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A Brief History of Peer Review 

• 1450: Gutenberg invents movable-type printing press 
• 1450-1600: We see the rise of the modern scientific 

method 
• 1665-1669: 1st recorded pre-publication peer-review 

process at the Royal Society of London in 1665 by 
Henry Oldenburg, the founding editor of Philosophical 
Transactions.  

• 1731: 1st peer reviewed journal? “Medical Essays & 
Observations” 

• 1800-1900:  Between the 19th and 20th century it 
became the norm for scientists to undergo peer 
review before being published 

 
Sources: 
Thomas H.P. Gould; Do We Still Need Peer Review? An argument for change 
Peer Review Watch; TIMELINE: HISTORY OF PEER REVIEW 



What is peer review supposed to do? 

What is peer review NOT supposed to do? 



In order for peer review to work… 

Are these unrealistic expectations? 

•  Honesty/Integrity 
 
 
• Personal/Professional Responsibility 
 
 
• Good Behavior 
 
 
• Trust 



Bad apples spoil the bunch 



Everyone’s A Critic 
Traditional peer review & scholarly publishers 

seem to be under constant criticism 

•We’ve seen the emergence of "predatory" publishers & “peer review rings” 
 
• Some high profile cases of faulty research being published 
 
• Non-reviewed pieces appearing in peer reviewed journals 
 
• “Publish then filter” and “Publishing is a button” attitude 



Why PRE-val and Why Now? 
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“Even Einstein Hated Peer Review” 
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Hyperbole vs. Facts 

Really? 



http://youtu.be/cjuGCJJUGsg


Despite the criticism, surveys show peer review is valued by researchers 
& authors. 

Sources: Sense About Science; Taylor & Francis; CIBER Research; NPG/Palgrave Macmillan Author Insights survey  

Community Values Peer Review 
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“The qualitative data also point to the fact that  
peer review is the central pillar of trust.” 

University of Tennessee and CIBER Research Ltd, December 2013  

Most (69%) researchers are satisfied 
with the current system of peer 

review but only a third think that the 
current system is the best we can do 

Most (84%) believe that without 
peer review there would be no 

control in scientific communication 

78% of OA authors 
prefer traditional, 

rigorous peer review 

Only 20% want basic 
check followed by post-

publication review 

Almost all researchers (91%) believe 
that their last paper was improved 

as a result of peer review 

While many want a faster process with 
fewer rounds, the overwhelming majority 
(~70%) prefer to wait for thorough review 

93% of science authors 
consider quality of PEER 
REVIEW when deciding 

where to publish 



 

What IS “Open”? 



There’s not just one “right” approach 

One size does not fit all 



Before Opening the Box 
PROS 
• Increased level of trust & transparency 
• Reviewers will think more carefully about the research and 

provide more attentive, detailed comments 
• May expose possible conflicts of interest 
• Reduction of antagonistic comments and unsupported 

criticisms 
• Post-publication open review may result in a larger pool of 

reviewers 
• Reviewers are acknowledged and get credit for their 

contributions 
CONS 
• Increased difficulty in finding reviewers (Reality check!) 
• Younger scientists may feel it difficult to be completely 

candid, knowing that the author they are reviewing may 
have influence over their future 

• Well-known authors could receive preferential treatment 
• There may be legal and/or copyright issues to consider 
• Invites quid pro quo dynamic – especially in small/emerging 

areas of research 



  

 



*B.-C. Björk, R. Annikki, and M. Lauri. Global annual volume of peer reviewed scholarly articles and the share available via different Open Access 
options 
*The National Science Board estimates the average annual growth of the indexes within the Web of Science to be 2.5% (See: Science and 
Engineering Indicators 2010, chapter 5, page 29) 
*The STM Report: An overview of scientific and  scholarly journal publishing 

A growing journals market 

34,000+ journals, and growing 2.5 million articles in 2014 

More information than ever, less time to sort through it all. 



PRE-val is the only service to provide independent, third-party 
verification of the peer review process at the journal and article 
level. 

Overview of PRE-val 

19 

Confirmation is provided and information is displayed 
via the PRE-val badge 

PRE-val leverages metadata provided directly from the 
manuscript tracking system (ScholarOne, Ed. Manager, etc.) to: 

1. Confirm that a paper has undergone peer review in the manner 
advertised 

2. Parse and display information related to the peer review process 



Why PRE-val and Why Now? 
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Increasing pressure to publish has led to more cases of fraud and scientific 
misconduct 

Predatory publishers are taking advantage and will publish anything for a 
price 

Overworked editors and reviewers are resorting to shortcuts leading to 
serious lapses in peer review 

Journals are publishing more editorial content alongside peer reviewed 
content 

Explosion of online publishing has made it difficult to ascertain quality 

Growing variety of peer review methods with varying degrees of rigor 

Trend towards ‘openness’ fueling demand for greater transparency in peer 
review  

Closed nature of traditional peer review fueling suspicions of editorial bias 

Current trends: 



PRE-Val demo 

Online Demo 

http://care.diabetesjournals.org/content/37/10.toc
http://jbjs.org/content/96/14/e117


http://www.pre-val.org/demo/ada_63_7/diabetes.diabetesjournals.org/content/63/7.html


Info about peer  
review process: 

• Rounds of review 
• Roles participating 
• Method of review 

 
Other measures of 
screening quality: 

• COPE member? 
• Plagiarism  

screening? 
• Use of ORCID? 
 

Optional info: 
• Reviewer  

comments 
• Reviewer names 
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Community invested in improving peer review 
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New Standards 
CONSORT 
STROBE 
PRISMA 
STARD 
COREQ 
ENTREQ 
SQUIRE 
CARE 
SAMPL 
SPIRIT 

New Research New Initiatives New Service 

http://jbjs.org/content/96/14/e117


PRE for everyone 

Who Benefits? 
Readers Authors 

 
 
Librarians 

Publishers/Journals Editors/Reviewers 



Stakeholder benefits 
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Researchers 
• Simple visual indicator of quality saves time and effort 
• Empowers users to make their own decisions about what 

content is most reliable 
• Confirms journals are complying with their own policies and 

guidelines 
• Encourages journals/editors to embrace best practices 

Editors 
• Provides opportunity to promote peer review process and 

acknowledge work of reviewers 
• Encourages reviewers to adhere to journal policies and 

guidelines 
• Encourages submissions from authors seeking rigorous 

review 
• Differentiates them from other journals in the field 
• Provides happy medium between increased transparency 

and open review 

Publishers 
• Provides independent, 3rd party verification that a paper has 

undergone peer review 
• Differentiates journals from competitors in key subject areas 
• Distinguishes legitimate OA journals from predatory titles 
• Showcases rigorous peer review standards and quality 
• Reinforces trust in publisher and journal brand 
• Provides added protection against identity fraud/theft and 

plagiarism 
• Enables monitoring of performance of peer review process 
• Encourages compliance with publisher policies 
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Community 
Different approaches, different services….one goal:  

Working together to educate and support 



Looking ahead 
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• Convene first in-person Expert Advisory Board (EAB) meeting 
• Conduct peer review survey to identify needs of community 
• Work with PEERE, EASE, and others to drive scientific understanding 

of peer review 
• Work with EAB to address needs of community and establish peer 

review process standards 
• Continue to explore PRE-score with help of EAB and Early Adopters 
• Determine curriculum for peer review training and possible certification 
• Continue to work with ORCID to improve authentication in an effort to 

combat identity theft and foil peer review rings 
• Continue to work with Retraction Watch to establish and promote best 

practices 
• Experiment with ‘feedback loop’ to see if there is a relationship between 

peer review process and article impact 
 
 

PRE’s plans for the future: 



How it works 
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