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Traditional peer-review process
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History of peer-review

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society

1665 : Launch of the « first » scientific scientific journal
Decision based on the editor in chief’s opinion

1750 : Decision based on editorial comittee’s opinion

1830’: Peer-review formelised with referees and rapports

1980 : Reintroduction of the role of editor in chief
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REFEREE REPORT BY W. CLIFT ON 'ON THE MALE ORGANS OF SOME OF
THE CARTILAGINOUS FISHES' BY J. DAVY, 1839. FROM THE ROYAL
SOCIETY, RR/1/53. WEBSITE : MAKING SCIENCE

REFEREE'S REPORT BY JOHN BURDON SANDERSON HALDANE, ON A PAPER 'THE

CHEMICAL BASIS OF MORPHOGENESIS' BY ALAN MATHISON TURING (P/1/5), 1951.
FROM THE ROYAL SOCIETY ARCHIVE RR/76/74. WEBSITE : MAKING SCIENCE
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Peer Review History

Original Submission May 21, 2024
Decision Letter - Olav Rueppell, Editor 10 Jun 2024
Revision 1

Author Response 20 Jul 2024
[Decision Letter]- Olav Rueppell, Editor 12 Aug 2024

PONE-D-24-20571R1Perception, regulation, and effects on longevity of pollen fatty acids in the honey bee, Apis melliferaPLOS
ONE

Dear Dr. Leonhardt,

Thank you for re-submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. As you can see, the reviewer (and ) are satisfied with your
revisions. However, before | can fully accept it, please fix the references at this stage. You might also want to give the
manuscript an overall read through for catching minor errors. Finally, if you could please explain the authorship change?

Please submit your revised manuscript by Sep 26 2024 11:59PM. If you will need more time than this to complete your
revisions, please reply to this message or contact the journal office at plosone@plos.org. When you're ready to submit your
revision, log on to https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/ and select the 'Submissions Needing Revision' folder to locate your
manuscript file.

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

> Arebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). You should upload this letter
as a separate file labeled 'Response to Reviewers'.

> A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. You should upload this as a
separate file labeled 'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes'.

> An unmarked version of your revised paper without fracked changes. You should upload this as a separate file labeled
‘Manuscript'.

If you weuld like to make changes to your financial dlsclesure p\ease mclude your updated statement in your cover letter.

—

OPEN PEER REVIEW FOR : SCHLEIFER MC, RUEDENAUER FA, ZIEGLER J, LEONHARDT SD, SPAETHE J
(2024) PERCEPTION, REGULATION, AND EFFECTS ON LONGEVITY OF POLLEN FATTY ACIDS IN THE

HONEY BEE, APIS MELLIFERA. PLOS ONE 19(11): E0309789.


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0309789

Why peer-review ?

« Control in scientific communication

+ lIdentifing errors (mehtodology)

- Detecting breaches of scientific integrity
 Providing constructive critique to the author

* Providing feedbacks to the editor

Accepted
Rejected
Minor or major revisions



What...

... is under review?

* Articles

- Book Chapters

« Conference proceedings (sometimes)

All the parts of the publication (abstract, introduction, methods, figures, tables, references, etc.)

... is not under review?

 Articles reviews
« Book reviews
 Editorials

* News briefs



By whom ?

Peers, referees, reviewers

They should...

- Be external

- Be an expert

- Be without conflict of interest (# institution, 3-years without collaboration...)
 Respect intellectual propriety and confidentiality of the work

 Avoid bias



How ? Peer-review workflow

c Submission

Editorial
assessement

 Triage decision - Editorial

assessment (review

report)

- Peer-review
(external referees)

Back and forth between

referees / publisher / author;
new versions of the submission

Final
decision on
whether or
not to
publish
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Types of peer-review
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Single blind

Pros

* No self-censorship
(referees)

\\Ulisle]@ - |dentity visible

RE == © Anonymized (for author)

Editor

- Bias (referees)

* |dentity visible




Double blind

. Without bias VAXUiiale] @ © Anonymized (for referees)
(referees)
S =1=1=M * Anonymized (for author)
- Anonymity not Editor * |[dentity visible
completly

guaranteed




Trible blind

Pros

. Without bias Author * Anonymized (for referees

(referees) and editor)

« Anonymized (for author
Cons
oy ! =To[11e] 8l - Identity visible

guaranteed



Open peer-review

Pros

* Interesting (science under
construction)

 More attention paid to the
quality of the report by the
referee Referees

« Conflict of interest undisclosed

cons

- Refusal to review for journals
applying open peer review

- Fear to criticize more senior
researcher (concern for
career)

» Author response can be
published

» Referee report can be published
* |dentity can be visible

« Community can participate to the
review process

Readers




Open peer-review

Pros

* Interesting (science under
construction)
 More attention paid to the

quality of the report by the —
referee - Open report

« Conflict of interest undisclosed

cons

/% Open identity

-

- Refusal to review for journals Open
applying open peer review

- Fear to criticize more senior
researcher (concern for
career)

participation
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Another timeline of publication
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« Publishing » then reviewing

3 types of system

 Submission of the preprint on the journal website before peer-review

 Overlay journals : using a preprint server during the submission and peer
review process

- Review carried out by an external platform

What is published ?

 Everything
 Just what passed peer review



4eu+ The Journal of Philosophical Economics
Reflections on Economic and Social Issues

« Publishing » then reviewing

Example with J Phil Econ

1 ) deposit of the preprint in an open archive via the journal

22N000

2) Upload new versions during the peer review process

3) Publication after acceptance in the journal website (= final version)
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« Publishing » then reviewing

Example with eLife

1) Preprint submited to the publisher

Reviewed Preprint

2) Peer-review published on the publisher website vl ¢ February 5, 2025
Not revised

Reviewed Preprint
v2 + February 4, 2025

3) Reviewed version published on the publisher website
Revised by authors

- - . . ) Version of Record
4) Final version and version of record (if asked) published on January 31, 2025

the publisher website Read the peer reviews



« Publishing » then reviewing

Review carried out by an external platform

- Peer review service
- Backed or not by a journal
« Often based on research community

Peer Community in Re \Aew
o COMMONS



Reviewing in two stages

Registred reports

Publishing format : review before results
Importance of the quality of research methodology

*  Submission of the *  Submission of the * Publication
protocol manuscript

—

* Peer review of the * Peer-review of the
protocol = In Principle manuscript = Accepted
Acceptance for publication



Guidelines on peer review : how to review ?

COPE E'thical Guidelines for Peer Reviewers. Version 2 September 2017
Ethical guidelines for peer reviewers (English)
https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.1.9

Web of Science Academy : 3 e-learning courses on scholarly peer review

Sense about science. Peer Review: the nuts and bolts. A guide for
understanding the peer review process and the role it plays within society.
2021. https://senseaboutscience.org/activities/peer-review-the-nuts-and-bolts-2/



https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.1.9
https://webofscienceacademy.clarivate.com/learn/public/catalog/view/23
https://senseaboutscience.org/activities/peer-review-the-nuts-and-bolts-2/
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Thank you!
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