1 Do manuscripts blind reviews satisfy authors? A non-blind committee of reviewers is an alternative for fair, constructive and fast reviews M'hamed Bentourkia, University of Sherbrooke, Sherbrooke, Canada Most of new students in research generally arise criticism about the blind reviewing process when they receive reviewers' comments of their first manuscript. The common comment often raised is: why the reviewers' identities are hidden? The students straightforwardly compare the reviewing process to what is conducted in the courts of justice where the judges are known and the judgments are free to the public even though the consequences of rejecting a manuscript are by far minor in comparison to the heavy sentences decided by the judges.

In fact, a court has free access to the public to make the population believe in the laws and in justice, but for science, in manuscript reviewing, it doesn't matter whether we believe in the existence of justice or not.

The reviewers are actually seen as checkpoints with pass or fail. In case of fail with or without concise comments, the authors submit their manuscript to another journal in the same field of research. If a journal rejects a manuscript and another accepts it, this makes the reviewing something like subjective, at least in the case for those manuscripts which are rejected then accepted. The history showed that this does not only happen to manuscripts on the edge of acceptance, but it happened to high-level manuscripts which even led to Nobel Prizes. In the past, the reviewing was a way to discuss and enrich the research to the benefit of the authors, the reviewers and to everybody, researchers or not. There was an exchange through letters before the submission of the research to publishing.

Finding reviewers

The managers and/or editors of journals are hardly trying to find expert reviewers for a given manuscript, and to conduct the review in the appropriate time delay. In the recent two decades, with the advent of Open Access publishers, several new journals have been put in the circulation. Open Access is of great importance because it allows more diversified journals for authors and it makes science more popular, i.e. opened to the large public. However, apart from the costs of the publications, these new Open Access journals have to make their way towards attractive impact factors to seduce more authors, and consequently, more authors publishing in a journal translates in more reviewers available for that journal, which means also that this provokes a global deficit of reviewers for most of the journals. Obviously, the next step will be a shortage in editors. Or, may be and fortunately, the number of researchers is constantly increasing, which consequently increases the number of reviewers and editors.

Assessment of reviews

A manuscript can be generally rejected with or without comments if the reviewer decides that the results are not original, more works need to be added, or if it is not appropriate for the journal. The question raised here is: can the reviewer emits his comments and decision differently if he knows that his name is known by the authors (the generic form "he" is used for men and women)? Some reviewers are authoritative. Some others make more criticizing than constructive comments, and the editors support more the reviewers than the authors. A few journals make it even simpler by providing evaluation criteria hoping to achieve fair and consistent reviews. It is common that, after the rejection, a manuscript can be accepted in another journal having similar scopes. These opposite decisions might find their origin in the difference of expertise of the reviewers, and in the multidisciplinarity and technicality of the modern research. We note also that some journals suggest the possibility to forward the reviews of a rejected manuscript to another proposed journal generally belonging to the same publisher.

Until now, there are no common rules or universal criteria on the acceptance of a manuscript. The two main qualities of a well-prepared manuscript are its originality and its importance. Importance means the anticipation that the work be useful for other researchers or for an application of the research. Both of these two parameters, originality and importance, especially the latter, are difficult to assess, and hence, the divergence between reviewers. In some circumstances, even the authors cannot predict how their findings will be used, like the discovery of gravity, electricity, vacuum etc, but in general, a research is done in order to respond to some needs and to attain predetermined outcomes.

In some manuscripts, the results reported are sometimes not straightforward or not clearly convincing because of the methods being used or the limited experimental samples, but still the ideas or the results can be used by other researchers if they are clearly described.

Double-open review: Reviewer's and author's identities are revealed. We want science to be open, not blind

What is the impact of making public the reviewers' names, at least to be known to the authors? If the reviewers know that they can be openly criticized for their assessment of manuscripts, they pay more attention in justifying and writing their comments [START_REF] Groves | How can we get the best out of peer review?[END_REF][START_REF] Ware | Peer review: benefits, perception and alternatives[END_REF]. In this case, it is believed that more conscious reviews can be provided to the authors in a more constructive form. Also there should be no need to write a confidential report to the editor. Since there are no evident metrics in accepting or rejecting manuscripts, any reviewer can find many valid ways to reject a manuscript. Consequently, the fear is that authors feeling their manuscript has been unfairly rejected, they may take action against that reviewer or the journal [START_REF] Decoursey | The pros and cons of open peer review[END_REF]. Apparently, the probability is very low that an author reviews a manuscript submitted by the reviewer of its own. This might especially happens for more specialized journals and for conferences.

Because of the many difficulties in recruiting reviewers including the time spent waiting for their acceptance or decline, many journals require during manuscript submission the suggestion of three or more reviewers. This behavior potentially leads to favorable reviews to the authors in addition to make this reviewing a non-blind review. Other ideas recently emerged such as the publication of the review records of researchers as proposed by Publons (https://publons.com/about/mission) or by others [START_REF] Hauck Ii | Thank You to Our 2017 Peer Reviewers[END_REF]. This website of Publons proposes to researchers to forward the email they received from the journal for which they performed the review in order to build their review record. At the same site, the editors can find reviewers based on their reviews and publication history, and their availability to review (https://publons.com/blog/editors-guide-to-finding-reliable-peerreviewers/#Heading7). Based on the review records on this website, the association of the name of a reviewer with a given journal at a given date of review practically removes the confidentiality of the reviewing, and authors of manuscripts can identify their reviewers. However, publishing only the review report, without the reviewer identity, was found to not affect the willingness to review and reviewing time length, nor the quality of the report, meanwhile, it was found that only 8.1%

were favorable to reveal their identities with their reports [START_REF] Bravo | The effect of publishing peer review reports on referee behavior in five scholarly journals[END_REF]. Other societies propose to build the records of publications, reviews and research grants, which can be used by funding agencies, universities and journals (https://blog.mendeley.com/2018/07/10/supporting-andrecognizing-your-peer-review-activity/; https://orcid.org/content/collect-connect). Such databases can be shared, sold or hacked and the confidentiality might be lost.

Another proposed option was the open review where manuscripts are posted on a website of the journal followed by invitation to researchers to comment them without anonymity and the comments are made public [START_REF] Sandewall | Opening up the process[END_REF]. Others suggest pre-and post-publication reviews. In both cases, the final decision is made by an editor based on secondary reviews [START_REF] Arms | Ethics: Trust and reputation on the web[END_REF][START_REF] Koop | An open, two-stage peer-review journal[END_REF]. The drawbacks of these approaches are many.

Evaluating a manuscript on a website seems like voting for the best artist in a TV show. The competence of the evaluators are very questionable. In addition, the editors are currently deploying a lot of efforts to find two or three reviewers, on the long run, invitation to comment a manuscript on a website would remain like a curiosity.

Another important point is the confidentiality of the research. Authors would not publicly expose their ideas before acceptance of their manuscript.

Double-blind review

In the seek of more objective reviews, the double-blind process was proposed. The reviewers and the authors are unknown to each other, hoping to lessen both the negative influence of some characteristics such as ethnicity and gender, and the positive influence based on characteristics such as seniority of authors and popularity of their universities [START_REF] Tomkins | Reviewer bias in single-versus double-blind peer review[END_REF][START_REF] Bennett | Radiation oncology authors and reviewers prefer double-blind peer review[END_REF]. The double-blind have been shown to be more accepted than single-blind (76% vs 45%) [START_REF] Ware | Peer review: benefits, perception and alternatives[END_REF][START_REF] Adrian | Peer review in a changing world: An international study measuring the attitudes of researchers[END_REF]. Although the name and affiliation of the authors are not included in their manuscript, in several of them, the authors refer to their previous works and it happens that they have to state the ethical protocol used in their research, which is linked to their faculty or university. At the end, the reviewers, even in a double-blind review, can guess the authors' identities [START_REF] Bennett | Radiation oncology authors and reviewers prefer double-blind peer review[END_REF]. It is worthwhile to note that the review process can be different between journals operating in different research domains.

Recognition of reviews

It has been suggested that recognizing the efforts of the reviewers would encourage involvement of more researchers as reviewers and to conduct their reviews with more scrutiny. This recognition can be considered as incentive such as public recognition in the journal or even as a payment in kind (reward) [START_REF] Groves | How can we get the best out of peer review?[END_REF][START_REF] Ware | Peer review: benefits, perception and alternatives[END_REF][START_REF] Adrian | Peer review in a changing world: An international study measuring the attitudes of researchers[END_REF]]. It appears legitimate to think of offering payment to the reviewers since they produce a work, and this work brings in income to the journal. This does not imply that the reviewers are considered as employees of the journal, and believed to be keen to accept even low quality manuscripts, because they know this would weaken the journal impact factor. However, any payment would have an impact on the costs of journal production [START_REF] Ware | Peer review: benefits, perception and alternatives[END_REF].

Accepting or rejecting a manuscript necessitate nearly the same efforts from the reviewers, but the journal is not keen to do payments for rejected manuscripts, and the reviewers would not tend to accept more manuscripts in order to get paid. This inconvenient situation can be minimized if the journal opts for a reviewer board and the payment could be something like a travel award, a small grant or a part of a student fellowship. The recognition, of any kind, is not expected to affect the quality of the review more than the blind review as it is presently done.

The association of the reviewers with the published manuscript they review could be sufficient as a recognition, i.e. their names appear as reviewers in the published paper.

There is one fact, which seems too important to be ignored, it is the exploitation of procedures described in a publication. It can be a device design or usage, medication, food, behavior etc., which provokes harm to an individual or a group of individuals, because it was not clearly assessed or not well described. The reviewers have a legal part of responsibility in this fact, which means, the reviewing should be seriously conducted.

Suggestions

At my early career in research, I thought that a journal is a business entity, and that the editorial board was comprised of well-trained and diversified committee members sufficiently able to review manuscripts.

I still believe in this idea as three to five members of the editorial board (who can be called reviewer board instead of editorial board), having appropriate expertise in the field of the submitted manuscripts, can discuss through emails or other means, and provide a single report to the authors. The reviewers can get some assistance on specific topics from colleagues involved in such a research domain without the need to grant them accessing the manuscripts. Therefore, a board member in a journal can fulfill these tasks for one or two years, which seems to be equivalent to the number of manuscripts a single researcher can review for several journals during one or two years. By doing this way, the review will be professional, fair, transparent and on time, with nothing to hide. I think if the comments are well written and well justified, the chances that a resentment happens are very low.

A committee of reviewers is more efficient, fast and fair in evaluating manuscripts than blind individual reviews without consensus. A recognition for reviews is more elegant for the journal, for the reviewers, for the authors, and above all for science. A known board of reviewers from which a committee of reviewers can be formed to evaluate a given manuscript eliminates the need for blind-reviews and the fear from uncomfortable situations. The following list summarizes the benefits and advantages of a committee of reviewers: it removes the hassle to recruit both editors and reviewers; well-done review because of interactions and consensus between the reviewers, and because of their published names in the manuscript when it is accepted, i.e. their names are associated with the quality of the manuscript; recognition of the reviewers' efforts by publishing their names, and ultimately, by offering them rewards; easy involvement of the reviewers for a period of time;

fast reviewing because of the availability and commitment of the reviewers; consensual and constructive comments to the authors means better quality of publications which is translated in higher impact factor for the journal; fast reviews has a direct impact on the duration of the M.Sc. and Ph.D. theses which benefits to reviewers and authors, among others; availability of databases of reviewers for every journal or publisher which can be used by other journals; easy referencing of researchers to their reviews; safe way to protect confidentiality of manuscripts; rejected manuscripts would benefit from constructive critics to be addressed by the authors and to resubmit elsewhere.

The drawback of this approach of review is the potential of conflicts when evaluating a manuscript submitted by a member of the board of reviewers or by their collaborators. In this case, for example, three members from another journal with the appropriate expertise, or three external reviewers, should be solicited to discuss the manuscript and to emit a single report.

Conclusion

Emitting consensual comments will enhance the quality of the manuscripts and will reduce the conscious and unconscious biases.

Having available a board of reviewers, instead of a board of editors, will drastically reduce turn-around times. It is obvious that strong journals have facility in recruiting a panel of reviewers, because the reviewers are attracted by their high impact factors.

Every journal is independent and has its own policy, but actually, all of them function the same way obeying to some common ethic and deontology. On the other hand, they require originality and importance of manuscripts, while the authors expect fairness and fastness the reviews.