重大消息！科研出版告别传统，“知识堆栈” 重塑科研文化
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2025 年 3 月 25 日，PLOS Assessment Credit Open Science Publishing 发布了一项重要消息。在过去 18 个月中，一个致力于重新定义出版的宏大项目稳步推进。该项目联合了众多学术传播领域的利益相关者，目标是打破传统研究论文的局限，攻克开放科学面临的两大难题：研究成果认可不足以及经济成本制约参与度。
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上个月，首次利益相关者会议于华盛顿成功举办，吸引了机构领导、早期职业研究人员以及开放科学组织。会上就开放科学与学术激励机制展开深入探讨，并达成三点共识：科学评估方式急需改变，现有 “虚假指标” 影响科研工作开展；研究人员的各类研究成果都应被认可，传统激励机制遗漏众多关键贡献；非研究成果的贡献同样值得肯定，像社会互动和指导等方面。

要设计开放科学新方案，就得剖析现行激励体系。对多样科研贡献的认可，是推动研究资助、评估和奖励体系变革的关键。过往经验表明，单纯依靠技术和政策无法加速开放科学普及，合理奖励研究人员必不可少。与会者强调，认可应贯穿科研全程，如此可鼓励冒险、接纳失败、推动同行评审与成果再利用。

该项目计划从传统论文模式转向 “知识堆栈” 出版新模式，此模式将全面展示、出版并认可研究的关键要素，营造鼓励分享且给予奖励的科研文化。虽出版商无法独自完成变革，但承诺全力提供解决方案。未来数月，项目团队将与各方紧密合作，完善和测试 “知识堆栈” 设计，期望广泛收集来自各地区社区的反馈，推动开放科学迈向新高度。
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声明：转载此文是出于传递更多信息之目的。若有来源标注错误或侵犯了您的合法权益，请作者持权属证明与本网联系，我们将及时更正、删除，谢谢
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Over the course of 18 months, we are working on an ambitious new project to Redefin
Publishing. Working with stakeholders from across scholarly communications, we aim
go beyond the traditional research article to address two systemic barriers to open
science: a lack of recognition for all research outputs, and the economic costs that pre;
broader participation.

The first of four stakeholder convenings brought together institutional leadership, earl
career researchers, and open science organizations to discuss open science and acade
incentives, and took place last month in Washington D.C. We heard from different
perspectives on the need for better recognition of all contributions to science which ar
captured when research articles remain the central measure of academic merit - for
research funding, and researcher career advancement. What emerged from our talks \
consensus around the following three points:

1. We need to change how science is evaluated.

Participants shared concerns over the use of “false metrics”, such as journal prestige ¢
publication counts, which constrain how scientists actually do their work.

2. Researchers should be recognized for all research outputs and results.
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