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Abstract

Qualitative data-analysis is considered finished after the researcher writes up the analysis
for publication. However, if we compare the text as initially submitted to a journal with
what has been published, we often find great discrepancies because of the way reviewers
push authors to revise their article during the review process. We show how reviewers may
initiate a new round of data analysis by focusing their comments on three areas: the fit
between observations and theoretical claims, the plausibility of the theoretical framing or
explanation compared to other possible explanations, and the issue or relevance or the con-
tribution to scholarships. The result is that reviewers as representatives of a community
of inquiry help shape data analysis.
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Qualitative data-analysis is considered finished after the researcher writes up the analysis for
publication. However, if we compare the text as initially submitted to a journal with what has
been published, we often find great discrepancies because of the way reviewers push authors to
revise their article during the review process. We show how reviewers may initiate a new round
of data analysis by focusing their comments on three areas: the fit between observations and
theoretical claims, the plausibility of the theoretical framing or explanation compared to other
possible explanations, and the issue or relevance or the contribution to scholarships. The result
is that reviewers as representatives of a community of inquiry help shape data analysis.

Qualitative data analysis books extensively discuss making sense of observations as a pro-
cess of gaining theoretical closure. The texts give advice on looking for places to start analyzing
in the mess of observations by singling out luminous data (Katz, 2001), conduct open cod-
ing of fragments to get a sense of their theoretical or conceptual heft (Charmaz, 2014), look
for patterns by coding along a conceptual axis (axial coding) (Corbin & Strauss, 2008), map
the data in a two-dimensional space (Clarke, 2005), and then settle upon a promising theme
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Once a theme has been singled out, the researcher is encouraged to ex-
plore its manifestations across the dataset and examine variations, negative cases, consequences,
and causes (Tavory & Timmermans, 2013) by focused coding, spinning off memos, and gather
additional materials until data saturation has been reached (Small, 2009). The goal of theory-
driven data analysis is to draw a theme out of observations and, at the same time, transcend the
immediacy of the observations to speak to a broader theoretical concern.

The qualitative data analysis process starts thus in an open-ended way and gradually homes
in on an analytical theme. The different data analysis approaches differ on when existing theory
and scholarship becomes relevant: grounded theory saw existing theory as potentially corrupt-
ing data analysis and recommended that scholars only consult the literature after they worked
through their observations (Glaser, 1992) while extensive case method adherents skirted closer
to a deductive approach where researchers update or extend their “favorite” theory (Burawoy,
2009). A new approach grounded in pragmatism, abductive analysis (Tavory & Timmermans,
2014), encourages the researcher to theorize surprising findings in light of existing theories,
advancing a recursive dynamic between data and scholarship.

Whether the literature is present throughout the research project, is already guiding re-
search from the get-go, or consulted at the end, the qualitative researcher then writes up an
article (or book, but we focus on articles here). If the researcher has followed the steps of data
analysis, this last step to submission should happen smoothly. The analytical memos articulat-
ing theoretical insights based on observations form the foundation of the data analysis section
of the article (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Writing up qualitative research at that stage is then
a matter of articulating a compelling argument that ties memos, maps, and luminous data to-
gether. Format the references in the journal-required format and press “submit.”

Except that’s not usually where the analysis ends. If you were to compare a researcher’s
data analysis at initial submission with what ends up being published, the difference is often
astounding. The original analysis occasionally offers a bare-bones outline that was further re-
fined and elaborated in the writing process but often there is even less continuity: the pub-
lished analysis is completely different. Obviously, tremendously important analytical work is
done during the review and revision stage of publishing, butit falls outside the purview of most
methodology books." While authors thank reviewers for helpful comments during the review

1. This article elaborates some ideas from our book (Timmermans & Tavory, 2022). We draw especially from
chapter 8.
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process in their acknowledgments, no methods section explains how reviewers shaped what
was published.

If the article is not desk-rejected or rejected after reviews, most manuscripts will come back
with a “revise and resubmit.” Here is the dilemma: reviewers and editors are the gatekeeper
to your work getting published. Ignore them, and they may get upset and take it out on your
manuscript. Few editors will give you another chance if the reviewer thinks you did not respond
sufficiently to the initial round of suggestions. Also, even if you think the reviewer is misguided,
it is always wise to accept that your writing may have played a role in the misreading and give
the reviewer’s reading the benefit of the doubt. Ata minimum, some clarification is warranted
to avoid further misinterpretations. But seeing it in this way still makes reviewers seem like
foes rather than allies. Even while we compliment them for their “wonderful insights,” we to
get our way; we attempt to resist their misguided requests; we “capitulate” to their demands.
And yet, often begrudgingly, responding to reviewers often takes the analysis in a new, posi-
tive, direction: the analysis needs to be reframed, the data needs realigning, the concepts need
rethinking, and sometimes the entire argument requires overhauling.

Most often, more analytical work is needed because the reviewers take issue with the data
interpretation and the theoretical contributions. In her observations of grant panels, Michele
Lamont (2009, p. p. 182) found that 75 percent of the panelists mentioned that the connection
between theory and data analysis is an important aspect of grant proposals. In a study of the role
of peer review in published quantitative papers, Teplitskiy (2015) compared papers presented
at the American Sociological Association meetings and their publication in two major general
sociology journals: American Sociological Review and Social Forces. She found that the nature
of the data analysis altered modestly while the theoretical framing changed substantively. “This
finding suggests that a chief achievement of peer review may be to provoke authors to adjust
their theoretical framing while leaving the bulk of the data analysis intact” (Teplitskiy, 2015,
p- 266). In other words, the theoretical framing for quantitative papers is collectively negotiated
during peer review.

Qualitative researchers aspire to convince readers of the observed facts: the I-was-here tex-
tual effect that Atkinson (1990), drawing from literary theory, refers to as verisimilitude. These
eyewitness reports depend on the utilization and obfuscation of discursive conventions to give
the impression that the text conforms to an observed reality. Qualitative research persuades
through a combination of demonstration (e.g., excerpts of field notes or interview transcripts)
and analytical commentary, with the proviso that the observations are always already analyt-
ically infused (Atkinson, 1990). This verisimilitude renders an analysis transparent but also
invites reviewers to take issue with the presented interpretation.

Verisimilitude is a necessary starting point. Yet, it only convinces readers that we were, in
one way or another, there, that our data is valid, systematic, sufficient, and reliable. Focus-
ing on the relationship between data and theoretical claims requires us to think more deeply
about the different ways in which readers assess our argument as a trustworthy contribution to
scholarship. Following a proposed set of evaluation criteria for qualitative analysis (Tavory &
Timmermans, 2014, ch. 7), we can divide reviewer comments that push an analysis into three
categories. These considerations, of course, should be contended with even before authors sub-
mit their work: they form the backbone of comments from colleagues, advisors, or conference
participants. And yet, they are also crucially important during the review and revision process
where under the cloak of anonymity reviewers may offer pointed criticisms.

First, reviewers may question the fz# between the evidence and the researcher’s claims. The
researcher offers data to back up a claim but the reviewer is not convinced that the claims re-
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ally provide an accurate analysis is of the data, even if they are convinced that the researcher
indeed collected the data appropriately. The fit between data and claims is too loose: the re-
searcher argues relationships that a reader just doesn’t see in the quoted examples. Too close
a fit between data and claim is also problematic: a strong argument transcends the immediacy
of the observations. Simply summarizing the data adds little value. A second group of criti-
cisms are directed to the plausibility of the explanation. The author argues in favor of a set
of connections, a causal relationship, or consequences, but the reviewer offers an alternative
explanation that is already described in the literature. Then there is the criterion of relevance
or the dreaded “so what?” question: even if your analysis is correct, how does it matter for
social science scholarship. As pragmatism holds, a theory needs to be evaluated for its practi-
cal effects, commitments, and consequences. The problem here is that the analysis might be
accurate but doesn’t offer any novel insights. The authors only address narrow substantive con-
cerns, repeat what others have said before, don’t move the analysis forward (e.g., introduction
and conclusion are interchangeable), or add negligible nuances to scholarship (Healy, 2017).

In what follows we offer illustrative examples of reviewers who pushed authors on these
three criteria and we examine how the analysis was affected. Our contention is that exposure
to peer review changed the initial analysis, and often for the better. Authors tightened the links
between their data and claims, weeded out alternative explanations, and participated in broader
theoretical debates. Much of this work is hidden in a private dialogue between reviewers-editors
and authors during the review process. However, we draw on our roles as current editors of so-
cial science journals (senior medical sociology editor of Social Science and Medicine and editor-
in-chief of Sociological Theory respectively). We picked examples that have been published and
of which the authors are publicly known. For the examples we used, we asked permission of
the authors (because of double-blind peer review we did not approach the reviewers for permis-
sion but we do not provide identifying information about them). The authors of the articles
also had an opportunity to make changes to our write-up.

1 Fit: Does the Evidence State What You Claim?

One reviewer put the crux of fit eloquently: “I question if some of the conclusions were re-
ally’earned“? [...] I question if this concern about some of the conclusions is an outcome of
findings that are presented in a rather cursory and superficial manner?” Such concerns are a
challenge to rethink the analysis and play to the data’s strengths.

Manuela Perrotta and Alina Geampana (2020) submitted a manuscript to Social Science
and Medicine that analyzed the proliferation of add-on technologies in fertility medicine.
These technologies are promoted on the websites of fertility clinics as improving IVF success
rates, which hovered around a low 22%. The add-on technologies were aimed at patients
with repeated implantation or IVF failures. A British TV program, however, had exposed
these technologies as having little evidentiary backup for their effectiveness, even though they
greatly added to the cost of treatment. In their research project, the researchers asked fertility
specialists about the benefits and drawbacks of one such add-on technology: time-lapse
imaging. These are laboratory incubators with integrated cameras that continuously take
pictures of embryos during their development. The technology was promoted as a promising
way to improve the live birth rate of embryos.

Based on their interviews, the authors argued in their initial analysis that the fertility spe-
cialists were not bothered by the lack of clinical trial evidence for the technology. Instead, the
researchers reported that respondents embraced orthodox views of evidence and highlighted
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additional benefits of the technology (such as allowing to monitor fertilization, deselect some
embryos, and managing the expectations of patients).

While both reviewers were enthusiastic about the submitted manuscript, reviewer two
made a couple of critical points. First, the authors reported that they had conducted obser-
vations and interviews in five UK clinics but they only drew from interviews. The reviewer
argued that the analysis would be strengthened with observational data. This recommendation
questioned the fit between data and claims, or more precisely how best to empirically support
the manuscript’s claims. Second, drawing from the work of Karin Knorr-Cetina (1999) the
reviewer encouraged the authors to pay attention to the forms of knowledge oftered &y the
technology, and not simply at the evidence for the technology.

Given the positive reviews, Perrotta and Geampana did not comprehensively rewrite the
manuscript or reanalyze the data. Instead, they drew out some themes already present in
the manuscript and gave them more prominence. Doing so, however, changed the analysis.
Prompted by the second reviewer, the authors thought carefully about the kinds of interac-
tions that spoke to the strength of their interview data. They decided to limit the analysis
for the SSM paper to the interview data but that required them to address how interview
data could speak to the lack of evidence for the add-on technology and capture the broad
range of other reasons their respondents offered for using time-lapse imaging. They added a
section on narrative legitimation, a concept social scientist have used to analyze other areas
of medicine (e.g., alternative medicine and midwifery) to show how actors deviate from
prevailing evidentiary standards in medicine. This literature predicts that health professionals
either accept the customary standards of scientific evidence, rely on lower forms of evidence
to support decisions, or question customary standards of evidence. This new theoretical
set-up allowed the authors to emphasize that fertility specialists agreed with orthodox views of
evidence, acknowledged that time-lapsing imaging did not meet those criteria, but bring up
other reasons for using the new technology. While the fertility specialists could not prove that
time-lapse imaging improved live births, for instance, the film of the fertilization process as it
occurred over time allowed them to discard some embryos with three rather than two viable
pronuclei.

This invigorated analysis opened a new theoretical front in the analysis where the authors
could contrast external knowledge and evidence criteria with the persuasive power of accumu-
lated clinical experience, in the process expanding the range of treatment benefits beyond tra-
ditional effectiveness endpoints. This also increased the relevance of the manuscript because
it allowed the authors to engage the literature on the hegemony of evidence-based criteria to
evaluate new technologies at the expense of other, more practice-based forms of knowledge.

As with the other evaluation criteria, it is not surprising that our exemplar is of a more grad-
ual analytical modification. If the reviewer found the analysis inadequate — usually telling the
editor that the data is “under-analyzed” — the reviewer would likely have rejected the paper
rather than asking for a major revision. It is one issue to miss some analytical leads, it is a more
profound problem to comprehensively ignore the interpretive potential of observations. In our
experience as journals editors, unfortunately, this systematic underplaying of the data happens
more with some analytical approaches than others. Some researchers have (mis)interpreted
grounded theory as a license for searching for themes without bothering with a theoretical ar-
gument. The result is an exercise in coding and classification. The abstract announces that
the authors found four or five themes and the manuscript’s analytical section lists these themes
without connecting them in a theoretical way. While a list of themes may initiate, they do not
constitute a compelling analysis. Grounded theory may tell you what’s in your data with its
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useful coding paradigms, but it does not necessary tell you what the theoretical relevance is
of the observations. For that, you need to closely engage the existing literature and figure out
what’s surprising or novel, and therefore analytically relevant. Deductive qualitative research
papers, using extended case method analysis or a similar approach, are rare. Their weakness
may be that the author ignores the richness of the data due to a strong precommitment to the-
oretical precepts. Different analytical approaches then produce different challenges around fit
and some of these challenges may lead to a premature end in the review process.

2 Plausibility: What Are Alternative Explanations?

If fit focuses on the relationship between the theoretical claim and the data, plausibility focuses
on alternative explanations of the empirical pattern. If we see any writing as enmeshed in a con-
versation with a particular disciplinary community of inquiry, reviewers may well ask whether
there aren’t alternative existing theoretical tools that would do the job just as well. This is, for
many manuscripts, a make-or-break question because it questions the entire theoretical con-
struct the author created and suggests that there is a different, often simpler and more familiar,
explanation for the data. Even if the data fit the theoretical claim, it may fit other claims just as
well — making the theoretical intervention tenuous.

To take one example, this time culled from the pages of Sociological Theory, we turn to
Sourabh Singh’s (2022) Can habitus explain individual particularities? The question animat-
ing the manuscript was interesting: sociologists have increasingly used Pierre Bourdieu’s notion
of habitus to explain actors’ actions. Since a habitus is defined as the tastes, and (mostly) class-
based “principles of vision and division,” it operates as a conservative force, reproducing posi-
tions and inequalities within the social field. Yet, can we explain any particular actor’s actions
by recourse to such a theory? This question, dubbed the “problem of particularity,” remained
a sticking point in post-Bourdieusian sociology.

The analytic claim made by Singh was that part of the supposed Bourdieusian problem to
account for actions stems from the fact that Bourdieu’s theories of habitus and of capital have
been analyzed as separate from his analysis of fields. Without accounting for field structure,
including the possible shifts of actors within fields, among fields, and of the fields themselves,
the problem of particularity seems more intractable than it otherwise might be within the Bour-
dieusian framework. Put otherwise, we often treat the problem of particularity as intractable
because people change the course of their actions over time. But, argues Singh, part of the rea-
son we consider this a problem is that we forget that habitus is always located within a field’s
structure, and as people move within a field, and as the field itself changes, we should, in fact
expect to see changes in actors’ strategies of action.

Singh then exemplified this problem by detailing the biographies of two important leaders
in Indian national history — Jawaharlal Nehru and Indira Gandhi — over their political careers.
Singh argued that understanding their habitus in conjunction to their movement within the
political field (and the changing political field itself), provides a strong key for understanding
theiractions. While the reviewers generally liked what Singh did in his manuscript, they weren’t
completely sanguine. Even within the world of Bourdieusian scholars, there were other ways
to account for the problem of particularity. There were, in other words, other explanatory
alternatives.

Summarizing reviewers’ concerns in his decision letter, Tavory wrote:

Within the Bourdiuesian literature there seem to be basically four reactions to the
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problem of particularity: (a) most common: implicitly denying that there is a prob-
lematall. (b) arguing that the notion of habitusis notintended to capture each par-
ticularity, but a kind of “zone” — that it is sociology, and sociology trades in gen-
eralities. Bourdieu explicitly says this in a number of places; (c) Bernard Lahire’s
solution: which the author completely ignores, in what is currently the most sig-
nificant omission in the manuscript — that habitus are themselves complex and
discontinuous. That the context(s) of transmission involves multiple actors, and
modes of being-in-the-world, located in relation to specific practices and situations.
Thus, to get at “sociology at the level of the individual” we need to go account for
the such complexity; (d) the solution provided by Atkinson, Crossley and some
others: that sedimentation occurs throughout, and that taking phenomenology
seriously (whether Schutz or Merleau-Ponty) means that we account for a living,
changing, personhood.

The author considers mostly the first and the last of these. I think that in revis-
ing this work, the other alternatives need to be accounted for. I think, especially,
that they need to take on Lahire’s solution, which is, probably, the most concerted
and sophisticated effort to account for the problem of particularity within a Bour-
dieusian framework. I am also surprised that the author did not delve more deeply
into Bourdieu’s own “Sketch for a self-analysis” which is very much about crafting
a sociology on the level of the individual.

At its core, the author ran into a theoretical issue with empirical implications. Although
Singh paid attention to some solutions presented in the literature to the problem of particu-
larity, he didn’t pay enough attention to others. But this is not only a matter of strengthening
the conceptual parts of the paper. Rather, part of the problem was that since Singh focused
on two different biographies, he spent relatively little time detailing their trajectory. With so
little space to develop each biography, readers could find the alternatives not only conceptually
plausible, but also empirically so.

In a sense, then, plausibility reversed the problem of fit. Rather than having an uncomfort-
able fit between data and theory, the problem of plausibility is that other theoretical explana-
tions fit just as well and, in the eyes of the reviewers, maybe better. Thus, to solve the problem
of plausibility, Singh ended up cutting out one of the characters, and focusing on the biogra-
phy of Nehru. What this allowed him, through added details, was to increase the plausibility
of the focus on field transformations. While he still couldn’t quite reject other explanations,
he could show that focusing on such field dynamics was at the very least one of the important
explanatory keys for understanding how Nehru’s political strategy and commitments changed
over his career.

3 Relevance: So, What?

The “so what?” question is the trickiest reviewer concern to anticipate because it more than the
other evaluation criteria is a judgment call. In terms of fit, reviewers can marshal evidence from
the manuscript that the evidence does not meet the author’s claims. For plausibility, they can
point to the literature to note alternative explanations but whether the analysis makes a strong
contribution is often more difficult to assess. The exception is the situation where the reviewer
as expertin the field can show that the author is saying something that is already well-established
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in theliterature. In most other cases, the question of relevance turns around the more nebulous
concern of whether the analysis and theorization are a compelling contribution to the literature.
In essence, the paper needs to allow other people in the discipline to solve other problems: it
needs to be able to travel elsewhere (Timmermans & Tavory, 2022). In a sense, like any text or
cultural object, it needs to resonate with its audience (McDonnell et al., 2017) by helping them
work through the puzzles they face.

Many manuscripts that lack relevance are filtered out by the journal’s editor. The editor
has to imagine an audience for the work that, if everything works out, renders the manuscript
citable by a group of scholars that goes beyond the most immediate subject audience. A lack
of relevance is one of the major reasons editors desk-reject manuscripts. Soczal Science and
Medicine received 6,497 submissions between July 2020-2021 across its seven disciplinary of-
fices (the medical sociology office received 1,037 of those). About 85% get desk rejected and
the editors pick from ready-made phrases in their rejection letter. The most used phrase is: “Al-
though your manuscript falls within the aim and scope of this journal, it is being declined due
to lack of sufficient novelty,” which is a gentle way to point out the lack of relevance. Those that
make it to the review process may encounter a reviewer who is enthusiastic about the work but
a bit frustrated that the manuscript does not fulfill its scholarship potential to speak to broader
themes. That’s what happened in the following situation.

Kelly Holloway, Fiona Miller, and Nicole Simms (2021) received the following reviewer
comment for an article they submitted to Social Science and Medicine:

When you are clearer about who you are talking about and what you are doing,
you can also clarify the contribution of your paper, especially to a scholarly audi-
ence. Attimes you allude to the significance of all of this for tests and approvals and
practitioners. What exactly do you want scholars to learn from this? There seem to
be many important implications (about regulation, risk, industry practices, profes-
sional practices, patient safety, the impact of the private sector on public wellbeing,
about experts, and so on). Which of these many implications are most important
to you, and what do you want academics to take from your study to move the liter-
ature forward? This could be clarified earlier in the paper, and again in the findings
and discussion sections.

In other words, the reviewer saw many potential broader themes that the authors hinted at
but found those themes insufficiently work out. This is the kind of comment that suggests that
the author is on board with most of the analysis but would like to have a better articulation of
how the research addresses the stakes of the research project: how does the article go beyond
the materials presented to intervene in larger theoretical and policy debates.

The manuscript initially focused on demonstrating an “invisible college” of industry and
private experts who influenced the regulation of a new genetic test Non-Invasive Prenatal test-
ing, where blood from a pregnant woman is analyzed for the fetus’ genetic conditions. This
technology has been heavily marketed as an improvement on more invasive technologies as safe,
accurate and reliable and for-profit manufacturers have rapidly disseminated this test across
the US healthcare system. The authors focused on the retreat of government regulatory mech-
anisms as an independent check on this industry and the discovery of an invisible college of
informal experts with industry ties that set standards for test validation, developed clinical prac-
tice guidelines, and influenced critical reimbursement and insurance coverage decisions.

Rather than sticking with their discovery of the invisible college (a concept presentin this lit-
erature drawn from (Demortain, 2011), the authors took on the reviewer’s challenge to elevate
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the relevance of their article by introducing a new institutional form — a diffuse, polycentric
regulatory regimen permeated by commercial interest — that not only build on their own case
study but linked the research to similar studies of conflicts of interest in the pharmaceutical
industry. They pointed out the lack of accountability in decisions to disseminate and promote
the genetic test, the lack of transparency of scientific data produced by test manufacturers, and
the construction of covert clinical and regulatory knowledge. The reviewer’s prompt lifted the
analysis to a new conceptual level and also gave the authors a stronger rationale for their study:
expose the influential backroom regulatory work in order to hold it accountable.

4 Conclusion

A Facebook group with more than 75,000 members “Reviewer 2 must be stopped!”* encour-
ages members to vent about the second reviewer’s depredations: thwarting the publication
of good science with irrelevant, petty or meanspirited objections and demonstrating a lack of
methodological acumen or even elementary reading skills under the cloak of anonymity. Obvi-
ously, anonymous double-blind peer review is an imperfect gatekeeping mechanism for publi-
cation. Abuses and frustrations abound, even if we have surprisingly few studies of the actual
review process and most of the complaints remain anecdotal (but see Hirschauer, 2010).

Asjournal editors, we also see another side to the review process. When it works well, the re-
view process strengthens a manuscript, sometimes transforming it from a mediocre work into
a powerful contribution. It does so precisely by doubling down on the considerations we out-
lined above: by pushing authors to show how the empirical material supports the theoretical
claims, whether other theoretical explanations could not do a better job of explaining the ob-
servations, or pushing the author to clarify the broader implications of their study. Engaging
such comments often adds another round of analysis to the manuscript with the result that the
analysis pre and post review is profoundly different. What the author thought was closed, has
been reopened and altered.

The review process often seems to insert a level of conservativeness in a body of scholar-
ship, especially in tradition-rich fields. This should not be surprising. The more people are
engaged in a particular disciplinary conversation, the harder it is to convince them that a new
explanation is better than existing alternatives. This is not necessarily problematic: the bar for
new theoretical work should be high. Of course, such a system can also sometimes be narrow
minded, rewarding incremental change (or even repetition) rather than bold new arguments.
As Thomas Kuhn noted more than half a century ago, adhering to a research tradition increases
the probability for publication but forgoes opportunities for originality. It’s a reliable career
path. Taking a higher risk strategy may lead to higher rejection rates, because such explanations
feel “too far” to be considered plausible, and to exotic to help other researchers puzzle out the
problems that they face (McDonnell et al., 2017). However, if you do manage to convince your
readers that a novel explanation is both better than the plausible alternatives and relevant for
other cases, it can have a strong staying power. In astudy of 6.5 million abstracts in biomedicine,
Foster and co-authors (2015) found that while innovation in science is rare, truly innovative
articles accumulate in higher rewards — at least in terms of the citations to the work.

Lastly, conservative or not, the review process often leads to an additional analytical loop.
As authors have to tackle skeptical readings of fit, plausibility, and relevance, they often have to
deepen their analysis, sometimes even collect new data. As early observer of science Ludwick

2. https://www.facebook.com/groups/71041660468
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Fleck (1979) noted, scientific experience is collective. At their best, reviewer 2 is this invisible
manifestation of the collective, erased after the fact, but leaving their mark on the shape of the
argument, and the relationship between theory and observations.
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