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Motivation for Open Access & Open Science

Educational

➢ equal opportunities, information & stimulation (global/social, teachers/students …)

➢ re-integrate scholarly & common knowledge (alternative facts, postfactual claims …)

Economic

➢ facilitate innovation (text mining by SME ....) 

➢ liberate distorted market of scientific information (copyright ...) 

Scholarly

➢ enhance interdisciplinary exchange, discussion, and collaboration

➢ advance scholarly evaluation & quality assurance: transparency & traceability, 

open review & discussion, new metrics beyond citation counting oligopoly …

Open Access Variants:

➢ OA archiving (“green”): good but not enough (delays & limits in usability & sustainability)

➢ OA publishing (“gold/diamond”): immediate & full benefits and sustainability

Benefits of free online availability & usability of scholarly research articles, data & software

Pöschl Learned Publ. 2004; Front. Comp. Neurosci. 2012; Preusker Medal Laudation 2018; FWF Scilog 2020, Ervens et al. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2025 



Editors & Reviewers: limited capacities

➢ work overload, conflicts of interest, little reward & incentive for constructive reviews

Traditional Pre-Publication Peer Review:  retardation & loss of information

➢ delay of publication, dilution of messages, hidden obstruction/plagiarism

➢ critical & supportive comments unpublished/lost (often as interesting as paper)

➢ waste of reviewer capacities as most limited resource in scientific evaluation

Traditional Discussion: sparse & late commentaries

➢ laborious, delayed & diluted by review (comment/article 1978  1998: 1/20  1/100)

Replacement of traditional pre-publication review by post-publication commenting: not really successful

➢ lack of incentives & low frequency of scientific post-commenting (comments/article < 5/100)

Evolution into multi-stage open peer review & related concepts (Publish Review Curate, PRC etc.):

➢ combine & integrate strengths of traditional peer review with old virtues & new methods of 

transparency, self regulation & crowdsourcing

➢ no mere advocacy for abstract ideas or niche products – proven success at large scales since 25 years

Overcome limitations of traditional peer review by transparency, self-regulation & crowdsourcing

Motivation for Open Review

Pöschl Learned Publ. 2004; Front. Comp. Neurosci. 2012; Preusker Medal Laudation 2018; FWF Scilog 2020, Ervens et al. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2025 



Ervens et al. EGUsphere 2026, in preparation

Prominent Open Review Platforms:  Key Features

Manuscript types

Platforms

Review features

Document numbers

Article processing charges

Geo, 2001 Life, 2012 Physics & Multi, 2016Discipline, Beginning

classical journal articles

preprints/discussion papers

58,000

66.000

10,000

20.000

4,000

7.000

directly connected to
peer-reviewed journal

yes (yes) yes yes

1,000

2.00012.0004.000

Total

> 73,000

> 110.000



Since 25 years EGU interactive OA journals building on open review of preprints/discussion papers offer 
top quality & top visibility/impact at low rejection rates & low costs. 
Similar results reported for other venues including eLife since 2012 & SciPost Physics since 2016.

Prominent Open Review Platforms:  Volume, Quality & Efficiency
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Open Peer Review in Interactive Open Access Publishing

EGU interactive OA journals: top quality & visibility at low rejection rates (highest/lowest across geosciences; large volume at low cost 

(< 2 kEUR/article); financial sustainability & surplus (~20%): 20 journals; >60,000 papers; >200,000 public comments, ~6 Mio EUR/yr

Combine & integrate strengths of traditional peer review with virtues of transparency & self regulation

Journal Discussion Forum/Preprint Server Interactive OA Journal

ACPD/EGUsphere ACP, BG, CP …

High 

Speed

Engage community (+AI) & save reviewer capacities

Maximize quality assurance & information density

Foster free speech & discussion 

Document scientific discourse

Top 

Quality

Pöschl Learned Publishing 2004, Frontiers Comp. Neurobiol. 2012, Ervens et al. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2025



ACP Online Library “Most Commented Papers”: 

acp.copernicus.org/most_commented.html

Hansen et al. ACP 2016:

climate change (Paris 2015), 110 comments, 

>350 000 views, Altmetrics 1160

acp.copernicus.org/articles/16/3761/2016/acp-16-

3761-2016-discussion.html



Epistemic Web & Global Commons of Knowledge

Pöschl, Front Comp Neurosci 2012, Hyman & Renn, Edition OA 2012; Popper Unended Quest 1974/2004; Ervens et al. Atmos Chem Phys 2025, www.mpic.de/4123205/open-access

Practice & demonstrate transparent & rational approach of solving complex questions & problems through  open science in global commons 

of scholarly knowledge (open access, open data, open review, open source …) role model for societal decision processes

Epistemic Web = universal & traceable web of knowledge:
openly show & discuss what we know, how well we know it, 

and where the limitations are; cf. critical rationalism: 

validate or falsify rather than “verify” 
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servers, discussion

forums, repositories

arXiv, ACPD, EGUsphere 

Zenodo, F1000 Res. …

peer review 

& discussion

peer-reviewed article

& reviewer/community

comments/responses

journals (overlay), 

publishing platforms: 

ACP, SciPost/arXiv, 

F1000 Res. …

highlight selection

& community ranking:

editors, citations,

downloads, ALM …

highlight magazines (virtual):

SciPost Select, EGU Letters …

review articles/collections:

Living Reviews, EGU Encyclopedia …

textbooks/monographs

http://www.mpic.de/4123205/open-access


Specific Suggestions
1) Continue & promote experiments with new & improved forms of OA & OPR

➢ build on existing successful models & experience rather than re-inventing the wheel

➢ foster transparency & self-regulation (multi-stage open peer review, PRC etc.)

2) Demand disclosure of article reviews & pre-publication history

➢ establish minimum standards for open proofs of quality assurance to cope with increasing publication  

volume and eliminate predatory publishers

3) Advance & apply new metrics of publication impact & quality

➢ use article level metrics rather than just journal metrics/brands (h-index, impact factor, names …)

➢ terminate intransparent & unscholarly reliance on citation counting oligopolies 

4) Return control of scholarly publishing to scholarly community

➢ offer/extend proper OA publishing contracts (equiv. to transform. agreements) not just to large 

traditional publishers but also to new/small/pure OA publishers to maintain competition & innovation

➢ avoid futile discussions about gold vs. diamond OA publishing: publishing services have to be funded/paid 

by someone at some point, and it is essential to maintain cost transparency & competition

➢ publishers are service providers and can be “custodians” for the files they produce for their customers, but 

not for scholarly integrity & quality, which has been and continues to be role & responsibility of scholars

➢ let’s finally stop the tail wagging the dog (1% of costs controlling 99% of research activity & output), 

complete global implementation of OA & enhance diversity of publishing venues




