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Peer Review in our time

Research Policy

Volume 43, Issue 10, December 2014, Pages 1747-1759

 2,2M articles 

published in 2016

 Annual growth: ~5%

 Peer review: core 
part of publication

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00487333
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00487333/43/10


Why do you peer review?

 Playing my part in the research community 

 Enjoy being able to help improve the paper

 Improving own writing skills

 Reciprocating the benefit gained

Elsevier: peer review survey 2015

Wiley: reviewer survey 2016



Let’s not forget:

Average number peer 

reviewed manuscripts

(in a month)
5

hours

Average time spent 

on the last peer 

review report

Elsevier Peer Review survey 2015

Wiley reviewer survey 2016



1665: Philosophical Transactions

Henry Oldenburg



1831: Open Peer Review 

William Whenwell



Physical Review: 1936

John Torrence Tate

Albert Einstein



Lessons from the past

 Purpose of peer review is not set in stone

 Future of peer review depends on researchers’ insight on 

the purpose they want it to serve



Peer Review: Researchers’ Insight

 Are you satisfied?

 What’s the purpose?

 Why do you peer review?

Elsevier 
Survey: +2,000 
researchers, 

2015

Wiley: 
+3000 

reviewers, 
2016

OpenAIRE:
+3000 

researchers, 
2016



Demographics

Western 
Europe

32%

Western 
Europe

32%

Eastern 

Europe
6%

Eastern 

Europe
6%

Middle 

East
2%

Middle 

East
2%

APAC
29%

APAC
29%

Africa 
3%

Africa 
3%

Latin 
America 

9%

Latin 
America 

9%

North 

America 
20%

North 

America 
20%

Chemistry, 

5%
Computer 
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Science, 11%

Engineering, 
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Medicine & 
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Physics & 
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Elsevier: peer review survey 2015



Are you satisfied with peer review?

“Peer review is a 

valid way to verify 

the authenticity of 

a research. Without 

it, there would be a 

lot of distrust and 

suspicion on "great 

findings". 

Peer review helps 
improve rejected 

articles too

Beneficial

76%

Peer review was…

“Alternative interpretations of the data. Suggestions on 

better presentation of results in figures and/or tables. 

Word smithing.”

Without peer review 

there is no control in 

scientific 

communication

83% agree

69%

65%
2007

65%



88%

63%

Detect Originality
#2

Improve Quality

93%

76%

#1
Detect Fraud

81%

41%

#3

What is the purpose of peer review?

Elsevier survey 2015



How can it be improved?

 Transparency

 Training

 Engagement and Recognition



Transparency: OpenAIRE survey 2016

70% favor direct reciprocal discussion 

between author(s) and reviewers

60% agree publication of review reports 

improves review quality

74% agree that reviewers should be 

allowed to choose to reveal their identity

OpenAIRE Surevy-2016

https://zenodo.org/record/570864#.W4P_4s4zbIV


Transparency
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Transparency: Who handled the peer review?



Transparency: How many reviewers?
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Transparency: Publishing review reports 
(example)

19

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168192315008163


Training

Elsevier: Reviewer Feedback Program

Wiley: reviewer survey 2016

other 
reviewer 
comments

Inform 
final 
decision

quality 
of 

review



Training



Recognition
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My Elsevier Reviews profile



Recognition: My Elsevier Reviews profile

Objective

• Recognition

• Engagement

Current Status

• +700,000 review profiles

• ~2000 Elsevier Journals

• ~50,000 of Volunteers

Furthermore

• Peer Review card on Mendeley 

profiles



Journal homepage Registration page

Engagement and Feedback

ORCID or Scopus ID 



Feedback from reviewers:

Feedback from editors:

“This was the first time that I got a 

detailed review/feedback on my 

review. It’s really helpful, and I think 
more journals should do this. 

Encourages a better review 

process, and also encouraged me 

that my efforts to improve the 
manuscript were appreciated by 

the authors/editors”

“The review was far more 

comprehensive and helpful, 

both to the editor and to the 

authors, than the usual 
reports.”

22 
manuscripts

20 
editors

38 
volunteers

 60% reply rate to initial notification

 7.7 days in average to submit 

review

 4.18/5 editor satisfaction

 5/5 reviewer satisfaction

Engagement and Feedback



Peer Review in Future

o Measurable research output

o Transparent

o Inclusive and collaborative

o Technology enhanced



Thank you!



Transparency: Survey results

Authors 

are 

supportive 

of the pilot

Authors 

are 

supportive 

of the pilot

Authors 

are 

supportive 

of the pilot
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• No significant impact on accept-to-review 

 despite the design of the pilot

• No significant impact on recommendation type

• No significant impact on reviewer turn-around time

Transparency: Data analysis with PEERE



Engagement: VolunPeers

Engagement: Volunteers to review


