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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



Part 2. Why it is bad
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Impediments to evolving the system: Inertia, system justification,
publisher business models, risk and uncertainty aversion




Doing credible research is hard.
Publication signals credible research.
Paths to achieve publication with less effort:
e Lack of transparency
e Questionable research practices
e Selective reporting
e Predatory journals (no peer review)

e Fraud (no research)
e 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
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Causal and Associational Language in Observational Health
Research: A Systematic Evaluation

Noah A. Haber £4, Sarah E. Wieten £4, Julia M. Rohrer, Onyebuchi A. Arah, Peter W. G. Tennant, Elizabeth A. Stuart, Eleanor J. Murray, Sophie
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Evaluations '3 We estimated the degree to which language used in tt bublic
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Code

Paper

Author
Contributions

from 18 highprofile journals (65 per journal) published from 2010-2019. Based on
written framing and systematic guidance, 3 reviewers rated the degree of causality
implied in abstracts and full text for exposure/outcome linking language and action
recommendations. Reviewers rated the causal implication of exposure/outcome
linking language as none (no causal implication) in 13.8%, weak in 34.2%, moderate in
33.2%, and strong in 18.7% of abstracts. The implied causality of action
recommendations was higher than the implied causality of linking sentences for
44.5% or commensurate for 40.3% of articles. The most common linking word in
abstracts was “associate” (45.7%). Reviewers’ ratings of linking word roots were
highly heterogeneous; over half of reviewers rated “association” as having at least
some causal implication. This research undercuts the assumption that avoiding
“causal” words leads to clarity of interpretation in medical research.

EVALUATIONS

DataSeer Found 3 of 4 datasets shared 1 4 May 2023 @ @

Rfu‘é,fu';f; Recommended by 3 reviewers A 1Aug 2024 @ @ @

R .
ﬁa‘f,fo‘,f; Recommended by 1 reviewer 2 15 Jun 2022 @



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.



Will it count?

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: [j0001232.v4



https://doi.org

Will it count?

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: [j0001232.v4

Recommended by Peer Community In: Registered Reports

Reproduced by Institute for Replication

Rated FAIR and open by EAIRsharing
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Scholarly communication inhibits Scholarly communication could
research progress because it... accelerate research progress if it...

opened the full research lifecycle and evolved with

's slow, incomplete, opaque, and static. the research as it is conducted and evaluated.



Scholarly communication inhibits Scholarly communication could
research progress because it... accelerate research progress if it...

treats the paper as the only meaningful scholarly treated all processes, outputs (data, materials,
output. code), and outcomes as scholarly contributions.



Scholarly communication inhibits Scholarly communication could
research progress because it... accelerate research progress if it...

offers dysfunctional, simplistic rewards based on based reward systems on diverse, meaningful
publication and status. assessment of research quality.



Scholarly communication inhibits Scholarly communication could
research progress because it... accelerate research progress if it...

Is calcified in legacy, commercial, paper-based were governed, operated, and experimented with
business models, processes, and infrastructure. by the research community itself.



Standard and Innovative
Peer Reviews

Machine-Based
Evaluation

Empirical Credibility
Assessments

DESIGN
STUDY

Lifecycle Journal
empowers you to
share and register

your research plans
transparently, fostering
early feedback.

CONDUCT
RESEARCH

Lifecycle Journal supports

open practices during your

study, ensuring credibility
at every step.

https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal

SHOW YOUR WORK.
SHARE YOUR WORK.

Lifecycle Journal empowers researchers at
every stage of the research lifecycle, supported
by trusted evaluation services.

INTERPRET &
ASSESS DATA

Lifecycle Journal ensures
all study components,
including data, are
openly assessed to
enhance credibility and
impact.

WRITE &
PUBLISH REPORT

Lifecycle Journal offers
a publish-before-review
workflow, showcasing
your findings while
receiving community-
driven feedback.

Slides: https://osf.io/tfnh5
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CORRECT &
UPDATE

Lifecycle Journal facilitates
transparent post-publication
revisions and corrections,
upholding accountability and
sustaining the accuracy and
integrity of your research findings.



https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal
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Interested? https://cos.io/lifecyclejournal
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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/gsbn2
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Diverse assessments
Open assessments
Diverse criteria
Across the lifecycle

Revisable

Rigor & quality of
process & outputs

Moves reward from
publication to
evaluation

Open, diverse,
Innovating evaluation

Rewards correction

Improving credibility

Self-corrective
processes built-in

Testing & improving
reward systems

Inconvenience for
fraudulent services
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