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11,145 researchers (online survey)
72 attendees from a
comprehensive set of stakeholder
groups (focus groups)
10 organisations based in low-
and middle-income countries
(feedback letters)

A global stakeholder
consultation to explore
innovation in scholarly
communication.

‘TOWARDS
RESPONSIBLE
PUBLISHING’



Probably yes
33%

Might or might not
25%

Probably not
18%

Definitely yes
15%

Definitely not
9%

PREPRINT
POSTING

Of the 7,412 respondents who
shared their  publ ishing output
in the last three years,  53%
had not posted a preprint,
39% had posted between 1
and 5 preprints,  and 8% had
posted a larger number of
preprints.

Survey f indings chal lenged the
notion that preprints are
signif icantly more supported
by less experienced
academics.

48% of respondents were
supportive of preprint
posting as part of
publishing workflows.

Would you support the posting of preprints and
subsequent revised versions as a way of

accelerating the dissemination of research?
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OPEN PEER
REVIEW

Respondents preferred open
but anonymous peer review
reports (65% responded that
they would definitely or
probably support this
pract ice) over attr ibuted ones
(47%).

Only 30% of respondents
shared negative views
regarding attr ibuted peer
review reports.

47% of respondents were
supportive of open peer
review as part of
publishing workflows.

Would you support the publication of peer review
reports for submitted manuscripts and revised

versions as a way of informing readers?



SUPPORT DOES NOT
EQUAL ADOPTION

Researchers are supportive of
preprint posting and open peer
review as part of publishing
workflows. However, the
average researcher is not
(yet?) actively taking up or
asking for preprint posting and
open peer review.
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CHALLENGES AND CONCERNS

Technical limitations
Current infrastructures lack mechanisms
to sufficiently support the screening of
an even greater number of publications.

Quality control
Preprints give rise to concerns about
quality, as peer review is seen as an
essential element of publishing.

Public use of research
A more complex system with preprints,
open peer review and articles may be
harder to navigate for the public.



Translated contents.
Summarisation. Improved

communications and writing.

Information overload from AI-
assisted mass submissions.

Growth of paper mills.

Vague, superficial claims.
Generic discussions. Loss of

specialism and specificity.

Accelerated research synthesis.
AI manuscript screening.

AI search and categorisation.

Accessibility

Exploitation “Meh” factor

Efficiency

ARTIFICIAL
INTELLIGENCE

AI is reshaping scholarly
publishing, promising
significant opportunities
while raising critical
questions about research
quality and integrity.
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published materials
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rewards for early adopters
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Scale up successful support
services and training,
potentially within specific
disciplines 
Adjust long-term strategy
based on further evolution of
scholarly communication
landscape
Adjust institutional policies
on open research to formally
reflect newly established
practices

IMPLICATIONS
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Innovators

Early
adopters

Early
majority

Late
majority

LaggardsInnovation diffusion theory helps in
exploring different strategic choices
(Rogers, 2003).
Not everybody has to be an
‘innovator’ or ‘early adopter’, but
being a ‘laggard’ can be as risky.

Available resources and
appetite for publishing
innovation wil l  l ikely
determine what's feasible.

HOW FAST
SHOULD I
MOVE?

High risk,
exploring
new frontiers 

High risk,
ignoring
turning tides
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