Open Science: catch phrase, or a better way
of doing research?
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How do researchers work in the Open Science
paradigm?

“Open science practices should
[be] omnipresent in all stages of the
research process from the kernel of
an idea to the production of a final

research report..” “Awareness of [Open Science] practices is
particularly low at early stages of the

H , ‘Developi i ‘mindset’,” Health P ' T I i

e navioral Vodiama (o e minaset. Healin Payenology scientific life cycle. This lack of awareness
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historical decisions influence the suite of
possible future outcomes”

Gownaris et al. ‘Barriers to Full Participation in the Open Science Life Cycle among
Early Career Researchers,” Data Science Journal (2022), http://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-

2022-002
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Open Science as a linear workflow
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Building Innovation in
Open Science Publishing
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Automated publication from lab to publishing platform
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Read more: https://tinyurl.com/TolLlaunchblog



Automated benchmarking to support peer review
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Innovation and collaboration in publishing
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Developing new Open Science publishing workflows

“ * Opportunities for automation of processes
Pujzllif;: a']? - Hypothesis

Technical solutions can create less friction in
publication workflows (e.g. data repository
integration with journal editorial submission
systems)

Stakeholders include publishers, policy-
makers, researchers, technical providers

Researcher awareness from beginning of a

project is important
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