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|. What Is peer review?

 Definition : Review by peers
The peer review process® FLP EHol] FAISIE AlE
o5to] Pi%E N HE 2 TEOH A He B 1,
°lz &EN Q4ECIIM ZoIHQ MFY. °f dFE ZoH

o
OIAIEH g HH4, H2dNOH 2915 &5 22|k &

* Includes:

Internal review (by editorial staff)

external review (by experts in the field)



Peer-reviewed journals may also be called “refereed” or “juried”

journals.

Peer review is a process by which manuscripts are submitted for
publication in a scholarly or research journal and are reviewed by

subject experts for comment, evaluation, and approval.

These articles often go through a revision process after the peer

review and prior to publication.

Many articles are submitted to the journal editors. Of these

articles, a select few make it to publication.

Peer review process definition adapted from the Concise

Dictionary Of Library And Information Science.



* Purpose
The processe 2|H| A 2B E42 X, HFFL 77
(unwarranted claims), $
(unacceptable mterpretatlons), L
H(personal views)s= MO AR SA0| US. i
M °l= M=z 1t9] A4S M=
Ol FF ¥ (legitimate) = JEHE A
Aol xeh 2o HEE T2 HE2 TMH & & U5




What do editors want from papers?

« 324 (Importance)

» MZ2Z(Originality)

. SRt 30| R



When did peer review start?

Some would say that “Peer
Review” goes back as far as the
17t century, when it was known
as “The Inquisition of the Holy
Roman and Catholic Church”.
Scholars’ works were examined BT
for any hints of “heresy”. Galileo

Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peer_review)



Peer review in “Modern times”

Peer review (known as refereeing in
some academic fields) is used iIn:

1. Publication process

2. Awarding of funding
for research

3. Patents

4. Standards

Each of these involve slightly
different practices, but ultimately

- "I think you should be more
colleagues are evaluating each other. explicit here in step two."



What we know about peer review?

Research evidence



( BiolMed Central

The Open Access Publisher

Future of Peer Review

Image by James Yang http://www.jamesyang.com

Maria Kowalczuk, PhD
Deputy Biology Editor, BioMed Central
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What Peer Review Feels Like

(S OMef\IMes>

well, that didnt
Seem too bad...

Reviewer1 Reviewe, 2.



http://jasonya.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Reviewer3Attack.jpg
http://www.slideshare.net/Maria_Kowalczuk/future-of-peer-review

Your Manuscript On Peer Review

Youy MQV\USCV{F} as Submitfed

... and atter peer veview and revision

oest topmounded 'Fr_c;ntew\'ndshieiio:\ads
: e ey dbe remove
minor ok,
feviSions laser cannon. Becasse. %’ﬁ“g $roded Ve ﬁm h;:c’:
\ \ ;;i:m adw‘ s
Q\ /OANOAO DK e
B \ \N
: \
’ 3 LT T R )
‘ﬁﬁ“g‘m"“ '““;e“:i(;‘a‘*"“ J:,;.“:w M‘AW-M fh's o\l’fﬂ'ym*e
Y windaws A
shovld bCSosMﬁCﬂ!ﬂj e S appreac

e&““d 0dd- shaped w \'ndm)

REDPEN/BLACKPEN hitp: // rcd?mb\ackpcw . Jqson’a.com

I’m a big fan of peer review.
Most of the revisions that
reviewers suggest are very
reasonable and sometimes

really improve the manuscript.

Other times it doesn’t seem
to work that way. I’ve noticed
this 1s especially true when
the manuscript goes through
multiple rounds of peer
review at different journals. It
can become a franken-paper,
unloved by the very reviewers
who made it.
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http://jasonya.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/car_peer_review_comic_12.jpg

Why do peer review?

e Filter

— More papers submitted than could be “printed”

— Eliminate “bad” science, pseudo-science, harmful
science...

* Aura of “quality” (only the best gets in)
 Collegial stamp of approval

 Professional obligation to the principles of
one’s discipline

12



So, what’s the problem?

» Famous papers that were published and did NOT get peer reviewed:
— Watson & Crick’s 1951 paper on the structure of DNA in Nature
— Abdus Salam’s paper “Weak and electromagnetic interactions” (1968). Led to Nobel Prize

— Alan Sokal’s “Transgressing the Boundaries...” in 1996 turned out to be a hoax. Now
known as the Sokal Affair.

« Famous papers that were published and passed peer review that later proved to be fraudulent:

— Jan Hendrik Schon (Bell Labs) submitted and passed peer review 15 papers published in
Science and Nature (1998-2001) found to be fraudulent.

— lgor and Grichka Bogdanov 1999 & 2002 published papers in theoretical physics
believed by many to be jargon-rich nonsense.

« Famous papers that got rejected that later turned out to be seminal works:

— Kirebs & Johnson’s 1937 paper on the role of citric acid on metabolism was rejected by
Nature as being of “insufficient importance”, was eventually published in the Dutch
journal Enzymologia. This discovery, now known as the Krebs Cycle, was recognized
with a Nobel prize in 1953.

— Black & Scholes 1973 paper on “the pricing of options and corporate liabilities”, rejected
many times, was eventually published at the intersession of Merton Miller to get it
accepted by the Journal of Political Economy. This work led to the Nobel Prize. 13



« X2 Peer review?t #EoIO] M|E= M= Peer review circle&HH.

- ‘Peer review circle’ 2 ‘Peer review ring’ °[2fdk o, =29 M 2{E ¢
of =25 HEOA= 4FE BEUYD, FYHO Peer review MFUM =2 MA= Peer
reviewer 1t F2A & £ AEYLCH(Single Blind Review Process). a2 LY, Peer
review circle®l HIZAEH BSCIT 8%, MA= Peer review ' =424 & & A2
0, W Peer reviewg B F&0 =22 Mo 328 & UASHC.

- 201449 73&, Sage PublicationsAt= Peer review circledt &8 NAIE MESL
Vibration and Control Mg &&= & 60 MY =22 H3| MRS,

- 20134 53, N2 HETOl MAL M Peer reviewer Jf Ol fBMIZS MUY
MMA] HISERCH, Peer reviewer= =22 MAR AN A3 SiM= QAEE 2

-
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o, 1M Peer reviewers FA =
- HISMQOI FHMOZ Sage PublicationsAt= Peer review circledt &&= ArHZ RS
Ao, 130T W Peer review 28 ©[HIY HFYS BStRAL, 19 =M
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Two Recent Articles...

“Is Peer Review Broken?”

by Alison McCook
The Scientist, vol 20 (2), Feb 2006, pg 26.
http://www.the-scientist.com/2006/2/1/26/1/

- Submissions are up, reviewers are overtaxed, and authors are lodging
complaint after complaint about the process at top-tier journals. What's wrong
with peer review?

“Journal lays bare remarks from peer reviewers”

by Emma Marris
Nature, vol. 439, 9 February 2006, page 642
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v439/n7077/full/439642b.html

- Cloak of anonymity shed by new publication. Editors of a journal launched this
week are out to revolutionize peer review. By publishing signed reviews
alongside papers, they hope to make the process more transparent and improve
the quality of the articles.

15
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111. Peer Review Process

Author submits

article to journal

Journal Editor Rejected after

screens paper screening

Editor assessment

Avuthor maokes

A
revisions
N Accepted no
revisions required
16

of reviews




The peer review process

Scientists study
something.

Scientists write Journal editor receives Peer reviewers read
about their results. an article and sends it the article and
out for peer review. provide feedback

to the editor.

—~————

If an article finally
meets editorial and
peer standards it is
published in a
journal.

Editor may send reviewer comments
to the scientists who may then revise
and resubmit the article for further
review. If an article does not maintain
sufficiently high scientific standards, it
may be rejected at this point.

17



Kinds of Review Process

Single Blind Review Process
Double Blind Review Process

Open Review Process

- Typically it is a double blind process: the reviewers do
not know who the author is and the author does not
know who the reviewers are. That way only the merits
of the paper are evaluated.

Hybrid Review Process

18
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V. New Peer Review



4.1 What 1s Author-guided Open Peer
Review?

It is time to challenge the idea that scientific peer review can only be
arranged and handled by journal editors. We propose a research
assessment process complementary to journal-handled peer review
where authors themselves can invite experts to openly evaluate
their work.

The Open Peer Review Protocol and our recent article on academic
self-publishing describe In detail the requirements for implementing
author-guided open peer review. The key features are:

Authors invite expert peers to formally evaluate their work posted iIn
any online archive (libraries, repositories, preprint servers, etc).

Reviewers who accept submit a detailed qualitative and quantitative

assessment of the work. .


http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/academic-self-publishing-a-not-so-distant-future/

The reviewer’s name and any conflict of interest are publicly
disclosed.

Reviews are published with a creative commons license (or similar)
and become publicly available along with the original work.

Reviews are subject to commentary and evaluation by the entire
community.

Author-guided open peer review can be implemented at any stage of
an article’s lifetime: a) before journal submission, (b) during
journal peer review (in agreement with the journal’s editor), and (c)
after journal publication.

Read the Open Peer Review Protocol for more detailed
Implementation instructions and read and sign the Manifesto of
Independent Peer Review.
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http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/OPR-protocol.pdf
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/independent-peer-review-manifesto/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/independent-peer-review-manifesto/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/independent-peer-review-manifesto/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/independent-peer-review-manifesto/
http://www.openscholar.org.uk/independent-peer-review-manifesto/

4.2 \Why Is the Open Peer Review ?

The current blind peer review model has repeatedly been criticized as slow, opaque

and prone to bias or even fraud. In addition, the fact that journals monopolize
research evaluation creates an environment of fierce academic competition,
opposed to open collaboration for the benefit of science and society.

Author-guided open peer review:

Offers reviewers incentives to provide good quality and helpful reviews.

Helps journal editors make better-informed decisions on manuscripts that merit
publication and reduce risk-taking.

Creates an alternative evaluation system bypassing journal publication costs,
which is especially important for authors with limited resources (see developing
countries).

Allows the dynamic evaluation of scientific ideas and results, in accordance with
the concept of critical rationalism.

Encourages collaboration between authors and reviewers.

23



4.3 Portable Peer Review
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V. Difficulties and Problems

Means different things at different journals
Slow

Expensive

Subjective

Biased

Open to abuse

Poor at detecting errors

Almost useless at detecting fraud
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Is peer review reliable?
(How often do two reviewers agree?)

NEJM (Ingelfinger F 1974)
* Rates of agreement only “moderately better than chance” (Kappa = 0.26)

« Agreement greater for rejection than acceptance

Grant review
* Coleetal, 1981 - real vs sham panel, agreed on 75% of decisions

* Hodgson C, 1997 — two real panels reviewing the same grants, 73%
agreement

Are two reviewers enough?

» Fletcher and Fletcher 1999 - need at least six reviewers, all favouring

rejection or acceptance, to yield a stats significant conclusion (p<0.05)
28



Should we mind 1f reviewers don’t
agree?

Very high reliability might mean that all reviewers
think the same

Reviewers may be chosen for differing positions or
areas of expertise

Peer review decisions are like diagnostic tests: false
positives and false negatives are inevitable (Kassirer
and Campion, 1994)

Larger journals ask reviewers to advise on publication,
not to decide

29



Bias

Author-related

* Prestige (author/institution)
» Gender

* Where they live and work

Paper-related
* Positive results
* English language

30



Prestigious institution bias

Example: Peters and Cecl, 1982

Resubmitted 12 altered articles to psychology journals
that had already published them

Changed:
« title/abstract/introduction - only slightly
e authors’ names

« name of institution, from prestigious to unknown
fictitious name (eg. “Tri-Valley Center for Human
Potential”)

31



Peters and Cecl - results
« 3M2 AHA: Three articles recognised as resubmissions
« 1M HAi: One accepted

- 8 HAHHA: Eight rejected (all because of poor study
design, inadequate statistical analysis, or poor quality:

none on grounds of lack of originality)

32



How easy 1s 1t to hide authors’ identity?

* Not easy

* In RCTs of blinded peer review, reviewers
correctly identified author or institution In
24~50% of cases

33



Reviewers identified
(open review) — results of RCTs

Asking reviewers to sign their reports in RCTs
made no difference to the quality of reviews or
recommendations made

* Godlee et al, 1998
 van Rooyen et al, 1998
 van Rooyen et al ,1999

34



Open review on the web

Various experiments and evaluations are
underway...

35



What makes a good reviewer?
— results of RCTs

* Aged under 40
* Good institution

» Methodological training
(statistics & epidemiology)

36



What might improve the quality of reviews?

» Reward/credit/acknowledgement?

 Careful selection?

* Training?

 Greater accountability (open review on web)?

e |Interaction between author and reviewer?

(real time open review)

37



V1. An Example: Peer Review
Process & System

gy
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Proof)
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3. £ §F1 (revised manuscript + response to reviewer’s comments)
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Journal of Electrical Engineering & Technology

The scope of the journal includes the following: Electrical power engineering, Electrical machinery and energy
conversion systems, Electrophysics and applications, Information and controls

‘m& b o Al e

About JEET JEET(Journal of Electrical Engineering and Technology) which is an official publication of
the Korean Institute of Electrical Engineers aims to publish the highest quality manuscripts
Scopes > dedicated to the advancement of electrical engineering technologies. The first issue of

JEET was published in March 2006 and was selected for inclusion in Thomson Reuters Web
of Science(SCIE) on June 2010. (IF=0.563) JEET presently is being published on a
Contact JEET > bimonthly basis. The scope of the journal includes the following: Electrical power
engineering, Electrical machinery and energy conversion systems, Electrophysics and
applications, Information and controls. Papers based on novel methodologies and

Editorial Committee >

Submission & Review i implementations, creative and innovative electrical engineering associated with the four
Information for Authors > scopes are particularly welcome but not restricted to the above topics. The JEET publishes
: ) primarily in conformity with international publication ethics codes based on the COPE
On-Line Review System x (committee on publication ethics: http://publicationethics.org/). Additionally, the JEET
JEET Publication Ethics Code > publication complies strictly with the general research ethics codes of the KIEE
(http://www.kiee.or.kr). The full text and detailed information on the journal is available
online at http://www.jeet.or.kr
To Be Published >
HMORE

Current Issues > ' Announcement
Search for Articles > - Impact Factor: 0.725 (2012) [2013-06-20]

The 9th Editor's Workshop [2013-05-15]
Membership >
Information on Subscription > | Current issue XHORE

PN
X 2 Vol. 8, No. 5, 2013 [2013-01-31]

Activities >

Vol. 8, No. 4, 2013 [2013-01-31]
Conferences p - Vol. 8, No. 3, 2013 [2013-01-31] PISSN: 1975-0102

Vol. 8, No. 2, 2013 [2013-01-31] eISSN: 2093-7423

http://home.jeet.or.kr/



Review Process of JEET

JEET Peer Review Process (www.jeet.or.Kkr)

Authors
: 9. Revision s g 13. Final
8. Notification % P:fpta-r 12 ngs:on Version 18.Fublication Publication
Submission File e Fee Payment .
Submission File
Editor — in — chief/ Admin
7 4 Fipafl 2, -Edltqr 1. Rgvision 10. Rfewsmn 15. Publication 14. Pupllcatlon
Decision Assignation File Requirement Requirement
Editor English Editor (HongKong) Publisher
6. Decision 3 AIE.
Assignation
Associate Editors
Manuscript not in Journal’s
4. Reviewer Yes -
5. Decision Assignation Scope or Serve Similarity |—— Decline
and Invitation
by Cross Check?
Reviewers
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EIC & Admin - P/E - A/E Flow Chart
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VI1I. Discussion

Pros and Cons of Peer Review?

Future Peer

Review System?...

v Focused on Customers(Authors)
v' Self Standing & Feedback System
v' Effectiveness

v" On Line Real Time

v" Else etc.. Your Opinion & ldea ???
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Peer Review?

It’s not perfect—qrist for a lot of mills
The Web has made It less of a obstacle to access

Different disciplines have different

perspectives—different issues

Pedagogical yardstick for students
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Peer review on the Internet

Using email

e-mail based online peer review

See Peer Review of Scholarly Publications in Health, Online Manuscript Peer
Review and Tracking Systems and Physics of Plasmas Online Manuscript
Submission and Peer Review

Discussion approach

better interaction among authors, reviewers and the editorial body
JIME — Open Peer Review Process

Wikis

Immense potential to conduct peer review

Blogs
post publication comments
See Article Note: On Blogging as Tool, but Really About Using RSS 16



http://virtualmed.netfirms.com/internethealth/proposal0103.html
http://www.wame.org/tracking.htm
http://www.wame.org/tracking.htm
http://pop.aip.org/pop/announcements/pxp.jsp
http://pop.aip.org/pop/announcements/pxp.jsp
http://www-jime.open.ac.uk/about.html
http://www-jime.open.ac.uk/about.html
http://www-jime.open.ac.uk/about.html
http://www-jime.open.ac.uk/about.html
http://gypsylibrarian.blogspot.com/2005/12/article-note-on-blogging-as-tool-but.html

Global benefits

Worldwide increase In access to scientific literature

Increased opportunities for collaboration among
experts worldwide

Increased speed to disseminate scientific literature
with electronic communities

More informal peer reviews
Quality needs to be maintained

See Scholarly Electronic Publishing Weblog
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http://epress.lib.uh.edu/sepb/sepw.htm

Design Your Peer Review System
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