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The industrial revolution wasn't only one thing...




For richer, for poorer
GDP per person, average annual % change over 25-year periods

Britain United States
Industrial revolutions

75

Sources: Maddison Project; The Economist *To 2010




The Web’s 2.0 was Research’s
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What are we aiming for?

Open: As open as possible, as closed
as context demands

Reproducible: By design (versioned)
Contextualised: Discoverable and accessible
Elegant: Invisible Infrastructure

Trusted: Open basis for evaluation



Designing Reproducibility




Invisible infrastructure
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A Fundamental Shift...

PHILOSOPHICAL
TRANSACTIONS:
GIVING SOME

Reproducible by design
As open as possible, as closed as context demands

Invisible Infrastructure




Bursting the bubble...




The “atom” of communication is changing

publications: [
{
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> 2> "\ & /0 10
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"pub. 1017160419", "pub. 1627242266, "pub. 1039733758", "pub. 1637309484" , "pub. 1080012575" , "pub. 1621318068" , "pub. 1620062042" , "pub. 1000544612" id: "pub. 107476327
volume: *90",
pages: *1098-101",

issue:"11",




The “atom” of communication is changing




The presentation of research is becoming
disaggregated...

Versioning of the
publication

Peer Review &
Reproducibility analysis

Versioning of
data-related
elements

Automated
metadata
generation



What should discovery and access look
like In a world where research Is layered?




Well, we need to shift away from
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Fvaluation = Trust

THIS WEEK

Ahmed Zewail
explains why scientists
should not be managed p.347

Bird study
shows crime does pay
— for victims p.349

New computer
means no more slow bytes
from China p.351

Closing the Climategate

The official inquiry might have exonerated scientists, but attitude changes are needed

for science to ensure it holds the public’s trust.

over the release of e-mails stolen from a computer server at the

University of East Anglia (UEA) in Norwich, UK. The server
was in the university’s Climatic Research Unit (CRU), most of the
correspondents involved were climate scientists and the affair will be
forever known as Climategate. The scientist at the centre of the storm,
Phil Jones, the head of CRU, tells Nature on page 362 that he feels the
worst is behind him.

It would be naive for Jones and other scientists to assume that the fuss
has passed into history. Never mind that almost all of the accusations
thrown at the researchers involved have been proven baseless. Never
mind that much of the media has retreated from the aggressive stance
itadopted during its ‘comment first, ask questions later’ approach to
the content of the e-mails. And never mind that the scientific basis
for the global-warming problem remains as solid as it was a year ago.
Huge damage has been done to the reputation of climate science, and
arguably to science as a whole. That impact deserves to be assessed and
the necessary lessons need to be learned.

Take the name Climategate itself. The ‘gate’ suffix, now routinel

This week marks the first anniversary of the worldwide scandal

may routinely complain about the shortcomings of peer review to
other scientists, but they often unite behind it in the face of criticism
from outside the scientific sphere. That a study has been through peer
review is used too often as a universal defence of its quality. If more sci-
entists were more forthcoming about the flaws in their quality-control
system, then commentators and the wider
public may have been more willing to
accept that scientists engaged in it do not
always act as the public would expect.
With the official inquiry clearing the CRU
scientists of fudging data and of abusing
the peer-review process, most of the more
informed criticism has now settled on the
fuzzy notion of the need for greater transparency and openness. Calls
for full release of computer code written by climate researchers seem
driven more by the fact that it is not routinely made available rather than
because it is particularly useful, but it is clear that the CRU scientists did
not cooperate fully with all requests for data and other information.
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Theoreticallresearch paper

Public Understanding of Science
2017, Vol. 26(8) 1003-1018

When science becomes too © The Author(s) 2016

Reprints and permissions:

eaSY: SCience pOPUIarization sagepub.co.uk/journalsPermissions.nav

DOI: 10.1177/09636625 1668031 |

inclines laypeople to underrate journals sagepub.comvhomelpus
their dependence on experts SSAGE

Lisa Scharrer, Yvonne Rupieper, Marc Stadtler
and Rainer Bromme

University of Muenster, Germany

Abstract

Science popularization fulfills the important task of making scientific knowledge understandable and accessible
for the lay public. However, the simplification of information required to achieve this accessibility may lead
to the risk of audiences relying overly strongly on their own epistemic capabilities when making judgments
about scientific claims. Moreover, they may underestimate how the division of cognitive labor makes them
dependent on experts. This article reports an empirical study demonstrating that this “easiness effect of
science popularization” occurs when laypeople read authentic popularized science depictions. After reading
popularized articles addressed to a lay audience, laypeople agreed more with the knowledge claims they
contained and were more confident in their claim judgments than after reading articles addressed to expert

audiences. Implications for communicating scientific knowledge to the general public are discussed.
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Peer review
Incentives
Methodology

Data
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Open | Peer review
Open | Incentives
Open | Methodology

Open | Data
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