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Good and open research practices 

openly share 
project proposals 

involve public / patients  
in drafting 

research proposals 

share hypothesis before  
starting research  

search for OA literature  
extensively search for  

existing data before 
generating your own 

use easily attainable  
software to allow 

anyone to reproduce 
your results 



Good and open research practices 

store data in the most  
open format possible 

cite OA versions of  
literature & provide  

data and code citations 

executable, forkable  
publications, including  

text, code & data 

acknowlegde  
contributor roles  
in a publication 

publish preprints, 
encourage feedback /  

open peer review 

translate research objects  
in world languages 



Good and open research practices 

communicate analyzed data 
with: experts, non-expert 

scientists, lay-public 

make re-use and licensing 
guidelines explicit 

assessment of scientists  
based on a variety 
 of contributions,  
not just H-index 

refuse to be part of  
all male of all white  

panels 

use metrics of  
commercial /social  

applications to  
 assess research 

publish  pre-publication  
history (version + reviews) 



Three goals for science & scholarship (G-E-O) 

• declaring competing interests 
• replication & reproducibility 
• meaningful assessment 
• effective quality checks 
• credit where it is due 
• no fraud, plagiarism 

• connected tools & platforms 
• no publ. size restrictions 
• null result publishing 
• speed of publication 
• (web)standards, IDs 
• semantic discovery 
• re-useability 
• versioning 

open peer review  • 

open (lab)notes  • 

plain language  • 

open drafting  • 

open access  • 

CC-0/BY  • 

good 

efficient open 

technical 
changes & 
standards 

research 
governance 

changes 

economic  
& copyright 

changes 

researcher 

funder 

publisher 

public 

government library 
= 

reproducible 
& transparent 





https://cos.io/our-services/open-science-badges-details/
https://cos.io/rr/


https://cos.io/our-services/open-science-badges-details/
https://www.protocols.io/explore
https://www.protocols.io/explore
https://scicrunch.org/resources


http://datadryad.org/
https://figshare.com/
https://zenodo.org/
https://doi.org/10.3233/ISU-170824


https://badges.mozillascience.org/


 DOI 10.12688/f1000research.4263.2 

http://jupyter.org/about.html
http://f1000.com/resources/FINAL_F1000_Living_Research_22Apr15.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.4263.2


https://arxiv.org/
https://osf.io/preprints/psyarxiv
http://biorxiv.org/
https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv
https://www.ssrn.com/en/
http://blog.scielo.org/en/2017/02/22/scielo-preprints-on-the-way/
https://osf.io/preprints/lawarxiv
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Peer review models – dimensions of change 

Timing Criteria Journal-independent Recruitment 

Blindness  Reports published Names published Credit 



http://www.pre-val.org/


https://scirev.sc/
http://statcheck.io/


A life cycle model of peer review - limited 

reviews 
↑ 

→ time (months) 

20 
 

15 
 

10 
 

5 

 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 20 22 24 

formal peer review pre-pub peer review post-pub peer review (PPPR) 

no open 
availability of draft 

& “pre-prints” 

weak PPPR & 
commenting 

culture 



A life cycle model of peer review - enhanced 

reviews 
↑ 

→ time (months) 

40 
 

30 
 

20 
 

10 

 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 20 22 24 

formal peer review pre-pub peer review post-pub peer review (PPPR) 

pre-prints, 
overlay 

journals etc. 

PPPR, extended 
commenting 

etc. 

https://cos.io/our-services/open-science-badges-details/
https://cos.io/our-services/open-science-badges-details/
http://statcheck.io/


A life cycle model of peer review - quality 

reviews 
↑ 

→ time (months) 

40 
 

30 
 

20 
 

10 

 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 20 22 24 

formal peer review pre-pub peer review post-pub peer review (PPPR) 

pre-prints, 
overlay 

journals etc. 

PPPR, extended 
commenting 

etc. 

https://cos.io/our-services/open-science-badges-details/
https://cos.io/our-services/open-science-badges-details/
http://statcheck.io/


cenario C: 
Closed connection 

high open research practices acceptance 

low open research practices acceptance 

low 
implementation 

of distributed 
technologies 

high 
implementation 

of distributed 
technologies 

• Mainstream of content remains paywalled 
• Strong focus on non-granular status metrics 
• Peer review remains publisher-based & closed 
• Concentration of publisher market 

 

• Sharing system optimised for communication 
• Repositories /preprints part of basic infrastructure 
• Form research is disseminated in is determined by 

needs of research 
• Broad acceptance of granular review / curation  
• Less hierarchical academic publishing system 
 



Enabling and constraining contexts of  
open and reproducible workflows 

political support at (inter)national level • 

pressure from funders • 

user-friendly and powerful tools • 

interoperability • 

role models • 

attention for positive effects • 

 

• assessment criteria 
• publication culture 
• learning curves 
• agreements with collaborators 
• uncertainty over effects & legitimacy 



Developments towards  
good, open and efficient research  

Slow, difficult 

Debunking impact factor thinking 

Debunking data scooping myth 

Changing version of record thinking 

Fast, smooth, easy 

Preprint adoption by publishers & researchers 

Data management policies at funders 

ORCID adoption 



www.openscience.nl 
#npos17 

http://www.openscience.nl/
https://twitter.com/jeroenbosman/status/869116782363148288


http://101innovations.wordpress.com 

http://scholarlycommons.org 


