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a b s t r a c t

There is an ongoing need to support high-quality research publications that requires a greater emphasis
on the role of the peer review process. The difficulties faced by editors in finding committed reviewers
and in avoiding delayed review reports, as well as the frequency of failure in manuscript error detection,
all stress the need to identify incentive strategies that will ensure high-quality peer reviews. Based on a
qualitative approach, this paper explores referees' decision frames when reviewing, the characteristics of
the review behaviour, and the associated benefits and costs. Semi-structured interviews were conducted
with 42 journal referees. The results highlight the motivating factors that affect the decision to review, or
not to review. Two motivation frames-of-reference were identified: that of a prospective member of the
scientific community focused on self-achievement vs. that of a member of the scientific community
focused on the group. Different situational cues activate a particular frame: the match between re-
viewer's expertise and the manuscript topic, the identification with the scientific community, and the
quality of the journal. The findings suggest strategies able to minimize referees' perceived costs when
reviewing. This research sheds new light on the strategies that have the potential to boost the peer
review process.

© 2015 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction to peer review

Increasing challenges are faced to ensure the quality of the ac-
ademic publication system. The exponential growth of the schol-
arly output and the shortcomings of the current review publication
paradigms (Florian, 2012; Kriegeskorte & Deca, 2012; Priem &
Hemminger, 2012) stress the need for a growing pool of re-
viewers. Consequently, there is a greater need to identify proper
incentives to stimulate reviewers' contribution. Refused review
requests, delayed review reports, and hardships in finding new
reviewers are frequent problems faced by the grant funding orga-
nizations (Schroter, Groves, & Højgaard, 2010). A great challenge is
to find committed, high-quality, experienced reviewers, available to
invest their time in the review process. Considering all these
challenges, one can note an ever-increasing gap between the
number of reviewers needed and the number of reviewers available
(Ketchen, 2008; Schroter et al. 2010). To benefit from a review
system that increases its quality standards, stronger attempts to
support the review process are mandatory. Thus, identifying
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incentive strategies (Azar, 2006; Northcraft & Tenbrunsel, 2011),
which motivate academics to peer review impacts heavily on the
quality management of research output. Starting from here, this
paper explores referees’ motivational frame when reviewing,
aiming to identify strategies able to boost the peer review
behaviour.

Implemented since the early 18th century (Rennie, 2003), the
peer review process developed more systematically as a result of
the quantitative growth of research output, and increased special-
ization (Ware, 2008). The term peer review has already come into
regular use, but it continues to mean different things to different
journal editors. Similarly, peer review practices vary across fields
and publications. Despite the many types of peer review, the main
objective is to support editors in selecting and improving manu-
scripts for publication.

Notwithstanding the benefits entailed by the development of
the peer review systems, numerous limitations still exist. Some of
the criticisms are: the lack of science-based results to prove the
efficiency of the peer review system (Jefferson, Rudin, Brodney
Folse, & Davidoff, 2007); low reliability between reviewers
(Rothwell & Martyn, 2000); delay time from submission to accep-
tance; openness to biases associated with language, and academic
field; the tendency to favour positive results (Rennie, 2003) or
failure in detecting errors (Godlee, Gale, & Martyn, 1998). Biases
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were reported with respect to nepotism (Sandstr€om, H€allsten,
2008) and race (Ginther et al., 2011). Contradictory discussions
were raised with regard to sexism in peer review (Kaatz, Gutierrez,
& Carnes, 2014; Mutz, Bornmann, & Daniel, 2012; Wennerås &
Wold, 1997). Moreover, one of the greatest shortcomings resides
in the fact that the current review systems have not been enough
tested and validated. Still, as Matt Hodgkinson, BioMedCentral
editor states, “It's easy to criticize peer review, but it's harder to
come up with a better system”.

2. Conceptual approaches to peer review

The peer review system implies several mechanisms to improve
the quality of publications. The mere existence of a review process
motivates the authors to increase the standard of the manuscripts
before submission. The review feedback guides the authors in
revising the paper (Carpenter, 2009). Also, the peer review con-
tributes to screening out the papers that do not meet a certain
quality standard. While acknowledging its shortcomings (Baxt,
Waeckerle, Berlin, & Callaham, 1998; Campanario, 1996; Shatz,
2004), the peer review brings benefits to most actors in the pub-
lication system (Ware, 2008). Thus, peer review is often considered
a milestone for preserving the quality standard in research publi-
cations (Armstrong, 1997; Mulligan, 2005; Ware & Monkman,
2008). Despite the benefits, the scholarly editorial system faces
increased difficulties. The main challenges reside in finding
adequate reviewers, capable and available to provide correct and
timely reviews (Ketchen, 2008; Tite & Schroter, 2007; Trevi~no,
2008).

Due to the importance of the quality of the review process,
various theoretical approaches were applied to the analysis of the
review process. Without focusing on a particular theoretical
perspective, the current research follows an eclectic approach and
builds on the findings advanced by the existing theories. This
approach has both advantages and disadvantages. The multiple
theoretical fountainheads challenged the interpretation of the data,
but on the other hand, it allowed the emergence of original findings
with respect to the reviewers’ motivational frames.

While the peer review outcomes represent a public good
(Kachelmeier, 2004), the scholarly review behaviour was also
approached as a volunteer dilemma situation (Northcraft &
Tenbrunsel, 2011). When considering whether or not to accept to
review, it is assumed that the prospective referee faces a volunteer
dilemma decision (Murnighan, Kim, & Metzger, 1993). The volun-
teer contribution game is already a well-known paradigm. It im-
plies that each member of the group decides whether to contribute
for the entire group benefit or to free ride on others’ costs (Engers&
Gans, 1998). The reviewer has to choose whether to allocate his/her
own time to personal duties, hoping that others will undertake the
peer review duty (individual benefit) or to act for the benefit of
others, by dedicating his/her time to reviewing (Carpenter, 2009).
The dilemma exists, because, in the scenario where all individuals
decide to use the time for personal interests, there might be no
public benefit (worst outcome for everyone).

Discussing this approach, Tenbrunsel and Northcraft (2010)
believe that the option for an alternative favourable to the indi-
vidual or one favourable to the group depends on the reviewer's
beliefs about outcomes (costs and benefits). The authors emphasize
the individual differences in perceiving the costs and benefits when
deciding whether to review. According to the appropriateness
framework approach (March, 1994), the decision makers first
determine the type of decision they believe they face (the decision
frame). This further determines their expectations concerning the
outcomes. The decision frame allows the costs and benefits to be
perceived asmore or less relevant for the reviewer, thus influencing
the reviewing decision.
Trying to solve the review social dilemma, Tenbrunsel and

Northcraft (2010) emphasize two components: actor focus and
locus of responsibility. The actor focus is given by the consequences
expected by reviewers, which can be focused on oneself or others.
The locus of responsibility refers to the fact that the review can be
perceived as part of the decision maker's job e an in role, or as a
task outside the decision maker's job e an extra role. Power and
professional identification are two main factors that influence the
actor focus. Power was associated with self-focused behaviours
(Handgraaf, van Dijk, Vermunt, Wilke, & De Dreu, 2008; Pillutla &
Murnighan, 1996; van Dijk, De Cremer, & Handgraaf, 2004;
Wade-Benzoni, Tenbrunsel, & Bazerman, 1996): reduced desire
for reciprocity and less empathy for others' needs. Consequently,
higher power referees might be less likely to do reviews. Moreover,
stronger professional identification might be associated with the
focus on others.

Another theoretical approach that was applied to the review
behaviour is the group identification theory (Tajfel, 1981). If one
identifies oneself as a member of the group, the cooperative
behaviour will more likely appear. Cooperative behaviour is
enhanced by groupmembership (Kramer& Brewer,1984), meaning
that decision makers who perceive themselves as members of a
community will be more likely to volunteer. Brewer and Kramer
(1986) show that cooperation with in-group members is
increased even when communication is lacking. According to
Northcraft and Tenbrunsel (2011), the locus of responsibility (in
role/extra role) is influenced by peers' attitudes towards review,
and by institutional rewards. Significant others' behaviours influ-
ence the decision maker's perception of the review as an in role vs.
an extra role responsibility. Similarly, the institutional reward sys-
tem influences the decision to review. Northcraft and Tenbrunsel
(2011) model, a theoretical approach, needs to be further applied
in empirical research designs, to get validated.

Moreover, solving such social dilemmas is of tremendous
importance. It requires a thorough analysis of the decision, the
outcomes perceived by reviewers, and the value reviewers attach to
the consequences of their decision. We acknowledge the main
criticism to the logic of appropriateness related to its lack of pre-
cision and difficulty in being operationalized (Goldmann, 2005).
Thus, the present study makes a step forward by exploring this
approach in the context of the review decisions.

Economics approaches state that individuals make decisions by
comparing the costs and benefits, and when benefits outweigh
costs, their behaviour changes positively. Thus, external incentives
might be used to stimulate individuals to display a positive
behaviour. Given the direct positive relationship between
performances-based payment (piece rate compensation) and pro-
ductivity (Lazear, 1996), financial incentives could be taken into
consideration by editors to stimulate the review process. On the
other hand, the motivation crowding theory (Frey & Jegen, 2001)
states that external incentives crowd out intrinsic motivation if
individuals perceive them to be controlling. This effect has also
been called “the hidden cost of rewards” (Lepper & Greene, 1978).
The crowding out effect implies that higher financial incentives
reduce the supply, instead of increasing it. Both psychologists and
economists now admit the possibility that motivation is negatively
influenced if a previously non-financial relationship shifts to an
explicitly financial one (Frey & Jegen, 2001). Still, further studies on
this topic are needed.

Starting from these theoretical backgrounds, the primary
research questions raised in this paper are: What decision frame do
reviewers apply when deciding whether to review? What factors
trigger a particular motivation frame? What are the main reasons
that motivate reviewers to review? And, what costs do reviewers
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perceive? The answers to these questions offer solution strategies
that could be used to stimulate positive review behaviours. The
present study aims to generate valid knowledge through the in-
depth understanding of the review behaviour. The results shed
light on situational cues triggering the decision to review. Besides
this, the analysis explores how the prospective referees perceive
review requests and whether they relate to review as a pro-social
behaviour. Based on the findings, editors will be able to take
evidence-based decisions regarding the incentives they should
offer to stimulate reviewers, according to the referee's
characteristics.

Despite the importance of identifying how strongly incentives
can stimulate high-quality reviews, it is surprising to find limited
empirical research analyzing the effect of external incentives. By
the means of experimental design, Chetty, Emmanuel, and Laszlo
(2014) identified three factors that reduced the time taken to re-
view: the cash incentives, the shorter deadlines, and social in-
centives. Other studies have focused on the impact of payment on
review (Chang & Lai, 2001; Hamermesh, 1994). In this respect,
Hamermesh (1994) hypothesized that the journals offering finan-
cial rewards received a larger number of timely reviews. Chang and
Lai (2001) believe that editors should establish payments according
to the reputation of the journal. Themain drawback of these studies
is related to their theoretical approach. They focus onmathematical
models of the effects rewards would have on review and have
diminished practical applicability.

Considering the questions raised by the motivation crowding-in
or crowding-out theory, the present research also explores how the
perceived benefits and costs influence the outcomes of the review
process. The qualitative analysis of the results focuses on both the
review behaviour and the review decision. Moreover, the study
covers specific cultural values and norms. The participants were
referees from Romania, a South-East European country (an area
that might have great potential in providing new scholarly ref-
erees). Part of the European Union since 2007, Romania has about
19 million inhabitants. The country employs over 27,000 academics
in 93 public and private accredited universities (National Minister
of Education, 2015) and has 56 research journals indexed in Web of
Science. Concerning the place of academic research in the tertiary
educational system, the national legislation went through frequent
changes. As a rule, an emphasis was placed on teaching to the
detriment of research. In 2005, a set of minimum standards was
established for the research evaluation. Later, in 2006, 2011, 2012,
and 2013, the multiple changes of the ministers of education
brought new changes to these standards. The changes affected the
level of the minimum research standards and led to changes in the
criteria used to evaluate the research performance. As of 2011, in
some academic fields, the minimum standards started to include
criteria that rewarded editorial activity and review for high-quality
journals. While the discrepancies between the emphases placed on
publication to the detriment of review still exist, presently most of
the standards at both national and institutional level also cover the
review activity. Still, the standards only refer to being assigned as a
reviewer and not to the number or quality of the reviews.

Given the importance of the public benefit of the peer review
system, researchers survey the motives invoked when reviewing.
The most frequent reasons to accept to review relate to: the
accomplishment of the responsibilities expected from members of
the academic community; the need to prove oneself helpful for
improving the paper; the advantages of having access to new ideas
before publication (Carpenter, 2009); the expectation of reciprocal
benefits of having one's paper reviewed by a fellow reviewer (Sense
about Science, 2010; Ware & Monkman, 2008). Tite and Schroter
(2007) identify a set of factors to be the most relevant for the de-
cision of accepting to review, such as the contribution that the
paper makes to the field, the relevance of the topic to the reviewer,
and the opportunity to find new information.

The report “Peer review in scholarly journals: Perspective of the
scholarly community e an international study” (Ware&Monkman,
2008) shows that 91% of the 3040 academics in the sample see the
review as a responsibility associated with being a member of the
academic community. The respondents believe that reviews
improve the paper quality (78%), and 69% enjoy having access to the
text ahead of its publication. Tite and Schroter (2007) also found
that getting feedback with regard to the final editorial decision on
the reviewed manuscript and feedback on the quality of the review
report would stimulate review. Reviewmight be encouraged by the
development of a public database with reviewers that favour the
accountability of the reviewing behaviour (Florian, 2012). A
different survey developed by Sense about Science (2010), which
builds on the previous one, shows that the main reasons to review
refer to playing an active role in the community (90%), helping to
improve papers (85%), or reading papers before publication (72%).
While these reports reveal valuable quantitative information with
regard to the review practices and referees’motivation, the analysis
of the results shows a further need for a more in-depth under-
standing of the review motivation frames.

3. Research methodology

3.1. Research sample

The research sample of this study included journal reviewers,
from natural and social sciences, holding varying academic titles in
Romanian universities. In the qualitative analysis, the validity of the
findings dependsmore on the richness of the cases selected than on
the sample size (Patton, 1990). For this reason, we applied the
purposive sampling, aiming to get information-rich cases. In the
first stage of the sample selection, an initial list of reviewers was
established with the help of the editors of two Romanian journals,
who had the role of key informants. They recommended us re-
viewers to include in the sample. We had a list with 68 names in
total. To get sample variation (Merriam, 2009), we instructed the
editors to have in mind the declining rate criterion, so as to cover
reviewers who usually accept vs. refuse invitations to review.
Following the maximum variation sampling strategy, in the second
stage of the sample selection, we used two criteria: field of activity
(natural and social sciences) and academic title (Assistant Professor,
Associate Professor and Full Professor). Aiming to maximize the
chances to reveal the differences among participants and to identify
the typical patterns, we selected 51 referees. Previous research
shows differences between tenured and non-tenured referees in
the time taken to review (Chetty et al. 2014). Since the vast majority
of the academic positions in Romania are permanent, our sampling
could not vary this aspect, and the final sample included only
tenured academics.

Of the reviewers who were listed, 42 took part in the individual
interviews (nine reviewers could not be contacted or did not agree
to participate). Continuous enrichment in data collection could
have been further pursued, by expanding the reviewers’ sample or
by varying it in terms of review experience. Bearing in mind the
objective of reaching theoretical saturation (Miles & Huberman,
1994), we decided to end the sampling, based on a reasonable
capture of the identified themes. The final sample included 42
participants, 22 women and 20 men. All the participants were from
Romania and held various academic positions: 15 Assistant Pro-
fessors, 16 Associate Professors, and 11 Full Professors. As back-
ground field, 19 of them were from natural sciences and 23 from
social sciences. The participants were of various ages, ranging from
28 to 63 years old, with the mean age of 37.05 years. A primary
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selection criterion referred to review experience, which ranged
from 1 to 20 years from the beginning of the review activity.

The length of each interview ranged from 15 to 110 min (mean
length was 40min). We do not attempt to generalise the findings to
the entire population or subgroups of reviewers. Still, the purposive
sampling supported the conceptual exploration and generation of
explanations. We searched for data that captured both the review
variations and common review patterns.

3.2. Research instrument

Using semi-structured interviews with journal referees (Creed,
2004), the study aimed to offer insight and to deepen the under-
standing of the motivation for the review behaviour. Through open
questions, the research instrument focused on: a) the motives for
doing reviews and the outcomes perceived, b) the reasons for
declining to review, c) the incentives for the review behaviour, d)
the costs associated with doing reviews, and e) the relation be-
tween the review and the job description. A set of descriptive data
regarding referees' characteristics and their review behaviour was
collected, covering the following: a). the characteristics of the re-
view behaviour e the average number of manuscripts accepted for
review per year; elapsed time to review; the number of declined
review requests; b). the referees' personal characteristics e field of
activity (natural or social sciences), academic title, research pro-
ductivity (measured as the number of articles in Web of Science),
the reward system for review in the affiliated institution, reviewer's
age and gender.

3.3. Research procedure

As regards the methodology, previous studies on this topic
implemented surveys (Carpenter, 2009; Sense about Science 2010;
Ware&Monkman, 2008), focus groups (Mulligan, 2005), or natural
experiments (Thompson, Aradhyula, Frisvold, & Tronstad, 2010).
Based on a qualitative research approach, the present study ex-
plores referees' motivations to review using individual in-depth
interviews. As an explorative research, the study attempts to un-
derstand the nature of the reasons behind referees' acceptance to
review for academic journals. The data were analysed according to
the thematic analysis approach that is differently perceived in the
field literature. Some authors see it as a method, which should be
considered a method in its right, being fundamental to qualitative
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Others see it as a tool that can be
used to different methods (Boyatzis, 1998). Ryan and Bernard
(2000) consider theme identification as a process embedded in
the major analytic approaches, such as grounded theory. The pre-
sent study followed Braun and Clarke's (2006) approach to the
thematic analysis to identify the main themes (patterns) in the
motives lying behind referees' peer review behaviour. The use of
this approach owes to its flexibility, as the thematic analysis is
compatible with varied paradigms, from essentialist to construc-
tionist ones (Braun & Clarke, 2006). We applied a realistic
approach, searching for explicit themes across the set of empirical
data.

Within the coding process, the analysis had a dynamic character,
developing progressively, as did the interplay between researchers
and the data. The entire coding process was done manually. By
means of open coding, based on back and forth comparison within
and between categories and their properties, we identified the
main codes and grouped them in larger subcategories and cate-
gories. In the initial phase of the coding process, we started by using
descriptive codes, very close to respondents’ words, aiming to
condense (but not reduce) the rich data (e.g. relationships, com-
munity colleagues, scientific community, professional duty,
reciprocity, reviewing tradition, scoring evaluation points, etc.).
Subsequently, we went through several sessions of recoding,
refining the descriptive codes in more abstract codes, categories
and subcategories (Saldana, 2009). Along this process, we
constantly searched for relationships between codes, categories
and subcategories, trying to assemble the “big picture”. The main
themes were determined both inductively and deductively (Strauss
& Corbin, 1998). In the initial phase, we identified five themes,
which were condensed into two main themes after the second
coding cycle. In the end, two main themes were identified, 81 final
codes, linked in three categories and nine subcategories.

4. Review motivation: research findings and discussion

4.1. Motivation frames in the peer review process

The findings show both common motives that cut across the
variations in the participants and differences among reviewers'
motivational frames, as a function of the situational cues. The
analysis revealed two frames through which participants perceive
the costs and benefits: the frame of a member of the scientific
community focused on the group vs. the frame of a prospective
member of the scientific community focused on self-achievement.
Three cues were found to trigger the activation of a particular
frame: the identification with the academic community; the match
between the reviewer's expertise and themanuscript topic; and the
journal quality in relation to reviewers' self-perceived value. Fig. 1
presents the motivation frames thematic map that shows two
main themes and three situational cues.

4.1.1. Reciprocal contribution to the elitist scientific community vs.
gain in professional reputation by entering the elitist scientific
community

The findings revealed differences in the reviewers’ motivation
frames. The senior reviewers, who also had higher research pro-
ductivity (i.e., not all senior reviewers had higher research pro-
ductivity), emphasized the reciprocal duty to fulfil reviews, since
other scholars review their own manuscripts << It is the common
practice; others reviewmymanuscripts, so I have to do this too; it is
tradition; one needs to allocate time for this; one needs to
contribute to community, because as one has co-workers, one also
has community colleagues … an informal group, that conducts
research on the same topic>> (Professor, M, natural sciences);
<<this is a matter of profession, a professional duty to the scientific
community>> (Associate Professor, M, social sciences). Doing re-
views is a reciprocal rule of the community. For these respondents,
doing reviews is a must, a tradition that one has to keep, a practice
imposed by the needs of the academic community.

We can notice a particular frame (Tenbrunsel & Messick, 1999)
through which these reviewers perceive the decision to review.
This is a frame of amember of the scientific community focused on the
group. The reciprocity is an important principle in this frame. By the
logic of appropriateness (March, 1994), participants follow the
reciprocity rule. It enables them to establish an agreement between
the review request and their socially defined professional identity.
Thus, this frame is more likely to lead to cooperative behaviour,
making the reviewer feel the reciprocal duty to contribute to the
academic community. Unlike the questions raised by the literature
(Northcraft & Tenbrunsel, 2011), the focus is not necessarily on the
other individuals, but rather on the entire group. The consequences
of a review can be expected to impact the entire community. It is
important to note that, according to our empirical findings, this
frame is activated by at least two situational cues: 1) a strong
identification with the scientific community and 2) a strong match
between the topic of the manuscript and the reviewer's current or
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previous research interests.
Younger reviewers tend to apply a different frame. While their

reasons to review are also related to their role in the academic
community, the frame they apply is one of a prospective member of
the scientific community focused on self-achievement. They share the
desire to contribute to the community but do so with the hope that
they will be recognised by the other members as part of the group.
Most of their actions are self-focused and self-achievement ori-
ented. Doing reviews is an opportunity to get updatedwith the new
findings in the field, to increase the chances for career advance-
ment, to improve one's reputation: <<it is our duty as academic
researchers; you can also see what others write, how others write
in your field >> (Assistant Professor, F, social sciences); <<one
cannot develop as a researcher otherwise; you improve your
research skills, it is learning by doing>> (Assistant Professor, F,
natural sciences).

Young developing-scholars, regardless of their academic field or
research productivity, perceive the review as an opportunity, rather
than a cost. The main benefit brought by the review process resides
in increased visibility and increased chances to join the scientific
community: <<researchers in your field find out about you, you
establish relationships and join the field community>> (Assistant
Professor, M, natural sciences). Besides the interest in doing re-
views for professional visibility gains within the community, for
some respondents, getting invitations to review represents a form
of professional recognition: <<it's proof that your expertise was
remarked>> (Assistant Professor, F, social sciences).

We have to note that the opportunities seem to outgrow the
costs. Also, contrary to the assumptions of the volunteer dilemma
applied to peer review (see Northcraft & Tenbrunsel, 2011),
developing scholars seem not to perceive the review as a classic
volunteer dilemma situation. As decision-makers, referees expect
the review to bring them a set of benefits (rewards offered by the
affiliated institution, incentives from the journal, acknowledgment
and even financial gain). While the review report remains a public
good, the benefits perceived by the reviewer might relate to a sense
of self-orientation, and not a pro-social orientation.
4.1.2. Identification with the scientific community
The analysis reveals the importance of the scientific community

in the review process. Most participants mention the idea of
community and this concept frequently appears in reviewers' an-
swers, or it is referred to as <<the others>>, <<the authors in your
field>>). We could note that respondents from both social and
natural sciences used the phrase scientific community. However,
there are differences between novice and senior reviewers
regarding the role played by the community in their research ac-
tivity. Also, there are differences in what the community means to
respondents. While some refer to an abstract, ideal group of re-
searchers (with whom they have no direct links), other reviewers
refer to a very specific group of researchers, with whom they have
personal relationships. The stronger the reviewer's identification
with the scientific community(ies), the more powerful is the in-
fluence of the community on the review behaviour.

The answers showed that a strong identification with the field
community makes the reviewer perceive the situation through the
eye of a member of the scientific community. The strength of the
identification is given by the relationships with other authors on
the topic, by the frequency of direct or indirect interactions,
participation in joint events, or reciprocal citations. This frame fa-
vours the acceptance to do a review. Moreover, when the referee
perceives the review request through thismembership frame, there
is a decrease in the influence of external incentives on the accep-
tance to do a review. For example, the institutional reward system
has a lower impact on the decision to review. This means that
whether or not the institution encourages the review behaviour,
the membership role is perceived to be relevant and supports an
affirmative decision to review. On the contrary, in the case of re-
spondents who do not apply this frame, the institutional reward
system bears a stronger impact on the decision to review. Conse-
quently, the institutional reward system has the potential to stim-
ulate or prevent the review behaviour.

4.1.3. Journal quality as related to reviewers’ self-perceived research
productivity

A theme that emerged, as well as a factor that influences both
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the motivation frame and the decision to review, is the quality of
the journal. As expected, highly ranked journals are preferred by all
respondents. Still, there are differences in the meaning and the
manner inwhich the quality of the journal motivates reviewers. For
some, a high-quality journal guarantees high-quality
manuscripts << I usually refuse the review requests [… ] if it is a
prestigious journal, then I accept. There are higher chances for the
manuscript to be of better quality>> (Associate Professor, F, social
sciences). For others, the reputation of the journal positively con-
firms their reputation as researchers. It affirms them as part of the
elitist scientific community <<When you get review requests from
highly reputable journals it's a sign that youmatter for the valuable
scientific community >> (Professor, F, natural sciences). Moreover,
getting review requests is also perceived as recognition by the
editor. This perception is strengthened in the case of a renowned
journal << it is prestigious to be accepted as reviewer, because one
needs experience, scientific background and scientific publications
to be invited as a reviewer>> (Assistant Professor, M, social sci-
ences); <<Once you publish valuable papers, you also get reviews.
It is sometimes proof that you are appreciated as a specialist in the
field>> (Professor, M, natural sciences).

We could also note that the reputation of the journal is a cue
that triggers the frame through which the reviewer perceives the
review. When reviewing for a high-ranked journal according to the
self-perceived research productivity, the reviewer rather applies
the frame of a prospective member of the scientific community
focused on self-achievement. This shift takes place regardless of the
review experience or academic field. Furthermore, this influences
the perceived benefits and costs, causing even a senior reviewer to
enjoy the self-achievement benefits.

4.1.4. The match between reviewer's expertise and manuscript topic
While all the respondents acknowledge the importance of the

match between the reviewer and the manuscript, the analysis
shows differences in the value attached to thismatch. For the senior
reviewers, the match is a minimum requirement and not a moti-
vating factor in itself: <<This is a serious job. One cannot play when
reviewing. You have to be a real expert on the topic to be able to do
a good review; it's not as playing football with friends, but with
Real>> (Professor, M, natural sciences). Getting a manuscript that
closely matches the reviewer's expertise means an increased ca-
pacity to provide valuable feedback. This further confers stronger
power to reject worthless papers << I get a paper in my field, and I
carefully analyze it. I might reject it for being too banal>> (Pro-
fessor, M, natural sciences). A high match between referee's
expertise and the manuscript topic activates the motivation frame
of a member of the scientific community focused on the group. By
applying this frame, regardless of the age or academic area, the
reviewer becomes more of a guardian for the quality of the paper.
Consequently, in such cases, the external incentives have a reduced
impact, and the reviewer is rather motivated by the opportunity to
improve the content of the paper or to screen it out.

We notice the filter role the reviewers play to ensure the quality
standards of the scholarly publications in the field. Particularly for
reviewers with higher research productivity, the filter function
seems to be important. The reviewer acts as an expert and adopts
the role of quality gatekeeper for the research in the (sub)field.
When doing a review, it is important for reviewers to have the
opportunity to judge the relevance of the topic to the research area
and to screen out the papers that do not add value to the existing
findings. They play an active role, by screening out the less valuable
publication attempts in that specific field, thus protecting the
community itself. With this in mind, one of the interviewees
highlights the <<professional satisfaction to ensure the scientific
health of the topic>> (Professor, M, natural sciences). The high-
quality papers, screened through a careful review process, ensure
the elitist character of the academic publications <<the referees
decide the quality of a journal>> (Associate Professor, F, natural
sciences).

Also, a strong match brings a learning benefit, which fulfils the
need to be better informed about others' writings << When you
review a manuscript on a topic you are researching, you have the
chance to compare your work to what others do in your field>>
(Assistant Professor, F, natural sciences). This type of learning is
focused on membership in the academic community and on
keeping abreast of other members' research. Irrespective of the
match with the manuscript, a different type of learning benefit was
revealed in the developing scholars' answers, <<One can find new
data, learn about new research findings on the topic; one can get
better informed by reading the manuscripts, can see new trends,
get new ideas>> (Assistant Professor, F, social sciences). These
findings support other study results (Cho& Cho, 2011), which show
that peers' comments improved the quality of students’writings. In
this respect, our findings show that the referees see the benefit of
improving their performance in doing reviewers, based on the feed-
back got from editors.

4.2. The balance between perceived benefits and costs

According to the frame applied by reviewers, various benefits
and costs were associated with doing reviews. The main benefits
mentioned by respondents were related to the role they play in the
academic community or to boosting their career. Also, an influential
factor that determines the review behaviour is the relationship
with the editor. As mentioned above, the perceived benefits
included contribution to increasing the quality of the manuscript;
confirmation of one's own personal reputation; satisfaction in be-
ing a filter for the quality of scholarly publications; professional
development; increased research visibility; acknowledgment in the
journal; certificates received for the review activity; community
recognition; rewards/points offered by the affiliated institution
(evaluation criterion in the periodical performance appraisals);
submission privileges. Some respondents also mentioned financial
rewards (exemption from membership/publication fees, access/
discounts to the journal, or other financial rewards), but they did
not focus on those. In Fig. 2 we present the main benefits and costs
mentioned by respondents to be associated with the review
behaviour.

Reviewers' perceptions of the value of the potential incentives
vary according to the frame they apply. The reviewers who apply
the frame member of the scientific community support the value of
anonymous reviewers’ list and do not expect to receive material
incentives for reviewing. Since they perceive the review as a
reciprocal duty, the benefits are inherently included in the review
system itself. These reviewers get the satisfaction of protecting the
quality standards of the journal and screening out the low-quality
papers. They review because of the perceived reciprocal duty to-
wards the other reviewers and the need to perpetuate the rules and
values of the scientific community.

On the other hand, the respondents who apply the frame pro-
spective member of the scientific community would appreciate ben-
efits from the journal. Possible incentives include being mentioned
on the journal website as a reviewer or being awarded a certificate
that proves the role played in reviewing the journal
manuscripts << being a reviewer allows you to mention it in your
resume; many times you also need to prove it, so having a certifi-
cate or a web link might be very useful>> (Assistant Professor, M,
social sciences).

With respect to the perceived privilege when submitting, the
opinions on the chances to have a manuscript published in the



No match with 
the manuscriptFinancial rewards

Membership 
fees

Publication
discounts

Payments

Career boost 

Rewards from 
affiliated institution 

Rewards from
the journal

Privilege when 
submitting

Visibility, recognition, 
reputation

Professional 
development

Acknowledgements, 
certificates

Relationship 
with the editor

Guard quality standards, 
screen publications

Incentives to 
review

Improved 
manuscripts

Reciprocity, perpetuate 
community

No paper 
improvements

Time

Discomfort

Low quality 
papers

Responsibility 
on errors

Editor/author disregards 
the review suggestions

Review
costs

Pressure to 
accept the paper

Useless review 
effort

Fig. 2. The benefits and the costs to review

M.A. Zaharie, C.L. Osoian / European Management Journal 34 (2016) 69e79 75
journal differ as a function of the review experience. While younger
reviewers consider that they have higher chances to publish in a
journal if they review for that journal, more experienced reviewers
do not see this as an advantage << I went through both situations: I
hadmanuscripts accepted for publication in journals I did not agree
to review for, and I hadmanuscripts rejected by journals for which I
agreed to review>> (Associate Professor, M, social sciences). This
point of view of the more experienced reviewers seems to be
contradicted by editors’ opinions. While recognizing the draw-
backs, in a qualitative study (Lipworth, Kerridge, Carter, & Little,
2011), the 35 editors in the sample admit that there is a current
need for editors to give special consideration to manuscripts sub-
mitted by regular reviewers. The latter are seen to have a certain
power over the editors, because of a feeling of dependency on them
for performing the review and for the fact that, as authors, they
could submit their papers to other competitive journals.

As expected, developing reviewers see receiving points in the
performance evaluation process as a strong benefit. The analysis of
the respondents' opinions on the rewards granted by the affiliated
institution revealed interesting differences in the way these are
perceived by reviewers. Young developing scholars acknowledge
the value of getting points at the institutional yearly performance
evaluation for reviewing << You get points on the criterion A3>>
(Assistant Professor, M, social sciences). Conversely, other scholars
from the same institution and scientific field state that there are no
rewards for reviewing << It doesn't matter to our performance
evaluation>> (Assistant Professor, F, social sciences).

For a better understanding of these results, we briefly present
the particular situation in Romania. Traditionally, the education
system used to place greater focus on teaching than on research.
During the last ten years, the performance evaluation systems and
promotion criteria shifted the focus on academics' research out-
comes. Within the research criteria, there is a strong emphasis on
authorship, which outweighs the review activity. Still, since 2011,
most of the national and institutional standards for research eval-
uation include the criterion Membership in journal editorial
boards. Being a comprehensive criterion, a large variety of situa-
tions can be included. This criterion does not reward directly the
review activity itself, but the membership, which can often mean
just a formal designation, based on no merit << This doesn't count
in evaluation.Well, there are some criteria, but we all check it to get
the points. You know, we all are in some editorial boards or com-
mittees. The department conference board or the department
volume board … I wouldn't count this>> (Associate Professor, F,
social sciences). On this topic, the theoretical approach advanced by
Northcraft and Tenbrunsel (2011) states that the review task is
perceived as an in-role responsibility when the reviewer's affiliated
institution and the other peers reward it. Themore the organisation
and peers reward reviewing, the more it will be regarded as part of
the job.

Our study reveals contradicting results. Despite the small level
of rewards offered at the institutional level, the participants in the
sample see the review as an in-role responsibility. We could note
different connotations of the in-role concept. While most partici-
pants in the sample do not consider it a task imposed by their job
description, they see it as a requirement of being a researcher, an
in-researcher role responsibility. Concerning peers' behaviour, it
was interesting to find that developing scholars declared to have
little information about their colleagues' review activity << I don't
know what others do. I didn't ask them. We didn't talk about re-
views>> (Assistant Professor, F, social sciences). Also, some re-
spondents perceived the other colleagues to be less involved in
review << I don't know for sure, but I think they do not take
reviewing seriously>> (Associate Professor, F, social sciences). A
stronger identification with the community triggers the activation
of the frame member of the community focused on the group, and
review is seen as an in-community responsibility.

The personal relationship with the editor was also a benefit re-
ported by respondents to be important for their decision to
review << It really depends on who is asking me to review, what
relationship I have with that person>> (Associate Professor, F, so-
cial sciences); <<I sometimes accept because of my friendship with
the editor>> (Associate Professor, F, social sciences). Since re-
viewers' behaviour is influenced by the perceived relationship with
the editor, these findings support Chetty's et al. (2014) suggestion:
personal letters from the editor to referees represent an incentive
strategy that has powerful effects on the review behaviour.

The financial rewardswere not identified as a central category in
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the data collected. However, since it was of interest for the study,
the topic was raised by the researcher during the interviews. While
the highly research productive respondents were rather reluctant
to the idea of payments for review, some respondents expressed a
positive attitude towards payment. The main advantage mentioned
by reviewers as a consequence of payment was a possible decrease
in the time review turnaround time. This is consonant with other
findings (Thompson et al. 2010). On the other hand, some reviewers
showed great concern for the possible negative consequences: fear
of being forced to give more favourable reviews or even having to
accept the manuscripts; fear of corruption << it would just pervert
the system. I remember what happened when membership in
doctorate evaluation committees was paid>> (Associate Professor,
F, social sciences). Few respondents could identify a specific
amount considered to be fair compensation for a review. Some
respondents' opinions support Gneezy and Rustichini's (2000)
findings: the financial rewards, if any, should be large enough to
make a difference for reviewers' income << I don't know. 50 euro
for a review [laughing] >> (Assistant Professor, F, social sciences).

In the interpretation of the results, we paid attention to the
motivation crowding out or crowding in approach (Frey & Jegen,
2001). Starting from the external rewards mentioned by re-
viewers (such as acknowledgement in the journal, points granted
by the affiliated institution in the periodical performance ap-
praisals, or other kinds of payment), the results showed that these
were associated with decreased intrinsic motivation. In the short
run, an increase of external incentives increases the number of
reviews. In the long term, if the external incentives disappear the
number of reviews could decrease. This is only partly consonant
with the experiment done by Chetty et al. (2014), which argues that
cash incentives motivate review pro-social behaviour, with no
adverse effects on intrinsic motivation. Contrary to this study, our
findings show that reviewers' internal motives (such as interest for
themanuscript itself, for its quality, curiosity in findings, or concern
for the usefulness of their comments) are strongly decreased in the
case of reviewers who are motivated by external benefits. More-
over, respondents who pointed out mainly external incentives
seem to be more concerned with the time they have to spend doing
the review. They are also more oriented to getting the review done.
This external focus outweighs relevant suggestions aimed to
improve the manuscript. The methodology we applied does not
allow us to establish a causal relationship between these two var-
iables. We cannot say that the external rewards crowd out the in-
ternal motivations. However, we did observe that the participants
who mentioned the external benefits did not mention any internal
ones. In addition, another phenomenon was revealed: reviewers
motivated by external benefits give up the reviewwhen the reward
is withdrawn or when they do not obtain the expected reward << I
had to refuse the review request. I explained the editor that I can
only continue to review if I get appointed to the advisory board. Just
reviewing doesn't count anymore in our performance evaluations.
We have to be in boards>> (Researcher, F, social sciences).

It is also interesting to note the interaction found between
intrinsic motivation and the reviewer's self-perceived power.
Although power was found to be associated with self-focused be-
haviours (Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996; van Dijk et al. 2004), our
findings do not support this assumption. Particularly for reviewers
with strong intrinsic motivation, higher power (high academic title,
management position, Ph.D. advisor position, team projects lead-
ership positions) does not influence adversely the focus on the
group reciprocity norm. Moreover, respondents with a higher po-
wer position seem to express a stronger desire to protect the quality
of the scientific field.

When dealing with a review, the associated costs represent an
important topic for discussion. The costs perceived when doing a
review are mainly related to the time needed to read the manu-
script and complete the report. Lack of time is a common complaint
of the faculty and members of any other profession. The results
show that time constraints are perceived as a greater problem by
reviewers with higher power: <<definitely, it also depends on the
timing of the review. But … anyway [smiles], we are always busy
>> (Associate Professor, F, social sciences). Since time perception is
a subjective and complexmatter, it is outside the scope of this study
to assess in more detail how perceptions of time influence the re-
view behaviour.

Another inconvenience mentioned by respondents was the
discomfortwhen reading low-quality manuscripts << having to read
poor quality papers is not at all pleasant, but boring, and it often
frustrates me. It is a lack of respect on the part of the author>>
(Associate Professor, M, social sciences). Some respondents point
out the reviewer's high responsibility in relation to the errors of the
manuscript << one takes charge of the accuracy of the content. It is
a risk in the long run if you overlook errors. Just think that the paper
might be accused of plagiarism in the future. And you approved
it>> (Associate Professor, F, social sciences).

Also, young respondents mention the small chances that their
recommendations would be taken into account by editors and
authors << since I am not that famous in the field, I doubt that my
opinion matters, especially if the other reviewer has a different
viewpoint. The chances of the recommendations I make to be fully
implemented by the author are small>> (Assistant Professor, F,
social sciences). The data show a double display of the perceived
uselessness of the review effort: the editor might disregard the re-
view feedback, and the author might not revise the manuscript
according to the recommendations. Moreover, some reviewers
complain about the pressure to accept a manuscript despite its low
quality. This happens because the journal might need accepted ar-
ticles for publication or because a particular paper has to be pub-
lished. This has negative consequences on the quality of the
publications, decreasing the journal quality standards. On the other
hand, the results show no expected risks of having one's manu-
scripts declined just because in the past the reviewer did not accept
to review for a specific journal << If my manuscript is valuable, I do
not worry about rejection just because I declined to do a review for
that journal>> (Assistant Professor, M, social sciences).

The analysis of the results shows that there are differences be-
tween reviewers in the perceived costs-benefits ratio. For young
developing scholars, the value of the perceived benefits is more
relevant for the review decision, compared to the costs. In the
frame prospective member of scientific community focused on self-
achievement, the reviewer directly benefits by a set of payoffs. For
senior reviewers, the opportunity costs might be higher, and the
perceived benefits have a stronger impact on the others, and less on
themselves.

The present research has practical implications for editors to
support them encourage reviews. Our results show that by
increasing the relevance of the manuscript for the reviewer,
through a better match between the reviewer and the topic, the
editors could increase the chances for reviewers to adopt the
membership motivation frame. By ensuring this match, which ac-
tivates the membership frame and a stronger professional identi-
fication, editors increase the chances to get more useful reviews,
content oriented reviews. Starting fromhere, further studies should
identify strategies to enhance researchers’ professional identifica-
tion, which in its turn might influence the review output positively.
This should include not only external incentives, such as perfor-
mance evaluation criteria that reward the review, but also the
development of a review culture at the university level.

In identifying strategies that editors could use to stimulate the
review process, the analysis of the costs perceived by reviewers,
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aimed to minimize such costs, proves to be very fruitful. Some re-
viewers complained about the feeling of useless review efforts. In
this respect, editors could support reviewers to see the outcome of
their review. This means that editors should take the time to inform
the referees about the revisions done by authors, about the jour-
nal's final decision on the manuscript publication, offer open
feedback with regard to the review report, and provide reviewers
with review instructions tailored to the journal requirements. Also,
in the case of a publication decision contradictory to the reviewers'
recommendation, the editors should clearly explain the final deci-
sion to the reviewer. This way, editors will stimulate the feeling that
additional effort will lead to a valued outcome. Editors could also
provide reviewers with periodical journal reports with regard to
the review process. The feedback offered by the editor and the
relationship with the editor will play a great role in motivating the
review behaviour.

Another area for improvement comes from the cost mentioned
by reviewers in relation to the discomfort of having to review low-
quality papers. To counteract this, editors should focus on the pre-
selection of the papers submitted for review. Investing in the stage
of screening out the papers sent to review ensures higher quality
reviews on the long term.

4.3. Characteristics of the review behaviour

An important part of the study is related to the review behav-
iour, operationalised as the number of manuscripts accepted to
review or review requests declined; the focus of the review report;
and review turnaround time. An important question we raised in
our analysis was: How do the incentives offered to reviewers affect
the review behaviour? While the extensive surveys in the field
literature are mainly focused on identifying the main reasons to
review (Carpenter, 2009; Tite & Schroter, 2007; Ware &Monkman,
2008), we took these findings a step forward. We explored how the
perceived incentives related to respondents’ perceptions of the
review process.

The answers show that the focus of the review report seems to
vary across reviewers according to their experience. More experi-
enced reviewers pay considerable attention to the ideas of the
manuscript, to its added value for the field literature, novelty and
originality of the text, and relevance of the references used. In
contrast, young developing scholars more often than not contribute
to the improvement of the formal aspects of the manuscript. They
frequently refer to length, correspondence of the format with the
journal paper template, spelling errors, and language.

4.3.1. The time to review
there are differences between reviewers concerning the way

they approach the time to review and the time taken to finish the
report. More experienced and higher research productive re-
viewers declare they invest more time in doing a review. Conse-
quently, the deadline they expect to be set by the editor is
longer << Definitely, it takes a long time to finish the review. This is
not a matter of one or two days. You cannot just read it as you
regularly read an article. You have to analyze carefully the content,
read it with responsibility. You need to sleep over some of the ideas
in the manuscript and revisit them>> (Professor, M, natural sci-
ences); <<it takes at least one week>> (Associate Professor, F, so-
cial sciences). Senior reviewers refer to the time concept not
necessarily as a time of work on the text itself, but a period that has
to pass to thoroughly analyze the main ideas of the manuscript. The
highly research productive reviewers do fewer reviews and need
about 5e6 h to complete the review in a period ranging from 1 to 4
months. Developing scholars accept to do more reviews, take an
average of 1e2 h for a review, and complete the review during a
period of 5 days up to 4 weeks.

4.3.2. The number of reviews
The results also show differences in the number of total reviews

done by respondents. While senior reviewers do a smaller number
of reviews (they consider that three or four reviews per year are a
reasonable workload), developing scholars accept a larger number
of review requests (10e15 reviews per year).

4.3.3. Declined reviews
Previous surveys (Sense about Science, 2010) find that many

reviewers rarely refuse to review (40% of the reviewers declare that
they have not declined a review recently enough to recall).
Conversely, other studies find that editors need to issue from six to
ten invitations to get three commitments (Ketchen, 2008). Given
these contradictory findings, the present research aimed to explore
reviewers' perception of declining. Most participants stated that
they only declined due to time constraints and lack of expertise on
the topic of the manuscript. The refusal rate is dependent on the
quality of the journal and the match between the topic of the
manuscript and the reviewer's expertise. Our analysis revealed
interesting results about how respondents define declining. Often,
not doing a review because of the mismatch with the topic of the
manuscript was not counted as a declining situation << I couldn't
say I declined [… ] if themanuscript is not inmy field I really cannot
do it>> (Professor, F, social sciences). The more experienced and
highly research productive reviewers tend to refuse more often
when requested to review a manuscript that does not fit the area
they master. The interviews showed great disappointment coming
from respondents with better academic reputation concerning the
situations when referees accept to review on a subject they do not
master << It is not fair to judge on a topic in which you lack
expertise. Really, I do not like those who accept to review and do
not master the specific topic>> (Professor, M, social sciences). This
is considered to be unfair in terms of research ethics. Possible ex-
planations relate to the fact that they perceive the role of the
reviewer to be a guarantee for the quality of the manuscript and
impose higher expectations on their comments. It can also be
related to their greater courage to admit to not having competence
in a certain area. Also, there can be many levels in the degree of
matching expected. Since senior reviewers request for a stronger
match, the decline is based more often on the poor match with the
topic. On average, the number of reviews they do is smaller << I
usually do about three or four reviews per year>> (Professor, M,
social sciences). Still, they contribute by recommending other po-
tential reviewers. On the other hand, this reason to decline is less
frequent among the developing scholars, who are more prone to
accept to do a review on topics for which they do not have that
much experience. While accepting to do a review contributes to the
public benefit (a reviewed manuscript might be better than one
with no review), this might decrease the quality standards applied
when evaluating the paper. Consequently, this might lead to a
decrease in the quality of the public good.

5. Concluding remarks and further research

According to the motivation frame applied, the current research
results show differences in how reviewers perceive both the review
process and the benefits of reviewing. When the referee perceives
the review as a member of the scientific community focused on the
group, the review behaviour is ruled by the reciprocal duty to
contribute. When the referee applies the frame prospective member
of the scientific community focused on self-achievement, doing re-
views is perceived as an opportunity for progress in the academic
career.
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Three factors were identified to activate a certain frame: iden-
tification with the scientific community, journal quality according
to reviewers' self-perceived research productivity and the match
between referee's expertise and manuscript topic. A stronger
identification with the community and a high match between
referee andmanuscript activates themotivation frame ofmember of
the scientific community focused on the group, with the associated
perceptions and behaviours. When reviewing for a higher ranked
journal, no matter of the review experience or academic field, the
reviewer rather applies the frame of a prospective member of sci-
entific community focused on self-achievement.

The scholarly literature presents the review process as a
volunteer dilemma case (Carpenter, 2009; Kachelmeier, 2004;
Murnighan et al. 1993; Northcraft & Tenbrunsel, 2011). The cur-
rent findings suggest further consideration before defining the
decision to review as a pure volunteer dilemma situation. The
qualitative approach of the present study revealed reviewers'
subjective perceptions of the review benefits and costs. When
applying the frame prospective member focused on self-achievement,
the review opportunities are perceived to outweigh the costs. This
contradicts the theoretical model, making the review decision less
compatible with the classical volunteer dilemma approach. An
explanation for these findings could reside in the particular cultural
context of the participants’ sample. The sudden increase in the
weight of the research output within the performance evaluation
system in Romania might determine developing scholars to be
more focused on improving themselves as researchers. Implicitly,
this might determine them to attach a higher value to review, as a
research activity.

The present research has practical implications for editors to
encourage review. The characteristics of the review behaviour vary
as a function of the frame applied. Starting from the findings, we
emphasize the importance of minimizing the costs of review to
stimulate high-quality reviews. In addition to focusing on in-
centives, editors are encouraged to apply the following strategies,
which could lead to decreased costs for reviewers:

1. Ensure the match between the reviewer and the topic of the
manuscript;

2. Provide reviewers with open and individual feedback with
respect to the quality of their review reports;

3. Inform the reviewers about the final publication decision of the
manuscripts they evaluate;

4. Focus on the pre-selection stage, by screening out the papers
that do not meet a certain standard.

The debate remains open with regard to the consequences of
external incentives. Analysing the effects of the external review
rewards (incentives given by the affiliated institution, or by the
journal), the results showed that these were associated with
decreased intrinsic motivation. Unlike other results (Chetty et al.
2014), our findings show that reviewers’ internal motives are
diminished in the presence of external rewards. The interest for the
manuscript itself, its quality, the curiosity in findings, or the con-
cerns for the usefulness of their comments are decreased for the
reviewers who are motivated by external benefits. Given these
findings, deciding what external rewards to offer for review should
be carefully considered. The institutional performance evaluation
systems should include criteria to encourage responsible review
while downplaying a purely quantitative focus on review.

Unlike the findings of other studies (Handgraaf et al. 2008;
Northcraft & Tenbrunsel, 2011; Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996; van
Dijk et al. 2004; Wade-Benzoni et al. 1996), in the present paper,
the higher power of the reviewer does not seem to be associated
with a focus on oneself. On the contrary, it was associated with the
frame focused on others, and consequently, on the need to
contribute to the benefit of the academic community. We have to
mention that we noticed a relation between power and profes-
sional identification: reviewers with a higher power also expressed
stronger professional identification.

The analysis of the costs-benefits balance revealed interesting
findings. For the young developing scholars, the perceived benefits
have a stronger impact on the review decision, compared to the
perceived costs. Within the frame prospective member of scientific
community focused on self-achievement, the reviewer enjoys more
personal benefits. For reviewers applying the frame member of the
scientific community, the perceived opportunity costs might be
higher. Also, the benefits perceived have a stronger impact on the
others, and less on themselves. Moreover, while the costs
mentioned by respondents seem somewhat similar between the
two frames, there might be stronger differences among the
perceived opportunity costs.

The main limitations of the present study fall within the
boundaries of qualitative research. Although we ensured the val-
idity of the analysis by using two coders, we are aware that the
study design and analysis were influenced by researchers' per-
ceptions. Another limit is related to the number of participants.
Starting from here, further analysis should aim to cover better the
broad range of reviewers’ opinions as a function of scholarly
reputation, reviewing experience, geographical area, scientific field,
and reputation of the affiliated institution.

The findings of this research support the results reported by
other studies, especially with respect to the differences that exist
between reviewers. Particularly when applying the frame pro-
spective member of the community, without ignoring the need to
contribute to increasing the manuscript quality, the focus lies on
personal benefits, such as increased professional visibility and
career development. On the other hand, the reviewers applying the
frame member of scientific community perceive the review as a
research community duty, meant for the group benefit.

Nevertheless, compared to quantitative surveys, these findings
emphasize reviewers’ detailed perception on the reviewmotivation
frame and reveal some consequences that incentives have on the
reviewmotivation and behaviour. Also, while most surveys on peer
review report quantitative results with regard to the review
behaviour, the present study reveals in-depth findings with regard
to review refusals, as well as acceptances.
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