 

editor nor the peer reviewers know the identity of the authors, however this setup is rare [23]. 

On the other hand, µopen peer review¶ is an umbrella term for several similar ways whereby 

peer review models can be adapted to fall in line with the ethos of the Open Science movement 

[24]. A s\sWemaWic reYieZ (2017) of Whe definiWions of ³open peer reYieZ´ foXnd WhaW µopen 

identities¶ - Zhere aXWhors and reYieZers are aZare of each oWher¶s idenWiW\ - is one of the seven 

main characteristics of open peer review [25].  
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When journal editors receive a sufficient number of reviewer reports of good quality, they can 

move on to the decision-making part of the process. Reviewer reports are essential to inform 

their decision regarding the fate of the manuscript, however they are not the only aides to 

decision-making: editorial decision-making consists of multiple dimensions [26]. While the 

science behind the research presented is of key importance, other non-scientific aspects such as 

perceived reader µinWeresW¶ are also taken into consideration to maximize strategic advantage for 

the journal [27]. Unless journal editors decide to reject the manuscript, it then proceeds to the 

next stage of the process. Journal editors forward reviewer reports with any comments or 

feedback to the authors. The World Association of Medical Editors (WAME) stipulates that 

journal editors should take an active involvement by guiding authors on which revisions are 

essential, and which are optional. They also should provide active guidance in the case of 

contradictory comments [28]. While there is no research on adherence to this practice, the 

findings from my study (Chapter 3) suggests that this is not consistently practiced by all journal 

editors.  

In the next step, authors are expected to address all comments and return their replies with the 

updated manuscript (and within the stipulated time frame) to the journal editors who then re-

review it and decide whether the replies and updated manuscript meet their expectations. The 

manuscript can undergo multiple rounds of review until it is either accepted for publication or 

rejected [12].   

Challenges and flaws in peer review  

Not long after peer review became standard practice across biomedical journals, its many flaws 

became increasingly evident. As a response the first conference specifically dedicated to peer 

review, namely the International Congresses on Peer Review and Biomedical Publication was 

organised in 1989 by journal editors at JAMA and the BMJ. While this led to formal 

acknowledgment of the issues and research on this topic, the flaws remained. In 2006 Richard 

Smith, a former journal editor of The BMJ, who edited the journal for more than a decade wrote 

a popular and widely cited editorial that stated the following about peer review: ³So we have 

little evidence on the effectiveness of peer review, but we have considerable evidence on its 

defects. In addition to being poor at detecting gross defects and almost useless for detecting 

fraud it is slow, expensive, profligate of academic time, highly subjective, something of a lottery, 

prone to bias, and easily abused.´ [13]. Despite continuous efforts to understand and improve 

peer review, most of the issues outlined in the quote are still relevant today. A brief summary 

of the most pertaining key issues is presented below.  
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Slow and expensive process 

One of the key criticisms of peer review is that it is too slow. It has been argued that this is 

detrimental to research and wider society because publication delay inhibits the timely uptake 

of research findings [29]. Some research indicates that it has been getting slower over the last 

decades, mainly because the number of review rounds has increased [30,31]. In addition, delays 

are common and mostly related to the fact that peer reviewers tend to take more time than 

expected to write their report [29]. Another factor that contributes to the slow process is the 

manuscript processing-time of the journal. The majority of biomedical journal editors work 

part-time and often only receive a symbolic remuneration whilst juggling other professional 

roles. Thus, delays also occur due to inefficient editorial processes [29].  

Peer review is not only slow but also expensive. Although peer reviewers predominantly review 

manuscripts for free, the time that they spend doing so is costly. It has been estimated that the 

total cost of peer reviewing equates to around �1.9 billion annXall\ [32]. Other costs include 

aXWhors¶ Wime spent amending and resubmitting their manuscripts, as well as costs for editorial 

management and article processing [33].  

 

Bias and fraud 

Numerous studies indicate the presence of biases that impact peer review. For example, it has 

been suggested that the academic publishing system is µgendered¶, ZiWh Whe preponderance of 

men being both a reflection and a caXse of Zomen¶s XnderrepresenWaWion and systemic 

disadvantage in science [34]. Women in the biomedical field receive less research funding than 

men, resulting in fewer publications as senior authors [35]. Since female authors are less visible 

than male authors, they are also less likely to be invited to peer review manuscripts [36]. For 

example, in 2011 only 14% of peer reviewers in Nature were women. Despite efforts been made 

by the journal to increase this proportion, in 2015 the percentage of female peer reviewers rose 

only slightly to 22% [37]. Women are also less likely to hold editorial board positions [38,39]. 

Studies have reported encountering examples of conscious and unconscious gender biases that 

further contribute to inequities in academic publishing [36,40].  

In addition to gender bias, various other types of bias in peer review have been demonstrated. 

A literature review by Lee et al. [41] classified bias in peer review  into two groups: µBias as a 

FXncWion of AXWhor CharacWerisWics¶ and µBias as a FXncWion of ReYieZer CharacWerisWics¶. The 

former challenges the impartiality of peer review by demonstrating that reviewers fail to 
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evaluate the content of manuscripts independently of the characteristics of authors. This group 

include prestige bias, affiliation bias, gender bias, nationality bias, and language bias. The 

second group challenges the impartiality of peer review by demonstrating that peer reviewers 

fail to evaluate the content of manuscripts independently of their own characteristics. It includes 

content-based bias, confirmation bias, conservatism, bias against interdisciplinary research and 

publication bias. 

A relatively recent effort to promote transparency of the article retraction process in scientific 

journals, championed among others by the influential blog Retraction Watch, showcased the 

reasons behind retractions [42]. Many retractions of scientific publications can ultimately be 

attributed to manipulation of the peer review process [43,44]. Publications are a key form of 

currency in academia not only because they are inherently linked with scholarly prestige and 

academic promotion; they are often also linked with monetary incentives such as salary 

increases [45]. This creates a potential incentive to commit fraud. Cases where authors have 

deceived journal editors by creating fake email addresses, recommending themselves as peer 

reviewers using these addresses, and then writing the reviewer reports themselves have emerged 

[46]. Investigations by publishers such as BioMed Central have additionally highlighted that 

this practice is not necessary an insular one practiced by a few deviant authors; there have been 

systematic attempts to cheat the system involving companies that offer µpublishing services¶ to 

authors [19].  

Lack of definitions, standards and professionalization 

Quality screening and improvement of manuscripts are key functions attributed to peer review, 

however the operational definitions of these functions are not clearly defined [13]. Peer review 

currently lacks any form of standardization and definitions of quality criteria around what 

constitutes excellence in peer review are lacking [47]. Although some attempts have been made 

to define quality of peer reviewer reports [48], thus far there has been no consensus or uptake 

of these criteria, most likely due to a dearth of entities with a mandate to prescribe and enforce 

them [23]. 

Concurrently, there is a lack of professionalization of peer review in biomedical journals. 

Professionalization is a process whereby occupations seek to become publicly recognized as 

professions. This presupposes the establishment of recognised professional organisations that 

set out formally established criteria that outline skills, norms and values associated with 

becoming a member of a professional group, and awards accreditation [49]. This 
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professionalization aspect is also completely absent for journal editors of biomedical journals. 

While efforts have been made to create a set of core competencies for biomedical journal editors 

[50], their uptake and rate of implementation is unknown, probably because there are no 

professional organisations for biomedical journal editors that could implement them. Related 

associations such as The Committee of Publication Ethics (COPE) and The World Association 

of Medical Editors (WAME), have no authority to enforce any standards. Most commonly, 

journal editors are appointed to their position based on their contribution to a specific field as 

authors, and their editorial training mainly happens on the job. Evidence suggests that any 

preparation received is often insufficient [51]. Similarly, peer reviewers also operate without 

any training or certification. Despite increased recognition and calls for training for peer 

reviewers [52] as well as a few scattered training courses, thus far there are no mandatory 

criteria that peer reviewers need to adhere to in order to conduct a peer review. The vast majority 

of peer reviewers performs reviews on a voluntary and unpaid basis.  

 

 

Research and interventions in peer review  

Research on the peer review process kicked off with the first International Congresses on Peer 

Review and Biomedical Publication, organised in 1989 by journal editors at JAMA and the 

BMJ. Since then, the conference has taken place every four years and is closely linked to a peak 

in peer review research observed in the period immediately before the conference [53]. While 

the number of publications on the topic of peer review has doubled since 2005, a substantial 

proportion of the literature consists of non-research publications (i.e. editorials, book chapters 

or letters) and small-scale research projects [53].  

Over the years, a number of interventions have been set up in an attempt to improve the quality 

of peer review. Several systematic reviews have identified different kinds of interventions 

including educational training, use of checklists and reporting guidelines, addition of specific 

experts (i.e. statistical peer reviewers), introduction of open or blinded peer review, and 

interventions to increase the speed of the peer-review process. However, due to concerns about 

the methodological quality of these interventions robust evidence on the kind of interventions 

that might work is still lacking [54±56].  

Thus far, key sources of data for research on peer review, namely peer reviewer reports 

themselves, have been practically unavailable in the biomedical field.  Although meta-data 
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analysis using journal peer review data has been proposed as a way to improve the peer review 

process and help to promote scientific integrity and quality, to date these data still retain a 

'hidden' status [57,58]. It has been estimated that fewer than 3% of scientific journals allow peer 

review reports to be published and therefore  potentially analysed [20]. Given the limited 

opportunities to examine these kind of data, few studies in the biomedical field have 

systematically analysed the content of peer reviewer reports [18,59±61]. 
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Rationale for the thesis  

Peer review has been continuously debated and criticised since its emergence as an inherent 

part of biomedical publishing, yet to date it remains a key mechanism for the evaluation of 

manuscripts and is likely to remain so for the foreseeable future. Therefore, given that published 

research that has undergone peer review may significantly impact clinical practice and health 

policies, it is important to keep exploring how it can be improved. The consequences of not 

doing so can be dramatic: the infamous flawed study by Wakefield et al. that slipped through 

the peer review process at The Lancet - a world-renowned and influential journal in the 

biomedical field - aggravated vaccine hesitancy worldwide and had a profound, broad impact 

on public trust in science [62]. The function of the peer review process goes beyond mere 

quality control for scientific manuscripts. In the broader sense, it is meant to be a mechanism 

for self-regulation and quality assurance in science [63]. Peer review grants published studies a 

seal of approval and legitimizes the underlying science as a trustworthy reference point for 

society in general. It is therefore vital to maintain high standards in peer review to both maintain 

public trust in science and continue the promotion of evidence-based (clinical) practice. This is 

particularly important at a time of rapid, high-volume generation of knowledge and information 

in tandem with an observed surge of µfake neZs¶ and denial of scientific evidence. At the same 

time, peer review is not perfect. In essence, it is based on human interaction between key 

stakeholders, thereby introducing µhXman behaYioXr¶ into equation [26]. As such, it is important 

to investigate it from this perspective, so as to shed light on determining factors around the 

interaction of authors, peer reviewers and editors.   

My interest in this topic stems from the fact that, despite growing recognition and awareness, 

there has been very little research conducted on the content and communication in biomedical 

journals that may be contributing to the problems in peer review. When I started this research 

in October 2016, to the best of my knowledge only one published study had explored the social 

and subjective dimensions of manuscript review in biomedical publishing [26]. At the same 

time, I had come across a study by Galipeau et al. that presented a first attempt to systematically 

identify core competencies of scientific editors of biomedical journals [64]. I found it both 

intriguing and worrisome that decades after the establishment of editor-led journals it was only 

in 2016 that studies had been published recognising the need to establish the position of a 

joXrnal ediWor as a ³profession´ by outlining their roles and responsibilities, and reaching 

consensus on these [50]. However, while some progress had been made with regards to journal 

editors, there was no agreement on what constitutes quality in peer review [48] and no 

agreement on what roles and tasks peer reviewers are expected to perform. This presents a 
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major challenge. The lack of agreement on the roles and tasks of peer reviewers and therefore 

the expected content of peer reviewer reports is an impediment to the development of quality 

criteria of peer review. It may also result in misunderstandings that in turn may hamper the 

collaboration between stakeholders in the peer review process with an impact on reviewer 

report quality. 

The peer review process in biomedical journals involves collaboration between authors, journal 

editors and peer reviewers that aims to achieve the dissemination of high-quality research. For 

any successful collaboration, the most basic underlying premise is that stakeholders are aware 

of their own and each oWher¶s roles and Wasks, and of the competencies needed to effectively 

perform these. Science is now an international endeavour; researchers from all over the world 

submit their work to journals, therefore everyone needs to be on the same page to make peer 

review work effectively. Furthermore, effective communication practices are key to ensure that 

the process works smoothly.  Although good communication practices between these actors are 

vital, evidence suggests that there are numerous flaws within the peer review process, with 

communication failures lying at the heart of the problem. For example, existing research 

suggests that an essential aspect of collaboration ± Whe mXWXal XndersWanding of sWakeholders¶ 

professional roles and tasks within the process ± is not appropriately communicated. This is 

manifested in part through the inconsistent provision of journal guidelines for peer reviewers 

across biomedical journals [65]. Ineffective communication practices are also manifested 

through the lack of transparency and considerable variation observed in the content of peer 

reYieZers¶ grading forms (used to evaluate original manuscripts) [66]. A study that aimed to 

identify tasks that journal editors expect from peer reviewers of a randomised controlled trial 

found a substantial disconnect between the expectations of journal editors and peer reviewers 

[67]. This can have negative impact on the quality of peer reviewer reports, as expectations on 

both sides remain unmet. Such situations can be considered to be wasteful of resources, 

straining an already over-burdened system [68]. Yet another study highlighted the importance 

of effective communication between the key stakeholders before and during peer review to 

prevent delays and the frustration that goes with it [29]. There are likely to be communication 

issues that go beyond mere miscommunication and misunderstanding of stakeholders¶ 

professional roles and tasks. For example, peer reviewers would like to receive feedback from 

joXrnal ediWors aboXW Wheir reporWs and YieZ oWher peer reYieZers¶ commenWs. However, these 

are rarely provided. Such unmet expectations caused by a lack of communication might 

influence the willingness and motivation of peer reviewers to participate in the process [69]. 
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Despite the critical need for in-depth research and evidence suggesting that there is 

miscommunication between the actors involved in peer review [67], thus far the problem has 

not been empirically analysed, and underlying factors have not been sufficiently assessed. 

Through this dissertation I aim to address this research gap, generating relevant data that 

provides clarity on content and communication practices within the peer review process in 

biomedical journals and highlighting areas for future research.  

 

Aims and objectives  

The overall aim of this thesis is to explore existing communication practices within, the peer 

review process in biomedical journals.  

 

The specific objectives of my research are to:  

 

1. Determine the roles and tasks of peer reviewers in biomedical journals. This was 

achieved through a scoping review of the literature (Paper 1).  

2. Gain insight into journal editors¶ understanding of the roles and tasks of peer reviewers. 

A qualitative approach with semi-structured interviews was adopted (Paper 2). 

3. E[plore joXrnal ediWors¶ e[perience of Whe commXnicaWion process in their journals. This 

was undertaken using a qualitative approach with semi-structured interviews (Paper 3). 

The research findings are brought together in the discussion to make recommendations for 

future research.  

 

Scientific contribution of compiled publications  

CXrrenWl\, Whe relaWiYel\ neZ field of µmeWa-research¶ ± that is, the study of research itself [70] 

± lacks a theoretical framework to guide the development of interventions in biomedicine. Such 

frameworks systematically consider contextual and individual factors that may influence 

delivery of interventions; they may also offer additional insight in certain situations and 

regarding particular behaviours, and can be used to forecast different scenarios. My research 

provides important observational groundwork for the development of a theoretical model or 

framework that will guide future interventions to improve the peer review process in the 

biomedical sphere. In particular, empirical knowledge of contextually relevant factors 
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generated by this research (such as how journal editors operate within their journal, their 

expectations and how they communicate with authors and peer reviewers) is likely to be critical 

to the design and evaluation of successful, practical interventions aiming to improve the peer-

review system of biomedical journals. 

In addition, this body of knowledge has practical implications for the reduction of wasteful 

research in biomedicine [71]. The improvement of the peer review system can ultimately help 

to weed out poorly conducted studies and improve the overall quality of biomedical research. 

The definition of roles and tasks of stakeholders within the peer review process as outlined 

through this study should be useful for practitioners seeking to understand the process as a 

whole, and highlights what needs to be done to improve peer review. 

Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is presented in the form of a 'publication based' style, where results are shown in the 

form of research papers that have already been published (Paper 1 and Paper 2) and one paper 

that is currently under review (Paper 3). In order to present a coherent overall narrative each 

paper is included after an introductory section - µpreamble¶ that outlines how it relates to the 

respective objective of the thesis by outlining study rationale, methodology, and the results 

which are outlined briefly to avoid overlap with the previously published study protocols 

[72,73] (Appendix 1 and 2) and the manuscripts themselves [74,75]. Study findings are 

addressed in the Discussion section which includes a summary of the key results, implication, 

strengths and limitations and a perspective of future research.  
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Chapter 1: A scoping review on the roles and tasks of peer reviewers in 

the manuscript review process in biomedical journals 

 

Before I started this research, there was no body of literature systematically identifying the roles 

and tasks of peer reviewers in biomedical journals, nor any agreement on what these should be. 

A scoping review by Galipeau et al. represented a first attempt to systematically identify and 

determine what was known on the core competency requirements for scientific editors of 

biomedical journals [64]. This scoping review produced a comprehensive list, derived from a 

wide range of sources. I sought to complement this work by systematically identifying the roles 

and tasks of peer reviewers. Galipeau et al. framed their research around core competencies 

defined as: “…the essential knowledge, skills, and behaviours necessary for the practice of 

scientific editing of biomedical journals´[64]. However, peer reviewers, in contrast to journal 

editors, are not in formal employment and do not have an appointed position where such 

framing is more relevant. Therefore, I decided instead to frame my research around µroles and 

tasks¶. For Whe pXrpose of m\ research, I considered µroles¶ Wo refer Wo Whe oYerarching naWXre of 

peer reYieZers¶ fXncWion Zhereas µWasks¶ refer more specifically to actions that fulfil these roles. 

For e[ample, Zhile Whe role of a peer reYieZer is Wo be a ³Proficient expert in the respective 

field´, one of the specific tasks performed to fulfil this role is to provide a critical assessment 

of the proposed methodology and other sections of a manuscript.  

I also used Galipeau et al.¶s methodological approach to guide my own research. For example, 

my decision to conduct a scoping review was partly informed by the aXWhors¶ e[perience of 

finding descriptions of journal editor competencies in editorial-type publications. This is also 

true for information on the roles and tasks of peer reviewers, which is often found in the form 

of commentaries and editorials. While this kind of source would generally not meet the 

inclusion criteria of a systematic review, scoping reviews have the benefit of including a greater 

range of study designs and methodologies, as well as grey literature. In addition, I considered 

a scoping review to be the most suitable approach to answer my research question based on its 

primary purpose as defined by ColqXhoXn eW al.: ³A scoping review is a form of knowledge 

synthesis that addresses an exploratory research question aimed at mapping key concepts, types 

of evidence, and gaps in research related to a defined area or field by systematically searching, 

selecting, and synthesizing existing knowledge.´ [76] as well as other broader definitions 

provided in seminal publications on scoping review methodology [77±79]. My research 



 

14 
 

question was of an exploratory nature, rather than hypothesis-driven, and aimed to clarify key 

concepts while capturing the extent, range and nature of available literature, that I expected to 

be heterogeneous.     

Method 

In this scoping review, I undertook secondary data collection and analysis of publicly available 

data, therefore no ethical approval was required. I used the methodological framework proposed 

by Arkse\ and O¶Malle\ [77] as well as the amendments made to this framework by Levac et 

al. [80] and by the Joanna Briggs Institute [81].  

The framework consists of the following six consecutive stages: (1) identifying the research 

question, (2) identifying relevant studies, (3) study selection, (4) charting the data, (5) collating, 

summarising and reporting results, and (6) consultation. A short description of each stage as 

applied to this research follows in Table 1.  
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Table 1. ConsecXWiYe sWages in Whe meWhodological frameZork b\ Arkse\ and O¶Malle\ 

Stages Description 

1. Identifying 
the research 
question 

DXring Whis firsW sWage, Arkse\ and O¶Malle\ recommend that an 
iterative process is adopted to develop research questions. Two 
research questions were identified based on gaps in the literature: 
 
1. What are the expected roles of peer reviewers in the editorial peer 
review process in biomedical journals? 
2. What tasks are peer reviewers are expected to perform for 
biomedical journals? 
 
µRoles¶ and µWasks¶ were also clearly defined at this stage. 

2. Identifying 
relevant 
studies 

A comprehensive search strategy was developed in order to identify 
relevant literature, underpinned by key inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. These were in turn based on the µPopXlaWion ± Concept ± 
ConWe[W (PCC)¶ frameZork recommended by the Joanna Briggs 
Institute for scoping reviews, which has roots in the PICO (population, 
intervention, comparator and outcome) framework commonly used to 
focus clinical questions and develop systematic literature search 
strategies. 

3. Study 
selection 

Identified records (titles and abstracts) were collated and 
deduplicated. Initial independent screening of titles and abstracts by 
two reviewers to deWermine each arWicle¶s eligibiliW\ for fXll-text 
screening (based on a priori inclusion criteria) was followed by 
retrieval and independent screening of the full text of all potentially 
eligible articles. Reasons for exclusion were recorded at the full-text 
review stage.   

4. Charting the 
data 

Data were extracted independently, and any disagreement resolved by 
consensus. A charting form was developed to aid the collection and 
sorting of key pieces of information from the selected articles. Pilot 
testing of the form led to some refinement. Detailed information on 
each eligible study was collected, including general and specific 
descriptions of expectations and competencies of peer reviewers, 
variations according to journals and their peer review models, and 
whether peer reviewers should provide specific recommendations. 
Additional categories that emerged during data extraction were also 
added.  

5. Collating, 
summarising 
and 
reporting 
results 

All expectations and competency-related statements retrieved from all 
sources were combined in order to create a useful summary of the data, 
producing a list of unique statements on the roles and tasks of peer 
reviewers. These were subsequently organised iteratively into 
categories.  

6. Consultation 

This final stage refers to consultation with stakeholders in the field of 
peer review to inform and validate findings from the scoping review.  
Journal editors were consulted through qualitative interviews to 
explore their views and perspectives on the roles and tasks of peer 
reviewers. 

  



 

16 
 

The Peer Review of Electronic Search Strategies (PRESS) 2015 Guideline statement was  used 

to guide the electronic literature search strategies [82]. These were further refined in 

collaboration with a Health Sciences Librarian at the University of Split. I conducted 

comprehensive literature searches in Cochrane Library, Cumulative Index to Nursing and 

Allied Health Literature, Educational Resources Information Center, EMBASE, MEDLINE 

(Table 2), PsycINFO, Scopus and Web of Science from inception up to May 2017. I did not 

apply any date, language and study design restrictions in order to be as comprehensive as 

possible. Only biomedical journals were searched to ensure feasibility of the study, and journals 

from the disciplines of psychology, education, physical or natural sciences were deemed 

ineligible. Concurrently, a preceding scoping review of competencies for scientific editors of 

biomedical journals [83], led us to expect that a substantial proportion of relevant statements 

would be identified in non-research-based publications such as book chapters, commentaries 

and editorials, as well as grey literature. Therefore, any study of any design that referred to the 

roles and tasks of peer reviewers in biomedical journals was eligible for inclusion. Websites 

belonging to JAMA, Nature and Science were hand searched using key words related to peer 

review to identify any additional literature that was not detected by the search strategy. I also 

searched for grey literature on websites  of existing networks related to peer review (e.g. 

EQUATOR Network, New Frontiers of Peer Review (PEERE)), biomedical journal publishers 

(e.g. BMJ Publishing Group, Elsevier, Springer Nature, Taylor & Frances, Wiley), and 

organizations that offer educational resources or courses aimed at peer reviewers (e.g. Cochrane 

and Publons). Relevant blogs, newsletters (e.g. The METRICS Research Digest), surveys and 

reports of authors/reviewer workshops, as well as abstracts published as part of various 

International Congresses on Peer Review and Scientific Publication, were hand-searched 

[84,85]. However, articles referring solely to other types of peer review (e.g. grant peer review, 

professional performance review, and peer review of teaching) were not considered. 
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Table 2. Search strategy for MEDLINE 
 

1 

((reviewing or reviewer or peer reviewer or peer-revie* or peer review) 
adj5 (abilit* or aptitud* or capabilit* or capacit* or character* or 
competen* or criteri* or educat* or effectiv* or evaluat* or expertise or 
integrit* or knowledg* or learning or proficien* or qualifi* or qualify or 
recommend* or responsibilit* or role or roles or skill or skills or standard 
or standards or talent* or task or tasks or training)).tw. 

2 exp *peer review, research/ 

3 professional competence/ 

4 responsibility/ 

5 3 or 4 

6 2 and 5 

7 1 or 6 

8 4821 [MEDLINE UNIQUE HITS] 
 
After de-duplicating identified records (titles and abstracts), these were imported into an online 

systematic review manager (Covidence�) that facilitates independent screening by multiple 

reviewers. This first level of screening, as well as subsequent full-text screening, was performed 

independently with another researcher and co-author of the manuscript. Disagreements between 

reviewers regarding eligibility were resolved by consensus. 

A data extraction form was developed a priori on Microsoft Excel. General study characteristics 

extracted were: first author name, year of publication, country of first author, language of 

publication, and study design. For grey literature we also extracted the URL, title of the 

document, language of publication, and who produced the document. In addition, for all 

documents, we collected descriptions of any statements potentially relating to the roles and 

tasks of peer reviewers. I carried out data extraction together with another reviewer. In the first 

step, I extracted all relevant statements (full sentences) related to roles from all data sources 

into the data extraction form. Subsequently, the other reviewer compared the full-text of each 

eligible document with the extracted data on Microsoft Excel to ensure that all relevant 

information had been included.  

Subsequently, each sentence was coded into smaller text units that were semantically as close 

as possible to the original, full sentence. Overlapping or duplicate text units were merged, 

resulting in a list of unique statements for roles that was developed iteratively. Finally, we 

grouped these statements into emergent overarching themes to provide a better overview of 
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results. All relevant statements (full sentences) related to tasks from all data sources were also 

extracted and mapped using pre-defined categories adapted from work carried out by Hirst and 

Altman [86]. In order to produce a meaningful list, we only included tasks that would apply to 

all types of studies.  Tasks that are not common to all types of studies (e.g. those related 

specifically to RCTs and systematic reviews), were not extracted. 

Results 

I used the PRISMA-ScR (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses 

extension for Scoping Reviews) checklist to report on results [87]. After screening 2763 records 

by title and abstract (stage 1 screening) and 600 full-text papers (stage 2 screening), 209 

publications met the inclusion criteria. There were 24 original research articles, 45 review 

articles, and 140 book chapters, editorials, commentaries, letters and tutorials. We also included 

13 grey literature sources (Figure 1). 

  

Figure 1. Study flow diagram for the scoping review 
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A total of 1426 statements related to roles were extracted, resulting in 76 unique statements that 

were grouped into 13 emergent themes (Table 3). These revolved around the peer reviewers 

being: Proficient experts in their field (3 items), Dutiful/altruistic towards scientific community 

(7 items), Familiar with journal (2 items), Unbiased and ethical professionals (18 items), Self-

critical professionals (4 items), Reliable professionals (7 items), Skilled critics (15 items), 

Respectful communicators (6 items), Gatekeepers (2 items), Educators (2 items), Advocates for 

author/editor/reader (3 items) and Advisors to editors (2 items). Roles that do not fall within 

the remit of peer reviewers were also identified (5 items). The µSkilled criWics¶ and µUnbiased 

and eWhical professionals¶ Whemes appeared mosW freqXenWl\. 

Furthermore, a total of 2026 sWaWemenWs relaWed Wo peer reYieZers¶ Wasks were extracted, resulting 

in 73 unique statements (Table 4). These were grouped under six themes: Organisation and 

approach to reviewing (10 items), Make general comments (10 items), Assess and address 

content for each section of the manuscript (36 items), Address ethical aspects (5 items), Assess 

manuscript presentation (8 items) and Provide recommendations (4 items). The Whemes µAssess 

and address conWenW for each secWion of Whe manXscripW¶ had Whe highesW nXmber of sWaWemenWs 

while the theme related to ethical aspects had the lowest number. 

 

Table 3. Role-related statements 

Peer reviewers 

shoXld be« 
Item a  #b 

Proficient 

experts in their 

field 

1 Be expert in the subject area/matter/field and/or be familiar 
with/trained in research methods and statistics 

70 

2 Be actively involved in research, have experience of conducting 
research and publishing scientific papers 

15 

3 Be familiar with reporting guidelines 5 

Dutiful/altruistic 

towards 

scientific 

community 

4 Consider peer reviewing to be a responsibility, duty and 
obligation to the field and to the scientific community  

26 

5 Consider the act of peer reviewing as an honour and privilege 8 

6 Indicate willingness to re-review the manuscript 7 

7 Be aware of one¶s role, responsibiliWies and righWs as a peer 
reviewer 

4 

8 Perform reviewing task altruistically/gratis 2 

9 End one's appointment as reviewer to create opportunity for 
others 

1 

10 Act regularly as peer reviewer 1 
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Familiar with 

journal 

11 
Be familiar ZiWh joXrnal¶s mission, reYieZ process, reYieZ 
criteria, guidelines (i.e. both author and reviewer guidelines) 
and forms prior to starting the review 

39 

12 Guide the substance and direction of a journal 1 

Unbiased and 

ethical 

professionals 

13 Declare/avoid potential or actual conflict of interest 66 

14 Maintain confidentiality of the manuscript, avoiding 
disclosure/discussion with others 

52 

15 Be fair; evaluate manuscript in a fair manner 39 

16 Be objective; objectively judge all aspects of the manuscript 36 

17 
Be unbiased in their assessment. Peer reviewers should have an 
Xnbiased aWWiWXde WoZards an aXWhor¶s gender, preYioXs Zork, 
institution and nationality 

32 

18 Review ethically: they should not use the obtained information 
in any way 

17 

19 Be honest/frank  13 

20 Maintain integrity of the peer review process and not 
communicate with authors during the review process 

12 

21 Inform editor if a colleague will help or has helped with review 11 

22 Review ethically: they should not copy and plagiarize 6 

23 Be aware of their own biases. Peer reviewers should recognize 
their potential biases and hold them in check 

6 

24 Upon completing the review manuscript, illustrations, and 
tables should be destroyed 

5 

25 Review ethically. In general terms peer reviewers are expected 
to undertake task in an ethical and diligent manner 

4 

26 Be familiar with fundamental issues of publication integrity  4 

27 Decline review request if these cannot be performed in an 
unbiased manner 

4 

28 Review ethically: they should not ask for their own articles to 
be cited 

4 

29 Review ethically: they should not delay publications 
purposefully 

4 

30 Be transparent and perform review in a transparent manner 2 

Self-critical 

professionals 

31 
Prior to accepting review request, determine whether the 
manuscript is within one's area of expertise (only review 
manuscripts in one's own field of expertise) 

35 

32 
Be aware of own limitations; recognize and communicate them 
to the editors. If needed, recommend review by an expert (e.g. 
statistician) 

22 

33 Be innovative and open to new ideas 13 

34 
Peer reviewers should consider reviewing as a learning exercise 
and eYalXaWe one¶s oZn performance as a reYieZer i.e. read 
oWher peer reYieZers¶ reYieZs and Whereb\ improve their own 
understanding of the topic and/or decision reached 

8 



 

21 
 

Reliable 

professionals 

35 Timeliness ± Meet journal deadline 81 

36 Consider one's time availability prior to accepting review 
request 

36 

37 Be willing to devote sufficient time and attention to the review 
task 

23 

38 Respond to review requests in a timely manner 21 

39 Inform the editor as soon as possible if proposed deadline to be 
exceeded 

12 

40 Immediately communicate to journal when cannot perform 
review 

9 

41 Suggest other reviewers if unable to review  7 

Skilled critics 

42 Provide constructive criticism 87 

43 Improve manuscript 84 

44 Be thorough/comprehensive/detailed/accurate 35 

45 Be critical/sceptical; evaluate a manuscript in a critical manner  27 

46 Be specific; provide authors with specific guidance on how to 
improve their manuscript 

26 

47 
Support comments with evidence. Reviewers should document 
their comments and substantiate their points by referring to 
appropriate references and resources 

20 

48 Be clear; clearly explain concerns 14 

49 Provide relevant comments. Offer meaningful and reasonable 
comments that can be addressed.  

12 

50 

Be consistent with comments to authors and editors. Comments 
provided to the authors should be in line with confidential 
comments provided to editor in order to facilitate editors' 
decision making, ensure consistency and avoid 
miscommunication. 

11 

51 Be systematic and methodological 11 

52 Be balanced; provide a balanced critique 9 

53 Be logical; provide logical arguments 5 

54 Be concise/incisive 5 

55 Evaluate manuscripts in a consistent manner 4 

56 Have intuitive capacity to detect faults and recognize quality 2 

 

Respectful 

communicators 

57 Be polite/courteous/respectful in the communication with 
authors 

41 

58 'Do unto others as you would have them do unto you'. Treat 
others as we expect to be treated 

22 

59 Be positive. Peer reviews should be written in a positive attitude 
and offer praise for work well done 

13 

60 Be nice/kind/considerate 12 

61 Be helpful; provide helpful comments 12 



 

22 
 

62 Be collegial; treat each manuscript as if it had been written by a 
valued colleague 

8 

Gatekeepers 
63 Maintain and improve manuscript quality and scientific rigor 15 

64 Weed out unsuitable manuscripts that are not scientifically valid 11 

Educators 

 

65 Educate and mentor authors; provide a learning opportunity 15 

66 Encourage authors. Peer reviewers should encourage authors to 
improve manuscript 

11 

Advocates for 

author/editor/rea

der 

67 Be an advocate for the editor 6 

68 Be an advocate for the author 6 

69 Be an advocate to readers 2 

Advisors to 

editors 

70 Advise editors on the merits of manuscripts 40 

71 Provide confidential comments to editor 32 

Peer reviewers 

shoXld noW« 

72 Be decision makers. They should acknowledge that the final 
decision on the publication of a manuscript rests with the editor                                            

22 

73 Be copy editors (i.e. offer editorial comments about grammar 
and spelling) 

21 

74 Ask for unreasonable or pivotal change 11 

75 Be overtly critical or too detailed. Peer reviewers be generous 
and shoXldn'W µniW-pick¶ or oYerZhelm Whe aXWhors 

9 

76 Add additional requests in subsequent reviews that are not 
related to the original revisions 

2 

a The statements are ranked by numerical frequency. 

b Number of extracted role statements across all data sources in the scoping review 

 

Table 4. Task-related statements 

Theme Itema Tasks« #b 

Organization and 

approach to review 

1 Identify strengths and weaknesses 31 

2 Identify flaws 29 

3 Provide summary of key points 29 

4 Differentiate between major and minor comments 17 

5 Follows reviewer guidelines provided by the journal 11 

6 Differentiate between fatal vs. addressable flaws 10 

7 Address all aspects of the manuscript 9 

8 Differentiate between general and specific comments 6 

9 Identify missing information 5 
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10 Number each statement chronologically 5 

Make general 

comments 

11 Determine validity / quality / technical merit / rigor 69 

12 Assess originality 55 

13 Assess novelty 54 

14 Assess importance / significance 48 

15 Comment upon relevance to practice /science (clinical 
relevance) 

45 

16 Comment upon contribution to the field 42 

17 Highlight whether current literature is covered 35 

18 Determine timeliness of the manuscript ± is it topical? 16 

19 Determine whether reporting guidelines were followed 
(i.e. appropriate selection and adherence by authors) 

5 

20 Comment upon conceptual / theoretical framework 4 

Assess and address 

content for each 

section of the 

manuscript  

Title 

21 Title is accurate 28 

Abstract 
22 Accurate / conclusions consistent with results 26 

23 Sufficiently detailed  23 

24 Adequacy of abstract (in general) 18 

25 Use of salient keywords 7 

Introduction 
26 Clarity of study purpose and hypothesis 50 

27 Adequacy of introduction (in general) 37 

28 Appropriateness and adequacy of the literature review  22 

29 Relevance of problem  19 

Methods 
30 Adequacy of methods (in general) 65 

31 Study design 56 

32 Data analysis (methods and tests) 42 

33 Use of statistics 42 

34 Sampling strategy 34 

35 Clarity and validity of statistical methods 33 

36 How data was collected / reproducibility of methods 33 

37 Methods appropriate for the research question  29 
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38 Risk of bias 25 

39 Definition and measurement of variables 22 

40 Inclusion / exclusion criteria 15 

41 Follow up 12 

42 Assess different analysis parts separately 11 

43 Reliable and appropriate tools used 11 

44 Power analysis 10 

Results 

45 Clarity of tables and figures 54 

46 Adequacy of results (general) 46 

47 Neutral and logical presentation of results 25 

48 No interpretation of results 12 

49 Accuracy of raw data / appendices 8 

Discussion / Conclusion 

50 Interpretation supported by data 92 

51 Adequacy of discussion (general) 53 

52 Study limitations addressed 22 

53 Research and policy implications (suggestions for future 
studies) 

17 

54 Summary reflects contents of the article 13 

55 Generalizability of study conclusions 5 

References 
56 Appropriateness and accuracy of references 52 

Address ethical 

aspects 

57 
Consider general ethical aspects and report on any specific 
ethical concerns (including manipulation of data, 
plagiarism, duplicate publication, inappropriate treatment 
of animal or human subjects) 

55 

58 Report on ethical approval 11 

59 Check specifically for plagiarism / fraud 4 

60 Highlight competing interests of authors 4 

61 No need to detect fraud 2 

Assess manuscript 

presentation 

62 Overall readability 41 

63 Presentation (general) 40 

64 Coherence / clarity and logical flow of the text  37 
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65 Grammar and spelling 30 

66 Organization of the manuscript 25 

67 Use of language 21 

68 Length of the manuscript  12 

69 Check adherence Wo aXWhors¶ gXidelines (i.e. journal 
guidelines for authors) 

9 

Provide 

recommendations 

70 Recommendations on publication (e.g., no / minor / major 
revisions, reject) 

74 

71 Comment on interest to journal readership / relevance for 
journal scope 

52 

72 Complete (numerical) rating / checklist 26 

73 Recommend another more suitable journal 2 
a The statements are ranked by numerical frequency. 
b Number of extracted tasks statements across all data sources in the scoping review 
 

 

As evident from the above results, the key finding from this scoping review is that peer 

reviewers of biomedical journals are expected to perform a large number of roles and tasks, 

some of which are vague, contradictory and overlap with the roles and tasks of journal editors. 

Four areas of concern were identified around the roles and tasks of peer reviewers. For example, 

one particularly vague role was for peer reviewers to be µadYocates¶; this appeared several times 

in the included literature. Peer reviewers are variously expected to be advocates for authors, 

editors and/or readers. The Werm µadYocaWes¶ needs Wo be Xnpacked and clarified in order for 

peer reviewers to understand what is expected from them. A clear example of a contradiction 

was observed in the often unclear link beWZeen peer reYieZers¶ recommendaWions and ediWorial 

decision-making²where the former typically informs the latter. One of the roles identified was 

for peer reviewers to keep in mind that they are not decision-makers regarding the ultimate fate 

of the manuscript. At the same time, a key reviewer task emerging from this scoping review 

relates to the provision of a recommendation regarding the manuscript (decision-making: reject, 

accept, etc.) which contrasts and overlaps with the role of the journal editor as the sole decision-

maker on the fate of the manuscript.   

There were also a number of contradictions relaWed Wo peer reYieZers¶ tasks. For example, there 

was discrepancy as to whether detection of misconduct and fraud should fall within the remit 

of the peer reviewers and whether copy editing ± offering grammatical and linguistic 

improvements ± should fall under the remit of peer reviewers. There were variations in the level 

of detail provided, and certain tasks were vaguely described.  
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Chapter Ϯ͗ Journal editors͛ perspectives on the roles and tasks of peer 

reviewers in biomedical journals: A qualitative study 

 

In its final and optional step, the methodological framework used for the scoping review 

suggests conducting a stakeholder consultation to validate the findings and to identify additional 

sources of information, perspectives, and meanings that may enhance the knowledge gained 

from the review [77]. Given the lack of clarity and incongruities found in the scoping review, I 

decided to delve deeper to try to gain greater understanding of the content expected from peer 

reviewers through qualitative interviews with biomedical journal editors. I considered this to 

be the optimal approach because interviews enable study participants to speak freely and at 

length, thereby providing rich data embedded in personal experiences and practices. My 

decision Wo focXs on Whe joXrnal ediWors¶ perspecWiYe sWems from Whe facW WhaW Whe\ are cenWral 

figures within the peer review process who ultimately determine the expectations of roles and 

tasks for their journal. Underlying this qualitative approach is an understanding that the 

expectations, understandings, perceptions and thoughts of journal editors are largely intangible 

aspects that cannot be unpacked using predefined categories or viewed independently from the 

purposes of the peer review process itself.  

 

Ethical approval was granted by the University of Split prior to the start of the study (Appendix 

3). The data collected were de-identified and are currently securely stored at the University of 

Split. I decided to interview journal editors of general medicine and specialty journals who 

were, at the time of the interview, involved in the communication process between authors and 

peer reviewers and/or who were in a position to decide about the fate of manuscripts. 

Recruitment was based on purposive maximum variation sampling [88], drawing from a 

professional network of contacts, publishers, conference participants, and snowballing. This 

sampling method enabled conceptual exploration using the characteristics of individuals and 

journals as the basis of selection in order to reflect the diversity and breadth of the sample 

population (and therefore having different characteristics that influence their perspectives), 

rather than achieving population representativeness [89]. A detailed description of the 

recruitment process is provided in the published study protocol [73] (Appendix 2). 
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Careful consideration was given to achieving saturation in this part of my research. The term 

µsaturation¶ refers to a core guiding principle to determine sample sizes in qualitative research 

[90]. In this study, the seven parameters that influence saturation described by Hennink et al 

[91] were used to determine our final sample size and demonstrate the grounds upon which 

saturation would be assessed and achieved. These are briefly outlined in Table 5.  

 

Table 5. Parameters of saturation and determinants of sample size 

Parameters 
Sample size determinant  

for each parameter 
Determinant definition 

Purpose Capture themes 

The thematic analysis method will be used to 

identify themes and patterns of meanings 

across the dataset in relation to the research 

question 

Population Heterogeneous 

Journal editors with different characteristics 

(i.e. demographic characteristics, journal 

discipline and characteristics)  

Sampling 

strategy 
Iterative sampling 

Iterative sampling using established networks; 

enlarged through snowballing  

Data quality Thick data 
Experiences and opinions will be captured 

with the aim to provide deep and rich insights 

Type of codes Conceptual codes Explicit and subtle 

Codebook Emerging codebook 
Inductive coding derived from data content 

including broad range of codes 

Saturation goal 

and focus 
Data saturation 

Referring to saturation as the point where no 

new issues or themes are identified from the 

data  

 

According to Hennink et al, the sample size of a qualitative study is determined by the combined 

influence of all parameters, rather than any single parameter. Prior to starting the interviews, 

some parameters indicated a need for a smaller sample to reach saturation while other 

parameters indicated a larger sample, suggesting the need for an intermediate sample size 

overall. The first parameter is the purpose of the study, which in this case was to capture themes 
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from the data using the thematic analysis method. With regards to the second parameter ± 

population ± I aimed to speak with a wide variety of biomedical journal editors with different 

demographic, journal specialty and journal characteristics in order to obtain a heterogeneous 

sample. The sampling strategy followed was an iterative one that involved continual data 

collection until a wide variety of experiences and viewpoints was achieved. I aimed to collect 

µthick¶ data in order to provide deep and rich insights and capture both explicit and concrete 

codes, as well as conceptual codes that capture subtle issues. I therefore anticipated an 

µemerging¶ codebook that included a broad mix of explicit, subtle and conceptual codes. Lastly, 

the saturation goal and focus of this part of my study was to achieve data saturation, that is, the 

point where no new issues or themes are identified from the data [91]. Prior to starting the 

interview process, I followed the approach suggested by Fugard and Potts [92] of estimating 

sample size required to achieve code saturation for studies that use thematic analysis. This 

calculation indicated that I required a sample size of around 40 participants to detect, with 90% 

power, two instances of a theme with 10% prevalence. This was in line with other with similar 

studies [93]. Since sample size is irreversibly linked to saturation, which in turn can only be 

operationalized during data collection, my approach to data collection and analysis was iterative 

and continued until no new codes and themes were identified from the data [94]. Ultimately, 

56 general and specialty biomedical journal editors were interviewed for this part of my 

research (Table 6), after which saturation was obtained and recruitment ceased. 
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Table 6. Characteristics of interviewed journal editors 

Demographic characteristics  
Sex Female (n=16), Male (n=40) 

Position Junior Editor (n= 1), Senior/Associate Editor (n=11), Co-Editor-in- 
Chief (n=4), Editor-in-Chief (n=39), Editorial Director (n=1) 

Commitment  Part-time (n=50), Full-time (n=6)  

Geographic location Asia (n=2), Africa (n=1), North America (n=19), South America (n=3), 
Europe (n=28), Oceania (n=3) 

Journal characteristics   
Journal specialty General medicine and Mega journals* (n=13), Specialty (n=43) 
Indexing status 
 Yes (n=53)  No (n=3)      

COPE Membership Member (n=27), Not a member (n=29) 

Peer review model Single-blind (n= 38), Double-blind (n=7), Triple-blind (n=1), Open 
peer review (n=9), Post-publication (n=1) 

Open access,  
Subscription, Mixed  Open access (n=35), Subscription (n=4), Mixed (n=17) 

Publishers   Academic (n=9), Commercial (n=34), Mixed model** (n=13) 
*A peer-reviewed academic open access journal designed to be much larger than a traditional journal by exercising low 

selectivity among accepted articles. 

** Refers to journals that are either co-owned by medical societies and commercial publishers, or owned entirely by medical 

societies but operated through a commercial publisher   

 

I provided prospective interviewees with a study consent form and a study information sheet 

(Appendix 4)  that consisted of information about the researchers and the study (i.e. study aim, 

interview procedures, ethics, confidentiality, funding and contact details). Interviewees were 

asked to sign a written consent form and asked again for verbal consent prior to being 

interviewed. Before the start of each semi-structured interview, I reiterated my study objectives 

and provided additional information where necessary. 

During each semi-structured interview I used a topic guide (Table 7) to ensure that key aspects 

are captured while retaining sufficient flexibility to encourage unsolicited answers and 

additional relevant information that might have not been covered in the topic guide [95]. 

Development of the topic guide was informed by the outcomes of the previously conducted 

scoping review of the literature [96]. It was also piloted on four editors to assess usefulness and 

meaningfulness of the questions, the ease of administration, language and length, and was later 

refined in an iterative process as more interviews took place.  



 

44 
 

Table 7. Topic guide for interviews 

Key area of 
investigation Topics Questions and prompts 

Background 
information   

- Explore personal 
background  

- Level of 
experience  

- Roles and tasks as 
an editor 

x Tell me about your journal and the job you have. 
x How long have you been in this position?  
x Did you hold any other editorial position before your 

current position? If yes, what were your 
responsibilities then? 

Prompt: percentage of time devoted to editorial duties 
(e.g., part time, full time) 

x What are your current responsibilities (roles and 
tasks)?  

Journal set-up   - Explore journal 
set-up 

 

x Tell me about your journal - how does it work? 
Prompt: availability of resources (e.g. human and 

financial resources), relationship with publisher  
x How does the peer review process work in your 

journal? 
Prompt: submission system, peer review model (e.g., 

single blind etc) 
x What do you do within the process?  
Prompt: Interaction with peer reviewers  

Opinion on peer 
reviewers roles 
and tasks  

- Roles and tasks of 
peer reviewers 

- Expectations 
 

x What do you expect from peer reviewers in terms of 
their roles and tasks? 

x What about training for peer reviewers? 
Prompt: use items from scoping review (roles and task 

related), attitudes and beliefs (e.g. on training, how 
they peer review themselves) , organisational 
expectations 

x How do you let your reviewers know what you expect 
from them? 

Prompt: journal guidelines 
x Can you tell me about a specific situation when you 

were not satisfied with a review report or with a peer 
reviewer?  

x What did you do in that a situation?  
Prompt: probe for factors other than being late with a 

review, or not doing a review once you they have 
accepted it 

x Can you tell me about a situation when you were 
exceptionally satisfied with a review or with a peer 
reviewer? 

x Were there situations (in regards to the roles and task 
of reviewers) when you disagreed with the other 
editors you work with? What about? What happened?  

x What about other journals, do roles and tasks differ 
among journals in your field? 

Prompt: if yes (i.e. differences exist), then:  
x How does this affect the process?  
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x How does it affect your communication?  
x How do you negotiate those differences? Does it 

matter? 
Communication 
between 
editors, peer 
reviewers and 
authors  

- Communication 
between the three 
parties 

- Potential conflicts   
- Power 

x Can you describe your experience of the 
communication process between editors, authors and 
peer reviews?  

x How do you communicate with authors and peer 
reviewers?  

x Can you give me some specific examples of situations 
where this communication is challenging? 

 
Prompt:  
What are potential conflicts? 
When do disagreements arise? 
What happens if there is disagreement between peer 

reviewers?  
Conclusion - Snowballing 

- Documents 
- Final comments 

x Is there anybody else whom you think I should speak 
to? 

x Any articles/documents I can access/should look at? 
x Any final comments? Is there anything else that you 

think is important to mention?  
 

The most widely used criteria for evaluating qualitative analysis are those developed by Lincoln 

and Guba [97], Zho inWrodXced Whe concepW of µWrXsWZorWhiness¶ Wo parallel Whe conYenWional 

quantitative assessment criteria of validity and reliability. Trustworthiness is determined by 

applying the concepts of credibility, transferability, dependability and conformability to 

qualitative research. Credibility corresponds to the concept of validity, whereby researchers 

seek to ensure that a study measures what it is actually intended to measure. Transferability 

corresponds to external validity, or the extent to which the research can be transferred to other 

contexts. Dependability corresponds with reliability, or whether the research process is 

methodologically consistent and correct, whether the research questions are clear and logically 

connected to the research purpose and design, and whether findings are consistent and 

repeaWable. ConfirmabiliW\ is concerned ZiWh esWablishing WhaW Whe researcher¶s inWerpreWaWions 

and findings are clearly derived from the data, requiring the researcher to demonstrate how 

conclusions and interpretations have been reached [98].  

Data collected during the semi-structured interviews were analysed using the six phase thematic 

analysis as described by Braun and Clarke [99]. I followed the step-by-step approach proposed 

by Nowell et al., on how to conduct a trustworthy thematic analysis [100] throughout the six 
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phases of my analysis so as to ensure trustworthiness of my research [97]. The methodological 

techniques that I undertook to ensure a trustworthy analysis are presented in Table 8.  

Table 8. Actions undertaken to establish trustworthiness of analysis 

Phases of thematic 

analysis 
Techniques for establishing trustworthiness 

Phase 1:  
Familiarizing with the 
data 

Prolonged engagement with data (credibility) 
- KG performed multiple readings of all transcripts  

Reflexive journaling (confirmability) 
- Documentation of thoughts and potential codes/themes 

were taken during phase 1 and throughout the entire data 
analysis  

Phase 2:  
Generating initial codes 

Member-checking and peer debriefing (credibility) 
- The first six interviews were coded independently by two 

researchers (KG and DH) leading to the creation of the 
initial codebook  

Audit trail (confirmability) 
- Codebook was updated after every new interview creating 

an audit trial of the code generation 
Phase 3:  
Searching for themes 

Researcher triangulation (confirmability) 
- Regular team meetings to review findings from different 

perspectives 
- Diagramming/drawing to make sense of theme 

connections 
Phase 4:  
Reviewing themes 

Researcher triangulation (confirmability) 
- Regular team meetings to vet themes and subthemes 

Audit trail (confirmability) 
- We returned to raw data to check for referential adequacy  

Phase 5:  
Defining and naming 
themes 

Researcher triangulation (confirmability)  
- Team consensus on themes 

Phase 6:  
Producing the report 

Thick description (transferability)  
- The methodological approach and analytical choices were 

described in detail in previously published study protocol  
- We provide detailed descriptions of study results 
- Peer debriefing with researchers outside of the core group 

(IB and DM) 
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The findings were categorised into two overarching themes: µRoles of peer reviewers¶ and 

µTasks of peer reviewers¶, and then characterised/unpacked into a number of domains (Figure 

2).  

Figure 2. Roles and Tasks of peer reviewers 

 

 

In the first theme 'Roles of peer reviewers', journal editors outlined a variety of roles, which 

coalesced around four domains. The first domain showed that journal editors expect peer 

reviewers to be: µProficient experts in their field qualified to peer review¶. There was agreement 

that peer reviewers are experts when they (1) have expertise and demonstrate high-level 

knowledge in their subject area, (2) are up to date with existing evidence and practice guidelines 

and (3) have experience of publishing their own research. However, there was substantial 

disagreemenW on hoZ Whese criWeria are defined and XndersWood and hoZ µe[perWise¶ is 

operationalised. A key finding from this domain was that journal editors support the perspective 

that authorship experience is key to high-quality reviews, while formal training in peer 

reviewing is not. 

The second domain: µDutiful towards the scientific community versus volunteers who deserve 

recognition¶ showed that journal editors are divided on this aspect. While the majority of 

interviewees repeatedly expressed their gratitude towards peer reviewers, whom they most 
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commonl\ framed as YolXnWeers Zho perform oXW of µalWrXisWic moWiYes¶, a small number 

considered Whe acW of peer reYieZing Wo be a µdXW\¶ and µobligaWion Wo Whe scientific community'.  

The third domain showed that journal editors expect peer reviewers to be: µProfessionals¶. There 

was general agreement among study participants on the need for peer reviewers to be (1) 

unbiased and ethical professionals, (2) reliable professionals and (3) skilled critics.  

The fourth domain illustrated that journal editors expected peer reviewers to be: µAdvisors to 

the editor¶. JoXrnal ediWors Zere e[pliciW in Wheir aWWribXWion of a primaril\ µadYisor\ role¶ Wo peer 

reviewers and their oZn role as Whe µXlWimaWe decision makers¶. YeW Whe majoriW\ gaYe 

considerable importance to the reviewers' recommendations function, despite concerns 

regarding the lack of a commonly agreed-upon definition of the available options, the potential 

influence on independent editorial decision making, as well as frequent disagreement among 

peer reviewers.  

In the second theme 'Tasks of peer reviewers' journal editors outlined a number of tasks that 

coalesced around four domains: (1) organisation and approach to reviewing, (2) making general 

comments, (3) assessing and addressing content for each section of the manuscript, and (4) 

addressing ethical aspects. Considerable agreement existed concerning technical tasks, however 

there was an apparent difference in journal ediWors¶ e[pecWaWions of Whe leYel of depWh and deWail. 

 

Overall, findings emerging from these interviews support and validate the results of the scoping 

review (Paper 1) while illustrating and unpacking some of the contradictions observed in the 

literature.   
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Chapter ϯ͗ Journal editors͛ perspectiǀes on the communication 

practices in biomedical journals: a qualitative study 

 

I collected the data for this research concurrently/simultaneously with the previously described 

qualitative research. The methodology and limitations are the same and are not repeated here. 

A brief summary of the rationale for conducting this qualitative study and of the findings is 

provided below.  

The peer review process involves collaboration between authors, journal editors and peer 

reviewers that aims to achieve the dissemination of high-quality research. Good communication 

practices between these key actors are vital to achieve this aim. While there are a number of 

studies that focus on bias and directly or indirectly report on misunderstandings and 

miscommunication, to the best of my knowledge, there are no studies that specifically look into 

communication practices within the peer review process in biomedical journals. Therefore, the 

third objective of my research was to provide clarity on the communication practices that might 

underpin or influence the peer review process. I was specifically interested in the interaction 

between the key actors and hoped to capture experiences, understandings, perceptions and 

thoughts. These aspects are largely intangible, subjective dimensions, hence they cannot be 

unpacked using predefined categories and without in-depth interaction with the study subjects. 

Therefore, I considered a qualitative approach using interviews with journal editors best suited 

Wo ansZer Whis research objecWiYe. Here Whe decision Zas Waken Wo focXs on Whe joXrnal ediWors¶ 

perspective because they are involved in all aspects related to communication in peer review 

and oversee the communication between authors and peer reviewers, as well as communicate 

directly with both. Given the methodological overlap, and anticipated challenges in having to 

recruit journal editors twice to participate in my research, I decided to collect the data for both 

research objectives concurrently and combined into one interview.  

 The analysis of the interview data generated four themes. The first theme 'Vague guidelines 

and minimal gXidance proYided Wo peer reYieZers¶ revolved around two subthemes that 

described the way journal editors rationalised providing peer reviewers with vague guidelines 

and minimal gXidance aroXnd Wheir e[pecWaWions. In Whe firsW sXbWheme µPeer reYieZers shoXld 

knoZ ZiWhoXW gXidelines hoZ Wo reYieZ¶ I foXnd WhaW Whe preYailing aWWiWXde is that guidelines 

do noW pla\ an essenWial role in conYe\ing joXrnal ediWors¶ e[pecWaWions Wo peer reYieZers, WhaW 

peer reviewers should know how to review a manuscript without needing guidelines and that it 



 

60 
 

is generally assumed that peer reviewers do not read guidelines. In the second subtheme 

µDeWailed gXidance and sWrXcWXre mighW haYe a negaWiYe effecW¶, journal editors expressed the 

fear that (excessively) structured reviewer forms might have a negative impact on the review 

report quality due to prescriptive probing rather than eliciting unprompted responses. Such 

µoYer-bXreaXcraWi]aWion¶ mighW impact reYieZers¶ willingness to participate in the review 

process.  

Figure 3. Summary of themes 
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In the second theme 'Communication strategies of engagement with peer reviewers' I found two 

opposing communication strategies that journal editors employed simultaneously to handle peer 

reYieZers. The firsW commXnicaWion sWraWeg\ eYolYed aroXnd Whe µUse of direcW and personal 

communication Wo moWiYaWe peer reYieZers Wo conWinXoXsl\ parWicipaWe in Whe reYieZ process¶. 

Journal editors were aware of the positive effects of direct communication and use it 

strategically for retention and reward purposes. Despite this awareness, the second 

communication strategy: µUse of indirecW commXnicaWion Wo aYoid poWenWial conflicW WhaW coXld 

discoXrage peer reYieZers from parWicipaWing in Whe reYieZ process¶ demonsWraWed WhaW Whe\ 

preferred not to engage with peer reviewers who deliver inadequate reviewer reports. This 

conveniently avoids potential conflict that they believed might arise through the provision of 

feedback.  

In the third theme 'Concern about impact of review model on communication' I found that the 

majority of journal editors were against opening peer reviewer identities to authors, arguing 

that it would potentially make reviewer report quality worse due to potential bias that might 

arise from the removal of anonymity and due to the fear of repercussions for expressing 

criticism.  

In the last theme 'Divergent practices in the moderation of communication between authors and 

peer reviewers', I found that on one hand there are journal editors who take an active role and 

guide authors through peer reviewers comments. On the other hand, there are journal editors 

who take a passive role and just forward the comments to authors without any guidance. The 

latter approach is not in line with that recommended by professional associations, indicating 

that some journal editors might not be following editorial best practice.  
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Discussion 

Summary of findings 

This thesis filled existing gaps of research on the content and communication practices of the 

peer review process in biomedical journals. More specifically, the roles and tasks of peer 

reviewers are not clearly defined, and therefore the expected contents of peer reviewer reports 

are not clearly outlined. Furthermore, there is evidence that communication between key 

stakeholders is not optimal.  

 

In my first project, I performed a scoping review of the literature to determine the roles and 

tasks of peer reviewers in biomedical journals. I showed that peer reviewers are expected to 

perform a large number of roles and tasks. I identified 76 unique statements relevant to roles 

and grouped them into 13 themes: Proficient experts in their field, Dutiful/altruistic towards 

scientific community, Familiar with journal, Unbiased and ethical professionals, Self-critical 

professionals, Reliable professionals, Skilled critics, Respectful communicators, Gatekeepers, 

Educators, Advocates for author/editor/reader and advisors to editors. Roles that do not fall 

within the remit of peer reviewers were also identified. 

I also identified 73 unique statements relevant to tasks and grouped them under six themes: 

Organisation and approach to reviewing, Make general comments, Assess and address content 

for each section of the manuscript, Address ethical aspects, Assess manuscript presentation and 

Provide recommendations.  

Among those numerous roles and tasks I found that some of them are vague, contradictory and 

overlap with the respective position of the journal editor. Thus, the scoping review provided 

evidence that there is lack of clarity and appropriaWe commXnicaWion of peer reYieZers¶ roles 

and tasks and illustrated that overall the descriptions of the numerous roles and tasks are 

unhelpful to facilitate the understanding of what is needed. It is the first time that a 

comprehensive list of roles and tasks for peer reviewers in the biomedical field was derived 

from a wide range of sources and reported in a published article.   

 

In responding Wo m\ second sWXd\ objecWiYe, I gained deeper insighW inWo joXrnal ediWors¶ 

XndersWanding of Whe roles and Wasks of peer reYieZers. Their XndersWanding of peer reYieZers¶ 

role as proficient experts in the field was determined by extensive authorship, while formal 



 

89 
 

training was not considered to be essential. Findings also showed that journal editors were 

divided on whether peer reviewers should be seen as doing their duty towards the scientific 

community or as volunteers who deserve recognition. Consistent with findings from the scoping 

review, there was a general agreement among study participants on the need for peer reviewers 

to be unbiased, ethical, reliable professionals and skilled critics. In particular, journal editors 

primarily regarded peer reviewers as their advisors and themselves as ultimate decision makers, 

yet the majority gave considerable importance to the reviewers' recommendations. 

Furthermore, the findings showed that considerable agreement existed concerning technical 

tasks, hoZeYer Where Zas an apparenW difference in joXrnal ediWors¶ e[pecWaWions of Whe leYel of 

depth and detail depending on the resources of the journal. 

 

In m\ lasW projecW, I e[plored joXrnal ediWors¶ e[perience of Whe commXnicaWion process in Wheir 

journals. This qualitative work showed four communication practices that influence the peer 

review process. Journal editors rationalised providing peer reviewers with vague guidelines and 

minimal guidance around their expectations in two ways. Firstly, the prevailing attitude is that 

gXidelines do noW pla\ an essenWial role in conYe\ing joXrnal ediWors¶ e[pecWaWions Wo peer 

reviewers, that peer reviewers should know how to review a manuscript without needing 

guidelines and that peer reviewers generally do not  read guidelines. Secondly, journal editors 

expressed the fear that (overly) structured reviewer forms might have a negative impact on the 

review report quality due to prescriptive probing rather than unprompted responses and can 

impact the willingness to participate in the review process due to over bureaucratization of the 

process. 

Furthermore, I found two opposing communication strategies that journal editors employed to 

handle peer reviewers. The first strategy evolved around the use of direct and personal 

communication to motivate peer reviewers to (continuously) participate in the review process. 

Journal editors were aware of the positive effects of direct communication and use it 

strategically for retention and reward purposes. On the contrary, they use indirect 

communication with peer reviewers who deliver inadequate reviewer reports to avoid potential 

conflict that they believed might arise by the provision of feedback. 

Additionally, journal editors were concerned about the potential impact of review model on 

communication and most of them were against opening peer reviewer identities to authors 

arguing that it would potentially make reviewer report quality worse due to potential bias that 
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might arise from the removal of anonymity and due to the fear of repercussions for expressing 

criticism.  

Lastly, journal editors employed two divergent practices in the moderation of communication 

between authors and peer reviewers. While some take an active role and guide authors through 

peer reviewers comments, there are others who take a passive role and just forward the 

comments to authors without any guidance.  

 

Implications 

This research showed that peer reviewers are expected to perform a large number of roles and 

tasks, some of which are vague, contradictory, and overlap with the roles and tasks of journal 

editors, and that current communication does not facilitate understanding of expectations 

among and between stakeholders. In the absence of formally established requirements or 

commonly agreed standards, together with variations in expectations by journal editors and the 

international nature of scientific publications, my findings may help to raise awareness among 

journal editors that an attitude of µimplicitness¶ (i.e. WhaW peer reYieZers shoXldn¶W need 

guidelines because, as authors, they should already know what is expected of them) is neither 

fitting nor helpful. It might also obstruct mutual understanding of roles and tasks between the 

key actors, which in turn may affect the quality of peer reviewer reports. My findings further 

suggest that there is a need for journal editors to critically review and evaluate the content of 

their instructions to peer reviewers and explore how their uptake can be improved. Ideally, this 

evaluation should be set up as a scientific study, for example as a randomized control trial, to 

create solid empirical evidence on the practice of managing peer review in a scientific journal 

which can then be used by other journals. This is in line with repeated calls for more research 

into peer review [54,101].  

 

My findings also demonstrated that most journal editors are of the opinion that authorship 

experience is key to producing high-quality reviews, while formal training in peer reviewing is 

not. In the light of existing surveys suggesting a profound need for this kind of training [102], 

together with the surge of large-scale, international courses such as those organized by Publons, 

this attitude is likely to be unwarranted, untimely, and not sustainable in the long run. Peer 

reviewing manuscripts is a skill that can and should be developed through specific training. In 

developing this skill authorship experience is probably necessary, but not a sufficient condition. 
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Therefore, one of the wider implications arising from my study is that the scientific community 

needs to recognize peer reviewing as a separate skill from writing a scientific manuscript, and 

that the establishment of formal training for peer reviewers is essential to hone this skill. 

However, this would only make sense if there is cross-journal agreement regarding the essential 

key elements of a high quality reviewer report and universal recognition of the competencies 

that are necessary to deliver it [103]. Furthermore, in the absence of sturdy evidence linking 

authorship experience and academic qualifications to high-quality reviews, as well as existing 

difficulties in finding willing peer reviewers, journal editors should consider moving away from 

focusing their invitations to review solely on senior researchers. Instead, they should invite 

junior researcher to review manuscripts on a more regular basis.  

 

In addition, this study demonstrated that the majority of journal editors gave considerable 

importance to reviewers' µrecommendation¶ function. While being fully aware that the absence 

of commonly agreed-upon definitions for manuscript recommendation options and the common 

occurrence of disagreement among peer reviewers are problematic, there seems to be little 

awareness that this emphasis might inadvertently convey to peer reviewers the false impression 

that they are decision makers. Such an impression is misleading, and may influence the focus 

of the peer reviewer report accordingly instead of focusing on the improving function that most 

journal editors desire. Given the potential for misunderstandings, my findings support calls for 

removing reYieZers¶ µrecommendaWion fXncWion¶ [104]. This  might help to eliminate a 

problematic aspect of the existing malleable boundaries of authority and responsibility for 

scientific gatekeeping, realigning the role of peer reYieZers as µadYisors¶ Zhile placing Whe 

journal editor in the sole decision-maker position. Again, such an intervention should be set up 

as a scientific study to create evidence for or against this step.  

 

Another key implication arising from my research is the need to engage with peer reviewers 

that deliver inadequate peer reviewer reports by sending them personalised and constructive 

criticism. The current common practice - as outlined by my study participants ± involves simply 

circulating peer reviewer reports in the hope that poorly-performing peer reviewers will learn 

from Wheir colleagXes¶ efforWs. As such, it is intangible and most likely does not help to achieve 

a real long-lasting learning effect or foster critical reflection on one¶s own performance as a 

peer reviewer. Although implementing this suggestion would inevitably mean a major 
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investment for journal editors, in the long run it might reap substantial dividends, whereas  

current practice simply perpetuates the status quo. Here again, the generation of evidence and 

agreement around the domain of quality would give journal editors the tools required to 

methodologically assess the quality of peer reviewer reports. At the same time this study 

outlined three main potential barriers to implementation of this suggestion, namely: 1) Lack of 

time among journal editors; 2) Fear of repercussions including loss of potential peer reviewers; 

and 3) Disagreement that the education of peer reviewers should be a responsibility of journal 

editors. These barriers are not easily overcome and require substantial systemic changes. It 

might indeed be unrealistic to expect journal editors who mostly work part-time [29] to provide 

individual feedback. Therefore, substantial financial investment by publishers is needed to 

create incentives for journal editors to commit more time to editorial work. Incentives for 

editorial board members to support journal editors with this task should also be considered. In 

order to address the second barrier, the system needs to be turned inside out. For example, 

feedback provision could be a new standard procedure that is presented to peer reviewers as a 

service in recognition of their substantial time investment, rather than as criticism.   

 

Lastly, my findings suggest that some journal editors employ a passive approach to the 

moderation of communication between authors and peer reviewers. This is not only a missed 

opportunity to contribute to the improvement of the peer review process, but also not in line 

with editorial best practices recommended by professional associations such as WAME [28]. 

Lack of time was, according to my study participants, the main reason for engaging in such a 

passive approach. This finding highlights that this is a major and recurrent problem with a 

potentially significant impact on the peer review process, and adds fuel to the call to create 

(financial) incentives and provide better support for journal editors to lead their journals in line 

with best practices. Concurrently, this finding also raises the need to conduct large-scale 

research on the editorial practices by journal editors. While lack of time is undeniably a major 

factor, it might well be that journal editors are not aware of existing best practices since many 

journal editors of biomedical journals operate largely without formal training [50]. Unlike other 

professional associations (e.g. medical associations), there is no mandatory universal 

certification or membership procedure that journal editors need to fulfil. Thus, the broader 

implications for my study are in line with the plea made by Moher and Altman for research 

funders and publishers to invest money into journalology investigations, certification and 

continuing training for journal editors as well as peer reviewers in the long run [103].    
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Strengths and limitations of this research 

Strengths 

This research has a number of strengths. First, an a priori study protocols [72,73] that 

extensively outline the rationale, methodology and analyses for my research (Appendix 1 and 

2) were published in advance for all papers. The publication of protocols helps to ensure 

transparency in the research process and informs other researchers about ongoing research 

activities.   

I made use of complementary methods, and triangulated data arising from the scoping review 

and qualitative research, with substantial convergence of findings demonstrated across the three 

research papers. 

Through the scoping review, I systematically identified the roles and tasks of peer reviewers in 

biomedical journals and produced a comprehensive list derived from a wide range of sources. 

It complements existing work on journal editors [50,64] and while it is focused on the 

biomedical field, the findings could apply more broadly to other scientific fields.   

The qualitative projects responded to a long-recognised need for (more) qualitative research 

into the peer-review process in the biomedical field [105]. The interviews enabled journal 

editors to speak freely and at length about their personal experiences. Most were frank and 

forward in sharing their own practices (including potentially controversial ones) and expressing 

critical, uninhibited views on the workings of the peer review process in their journal and in 

general. Another strength of the qualitative research employed for this thesis is the diversity of 

study participants in terms of journal characteristics, such as the broad range of specialty fields 

and journal sizes reached.  

LasWl\, I belieYe WhaW m\ sWXd\ sample has adeqXaWel\ mirrored Whe cXrrenW µsWaWe¶ of biomedical 

journals. For example, there is an existing gender imbalance in biomedical journals in terms of 

editorial positions: women hold fewer editorial board positions [38] and the vast majority of 

editors-in-chief are male. This is also the case for my study participants. Furthermore, most 

biomedical journal editors work part-time [29], as did 50 out of 56 of my study participants. 

Lastly, most biomedical journals still operate a single-blind peer review process [22] which was 

also the case for the journals included in my study.   
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Limitations  

At the same time, while conducting my research, I encountered several conceptual and 

methodological challenges, resulting in several limitations that merit critical discussion.  

First, despite the systematic search conducted across multiple databases, it is possible that some 

aspecWs of peer reYieZers¶ roles and Wasks described in Whe liWeraWXre mighW haYe been missed. 

The search strategy was designed to be as broad and as inclusive as possible, and consequently 

resulted in a large number of irrelevant hits. For e[ample, Whe Werm µpeer reYieZ¶ is commonl\ 

also used in the biomedical field to refer to the ongoing professional practice evaluation of 

clinical performance in hospitals. It is also used as an educational strategy in the course of 

education across all health-related professions. My search returned a total of 23,176 records 

and included a substantial number of studies on the aforementioned topics that were irrelevant 

to my research question. For pragmatic reasons, this large set of records was initially only 

screened by myself to exclude studies that seemed completely irrelevant, resulting in 2763 

citations deemed suitable for double-screening. Some relevant literature might have been 

missed during the initial screening process.  

Second, given the large number of statements on roles and tasks obtained, inevitably there were 

a number of redundant and overlapping items. Considerable effort was made to preserve the 

wording used by authors as much as possible and to capture all nuances, however some 

streamlining was necessary to ensure that the final list of roles and tasks was both manageable 

and XsefXl. IW is possible WhaW Whis resXlWed in occasional misinWerpreWaWion of aXWhors¶ inWended 

statements and potential loss of subtle differences between the items.  

Third, no language restrictions were set for the database searches. Data were extracted from 

articles written in English, German, Spanish and Portuguese. However, the database search may 

not have included some journals that publish in other languages. Furthermore, due to feasibility 

issues, the grey literature search was restricted to English and hence potentially excluded 

relevant resources in other languages.  

Lastly, in the a priori protocol of the scoping review, I described the steps for conducting a 

comprehensive review of biomedical journal guidelines. However, over the course of the work 

it became clear that this proposition was overly ambitious and probably merited its own 

manuscript. I ultimately deemed it not to be feasible to complete within a reasonable timeframe, 

particularly in light of the large number of records that needed to be screened. This deviation 

from the protocol was noted in the manuscript. 
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The second and third research projects share the study methodology and therefore also share its 

limitations. The recruitment approach employed gave rise to several limitations in both studies. 

Purposive maximum variation sampling [88] was used to obtain as much diversity in the 

demographic and journal characteristics of study participants as possible. Interviewees were 

recruited from three sources: 1) Professional network within the Methods in Research on 

Research project; 2) Two publishers (BioMed Central and British Medical Journal publishing 

group); and 3) Attendees of the Eighth International Congress on Peer Review and Scientific 

Publication identified from the participant list. This recruitment approach led to an initial 

predominant contact with editors-in-chief. Although potential interviewees were asked either 

to participate themselves or to recommend suitable journal colleagues who could be contacted 

in their stead, two thirds of participants ended up being editors-in-chief within their respective 

joXrnal, leading Wo relaWiYe homogeneiW\ of Whe sWXd\ sample in Werms of Whe inWerYieZees¶ 

position in journal editorial boards. This limited representation of other editorial staff members 

typically involved in the peer-review process may limit the generalisability of the results.  

Future work 

My research thus far has focused on published literature and on the point of view of journal 

editors. However, to get a more comprehensive overview and understanding of the expected 

roles and tasks of peer reviewers and communication practices, it is necessary to explore peer 

reviewers' and authors' perspectives as well. While there have been calls to explore the quality 

of joXrnals¶ manXscripW peer reYieZ process b\ anal\sing Whe ZriWWen commXnicaWion beWZeen 

authors, referees, and journal editors, I was unable to identify studies that examined both peer 

reYieZer reporWs and aXWhors¶ responses aW Whe same Wime. IW appears WhaW Zhile Where are a feZ 

sWXdies WhaW inYesWigaWe some of Whe areas (µconWenW areas¶) peer reviewer focus upon, thus far a 

systematic characterization of such content areas has not been carried out. Such an analysis 

would provide an integrative overview of the peer review process, one that looks at the entire 

web of communication between authors, editors and peer reviewers. In this section I propose a 

study that will address a gap in the knowledge base by examining the content of peer reviewer 

reports and their corresponding responses by authors across both accepted and rejected 

manuscripts.  

The overall aim of this future study would be to explore the interactions between authors, peer 

reviewers and journal editors. More specifically, my research findings suggest that it would be 
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important to map out the components and characteristics of peer reviewer reports on 

manuscripts of original research, and to analyse authors' responses Wo Whese reYieZers¶ 

comments. Specific objectives could include: 

x To characterize content areas that peer reviewers focus upon within peer reviewer 

reports 

x To classify types of tasks requested by peer reviewers  

x To e[plore hoZ aXWhors negoWiaWe peer reYieZers¶ reqXesWs Wo make Wheir manXscripW 

more acceptable for publication 

 

Content analysis - a method for systematically describing documents and written 

communication - would be an appropriate method to explore Whe conWenW of peer reYieZers¶ 

reports and the subsequent responses by authors [106]. The process of content analysis can be 

divided into three phases: preparation, organization, and reporting [107].  

A convenience sample of data associated with original biomedical research articles, such as 

peer reYieZers¶ reporWs and aXWhors¶ sXbseqXenW responses, shall be obtained from a biomedical 

journal. If possible, in order to get a comprehensive dataset that reflects the true situation around 

peer review, a sampling strategy that considers both accepted and rejected manuscripts should 

be adopted. 

The starting point of the analysis is the identification of an eligible individual manuscript, which 

will be considered to be the primary unit of analysis. Each manuscript may have multiple peer 

reviewer reports and responses by authors associated with it. These would be the focus of this 

future study. Within these data, individual sentences can be extracted, coded and analysed.  

Both inductive and deductive approaches would be adopted in order to: map/classify the content 

of peer reviewer reports; identify types of tasks requested by peer reviewers and develop a 

coding framework; and to identify negotiation strategies employed by authors. 

I expect the study results to consist primarily of descriptive statistics and exploration of themes 

for content areas that peer reviewers focus upon within peer reviewer reports; types of tasks 

requested by peer reviewers; negotiation strategies employed by authors and editorial decisions 

on the ultimate fate of the manuscript. 
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Conclusion 

My research confirmed that the expected roles and tasks of peer reviewers and thereby the 

content of peer reviewer reports is not clearly outlined and communicated. I identified a large 

number of roles and tasks and highlighted problematic areas related to vague descriptions, 

contradictory statements and areas that overlap with the supposed duties of journal editors. My 

research unpacked and explained these incongruities. I have also illustrated several 

communication practices that might have a negative impact on the peer review process.  

The finding of my research provide clear evidence that there is a need to define quality criteria 

for peer reviewer reports and for journal editors to critically review their communicative 

practices.  
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Appendix 4 ʹ Study consent form and a study information sheet                            

 

A qualitative study on the communication practices within the manuscript review process 
in biomedical journals 

Principal investigator: Ketevan Glonti  

University of Split| Paris Descartes University  
Email: kglonti@unist.hr | keti.glonti@gmail.com   
Tel.: +44 7523383404 | +385 976324635 
http://miror-ejd.eu/ 
 
 
Consent by participant 

1. ³I haYe read Whe informaWion sheeW concerning Whis sWXd\ and I XndersWand ZhaW Zill be 
required 

      of me and ZhaW Zill happen Wo me if I Wake parW in iW.´ 

2. ³M\ qXesWions concerning Whis sWXd\ haYe been ansZered b\ Whe inWerYieZer.´ 

3. ³I XndersWand WhaW aW an\ Wime I ma\ ZiWhdraZ from Whis sWXd\ ZiWhoXW giYing a reason.´ 

4. ³I consenW Wo Wake parW in Whe sWXd\ and agree Wo be inWerYieZed for Whis sWXd\³ 

5. ³ I do / do not  agree to be quoted anonymously in any publications arising from this sWXd\.´ 
(please encircle/highlight as appropriate) 
 
6. ³ I do / do not  agree for the interview to be tape-recorded.´ 
(please encircle/highlight as appropriate) 
 
7. ³ I do / do not  agree for anonymised interview transcripts to be accessable to other 
researchers ZiWh addiWional eWhical approYal.³ 
(please encircle/highlight as appropriate) 
 

 

Name of participant (printed)_______________________________________________ 

 

Signature ___________________________        Date ____________________________ 

 

Please sign and return this form to the interviewer, indicating your consent to take part in the 

interview. Alternatively you may email the signed form to kglonti@unist.hr or 
keti.glonti@gmail.com 
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INFORMATION SHEET  

A qualitative study on the communication practices within the manuscript review process 

in biomedical journals 

 

What is this study about?  

The aim of this study is to generate a detailed understanding of the communication practices 

within the editorial and manuscript peer review process in biomedical research, from the 

perspective of editors. 

 

Your participation 

You are invited to participate in a semi-structured interview lasting approximately 20-30 

minutes. Throughout the interview some written notes will be taken, and with your kind 

permission, the session will be tape-recorded (audio only). I do not expect the interview 

questions to pose any inconvenience or discomfort. Withdrawal is possible at any time without 

having to give a reason. 

 

How confidentiality will be ensured 

All information collected about you and your organisation during the course of the interview 

will be kept strictly confidential. Transcripts of the interviews will be made available only to 

myself and the immediate research team and will be kept in a secured file. You will be assigned 

a unique Study Identification Number (SID), which at the completion of the study will be de-

linked from personal identifiers. Results will be written up as a journal publication and possibly 

presented at conferences. 

Interview transcripts might be quoted in publications using a code with no reference to your 

name, age, gender or organisation. You also have the option of not being quoted at all. Results 

will be presented in relation to groups of individuals. If any individual data are presented, the 

data will be totally anonymous, without any means of identifying the individuals involved. 

 

Who is organising and funding the research?  

The research is being carried out by University of Split, which has granted ethical approval for 

this study, reference number 2181-198-03-04-17-0029. 

This projecW Zas sXpporWed b\ Whe EXropean Union¶s Hori]on 2020 research and innoYaWion 

programme under the Marie Sklodowska-Curie grant agreement No 676207.  
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Further information  

If you accept to be interviewed, please read, sign and return the attached consent form to myself 

at the time of the interview.  

 

Should you have any questions, complaints or reservations about your participation in this study 

you may contact me on +44 7523383404 or via email at kglonti@unist.hr or 

keti.glonti@gmail.com. If you prefer, you may also contact  my supervisor Prof. Darko Hren 

(at dhren@ffst.hr), or the ethic committee directly (at lana.barac@mefst.hr). Any complaints or 

enquiries will be treated in the strictest confidence and investigated fully. 

 

Thank you for considering participating in our study. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Ketevan Glonti                                                                   

University of Split | Paris Descartes University  

Email: kglonti@unist.hr | keti.glonti@gmail.com   

Tel.: +44 7523383404 | +385 976324635 

http://miror-ejd.eu/ 
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