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Abs t r act

Peer  review is  an es tablished form of trus t-marking
and ensur ing quality of scholar ly communications .
T he advent of I nternet has  had its  impact on peer
review also. T his  paper  examines  the ex is ting
approaches  of peer  review utiliz ing the I nternet.
Future approaches , challenges  and proposal of a
framework for  open peer  review of directly published
scholar ly communication on the I nternet is  also
discus sed.
K eyw or ds :  Peer - review, I nternet, approaches ,
util ities

I nt r oduct ion:

T he advent of I nternet is  perhaps  the mos t
imperative technology that left its  mark in the
publication of scholar ly communication. T he avenues
opened up by the nascent and rapidly evolving
I nternet technologies  brought to light the plaus ibility
of a rapid, efficient and cos t-effective proces s  of peer
review.
T he avenues  opened up by the I nternet were made
to use by many biomedical journals . S ome journals
even have gone fur ther  es tablishing their  entire
operation online including peer  review and
publication.

E xis t ing appr oaches  t o onl ine peer  r eview  in
healt h  jour nals :

E -Mail :
Many Journals  have already created a sys tem of
operation, which is  entirely e-mail based. T he maj or
disadvantage of dis tr ibution of paper s  via e-mail is
that the s ize of the paper  need to be highly
optimized and compres sed, often s tr ipping pictures ,
animations  etc,

Dis cus s ion appr oach
Many Journals  employ a discus s ion-based approach
in peer  review. Medical journal of Aus tralia (MJA)[1]
employs  this  model to ensure open peer  review of
paper s  submitted. T his  is  a promis ing approach and
ensures  that there is  better  interaction between the
author s  and the reviewer s  as  well as  the editor ial
body.

P os t  r eview  r es pons es
T his  is  a widely practiced approach. T he paper  goes
through the traditional peer  review proces s  and is
published Online, where readers  could pos t their
reviews and responses  on the paper . T he Rapid
response util ity in Journals  published through
HighWire is  perhaps  the mos t popular .



P r omis ing new  appr oaches :

Net pr in t s :
Netpr ints  are good frameworks  to facilitate peer
review. I n fact proposals  for  plaus ible peer  review
and publication of paper s  archived in Clinical
medicine Netpr ints  have been formulated [2]
Journals  could also incorporate and implement their
peer  review proces s  through the Netpr ints .
Consensus  should emerge among publishers  to link
back to the archive. Cros s -referencing util iz ing
s tandards  developed by the open citation proj ect [3]
may be valuable in ensur ing the threading of the
draft and responses  are kept intact.

Dis cus s ion boar d appr oach:
T he discuss ion board approach can be utilized for
peer  review. Anybody could pos t their  opinion bes ide
the paper/ar ticle thus  facilitating peer  review.
Reviewer s  could also have their  opinion pos ted
anonymous ly, thus  eliminating bias  of any sor t.[4]
T he maj or  disadvantage of this  approach is  that
there are no uniform s tandards  to ensure
interoperability and cros s - referencing.
S tandards  should evolve between j ournals  util iz ing
this  approach to ensure interoperability and
inter linking of citations .

Mail ing L is t s  and D is cus s ion F or ums :
Mailing lis ts  offers  immense potential to ensure
speedy review. Mailing lis ts , unlike other  modalities

has  the potential to take the paper  to multiple
individuals , ins tantly.

W ikis :
Wiki technology holds  immense potential to conduct
peer  review. Pos ting and leaving one’s  review us ing
wiki technology does  not need any pr ior  exper ience.
T hough this  technology is  new to the I nternet, wiki
webs ites  have been growing s teadily [5] from the
fir s t wiki s ite in 1995 created by Ward Cunningham
[6]
One major  advantage is  that wiki and swiki softwares
are entirely free and have automatic controls  and
vers ioning for  every page it generates .

Gr oupw ar es
Groupwares  are a set of programs that facilitate the
working of groups  to achieve common sets  of goals .
I t enables  group working through its  ability to:
Groupwares  are a new promise as  they are much
fitting to the cur rent requirements  of scholar ly
publication where the author , peer  reviewers  and the
editor ial s taff need to work together .

U s ing mult iple appr oaches  t o ens ur e peer
r eview :
No one s ingle approach to online peer  review is
infallible. T hus  comes  in the concept of util iz ing
multiple approaches . T he Health Library Online
employs  multiple approaches  to ensure peer  review.

F igur e ( 1 ) :  E mploying mult iple appr oaches  t o peer  r eview .



‘S cholar ly s kyw r i t ing’:
S cholar ly skywr iting-  a term introduced by Harnad
[8] and popular ized through his  j ournal
‘Psycholoquoy’ employs  a new approach to scholar ly
communication on the I nternet and peer  review [9].
I n ‘Psycholoquoy’, an ar ticle once pos ted on the
server  employs  continuous  peer  review and
rewr iting. T he comments  of the peer  reviewer s  are
followed by the response of the author , thus
promoting a didactic dialogue on the topic.

P r opos ed peer  r eview  appr oach in  an I nt er net
Jour nal:
Here we discus s  the Peer  review approach proposed
in an I nternet Journal Health Library Online [4].
Health Library Online is  a new generation I nternet
Journal built on the concepts  of open access  and
peer  review. T he j ournal was  launched in January
2003 and has  a multi approach online peer  review
policy.

F igur e ( 2 ) :  P r opos ed pr ot ocol for  peer  r eview  and publicat ion in  H ealt h L ibr ar y Onl ine.

According to the proposed protocol the
paper s /Ar ticles  submitted to Health Library Online
[HLO] is  fir s t evaluated for  appropr iatenes s  and
directly pos ted on the discus s ion web, wiki server
and multiple mailing lis ts  s imultaneous ly. T he
responses  generated are filtered and send back to
the author . T he paper  is  rewr itten and submitted to

HLO, which makes  its  way to the permanent archive
with links  to the or iginal ar ticles  and responses
[reviews ]. T he archives  also has  facility for  reader s
to leave their  responses , thus  the paper  published
maintains  links  to all the threads  from the
submis s ion to final publication.



T h inking B eyond Jour nals :  P eer  R eview  Of
D ir ect ly P ubl is hed S cholar ly Communicat ion On
I nt er net

T hinking beyond journals  is  perhaps  the need of the
hour . With the advent of I nternet, many author s
found that direct publication of their  paper s  was
more efficient in getting their  research to a wider
sphere. But peer  review as  a ‘trus t mark’-  to ensure
quality is  obvious ly lacking.
I nternet itself offer s  a solution to this  problem. A
framework of open peer  review would enable these
ar ticles  to be peer  reviewed by the collective effor ts
of individuals  who s ift the I nternet every day.
Anybody who would find an as sumption baseles s  and
not suppor ted by adequate research could ins tantly
aler t by leaving his  comment so that others  who
might be adver sely affected by that piece of
information would probably be informed.
T his  concept is  altogether  not a new one. T he
MedPI CS  [10] had vis ions  to trus t mark medical
information on the I nternet, which later  paved way
for  the MedCERT AI N[11]

P r opos al for  a f r amew or k for  open peer  r eview
of  s cholar ly communicat ion on in t er net :

Here we propose a framework for  open peer  review
of directly published scholar ly communication on
I nternet, which envisages

i. S etting up databases  on different health
specialties , which would archive cr itical
information on the web page that contains
the ar ticle, and archives  review data on the
ar ticle.

ii. S ubmitted webs ites  are reviewed for  the
compliance with an ethical code of conduct
[such as  HON Code [12]]

iii. Cr itical data and a cache of web page is
archived on database.

iv. T he author  is  provided with a unique HT ML
code, which on inclus ion to the page will
provide with an online inter face for  open
peer  review and will exhibit a trus t-mark.

F igur e 3 :  P r opos ed f r amew or k for  open peer  r eview  and t r us t -mar king of  dir ect ly publ is hed onl ine
s cholar ly communicat ions  in H ealt h .



T o ensure unbiased, and ethical operation of the
sys tem, the following need to be ensured.

i. Review data is  exclus ively and permanently
s tored on the server .

ii. Provis ion of a trus t-mark and inter face that
are dynamic in nature-  thus  avoiding
misuse of the trus t-mark

iii. Ensure a transparent policy of de- linking of
the web page in case of misconduct. De
linking would remove the trus t mark and
web inter face.

iv. Create a transparent evaluation sys tem to
collect evidence on misconduct and
malpractice.

Dis cus s ion:

Peer  review on the I nternet can be accomplished
utiliz ing different technologies  and utilities . I t should
be emphas ized that any s ingle approach would be
heavily dependent upon user  exper iences  and
moreover  the real value of open peer  review is  in
multiple par ticipation [13].

Mos t of the vis itor s  to a webs ite are through index ing
services  like search engines , Pubmed links  for
indexed journals , to name a few. T he ranking of
webs ites  in search engines  are highly dependent on
web ‘citations ’ [ 14][15], analogous  to the I mpact in
Journal ranking, any peer  review policy to take off
need to be directly linked to a webs ite which draws
maximum web citations  and thus  max imum number
of vis itor s .

A major  hurdle hamper ing the take off of new
technologies  is  the absence of frameworks  for
interoperability. T here is  no framework that would
enable automatic harves ting of responses/reviews
generated through different platforms and compile
and thread them. T here is  also no common
s tandards  and protocols  to ensure cros s  citations  and
referencing interoperable on all platforms  for  pre-
publication, peer  review and final publication. T he
Open citation project [2] is  something very close to
realiz ing this  dream.

I t is  equally impor tant to cons ider  and implement a
framework to ensure quality of directly published
scholar ly communication on I nternet. S cholar ly
Communication in Health, unlike their  counterpar ts
in other  subj ects  are highly prone to adver sely affect
the health and life of people [15].
Alternatives  for  peer  review as  a ‘trus t-mark’ have
also been sugges ted given the fact that mos t of the
high quality ar ticles  on the net are not peer
reviewed. [16]

Open peer  review of these communications  provides
for  a plaus ible solution to this  dilemma [17]. But
before we could implement such a sys tem a uniform
consensus  on the framework and protocols  for
inclus ion and exclus ion of web pages  and for
ensur ing cros s - referencing and interoperability needs
to be created. I  hope this  paper  would kindle
thoughts  and research in this  direction.
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