Table 1. Why the current peer review system is unsustainable

1. Current peer review is frequently superficial, and in many instances, poor 

2. Editors do not usually know the content of submitted papers and in most (if not all) cases they favor reviewers, not authors

3. Many reviewers are stubborn and they will not yield, even with well-documented rebuttals (these are also known as “tyrannical reviewers”).

4. Competitors may rob you, without you even noticing; remember that competitive scientists are not Saints.

5. Eventually, every written paper will be published somewhere, in many cases without revision or mild revision

6. Peer review is slow and in many cases does not contribute to substantially improve the paper. In most cases, revisions do not change the bottom line of any paper

7. Peer review could promote data falsification/fabrication

8. Most journals will find it difficult to find qualified reviewers; there are no incentives in reviewing papers, especially for low impact journals

9. While publishers make money, reviewers do not, even if they are a major part of the process. Why reviewers work for free, for somebody who makes money out of their work?

10. There may not be any additional significant harm by publishing unreviewed papers. If a paper is not valid, sooner or later it will be exposed and challenged. This is especially true for seemingly high impact papers

11. The largest scientific journal to date (PLOS One) and many other of similar philosophy, adopted “light review”, which is close to almost no review
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