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SE NON SI RAGIONA SUL 9
, LA VEDRETE SOLO COME
’ENNESIMO a

| ...per farci due domande, anzi tre
'11) La comunicazione scientifica oggi: funziona?

.| 2) Lalternativa Open: cos’e?
| 3) Comesi fa Open Access e Open Science in pratica?
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Qualcosa da portare via
- N

Open Access/Open Science & un opportumta '
non una minaccia

"-’ YT TSR TV Ll WA - "“"\
...ilvalore del/APERTURA e fondamentale come
POTENZIALE, al di la dei ritorni immediati

& I b
My first talk of the year! Message is going to al COnt!’arlo d Open Science e.
be that the opposite of ‘open science’ isn't ((Bad SC|ence))’ NonN ((Closed SC|ence))

‘closed science’ - it's bad science.

Open Science e Open Innovation hanno un legame stretto

Si-puo fare Open Science a piccoli passi, non «tutto e subito»

..fare Open Access e farlo correttamente e molto semplice...
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ere are | N0 sikangers here
you haven't met

)

Open Access? Open Science?
...concetti ancora «stranieri», ma forse conviene




Open Science: non «SE» ma « QUANDO»

to @egiglia: #openscience is irreversible JC
Burgelman in Venice on #opendata
stewardshi P Wilma van Wezenbeek

@wvanwezenbeek

€ Traduci dalla lingua originale: inglese
#0sc2018 @Burgelmanlean "2018 is the year
of no return in #openscience"

& Traduci il Tweet

Irreversible 10:32 - 13 mar 2018

Dlglia[ technologles 9 Retweet 18 Mi piace o il e @ EEL.“ 3 o : 5| e

» Exponential growth of data i,
O 1 T 9 https://edi k 73491971288391
« More researchers and researct, ttps: itfdr.com/Wianwezenbeek/status/973491971288391680

institutions
* Increase in the scientific production
Grand Challenges

Expectations and involvement of
citizens

Accountability, responsiveness and
transparency

Digital "natives"

NON SI TORNA INDIETRO

J.C.Burgelman Nov. 2016


https://fc.cab.unipd.it/fedora/get/o:307440/bdef:Content/get
https://twitter.com/wvanwezenbeek/status/973491971288391680
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Valid reasons not to participate in open
science practices

Open Science

Casper J. Albers®

» Casper Albers '[
W ocanl

New preprint. Comments welc

Abstract

The past years have seen a sharp increase in the attention
for open science practices. Such practices include pre-registration
and registered reports, sharing of materials, open access publish-

ing and attention to reproducibility of research. Despite the over-
whelming amount of evidence highlighting the benefits of open
science, some researchers remain reluctant. In this paper, I will
outline valid reasons for researchers not to participate in open
science practices.

Valid reasons not to participate in
science practices

Casper J. Albers®

Abstract

The past years have seen o sharp ibcrease in Uhe atl
for open science practicess. Such practics inclhade pre.regi

Discussion

ouiline valid reasons for e

There are no valid reasons.

scienee practiors.

Discussion

There are no vilid ressons

*Hevmans Insthuts fr Peyeliokogieal Rosoarch, Grote Krabstraat
Groningen, The Netherlands. o ) alborsiirug al

03:54 - 21 feb 2018
https://twitter.com/CaAl/status/96627¢ *Heymans Institute for Psychological Research, Grote Kruisstraat 2/1, 9712 TS

471 Retweet 990 Mipiace (@)@ { A @  Groningen, The Netherlands. c.j.albers@irug.nl



https://twitter.com/CaAl/status/966279936028958720
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Your research ...

Who is involved ? What are the outcomes ? Who do you want to reach ?

__,__t__?_g Open Science is ... _[ % r y

\ Open to participation Open to (re)use Open to the world

Who is involved ? What are the outcomes ?
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Open Science: what's in it for me (Torino, 8 e 9 marzo 2018) Regort, Marzo 2018 b2 ;


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1195790

Giuseppe De Nicelao link

F ’ Return on Academic ReSearch Feb. 2018
U n d e rg rO u n A poche ore dalla pubblicazione del nostro articolo sui Competence
Centers del Piano Industria 4.0 (Calenda affonda i Politecnici di Milano
e Torino, ma anche Pisa, Sapienza e Federico Il. Con l'aiuto di Anvur), |
S o e E— Ministro Carlo Calenda replica su Twitter: "Notizia falsa derivante da
Institute for R una lettura superficiale del bando e di quella roba assurda che & 1a
New Economic Thinking classifica Anvur. Sono pienamente legittimati a partecipare”. Calenda
smentisce, senza per ora entrare nel merito. Tuttavia, non esita a
! definire la classifica Anvur come «quella roba assurda», uno sfogo che
e e 2 convalida il punto centrale del nostro articolo. Ovvero che, come
' ammesso dallo stesso Andrea Graziosi, ex-presidente dell'agenzia di
valutazione, la graduatoria offerta dalle classifiche di Anvur “non deve
~ essere impiegata in nessuna circostanza per rappresentare |a reale
How Pseudoscientiﬁc Rankings p ¥ ! posizione di un Ateneo”. Mentre attendiamo un chiarimento che entri
= H z nel merito dei numeri che abbiamo presentato, sorge spontanea una
Are Dlstortlng Research - ' : domanda da rivolgere a Calenda: se Iui stesso & convinto che le
' | classifiche Anvur siano «roba assurdax», per quale ragione il suo

About Research Commentary Education Events Donate

By Alberto Baccini and Giuseppe De Nicolao

PUBLIC & PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS  INSTITUTIONS, POLICY & POLITICS R 5 : " ~ . Ministero ha deciso di impiegarle per scremare gli atenei che faranno
domanda per i finanziamenti destinati ai Competence Centers Industria

l S 0 407
. P.S. Il costo di “guella roba assurda” & non meno di 150 milioni di Euro,

una cifra quasi quattro volte maggiore dei 40 milioni stanziati per i
Competence Centers.

~a Ll -
ﬁ ’ ; 2y «quella roba
I,. v assurda che é la
V. classifica Anvur»

ﬂ Carlo Cabinda © ¥
Motra Do 0 0 UTd 0T superTioae Oof s o8

Fia Aie SOnD panamants

La VQR? Uno spreco. Il premio vale 58 Anche per Calenda Ia classifica Anvur & «roba
YIRY Ia gara ne costa almeno 30 assurda». Perché la usa nel bando Industria 4.0,
¥

allora?

mentre in Italia c’e ANVUR, fuori il mondo sta cambiando...



https://www.ineteconomics.org/perspectives/blog/how-pseudoscientific-rankings-are-distorting-research
https://twitter.com/MCPievatolo/status/977928844580655104
https://www.roars.it/online/la-vqr-uno-spreco-il-premio-vale-58-mln-la-gara-ne-costa-almeno-30/

Occhi nuovi

...proviamo per oggi a vedere la ricerca e la
comunicazione scientifica in modo diverso...
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PubMe:

most papers have more authors than readers
half the literature is never cited

ttS'sE/ftWitter.com/eggersnsf/status/96665040108800002

AWARENESS

Lysislof CRISP 1997


http://www.physik.uni-oldenburg.de/conferences/crisp97/roosendaal.html
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| 101 INNOVATIONS IN SCHOLARLY COMMUNICATION

Jeroen Bosman W@ fero
L'trecht University Library

B

| Science is in transition, This poste
phase of a project aiming to char
communication flows from evolut

novative tools and si
(<2

Torino
8 e 9 marzo

disruptive

QOutreach

I

T : datadriven & callaboratj nline : G
Trends social discovery tools AT writing scholarly social media
Expectati mimmpﬁ maore online analysis ‘:'t;re :L::g;;::;l more use of “publish use of altmetrics for
PECISHONE data discovery . tools asse:'smen Yol first, judge later" monitoring outreach
o o - acceptance of =
— support for full-text willingness to share in ; : effect of requirements of funders
Uncertainties analysis phase saladrethvs onike journal/publisher status & institutions

search and text mining

writing

semantic tagging while
writing/citing

reader-side paper
formatting

using repositories for

labnot
open labnotes institutional visibility

Opportunities

elohalization of
R making outreach a

two-way discussion

chall

echt

mare & better connected
researcher profiles

Most impa
term dev
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Potentiz) “Q public access to research

findings, also for agenda
setting
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http://figshare.com/articles/101 Innovations in_Scholarly Communication
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Most important developments in 6 research workflow phamses

article level (alt)metrics

more open and post-
publication peer review

who pays for costly
qualitative assessment? |

\
B
i
8

using author-,
publication- and
affiliation-IDs

quality of measuring
tools

importance of societal
relevance + non-
publication contributions

moving away from simple
quantitative indicators
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the Changing Research Workflow, 6826 I


http://figshare.com/articles/101_Innovations_in_Scholarly_Communication_the_Changing_Research_Workflow/1286826
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1195790
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Scholarly Infrastructure

an obscenely expenswe anachronlsm

The current state of scholarly
communication?

Slowly but surely
adapting to the
Web of 1995
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https://figshare.com/articles/Barriers_to_Open_Science_for_junior_researchers/5383711
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publications. Universities, libraries, and researchers are increasingly questioning whether this
model makes sense. After all, universities usually pay the salaries of both the researchers that
write the papers and of the referees who conduct peer review. Elsevier’'s business model has

been compared to a restaurant where the customers bring the ingredients, do all the cooking,

= and then get hit with a $10,000 bill.

/‘h}éu‘f\m{ ’,

YOU WRITE THE PAPERS,
YOU REVIEW THE PAPERS...

0,0,V

WHY SHOULD YOU PAY TO READ THEM ?

www.plos.org
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ALLORA, CARI MIEI NERD...

IL MODELLO DI BUSINESS
E' MOLTO SEMPLICE
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1
VOI MI DATE I FRUTTI DEL
VOSTRO LAVORO GRATIS

VERIFICATE LA LORO
QUALITA' GRATIS

E ALLA FINE MI PAGATE
PER POTERVI
ACCEDERE



https://pbs.twimg.com/media/DQ_4mzHW0AE9eX3.jpg

- Jon Tennant @ g
* @Protohedgehog "9

The smartest business model ever. Have all of

by researchers, and then sell it back to them
with an unholy markup. Try describing the
model to a hon-researcher, and they mock us
for falling for it.

https://twitter.com/Protohedgehog/status/985439318897410048

Steven Salzberg @StevenSalzberg]

Nature and other Springer journals make all of their money from free labor provided
by scientists, who write all the papers and do all of the peer review. And now they are

cashing in: "Springer Nature aims to raise 1.2 billion euros in new money in IPO"
reut.rs/2qqhp93
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https://twitter.com/Protohedgehog/status/985439318897410048
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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.

... paghiamo gli editori commerciali perché
mettano sotto chiave il nostro contenuto...

e T


https://figshare.com/articles/Barriers_to_Open_Science_for_junior_researchers/5383711

-} Jennifer Hansen ' .
i - \ Segui | W
¥ @Hansenlen

It's ridiculous that research continues to be
inaccessible and the community has to plea
to share it when a crisis arises. Accessiblity
| without barrier or restriction should be the
' norm. | have hope we'll get there, though!

-

|
|

)

Robert Kiley @robertkiley
The @wellcome calls for open access on Ebola and encourages its researchers to use
the @WellcomeOpenRes platform.

See: researchprofessional.com/0/rr/news/afri...

@ Traduci il Tweet

18:12 - 27 mag 2018

2 Retweet 2 Mi piace @ .ﬁ Q &

e — https://twitter.com/HansenJen/status/1000771695026700288

e

|
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... paghiamo gli editori commerciali perché

mettano sotto chiave il nostro contenuto...
| P 2 D 0 B 0 D 0 | d



https://twitter.com/HansenJen/status/1000771695026700288
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j Peter Suber May 13, 2018

\

y @petersuber and scientific content in 2016 by region and

7,041

The Taylor & Francis journal _Medical | s
Teacher_just published a 5-paragraph (1- fgm o

Open Access

page) comment on another article. (4% Oahks
doi.org/10.1080/014215... G

(13%)

For 24 hrs of access to the comment, T&F
charges $54. For 30 days of access to the 7
issue in which the comment appears, it |
charges $526.

& Traduci il Tweet

4,351

(62%) Journals

Response to article: “Social-media-enabled learning in eme...

(2018). Response to article: “Social-media-enabled learning in
-I emergency medicine: A case study of the growth, engagement
and impact of a free open access medical education blog”. Medi...

Open Access Total A&S Content

Revenues

se us Apr,%S p 88 C|t|ng OC&C Market Report

. ’.‘l

Springer Pro
o i
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https://t.co/elpG4zFGnK
https://twitter.com/petersuber/status/995685743443013633

EST POST WRITTEN BY

Gl
G. Geltner
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G. Geltner is a historian at the University of

If you have a pressing need to read an academic paper that’s hiding ¢ i =5 e
- www guygeliner net

quickest course of action may well be to use Sci-Hub. Less myopical,, poiiape, you suvuwu caaou aos

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
How did we get of alternatives?). You may also want to inquire with your local government or university how much
and universitie.  they spend a year subscribing to journals that contain their own tax-paying citizens’ and salaried

desktop publist ~ employees’ research (millions), how these terms were negotiated (in secret, sometimes at the
rendered some publishers’ insistence), what impact that has on the free exchange of ideas (devastating), and
could still boas' whether that is a responsible way of spending public funds (hardly).

on scholars’ conservatism and addiction to prestige, and cashing in on institutional inertia, they
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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https://goo.gl/PbYLMM

12 marzo: Thomson Reuters, Elsevier,
Nature mettono a disposizione
gratuitamente
i dati e le pubblicazioni
su contaminazione nucleare

| S B B

...che fino al 10 marzo erano chiuse dietro
abbonamenti a riviste che nemmeno Harvard
puo piu permettersi...

iy HARVARD
£

- UNIVERSITY
{ Joanne Kamens @ / \
@JKamens . s — S ]
I'HE HARVARD LIBRARY

In risposta a @jasonpriem e @unpaywall News ) )
Faculty Advisory Council Memorandum on Journal

el Pricing

» Draft Harvard Library
et

and btw the "everyone who needs it has _
accessu |S Completely Wrong I have Worked |n -’:‘m Sta e Major Periedical Subscriptions Cannol Be Sustained a&

I
the Ha
To: Faculty Membors. i s Schooks, Facues, and Uints.

small biotechs for the last 10 years and hit gty i

Date Aped 17, 212

frustrating paywalls EVERY DAY trying to do o e

W wnite 10 communicat an unenabie 38aa0n facng the Hanvard Library Marry lare jourmal publisters hune made the scholady communcation

H = jonmont Sscel sk scally restricive, This i e aftorts of cort e ; :
good Sclence. ..I‘ ?.. . ermvonmaont fncally usisianable and academecally restncive  The stusbon n oxacertated by ts of cortan publahons (called “providens’) 1o

scques, bundie. nd INcrease e prong on purmals

& Traduci dalla lingua originale: inglese : Harvaed's Bnnual Gost Jof Journas, rom B0 Provases now 50e0aches $3 T5M. 1n 2010, T Comparabie amount nccountid lor more than 20% of
o petiodcal submcnpbion couts and ust under 10% of alf colcton costs ol mwaryBng he Libiary scquees. Some jcurnaly. o5t a8 mach as
$40,000 e your. 6T 7 10 bore of hrtands, Prioes for cnking conti o froem o peovaders have mcromsed by about 145% over B parst séx
yoars, which lar excoods not only B Consumed pce index, Bt sl Bhe Reghor e3ocabon and Mw Meary poce ndces. Thes. ks thetelone

e — R T e e

15:14 - 4 gen 2018 https://twitter.com/JKamens/status/948920680590004224



https://twitter.com/JKamens/status/948920680590004224

Who needs access? You need ac Fs__;;

Public access to scientific research makes all otir lives better

7

https://whoneedsaccess.org/

& esso ’ .
CesSO: S -~

Home

) We have a problem
Imperial College
London

Our governments spend billions on funding research. But most people don’t have access to it

g

» Chealsye Bowley
W’ @chealsye

In risposta a @abwallis, @glynmoody e altri 2

Scho

resul

Open access outside academia

Anisha Ahmed

Anne Baber Wallis
3 abwalls You may have excellent access, but many in
In risposta a @glynmoody, @edrybicki e @graysouth the US and arou nd the World don't. Your

'm an academic and so-called pay walls are  |iprary spends ~7 million on serials, having

Irrelevant. We have an excellent library lost ~2 million in budget for serials in recent
w/access to 1000s of journals via PubMed. g

There’s nothing wrong w/jnl subscriber fees [Y€a@rssdust pecause a problem doesnlt. . |
& it wouldn't change 11,000 deaths or the be [personally impact you, doesn't mean It isn't a
hypothesis. A problem.

& Traduai il Tweet

12:54 - 7 mar 2018 da Jeffersontown, KY

S1E S therewas aTaseunderstanding of scholarly publishing, with research

participants believing that articles were paywalled so as to allow the author/ researcher to

recuperate their costs themselves. {ratherthan-the-publisherprofiteeringy

!ﬂoﬂ[ﬂﬂ



http://wwwf.imperial.ac.uk/blog/openaccess/2018/02/19/open-access-outside-academia/
https://whoneedsaccess.org/

American Chemical Society Wins
Lawsuit Against Sci-Hub

A US judge issues a broa that allows the society to def
companies actively assod he site block aceess to it

US court grants Elsevier millions in damages from
Sci-Hub

g Some doubt that the publishing glant will see any money from the pirate site.

Hw Scihub Is at the Forefront c;f
the Quest to Frame Scientific & Corrections to The Verge article about Sci-Hub: ses

DCynasty foundation

i Knowledge as Public Good ) Some facts on Sci-Hub that Wikipedia gets wrong @
o e o8 mpen e s 2 ot Corrections

Feb.27,2018 to The Verge article about Sci-Hub:
® part 1

. . " t N . . Posbed by rimgoe-ring on; 1602/ 32018 .
- . o I The SciHub database contains 85% of all papers published in paywalled journals, including httpS//gOOgl/BTh LAk
II] 11(‘-]1 ﬁlld pOOI countrie 97% of all papers in Elsevier’s database. There has been no precedent for this kind of - R

access in the history of scientific enterprise. —

SHARE THIS:

—

AT FIO0OResearch
Open for Science
Jon Tennant & m WJVSE SUBJECTS GATEWAYS HOW TOPUBLISH v  ABOUT v  BLOG
@Protohedgehog

M) Check for updates
(]

{RCH ARTICLE METRICS

NOT PEER-REVIEWED Se riou S Iyr use @ un p aywa | | - u[_nl l ke S([:J H u b; [t ‘nll(ing in[to Pe‘md(:r-a'sznx: Tf;e Contentdo;Sci-Hub z'aind
"PeerJ Preprints” is a venue for early communi actua I |y e ncou ra g es cu Itu r‘- ~- -~ L .~ -f_l- sanea lvarsinn referees Aannrovea annrove

Learn mare about preprints or browse peer-revi
legal methods of #openac _ ) o
Bianca Gai In realta & illegale da sempre. lo per es.

intend to fight copyright @ ! ; : _
X idealmente appoggio la sua fondatrice ma non apprezzo il
sustainable route. (also @ comportamento di alcuni ricercatori che prima pubblicano su
riviste chiuse e costosissime rinunciando a tutti i diritti di
Sci-Hub provided access for 99 riproduzione e tanto poi usano sci-hub. Siccome gli
abbonamenti (milioni di euro in italia) i paghiamo con i soldi
pubblici si danneggia molto la collettivita. La soluzione x me &

6176

Sci-Hub provides
scholarly literatur

Bioinformatics  Legal Issues  Science and

resource suggests the subscrip

first time, the overwhelming m I'open access nativo senza passare dai grandi editori.

with an Internet connection. Mi piace ) Rispondi 6 g



http://www.sciencemag.org/news/2016/04/whos-downloading-pirated-papers-everyone
https://f1000research.com/articles/6-541/v1
https://peerj.com/preprints/3100/
https://goo.gl/BThLAk
https://thewire.in/227707/how-scihub-is-at-the-forefront-of-the-quest-to-frame-scientific-knowledge-as-public-good/
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http://www.openaccess.nl/en/events/alternative-ways-to-access-journal-articles

Bernard Rentier
n- @bernardrentier
The single fact that providing free
information on universal Science is illegal tells
us a lot about how absurd it has become, in
the Internet era, to rely on the old research
publication model. #FreeOpenAccessNow

Jon Tennant @ @Protohedgehog

Oh wow. Looks like anyone can now create their own @sci_hub mirror
github.com/bsidio/sci-hub You can use this to help accelerate research and society by
providing free access to millions of research articles. But it's probably illegal, so don't
doit.

& Traduci il Tweet
08:37 - 10 mag 2018 March 10, 2018

publisher copéolidati ¥cle

heer : : - \ 017 ; \ ‘\/ : meguardian
\ = ‘L :r;» r E I - : 9 \ _\J s \;._. ‘ o ', g Thelongmad ) .
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fraud |
H artge rj- n l‘: is onec ﬂ'f on I l:ll'r d h ﬂl’ldf’lll 'Df resedrc hEI-S in The problem of fake data may go far deeper than scientists admit. Now a team of i

\ \ . researchers has a controversial plan to root out the perpetrators !
on the pr:::blem of scientific fraud - am:l he is perfect j
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https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/feb/01/high-tech-war-on-science
https://zenodo.org/record/886480#.Wb0p33TOOUk
https://twitter.com/bernardrentier/status/994466497283219456

ann viera
@annviera

Yes! Recommended @petermurrayrust
interview "So we've got an incredibly
dysfunctional system which was never
designed." library.illinois.edu/scp/podcast/pe

... "So universities have got to wake up to
the fact that this is the wrong way to doing
things, and it's unjust. "

Heather Joseph @hjoseph Hours  Usir

We *have* to keep pushing for alternatives to commercial dominance of scholarly E UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
publishing - it IS having a profound effect. Take back ownership of our outputs & d
not simply replace one bad biz model (subscriptions) with another (APC dominance
uk.reuters.com/article/uk-spr...
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https://retractionwatch.com/

Retraction
Watch

Tracking retractions as a
window into the scientific
process

The Retraction Watch
Leaderboard

No academic post for fraudster
Diederik Stapel, after all

Who has the most retrac
on methodology), which
to light:

Recently, we reported that social psychologist
and renowned data faker Diederik Stapel had

found himself s new g supporting research at
! Scoperto da un
PhD che ha chiesto
i dati originali

De Telegraaf: Continue reading =

1. Yoshitaka Fujii (total ret

se This Artwork
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How the Biggest Fabricator in Science
Caught

SCIENCE PRACTICE

Yoshitaka Fujii falsified 183 papers before statistics exposed him.  @ppointments of Anversa and Lerl on January 31 as winning
candidates with “a rating of ‘excellent.”™

BY ADAM MARCUS & IVAN ORANSKY
ILLUSTRATION BY LOUISA BERTMAN
MAY 21, z015

The document says the board unanimously recommended the

"N “

)
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Paper used to support WHO
guidelines on preventing

. infections “has no scientific
validity” March 26, 2018

A surgery journal retracted a 2014 paper last
. month after discovering that the study has
\ “no scientific validity.”

Mario Schietroma and his coauthors, based at

Stem cell researchers
investigated for misconduct
recommended for roles at Italy’s
NIH

March 14, 2018

Two stem cell scientists who left Harvard
University in the aftermath of a messy
misconduct investigation may have found
new roles in Italy’s National Institute of

According to a document on the institute’s

website, which we had translated, Piero
Anversa and Annarosa Leri have been

approved to start work at the Istituto

Superiore di Sanita (ISS) by the institute’s

Piero Anversa

haard of directors However the

VRILIL Woluling vl Laviasi.


https://retractionwatch.com/2018/03/26/paper-used-to-support-who-guidelines-on-preventing-infections-has-no-scientific-validity/
https://retractionwatch.com/
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Table 3. Most cited retracted articles n cancer Specialist facing
First author Journal Year published Year retracted Times cited* Reason for retraction . . .
: al investigation for

Wakefield Lancet 1998 2004; 2010 758 Fraud M h 10. 2018
Reyes Blood 2001 2009 740 Error arc
Fukuhara  Science 2005 2007 686 Error nduCt
Nakao Lancet 2003 2009 626 Fraud
Chang Science 2001 2006 512 Foes
Kugler Nature Medicine 2000 2003 494
Rubio Cancer Research 2005 2010 457 Fusco’s work is highly cited, with some 50 papers cited at least
Gowen Science 1998 2003 395
Makarova  Nature 2001 2006 375 100 times, according to Thomson Scientific’s Web of Knowledge.
Hwang Science 2004 2006 368

| Potti The New England Journal of Medicine 2006 2011 361 Fraua
Brugger The New England Journal of Medicine 1995 2001 336 Fraud T R O ” . b!a

| Van Parijs  Immunity 60= O ok R
Potti Nature Medicine e

1 Schon Science !

Chiu Nature Endocrinolo d
Cooper Science ] 8l Oncology
Le Page Cell
Kawasaki Nature 50+ NE’M
Hwang Science - studies and to

sociation for Cancer

' 4

*As of June 22, 2012,

. -’ﬁ WWW.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas. 1212247109

2001 and 2012,
e specifics of the eight

a setracted. In our

Cell

#

5 ok

the expose of scientific

Science

 cited at least 100 times,

fge.

® ) Exp Med
EMBO )

s PNAS. ® J Iimmunol
1Al

L)
2 3

A "?# “ ‘ Retraction Index Fang, Casadevall 2011
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Does scientific misconduct

cause patient harm? The case |8 o~
of Joachim Boldt Publeds e

‘ © RETRACTED ARTICLE
See: Retraction Notice
| If you wanted to minimize the real-life effects " anan 1
ﬁ of misconduct, you might note that some of the
retractions we cover are in tiny obscure
- [journals hardly anyone reads. But a new meta-
analysis and editorial in JAMA

Anesth Analg. 1996 Aug:83(2).254-51.

The effects of albumin versus hydroxyethyl starch solution on
cardiorespiratory and circulatory variables in critically ill patients.

Boldt J', Heesen M, Miiller M, Pabsdorf M, Hempelmann G.

pog S 2013
-‘ -~ e —ls) After exclusion of the studies by Boldt et al, Zarychanski et
k‘j al found that hydroxyethyl starch was associated with a
: 97 ritrattazioni. significantly increased risk of mortality (risk ratio [RR],
Se si escludono questi 1.09; 95% CI, 1.02-1.17) and renal failure (RR, 1.27; 95% CI
studi, la revisione 1.09-1.47).

sistematica mostra un
aumentato ri SCh io di In other words, there was an increased risk of death and kidney

failure among those given HES: ‘,

® morte e problemi ai reni ‘

The report by Zarychanski et al highlights the potentially * )

important and adverse effect of scientific misconduct.


https://retractionwatch.com/2013/02/19/does-scientific-misconduct-cause-patient-harm-the-case-of-joachim-boldt/#more-12494
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e 19 * ' The hi-tech war onscience |
| fraud

The man behind all this controversy was a 25-year-old Dutch scientist named
Chris Hartgerink, based at Tilburg University’s Meta-Research Center, which

studies bias and error in science. Statcheck was the brainchild of Hartgerink’s iﬁigﬁ’;ﬁﬂ;’j ﬁfiﬁ,ﬁgﬁ&i&?ﬁrﬁhﬁfﬁZﬁ;if:t' ol
colleague Michéle Nuijten, who had used the program to conduct a 2015 study NNy
that demonstrated that about half of all papers in psychology journals contained >y - e “

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 [EESE. ) h 5 =

“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”.


https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/feb/01/high-tech-war-on-science
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Cut-throat academia leads to 'na
selection of bad science’, claims study

Scientists incentivised to publish surprising results frequently in major journals,
despite risk that such findings are likely to be wrong. suggests research

In which jo he most crucial factors determining their career. The
underlying = et R sts manage to publish in a highly selective tier of the
most prestigionis journals: ata from several lin s of evidence suggest that the methodological quality of
scientific experiments does not increase with increasing rank of the journal. On the contrary, an accumulating
body of evidence suggests the inverse: methodological quality and, consequently, reliability of published research
works in several fields may be decreasing with increasing journal rank. The data supporting these conclusions
circumvent confounding factors such as increased readership and scrutiny for these journals, focusing instead on
quantifiable indicators of methodological soundness in the published literature, relying on, in part, semi-
automated data extraction from often thousands of publications at a time. With the accumulating evidence over
the last decade grew the realization that the very existence of scholarly journals, due to their inherent hierarchy,
constitutes one of the major threats to publicly funded science: hiring, promoting and funding scientists who
publish unreliable science eventually erodes public trust in science. ,frontiers

REVIEW ARTICLE

Fromt Hom Newescs. 20 Fabmayzos1 111 HUIMaN Neuroscience

La qua“té deg“ studi DECRESCE al Prestigious Science Journals Struggle to Reach Even
crescere del ranking Average Reliability

25, Bjorn Brembs

Feb. 20 2018

Institute of Zoology—Neurogenetics. Universitat Regensburg. Regensburg, Germany


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2018.00037/full
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jadranka stojanovski a3 i
@iacad9 ‘\ gt /
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Everyone using impact factor is statistically

The Impact Factor is a bullshit

illiterate, @Protohedgehog at #osfair2017 statistic J.Tennant Barriers for young researchers, 7 Sept 2017
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Journal: CURRENT BIOLOGY

-E:mIZR Science Edition

Impact Citable Cited Citing
Mark Jourmal Title ISSN Total Cites Factor Immediacy Index Items Hall-life Hall-life

CURR BIOL 0960-9822 22589 11.910 2.683 331 3.8 4.0 ni ne”’anno X

Cited Journal 5 Citing Journal i Source Data " Jourar self Ciees

SN Lme) MmN e Jcitiin anni X-1e X-2

Cites in 2003 to items published in: 2002 = 3628 umber of items published in ) = | . . re
2001 = 3923 01 =3 rticoli «citabili»
Sum 7551 um: G634
1eglianni X-1 e X-2

Journal Impact Factor .

Cailculation: Cites to recent items

7551=11.910

. -

need a digitaldafrastré@iure , Nov. 2015

3


http://www.slideshare.net/brembs/digital-scholarship-and-open-science-need-a-digital-infrastructure
https://figshare.com/articles/Barriers_to_Open_Science_for_junior_researchers/5383711

*tmpact Factor? /2

Catriona MacCallum and 1 other Retweeted
7 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 #0OpenCon

=
STUDENT

PROFESSIONAL

JOES HANKINGS

B OAI9 and 22 others follow

J@n Velterop @Villavelius - Nov 14
(ﬁ @barendmons: "The usefulness of an article at the bench, in the field, is
@ inversely related to the impact factor of the journal." #opencon

The measure of scholardy impact & now being manipulated so much that it has ceased to be

editorial claims
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ABSTRACT

Numerous essays have addressed the misuse of the journal impact factor for

HAw ran aradamia | -1 e a4 m he imrart fartAar
| / (o] Qlauach i I \ e LWLE L /

Apnl 27, 2016 Author: Jon Tennant O 37 comments

The impact factor is academia’s worst nightmare. So much has been written about its flaws, both in calculation and
application, that there is little point in reiterating the same tired points here (see here by Stephen Curry for a good
starting point).

The problem is cyclical if you think about it: publishers use the impact factor to appeal to researchers, researchers
use the impact factor to justify their publishing decisions, and funders sit at the top of the triangle facilitating the

whole thing. One ‘chef’ of the Kitchen pipeg in By saving thal PyRliANgIs./erqaniss.the Rrokiems. tutisbillhavs to



https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/journal-impact-factors-no-longer-credible
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... e la valutazione? «Ossessione .,

The future of
scholarly scientific
communication

Conference 2015

ir citations. The partic
strongly supported the adoption of the San
Francisco Declaration on Research Assessment
(DORA) by publishers, funders and universities
xd
|

> was a call for open citation data (rather than

Metrics are subject to manipulation, so we shou

sl rarabilkiaant anhki 4t tha niimnbar Bidadadl
QOK careiully not oniy at tne numoer, DUl wnatl It

s that number purports to measure.



https://goo.gl/p6VzaS

ma cosa S| misura???

So what now? We think this work clearly highlights a major issue with metrics — they aren't measuring
what everyone commonly assumes we are measuring, or at least, are not accurately representing the
more abstract perceptions of impact and importance that we measured in our survey.

As hinted earlier, we think our research shows that impact goes beyond citation count, and beyond
I-SE e LONDON SCHOOL scholarly impact. Recent articles, such as that in PLoS Biology and Nature, also call out current

or ECONOMICS anp . .
e evaluation models for researchers. But what can we done to change current practice?

Times Chosen in Survey Times Chosen in Survey Times Chosen in survey

Home  About  Latest ~ Ourbooks  Series  Shared Widely  Most Significant Most Cited

Response Frequency —————

The academic papers researchers regar
that are highly cited

@ O @ = Citations (2013)

For many years, academia hz
measure the impact or impor
the Impact Factor and the h-i

align with researchers’ subje
Rachel Borchardt and Matth: Times Chosen in Survey Times Chosen in Survey

Shared: Chemists

compares researchers’ perceptions of significance, importa
citation data. The results reveal a strikingly large discrepanc
metric we currently use to measure it.

Academia, we have a problem. What began as an attempt-
from us and taken on a life of its own. This problem isn't p:
by scholars and researchers and, as a result, is being talke:

suonend
F 3
suonend
1sop

Citations (2013) Citations (2013) Citations (2013)



http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2018/05/14/the-academic-papers-researchers-regard-as-significant-are-not-those-that-are-highly-cited/

Sono citato, dunque esist

Epistemological Consequences of Bibliometrics:
Insights from the Scientific Community, Tommaso
Castellani, Emanuele Pontecorvo, and

Adriana Valente

SERRC — October z, 2014 — 4 Comments

2014

The aim of this paper is to investigate the consequences of the
bibliometrics-based system of evaluatlon of scientific production on the
contents and methods of sciences.

& Tweet

means of in-depth interviews to a1
. researchers. We discuss the implica March 2018
the research topic, on the experime .
' e : v
F We observe that the validation of tl l Jelte Wl;her'_ts
. acceptance and diffusion within th @JelteWicherts
practices are self-sustained througl

gf;iﬁl;i‘fﬁi“;ijg scenatios, also co- Gaming the system: When in 2010 Italian universities
w- incorporated citations in promotion decisions, self-citation
rates among social scientists went up by 81-179%

“I'm Cited, Therefore | Am sciencedirect.com/science/articl...
Constructs the Scientific |

08.09.2015, 03:51 by Chealsye Bowley o

Contents lists available at Sciencel

Research Policy

My dissertation submitted in partial fulfilm
SQrianra Terhnnlnnv and Society inthed 4

journal homepage: www elsavier.com/li

1. 2
Self-citations as strategic response to the use of metri

Marco Seeber™’, Mattia Cattaneo’, Michele Meoli”, Paolo Malighett

- citazioni

_ . . slishor perish’ i T e A s
- comportamenti adattivi ;..gtcuture in ©
ARTICLEINFO ABSTRACT
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https://figshare.com/articles/_I_m_Cited_Therefore_I_Am_How_Publishing_Constructs_the_Scientific_Identity/1536525
https://social-epistemology.com/2014/10/02/epistemological-consequences-of-bibliometrics-insights-from-the-scientific-community-tommaso-castellani-emanuele-pontecorvo-and-adriana-valente/
https://twitter.com/MCPievatolo/status/977928844580655104

I'was told impact metrics could make or break careers. Instead,
they broke my faith in scientific research

Effetto cobra] i I B

Quando gli inglesi pagavano per ogni cobra ucciso, gli indiani si } y - u\#m

misero ad allevare cobra per poi ucciderli e intascare P‘?Tfol’f}gance'dﬂ‘{]e“ CUlre IS ruining g
sclentirc resedrc Guar%lian()pinions

There is a well-known anecdote about British rule in India. In Delhi, officials were
concerned that there were too many cobras. To reduce their population, people GLI INCENTIVI POSSONO
were paid for each cobra killed. When the administrators found out that some

people had started to breed cobras to kill them and collect the reward, they AVERE CONSEGUENZE

stopped the scheme. The farmed cobras were set free, causing the population t« NON VOLUTE
explode. PUR DI PUBBLICARE

. . . . . _ ) «BENE» SI MISTIFICANO
This is the so-called cobra effect, which describes how incentives in complex

systems can have unintended consequences which exacerbate the problem the DATI..VENDIAMO COBRA
were trying to solve, ALLEVATI?

[ worry that the KPI-driven impact culture increasingly means that careful,
meticulous and incremental science is anathema in the academy, especially for
those at the early stages of their careers. There are many who are so attracted by
the prospect of success that they are willing to obfuscate, mystify and perhaps
falsify research to game the system and reap the plentiful rewards.

Most of all, I worry that instead of working towards an enlightened future, many
are simply selling farmed cobras and calling it progress.



https://www.theguardian.com/higher-education-network/2018/feb/16/performance-driven-culture-is-ruining-scientific-research?CMP=share_btn_fb
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Abbiamo deciso di riproporre in lingua italiana un prezioso intervento di Mario Biagioli apparso su Nature qualche tempo fa. Cosi
I’Autore - che ringraziamo per aver acconsentito alla pubblicazione della traduzione - ne presenta | contenuti: “La cultura del
‘publish or perish’ @ spesso chiamata sul banco degli imputati quando gli scienziati si macchiano di condotte illecite.
Alcuni ricercatori non rispettano le regole, aggiustano dati e immagini o s’‘inventano risultati per guadagnare la
pubblicazione dei propri articoli scientifici e i premi conseguenti. Tutto ci6 & appropriatamente definito una
condotta illecita. Ma si registra una inedita tipologia di cattivi comportamenti, determinata da un fattore diverso,
ma collegato a quello rlcordato, che si potrebbe definire “impact or perish”.
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https://www.nature.com/news/watch-out-for-cheats-in-citation-game-1.20246
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== |'impatto delle pubblicazioni scientifiche
genera frodi e condotte abusive

Agli scienziati non basta pit pubblicare i propri lavori. E’ imperativo che il lavoro pubblicato sia collocato in uno scaffale editoriale
che gli conferisca prestigio e influenza. Questa tensione per I'impatto di quanto si pubblica colloca gli articoli scientifici al centro
di una rete di metriche che guardano tipicamente a dove si pubblica e a quante volte il lavoro viene citato. Ottenere un buon

punteggio attraverso |‘applicazione di queste metriche diventa un obiettivo che gli scienziati e gli editori sono disposti a
raggiungere barando.

Sul piano collettivo o aggregato, queste nuove pratiche non sono piu fondate, come un tempo, sulla produzione di articoli
contenenti prove e conclusioni fraudolente. Piuttosto, sono impiegati strumenti fraudolenti per ottenere che l|‘articolo sia
pubblicato, aumentarne l'impatto e gonfiare I'importanza di quanti scrivono con I‘autore della pubblicazione incriminata. Sono
pratiche assai diffuse. Gli scienziati non devono affannarsi a cercarle, perché di esse esiste un‘evidenza quotidiana. La sezione
notizie ospitata dalle riviste scientifiche ospita ormai regolarmente liste di autori che indicano quali candidati suggeriti per la peer
review del proprio articolo nominativi cui corrispondono falsi indirizzi mail. Lo fanno per poter poi utilizzare quegli indirizzi per
fornire revisioni che siano in grado di garantire che I'articolo ottenga la pubblicazione. Il circolo delle revisioni e citazioni si spinge |
anche oltre, arrivando a scambiare false review in cambio di citazioni da parte dell’autore del pezzo oggetto della falsa review.
Altri manipolano le banche dati degli editori in modo da ottenere pil inviti a effettuare review di articoli, e in tal modo inserire
pill citazioni dei propri articoli.

Tutte le metriche della valuta2|one SC|ent|f|ca elgle destlnate a essere oggetto §
di abuso. La legge di Goodhart (che prende nome dall’economista inglese che
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- Vilume 383, Issue 9912, 11-17 January 2014, Pages 166-175
e la riproaucipliita:

doi:10.1016/50140-6736(13)62227-8
- Increasmg value and reducing waste in research design,

“’”/(”I[l(_‘ | 2 2 ﬂ conduct, and analysis

Prof John P A loannidis, MD* <. .5 & . & Prof Sander Greenland, DrPH", Prof Mark A Hiatky, MD® <,
Muin J Kheury, MO, Prof Malcolm R Macleod, 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

Rival Scientists Cast Doubt '_.-’4
Upon Recent Discovery -
About lnvmmble Ammals
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oec s 2o [[ENEEe Atlantic blog, Dec4 2015
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obtaining reproducible results,

i thebmj Research v  Education~  News&Views-  Campaigns Archive

Sluggish data sharing hampers reproducibility effort

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

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

Research

' Restoring Study 329: efficacy and harms of paroxetine and imipramine
in treatment of major depression in adolescence | .

Richard Van Neorden

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

03 June 2015 doi:10.1038/nature.2015.17694

Conclusions Neither paroxetine nor high dose imipramine showed efficacy for major depression in
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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http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)62227-8
doi:10.1038/nature.2015.17694

41““‘\! ““”‘"‘1;‘—'
1 “4 " lz“

Ll efficaci

_—

Il paradosso

AVERAGE PRICE AVERAGE PRICE
PER TITLE DISCIPLINE PER TITLE

Chemistry 35,105 Technology
Physics 4 508 Zoology
y Engineering 3,244 Math & Computer Science
7 } Biology 3,104 Health Sciences

gIS the Staggel'lngly pl'Ofltable F —" Food Science 2,728 General Science
Jbusiness of scientific R | Astronomy e Shacuity
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Spublishing bad for science? i -

Pz = SOURCE: LJ PERIODICALS PRIC URVEY 2016
It is an industry like no other, with profit margins to rival Google - and it was [l .

created by one of Britain's most notorious tycoons: Robert Maxwell. By Stephen
Buranvi -

er:E The long read

tagli ai budget=
minore possibilita
di leggere
di essere letti

3

... hell’era del web in cui
tutto e disponibile...



https://www.theguardian.com/science/2017/jun/27/profitable-business-scientific-publishing-bad-for-science
http://www.arl.org/stats/annualsurveys/arlstats/arlstats11.shtml
http://www.economist.com/news/science-and-technology/21577035-open-access-scientific-publishing-gaining-ground-free-all
http://lj.libraryjournal.com/2016/04/publishing/fracking-the-ecosystem-periodicals-price-survey-2016/

Heather Joseph @ o
@hjoseph
Wow...libraries who cancel outrageously
expensive - and unreasonably restrictive-
journal subscription bundles are “selfish,” and

should try and get along better with the
publishers who are selling them?? For real???

o & Tradudi il Tweet
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N Library Loon
™ @Gavialib
For publishers and their quislings, “it's just

business” only counts when they are the ones
saying it.
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When librarians say it, we are “selfish” and
“short-sighted.”

The genderedness of this particular hypocrisy
will be left as an exercise for the reader. re Inst endl _ _
An increasing number of universities are ending, or threatening to end, bundled

i i i Pat Tully "
.G.|I editori accusano le @ Pat Tully
biblioteche che cancellano

abbonamenti di essere
«egoiste». E business: non ho

More institutions consider ending their 'big deals’ with publishers

<

In risposta a @hjoseph

For libraries it is a business decision--it is just

_ not affordable to pay big deal prices and

_soldi,non pag negotiations with publishers often go

nowhere. Libraries aren't cancelling out of

L M8 "W anger, selfishness or short-sightedness--they
: E_ can no longer afford the product.

\.

1751 -8 mag 2018
https://twitter.com/GaviaLib/status/993881150249754624
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@ Mike TOylor 5 @ \1aychy 28,2018 € )
@MikeTaylor -~ 4

The opening remarks by the hosts of
conferences are usually highly
forgettable, a courtesy platform offered
to a high-ranking academic who has

. I » .. . D 4 ) l
] —— nothing to say about the conference's
a) Mike T@ylor = = @M|keTayI(?r - 28 mar o v subject. NOT THIS TIME!
2mO04s: "On the side of the scientists there is an atomistic market where, up to 5 oo et

now and unfortunately, many of the actors play without having any clue about

the economic consequences of their activities." Martin Grotschel

NS Sl JEEN
Editori monopolistici:

-dominano il mercato B Mike T@ylor 55 B @MikeTaylor - 28 mar v

-hanno pl"OfIttI grotteschi % 2m38s: "On the publishers' side there is a very small number of huge publication
. . . enterprises with very smart marketing people. They totally dominate the market,

-€ pretendono di fare i buoni produce grotesque profits, and amazingly manage to pretend to be the Good

Samaritani de“a scienza Samaritans of the sciences.”

B -
7 -

i/

h % Mike T@ylor 55 B @ MikeTaylor - 28 mar v
=

3m18s: "When you, the small publishers, discuss with the representatives of the

big guys, these are most likely very friendly to you. But [...] when it comes to

discussing system changes, when the arguments get tight, the smiles disappear .
and the greed begins to gleam.”

J— p— &

>
4

«se non rinnovate il contratto |a scienza s e S lens

. . . Mike T@ylor =5 B8 @MikeTaylor - 28 mar
»
nel vostro peisee Minnelie indietro 4m00s: "One big publisher stated: if your country stops subscribing to our

CURIOSO CHE A DIRLO SIA UN journals, science in your country will be set back significantly. | responded [...] it is
PRODUTTORE DI BUSTE CHE NON HA interesting to hear such a threat from a producer of envelopes who does not

have any idea of the contents.”

IDEA DI COSA CONTENGANO '
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$14.2m; Smith, ThomsonReuters $13.4m;
McKinstry, Wolters Kluwer $13.3m. goo.g|
/ET7Y1f

15:23 - 13 ott 2017

Open Access EC r P
© @openaccessic Gl

"RELX as a whole — of which Elsevier accounts
. for a third of revenue - paid out £762 million
in dividends to shareholders." i.e. EUR 865

million W24 B

SPARC Europe @SPARC EU
Elsevier's profits swell to more than £900 million, but ‘risks’ of #openaccess and a shift
away from subscription model could halt growth, publisher’s financial results reveal.

1/3 800=288 milioni di
' C. Riesenweber rotowing I3 soldi pubblici
o (1.100.000 euro UniTO)
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Elsevier's profits swell to more than £900 million

But risks’ of open access and a shift away from subscription model could halt growth, publisher's
financial results reveal

February 20, 2018

By David Matthews
Twitter: @DavidMiourns

timeshighereducation.com/news,

In a section disclosing the "principal risks” o Elseviers busine: ElseV|er O[:I #qpenaccess: Some Of these ; —~
journals are “sold largely on a paid subscription basis". methOdS, if Wldely adopted, could adversely = t_-‘-_
affect our revenue from paid subscriptions”

'
-

“There is continued debate in gavernment, academic and libr

:
principal customers for our STM [scientific, technical and med o
content, regarding to what extent such content should be fun
authors or authors’ funders andfor made freely available in s
publication,” it says.

“some of these methods, if widely adopted, could adversely a

punctum books @punctum_books
subscriptions,” the results add. Fuck Elsevier. Like, seriously fuck them. Enjoy the cash, dudes. Because your time is

seriously almost up. timeshighereducation.com/news/elseviers...
https://twitter.com/c_riesen/status/966562709696335872

ne\ s/elséviers-proﬁts-swelI-more-psQOO-miIIion
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The more we stress there are alternatives
for many of the current journal functions,
the more #Elsevier buys up the alternatives
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Publishers are increasingly in control of scholarly infrastructure and why we

should care
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Opening the Black Box of Scholarly
Communication Funding: A Public Data
Infrastructure for Financial Flows in Academic
Publishing

Authors: Stuart Lawson (&, Jonathan Gray, Michele Mauri

Share: f ¥ 3 in
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10.2.4 Increasing Number of Offset Deals
for the public offering

During the periods under review, so-called _ have further gained ground. Under an “offset
deal”, a consortium of institutions located in the relevant country gains access to journals in exchange for a lump
sum, which is comprised of a readership fee covering access to non-open access content and a publication fee
covering article processing charges (“APCs”) of a pre-determined number of articles authored by researchers at
those institutions. These articles are then made freely available on an open access basis around the world. We
have entered into offset deals in a number of countries, including in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Austria. While these offset deals may not always be as economically attractive as individual

s contracts, they allow us to capture a large number of customers with a single contract. Springer Prospectus Apr. 25 |

10.2.5 Increasing Share in Revenues from Open Access

Under traditional subscription models, the users of journals and eBooks pay for access to content. In the
case of eBooks, we in turn pay authors and editors for their contributions. Open access models inverse this
model. Publications are made available online, typically free of charge, and authors generally pay us an APC|to
have their work published in one of our open access publications.

as open access publications are
mstitutions, not libraries. Accordingly, revenues
stemming from APCs are in the short- to medium-term supplementary to the subscription business, not

cannibalistic.
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Strong Leadership: Strategic Focus on Research, with a High-Quality Brand Portfolio, Global Scale
and Favorable Positioning to Benefit from Strong Growth in the Open Access Publishing Market.

as market participants increasingly differentiate in

the open access market with regard to APCs according to a journal’s impact factor. m
includes a large number of Teading brands. such as such as Nature Communicatio cientific Reports an

ns,
Springer Open. and high impact factor publications. [N g,

Springer Prospectus Apr. 25

are al gioco,
Yolto sperco]

g i Andre®s Ferus @ferli90 - 19 h May 6 2018
Paul Thirion @PaulThir - 3 h R Mav 6 2018 Scholarly publishers whose primary objective isn't to provide valuable services to

hould ic] . h i . promote an open #scholcomm ecosystem but to maximize their profits shouldn't
Should rename APC (Article Processing charges) to PPC (Profit Processing, eligible for getting money out of public funds in the future!
Charges)

Jean-Sebastien Caux @jscaux
The prospectus for the IPO of Springer Nature
Cynical and shameless. How long will the research community be proxy.dbagproject.de/mediacenter/re... should be compulsory reading for any

. : . . funder/university/agency representative negotiating with publishers. You can
?
manIPU|ated like this 7 twitter.com/mnkrchrd/statu... then question whether you should support #SciPost and similar initiative...

Bernard Rentier @bernardrentier
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for the public offering

12.3.1 Capitalize on our Leading Position in Open Access. Springer Prospectus Apr. 25

access, making us a pioneer and the clear leader in the pure open access market and a leading force in the hybrid

open access market.

In order to increase submissions, we intend to develop our open access title portfolio by selecting
content for our publications that we believe will support the impact factor and increase the reputation of our
existing journals and by launching new journals in areas we perceive to be underserved by open access
publications. We also intend to enhance our hybrid offerings, i.e., journals that contain both open access and
subscription content. We also seek to increase the number of submissions through digital marketing and author
communication initiatives that aim at further improving the brand recognition and usage of our journals.

We aim at achieving our target acceptance rate through a number of initiatives. These initiatives include
increasing the speed and quality of our acceptance process and further enhancing our peer reviewer network and
support system and more aggressively pursuing the transfer of articles submitted to, but not ideally suited for,

other publications.
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@jscaux - @bernardrentier

The prospectus for the IPO of Springer ’S Cynical and shameless. How long will the
Nature research community be manipulated like this

proxy.dbagproject.de/mediacenter/re ... Lot
should be compulsory reading for any \‘l I

. . ! tance rate through a n ichard k krehrd
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negotiating with publishers. You can then P i ARCs by v s questa discussione
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o the discipline and i

question whether you should support e
#SciPost and similar initiatives, or can afford
not to.

=
@ Traduci il Tweet Peter Murray-Rust
gt @petermurrayrust

'y & Traduci il Tweet

m \ardrentier/status/992883675393150976
A

13:38 - 5 mag 2018
In risposta a @MsPhelps

22 et 28V B O kit iBBE Outrage. The Matthew Principle: Rich get
Richer. APC = extortion. This tells the Global
| South to get lost. Springer does not want to
communicate science, it wants to tax it till it's
dry. And the rich wets uses taxes to pay for
personal vanity. Knowledge neo-colonialism.

& Traduci il Tweet

12:14 - 5 mag 2018

7 Mi piace ‘ B/
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Linking impact factor to 'open access' charges ﬁi 4 p oreg
reates more inequality in academic publishing ‘ |

Simply adding an ‘open access’ option to the existing prestige-based journal system at ever ! :
ncreasing costs is not the fundamental change publishing needs, says In the document, aimed at potential shareholders, the company outlines how it
Sosman stands to profit from APC (article processing charge)-based gold open access in an

otherwise traditional publishing system that remains focused on high-impact factor
journals. From this perspective, a market with high barriers to entry for new
players is a desirable situation. Any calls for transparency of contracts, legislation
against exclusive ownership of content by publishers, public discussion on pricing

ay 16, 2018

models and a move towards broader assessment criteria — beyond impact factors -

are all seen as a threat to the company's profits. Whether this position also
benefits the global research community is a question worth asking.

The open access market is seen by

SpringerNature as differentiated by

e e Y wia Publishers split over impact factor, making it possible to
mlﬁgsm May1s, 2018 [@E* | how to tﬁckle charge much higher APCs for publishing
RANKIN‘GS PROFESSIONAL  JOBS  SUMMITS RANKINGS Researc GaRtEGAD MORE ) Open access |n hlgh |mpact factor

journals. Quite revealing is that on page

Springer Nature is committed to being a part of the 9? of the prosfpedusf Spr_'ngerl\.lature
open-access movement aims to EXp|OIt the situation to increase

Institutions, research funding bodies and publishers must all work together to change the system in priceSl “We also aim at increaSing APCs by increaSing the value we offer to authors

the interest of advancing research, says Steven Inchcoombe

needed to fulfil our obligations. This has seen us
uﬂmﬂ stop using journal impact factors in isolation in
our marketing (note: a prospectus is a legal
document aimed at potential investors, not a marketing tool for authors or librarians). In fact, for

May 18, 2018

more than 10 years, long before DORA, Nature editorials have expressed concerns about the overuse


https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/springer-nature-committed-being-part-open-access-movement#survey-answer
https://www.timeshighereducation.com/blog/linking-impact-factor-open-access-charges-creates-more-inequality-academic-publishing

.18 Fiprova f“ j

—
Compared to traditional publishers, open access publishers face lower barriers to entry. For example,
pure open access market participants do not require a sizeable sales force. Furthermore, the technical equipment
required for open access publishing, such as hardware and software, is becoming less expensive. While the
offerings of new and smaller competitors may be of lower quality, an increase in these offerings may
nevertheless lead to a reduction in demand for our subscription-based offerings. New competitors in the open
access market may also gain market share, resulting in a weakening of our market position. Furthermore,
increased competition in the open access market could put downward pressure on the APCs, thereby adversely
affecting margins we earn in the open access business. If any of these risks were to materialize, our investments
in the open access business model would not yield the expected returns, and our results could be materially
adversely affected. Springer Prospectus Apr. 25

... quindi, anche la crescita delle APC non fa
altro che perpetuare
la logica perversa degli abbonamenti...
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/ In: Science Politics * Tags: open access, publishers a

( Notwithstanding the barrage of criticisms and warnings from every g-4 :

corner of the scholarly community, various initiatives, mainly in the
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http://bjoern.brembs.net/2018/04/why-open-access-big-deals-are-worse-than-subscriptions/

"They take our free labour, package it, and sell it

¢ back to us for windfall profits. The result is thatone [." .
[, of our core activities - sharing research - is largely Pr1nc1ples of the Self‘J OUI'Ilal Of

¢ governed by the drive to deliver shareholder value. - y 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 M

LSE Impact,

Augs, 2017

Inappropriateness

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

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
scentifcknowiedge,unlike money, s something s owners want toshare 1ot
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
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http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/08/15/scholarly-communications-shouldnt-just-be-open-but-non-profit-too/
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Open Access negotiators prepare for a future

FO rS N . . - ‘ " without publishers

door Sicco de Knecht

4 mei 2018 | Berlin last Wednesday was the stage for a first ever international meeting of academic open access
negotators. At the invitation of Horst Hippler, chair of the German conference of university rectors and the Projekt

DEAL initiatives, representatives from all over the world met to share their views and tales of the ongoing

negotiations. As a special guest the newly appointed special envoy for open access of the EU, former DG Robert-Jan
legation from the University of California.
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feeling that academic publishers are trying to squeeze every last drop out of the current business model. In pu bb||C|

Universities are fed up

Judging the overall atmosphere of the meeting Meijer can safely conclude that there is a “high level of frustration

amongst academic insitutes.” After many rounds of negotiations many of the parties involved are left with the

Im porta nte e boycotted the largest publisher Elsevier since the beginning of the E pazienza ha un

condividere limite
informazioni in futuro potremmo

UNIRE LE FORZE A anche fare a meno di

LIVELLO IMPSSIBLEPSSIB | loro
INTERNAZIONALE egotiations. “You have to understand that up until now the negotiators on the side of the academic publishers
ad the luxioury of constantly meeting new people at the negotiating table.” Meijer believes that the lack of

(cosa Che Ita I 1a NON nformation on the side of the academic institutions has held back progress for too long. “Those days are over now

ha fatto) e are sharing information and deciding on a common strategy at an international level.”

ion, but I expect many more countries to follow in Germany’s

from his eight years as DG. I have high expectations of him.” Smits himself is determined

but expects tough negotiations. “I think we're heading for a major clash, especially now

universities are joining forces on a European level. However, I really hope to reach an =W
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agreement with all parties.”

Smits will present his OA plans this Summer. In this plan for the European Commission he
will have to indicate how the EU is going to meet the goal, set by the European ministers, of

100% OA in 2020. “If we keep moving at this pace, we'll never reach our goals,” Meijer says,

confirming that a future plan might not include the academic publishers whatsoever.


https://www.scienceguide.nl/2018/05/open-access-negotiators-prepare-for-a-future-without-publishers/

Bernard Rentier

=~ @bernardrentier
The RELX Group (ex-Reed-Elsevier)
reports >8.3 B€ revenue for 2017
(+4.5%) with >2.6 B£ profit (+6%),
largely exceeding the annual budget of
the Exploratory Research Program
funded by the European Research
Council (1.87 B£ yearly). With whose
support? relx.com/~/media/Files/ ...
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The accomplices are you and me, the

researchers who pay to publish, the
researchers who evaluate them, the

researchers who review their articles
graciously for the benefit of the

publishers, the researchers who pay to
read. All being afflicted with prestige-

pendency syndrome.
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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

solve only a fraction of the problem. Neither 'open research data' alone will do. W
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incentivi perversi +
ipercompetizione =
comportamenti scorretti/dati falsi

RISCHIO: PERDITA DI FIDUCIA
NELLA SCIENZA
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Academic Research in the 21st Century: Maintaining Scientific Integrity
in a Climate of Perverse Incentives and Hypercompetition

Marc A Edwards"T and Siddhartha Roy"

Go to

Over 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 15 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 15 possible in 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

pubhc good, and incentivize altruistic and Lthh_al outcomes_ while de- mehamzmg output.
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Yes, the planet got destroyed. But for a beautiful moment
in time we created a lot of value for shareholders.”
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