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It is worth noting that the process of peer review can be long from the time scientists conduct research to the point the study is published. For example, the entire process starts when a scientist undertakes a study. Scientist(s) take time to write their findings from the conducted study after which the findings are sent to the journal editor for further submission to the peer reviewers. The reviewers have a responsibility of reading the submitted article and offer feedback regarding their individual findings after reviewing the article. There are two major options available to the reviewers after reading the submitted article. One of the options is to send the article back to the journal editor with revision instructions directed to the scientists. The other option is forwarding the article for publishing if there are no corrections required (Elsevier, 2018). From the provided information regarding peer review, it can be observed that the reviewers have much influence in determining whether an article would be published or not. This is further reinforced by the principles that guide the reviewers in their work. The Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research specifies competence, transparency, fairness, and confidentiality as key prerequisites for an acceptable review process (Office of Research Ethics and Integrity, 2018). Whereas peer review research plays a significant role in the scientific field, and further demands the adherence to specific guiding standards, there are several reasons why it cannot be trusted. 
Mass Citation

Peer reviewers have been known to sometimes demand authors to observe and implement mass-citation, even when the citations are irrelevant to the manuscript being reviewed (Tancock, 2018). Based on the understanding that citations are important because of their role in exhibiting credibility, then, the effect of the peer reviewers in dictating irrelevant citations can be depicted. When the citations are irrelevant, the statement under which they are intended to support also lacks merit (Van Gunsteren, 2015). In such instances, readers may be misled to believe that the information contained in the article is credible because they may not know that the majority of the citations are irrelevant. When the citations are irrelevant, students or scholars can quote them thinking they were credibly used when they were not. In such instances, the effect of the peer reviewers to demand mass citations even where the citations are irrelevant to the article being reviewed goes beyond affecting the esteem of the scientists only. On the contrary, such actions may affect students and scholars who may have to cite the used citations thinking they were relevant to the published article. This is one example exhibiting that peer review research is not to be trusted. 
Inconsistency
Additionally, there is the issue of inconsistency, particularly among peer reviewers concerning a given article. The inconsistencies arise when different reviewers provide different views regarding an article (Gyles, 2014). For example, it is possible to have a situation where upon reviewing an article, one section of reviewers perceives it to be well written and ready for publishing, while another group of reviewers may perceive the same article as weak and requiring correction before publishing. The different perceptions or mindsets among the reviewers are founded on various biases which yield the justification of the need to publish a specific manuscript even when it does not meet the required standards. For instance, a manuscript written in Australia and submitted to a review panel comprising of Australians may qualify for publication on the basis of conservation bias (Manchikanti, Kaye, Boswell & Hirsch, 2015). This has the implication that a manuscript is accepted by the majority of reviewers as a way of supporting one of their own rather than on the basis of quality content. 
Furthermore, there are instances when peer reviewers abuse the process such that some articles have received unfairly insensitive reviews to slow down or block the publication of suggestions or findings of a competitor. Furthermore, peer reviewers have shown instances where they allow their personal views to dictate the decisions they take during the reviewing process. This action is highly unprofessional and in such instances; it can be observed that the publishing of peer-reviewed articles is not based on merit, but on unfair determinations through the abuse of the reviewers’ influence. In this light, the peer-review process is subjective; with reviewers having specific factors that drive them to accepting or rejecting a manuscript rather than adhering to the prescribed principles (Wicherts, 2016).Therefore, based on these examples, it can be deduced that peer review publications cannot be trusted. These publications are not as credible as they are deemed to be. It can be observed that peer reviewers normally misuse their influence to determine the type of articles to be published. 
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