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Peer review varies in quality and thoroughness. Making it publicly available could improve it.

Have you read a paper and thought: How could peer reviews support the publication of such
a paper? I have. More than once. Other times, I have read fascinating papers outside of my field
and wondered what the concerns of the experts who peer reviewed the study were. What important
caveats am I missing?
Sometimes, I am lucky and find the answers to such questions: A few publications, including
those from EMBO Press and eLife, publish the peer reviews alongside the papers. Reading such
peer reviews has provided an additional dimension of appreciating and understanding the experiments and the findings, especially when I am not very familiar with the topic. But for most other
journals I cannot access the peer reviews that supported a papers publication because most journals
hide them.
Scientific rigor demands that claims be substantiated by evidence. If I claim that gene A regulates gene B and provide no evidence, my claim will be dismissed. It must be dismissed. Yet, if a
journal claims to conduct peer review and provides no evidence of it, the claim is rarely dismissed.
How do we know that a journal conducts peer review? For most journals, the evidence is
limited to our anecdotal experiences with the manuscripts that we review ourselves or that we and
our friends have submitted. For me this evidence is mixed. I know of manuscripts that have been
thoughtfully reviewed and manuscripts that have undergone very expedited peer review or no peer
review at all before appearing in the most prestigious journals. This anecdotal evidence is rather
weak. If you ask me to substantiate it, I have to refer you to a friend who may or may not be willing
to tell you that his or her paper was barely peer reviewed. It is a huge problem that the evidence
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for such a centrally important process is hidden from public view.
The evidence for the quality of peer review and editorial oversight is even weaker. How can
we evaluate the rigor of peer review at a journal that provides no public evidence that peer review
happens? We cannot. The only scientifically justified conclusion is that we must doubt the existence and quality of peer review for any journal that does not publish the editorial and peer-review
discussions that support its publishing activity.
Some journals do this, but they are the exception. The majority of the leading journals provide
no evidence whatsoever of their peer reviewor the lack of it. Yet peer review is currently the
most important function of journals, and I believe that peer-review has much to contribute to the
scientific discourse (Slavov, 2015).
I can understand strong arguments for and against signing peer reviews. These arguments form
a complex discussion without a simple solution. This discussion must not spill over and complicate
the simpler question of whether anonymized peer reviews should be published. I believe they must
be published. I see no justification for any journal to hide the anonymized peer reviews.
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