
Peer Review is Just Brass Plating — not a Gold Standard 

A primary defense of many unscientific claims is that they 
have been “peer-reviewed.” The implication is that the peer-
review process confers an imprimatur of scientific accuracy 
— but that is totally false. 

A superb summary of the situation was made by Dr. Richard 
Horton, editor of the respected medical journal, the Lancet: 

“The mistake, of course, is to have thought that peer 
review was any more than a crude means of discovering 
the acceptability — not the validity — of a new finding.  

“Editors and scientists alike insist on the pivotal 
importance of peer review. We portray peer review to the 
public as a quasi-sacred process that helps to make 
science our most objective truth teller.  

“But we know that the system of peer review is biased, 
unjust, unaccountable, incomplete, easily fixed, often 
insulting, usually ignorant, occasionally foolish, and 
frequently wrong.” 

The following is a tiny sample of studies, reports and articles 
about some of the issues with “peer-review”. The bottom line 
is that peer review is a purposefully corrupted process that 
does little more than endorse accepted “wisdom”: 

1. Is Peer-Review a Requirement of Good Science? 

2. Peer review: a flawed process at the heart of science and 
journals 

3. Science Is Suffering Because of Peer Review’s Big 
Problems 

https://www.wakingtimes.com/2017/07/17/failure-peer-review/
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2012/02/intelligent_des056221.html
http://jrs.sagepub.com/content/99/4/178.full
http://jrs.sagepub.com/content/99/4/178.full
https://newrepublic.com/article/135921/science-suffering-peer-reviews-big-problems
https://newrepublic.com/article/135921/science-suffering-peer-reviews-big-problems


4. Nobel Prize winner calls peer review “very distorted,” 
“completely corrupt,” and “a regression to the mean” 

5. Who reviews the reviewers? Feasibility of using a fictitious 
manuscript to evaluate peer reviewer performance 

6. Peer-review practices of psychological journals: The fate of 
published articles, submitted again 

7. Publishing stings find predatory journals, shoddy peer 
review 

8. The peer-review system for academic papers is badly in 
need of repair 

9. Modeling the effects of subjective and objective decision 
making in scientific peer review 

10. Problems with peer review 

11. Is Peer Review Broken? 

12. The problem with peer review in scientific publishing 

13. The relationship of previous training and experience of 
journal peer reviewers to subsequent review quality 

14. How science goes wrong 

15. Open access is not the problem – my take on Science’s 
peer review “sting” 

16. House of Commons, Science and Technology Committee: 
Peer review in scientific publications  

17. What's the verdict on peer review? 

18. Open access publishing hoax: what Science magazine got 
wrong 

19. Problems with Peer-Review: A Brief Summary 

http://retractionwatch.com/2014/03/03/nobel-prize-winner-calls-peer-review-very-distorted-completely-corrupt-and-simply-a-regression-to-the-mean/
http://retractionwatch.com/2014/03/03/nobel-prize-winner-calls-peer-review-very-distorted-completely-corrupt-and-simply-a-regression-to-the-mean/
http://retractionwatch.com/2014/03/03/nobel-prize-winner-calls-peer-review-very-distorted-completely-corrupt-and-simply-a-regression-to-the-mean/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Who+reviews+the+reviewers?+Feasibility+of+using+a+fictitious+manuscript+to+evaluate+peer+reviewer+performance
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Who+reviews+the+reviewers?+Feasibility+of+using+a+fictitious+manuscript+to+evaluate+peer+reviewer+performance
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract;jsessionid=9F1DB0E687B13076770334CD5DE6265A.journals?fromPage=online&aid=6577844
http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract;jsessionid=9F1DB0E687B13076770334CD5DE6265A.journals?fromPage=online&aid=6577844
http://arstechnica.com/science/2014/04/publishing-stings-find-predatory-journals-shoddy-peer-review/
http://arstechnica.com/science/2014/04/publishing-stings-find-predatory-journals-shoddy-peer-review/
http://theconversation.com/the-peer-review-system-for-academic-papers-is-badly-in-need-of-repair-72669
http://theconversation.com/the-peer-review-system-for-academic-papers-is-badly-in-need-of-repair-72669
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/vaop/ncurrent/abs/nature12786.html
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/vaop/ncurrent/abs/nature12786.html
http://www.bmj.com/content/340/bmj.c1409
http://www.the-scientist.com/?articles.view/articleNo/23672/title/Is-Peer-Review-Broken-/
http://www.kevinmd.com/blog/2013/12/problem-peer-review-scientific-publishing.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=The+relationship+of+Previous+Training+and+Experience+of+Journal+Peer+Reviewers+to+Subsequent+Review+Quality.+PLoS+Med.+4(1):+e40.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=The+relationship+of+Previous+Training+and+Experience+of+Journal+Peer+Reviewers+to+Subsequent+Review+Quality.+PLoS+Med.+4(1):+e40.
http://www.economist.com/news/leaders/21588069-scientific-research-has-changed-world-now-it-needs-change-itself-how-science-goes-wrong
http://blogs.berkeley.edu/2013/10/04/open-access-is-not-the-problem/
http://blogs.berkeley.edu/2013/10/04/open-access-is-not-the-problem/
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmsctech/856/856vw.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmsctech/856/856vw.pdf
http://www.columbia.edu/cu/21stC/issue-1.1/peer.htm
http://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/blog/2013/oct/04/science-hoax-peer-review-open-access
http://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/blog/2013/oct/04/science-hoax-peer-review-open-access
http://www.evolutionnews.org/2012/02/problems_with_p056241.html


20. Fake Paper Exposes Failed Peer Review 

21. Publish-or-perish: Peer review and the corruption of 
science 

22. Scientific Peer Review in Crisis 

23. Hospital peer review is a broken process 

24. The case against peer review 

25. Rethinking Peer Review 

26. Why Scientific Peer Review is a Sham 

27. Nepotism and sexism in peer-review 

28. Is the Peer Review Process for Scientific Papers Broken? 

29. Problems with peer review 

30. Who's Afraid of Peer Review? 

31. Sham peer review ... is currently at epidemic proportions 

32. The many problems with peer-review (yet again), and 
some proposed solutions 

33. An Incentive Solution to the Peer Review Problem 

34. 107 Cancer Papers Retracted due to Peer Review Fraud 

35. Publisher fined $50M for Fake Peer Reviews 

—> How about this as a partial solution? 

Again, this is a small cross-section of material on this topic. 
If there are errors in any of the above references, or if you 
know of better discussions, please email me. 

John Droz, jr.   Physicist “aaprjohn” at “northnet” dot “org” 8/21/20

http://www.the-scientist.com/?articles.view/articleNo/37798/title/Fake-Paper-Exposes-Failed-Peer-Review/
http://www.theguardian.com/science/2011/sep/05/publish-perish-peer-review-science
http://www.theguardian.com/science/2011/sep/05/publish-perish-peer-review-science
http://www.the-scientist.com/?articles.view/articleNo/34518/title/Opinion--Scientific-Peer-Review-in-Crisis/
https://physiciansnews.com/2006/09/16/independent-review-organizations-for-peer-review/
http://www.slate.com/articles/health_and_science/medical_examiner/2005/04/quality_control.html
http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/rethinking-peer-review
https://globalfreedommovement.org/why-scientific-peer-review-is-a-sham/
http://www.ehu.es/documents/1775594/2032981/Nepotism_and_sexism_in_peer_review.pdf
http://time.com/81388/is-the-peer-review-process-for-scientific-papers-broken/
http://archosaurmusings.wordpress.com/2009/03/09/problems-with-peer-review/
http://science.sciencemag.org/content/342/6154/60.full
http://www.peerreview.org/
http://www.newappsblog.com/2014/05/the-many-problems-with-peer-review-yet-again-and-some-proposed-solutions.html
http://www.newappsblog.com/2014/05/the-many-problems-with-peer-review-yet-again-and-some-proposed-solutions.html
http://www.plosbiology.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pbio.0050107
https://arstechnica.com/science/2017/04/107-cancer-papers-retracted-due-to-peer-review-fraud/
https://wattsupwiththat.com/2019/04/04/fake-academe-fined-50-1-million/
https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2019-03-20/blind-selection-is-the-key-to-a-real-meritocracy

