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Peer review in 2015 | A global view (October 2015) 

1. Most important motivation to publish in peer reviewed journals: 
making contribution to the field and sharing research with others. 
 
2. Most important motivation to review: playing a part in the academic 
process and improving papers. 
 
3. The benefit of peer review: towards improving an article rated as 8 or 
above out of 10 (most important aspect in ideal and real world). 
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2 
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world objectives 

Numbers: 6 focus groups, 46 participants  
 
Locations: UK, China and South 
Africa (early 2015)  
 
Participants: Editors, authors and reviewers 
Minimum of two articles peer reviewed 
(with Taylor & Francis or any other 
publisher)  
 
Disciplines: sciences, technology, medicine, 
social sciences, and humanities.  
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“The worst reviews are short, 
snitty, patronising and not remotely 
useful. The best are critically engaged, 
add something and improve the 
quality.” 
Editor, Linguistics, United Kingdom 
 
“Editors should be more  
pre-emptive in detecting plagiarism  
& other types of fraud.”  
Researcher, Medical Research, 
United Kingdom 
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“Peer review can be used as a gatekeeping 
mechanism to keep certain views out of 
circulation. In which article are there not 
personal views?” 
Researcher, Anthropology, South Africa 
 
“Some of the reviewers don’t exist. The author 
forges a name, creates an identity, applies for a 
new mailbox and reviews their paper 
themselves.” 
Researcher, Healthcare, China 
 
“I used to be at a university which is low 
ranking in my current field. When I was there I 
couldn’t get a paper accepted but now I am at 
a well-respected institution, I feel some papers 
are accepted too easily!” 
Researcher, Environmental Science, UK 
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Open and published: 
 

Both the authors and reviewers’ 
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Post-publication: 
 

Online readers comment on, 
or rate the paper following publication 
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On double blind 
“You have to be quite secure about  
your career to un-blind yourself. I  
don’t want to offend a future employer or 
someone sitting on an interview panel…” 
Researcher, Environmental Sciences, UK 
 
On open and published 
“I think this is the most transparent way… It 
may put some pressure on the reviewer, 
but it also gives him/her credit…” 
Reviewer, Humanities, Lebanon 
 
On post-publication 
“This method is limited to those who can 
actually read the articles (are subscribed) 
online unless the articles are open access..”  
Reviewer, Agriculture & Food Science, 
Zimbabwe 
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To come:  
 
1. Motivations to review 
2. Training and support 
3. Geographical analysis  
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