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Abstract

Pre-publication peer review plays a critical role in the social structure of science. Serving as a
quality control system, it determines what is recognized as a contribution to scientific
knowledge. As a result, our knowledge of scientific issues largely depends on which

manuscripts have successfully passed through the peer review filter.

However, the debate about the peer review crisis has recently gained significance, and the
necessity of the procedure has been called into question. The primary arguments against pre-
publication peer review in social epistemology and philosophy of science include critique
based on the free market of ideas, criticism of conservatism, and objections rooted in epistemic
consequentialism. The debate mainly revolves around the primary function of the peer review
process - filtering publications—and focuses on the key question of when filtering is most
appropriate: before or after the publication of scientific articles. According to these
perspectives, opposing parties formulate arguments in support of either the classical pre-

publication peer review model or the alternative post-publication model.

The focus of this paper is on the ongoing debate surrounding peer review. Its aim is to defend
the classical pre-publication peer review against the aforementioned objections and to
establish a precise and informative understanding of its role and significance. The paper will
present the historical development of the peer review, discuss current practices, and establish
a normative framework against which the critical arguments of opponents of prepublication

peer review will be evaluated.

Keywords: peer-review, credibility of science, experts, credit economy of science, academic

misconduct
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