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an obscenery expensive anachronism

http://bjoern.brembs.net/ http://www.slideshare.net/brembs

Two academics walk into a bar. They bring their own drinks, pay $5000, and
leave feeling proud and ashamed. It's a publishing metaphor.
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We spend 1/3 of the total global
research budget (~£59/175bn) on

publishing & communicating results

that 99% of people cannot access.
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Who's downloading pirated papers?
P

| ‘ EVERYONE ____ [

In rich and poor countries, researchers turn to the Sci-Hub website. Open for Sclence

BROWSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS HOW TO PUBLISH ~ ABOUT ¥  BLOG

W) Check for updates
RESEARCH ARTICLE
Looking into Pandora's Box: The Content of Sci-Hub and
its Usage [version 1; referees: 2 approved, 2 approved
with reservations]
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Abstract

Despite the growth of Open Acc

Sci-Hub provides access to nearly all
scholarly literature o et

Bioinformatics  Legal | Science and Medical Edu

findings in more detail. Finally, we estimate that over a six-month period in 2015-2016,

Sci-Hub provided access for 99.3% of valid incoming requests. Hence, the scope of this

resource suggests the subscription publishing model is becoming unsustainable. For the

first time, the overwhelming majority of scholarly literature is available gratis to anyone

with an Internet connection.
https://peerj.com/preprints/3100,
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The current state of scholarly
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Jon Tennant, Barriers for young researchers, 7 Sept. 2017
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The problem of fake data may go far deeper than scientists admit. Now a team of '
researchers has a controversial plan to root out the perpetrators
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Table 3. Most cited retracted articles

First author Journal Year published Year retracted Times cited* Reason for retraction
Wakefield Lancet 1998 2004; 2010 758 Fraud Retractlon WatCh
Reyes Blood 2001 2009 740 Error
Fukuhara Science 2005 2007 686 Error
Nakao Lancet 2003 2009 626 Fraud The Retraction Watch Leaderboard
Chang Science B 2001 2006 512 Error with 18 comments
Kugler Nature Medicine 2000 2003 494 Fraud
Rubio Cancer Research 2005 2010 457 Error Who has the most retractions? Here's our unofficial list (see notes on methodology), which we'll update a
Gowen Science 1998 2003 395 Fraud more information comes to light
Makarova  Nature 2001 2006 375 Error _ - _ _ _ _
Hwang Science 2004 2006 268 Reatid 1. Yoshitaka Fujii (total retractions: 183) Sources: Final report of investigating committee, our reporting
4 Potti The New England Journal of Medicine 2006 60+
| Brugger The New England Journal of Medicine 1995
| Van Parijs  Immunity 1999
1 Potti Nature Medicine 2006 -
Schon Science 2000
Chiu Nature 2005
Cooper Science 1997 md N E’ M
Le Page Cell 2000
| Kawasaki Nature 2004
Hwang Science 2005
-
| *Asof June 22, 2012. 40+
' o Lancet
’ www.pnas.org/cgi/doi’10.1073/pnas. 1212247109
o

Retraction Watch

Weekend reads: Improper influence by
how common is failure to reproduce?

with 7 comments

The week at Retraction Watch featured controversy over an
economics paper, and a report of a researcher who faked
more than 70 experiments. Here's what was happening
elsewhere: Read the rest of this entry »

Written by Ivan Oransky
May 28th, 2016 at 9:30 am
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‘ s 3 | The hi-tech war on science |

The man behind all this controversy was a 25-year-old Dutch scientist named fral']'d

Chris Hartgerink, based at Tilburg University’s Meta-Research Center, which o )

studies bias and error in science. Statcheck was the brainchild of Hartgerink’s i:i;ﬁgg?lgsf ?ggﬂgﬁgﬁf&ﬁgef(fzir;ﬂf?h?;;;zﬁ;igt =

colleague Michele Nuijten, who had used the program to conduct a 2015 study SISy et
that demonstrated that about half of all papers in psychology journals contained a8, P - e R
l statistical error. Nuijten’s study was written up in Nature as a valuable

contribution to the growing literature acknowledging bias and error in science -
but she had not published an inventory of the specific errors it had detected, or FES. : %

“Statcheck is a good example of what is now possible,” he said. The top priority,
for Hartgerink, is something much more grave than correcting simple statistical
miscalculations. He is now proposing to deploy a similar program that will

uncover fake or manipulated results - which he believes are far more prevalent

than most scientists would like to admit.
The Guardian, Feb. 2017
When it comes to fraud - or in the more neutral terms he prefers, “scientific

misconduct” - Hartgerink is aware that he is venturing into sensitive territory. “It
— - ‘ is not something people enjoy talking about,” he told me, with a weary grin.
Despite its professed commitment to self-correction, science is a discipline that
relies mainly on a culture of mutual trust and good faith to stay clean. Talking
about its faults can feel like a kind of heresy. In 1981, when a young Al Gore led a

congressional inquiry into a spate of recent cases of scientific fraud in
biomedicine, the historian Daniel Kevles observed that “for Gore and for many
others, fraud in the biomedical sciences was akin to pederasty among priests”.
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Journal: CURRENT BIOLOGY

CR Science Edition

Impact Citable Cited Citing
Mark Journal Title ISSN Yotal Cites Factor Immediacy Index Items Malf-life Half-life

CURR BIO\ 0960-9822 22589 11.910 2,683 331 3.8 4.0 ni ne”’a nno X

Cited Journal 3u Citing Journal s  Source Data T self Cites

R mmme M) Smem Jcitiin anni X-1e X-2

Cites in 2003 to items published in: 2002 =3628 Number of items published in 2 = | . . .
2001 =3923 2001 =3 | b |
Sum: 7551 &m 37 [ticoli «citabili»
1eglianni X-1 e X-2

Journal Impact Factor

Caiculation:Cites to recent items
N

7551=11.910
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Max Planck Society @ maxplanckpress - Nov 15
"How much has your research changed the world -- that's impact! And Impact
Factors have nothing to do with that." @DavidSweeneyNPR #OpenCon

Times Higher Education, 5 Nov 2015

WORLD |
UNIVERSITY

0BS RANKINGS  STUDENT TR Al T o
OAI9 and 22 others follow

J@®n Velterop avelius - Nov 14
@ @barendmons: "The usefulness of an article at the bench, in the field, is
inversely related to the impact factor of the journal." #opencon
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Causes for the Persistence of Impact Factor Mania

Arturo Casadevall®, Ferric C. Fangb

+ Author Affiliations

Address correspondence to Arturo Casadevall, arturo.casadevall@einstein.yu.edu.

ABSTRACT

Numerous essays have addressed the misuse of the journal impact factor for
8 judging the value of science, but the practice continues, primarily as a result of the
actions of scientists themselves. This seemingly irrational behavior is referred to
as “impact factor mania.” Although the literature on the impact factor is extensive,
little has been written on the underlying causes of impact factor mania. In this
perspective, we consider the reasons for the persistence of impact factor mania
and its pernicious effects on science. We conclude that impact factor mania
persists because it confers significant benefits to individual scientists and journals.
Impact factor mania is a variation of the economic theory known as the “tragedy of
the commons,” in which scientists act rationally in their own self-interests despite
the detrimental consequences of their actions on the overall scientific enterprise.
Various measures to reduce the influence of the impact factor are considered.
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Increasmg value and reducing waste in research design,

The ’l/{l”[[(, ’ﬂ conduct, and analysis
- S «
. - : =~ Prof John P A loannidis, MD: & & prof Sander Greenland, DrPH", Prof Mark A Hlatky, MO
Muin J Khoury, MD/, Prof Malcolm R Macieod, PhD*, Prof David Moher, PhD' ™, Prof Kenneth F Schulz

-

| PhD" °, Prof Robert Tibshirani, PhD

These issues are often related to misuse of statistical methods, which is accentuated by
inadequate training in methods. For example, a study? of reports published in 2001
showed that p values did not correspond to the given test statistics in 38% of articles
published in Nature and 25% in the British Medical Journal. Prevalent conflicts of interest
can also affect the design, analysis, and interpretation of results. Problems in study
design go beyond statistical analysis, and are shown by the poor reproducibility of
research. Researchers at Bayer ° could not replicate 43 of 67 oncological and
ardiovascular findings reported in academic publications. Researchers at Amgen could
not reproduce 47 of 53 landmark oncological findings for potential drug targets. The
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Upon Recent Discovery L
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Sluggish data sharing hampers reproducibility effort !

Initiative trying to validate 50 cancer papers finds difficulty in accessing original study

http://www.bmj.com/content/351/bmj.h4320

Research

o Restoring Study 329: efficacy and harms of paroxetine and imipramine

Richard Van Noorden in treatment of major depression in adolescence

BMJ 2015 ;351 doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h4320 (Published 16 September 2015)
Cite this as: BMJ 2015;351:h4320

A

Conclusions Neither paroxetine nor high dose imipramine showed efficacy for major depression in

03 June 2015 doi:10.1038/nature.2015.17694

adolescents, and there was an increase in harms with both drugs. Access to primary data from trials has
important implications for both clinical practice and research, including that published conclusions about
efficacy and safety should not be read as authoritative. The reanalysis of Study 329 illustrates the necessity of

making primary trial data and protocols available to increase the rigour of the evidence base.
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Estimating the reproducibility of
psychological science

Open Science Collaboration ™! Metascience @ Reproducibility Projec

Reproducibility Project:

The RP:P was a collaborative community effort to replicate published psychology
experiments from three imp ournals. Replication tea v a standard
protocol to maxim ) lity across replicatio

accumulated data, materials and workflow are to be open for ¢ view on OSF.

One hundred replications were completed.

The RP:CB Is an Initiative to conduct direct replications of 50 hi
biology studies. The project anticipates learning more about pr

reproducibility, common obstacles to conducting replication how the current
sclentific Incentive structure affects research practices by estimating the rate of

reproducibility in a sample of published cancer biology literature. The RP:CB is a

collaborative effort between the Center for Open Science and network provider

Sclence Exchange.

One of the central goals in any scientific endeavor is to'
causality. Experiments that seek to demonstrate a cause/effect

o Open Science Framework

Many Labs

l Many Labs | project was a crowdsourced replication study in which the same 13
m psychological effects were examined in 36 independent samples to examine variabilty

in replicability across sample and setting

‘ | relation most often manipulate the postulated causal factor. Aarts

| al. describe the replication of 100 experiments reported in papers
L ' Results

"){é published in 2008 in three high-ranking psychology journals. k

® Variations in sample and setting had little impact on obs ect magnitudes
toccurred In studies E’

© When there was varlation in effect magnitude across sa

Assessing whether the replication and the original experiment ,

yielded the same result according to several criteria, they find that -_ Estimating the Reproducibility of

Open Science Collaboration

about one-third to one-half of the original findings were also + 5 Companent it Pages
observed in the replication study.
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Why Most Published Research Findings Are False

Scientific UtOpia = ‘_‘_' John P A loannidis
.. Restructuring Incentives and Practices to Promote - Published: August 30, 2005 e https://doi.org/10.1371/journal pmed.0020124
'ruth Over Publishability . -

e

A Disconnect Between What Is Good for w L, ‘Gabe de Varun
Scientists and What Is Good for Science 7777 ALANN \\
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On its own, the fact that publishing is essential to success is just
a fact of the trade. Running faster defines better sprinters; con- [
ducting more high-impact research defines better scientists. The = -

8 research must be published to have impact. And yet, publishing [EEEE e 2
is also the basis of a conflict of interest between personal inter- g '

ests and the objective of knowledge accumulation. The reason?
| Published and true are not synonyms. To the extent that publish- The solution requires making
ing itself 1s rewarded., then it is in scientists’ personal interests to incentives for
publish, regardless of whether the published findings are true
(Hackett, 2005; Martin, 1992; Sovacool, 2008). . ) .
with the incentives

“novita” e “risultati L for “ . . lished”
positivi” sono utilialla P ﬂi or “getting It published”.
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http://pps.sagepub.com/lookup/doi/10.1177/1745691612459058
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~[s the staggeringly profitable
& business of scientific
~publishing bad for science?

Astronomy

' Botany

Geology

tis an industry like no other, with profit margins to rival Google - aryg
reated by one of Britain’s most notorious tycoons: Robert Maxwell.

tagli ai budget=
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tutto e disponibile...

DISCIPLINE
$5,105 Technology
4,508 Zoology
3,244 Math & Computer Science
3104 Health Sciences

2,729 General Science

2,718 Geography

2,418 Agriculture

2,400

SOURCE: LJ PERIODICALS PRICE SURVEY 2016
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in ARL Libraries,

+402%

Reed Elsevier chief Erik Engstrom took
home £4.5m last year

AVERAGE PRICE
PER TITLE

ets including the Lancet, the
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If you have a pressing need to read an academic paper that’s hiding ¢ e s nsoren e unersiyof

Amsterdam, You can visit his blog at
- - . . - www guygeltner neg
quickest course of action may well be to use Sci-Hub. Less myopical., po.ipo, yow varvwns waos ol

the paper’s authors why they continue to cooperate with those for-profit publishers whose high
prices have made breaking the law your path of least resistance (ignorance, careerism, apathy, lack
of alternatives?). You may also want to inquire with your local government or university how much
they spend a year subscribing to journals that contain their own tax-paying citizens’ and salaried
employees’ research (millions), how these terms were negotiated (in secret, sometimes at the
publishers’ insistence), what impact that has on the free exchange of ideas (devastating), and
whether that is a responsible way of spending public funds (hardly).

not only weathered the storm but in fact became the global gatekeepers of academic research.

Instead of disappearing into thin air, conglomerates specializing in academic publishing, including
Elsevier, Sage, Springer, Wiley-Blackwell and Taylor & Francis, began charging increasingly higher
fees, which are currently estimated at $10 billion annually.

These and other publishers, including some major university presses, may have shielded and even
increased their revenue streams, but they couldn’t solve the basic problem. Embargoing the results
of research, which is often funded by taxpayers’ money, is not only inherently anti-academic, it
also reinforces social and global inequalities, with devastating consequences to scientists and the
public at large. The tiny club benefiting from huge subscription and processing fees has created,
sometimes with the willing consent of academics, a situation whereby universities and
governments are buying access to their own scholars’ work (including in the form of peer review
and editorship) at prices even Harvard can’t afford.
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(N Year First Published:

Article processing charges in OA journals -relationship between price and quality. ! Price per article: 630

Published in Scientometrics March 2015 DOl 10.1007/s11192-015-1556-2 ﬁ E::;:irl:i:;:ﬂznl:n:?x: 680,47
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1556-z

Jmmlm-ﬂfedlvmmn

Bo-Christer Bjork \ :mhuyumMMn:W:cwﬂ'ru

David Solomon

WWW.journalprices.com

Field of science Journal based analysis Article based analysis

Number of Correlation Number of Correlation

e Abbonamenti tradizionali: journals articles
scarsissima correlazione Al flds | (04010039 | 61081 0,670
OA: maggiore competizione (editori) Biomedicine 423 | 0.476:0.04 37494 0.676

Earth Sciences 53 0.176+0.12 5536 0312

e ScarSité d| fondi (autori) portano a Technology and Engineering [ 49 | 0.228:0.14 3562 0.602

Physical Sciences : 0.310+0.16 11026 0.932

i Mathematics and Statistics 5 - 1307

una certa attenzione nella scelta - | L
(per gli art|c0I| la correlazione ¢ piu alta) & " | General Science Journals : 720
' | v Beeidh L | Arts and Humanities 74
? Correlations were not calculated for disciplines with under 20 journals.

e



http://www.journalprices.com/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11192-015-1556-z
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f AcademigPublishers in the Digital Era

ho? lonopolio...

E\ - Journal pone 0127502

As a researcher, when | wake up in the morning the

first thing | think of is | STM . 50%
.

i B) “I just thought of a new . (0]
1980 1990 A) “l just love to write way to filter my data . (0]

more papers about that might actually lead
my research” o to a result that makes

HUM: 20%
. . o
ﬁ 0 of the scentific publishing industry has been the topic of much debate within

palicy T = Customize Everything! |||||.H||“- s 50Uk

0 Back To State... T ACLU Tells Cowrt Long-Term Cell Site Location.

G. Moody, Elsevier monopoly ... Aug 10 2017

What can Elsevier do?

er Continues To Build Its Monopoly Solution For All
ks Of Scholarly Communication
[Ill‘-t‘ﬂ'ﬂ-pmpfﬂ-bﬁ-hﬂ-rhﬂﬂf-fudﬂlppnﬂﬁdpmaﬂirrmﬂ'ﬁl?s?ﬂ-l:“]:l

5 just written about the amazing achievements of Sci-Hub, and how it now offers the
W. Haak, Elsevier and data, Venice 25 Nov 2016 lity of academic papers free online. One implication may be that traditional publishing
st journals hidden bahind paywalls, is no longer viable, But a3 we noted, that daszn’y
o0 200 0%1970 ¢ o | » e mean that traditional publishers will disapgear. For one thing, many are embracing cpen access,
and finding it pretty profitable (some would say toe profitable thanks te things like “double
Filed Under:  SIPRINE ™. ) But there's another way that academic publishers, particularly the biggest ones with
academic  deep pockets, can head off the threat to their prefits from developments like Sei-Hub and open

eoTaylor & Francis ~ #Sage Publications


https://www.techdirt.com/articles/20170804/05454537924/elsevier-continues-to-build-monopoly-solution-all-aspects-scholarly-communication.shtml
https://fc.cab.unipd.it/fedora/get/o:307442/bdef:Content/get
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; "They take our free labour, package it, and sell it
¢ back to us for windfall profits. The result is that one

= . : Pr1n01ples of the Self Journal of
of our core activities - sharing research - is largely J
governed by the drive to deliver shareholder value. [ & Science: brlnglng ethics and
It doesn't have to be that way:" || freedom to scientific publishing

| VERSION 1 Released on 24 January 2015 under Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License

Jefferson Pooley, Muhlenberg College LSE .

LSE Impact
Blog

Augs, 2017
Michaél Bon!

http://www.sjscience.org/article?id=46

Inappropriateness

The dissemination of Science is organized as a free market, where publishers compete for
reputation and scientists compete for limited number of slots in journals. The rationale of the
free market economy is to have efficient exchanges of rare and substitutable goods (apples,
mobile phones, money...) between those who own them and those who want them. Yet
scentific knowledge, unlike money, s somethin s owners want toshare 1 i 101
| substituable good. Scientists do want to be paid, but in a different currency - one that involves
= (' ¥ recognition and credit - whose amount on Earth is not limited. Therefore, the current system



http://www.sjscience.org/article?id=46
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/08/15/scholarly-communications-shouldnt-just-be-open-but-non-profit-too/
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Environ Eng Sci. 2017 Jan 1; 34(1): 51-61. PMCID: PMC5206585
Publizhed online 2017 Jan 1. doi. 10.108%/ees 20156.0223

Academic Research in the 21st Century: Maintaining Scientific Integrity
in a Climate of Perverse Incentives and Hypercompetition

Marc A Edwards T and Siddhartha RoyT

Author infermation  Article notes » Copyright and License information

This article has been corrected. See Environ Eng Sci. 2017 August 01; 34(8): 818.

This article has been cited by other articles in PMC.

Abstract Go to

Ower the last 50 vears, we argue that incentives for academic scientists have become increasingly perverse
in terms of competition for research funding, development of quantitative metrics to measure performance,
and a changing business model for higher education itself. Furthermore, decreased discretionary funding at
the federal and state level is creating a hypercompetitive environment between government agencies (e.g.,
EPA . NIH, CDC), for scientists in these agencies, and for academics seeking funding from all sources—the
combination of perverse incentives and decreased funding increases pressures that can lead to unethical
behavior. If a critical mass of scientists become untrustworthy, a tipping point 1s possible i which the
scientific enterprise itself becomes inherently corrupt and public trust 1s lost, risking a new dark age with

devastating consequences to humanity Academia and federal agencies should better support science as a

prubhc good, and incentivize altruistm and ethical outcomes, wlule de- emphasmmg output.



https://royalsociety.org/events/2015/04/future-of-scholarly-scientific-communication-part-1/

Yes, the planet got destroyed. But for a beautiful moment
in time we created a lot of value for shareholders.”

©Tom Toro, http://tomtoro.com/cartoons/#jp-carousel-135
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...Intanto, In Europa... S
it

r

, Wit s
m let's not ignore the facts: the science system is in landslide transition from data-sparse to
® data-saturated. Meanwhile, scholarly communication, data management methodologies, reward
systems and training curricula do not adapt quickly enough if at all to this revolution.
= [funders and publishers (I always thought that meant making things public) keep each other
hostage in a deadly embrace by continuing to conduct, publish, fund and judge science in the same

== |way as in the past century.

[ —

So far, no-one seems to be able to break this deadlock,) Open Access articles are indispensable but
solve only a fraction of the problem. Neither 'open research data' alone will do. We still try to press

L 4


https://goo.gl/PxoYzv




the future of innovation lies in
bringing as many different people, concepts and
fields together

c

In my eyes, the future lies in open innovation,

because openness fuels innovation.
-

s
2

1
73

e imorténce of research for the future of Europe, August 31, 2015
0\ 0000000 .


http://ec.europa.eu/commission/2014-2019/moedas/announcements/importance-research-future-europe_en
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Scholarly communication is a
distributed process of knowledge creation
that requires a great conversation.

Much of scientific work is made up of
collaboration rather than competition. Science
exhibits the nature of networks, not that of
Olympic games. Concern of quality has been

replaced by an obsession for competition

Scholarly communication is changing. Two questions:
1) What will it be like? The question can be framed in two ways:
The first is the “scriptorium way” when press was invented:
how to adapt the present to the (yet unknown) future.
\ Open Access debate has followed this path.
| The second way, more fundamentally, strongly foregrounds the notion
of “scientific communication”: WHAT DOES IT NEED TO WORK BEST?
- a set of useful, credible, peers;
- “crystals” of knowledge
2) Who will control it?
Scholars must regain possession of their own work (and its evaluation)

SKILLS AND SERVICES NEEDED FOR THE GREAT CONVERSATION

SHOULD SERVE ITS OBJECTIVES, NOT THE REVERSE.
T



O p e n S C I e n Ce Open Definition

“Open data and content can be freely used, modified, and shared by anyone
for any purpose”

opendefinition.or|

Open Science Depends on Open Minds

Neelie Kroes =

851 You https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TxNej zHMwk

.
]

2 D@niel Mietchen £ ol
pll Brief “openscience definition: Shar ing research with the world as soon as you
; ourself
watch?v=LwW1-X

20in0g uado

Video, 30 nov 2015
B YouTul

MBINDY Joad uadO

ABojopoyay uado

‘A% 9

condividerela ricerca
subitoin tuttii suoi

T . ) = e 4 - passaggi

Open

Open Science ¢

"Being open and transparent is an ongoing practice and not a check box at
—= the end." - @biocrusoe #openscience

13 8


http://opendefinition.org/

Open Science

Open Science principles

Socio-cultural
* Inclusivity

+ Equality

* Accountability
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https://figshare.com/articles/Barriers_to_Open_Science_for_junior_researchers/5383711
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At OCSDNet, we propose that Open and Collaborative Science...

Principle 1: Enables a knowledge commons where every individual has the means to decide how their
knowledge is govermned and managedto address their needs

Principle 2: It recognizes cognitive justice , the need for diverse understandings of knowledge making to
co-exist in scientific production

Principle 3: It p ractices situated openness by addressing the ways in which ¢ ontext powerand inequality

condition scientific research

Principle 4: It advocates for every individual’s right to research and enables different forms of
participation at all stages of the research process.

Principle 5: It fosters equitable collaboration between scientists and social actors and cultivates co-
creation and social innovation in society

Principle 6: It incentivizes inclusive infrastructures that empower people of alf abilities to m ake, and use
accessible open-source technologies.

And finally, cpen and collaborative science:

Principle 7: strives to use knowledge as a pathway to sustainable development, equipping every individual
to Improve the weall-being of our society and planet
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SITUATED
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mIbXpc4zrtE

Intelligent-openness’

WORLD
g;ﬂmﬁﬁggv PROFESSIONAL  JOBS ~ SUMMITS ~ RANKINGS ST

Jisc Futures: the digital revolution and the future of

& ‘ I, A e i' \“( \n science
\ ‘ - m Geoffrey Boulton writes the firstin a series of articles from Jisc on research in the age of open
A_.w “ science

\“ m“ medmmp but als:} for the social sciences and humanities. A common challenge that they all face,

;- N | however, is that their data should be “intelligently open” (findable, accessible, intelligible, assessable
' | 2nd reusable). Without openness, researchers are trapped inside a cage of their own data and a

> il community of ideas and knowledge based on a powerful collaborative potential, and able to interact

with wider society in a more open science, fails to materialise.

Boulton, July 2017


https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/jisc-futures-digital-revolution-and-future-science#survey-answer
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Today's conference "Opening up to an ERA of 2/4 "Open as possible, as closed as necessary”
session devoted to open science. Is the new principle for all #data from publicly
funded #research in Europe #openaccess

RETWEET MI PIACE N 4 Ff; -
76 32 A= &008
Open Science describes the on-going transitions in the way resea performed, U m - N ‘\
, , , , Y .
researchers collaborate, knowledge is shared, and science is organised. It represerts a m l SS\Q

systemic change in the modus operandi of science and research. It affects the whole

What is open science about?

research cycle and its stakeholders, enhances science by facilitating more transparency,
openness, networking, collaboration, and refocusses science from a 'publish or perish'
perspective to a knowledge-sharing perspective.

Open science is also about making sure that science serves innovation and growth. It
guarantees open access to publicly-funded research results and the possibility of
knowledge sharing by providing infrastructures. Facilitating access to those data will
encourage re-use of research output. For example, companies, and particularly SMEs,
can access and re-use data, infrastructures and tools easily and at a reasonable cost
and can accelerate the implementation of ideas for innovative products and services.



http://ec.europa.eu/commission/2014-2019/oettinger/blog/open-science-knowledge-and-data-driven-economy_en
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We need to defi ne|missions that breakdown silos] VWe have made

u/research/openvision/index.cfm?pg=expert-groups

RESEARCH & INNOVATION
A Vision for Europe

progress in Horizon 2020 to focus resources in selected areas. But we
still support too many different projects that disperse or fragment our
funding. We need to set our eyes on a specific target, and drive our

Evropean Commission s Res Yy groups

Advisory Gro OPEN IN NOVATION

OPEN SCIENCE This leads me to an important point on mission driven science: it needs
Advisory Gro OPEN TO THE WORLD o be interdisciplinary. We can set high targets, but if science remains in
silos, we will not reach them. Mission driven means we need to step

scientific efforts towards reaching that target. And we need to be

Research, innovation and Sclence Policy Experts (RISE) away from approaching challenges in a vertical thematic way.

Europe’s future: Open innovation, Open Science, Open to the Worla

e —

The RISE group published its book ‘Europe’s future: Open  Now to my final point] we need to invest in science communication.

innovation, Open Science, Open to the World on 15May  Communicating science is important, now more than ever.
2017. The report was presented to Carlos Moedas,

Commissioner for Research, Science and Innovation, at Not just because we need to showcase the great work we are doing.

discussed at 3 workshop in Brussels hosted by the Centre |BUt alSo because of the threats we face; the rise in populism, extremism
for European Policy Studies (CEPS) and euro-scepticism. We're living in an era of distrust and confusion.
Commilisionas Aiondes sibi: "Malking ourschence aad d these kinds of threats are attacking the role and the legitimacy of
innovation more open and international will help Euroge  [SCIENCE. For me, science is the only way we can reconnect citizens with

llenpec of plot

e EU project.

This publication gives us the confidence. It shows us we have the tools,

the knowledge, and the opportunity to shape the future. And the best
possible future is an Open one.

40 O B 0909090



http://ec.europa.eu/research/openvision/index.cfm?pg=expert-groups

...Intanto, In Europa...

... hella Opgn Science
I’'Open Access
e solo un tassello...
ma IMPRESCINDIBILE .«



http://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/index.cfm?pg=home&section=monitor

Access the full report. Related links

— O SO

What is open science?

Open science commonty refers to efforts to make the output of publicly funded research more
widely accessible in digital format to the scientific community, the business sector, or society more
generally. Open science Is the encounter between the age-old tradition of openness In sclence and
the tools of information and communications technologles (1CTs) that have reshaped the scientific

1L

arch

enterpris ok from policy makers ¢

and require a criv king to promote long-term re:

outputs to produce new products and services. Open science also allows the closer
vernent and participation of citiz

dence that open
n, and society more general
c publications and research data Increases tf

and research.
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...un altro mondo e possibile?




... Un po’ di trasparenza...

@PLOS | MEDICINE

Box 1. Some Research Practices that May Help Increase th &>
Proportion of True Research Findings

How to Make More Published Research True
John P A loannidis [&]

Adoption of replication culture Published: October 21, 2014 s hitps//doi.org/10.1371/journal pmed.1001747

Large-scale collaborative research

Reqistration (of studies, protocols, analysis codes, datasets, raw data, and
results) 10 Tony Ross-Hellauer h ritwittato

® Gr@h®m Steel x. ¥ @VicDawg - 8 set
If you missed Prof John loannidis's Plenary at #osfair2017

Sharing (of data, protocols, materials, software, and other tools)

@ Traduci dalla lingua originale: inglese

Reproducibility practices ﬁi{N
SCIENCE-
Containment of conflicted sponsors and authors FAIR-

Binding policies ane’
flows, infrastructur

More appropriate statistical methods Aipnn.

W S
,-_.

Standardization of definitions and analyses -M - d 3

More stringent thresholds for claiming discoveries or “successes” S—
OSFair2017

Improvement of study design standards youtube.com

https://t.co/ZWc3QAdZVD

Improvements in peer review, reporting, and dissemination of research

Better training of scientific workforce in methods and statistical literacy



http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1001747
https://t.co/ZWc3QAdZVD
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el Bl & Bkt QF BBt - 6 sek ] Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition

Reward 8uincentive syst;m = 35}0‘, - ma;qy issues in science - at the very core of WAdvocating change in scholarly communications for the benefit of researchers and society SPARC
the reproducibility problem. John loannidis @ #osfair2017 Europe

@ Traduci dalla lingua originale: inglese

Better ways to evaluate research and researchers
A SPARC Europe BRIEFING PAPER

“We may say, by the way, that success is a hideous thing. Its counterfeit of merit deceives
people [...] Prosperity supposes capacity. Win in the lottery, and you are an able man.”

San Francisco 1
— Victor Hugo

D * RA : Measure what you want to improve

Declaration on Research Assessment : The problems are caused by short-cuts used to assess the quality of research and researchers. For example,
~ the impact factor of the journal where a study is published is often used as a proxy for the quality of the
Sign The Declaration  Inspiration and Good Practices A Letter to Thompson Reuters ¥ ~ | research and therefore of the researcher. Even if journal impact factor were a good proxy, this practice
\ would be harmful because rational researchers optimise their behaviour according to the criteria of

The San Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment (DORA), initiated by the American Society for Cell Biology (A¢ evaluation. For this reason, some workers can invest as much effort in chasing publication in high-impact-

of scholarly journals, recognizes the need to improve the ways in which the outputs of sdentific research are evalust . ‘ factor journals as they do on their actual research. From the perspective of the broader goal of research -

ASCB Annual Meeting in San Francisco and subsequently circulated a draft declaration among various stakeholders.
many of the original signers listed below. It is a worldwide initiative covering all scholarly disciplines. We encourage i
about the appropriate assessment of scientific research to sign DORA.

improving society — this effort is literally wasted. How can we do better?

Ideally, we would evaluate each work on its own merits, taking Ideolly, we would
into account expert opinions, and ignoring numeric metrics. evaluate each work on
These after all are only proxies for the things we really care its merits, Toking info

about: rigour, correctness, replicability, honesty. L.
account expert opinions,

In practice, this is simply not possible. For logistical reasons, ignoring numeric metrics.
metrics are going to be used whether they are good for the

San Francisco Declaration on Research
Assessment

Putting

Then the formula would be:
e assessment b/ www.ascb.org/dora/ LWM = kyxs®™ # kyxs® + o + koo,

AR ENCAY st of s Choosing the parameters for th§ Less Wrong Metric
How should the parameters for this general formula be chosen? One approach would be to start with
subjective assessments of the scores of a body of researchers — perhaps derived from the faculty of a
university confidentially assessing each other. Given a good-sized set of such assessments, together with the
known values of the metrics x;, x; ... x,, for each researcher, techniques such as simulated annealing can be
used to derive the values of the parameters ki, k; ... k,, and ey, e; ... g, that yield an LWM formula best

Bibliometrics: The Leiden Manifesto for research matching the subjective assessments.

metrics Where the results of such an exercise yield a formula whose results seem subjectively wrong, this might flag
Diana Hicks, Paul Wouters, Ludo Waltman, Sarah de Rijcke & Ismael Rafols " | aneed to add new metrics to the LWM formula: for example, a researcher might be more highly regarded
http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-manifestq than her LWM score indicates because of her fine record of supervising doctoral students who go on to do

2701 20V ¥or-research-metrics-1.17351 well, indicating fyny Agiarc BB Y RS/ WIS CotisNtiRISE b Forl 5 s iny BV A BRlkHAPAPer-1215. pdf

Rescarch | Careors & Jobs | Current Issue | Archive | Audio & Video | For



http://www.nature.com/news/bibliometrics-the-leiden-manifesto-for-research-metrics-1.17351
http://www.ascb.org/dora/
http://sparceurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Evaluate-SEBriefingPaper-1215.pdf
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SCiencef EN.com ] ]
OpenCitations http://opencitations.net/ Publishing bbiiographic and data

citations as Li 1 Open Data within the|
3 OpenCitations Corpus, and developin
Research  Journals  Collections il About W | E m E n mi!‘va"d sa";ices 51,‘?:' mmeﬂ_m'ﬁi“g

Disciplines « Blog RSS BY

The Open Citation Index

About Goals Publishers Stakeholders Founde

Home  About

https://i4oc.or

. . ) The Sloan Foundation funds OpenCitations
Initiative for Open Citations Posted on Way 15 2017 by Dauid Shotten
Recent Posts
. - - = The Sloan Foundation
The OpenCitations Enhancement Project funded by Sloan fands OpenCitations
. ing th itati 3
The Initiative for Open Citations I40C is a collaboration between scholarly Q‘fr}mg ¢ OpenCitations Cor
The Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, which funds research and education in science, e 3 -
» The Initiative for Open Citations
T o technology, engineering, mathematics and economics, including a number of key » Open Citations is dead. Long
availability of scholarly citation data. technology projects relating to scholarly communication, has agreed to fund The live OpenCitations.
= Three publications describing the
Open Citations Corpus

publishers, researchers, and other interested parties to promote the unrestricted

OpencCitations Enhancement Project, a new project to develop and enhance the
OpenCitations Corpus.

Recent Comments
As readers of this blog will know, the OpenCitations Corpus is an open scholarly citation A% davidshotton on Introduc-
database that freely and legally makes available accurate citation data (academic ﬁk ing the Semantic Publ...

references) to assist scholars with their academic studies, and to serve knowledge to the A 2 davidshotton on Three

wider public. publications describing...

Tuyén ngon San Franc...
- - on Open letter to publish-
Objectives ers
Brenda Claflin on Open
About The OpenCitations Enhancement Project, funded by the Sloan Foundation for 18 g:t;mus and Related

Citations are the links that knit together our scientific and cultural knowledge. They are primary data that months from May 2017, will make the OpenCitations Corpus (OCC) more useful to the What constitutes... on
academic community both by significantly expanding the volume of citation data held Nomenclature for cita-

both provenance and an explanation for how we know facts. They allow us to attribute and credit scientit tions and...
ithin the Corpus, and by developing novel data visualizations and query services over the
- ~

contributions, and they enable the evaluation of research and its impacts. In sum, citations are the most ...

vehicle for the discovery, dissemination, and evaluation of all scholarly knowledge.

As the number of scholarly publications is estimated to double every nine years, citations — and the computational
systems that track them — enable researchers and the public to keep abreast of significant developments in any
given field. For this to be possible, it is essential to have unrestricted access to bibliegraphic and citation data in

machine-readable form.

The present scholarly communication system inadequately exposes the knowledge networks that already exist
within our literature. Citation data are not usually freely available to access, they are often subject to

inconsistent, hard-to-parse licenses, and they are usually not machine-readable.



http://blog.scienceopen.com/2016/02/the-open-citation-index/
https://i4oc.org/
http://opencitations.net/

Open Access: Toward the Internet of the Mind

¥ |
By Andrei Romanenko CC BY-SA 3.0, via Wikimedia Commons

Open Access: Toward the Internet of the Mind / Jean-Claude Guédon

Researchers need a good communication system, and Sci-Hub provides a concrete example of what
such a system could begin to look like if everything were free. But researchers also need ways to

The present science communication system, as we have seen earlier, conflates communication and
evaluation through the status granted journals. Publishers do not sell authors; they sell journals. But, for
obvious reason, authors cannot be entirely left out of the equation and publishers, thanks to the impact
factor, have managed to link their fate with that of the journals. Judging the quality of an author by the
reputation of a journal entirely foots this bill. It reinforces the privileged status of journals, and it

ensures that the communication system ultimately serves the journal system, rather than the reverse.

The APC-OA business model applied to journals, as noted earlier, simply adds the sweet security of
upfront payments: investors intensely dislike uncertainty, we are told. It does not challenge the
conflation between communication and evaluation.

that the kind of Open Access really needed should
dissociate communication from evaluation And the dissociation may be easier to achieve if one
accepts the notion that the two functions of communication and evaluation do not need to be taken up

by different entities. On the contrary, and with a few safeguards, these functions can be left in the


http://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/open-access-toward-the-internet-of-the-mind

Open Science Career Assessment Matrix (OS-CAM)

Open Science activities |

Possible evaluation criteria

RESEARCH OUTPUT

Research activity

Pushing forward the boundaries of open science as a research topic

Publications

Publishing in open access journals
Self-archiving in open access repositories

Datasets and research
results

Using the FAIR data principles
Adopting quality standards in open data management and open datasets
Making use of open data from other researchers

Open source

Using open source software and other open tools
Developing new software and tools that are open to other users

Funding

Securing funding for open science activities

RESEARCH PROCESS

Stakeholder engagement
/ citizen science

Actively engaging society and research users in the research process
Sharing provisional research results with stakeholders through open
platforms (e.q. Arxiv, Figshare)

Involving stakeholders in peer review processes

Collaboration and
Interdisciplinarity

Widening participation in research through open collaborative projects
Engaging in team science through diverse cross-disciplinary teams

Research integrity

Being aware of the ethical and legal issues relating to data sharing,
confidentiality, attribution and environmental impact of open science
activities

Fully recognizing the contribution of others in research projects,
including collaborators, co-authors, citizens, open data providers

Risk management

Taking account of the risks involved in open science

SERVICE AND LEADERSHIP

Leadership

Developing a vision and strategy on how to integrate OS practices in the
normal practice of doing research

Driving policy and practice in open science

Being a role model in practicing open science

Academic standing

Developing an international or national profile for open science activities
Contributing as editor or advisor for open science journals or bodies

Peer review

Contributing to open peer review processes
Examining or assessing open research

Networking

Participating in national and international networks relating to open
science

Evaluation of Research
Careers fully acknowledging
Open Science Practices

Rewards, incentives and/or recognition for researchers
practicing Open Science

Report on OS and careers, July 2017
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Communication and
Dissemination

Participating in public engagement activities
Sharing research results through non-academic dissemination channels
Translating research into a language suitable for public understanding

IP (patents, licenses)

Being knowledgeable on the legal and ethical issues relating to IPR
Transferring IP to the wider economy

Societal impact

Evidence of use of research by societal groups
Recoqgnition from societal qroups or for societal activities

Knowledge exchange

Engaqing in open innovation with partners beyond academia

TEACHING AND SUPERVISION

Teaching

Training other researchers in open science principles and methods
Developing curricula and programs in open science methods, including
open science data management

Raising awareness and understanding in open science in undergraduate
and masters’ programs

Mentoring Mentoring and encouraging others in developing their open science
capabilities
Supervision _Supporting early stage researchers to adopt an open science approach |

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Continuing professional
development

Investing in own professional development to build open science

capabilities

Project management

Successfully delivering open science projects involving diverse research
teams

Personal qualities

Demonstrating the personal qualities to engage society and research
users with open science

Showing the flexibility and perseverance to respond to the challenges of
conducting open science

=

TN

European
Commission

Evaluation of Research

Careers fully acknowledging

Open Science Practices

Rewards, incentives and/or recognition for researchers

practicing Open Science

Report on OS and careers, July 2017




i Why HAvey‘TWE ALREADY CANCELED ALL SUBSCRIPTIONS?

The question in the title is serious: of the ~USS10 billion we collectively pay publishers annually world-wide mm
hide publicly funded research behind paywalls, we already know that only between 200-800 million go towards

actual costs. The rest goes towards profits (~3-4 billion) and paywalls/other inefficiencies (~5 billion). What do

we get for overpaying such services by about 98%7 We get a literature that essentially lacks every basic functionality
we've come to expect from any digital object:

© Limited access

© No global search
© No functional hyperlinks
© No data visualization
® No submission standards

© (Almost) no stat

t, filter and discover

impact analysis

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 2017 NEWS ® Lousy peer-review

Elsevier acquisi

® Etc

Moreover, inasmuch as we use the lite i.e., in terms of productivity and/or journal rank) to help us select the

scientists for promotion and funding, we se

the candidates publishing the least reliable science.

l’n“ Taken together, we pay 10 billion for something we could have for 200 million in order to buy us a completely
o 0 0 antiquated, dysfunctional literature that tricks us into selecting the wrong people. If that isn't enough to hit the
/ w emergency brakes, what is?
a ( ! S C O a r 12 We may not be able to buy paradise with 10b annually, but with such a low bar, it's easy to get anything that's at least
el Activities Commumty not equally abysmal. The kind of modern technology we can buy would probably solve most of the most pressing issues

Confederation of Open Access Repositories

with our literature, cover all our ne terms of data and make sure we can cite and reuse all scientific code in a

Open Access - Open Data

version-controlled manner - and then le

with Hn: its of our labor firmly in ¢ o iREl,(ﬂ we would have a floyrishing market of services, sych that wheneyer
,,ﬁg@m%ﬁm% 05/ ‘m»ha'ven:c— e-al readvfcancel'ed—a(l]—su scriptions/

» a few billion to play around with every year.

Home » Activities » Advocacy & Leadership » Next Generatio

. Vision e Next Generation Repositories

acq To position repositories as the foundation for a distributed, globally networked infrastructure for scholarly
¥ f The CSOmMMunication, on top of which layers of value added services will be deployed, thereby transforming the system,
» making it more research-centric, open to and supportive of innovation, while also cellectively managed by the scholarly

sup
Y .

ma _community.
A While we were disappointed, we were not surprised. Elsevier’s interest in bepress and Digital Commons

is reflective of the company’s long term strategy to stake an ownership claim in all the functions vital
to the research cycle—from data gathering and annotation, to sharing and publication, to analytics and
evaluation. Prior high-profile acquisitions (including SSRN and Mendeley) have made this strategy
crystal clear. While this might be a smart business move on the part of a commercial company, it

presents significant challenges and risks to the academic and research community.

The dangers inherent in the increasing control of crucial research communication functions in the
hands of a small number of commercial players are well-known and well-documented. The
dysfunction in the academic journal market serves as a case in point. This consolidated control has led

to unaffordable costs, limited utility of research articles, the proliferation of western publishing biases,

and a system in which publisher lock-in through big deal licenses is the norm. This situation is

- . - P .-. - ma omom .
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Open Science

Towards a Horizon 2020 platform for open access publishing

In May 2016, the Competitiveness Council Conclusions called for full open access to
sclentific publications in Europe by 2020.

Wellcome Open Research

BROWSE GATEWAYS HOW TO PUBLISH v ABOUT v BLOG

Wishing to lead by example, the European Commission has already made open acce w
an obligation for its Horizon 2020 grantees. However, further steps to facilitate 1005 e

open access to Horizaq 4020 related Rublrations ars nesdrd AL dthe
1on he Zating the o  fund 2 platform foc Hod Wellcome Open Research

A new way for Wellcome-funded researchers to rapidly
publish any results they think are worth sharing.

SUBMIT YOUR RESEARCH
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REVIEW
B A multi-disciplinary perspective on emergent and future
innovations in peer review [version 1; referees: 2
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SYSTEMATIC REVIEW
What is open peer review? A systematic review [

referees: 1 approved, 3 approved with reservatio
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e LONDON SCHOOL
or ECONOMICS anp
POLITICAL SCIENCE

We have the technology to save peer review - now it is up to our
communities to implement it

QO0O0Q = In such a system, published objects could be preprints, data, software, or any other digital research
~output. Quality control would be provided by having a system of semi-automated but managed and

Today marks the beginning ¢
be featuring posts covering . gpen peer review, with public interaction, collaboration, and transparent refinement through version

review, and which also consi

Jon Tennant, Daniel Graziot CONtrol. Community moderation and crowdsourcing would play an important role, preventing

the various shortcomings an

obviously substantial scope for improvement, UNAerdeveloped feedback that is not constructive and could delay efficient research progress.

technical and social means. The key challenge

Peerreview of scientic research papers fon - \When authors and moderators collectively deem the peer-review process to have been sufficient for an
object to have reached a community-decided level of quality or acceptance, the review is complete.
| Some journals, such as the Journal of Open Source Software, already implement this process
| successfully. While traditional editorial roles are not foreseen in our vision, we recognise there are still
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The FAIR Guiding Principles for scientific

e : data management and stewardship

Mark D. Wilkinson, Michel Dumontier [...] Barend Mons B
In this section Data Management Plans Usetul finks

Funding bodws increasingly require grant-holders 1o develop and OBt 1or 3 ONF
imploment Data Management and Sharing Plans (DMPs) Abstract

Plans typ«cally state what data will be created and how, and outline the
plans for shanng and preservabon, noting what s appropnate given v . . N .
#10 nakre of the data and any reskictions that may nesd 1o be . There is an urgent need to improve the infrastructure supporting the

sophed reuse of scholarly data. A diverse set of stakeholders—representing
The DCC has analysed UK funders’ policies (see Policy and legal) and

academia, industry, funding agencies, and scholarly publishers—have
developed vanous data management resources in response
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Curanon Confarence (OCC) ook L. Lo i
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Open Science and Open Research Data (Roma, 31 maggio 2016)

OpenAlRE: a platform to support Open Science in Europe (Roma, 30 maggio 2016)
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qIn0homyLm4
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In 2016, the European Commission launched the European Open Science Cloud
(EOSC). Now, a group of ‘early mover' EU member states is preparing the GO FAIR

initiative, which is a proposal for the practical implementation of the EOSC. The DTL

FAIR data team is actively involved in GO FAIR, but its scope is much broader than the
life sciences. In other words, GO FAIR is not a DTL-only activity.

Global Open FAIR Implementation Nodes

Aighteigh, nesnaionst ek s of the ket of FAR dos e srvices

.\ Please open the documents in the dedicated section at the bottom of this page

@ Rules of Engagement
and send us your feedback about GO FAIR. 4

GOMR

Rules of Engagement

Working DRAFT
Principles for Operation of the [GO-FAIR] initiative

GO FAIR proposes the completely inclusive, open, and practical implementation of the
recommendations of the EOSC High Level Expert Group through a federated approach,
making optimal use of initiatives and infrastructures that already exist in the EU member
states. The Netherlands has initiated and co-leads the early development of the GO FAIR
initiative. Professor Barend Mons (DTL) and Professor Erik Fledderus (SURF) will lead GO
FAIR's preparatory phase with a growing group of representatives from other countries.

Memorandum of Collaboration

GOMR

Memorandum of Collaboration

GO FAIR consists of three interconnected pillars:

® GO CHANGE aims to instigate cultural change to make the FAIR principles a working
standard in science and to reform reward systems to incorporate open science
activities.

e GO TRAIN is about locating, creating, maintaining, and sustaining the required data
expertise in Europe through training and education. The aim is to have core certified
data experts and to have at least one certified institute in each Member State and for
each discipline to support implementation of data stewardship.

e GO BUILD deals with the need for interoperable and federated data infrastructures.
In addition, it is about the harmonisation of standards, protocols, and services, which

enable all researchers to deposit, access, and analyse scientific data across
disciplines. https://www.dtls.nl/fair-data/go-fair/
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reviewer duties in journals whose publishers are unwilling to meet the demands of the Finnish
negotiators. It’s time to stand by that commitment: no deal, no editing and reviews.
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The Scholarly Commons - principles an... Files ~ Wiki  Analytics  Registrations  Forks .
The scholarly commons is an agreement

among knowledge producers and users that

guide research communication

Contributors: Jeroen Bosman, lan Bruno, Chris Chapman, Bastian Gresha

research and knowledge should be freely available to all who

) ' wish to use or reuse it (open, FAIR and citable)
Despite all available technology and desg

many sectors of modern life, scholarly col
8 Many useful, laudable tools and services
particular domain groups. However, the ¢
S largely unaddressed. If we have alternatiy

_ [coherent system? Will it be interoperable’

be open and participatory for all?

participation in the production and use of knowledge should be
open to all who wish to participate

there should be no systemic barriers and disincentives
to prevent either such free use or open participation

he solution we propose is that of a scholarly commons: a set of principles and rules for the

ommunity of researchers and other stakeholders to ascribe to, the practices based on those
principles, and the common pool of resources around which the principles and practices
revolve. The tenets of the scholarly commons are that research and knowledge should be freely

available to all who wish to use or reuse it (open, FAIR and citable), participation in the
production and use of knowledge should be open to all who wish to participate, and there
should be no systemic barriers and disincentives to prevent either such free use or open
participation.

Bosman et al. Scholarly commons, 15 Sept. 2017
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OPEN SCHOLARSHIP CAN TRANSFORM RESEARCH AND EDUCATION

A comprehensive discussion of the benefits of open scholarship is beyond the scope of this paper (see
instead [6, 31, 32]). Here, | focus on just a few ways sharing can transform research and education,
falling largely into the democratic (equal access for all’) and pragmatic (‘sharing improves research
and education’) schools of thought [22]. In each section, | begin by outlining some of the democraltic
and pragmatic bencfits of open scholarship, and then describe how | sce such practices also benefiting
universities and fitting in well with institutional missions. While many of the societal benefits of open
scholarship have sometimes been considered to be at odds with the interests of institutions, | argue thene
are several points of intersection where what is good for the public may also be good for the university. In
my opinion, many universities have drifted away from their stated missions of knowledge dissemination,
community engagement, and public good. Open scholarship provides an opportunity for universities to
return to these core values,

Creating Inclusive Knowledpe Socictics

In 2010, the United Mations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) committed to
the creation of Inclusive Knowledge Societies [33]:

In the past, information and knowledge have too often been the preserve of powerful social or
economic groups. Inclusive Knowledge Societies are those in which everyone has access to the
information that s/he needs and to the skills required Lo turn that information into knowledge
that is of practical usc in her/his life.

Currently, our societies are far from inclusive, All over the world, people lack access to scientific information
{Fig 1). A study by Laakso and Bjérk reported that only 17% of 1.6 million articles published in 2000 wene
available without a subscription [34]. Studies up to 2012 [35] and 2015 [10] put the estimate around 72-24%,
though this number is likely to vary with discipline. A new study by Piwowar et al. estimates that overall
28% of the academic literature is free to access online, and though that number is growing, it was only 45%
as of 2015 [36]. A study by the World | lealth Organization demonstrates the scope of the problem [37]:

peer review. Data may be preliminary

Imagining the ‘open’ university: Sharing
scholarship to improve research and
education

Science and Medical Education Science Policy

Erin C Mckiernan — McKiernan, Open university, Sept. 2017
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Removing barriers to open science

1. Change assessment, evaluation and reward systems inscience . ......... 8
2. Fadilitatetextanddataminingofcontent. . . .. .. ..ot v vt vt v v nnnan 10
3. Improve insightinto IPRand issuessuchasprivacy. . . . . v v v v v v v v v s 12

q. Create transparency on the costs and conditions of academic communication' 4

Developing research infrastructures
S.  Introduce FAIR and securedataprinciples. . . .. .........cccveeeeoen 16

6. SetUpPCOMMON =INfIaStIUCIUIS. & . v v v v vt v v v v v s s nasnnnnnns 18

Fostering and creating incentives for open science

>

E ‘AGOIROPENIDDNSDINIINE v iv i iwves e sos snn e e e e s e 22
8. Stimulate new publishing models for knowledgetransfer. . .. ......... 23
9. Stimulate evidence-based research on innovations in open science. . . .. .. 26

Mainstreaming and further promoting open science policies
10. Develop, implement, monitor and refine open access plans

Stimulating and embedding open science in science and society

>
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Vantaggi del deposito:
- fattibile subito, a costo zero
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- si continua a pubblicare sulle riviste che
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(con tutti i suoi limiti)
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lavoro in Open Access
- PERCHE’ IN UN ARCHIVIO OA?
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A social networking site is not an open access repository

Open access

S Academia.edu
repositories

Interdisziplinare Forschung
_ und Rezeptionsgeschichte

e Autoren Varia

: Supports export

Long-term
preservation

Business model

Sends you lots |

of emails
(by default)

Wants your
address book

Fulfills
rec

Yes

Nonprofit
(usually)

No

No No

Commercial.
Sells job posting
services, hopes to
sell data

Commercial.
Sells ads. job
posting services

Yes Yes

http://mittelalter.hypotheses.org/7123

Upon Leaving Academia.edu
G. GELTNER

Early last week | uploaded to my Academia.edu homepage a brief note signaling and
explaining my decision to close my account on that site. As a medieval historian, | had
been an active and enthusiastic member since 2010, with moderately high exposure, and

whila “On laavina Acadamia adil” was maant ac a nravnrative anndhva | hadn’t avnartad

Above all, however, comments exposed the complacency of users
regarding the portal's financial horizons, its plans to monetize, and thd

political implications thereof, be it for professional academics or the

freedom of scholarship in general. The latter—more than any specific

feature of the site—was the root cause of my decision to close my
account. It is a position | have been invited to explain in the current
blog post, using the example of Academia.edu and last week’s
discussions. In many ways, however, it illuminates the challenges
academia and the free exchange of ideas is facing, especially if

scholars remain uncritical users of new digital technologies.

uc extension underwrite independent research). It is time to stop being

naive, and do something for the freedom of scholarship. Open access

to scholarship should be a human right, not a business model.
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. ] 1 L In risposta a @ Attorneys ~
- This is the important bit. By overly-relying on RG, people are going to lose public and Notaries il
R Article - February 2017 with 7,9 access to millions of articles if RG comply with this. ‘
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« For the large number of articles (final versions/proofs) that are currently hosted on RG's Bliomeys - Nelpses
site without authorization or permission and which are being made available publicly, STM ; Ei:.'?.::...m_..
1st Hamid R. Jams is able to offer a two-pronged solution: g m‘:c-j“"‘"'
Dr. Marhin Loz, ncry
1136.04 - Charles Stu o For content posted before September 2016, STM members would grant permis- e
sion for you to keep such material available until the end of June 2018, to enable ;:*v-ﬂ:r;w e
Lzt
the parties to review and assess whether such content could remain publicly avail- Foch On Enen EsneriGeler
able and under what terms; and o e
Abstract oo e
o For content posted on or after September 2016, but before the new system above Vore Mdlrshcnan, 1
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. : ; versions of articles posted without authorizatio: ermission. RG and STM would Nichel Juzeer
investigate the extent to which R O A Lo, PO g s
full-text of their articles on Rese: be using methods that STM and its members have been reviewing and testing and A Wb
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articles (21.6%) were open acce: -
post-print and 307 (78.3%) were published (publisher) PDF. The ke Basel, 15 September 2017 m
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P s Dr. Eberhand Mesinger
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their lack of understanding of copyright policies and/or complexity RE: STM proposal - RG platform to become consistent with usage Sial Wirkemars
and access rights for article sharing ke e

| am instructed by my Client, the Intemational Association of Scientific
Technical and Medical Publishers (STM), to write to you regarding the

content, activities and conduct related to the platform service Re-
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.PMI: nuovi prodotti sul

% _ La véritable mission des revues : UE ANNI prima se |
\ On peut identifier cette mission en la divisant en trois points ‘ aVUtO accesso ai \

la création de és. Les revues doivent créer des espaces ou puissent se rencontrer et discuter I d e I I e r i C e r C h e
4 des communautés. C'est ce que Jean-Claude Guédon appelle des « territoires » : a savoir des espaces organisés par
des moyens de communication. Cf, cette conférence

Mettre la conversation au centre. L'objectif des revues ne doit pas étre celui de diffuser des contenus, mais plutot de

créer des espaces de dialogue. A Ia limite, la présence de textes publiés n'est qu'accessoire. Ces textes peuvent se http :/ / EOOEI/ Osm E3 N
trouver ailleurs (par exemple sur des blogues, ou sur des portails de diffusion comme Erudit ou revues.org). La revue M 272010
est le lieu ol on échange des idées et les textes ne sont qu'un des outils possibles pour mettre en place la
conversation. Les formes que ces textes peuvent prendre sont diverses et hétérogénes : il peut s'agir d'article, mais
aussi de formes beaucoup plus courtes ou beaucoup plus longues.

Créer des déles de i-stabilisation des i C'est ce que Jean-Claude Guédon appelle des
cnstaux de connaissance. La discussion arrive parfois a des moments de stabilité et laisse émerger des contenus (plus 5
ou moins frag ) qui s'imp comme des connaissances. Ce sont ces cristaux qui portent les

résultats de la recherche
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Monica Berger and Jill Cirasella

+! Author Affiliations Volume 14, Number 4 April 2014 155N 15340937 Walt Cravford
Intersections ways a little differermt, however. He first encountered

If you have even a fleeting interest in the evolving landscape of scholarly OA when reviewing a publisher, Bentham Open, for

communication, you've probably heard of predatory open access (OA) journals Ethlcs and Access l . The Charlcston Advizor: Its a very negadve zeview for
what scem to be good reasons, and at the time Beall
These are OA journals that exist for the sole purpose of profit, not the The Sad Case Of seemed 1o be ar least potentially positive about OA
dissemination of high-quality research findings and furtherance of knowledge, ]effl'e Bea]] itself, based on the first sentence of this extract:
These predators generate profits by charging author fees, also known as artich Y The Open Access model is a good onc, for it malies

rescarch freely available to evervone, However, Ben-
processing charges (APCs), that far exceed the cost of running their low-qualit  Open access (OA) is all about cthics, cconomics and tham Open is exploiting the good will of those who
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Jeffrey Beall, a librarian at the Un

LIST oF in science publication circles for hi

ine months aftera access publishers and curating a li

By Paul Basken | SEPTEMBER 12,2017 v pREMiuM

The library voice of the radical middle.

T TS . ki he sg
e  Sa ; academic librarian people seeking to navigate ¢ g
Be all ,s legitimate, many scammers — that
3 i ator
deleted his carefull Unfortunately, as he has gained s ghes
list shaming more t trying to identify bad open access « Gold Open Access Journals 2011-2015: A SPARC Project work
Potential, ! - access publishing in general. Then Mot guite gone: a short catchall post » n":.\
open-ac \ g thousand scientific journals as that Beall is a credible contributor b
& | P unscrupulous, the Beall's List]  ¥ith an artile he publshed last “Trust Me”: The Other Problem with 87% of s
This is Y = < 4 can't really describe it. So I'm just Beall’s Lists nder
¥ Mystery remains unsolved. published in an open access journ et
recomme : : d030), along with my comments Here's the real tl;dr: I could only find any discussion at all in Beall’s dore
descriptions 2 ) blog for 230 of the 1,834 journals and publishers in his 2016
want to sub Why, after toiling so hard for fi lists—and those cases don't include even 2% of the journals in
Theo Stroomer for The Chronicle y
criterla for ¢ ! : " iy The Open-Access Movement is DOAJ.
Jeffrey Beall, an academic librarian at the U. of Colorado at and crearngaresource cheris} Jeffrey Beall N for the short
tant friand ? ow for the shorter version...
We hope t  Denver, abruptly shuttered a blacklist of journals he deemed scientists wary of exploitative puvusucis
themselves  untrustworthy nine months ago. But while the project has — did the University of Colorado at As long-time readers will know,' I don’t much like blacklists. T admit
journals In  ended, debates over its merit and impact live on. : B to that prejedice belief: T don’t think blacklists are good ways to
geocultural Denver's Jeffrey Beall abruptly give it all solve problems.
change In t| up? Who, or what, forced his hand? And yet, when I first took a hard lock at Jeffrey Beall's lists in
up-to-date 2014, I was mostly assessing whether the lists represented as
unreported, massive a problem as Beall seemed to assert. As you may know, I

concluded that they did not.
© artache proc
0 Austraia
© Mandates

o The 5th Publisher But there's a deeper problem—one that I believe applies whether

you dislike blacklists or mourn the passing of the Index Librorum
Prohibitorum. To wit, Beall's lists don't meet what I would regard
as minimal standards for a blacklist even if you agree with all of his

0 ABC Journals
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publishing charges

Q Check Do you have funding Publish via
oo ey for Open Access? 'gold' route
Your funders

Note: Some publishers
impose embargo periods

on post-print publication Can you publish the Publish your

Q post-print? post-print

Check

sherpa.ac.uk/romeo Post-print:

3 manuscript after it has

i} been peer reviewed, but
before type-setting by
the publisher

Q Check Can you publish the Publish your

sherpa.ac.uk/romeo pre-pl’int?

pre-print

Pre-print:
manuscript that has

not yet been subject to
6 formal peer review,
distributed to receive

early feedback on
research from peers

Choose a different
journal

(oo

Jon Tennant and
Lisa Matthias

... In pratica

C’e sempre un modo per
fare Open Access
(e questo non rovina la
vostra carriera)
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... In pratica

DIRECTORY OF
OPEN ACCESS
JOURNALS

Search  Browse Subjects Apply MNews About For Publishers AP

Q

journals [¢] articles [Advanced Search]

10,011 Journals

7,272 searchable at Article level
122 Countries

2,593,811 Articles

Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ)

DOAJ is a community-curated online directory that indexes and provides access to high quality, open access, peer-reviewed journals. DOAJ is
independent. All funding is via donations, 50% of which comes from sponsars and 50% from members and publisher members. All DOAJ
services are free of charge including being indexed in DOAJ. All data is freely available.

Latest News

DOAJ gets its first sponsor from Mexico! | jDOAJ consigue su primer patrocinador de México!

DOAJ has had excellent connections and representation throughout Latin America for many years, thanks to previous work by Redalyc,
sponsorship from SciElo and, more recently, our fantastic DOAJ Latin America Ambassador. This week we welcome our first sponsor from
Mexico: the Tecnoldgico de Monterrey. This sponsorship is of great importance to both DOAJ and the open [...] Read More_

Published Fri, 25 Aug 2017 at 07:00

FAQs

Interacting with DOAJ
Open Access Information
Best Practice

Download metadata

Mew Journals Feed

Our members
Our publisher members
Owr sponsors

Owr volunteers
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https://doaj.org/

... In pratica

OpenUP hub
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https://www.openuphub.eu/

... Inta

Do you speak open science? Resources
and tips to learn the language

Science and Medical Education
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FARE OPEN ACCESS ==
BRSO DA E e Providing researchers with the E
Bl sy e e skills and competencies they \ 5

- A cura di Simone Aliprandi

need to practise Open Science
Open Science Skills Working Group Report

Report, Sept.2017 SO —



http://ec.europa.eu/research/openscience/pdf/os_skills_wgreport_final.pdf
https://peerj.com/preprints/2689/
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Simone_Aliprandi,_Fare_Open_Access.pdf
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Guidelines on Open Access Publications
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. Access
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Get funding for your FP7 Pos
OpenAIRE survey on >
attitudes to Open Peer e00000
Review

RESEARCHERS DATA PROVIDERS

Why Open Access. How to comply. What
services to use

3. Mandate on open access to publications

The detailed legal requirements on open access to publications are contained in article 29.2 of
the Model Grant Agreement.

Under Horizon 2020, each beneficiary must ensure open access to all peer-reviewed scientific
3
publications relating to its results.



http://goo.gl/Lr1MXM
https://www.openaire.eu/

GLI EDITORI
PRETENDONO LA
CESSIONE,
SPOGLIANDOVI
DI TUTTI I DIRITTI

LEGGE 22 aprile 1941, n. 633
Protezione del diritto d'autore e

vigenti al 24-11-2015

Art. 19 | diritti di sfruttamento
economico sono fra di loro
INDIPENDENTI

TITOLO I
DISPOSIZIONI SUL DIRITTO
DI AUTORE

CAPOIL
Opere protette

mmagini e testi online: il diritto d’autore alla prova del web
Video
Slides




Un concetto chiave:
- Diritti in entrata (ho i diritti per utilizzare materiale altrui?)
- Diritti in uscita (quali diritti associo alla mia opera? Cosa concedo di fare della mia opera?)




The Licenses

Attribution
ccey

This license lets others distribute, remix, tweak, and
build upon your work, even commercially, as long as
they credit you for the original creation. This is the
most accommedating of licenses offered.

Attribution-ShareAlike
CC BY-SA

This license lets others remix, tweak, and build upon
your work even for commercial purposes, as long as
they credit you and license their new creations under
the identical terms. This license is often compared to

O A

Keep the internet creative, free and open.

Licenses -

Poblic Doman -

Support CC «

Projects «  Blog  News «

Donate to Creative Commons

License Features

Your chosces on this panel wil update the other
panals on this page

Selected License

Ecormie be e e o e PR sy W e Attribution-ShareAlike 4.0
View License Deed | View Legal Code i M‘:::“‘?”“?" m“wm:.‘; shared? ; International
mmmmmmm&mimp«m 2
content from Wikipedia and similarly licensed projects. G
View License Deed | View Legal Code Yes No _1
ccram poee ey @ @ @
This license allows for redistribution, commercial and This license lets others remix, tweak, and build upon
mwmurdd:nbnga:_iiapc?sodm your work non-commercially, and although their new Amcmdmso'm
unchanged and in whole, with credit to you. works must also acknowledge you and be
View License Deed | View Legal Code MW' fhey don't ieve.to cense theic work?
SANWIVE Wocks O [ same fem, ® | This is 3 Free Culture License! e
» Simbolo Sigla  Condizione b o
: s Z
y Atfribuzione Permette che alfri copino, distribuisca
‘ BY o © @
Attribution mantenute le indicazioni di chi e lautc )
Help others attribute Have a web page?
Non commerciale | Permette che aftri copino, distribuisca youl!
NC _ o This par is ogticnal. but Sling & out wil add oYole)
NonCommercial | commerciali T T R I S Thes work 3 Kcansed undr 8 1o Corrins
} 2 J Attnbution-ShareAlke 4 0 Inetnabional License
Non opere derivate i,
@ ND | No Derivative Permette che aftri copino, distribuiscano, mostrino ed esequano softanto copie identiche dellopera; non Sono ammesse opere derivate.
Works
Condividi allo o o N N
Permette che alfri distribuiscano lavori derivati dal'opera solo con una licenza identica o compatibile con quella concessa con fopera
SA | stesso modo .
] originale.
Share Allke



http://creativecommons.org/choose/?lang=en

If we consider evidence-based policy making a desirable goal, then we need to take a
stand for research and education.

The current copyright regime is undermining our ability to
produce evidence. It is time that academics in large numbers

"CURRENTLY.
COPYRIGHT IS
UNDERMINING
OUR ABILITYTO
CONDUCT

and not just in the f 1P studies

tial bBurd

, and the Europ

RESEARC H.I I-'..a.*l-.al'n-:_-n: t - r.|.|'|1-.=! Mk im my report.
| TWEET THis! |

(s} l‘:l:,' a AETIElmImn g A ority in T ELrD  Parliamer

a mew exception for et mining
the ha isation of except research and education

simiplifiying border and online projects

public domain
protection of exceptions and limitations from contractual override
fully harmanising copyright terms at the lowest | that currentl it in the EU

a comprehe

publishers. In a situation whers
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budgets on licen



https://juliareda.eu/2015/09/academics-for-copyright-reform/
http://www.oa.unito.it/new/open-research-data-and-open-science/

petermr's blog

Content-mining; Why do Universities agree to restrictive
publisher contracts?
NZ8!

[]
Pos 22 20 ¥ pm286
| l O S C O I I r O I | l a O [I published a general blog about the impasse between digital scholars and the Toll-Aceess

publishers http://blogs.ch.cam.ac.uk/pmr/2015/11/232/content-mining-rights- versus-
licences/ . This is followed by a series of detailed posts which look at the details and
consequences https://blogs.ch.cam.ac.uk/pmr/2015/11/22/content-mining-why-do-
publishers-insist-on-apis-and-forbid-sereen-seraping/ This is the second] If you ...

Continue reading —

Posted in Unc

http://blogs.ch.cam.ac.uk/pmr/

Content-mining; Why do Publishers insist on APIs and forbid
screen scraping?
Pos 0

n hic er22, 2015 by

[I published a general blog about the impasse between digital scholars and the Toll- Access
publishers http://blogs.ch.cam.ac.uk/pmr/2015/11/232/content-mining-rights- versus-
licences/ . This is the first of a number of posts which look at the details and consequences]
Chris Hartgerink described how Elsevier have stopped ... Continue reading —

Posted in Unc

< a eritieal naint for

Those
Chris H.J. Hartgerink's Notebook

http://onsnetwork.org/chartgerink/2015/11/16/elsevier-stopped-me-d¢

In November, | wrote about how scientific articles for

my research, To

y, Wiley also ordered me to stop downloading
Elsevier stopped me doing my research

As a quick recapitulation: | am a statistician doing research into detecting potentially problem

atic research such as data fabrication and estimating how often it occurs. For this, | need to

d ™ ! 1 th $ drectly efaence the SUbILanta download many scientific articles, because my research applies content mining methods that
extract facts from them (e.g., test statistics). These facts serve as my data to answer my re
' ) ) > «
search questions, If | cannot download these research articles, | cannot collect the data | need

0 My researc h

| was downloading psychology research articles from the Wiley library, with a maximum of 5 per

minute. | did this using the tool quickscrape, developed by the With

this, | have downloaded approximately 0 research articles

rom the Wiley library, which |

was download ng

f0r researcn purposes.

http://onsnetwork.org/chartgerink/2016/02/23/wiley-also-stopped-my-doing-my-research/



http://blogs.ch.cam.ac.uk/pmr/
http://onsnetwork.org/chartgerink/2015/11/16/elsevier-stopped-me-doing-my-research/
http://onsnetwork.org/chartgerink/2016/02/23/wiley-also-stopped-my-doing-my-research/

SPARC Who We Are v What We Do v
Europe

AZIO NimidiliasYals & http://sparceurope.org/copyrightreform/

EU copyright reform threatens Open Access and Open Science
Open letter to the members of the Legal Affairs Committee in the European Parliament

We represent a large group of European academic, library, education, research and digital rights
communities and we are writing to express our alarm at the draft Directive on Copyright in the

SPARC Who We Are v What We Do v w Digital Single Market, and in particular at the potential impact of Articles 11 and 13. We are
Europe . . - concerned that these provisions will create burdensome and harmful restrictions on access to
significant potential of Open Access and Open Science to promote scientific discovery and progress, scientific research and data, as well as on the fundamental rights of freedom of information, directly
and may thereby reduce the impact of European research worldwide. contradicting the EU’s own ambitions in the field of Open Access and Open Science.
The Ancillary Right - Putting the brakes on knowledge-sharing and building walls around MBS We therefore urge the Legal Affairs Committee to remove Articles 11 and 13 from the draft
already open publications and data Directive. Furthermore, the Committee should ensure that Articles 3 to 9 support new forms of

: e ; : ; : research and education and not work against them.
3. Article 11 already poses a significant threat to an informed and literate society. Links to news and

the use of titles, headlines and fragments of information could now become subject to licensing.
Terms could make the last two decades of news less accessible to researchers and the public,
leading to a distortion of the public’s knowledge and memory of past events. Art. 11 would P 1. We believe that increased digital access, data analytics and open information flows will increase
furthermore place EU law in contravention with the Berne Convention, whose Art. 2(8) excludes innovation in Europe. The European Commission’s Horizon 2020 programme similarly supports
news of the day and ‘mere items of press information’ and ‘press summaries’ from protection. open access to scientific publications and research data as essential drivers of EU global
competitiveness. The EU has set an example internationally with its extensive policy work, for
example by including Open Access in one of its six European Research Area (ERA) priorities.
Moreover, in 2016 at the Competitiveness Council, all of Europe’s ministers of science, innovation,
trade and industry committed to Open Access to scientific publications as the default option for
publicly funded research results by 2020. Open Science is increasingly accepted by governments
and industry as a means not only to accelerate innovation, but also to ensure faster access to
information for citizens.

A U-turn on Open Science?

4. The extension of this controversial proposal to academic publications, as proposed by the ITRE
Committee, significantly worsens an already bad situation. It would provide academic publishers
additional legal tools to restrict access, going against the increasingly widely accepted practice of
sharing research. This will limit the sharing of open access publications and data which currently are
freely available for use and reuse in further scientific advances. If the proposed ancillary right is
extended to academic publications, researchers, students and other users of scientific and scholarly
journal articles could be forced to ask permission or pay fees to the publisher for including short
quotations from a research paper in other scientific publications. This will seriously
spread of knowledge. The proposed ancillary right further conflicts with the Berne C(
Article 10(1), which provides a mandatory exception for quotation, as well as posing i
freedom of speech.

&
®
4

5. Prior experiments with the press publishers’ right have also failed from an econor
No impact assessment has been carried out, no evidence produced, and no consult
around the ramifications of extending Art. 11 to academic publishers.

6. In addition, academic publishers usually acquire rights to the works they publish
contracts with their authors. Publishers already have all the rights they need, thus a
don't make sense.

Filtering obligations - Undermining the foundations of Open Access

7. The provisions of Article 13 threaten the accessibility of scientific articles, publicati
research data made available through over 1250 repositories managed by European|
institutions and academic communities. These repositories, which are essential for



http://sparceurope.org/copyrightreform/

per finire...

The best thing about Internet is that it’s open. In every field it let us
share and innovate.

In science, OPENNESS IS ESSENTIAL.

Open science doesn’t mean ignoring economic reality.
Of course we need business models to be sustainable. But that
doesn’t mean we have to carry on doing things the way they have

always been done.

So, wherever you sit in the value chain, whether you're a researcher
or an investor or a policy maker, my message is clear:

let’s invest in collaborative tools that let us progress...

Let’s tear down the walls that keep learning sealed off.
And let’s make science open.



http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6sJbi2eaPXc&list=PL579F6BE69794EAEF&index=1&feature=plpp_video




