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Problems with closed peer review
• Inadequate, inconsistent, biased, subjective reviews 
• Editors = key to high science/ethics standards 
• Peer review behind closed doors prohibits quality control

Resin & Elmore 2016 Science & Engineering Ethics,  
https://peerj.com/blog/post/100580518238/whos-afraid-of-open-peer-review/
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“Peer review needs structure, coordination, and control. But why should this 
imply a closed system?  
In a closed system, who is peer reviewing the Editors?  
What are editorial decisions based on?  
Why and who are editors selecting as reviewers?”

Jon Tennant 2016  
http://blog.scienceopen.com/2016/04/editorial-control-is-a-critical-part-of-open-peer-review/
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What is an open peer review?
Review history published alongside the publication
Review history published + reviewers sign  
Reviewers sign 
Post-publication public review



Benefits of open peer review
• Goal = improve peer review through transparency 
• Increased accountability of reviewers, editors 
• Meta-research: data is available for analysis 
• Readers can learn more about the research 
• Reviewer comments are useful/civil, especially if signed 
• Teaching tool: students can learn how peer review works

https://peerj.com/blog/post/43139131280/the-reception-to-peerjs-open-peer-review/ 



Reactions from publishers/authors

https://peerj.com/blog/post/100580518238/whos-afraid-of-open-peer-review/

% PeerJ authors choosing open review history
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Reactions from reviewers

https://peerj.com/blog/post/100580518238/whos-afraid-of-open-peer-review/ 
https://royalsociety.org/journals/ethics-policies/openness/

% PeerJ reviewers choosing to sign review



Reactions from reviewers

https://peerj.com/blog/post/100580518238/whos-afraid-of-open-peer-review/ 
https://royalsociety.org/journals/ethics-policies/openness/

% PeerJ reviewers choosing to sign review

Conflicts of interest: do not review if you 
• have co-authored/collaborated in the past 3 years 
• are at the same institution



Reactions from reviewers / editors

Mehmani 2016 https://www.elsevier.com/reviewers-update/story/innovation-in-publishing/is-open-
peer-review-the-way-forward

2015-2016: 5 Elsevier journals piloted publishing review 
histories alongside article
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Page 3 of 16https://www.elsevier.com/reviewers-update/story/innovation-in-publishing/is-open-peer-review-the-way-forward

The review reports are made freely accessible, interlinked to the original articles
and are given a separate Digital Object Identifier (DOI) – a unique character string
used to identify electronic documents such as research papers. This means the
reviewers who choose to publish the report with their name can claim the report as
a publication and include it on their ORCID profile.

To find out how the pilot is going and determine whether to scale up, we asked
reviewers who have published reports or declined to review what they thought about
open review. We also interviewed editors and authors. What did we find?

Publishing peer review reports – impact on reviewers
Of the reviewers who accepted the invitation:

Of the reviewers who declined, 91 percent said their decision was not influenced by
the open review; most (68 percent) stated a lack of time as their reason for declining.

(http://www.journals.elsevier.com/journal-of-hydrology-regional-studies)

International Journal of Surgery
(http://www.journals.elsevier.com/international-journal-of-surgery)

•

95 percent said publishing review reports didn’t influence their recommendation•

76 percent said the fact their reports will be publicly available didn’t change their
wording

•

45 percent gave us consent to reveal their names•

36 percent of those who preferred to stay anonymous said they will reveal their
names next time they review for the journal

•

98 percent said they will accept further review invites for the journal•

2015-2016: 5 Elsevier journals piloted publishing review 
histories alongside article



Reactions from reviewers / editors

Mehmani 2016 https://www.elsevier.com/reviewers-update/story/innovation-in-publishing/is-open-
peer-review-the-way-forward

3/17/17, 13:22Is open peer review the way forward?

Page 3 of 16https://www.elsevier.com/reviewers-update/story/innovation-in-publishing/is-open-peer-review-the-way-forward

The review reports are made freely accessible, interlinked to the original articles
and are given a separate Digital Object Identifier (DOI) – a unique character string
used to identify electronic documents such as research papers. This means the
reviewers who choose to publish the report with their name can claim the report as
a publication and include it on their ORCID profile.

To find out how the pilot is going and determine whether to scale up, we asked
reviewers who have published reports or declined to review what they thought about
open review. We also interviewed editors and authors. What did we find?

Publishing peer review reports – impact on reviewers
Of the reviewers who accepted the invitation:

Of the reviewers who declined, 91 percent said their decision was not influenced by
the open review; most (68 percent) stated a lack of time as their reason for declining.

(http://www.journals.elsevier.com/journal-of-hydrology-regional-studies)

International Journal of Surgery
(http://www.journals.elsevier.com/international-journal-of-surgery)

•

95 percent said publishing review reports didn’t influence their recommendation•

76 percent said the fact their reports will be publicly available didn’t change their
wording

•

45 percent gave us consent to reveal their names•

36 percent of those who preferred to stay anonymous said they will reveal their
names next time they review for the journal

•

98 percent said they will accept further review invites for the journal•

2015-2016: 5 Elsevier journals piloted publishing review 
histories alongside article

33% of editors noticed an improvement in review quality.  
70% of these editors noted “more in depth and constructive for authors to 
improve the quality of their manuscript”
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• I am mentioned in Acknowledgements



Reaction from a reviewer: 
I sign my reviews



Reaction from a reviewer: 
I sign my reviews
• (unless double-blind) 
• Including the ones I reject 
• It ensures I am respectful and constructive 
• Only positive experiences: many authors have thanked me 

for useful comments



Open peer review options
You can always sign (unless double-blind)
These journals also offer open review history:



Open peer review options

SPARC https://sparcopen.org/our-work/author-rights/introduction-to-copyright-resources/, Schiermeier http://www.nature.com/news/
you-never-said-my-peer-review-was-confidential-scientist-challenges-publisher-1.21342?WT.mc_id=TWT_NatureNews
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Taking control of where you donate your reviewer time

http://www.corinalogan.com/ethics.html

Also results in editorial quality control



Post-publication review 

Hager & Craig 2014 PeerJ, Tennant et al. 2016 F1000 

Commentary… Living document…



Open peer review: what does it achieve?
• Increases scientific rigour through transparency and 

accountability 
• Allows quality checking of editors, reviewers, and 

authors 
• Can turn an archived paper into a living document

http://www.corinalogan.com/ethics.html  |   cl417@cam.ac.uk  |  @LoganCorina
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