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Webinar overview

• Introduction: current issues in peer review & COPE resources

• Presentations by guest speakers

• Discussion (Q/A): please type your questions in the 

Question Box (not the Chat Box) 

Recording & summary report will be uploaded to COPE website
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Current issues

• What is meant by transparency and openness in peer 

review?

• What is the role for peer review surrounding 

preprints?

• How could this relate to peer review in journals?

• What are the main issues in peer review that are 

brought to COPE for advice?

• Is there need for further guidance?
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Q. Why Open Peer Review?

Time
Accountability

Bias
Incentive

Wasted effort

A. We know that traditional peer
review has problems …
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“Open Peer Review” encompasses diverse constellations of 

many distinct aspects

• Open identities

• Open reports

• Open participation

• Open interaction

• Open pre-review manuscripts

• Open final-version commenting

• Open platforms

COPE webinar: Current issues in peer review, 14-9-17

Primary
aspects

Secondary 
aspects Image CC BY AC McCann, w/ amendment (by me)

** 122 definitions collected and analysed **
** 22 distinct configurations of 7 traits identified **

See: Ross-Hellauer, 2017, "What is open peer review? A systematic
review", F1000Research (DOI: 10.12688/f1000research.11369.2)
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• Focus groups on aspects of OPR

• Very heterogeneous views on what OPR is

• No one-size-fits-all: we must respect stakeholder 

views and cultural differences 

• Online survey of 3,062 authors, reviewers and 

editors (Sep-Oct 2016)

• OPR is already mainstream 
• 76.2% have practical experience

• 60% believe OPR should be common practice

• Positive reactions to most OPR traits (esp. open 

interaction, reports, participation)

• However, strong rejection of open identities 

(47.7% against)
See: Ross-Hellauer, Deppe & Schmidt, 2017, "OpenAIRE survey on open peer
review: Attitudes and experience amongst editors, authors and reviewers" 
(preprint) (DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.570864)

“Will ”X“ make peer review better, worse, or have no effect?”



Next Steps

• OPR is a very complex issue – what should be made open, in which 

circumstances, at what stage, to whom? 
• “The large number of possible configurations of options presents a tool-kit for differing 

communities to construct open peer review systems that reflect their own needs, 

preferences and goals.” (Ross-Hellauer, 2017)

• We need more evidence to help judge!
• “[T]here is often little evidence to support or refute many of these claims [regarding 

OPR]” (Ross-Hellauer, 2017) 

• What I think we need
• Open up the data!

• Multi-stakeholder agreement on definitions and priorities for research

• Cross-publisher/-journal studies on what works and what doesn’t

• See: http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/09/13/open-peer-review-

bringing-transparency-accountability-and-inclusivity-to-the-peer-review-process/

COPE webinar: Current issues in peer review, 14-9-17
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Preprints & peer review
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Emojis by Mozilla (CC BY 4.0)

Journal 1 Journal 2 Journal 3

Private

Public

Peer Review

Submit

Revise
Manuscript

Peer reviewed 
paper

Revise

Community feedback, ideas, discussion

Months to 
years

Preprints make work available almost immediately

Preprint server

<48 hrs
screening 
process

#ASAPbio 18

https://github.com/mozilla/fxemoji


Preprinting is growing rapidly in the life sciences

Chart by Jordan Anaya of prepubmed.org

#ASAPbio 19



Feedback: a major benefit of 
preprinting

• Email
• PubPeer
• Twitter (& Facebook)
• Directly on the preprint site

– arXiv, COS, etc have no comments
– ~10% of bioRxiv preprints have comments*

• Annotation (Hypothesis)
• Formal review sites (Academic Karma, Peer Community In…)
• Preprint journal clubs

* asapbio.org/biorxiv



Contentious papers get attention & 
feedback

http://www.biorxiv.org/content/early/2016/05/26/055699

http://www.biorxiv.org/content/early/2016/05/26/055699


https://www.facebook.com/groups/853552931365745/permalink/1349684805085886/

https://osf.io/sgpe9/

Feedback can be found all around the web

https://www.facebook.com/groups/853552931365745/permalink/1349684805085886/
https://osf.io/sgpe9/




Academic Karma, Peer Community In

Science Open, 
Self Journal of 
Science, etc



Preprints themselves as 
feedback/critique

Christoph Lippert….J. Craig Venter 

Identification of individuals by trait prediction 
using whole-genome sequencing data

PNAS 2017 ; published ahead of print 
doi:10.1073/pnas.1711125114 

September 5, 2017

Yaniv Erlich

Major flaws in "Identification of individuals by trait prediction 
using whole-genome sequencing data"

bioRxiv 185330; doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/185330

September 6, 2017

Christoph Lippert… J. Craig Venter

No major flaws in "Identification of individuals by trait 
prediction using whole-genome sequencing data"

bioRxiv 187542; doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/187542 

https://doi.org/10.1101/185330
https://doi.org/10.1101/187542


Preprint feedback can inform journal 
decisions

“In addition, the journal reserves the right--but is not 
obligated--to consider the comments made to manuscripts 
posted to preprint servers and factor these comments into 
final decisions at any stage of the peer review process.”

http://www.fasebj.org/site/misc/edpolicies.xhtml#Preprint_Submissions

http://www.fasebj.org/site/misc/edpolicies.xhtml#Preprint_Submissions


The dark side of comments
“Internet comment sections are in decline 
everywhere you look. They are mocked, ridiculed, 
despised. Many websites have closed them 
already; others have seen their comments 
become a racist, sexist bog of eternal stench from 
which any reasonable person is best advised to 
stay away.” 
“Women, in particular, get far too many 
comments questioning our competence, implying 
that we might not know the basic literature, that 
we might not really understand our own results, 
that said results might turn out to be false or 
trivial if only someone qualified had a look, or 
some such. We’re also subject to gendered 
standards of “professionalism” that do not allow 
us to respond in kind and give as good as we get. 
But if you tell me that men, too, can get inane, 
confused, or malicious comments–why, yes, I 
agree. More reason to refrain from making the 
arXiv more like YouTube.”

https://ilaba.wordpress.com/2016/04/10/arxiv-comments-and-quality-control/

https://ilaba.wordpress.com/2016/04/10/arxiv-comments-and-quality-control/


Preprint journal clubs

• Meaningful exercise: send feedback to 
authors to improve their paper

• Teach students how to write a review

#ASAPbio 28

asapbio.org/10-ways

Prachee Avasthi at the University of Kansas 
Medical Center draws material for her 
“Analysis of Scientific Papers” course 
exclusively from preprint servers. She’s 
generously shared 
her syllabus and introductory slide deck, and 
the students’ reviews can be found on the 
Winnower.

https://www.authorea.com/users/8850/articles/198235-
welcome-to-prereview

preprintjc.org

http://asapbio.org/10-ways
http://www.avasthilab.org/
http://asapbio.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Syllabus_ANAT900-1page.pdf
http://asapbio.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/ASP_presentation-1.pdf
https://thewinnower.com/keywords/asp2016fall
https://www.authorea.com/users/8850/articles/198235-welcome-to-prereview
http://preprintjc.org/


More resources/information at 
asapbio.org

Twitter:
#ASAPbio |  @ASAPbio_
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View on peer review from COPE

Elizabeth Moylan, Senior Editor (Research Integrity), BMC 

Chair, Education subcommittee, COPE

#PeerRevWk17
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Peer review issues

• How can COPE help?

• What are the main issues we see?

• What does transparency in peer review mean?
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How can COPE help?

• Resources

• Support

• Encourage discussion and debate
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What are main issues in peer review?

http://bit.ly/2y5u6Zi

Editorial process

Confidentiality

COI
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http://bit.ly/2jjEjhn

http://bit.ly/2xkGTcq
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Journals – clear policies and guidelines 

All parties – declare COI and respect confidentiality

Reviewers – expertise to peer review & time

What does transparency in peer review mean?
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Special thanks to Natalie Ridgeway, Linda Gough, Sarah Gillmore @COPE 

COPE’s Education subcommittee, especially Charon Pierson, Trevor Lane, Heather 

Tierney and Tara Hoke 

Thank you!
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Next steps

• Updated with input from institutions:

– Ethical Guidelines on Peer Review 
publicationethics.org/peerreviewguidelines

– Who Owns Peer Reviews? Discussion Document
publicationethics.org/resources/discussion-documents

• New flowcharts:

– How to spot potential manipulation of the peer review process 

– What to consider when asked to review
publicationethics.org/resources/flowcharts

• Please give us your feedback by responding to the email we 

will send you after this webinar

https://publicationethics.org/peerreviewguidelines
publicationethics/resources/discussion-documents
http://publicationethics.org/resources/flowcharts
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