
Association of College & Research Libraries
www.acrl.org

Open Peer Review: 
Considerations for Authors & Reviewers

Emily Ford, Wendi Arant Kaspar, Dan Mack, Zoe Wake Hyde, 
Julia Gelfand (Moderator)

ACRL Together Wherever Virtual Event  

9 June 2020

1



This program….
The scholarly community is experiencing the impact of how many 
publishing functions embrace more open and transparent processes. 
Open Peer Review (OPR) is another form of scholarly communication 
and if adopted reduces the blind reviewing process as signed reviews 
will be part of the final scholarly record. Authors, reviewers and 
publishers must develop comfort levels with these new tools and 
processes that no longer anonymize reviewing. This program will 
provide insights about what the advantages and concerns open peer 
review currently has from different perspectives: Publisher, Editor, 
Reviewer, Author/Scholar, & Readers. Changes for authors, reviewers 
and the publishing process will be discussed.
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4 Presentations followed by questions

• Emily Ford, Librarian, “Background & Introduction to OPR”
• Wendi Arant Kaspar, Editor, ACRL’s C&RL, “Editor’s & Reviewer’s 

Perspective”
• Dan Mack, Editor of ACRL’s PIL series, “Launching OPR: Lessons 

Learned”
• Zoe Wake Hyde, Rebus Communities, “Impact on Authors & Readers”
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Moving Peer Review toward 
Open
Emily Ford (she/her)
Associate Professor, Urban & Public Affairs Librarian
Portland State University
forder@pdx.edu
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Hi everyone. Welcome. Before I begin giving some background on peer review and open peer review, I want to share with you some framing of my worldview and physical environment. Today I stand on the Multnomah, Kathlamet, Clackamas, Tumwater, Watlala bands of the Chinook, the Tualatin Kalapuya and many other indigenous nations of the Columbia River. I acknowledge that I am here today because the many sacrifices forced upon these peoples and their ancestors. I am a white cis-gendered heterosexual woman. I call myself an atheist jew. I practice yoga. I believe in an intersectional feminism. I believe that knowledge is never concrete, constantly shifting, and that knowledge cannot be separated from our physical and psychic experiences. I share these things with you to inform of the perspectives from which I speak.



Royal Society, Crane Court, off Fleet Street, London: a meeting in progress, 
with Is aac Newton in the chair. Wood engraving by J . Quartley after 
[J .M.L.R.], 1883.

https :/ / commons .wikimedia .org/ wiki/ File:Royal_Society,_Crane_Court,_off_Fleet_Street,_London;_a_meet_Wellcome_V
0013122.jpg
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Before we begin to look at open peer review today, let’s go back to the 1800s. This is what peer review used to look like. It occured in societies of learned (white) men of leisure, kind of like a country club, where members have to invite potential members in. Don’t get me wrong, I see plenty of problems with this model, namely the race, gender, and class privilege. But peer review of works in these organizations were collective. Peer review was based in community and was a shared responsibility. 



Campaign poster showing William McKinley holding U.S. flag and standing on gold coin "sound 
money", held up by group of men, in front of ships "commerce" and factories “civilization.”

This image is available from the United States Library of Congress's Prints and Photographs 
division under the digital ID cph.3b52834

6

Presenter
Presentation Notes
My history here is glossing over detail, but let’s fast forward to the 1960s and 1970s. Commercial academic publishing saw a boom. These commercial publishers began to use the peer review process as a selling point, to convince libraries to purchase subscriptions. Somewhere along the way peer review moved from being a collective function, to an individual one. It was no longer controlled in the scholarly societies creating the work, but owned by commercial publishers. The “blind” in the peer review process was part of this transformation. Now, instead of being controlled by collectives of learned white men of leisure, it was controlled by publishers. (Incidentally, have you seen the data on demographics of the publishing industry? Not much has changed, given the hundreds of years of history.) Historical info: Fyfe, A., Coate, K., Curry, S., Lawson, S., Moxham, N., & Røstvik, C. M. (2017). Untangling Academic Publishing: A history of the Relationship between commercial interests, academic prestige, and the circulation of research. University of St. Andrews. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.546100Academic Publishing info:Greco, A. N., Wharton, R. M., & Brand, A. (2016). Demographics of scholarly publishing and communication professionals. Learned Publishing, 29(2), 97–101. https://doi.org/10.1002/leap.1017Roh, C. (2016). Inequalities in Publishing. Urban Library Journal, 22(2). https://works.bepress.com/charlotteroh/26/

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Library_of_Congress
http://hdl.loc.gov/loc.pnp/cph.3b52834


https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Neon_Open_green.jpg
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So what is open peer review? First, let me say that open access is NOT the same thing as open peer review. One could publish an open access journal that uses blinded or opaque reviewing. And a paywalled journal could institute an open peer review process. There have been attempts to define it, but no one definition truly exists. In fact, open peer review has as many definitions as those who hold notions of it. Open peer review could be a completely transparent process, where authors and referees know who one another is. Open peer review could be a process where referee reports are published alongside an article. Open peer review could simply mean that reviewers sign their reviews when they are sent to authors, or it could be something as radical as allowing for open commenting and refereeing on submitted works. Just as Kathleen Fitzpatrick and Avi Santo asserted in their 2012 white paper, what open review looks like should be dictated by a community’s needs and ultimate goal. We must examine WHY we peer review alongside HOW we peer review. Fitzpatrick, K., & Santo, A. (2012). Open Review : A Study of Contexts and Practices (pp. 1–54).



Phrenology: the human and animal brain, the location of its 
functions according to the principles of phrenology, and 
personalia of phrenologists. Photographs, drawings and 
newsletters. This file comes from Wellcome Images, a 
website operated by Wellcome Trust, a global charitable 
foundation based in the United Kingdom.
cc 4.0
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
From my years of experience, research, and advocacy for the development of open peer review in our field, here are some things that I believe about open peer review in this moment.  And I should say that I present many of these themes in my forthcoming book to be published by ACRL press, Stories of Open.-It is one step toward creating more opportunities for equity and inclusion in scholarly publishing.-It affords students and early career researchers educational opportunities to observe peer review in action.-It is one way to begin to subvert “traditional” academic culture and rewards systems-It provides mechanisms for more accountability of editors, reviewers, and authors. -It is generally a more robust and helpful review process. -It is an opportunity for our academic communities to take back from commercial publishing our stake in this process, and revert it into the community-driven work it once was.

http://wellcomeimages.org/
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This imperfect word cloud comes from a book chapter in my forthcoming book, Stories of open. There still remain may questions and issues with open peer review, which I think our other speakers will discuss. But I pose this question to end, in the hopes we may circle back to it some day: with open peer review are we trying to replicate a broken system, or are we trying to reinvent it?
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Open Peer Review at C&RL
Wendi Arant Kaspar

Editor, College & Research Libraries
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Timeline of OPR efforts
2016 - Publications Coordinating 
Committee made open peer review 
(OPR) a priority
2018 - C&RL chose article for a 
developmental peer review (DPR) pilot

• testing the waters 
• run through the process

2020 - Guest editors of the special 
issue on VAL decided to use 
developmental peer review
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Peer reviewers are critical…

• provide an expansive spectrum of expertise
• represent broad experiences and perspectives
• provide an impartial assessment by peers
• represent engagement from the community

• help orient the direction of the journal and content

• do the heavy lifting…
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Feedback from Reviewers
Pros

• Transparency
• Reviewer credit/accountability
• Mentoring opportunity
• Reviewer comments add to 

scholarly dialogue
• Learn how to give/take 

constructive feedback
• Help papers with good ideas 

(but needing other help)

Cons
• Concerns about partiality
• A lot of work!!! - More effort on 

reviewers part
• Takes more time (for 

feedback/revisions) 
• Fear of bullying or retaliation
• Reluctance to criticize
• Concern over showing the warts
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Would they participate?

• Most are supportive of the idea of OPR 
• but have reservations about implementation 

• A few said that they would participate without any reservations
• Some indicated that they would not participate as a reviewer in any 

model of OPR 
• Concern about maintaining an anonymous process

• Several participated in DPR with C&RL or others and were favorable 
• DPR seemed to be the model with the most support
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Moving forward with OPR at C&RL
• Encourage use of developmental review in special issues 

–Special issue in 2022 on Open & Equitable Scholarship, likely using 
developmental review

• Incorporate option in regular review process
- if author agrees, it would move from anonymized to DPR 

• Develop author/reviewer guidance and framework
- reviewers indicated need for guidelines

• Consider commenting on final versions with OJS upgrade
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Open Peer Review at
Publications in Librarianship

Daniel C. Mack
Series Editor, Publications in Librarianship 
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Time line

• Spring 2017: PIL Editorial Board begins researching and planning 
OPR for future manuscripts

• Fall 2017: decision tree and draft proposal
• Winter/spring 2018: decision tree and proposal approved by PCC
• Summer/fall 2018: approved by ACRL Board
• Winter/spring 2019: refinement of process
• Fall 2019: finalize process
• Winter/spring 2020: first OPR manuscript 
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Why Open Peer Review? 

• Open Peer Review provides an alternative to traditional, double-
blind peer review

• OPR encourages transparency
• OPR is a natural and logical companion to Open Access, Open Data, 

Open Science
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Practical considerations 
• What does open mean?

• Who can review?
• Who can see reviews?

• How are reviewers solicited?
• ACRL venues: ACRL Insider, social media, etc.
• Word of mouth (virtual): PIL Editorial Board personal contacts, past PIL 

authors and editors

• Platform
• Considered options such as Wordpress 
• Use Google Documents
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Pilot OPR manuscript 

• Emily Ford: Stories of Open: Opening Peer Review through Narrative 
Inquiry

• Announced 11 February 2020
• Review period open through 23 March 2020
• Solicited reviews through ACRL, PIL Editorial Board contacts, past 

PIL authors and editors 
• And then, the pandemic hit…
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Lessons and next steps 
• Most of review period was during initial COVID-19 pandemic 

responses by academic institutions 
• Received two OPR reviews, included comments from PIL Editorial 

Board 
• Next OPR manuscript went live 28 May 2020 through 13 July 2020: 

https://www.acrl.ala.org/acrlinsider/archives/19875
• Marketing as a great telework opportunity for librarians seeking 

research and service outlets   
• Considering two tracks for future PIL manuscripts: OPR and 

traditional review by PIL Editorial Board 
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Open Peer Review
Zoe Wake Hyde - Assistant Director, Rebus Foundation
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Peer review is collaboration.

Photo by Camylla Batani
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https://unsplash.com/@camylla93


Association of College & Research Libraries
www.acrl.org

Open peer review creates stronger 
texts for readers.

Photo by Tim Boote
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https://unsplash.com/@toboote
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Openness introduces risk, 
and the risk is not evenly 
distributed.

Photo by Markus Spiske
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https://unsplash.com/@markusspiske
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We have an opportunity 
(and a responsibility) to 
do better

Photo by Javier Allegue Barros
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List of References

• https://drive.google.com/file/d/14zdetD1G-
4PKqqNgc8k8bKV9ANnj0PgG/view?usp=sharing 

• Or please request from Julia Gelfand (jgelfand@uci.edu)
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