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Past publishing on paper is partly 

responsible for current dysfunction in the 

research culture.



Part 1. How we got here



Scholarly communication from 1960s to 1990s (abridged)

Conduct research

Write a paper

Mail four copies of the paper to journal

Journal mails reviewers, reviewers mail journal, journal mails author

Revisions, copyediting, and proofing by mail

Journal gathers papers into issues, prints, mails to subscribers

Non-subscribers visit library for access



Consequences of paper based review and communication

Only conduct peer review for publication when the research is done

Only review the paper, not other research output (data, materials, code)

Only reviewed by a few people, selected ad hoc

Only reviewed in one way -- holistically

Dichotomous decision -- accepted or rejected

Opaque process and decision for readers

Permanent and unrevisable
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Doing credible research is hard.

Publication signals credible research.

Paths to achieve publication with less effort:

● Lack of transparency 

● Questionable research practices 

● Selective reporting

● Predatory journals (no peer review)

● Fraud (no research)

● Paper mills (no work at all)

Researchers doing credible research could benefit 

from a system change



Part 3. Reimagining Scholarly Communiction

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal/

R&D project; Free to publish and read

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournals/
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Report DiscussConductPlan

LLM

Forecasting

RegCheck

Valid Measures?







When is it done?

Author assigns a Version of Record (VOR), or not



Is it more burdensome?

Unknown.

Hypothesis: When rewards are achieved with rigor, production 

will decrease more than evaluation burdens increase.



Meet Current Reward System 

Smith, J. A., Smyth, K. B., & Smythe, L. C. (2024). Shared evolutionary origins 

of nectarines, sauerkraut and Mr. Bean. Lifecycle Journal. DOI: lj0001232.v4

Will it count?

https://doi.org


Meet Current Reward System and Offer More

Smith, J. A., Smyth, K. B., & Smythe, L. C. (2024). Shared evolutionary origins 

of nectarines, sauerkraut and Mr. Bean. Lifecycle Journal. DOI: lj0001232.v4

Recommended by Peer Community In: Registered Reports

Reproduced by Institute for Replication

Rated FAIR and open by FAIRsharing

Will it count?

https://doi.org


Scholarly communication inhibits 

research progress because it…

Scholarly communication could 

accelerate research progress if it…

is slow, incomplete, opaque, and static.
opened the full research lifecycle and evolved with 

the research as it is conducted and evaluated.
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Scholarly communication could 

accelerate research progress if it…

is slow, incomplete, opaque, and static.
opened the full research lifecycle and evolved with 

the research as it is conducted and evaluated.

treats the paper as the only meaningful scholarly 

output.

treated all processes, outputs (data, materials, 

code), and outcomes as scholarly contributions.

offers dysfunctional, simplistic rewards based on 

publication and status.

based reward systems on diverse, meaningful 

assessment of research quality.

is calcified in legacy, commercial, paper-based 

business models, processes, and infrastructure.

were governed, operated, and experimented with 

by the research community itself.



https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal Slides: https://osf.io/tfnh5

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal
https://osf.io/tfnh5




Interested? https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal


Vision for Lifecycle Journal

We envision a community-led, transparent, continuous 

amalgam of human, machine, and empirical assessments of 

the process, outputs, and outcomes of scholarly research 

across the research lifecycle to promote openness, rigor, 

credibility, and self-correction in knowledge production.   

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal

These slides: https://osf.io/qsbn2

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal
https://osf.io/qsbn2
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