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EDITORIAL

We as the Taiwan Vanguard of Journal
with Open Peer Review

In the former Editorial of Issue 1, Volume 55 (2018), we have proposed three
questions regarding the development of open peer review (OPR). What is the
feasibility of applying OPR to journals in the field of social sciences, including
library and information science? Do vendors of academic information value-added
systems or databases have the willingness to get involved in the development and
services of OPR systems? Are scholars in humanities and social sciences willing
to change habits and break with tradition, and accept new challenges of OPR?

The OPR has not yet been given a unified name and a universally identical
definition. OPR has also been termed as “public peer review”, “transparent peer
review”, and “advanced open peer review”. In terms of common features, OPR
are termed as “signed review”, “disclosed review”, “transparent review”, “editor-
mediated review”, and “crowd-sourced review”. For another three attached
features, OPR are also called “synchronous review”, “pre-publication review”,
and even “post-publication review”.! These features above indicate the innovative
aspect of OPR in breaking with traditional modes, especially the new mode of
“crowd-sourced review”, suggesting that chief editors of journals can recruit
numerous scholars and experts for undertaking the task of manuscript review,
through a network platform that incorporates new media technologies and equips
with a real-time, interactive and transparent mode of being able to verify all OPR
tasks. However, not all of the features mentioned above are necessary to be
included in one OPR system. The implementation of OPR varies with different
management modes of journals. Each feature is allowed with a certain degree of
creativity, and the implementation of OPR is allowed with differences of depths.
When to open (timeliness) and how to open (democratic authorization and
technical conditions)? These questions are for all of scholars and journal editors to
contemplate. Solutions to problems should respond to calls for ideal and practical
considerations, and people who take charge should select or design the most
appropriate management mode for their own journals.

The general requirements for the OPR system of journals are described

below.

! Emily Ford, “Defining and Characterizing Open Peer Review: A Review of the Literature,” Jour-
nal of Scholarly Publishing 44, 4 (2013): 311-326. See also the information at https://pdxscholar.
library.pdx. edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1000&context=ulib_fac.
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1. The identity information of peer reviewers should be open, contrary
to traditional double-blind or single-blind modes that hide identities of peer
reviewers.

2. No matter it is a pre-publication or post-publication review mode, after
the review procedure is terminated, contents of peer reviewers’ opinions should be
open together with published manuscripts.

3. The open access (OA) mode should be adopted, and articles should be
published online for interested readers to add comments to articles. However,
contents of readers’ comments are not necessary to be regarded as the basis of
formal reviews of academic contents of manuscripts. It is to provide a channel for
authors and readers to communicate with each other.

It is worth noting that the three requirements mentioned above could be
independently used, or applied with different combinations. No matter what the
combination is, in a broad sense, it could be termed as “Open Peer Review”. In
addition, from the perspective of epoch revolution, OPR system is indeed highly
relevant to the open access mode, but even profit-oriented journals with a non-
open-access mode could possibly adopt partial features of OPR and develop their
publishing strategies. In other words, the point of OPR lies in the open and blind
aspects, not in presenting confronting thoughts. Any design mechanism that
respects the free wills of authors and reviewers, makes the review process open
and transparent, promotes positive academic talks with assistances of technologies
and media, guards academic quality and takes responsibilities of academic
communication, could be regarded as an open-minded and trust-worthy OPR
system.

Our JoEMLS takes a positive and serious stance toward the development of
OPR in future’s academic journal publishing in Taiwan, and we will certainly be
in the vanguard of the OPR trend. In the future if scholars and chief-editors of
journals could apply various added values of open peer review, such as Digital
Object Identifier (ODI), Open Researcher and Contributor ID (ORCID), and
Altmetrics, we have good reasons to believe the academic field in Taiwan is
certainly to generate or accept the development and application of this kind of
new platforms. No matter from the literature review of domestic and overseas
applications of OPR platforms, or from analysis of 2018 surveys conducted by
JoEMLS team that sent to more than one hundred scholars who ever reviewed
manuscripts in Chinese for JOEMLS, and results of interviews with chief-editors
of journals in library and information science field in Taiwan, we obtained similar
findings. In the premise of respecting the willingness of relevant authorities, it is

expected and feasible to design OPR solutions that are with characteristics, human
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nature, and expediency. There obviously has no fixed modes of OPR systems, and
we found plenty of innovative measures. With the spirit of innovation, revolution
and experiments, our journal will not hesitate to continually promote and improve
application modes of OPR, and usher journals of humanities and social sciences
in Taiwan toward a new epoch of OPR.

In this issue (Issue 1, Volume 56), thirteen manuscripts have been reviewed,
and four of them are accepted and published, with a rejection rate of 69.2%. The
articles published in this issue include “The Maturity Assessment of the Recent
Open Data Development in the Context of Taiwan E-Government” by Tung-Mou
Yang and Yi-Jung Wu, “Does the Learning of Computational Thinking Concepts
Interact with the Practice of Digital Curation in Children? A Preliminary Case
Study” by Chun-Hao Chang, “An Application of ePUB3 eBooks to the Design
and Teaching of Flipped ‘Applied Writing” Courses: An Example of ‘Abstract
Writing” ” by Tina Pingting Tsai, Chingsheng Hsu, and Jyhjong Lin, and “Quality
Discussion and High-Level Comprehension: An Analysis of Taiwanese College
Students” by Hsiao-Ling Hsu, Hao-Jan Howard Chen, and Wei-Tin Lin. There are
many good articles left out. There are also many wonderful contents of academic
criticism, reflections and debates that are not able to be shared. Some of these
non-published academic publishing processes and debates are not less thought-
provoking than published contents. If not with the clever application of OPR
system, these wonderful insights can be only left in the memories of involved
parties and archives of chief-editors of journals. We thank all of the authors who
submitted manuscripts. No matter the manuscript is accepted or rejected, each
author is a respectable scholar.

Jeong-Yeou Chiu
JoEMLS Chief Editor
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