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Benefits (?) of preprints
For authors

• Immediate publication (when authors think it is 
ready!!!)  - bypasses peer review

• Low cost (free – sustainable?)
• Establishes precedence (?)
• Improves quality of papers pre-submission (?)
• Eliminates journal and other hierarchies (?)
• Identifies hypotheses not to test further (by making 

negative results available) (?)

For journals

• Source of submissions (?)
• Improves the quality of what is submitted (?)



• Safety: Peer review removes more errors and unvetted claims than no 
review (incorrect and over-stated inferences are more and more 
common).

• Safety: Multiple competing versions (all of which are citable) of what –
without careful and informed examination - appears to be the same 
content (the preprint version of which is much more likely to contain 
errors and unvetted claims) persist in perpetuity.

• Safety: Presently, no one is responsible for updating the preprint 
server version, nor to link it to the final published version. 

Key concerns-challenges about preprints



Age of preprint at publication in a journal (days)

Abdill & Blekhman 2019

By how much do preprints speed up dissemination?



Immediate dissemination of unvetted science –
particularly if it feeds into public policy or health -
feeds the instant-everything culture and is risky



• Critical comments in advance of publication? Only 8 - 25% get commented on and the 
majority of those comments are not substantive (Sources: John Inglis; Sarabipour et al. 
2019; Wakeling 2019).

• Why would a higher % of authors adopt critical comments on their preprint when they often do not 
during formal peer review?

• Pace of discovery? Generally considered adequate in many disciplines (medicine, 
biology). Cost of error is much greater than a small loss in pace.

• Mitigating positive outcome bias? Possibly, but are preprints the only-best solution?

• Transparency? How does allowing potentially error-ridden manuscripts presenting over-
stated inferences and conclusions improve transparency to the typical reader?

Do preprints really accomplish their mission?



The risk
Freely available unvetted documents

Given the limited time saved, and the limited 
improvement to most preprints, 

is it worth it?



Authors

• Loss of novelty (on submission to a journal)
• Not all journals will accept mss that are already 

available as preprints
• Citation confusion (which is the VoR and when?)
• Impact on credibility and public perception of science
• Adds to information overload
• Adds to author workload

Other concerns-challenges about preprints



Journal editors

• If a piece of work is already out there in the public 
domain, and has been “community” peer 
reviewed on a preprint server, and has a DOI and 
is searchable and citable forever, then why 
should the volunteer editors-reviewers of a 
journal use their time to do that all over again?

• Why would a publisher (whose existence is 
based on ORIGINAL content) republish it?

Other concerns-challenges about preprints



Journals-publishers

• Possible publishing and access right conflicts
• Duplicate-redundant publication - definitions will have 

to be revisited
• Plagiarism – definitions will have to be revisited
• Loss of originality – what “originality” means will have 

to be revisited
• Loss of newsworthiness
• Multiple versions/version confusion and citation 

confusion
• Who is responsible for corrections-expressions of 

concern-retractions?

Other concerns-challenges about preprints



Preprints are becoming 
more-and-more like peer-
reviewed publications?
---------------------------

Are preprint servers the 
mega-journals of the 

future?
---------------------------

Will pre-publication peer 
review become rare?

Is post-publication review the future?




