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AGENDA 

• Problems with traditional peer review 
• New peer review models 
• F1000Research’s peer review model 
• Challenges and benefits 

• Future challenges and opportunities 
• Summary 
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HISTORY OF PEER REVIEW 

• First scientific journals were not 
peer reviewed.  
 

• Peer review was introduced 
later, and developed as a 
method to select what is fit to 
print in limited available space.   

 
• Journals as gatekeepers.  

 
• Current popular system of peer 

review dates from mid-
twentieth century. 
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EDITORIAL PROCESS LARGELY UNCHANGED 

Editorial and peer review process remained 
largely unchanged. 

http://pmretract.heroku.com 
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CALLS FOR CHANGE 
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PROBLEMS WITH TRADITIONAL PEER REVIEW 

• Extensive delays in publication 

• Repeat refereeing of work for different journals 

• Time and money wasted by authors restructuring 
manuscripts for different journals 

• Anonymous pre-publication peer review conceals referee 
bias 
o Direct/partial  competitor 
o Has a different view 
o Geographical bias 
o Research lab bias 
o No-one but the Editor sees them behaving badly 

• A single Editor makes a decision on behalf of the whole 
scientific community (with own biases) 

@rnl_s  |  @f1000research 



TYPES OF PEER REVIEW 

Time of review: 

• Before publication 

• Cascading review 

• Third-party review 

• Post-publication peer review 
 

Transparency of review: 

• Single-blind 

• Double-blind  

• Open peer review 
• Partial 
• Full 
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WHERE DOES F1000 COME FROM? 

The Seer of Science Publishing 
Science 4 October 2013:  
Vol. 342 no. 6154 pp. 66-67  
DOI: 10.1126/science.342.6154.66 
http://www.sciencemag.org/content/34
2/6154/66.full.pdf  



F1000RESEARCH POST-PUBLICATION TRANSPARENT REVIEW 
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• Launched 2012 
• Publishes across the life sciences 
• Advisory Board of >1500 world-leading scientists, including 3 Nobel Laureates 



REFEREE SCORES 

Approved 

Approved with reservations 

Not approved 

Articles with sufficient positive reviews are indexed in PubMed, 
Scopus, and Embase. 

 
 
 
 

 
Articles that haven’t yet reached this threshold can always be 
revised and re-reviewed.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

or 

Minimal requirements for indexing 
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F1000RESEARCH ARTICLE 



F1000RESEARCH ARTICLE 



VERSIONS  
Different versions of the 

article are tracked 
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F1000RESEARCH REFEREE REPORT 

Referee names are visible. 

Referee reports and 
author comments are 

visible to anyone.  Referee reports are citable with a DOI. 

View count shows how many people 
read the referee report 
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OTHER POST-PUBLICATION REVIEW JOURNALS 
Copernicus journals – launched 2001 

• Invited reviewers 

• Articles discussed by reviewers and others in discussion forum (formally published) 

• Articles that pass review are published in journal 

 

ScienceOpen Research – launched 2014 

• Can invite own reviewers 

• Reviewers must have 5 publications in ORCID 

• In talks with indexing services 

 

The Winnower – launched 2014 

• Can invite own reviewers 

• Anyone can review (with account) 

• Not indexed 
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POTENTIAL CHALLENGES OF TRANSPARENT PEER REVIEW 

• Post-publication peer review often gets confused with post-
publication commenting 

 (e.g. PubMed Commons, Publons, Libre, PubPeer) 

• Referees need checking more stringently 

 

• The Editor can’t just do it themselves 

• Exposes when referee does poor job or just provides one line 

• Exposes if no-one wants to referee the article or takes a long time 
• When do you stop? 

• Should the number of referees invited be listed? 

• Should a note be added after a time to say all agree not to continue? 

• What if manage to get one referee but can’t get anyone else to do it? 
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CONCERNS PEOPLE SOMETIMES HAVE 

• Will referees be publicly critical? 
  Yes, looks bad on referee if overly positive, but makes them more constructive 
  Openness may make them more careful not to miss issues 

• Will authors be willing to publish where their work might be openly 
criticised 

  Seems so! Authors often publish with us when especially worried will be treated 
fairly 

  Improves quality of what is submitted 

• Will junior researchers criticise 
more senior ones openly? 
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CONCERNS PEOPLE SOMETIMES HAVE - II 

• Will referees only confirm  
what previous referees for 
that article have said 

 

• For authors, will require lots of time in ongoing dialogue with 
referees 

 Discussion of your research is a good thing for science 

 It rarely turns into a long ongoing process 

• The peer review process will go on for ever and never finish 

In reality, most papers have 1 revision round; max so far is 3 
revisions 
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BENEFITS OF TRANSPARENCY 

… 

… 
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DATA SHARING AND REPRODUCIBILILITY 

• Two infamous STAP papers published in Nature in Jan 2014 
• No data included; little protocol information 
• Labs tried to replicate but couldn’t 
• Original research team posted several iterations of 

increasingly detailed protocols 
• Prof Kenneth Lee (CUHK) and colleagues live-blogged their 

attempts on ResearchGate 
• Lee et al published final outcome of replication attempts on 

F1000Research, together with detailed protocol information 
and full data 
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OTHER BENEFITS OF TRANSPARENT PEER REVIEW 

• Discussion between referees and 
authors puts article in context, 
including differing views 
(useful for public too) 

 

 

• Referees can’t hide behind anonymity 

• Referees can take credit for their hard work, including junior 
researchers who often do the work (co-referees) 

• Referees are more thoughtful about what they write 
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BENEFITS OF TRANSPARENT PEER REVIEW - II 

• Studies suggest open refereeing improves quality of review 
(e.g. BMJ 2010 Nov 16; 341; c5729-c5729) 

• Authors can demonstrate that their paper was reviewed by top 
people in their field 

• Referees rarely ask for unreasonable additional experiments, and 
if do, doesn’t hold up your paper being published 

• Educational aspect of open peer review 
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PEER REVIEW EDUCATION 
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TYPES OF OUTPUTS FOR PEER REVIEW 

• Increasing range of scientific outputs for peer review: 

o Datasets and data papers 

o Software papers 

o Small findings / posters  
 



IN-ARTICLE DATA MANIPULATION 
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FUTURE PEER REVIEW CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 

• Decoupling of publishing and peer review/curation 
 
 

 
• Journal-level metrics not appropriate for individual assessment  

 

DO WE NEED JOURNALS AND PUBLISHERS? 
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FUTURE OF PUBLISHING 

Still need: 
• Some form of publication of research output 
o to inform 
o to show progress, for evaluation 

• Some form of review by peers 
Move away from: 
• Journals 
• The impact factor 
We will likely see more of: 
• Publishing platforms 
• Linking research objects 
• Dynamically updated publications 
• New forms of credit for research 
• Curated collections of research output in lieu of thematic journals 
 



SUMMARY 

• Peer review is an important part of scientific dissemination 
• The problems with the traditional process are well known 
• Many new models being developed to tackle the issues 
• Several publishers now working towards a post-publication 

open peer review system 
• Still challenges, but most scientists agree this is ultimately the 

right way to share science 
• What role should publishers play in this?  

 Move away from trying to own the content and process 
 Become service providers that enable the sharing, debate 

and discussion of science.  
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Thank you! 
 

rebecca.lawrence@f1000.com  
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