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Wh.y You Sholuld Be Hot.and Bothered Abdut
'Climate-gate'
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The scholarly community is experiencing the most
profound changes in how it communicates since the * ’
establishing of conventions for writing scientific papers. I

W a . N . BN =

These changes are evident in how scholars communicate 1
among themselves but also in how they communicate with ,

stakeholders, including funders and the public. I
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These changes are taking place in a context of external pressures to
make research faster and more robust; to improve knowledge

' the scientific community
atural desire of individuals ﬂ
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Science depends on good quality of data. It also relies on replication and sharing data. But the last couple
of days have uncovered some shocking revelations. Computer hackers have obtained 160 megabytes of
e-mails from the Climate Research Unit at the University of East Anglia in England. These g-mails, which
have now been confirmed as real, involved many researchers across the globe with ideologically similar
advocates around the world. They were brazenly discussing the destruction and hiding of data that did not
support global warming claims. The academics here also worked closely with the U.N.'s Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change.
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A small cohort finds it useful to publish
| - early research ideas via blogs, etc: , |
Early adopters are not
{ Many consider new forms of scholarly ,

communi cation oéunsci'e
and a waste of time:

Lack of quality control, evidence of benefits, y [
time to experiment
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* Procter R. et al. (310). Adoption and Use of Web 2.0 in *cholarly
C’mmunic\ation. Philosopical Trans*:tions of'the Royal Society A. /
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coll eagues i n t hatitude ® Jse blogs being run by people
department are using Web 2, and videos in who we see as not 1
not to any great extent, notthat r esear c h. N ¢ technically
| know of . 0 finished it should be competent enough ,
w published otherwise | to do it reli a
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paper 6s worth. o
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Al think this whole
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
to start to
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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
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®  Greater collaboration and increased sharing of resources
will create conditions for faster time to discovery and more

robust science. , |
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New Treatment!
eFe) . The Power of the Commons:
=08 PR il New Treatment! To dramatically decrease the length ,
A ) of inter-lab knowledge turns and

’ \ // optimize the pace of discovery ’
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Features of the social organisation of scholarly /
communication practices that make them slow and
ineffective will disappear. ‘I
' : AR, |

' \ b ‘ a
| Goble C. et al. (2011). Accel er e

| N\ I o s . @



tt
L

Nné no system of
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 assumed as is
still true todayd that these findings had
been scrutinized and checked by other

N e x p e MMdky,.J. §2005). The
Intellectual Origins of Modern Economic
Growth
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Aln science, peer review matters
the broader context, for societybo
matters for the integrity of science. Scientific integrity is the basis for
public trust iIin us, 1 n our resu
understand the technical details of a scientific result, let alone how it *
was obtained, what assumptions were made, in what contexts the
result I s applicable, or what pr-a
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Peer review is the 6gold standar do
work. Yet, from Merton onwards, doubts have been cast about its
efficacy

Bias (gender) 1 discriminates against women; bias (affiliation) i

stifles innovation by concentrating resources and talents around
[TRecent estimates predicted 't hatS, Faud; slaw;a i

than 1 million journal articles per year, not to mention conferences, acruit; lack of

research proposals, fellowships etc. This casts serious doubt about
the possibility that voluntary, uncompensated peer review can go on

effici
Matthew strik At the journal Molecular Ecology, we find little evidence for T
scientific com  the common belief that the peer-review system is
\ overburdened by the rising tide of submissions. r
~\ .

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

[ €] Nevertheless, the peer review
* better articles for publication; and, flawed as it is, there is no better
' alternative. Hall J.C. How to dissect surgical journals.
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http://www.anzsurg.com/view/0/dissectingSurgicalJournals.html
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née the Web, open source software, an:
filtering after publication, rather than before, can work too. And filtering is
not so hard. Filtering after publ i cay
workinapaper-based culture. But there i s gn
t he n e arDarfieuLenire letp:/fcacm.acm.org/blogs/blog-cacm/98560- ,

why-peer-review-matters/comments

in 2006‘, British Medica"J' urnal iﬁ' 1999, zlﬂd Journal of Irllteractive'
Megia in Education in 1996) have had rgixed result*!n tegms of the t
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reviewers. This is comments are so sparse. My frien w o blogs a.r cricket.com may get comments In
! response to a short blog, and blogs in the Guardian, for example, will often have several
andjournals, at a - R
hundred comments. In contrast, the majority of scientific articles attract no comments

due t o t whatsoever. )

Reviewing Peer Rv..v..“v. ...... —
{ t Smith RﬁOll). WhatE post publicatio"n peer review? l
4

v a
!

(3N | . 4 4

f



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

¥

N a

Other experiments in post-publication peer review seek
to move beyond the confines of established publication
outlets and make review radically open.
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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 r

and re-use.o
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Crowdsourcing peer review.
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If you think research and knowledge are as vital to humanity as
air, water, bread and freedom, then you probably know what
Peer Evaluation is about.

Peer Evaluation is about giving Open Access to your primary data, working papers, articles,
media and having them all reviewed and discussed by your peers. Peer evaluation is a strong
supporter of qualified peer reviewing and is, in that respect, a valuable supplement, inspiration
and hub for peer reviewed journals and publications. Finally, Peer Evaluation is an independent
and community interest project.
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Scientific Reputation and Trust

Supporting Peer to Peer Reputation

Why is Peer Reviewing Not Anonymized on Peer Evaluation
Drive your Research and your Reputation

Restoring Privacy and Mutual Respect

How Does Peer Evaluation Make Money

Yes to Multilingual Research

What is a Community Interest Project

More Acknowledgements

1- Scientific Reputation and Trust
Scientific reputation is essential to researchers for their academic advancement, tenure, research
arants and fellowships. It relies. most of the times. on guantitative metrics such as the H Index
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. Impact and how to increase |}
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m In paraIIeI with growth in mterest In new forms of peer ’
' review, we are seeing in scholars experimenting with
new ways of measuring i and generating i |mpact !
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