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The road ahead today

than 10 years intense training act|V|ty ‘
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.. on the content
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.on the Ianguage and tools
B s




.but first... politeness = 4

I’'M ELENA, | WORK AT THE | ‘

‘i——“ UNIVERSITY OF TURIN
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—— I"VEBEEN TRAINING ON OPEN SCIENCE

FOR THE LAST 10 YEARS.
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7

ALL MY LESSONS ARE ON
DIFFERENT KIND OF TRAINING
* COURSES/WEBINARS FOR OPENAIRE
* COURSES FOR MY UNIVERSITY
* IN HOUSE TRAINING (INVITED BY UNIVERSITIES/RPOs)
* WORKSHOPS FOR OPERAS
. [LATELY] WEBINARS



https://zenodo.org/communities/oaitalia/search?page=1&size=20&q=Giglia,%20Elena

k

&.anNd a general wWaEr
b [ )
" NOBODY HAS TIME FOR OPEN SCIENCE,

BUT...




ASK THEM WHY THEY DO RESEARCH
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ASK THEM IF THE CURRENT SYSTEM IS OK
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.OPEN SCIENCE HOLDS A HUGE
TRANSFORMATIVE POTENTIAL... IF YOU DON’T
FOCUS ON ITS REAL VALUE, IT WILL BE SEEN AS
THE UNPTEENTH ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN




FOCUS ON THE « WHY» THEY SHOULD
DO OPEN SCIENCE, NOT ON THE
«HOW» AND THE TECHNICALITIES.
THIS COMES LATER

BECAUSE
OPEN SCIENCE IS JUST SCIENCE, DONE RIGHT




ASK THEM TO ANSWER VIA
EMAIL, AFTER REFLECTING, ON
«WHY DO | DO RESEARCH»
..INTERESTING CONSIDERATIONS
COMING!

«IT WAS REALLY HELPFUL TO HAVE IN MIND
THAT GIVE US THE CHANCE '
OF
AND »

Petra, PhD student, May 2020



THEY ARE NOT
AWARE/HAVE NEVER
CONSIDERED UNDER

| TR, ~ THIS PERSPECTIVE...TOO
= START FROM THE CRISIS OF 1 = : ' BUSY TO «PUBLISH»

THE CURRENT SCHOLARLY | = 5 B S

COMMUNICATION SYSTEM . ITIS NOT FUNCTIONALTO I

s =" THE INTEREST OF SCIENCE f- ==
ANY LONGER 3

OBSESSION FOR
EVALUATION




TALK MONEY. |
_ GIVE DATAON THE 7.6
BILLION WE SPEND IN
SUBSCRIPTION, TO
CLOSE THE CONTENT

" THEY HAVE NO IDEA OF ?si ~ a
/ THE COMMERCIAL """'i > _ |

= INTERESTS NOR THE P il \y P ™.

MONEY INVOLVED. SO EVEN IF (AND | UNDERLINE IF) THEY \
EVERYTHING SEEMSTO & HAVE TO PAY TO PUBLISH, AT LEAST THEY V.
BE FOR FREE. ¥ ARE PAYING ONCE AND TO OPEN, NOT TO 4 ‘ A
g\
=3 \

CLOSE THE CONTENT
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Content / structure / 4

PLEASE BE CLEAR AGAINST
THE «MYTHS» ON OPEN
ACCESS AND OPEN SCIENCE
(YOU ALWAYS PAY TO
PUBLISH, THEY ARE ALL
PREDATORY PUBLISHERS, IF |
PUT MY DATA OUT THEY

ILL BE STOLEN...)

10 Myths around Open Scholarly Publishing

Myth 1
Proprints will got your
research ‘scooped’

Preprints typically provide
time-stamp and a DO f
establishing priority of discovery

Myth 2
JIF and journal branding are
measures of quality for researchers

The JIF is a flawed metrics that wa
never meant to be used for evaluation
of research and researche;

Myth 3
Approval by peer review proves
that you can trust a research article

The current peer review system is
prone to a number of flaws including
corruption, human bias and
ghostwriting

Myth 4
Without journal peer review, the
quality of science suffers

Researchers are more than
responsible and competent enough to
ensure their own quality control as

part of intrinsic scientific int

Myth 5
Open Access has created
predatory publishers

Predatory journals have been around
for a long time before the recent push
towards Ope h

S

Myth 6
Copyright transfer is required to
publish and protect authors

Copyright transfer procedures do not
protect authors nor contribute to the

ment of scientific progress

Myth 7
Gold Opon Access is synonymous
with the APC business model

Most DOAJ-indexed journals do not
have APCs and are funded from
oth earch

Myth 8
Embargo periods on ‘green’ OA are
needed to sustain publishers
Traditional journals can peacefully
coexist with zero-embargo
if-archiving policies on author

manuscripts

Myth 9
Web of Science and Scopus are
global databases of knowledge

Neither repre

Myth 10
Publishers add no value to the
scholarly communication process.

Publishers are responsible for quite
ons, from pe
o production and
I version articles

holarly


https://peerj.com/preprints/27580/

BENCHMARK!
SHOW THERE ARE GOOD PRACTICES:
SHOW WHAT’S GOING ON
« IN SIMILAR COUNTRIES/INSTITUTIONS
. AT EUROPEAN LEVEL
" « WITH THE EOSC: EITHER YOU ARE OPEN AND FAIR (
OR YOU AREOUT =




POINTLESS (AND IMPOSSIBLE)
TO HAVE RESEARCHERS FOR MORE |
s THAN 2 HOURS, OR POLICY MAKERS
FOR MORE THAN 1
* FIND THE CORRECT BALANCE
BETWEEN BEING CLEAR (TOO
SHORT=TOO SYNTHETIC,
NOBODY WILL UNDERSTAND)
AND BEING TOO TIME
CONSUMING. THY ARE BUSY
* OFFER DIFFERENT MODULES, TO §.
BE COMBINED ACCORDINGTO &
THE TARGETED AUDIENCE




BE PRACTICAL...
AFTER EXPLAINING « WHY», THEN FOCUS ON «HOW»

You can make your workflow more open by ...

* adding alternative evaluation, e.g. with altmetrics 006
* communicating through social media, e.g. Twitter
* sharing posters & presentations, e.g. at FigShare

* using open licenses, e.g. CCO or CC-BY @
= @z& * publishing open access, ‘green’ or ‘gold’ A )
- ' %,,e?" S * using open peer review, e.g. at journals or PubPeer i
Q’ o&& *» sharing preprints, e.g. at OSF, arXiv or bioRxiv s DIcR
& * using actionable formats, e.g. with Jupyter or CoCalc = ()
@5‘} * open XML-drafting, e.g. at Overleaf or Authorea Au
& * sharing protocols & workfl., e.g. at Protocols.io |
\&{.”\Q% * sharing notebooks, e.g. at OpenNotebookScience )
o * sharing code, e.g. at GitHub with GNU/MIT license &
Q}*"\ * sharing data, e.g. at Dryad, Zenodo or Dataverse B
® * pre-registering, e.g. at OSF or AsPredicted s
commenting openly, e.g. with Hypothes.is
using shared reference libraries, e.g. with Zotero 2
* sharing (grant) proposals, e.g. at RIO i

Krmiﬁg&mﬁﬂe&mrpss 101innovations.wordpress.com DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.1147025



https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1147024

t

fand |f yOu can; make t‘hem play]

-

USE THE (BASED ON THE

having open lab tests 4
RAINBOW) IN DIFFERENT WAYS ] 3nd so.avoid being
* BUILD YOUR IDEAL OPEN WORKFLOW it it
* IN EACH STEP, WHAT ARE THE EASIEST
THINGS TO DO using easily attainable
* OR THE MOST DIFFICULT ONES logen soucce)
software to allow
* PICK THE ACTION YOU COMMITTO DO | - [T a e

your results

STARTING FROM TOMORROW...

-


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4024603
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FOCUS ON FAIR DATA AND THE EOSC,
IT’S THE FUTURE

S — |
GIVE PRACTICAL ADVICE ON DATA

MANAGEMENT PLANS
ENE | .

«NO DISCIPLINE MUST BE LEFT BEHIND»
(EOSC DECLARATION): ADAPT!

| ] vV I 9 €




TAILOR THE
CONTENT/LENGHT
ACCORDING TO
YOUR TARGETED
AUDIENCE
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‘ SPEAK THE DIFFERENT PLAYERS'

LANGUAGE:
POINTLESS TO TALK CITATION
ADVANTAGE WITH THE
ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR,
POINTLESS TO TALK RETURN ON
INVESTMENTS WITH ~

RESEARCHERS ),




WHEN THE «UNIVERSITY» IS 3
ORGANIZING, YOU GET90% | N\
LIBRARIANS/ADMINISTRATIVE ¢ =\
STAFF IN THE AUDIENCE

TRY TO CONTACT SCIENTIFIC ™

SOCIETIES, RESEARCH GROUPS,
DISCIPLINARY NETWORKS. IT

WORKS BETTER \
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FOCUS ON PHDs, EARLY CAREER
RESEARCHERS: IT’S IMPORTANT THEY KNOW

| THAT A DIFFERENT WORLD IS POSSIBLE, NOT
TO BE « »



http://bulliedintobadscience.org/

TO EASE DISCUSSION,
STICK TO NATIONAL
LANGUAGES

AVOID TECHNICALITIES
AND LIBRARY SLANG




GIVE ALL THE PRACTICAL SUPPORT TO MAKE
OPEN SCIENCE PRACTICES EASY!

/___




| HOPE IT WAS NOT SO BORING! THANK YOU



