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There has been increased demand for more openness in the peer review process in recent years, as
researchers and publishers strive to bring greater transparency to the research and publication process.
In September 2018, Wiley launched a collaborative
initiative to pilot a transparent peer review workflow,
in collaboration with Publons and ScholarOne (both
part of Clarivate Analytics). The first journal to take
part was Clinical Genetics.

Results

• Authors have the option to choose
transparent peer review on
submission to the journal.
• By “transparent peer review” we
mean if an article is published, the
peer reviewers’ reports also
accompany publication
• If reviewers wish to disclose their
names they are free to do so, but this
is an optional step
Benefits

"From my perspective as an author and as an editor, I firmly
believe that the editorial process should be transparent.
Publishing the accompanying peer review history of a paper
adds real value to the peer review process and illustrates
how the process of publishing research works.” Reiner A
Veitia, Professor of Genetics at Paris Diderot University,
Paris, France and Editor-in-Chief of the journal Clinical
Genetics

“While this sounds like a radical idea, and in certain respects
it is, it’s a first step in the direction of real open science.” Paul Kirschner, Distinguished University Professor at the
Open University of the Netherlands and Visiting Professor
of Education at the University of Oulu, Finland and Editorin-Chief of the Journal of Computer Assisted Learning

What's Next
It is vital that any initiative has the capability to scale and
be compatible with different peer review models, across
diverse subject disciplines and publisher workflows. To
learn more, in January 2019, a further ten journals joined
the pilot.
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• Increased accountability for the peer
review process
• Recognition for the work that editors
and peer reviewers do
• Fully compatible with the emerging
open research agenda
• Other elements of the “peer review
history” readily available

