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OVERVIEW

• Code of conduct and publication ethics

• Choosing reputable open access journals

• Types of peer review

• Opening up the publishing and peer review process

• Data sharing and reducing research waste

• Versioning of articles

• How funders and institutions are getting involved



Publication ethics?

“A set of common rules among 
authors, editors, reviewers and 
publishers to protect integrity of 
the scientific record”   

Charlotte Haug, previous Vice Chair COPE

•Based on consensus about 
standards and best practice 

•Ensures the integrity of the 
scientific record

•Ensures that readers can trust
what they read



Who guides publication ethics?

The ICMJE recommendations are followed by 

most journals. These are a set of guidelines 

produced by the ICMJE for standardizing the 

ethics, preparation and formatting of 

manuscripts.

COPE is a forum for editors and publishers of 

peer reviewed journals to discuss all aspects 

of publication ethics. It also advises editors on 

how to handle cases of research and 

publication misconduct.



http://thinkchecksubmit.org/

Choosing an open access journal



Peer review is the evaluation of 
scientific research findings for 
validity, significance and 
originality, by qualified experts 
who research and submit work 
for publication in the same field 
(peers)

www.senseaboutscience.org/data/files/resources/17/peerReview.pdf 



IS PEER REVIEW FIT FOR PURPOSE?

• Slow

• Inconsistent

• Unclear

• Transparency?

• Block innovative ideas?



A brief timeline of the evolution of peer review: The primordial times.

Tennant JP, Dugan JM, Graziotin D et al. A multi-disciplinary perspective on emergent and 

future innovations in peer review [version 2]. F1000Research 2017, 6:1151 (doi: 

10.12688/f1000research.12037.2)



A brief timeline of the evolution of peer review: The revolution.

(doi: 10.12688/f1000research.12037.2)



IS PEER REVIEW NEEDED?



TYPES OF PEER REVIEW

• Single blind
• Double blind
• Consultative
• Results free review
• Open peer review
• Post-publication



Peer review survey in 2009 : international and cross-
disciplinary survey of more than 4,000 researchers —
76% of respondents indicated that double blind was 
an effective and preferred peer-review system.
Mulligan, et al.; J. Am. Soc. Inf. Sci. Technol.

64, 132-161;2013

Other recent surveys have drawn similar conclusions.

Nature, Nature Communications, and others offer 
authors to opt-in to double-blind peer review.

DOUBLE BLIND



eLife and Frontiers journals enable reviewers 
to discuss the manuscript among themselves 
before communicating a unified decision to 
the authors.

CONSULTATIVE 



Implemented in BMC Psychology in 2016 (opt-
in)

Stage 1: Review of manuscript, excluding 
results or any discussion of results

Stage 2: If accepted at Stage 1, reviewers are 
asked to assess if results and conclusions are 
in line with the research question and 
methodology

RESULTS FREE REVIEW



• Ensures transparency

• Accountability

• Reviewer receives credit

• Some journals offer reviewers to opt-in

OPEN PEER REVIEW

"When peer review is cloaked in secrecy, there are 
limited incentives for performing high-quality reviews," 
That allows bias, carelessness, conflict of interest, and 
other deficiencies to persist without a way to penalize 
those who generate inadequate reviews"

Jeffrey S Flier; It’s time to overhaul the secretive peer review process. STAT 

Dec 2016 (accessed Nov 2017).



BENEFITS OF OPEN PEER REVIEW

• Asking reviewers to consent to the author being informed of their identity had no effect on 
quality of review or reviewers’  recommendation (van Rooyen et al.  BMJ 1999; 318:23-7)

• Telling reviewers their signed report may be available online did not affect review quality 
(van Rooyen et al.  BMJ 2010; 314:c5729)

• A study comparing two similar journals, one operating single blind peer review (BMC 
Microbiology), and the other operating open peer review (BMC Infectious Diseases), found 
that the quality of reports was higher in the open peer review journal (Kowalczuk et al. 

BMJ Open 2015;5:e008707. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2015-008707) 



• Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during 
the review process, but this information is not made public.

• Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during 
the review process, and the reviewer report is published without the 

identity.

• Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during 
the review process, and the reviewer identity is revealed, but not 

the report.

• Where reviewer identity and reports are revealed to authors during 
the review process, and this information is all made available to the 

public (in some cases this also includes the prepublication history).

TYPES OF OPEN PEER REVIEW 



POST PUBLICATION

Informal: Usually in addition to usual peer review process, after publication 

• Comments

• Social media

Formal: F1000 Research (2013), Wellcome Open Research (2016), Gates Open Research (2017), 
HRB Ireland (2018), African Academy of Sciences (2018)

• Only conducts post-publication invited open peer review

• Article status summary highlights progress

• Article is indexed once it passes peer review



PROBLEMS WITH CURRENT SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATION

Many problems remain with the traditional
publishing process:

o introduces delays

o limited access to data

o introduces bias

� lack of transparency in publication 
decisions

� bias in our understanding of science

o causes research waste

o lack of credit for key contributors: 
reviewers



THE TRADITIONAL SCIENTIFIC PUBLISHING PROCESS

Scope?
Impact?
Ethics?
Timeliness?

Impact
Methods & 
analysis
Strength of 
conclusions

3-12 months (or more)





How common is misconduct?

•Fanelli D: How many scientists fabricate and falsify research? A systematic 

review and meta-analysis of survey data. PLOS ONE. 29 May 2009

• Just 2% admitted to fabrication, falsification or manipulation of results

• But 14% reported witnessing this behaviour in a colleague

• 34% admitted other questionable research practices

• 72% reported witnessing these in a colleague



OPEN RESEARCH PUBLISHING PLATFORMS

• Author focused

• Immediate publication

• Transparent refereeing

• Recognition for reviewers (including citable reports)

• No editorial bias

• Transparent reporting and data sharing

• Articles can be ‘living’

• Indexed in PubMed, Scopus, etc

• Gold Open Access (Article charges $150–$1000) 



“Journal”           vs            “Platform”

• Editorial checks

• Peer reviewed

• Published

• Indexed

• Editorial checks

• Published (version 1)

• Peer reviewed

• Revised or updated 

(versions)

• Peer reviewed (if needed)

• Indexed if it passes peer 

review



ROLE OF THE EDITORIAL TEAM

• All staff editors are trained to check for adherence to publication and research 
ethics, data sharing policies and reporting guidelines (eg. CONSORT, CARE, 
PRISMA and STROBE)

• Editorial team checks every submission, and takes into account reporting guidelines 
for particular study designs

• Handling editor liases with authors until the manuscript can be published (especially 
important as we publish before peer review)

• Handling editor checks referee suggestions and oversees the peer review process



THE F1000RESEARCH PUBLISHING AND PEER REVIEW PROCESS

Scope
Language
Reporting guidelines
Data availability
Ethics
Reviewer suitability 
(competing interests, 
expertise, etc)

Methods & analysis
Strength of 
conclusions
Scientific validity

~ 7 days

DOI

DOI



POST-PUBLICATION INVITED OPEN PEER REVIEW

• Author suggests reviewers

• F1000Research team checks suitability

o not close collaborators

o competing interests

o suitable subject expertise

• F1000Research team invites reviewers on behalf of authors

• Article published online and peer review takes place in full view of 
authors and readers

• Reviewers (and readers) have access to source data (unless there 
are ethical/legal restrictions)

• Article status summary highlights progress



TRANSPARENT REFEREEING AND REVIEW STATUS

http://f1000research.com/articles/2-
198

Indexed once it passes peer review:

or



http://f1000research.com/articles/4-
121

TRANSPARENT REFEREEING AND DISCUSSION

Referees:

� Get credit for contributing to discussion

�Focus on helping authors improve their work

�Their reports provide new form of expert 
article-based assessment



METHODS AVAILABILITY – COMMUNITY REVIEW

• Others can try to replicate the study (referees often don’t have time)

• Can then invite specific referees for those issues; the entire history is available to all



OPEN REVIEW, DATA ACCESS, AND NULL/CONFIRMATORY RESULTS



VERSIONING OF ARTICLES 



LIVING ARTICLES – REVISING AND REVIEWING ARTICLES AFTER INDEXING



LIVING SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS





Types of articles:

• Research
• Research Note
• Systematic Review
• Review
• Opinion 
• Methods
• Study Protocol
• Case Study
• Clinical Practice Article
• Antibody Validation
• Correspondence
• Data Note
• Software Tool



• Transparency in peer review processes 

• Transfer control from publisher to researchers

• Give reviewers credit for their work, and make reports citable 

• Reduce bias in published scientific literature

• Facilitate data sharing and reproducibility of research

• Give space to null findings, replication studies, etc

• Speed up how scientific findings can be communicated

WHY WE NEEDED TO CHANGE THE SYSTEM



OPEN RESEARCH PUBLISHING PLATFORMS

• F1000’s own platform
• Launched 2013

• Controlled by UCL 
Great Ormond Street 
Institute of Child Health, 
operated by F1000

• Due to launch in 2018

• Controlled by Bill & 
Melinda Gates 
Foundation, operated by 
F1000

• Launched Nov 2017

• Controlled by 
Wellcome; operated by 
F1000

• Launched Nov 2016

Benefits of model:
• Authors decide what they want to share – take more responsibility for their work
• Authors publish what they find – reduces selective reporting
• Transparent publishing and peer review process on many different types of research outputs



QUESTIONS?

f1000research.com | wellcomeopenresearch.org | gatesopenresearch.org| f1000.com/work
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