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Background 

These changes are evident in how scholars communicate 

among themselves but also in how they communicate with 

stakeholders, including funders and the public. 

The scholarly community is experiencing the most 

profound changes in how it communicates since the 

establishing of conventions for writing scientific papers. 

These changes are taking place in a context of external pressures to 

make research faster and more robust; to improve knowledge 

transfer; to generate more impact; to make the scientific community 

more accountable to society at large; the natural desire of individuals 

to build reputations; and significant technological innovations which 

seem to offer new forms of interaction and exchange. 



Scholars’ attitudes 

A small cohort finds it useful to publish 
early research ideas via blogs, etc: 

Early adopters are not ‗usual suspects‘ 

Many consider new forms of scholarly 
communication ‗unscientific‘, dangerous 
and a waste of time: 

Lack of quality control, evidence of benefits, 
time to experiment 

Procter R. et al. (2010). Adoption and Use of Web 2.0 in Scholarly 

Communication. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A.  
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Scholars’ attitudes 

―If it increases your 

profile and more 

people were aware of 

the work you did that 

would be a benefit. 

―I have a negative 

attitude to use blogs 

and videos in 

research. Once it‘s 

finished it should be 

published otherwise 

it will be anarchy in 

science.‖ 

―I don‘t think my immediate 

colleagues in the (…) 

department are using Web 2, 

not to any great extent, not that 

I know of.‖  

―But I do need people to recommend 

why I need to change to use something.‖  

―The blog system is 

being run by people 

who we see as not 

technically 

competent enough 

to do it reliably.‖  

―I‘m enthusiastic in that I think there‘s a lot of 

potential there, but pragmatically I think there 

are problems still because people don‘t have the 

knowledge (…) to make use of it.‖ 

―I can see other people using it and I‘d like to be 

able [to] use it better. I really could do with 

having a tutorial or something, but I really don‘t 

have time to do all these things (…)‖  



Scholars’ attitudes 

―One of the key social skills 

for the 21st century is 

building and maintaining your 

network (…) It is also about 

filtering the information 

coming in.‖ 

 

―[I] wouldn‘t use Wikipedia or anything like 

that, anything that isn‘t peer reviewed like 

that is worthless‖.  

―[blogs] not very taken seriously, even 

blogs based on Nature [colleagues] find it 

time consuming and not very credible, 

interesting yes, but it‘s almost regarded as 

piece of entertainment first and potentially 

useful almost serendipitously.‖ 

―I‘d rather spend the time 

thinking about what I‘m going 

to do next rather than spend it 

telling others what I‘m doing 

(…) I think it‘s definitely a 

younger person‘s thing.‖  

―In our university we have a certain 

guideline what may or not may be put onto 

the blog. I have to agree that something 

needs to be saved and I don‘t want people 

to say: we just discovered X.‖  



Scholars’ attitudes 

―If it increases your 

profile and more 

people were aware of 

the work you did that 

would be a benefit.‖  

―There are career benefits too. Those 

working in the media field who are actively 

using these materials and are perceived to 

be on the ‗cutting edge‘ are often very 

successful.‖  

―It almost offers you a half way house in 

that you can be less formal, you don‘t have 

to have completed your research project, 

you can talk about your research findings 

as it were and it‘s kind of put out there in 

the public space and people can comment 

or interact without having to wait until your 

final output is a journal article that will 

appear in print.‖  

 ―I think peer-review is essential (...) I think 

a lot of publications that I can use 

somehow are less useful because of 

suspicion that they were not peer-

reviewed. It might not be common for 

areas where people put their materials 

online.‖  

―I think the current system is unsustainable 

because of the demands of work load and 

the peer review process.‖  



Scholars’ attitudes 

―Things like citation rates that come 

out of a formal process can be 

tracked (…), but reader comments 

and ratings would be so open to 

abuse it‘s hard to imagine that people 

would interpret it as valid of the 

paper‘s worth.‖  

―Blogs are good for discussions about 

policymaking and planning where science 

goes in the future. This is good for 

bouncing ideas around the community. 

Some of these are closed because some 

of the discussions are sensitive and they 

want the people involved to be free to say 

what they want.‖ 

―I think this whole idea of using social 

networking tools in science is intriguing 

and we've really only begun to scrape the 

surface because, at heart, a lot of science 

is a social networking exercise. It's quite a 

good model for science when we finally get 

our head around it and I‘m only beginning 

to start to understand that, I think.‖  

―I do not support Open Science and I do 

not see any benefits for me. I have a 

negative attitude to use blogs and 

videos in research. Once it‘s finished it 

should be published otherwise it will be 

anarchy in science.‖  



eResearch 

Greater collaboration and increased sharing of resources 
will create conditions for faster time to discovery and more 
robust science. 

 

 

 

 

Goble C. et al. (2011). Accelerating Scientists‘ Knowledge Turns 

Features of the social organisation of scholarly 

communication practices that make them slow and 

ineffective will disappear. 



Peer review 

―… no system of shared useful (or any kind 
of) knowledge can exist without some 
mechanism that generates trust. The 
apparent skepticism with which scientists 
treated the knowledge created by their 
colleagues increased the trust that 
outsiders could have in the findings, 
because they could then assume—as is 
still true today—that these findings had 
been scrutinized and checked by other 
―experts.‖‖ Mokyr, J. (2005). The 
Intellectual Origins of Modern Economic 
Growth 

 



Peer review 
―In science, peer review matters not just for scientific truth, but, in 
the broader context, for society‘s perception of science. Peer review 
matters for the integrity of science. Scientific integrity is the basis for 
public trust in us, in our results, in science. Most people don‘t 
understand the technical details of a scientific result, let alone how it 
was obtained, what assumptions were made, in what contexts the 
result is applicable, or what practical implications it has.‖  

Wing J. (2011). Reviewing Peer 

Review. CACM  



Peer review 

Peer review is the ‗gold standard‘ for judging the quality of scholarly 
work. Yet, from Merton onwards, doubts have been cast about its 
efficacy  

Bias (gender) – discriminates against women; bias (affiliation) – 
stifles innovation by concentrating resources and talents around 
a few institutions; ineffectiveness in detecting errors, fraud; slow; 
reviewers overloaded and increasingly difficult to recruit; lack of 
accountability 

―Recent estimates predicted that peer evaluation is applied to more 

than 1 million journal articles per year, not to mention conferences, 

research proposals, fellowships etc. This casts serious doubt about 

the possibility that voluntary, uncompensated peer review can go on 

efficiently without reform.‖ Squazzoni F., Gandelli C. (2012). Saint 

Matthew strikes again: An agent-based model of peer review and the 

scientific community structure. Journal of Informetrics 

Any belief that peer review is a fair and consistent process is utopian 

[…] Nevertheless, the peer review process does tend to select the 

better articles for publication; and, flawed as it is, there is no better 

alternative. Hall J.C. How to dissect surgical journals. 

http://www.anzsurg.com/view/0/dissectingSurgicalJournals.html  

http://www.anzsurg.com/view/0/dissectingSurgicalJournals.html


―Several experiments in open peer review (such as done by Nature 

in 2006, British Medical Journal in 1999, and Journal of Interactive 

Media in Education in 1996) have had mixed results in terms of the 

quality and tone of the reviews. Interestingly, and perhaps 

unsurprisingly, many of those who are invited to review under the 

new model decline to do so, potentially reducing the pool of 

reviewers. This is particularly worrisome for academic conferences 

and journals, at a time when we desperately need more reviewers 

due to the growth of the number of submissions.‖ Wing, J. (2011). 

Reviewing Peer Review. CACM.  

Reforming peer review 

―… the Web, open source software, and Wikipedia have shown us that 
filtering after publication, rather than before, can work too. And filtering is 
not so hard. Filtering after publication is clearly the future […] It could not 
work in a paper-based culture. But there is no reason why it can‘t work in 
the near future.‖ Daniel Lemire http://cacm.acm.org/blogs/blog-cacm/98560-
why-peer-review-matters/comments  

Smith R. (2011). What is post publication peer review? 

http://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2011/04/06/richard-smith-what-is-post-

publication-peer-review/ 
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Reforming peer review 

Other experiments in post-publication peer review seek 

to move beyond the confines of established publication 

outlets and make review radically open.  

―Peerevaluation.org aims at 

becoming a place where 

scholars come to make sure 

that they are getting the best 

of online sharing: increased 

dissemination, visibility, 

accessibility, commentary, 

and discussion, fruitful 

collaborations and, finally, 

evidence of impact, influence 

and re-use.‖ 

Crowdsourcing peer review. 





Impact and how to increase 
it 

In parallel with growth in interest in new forms of peer 

review, we are seeing in scholars experimenting with 

new ways of measuring – and generating – impact.  



 



 



 

What do these numbers actually mean? The short answer 

is: probably something useful, but we‘re not sure what. We 

believe that dismissing the metrics as ―buzz‖ is short-sited: 

surely people bookmark and download things for a reason. 

http://total-impact.org/about 



Can tweets predict citations? 



Questions 

Change is unpredictable ―[…] while in principle electronic 

communication serves to widen access and availability, the practical 

effect of search, reputation and recommendation tools may in fact be to 

narrow it […] it is possible that electronic distribution and evaluation 

systems will heighten the already-known ―rich-get-richer‖ phenomenon 

of citation, and perhaps reinforce existing inequalities of attention.‖ 

Birikou A. et al. (2011). Alternatives to Peer Review: Novel Approaches 

for Research Evaluation. Front Comput Neurosci, 5.  

Too much conversation and not enough 

action ―The main obstacle, of course, is 

unquestionably the added time required for 

scholars to participate in additional review 

activities (and the lack of formalized credit 

for doing so). Harley D., Acord S.K. (2011). 

Peer Review in Academic Promotion and 

Publishing: Its Meaning, Locus, and Future. 

Center for Studies in Higher Education, UC 

Berkeley 



Questions 

Change is risky Peer review has evolved over 

more than 250 years. It has its flaws but there 

are potentially grave risks in introducing major 

changes when implications are unpredictable.  

"When [the public] read in the news that ―Scientists 

state X,‖ there is an immediate trust that ―X‖ is true. 

They know that science uses peer review to vet 

results before they are published. They trust this 

process to work. It is important for us, as scientists, 

not to lose the public trust in science. That‘s why 

peer review matters.‖ Wing, J. (2011). Reviewing 

Peer Review. CACM. 

Are new forms of scholarly communication 

at less or greater risk of being manipulated 

by vested interests?  

Is not having the conversation in public a 

necessary price for maintaining public 

trust?  

Will bad science drive 

out the good? 


