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Gaining reputation with replications?
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Science (2009) Human Brain Mapping: 2011 (online) 2013 (print)
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Number of Web of Science records that in the title, abstract, or keywords contain one of the following phrases: “reproducibility crisis,” 
“scientific crisis,” “science in crisis,” “crisis in science,” “replication crisis,” “replicability crisis.” ...

Daniele Fanelli PNAS 2018 ;115:11:2628-2631
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Reproducibility crisis became (not equally) recognized

Baker, Nature, 2016, https://www.nature.com/news/1-500-scientists-lift-the-lid-on-reproducibility-1.19970



The context of the crisis…
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Competitive, flexible, and insecure work environment
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Forschung und Lehre (2012)

BuWin (2021)

In 2023 90% of the early career personnel 
in German higher education with fixed-
term contracts

- 98% in <35 years of age
- 77% between 35-45 years of age

- Ø 22 months contract duration PhDs

- Ø 28 months contract duration PostDocs

BuWik (2025)

67% of the full-time personnel in German research and higher education 
were employed on fixed-term contracts in 2022. 

https://www.destatis.de/DE/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/2023/10/PD23_397_213.html



Competitive, flexible, and insecure work environment

Better working conditions might contribute to more reproducible i.e. 
“higher quality” research (Rahal et al. 2023)

Extreme competitiveness specifically for senior or tenured positions
High-turnover disrupts long-term perspectives and results in loss of 

expertise
Biases in selection procedures
Focus on specific measures achievable in short-term leads to 

misaligned incentives:
1. “Quality” publications 
2. Third-party funding 
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Publish or perish…
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What´s best for science?

High quality research,
regardless of outcome.

Highly reproducible research,
regardless of outcome.

Chambers (2017), “Scientific Integrity”, https://issuu.com/fcohen/docs/lyon-chambers
Nosek et al. (2012), Perspectives in Psychological Science



Publish or perish…
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What´s best for science?

High quality research,
regardless of outcome.

Highly reproducible research,
regardless of outcome.

What´s best for scientists?

Producing a lot of 
publishable results.

Chambers (2017), “Scientific Integrity”, https://issuu.com/fcohen/docs/lyon-chambers
Nosek et al. (2012), Perspectives in Psychological Science



…is not necessarily sufficient.
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Chambers; 2017, Nosek et al. (2012) 
van Dijk et al. (2014). Current Biology, pipredictor.com ( side is down)



…is not necessarily sufficient.
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Chambers; 2017, Nosek et al. (2012) 
van Dijk et al. (2014). Current Biology, pipredictor.com ( side is down)
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Average number of citations the journal‘s articles receive within one year.

2022 IF: 3.8 2022 IF: 8.2 2022 IF: 56.92022 IF: 22.4 



IF as a measure for the quality the science?

# Journal citations as measure for „quality“ of an article?
- Citations of individual articles are not very well reflected by the IF Callaway (2016), Lariviere et al. (2016)

- IF can be easily manipulated McVeigh & Mann (2009), Tort, Targino, & Amaral (2012)

- Number of citations are associated with IF regardless of quality Callaham et al, (2002), Cantrill (2016)

- …

IF as objective measures for “quality”? see Brembs (2018), Paulus et al. (2018)

- No clear associations with statistical power Brembs et al. (2013), Szucs & Ioannidis (2017)

- No signs of more frequent randomization or blinding Macleod et al. (2015)

- Overestimation of effect sizes in gene-trait associations with higher IF  Munafò et al. (2009)

- Mixed associations with quality indicators and negative with replicability (Dougherty & Horne, 2022)

- …
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Perceived value of impact factors for review, promotion, and tenure

Importance of impact factors when deciding where to submit 
academic work for publication

Niles et al. (2020) PlosOne, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228914
https://www.nature.com/nature-index/news/allure-journal-impact-factor-holds-firm-despite-flaws

338 researchers, 55 universities USA & Canada

Self

Peers
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McKiernan et al. (2019, https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.47338 eLife)
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Senior positions or tenure…

Brembs, https://docs.google.com/document/d/1vWPssX-WmzRCd8mbzFZl-mvfxySeXY72RYJ8U3Uyl1I/



“When we believe that we will be judged by silly 
criteria we will adapt and behave in silly ways.”

Werner, R. (2015). The focus on bibliometrics makes papers less useful. Nature, 517(7534), 245. 
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How to gain reputation with replications?
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IF: 21.1 IF: 4.3

2015

2018

2018

2019



How to gain reputation with replications?
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IF: 21.1 IF: 7.6

2005

2018



How to gain reputation with replications?
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IF: 29.8 Preprint - not sent out to review in Science

2009

2019, 10.31234/osf.io/vdpyt

2022



Higher impact factor publications…

1. …are used as selection criteria for senior positions and receiving tenure.
2. …lead to more funding from institutions.
3. …increase competitiveness in grant applications.
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see Reich (2013), Nature.



Revising grant-based funding to improve “quality”
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• Entry-lotteries might help reducing workload in 
• “Freiraum” €50 million funding for the implementation and evaluation 

of ideas for enhancing teaching practices ~150 projects funded
• >280.000 people working in German institutions eligible for funding
• Aim for reducing costs both at the foundation and for the academic workforce

Rahal et al. (2023) https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01508-2



Third-party funding: A flawed cornerstone

Background on TPF
 OECD countries currently allocate around 2.7% of their GDP to scientific research in higher 

education – approximately 1.7$ trillion p.a. 

 28% of the total German research budget was distributed through competitive TPF in 2022

 TPF is implemented as critical instrument for steering and quality control

Criticism of current TPF models
- Significant investment on top of doing “actual” science 

- Errors and biases in review process

- Entry-biases for applications 

- Low success rates with extremes as low as 7%

- Significant societal (sunk) costs
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https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-023-01649-y



€300 million budget p.a. from BMBF for (managing) different funding 
lines in German higher education

“Freiraum”: €50 million funding for the implementation and evaluation 
of ideas for enhancing teaching practices ~150 projects funded
 >280.000 people working in German institutions eligible for funding
 Aim for reducing costs both at the foundation and for the academic workforce
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#RethinkFunding: primary data on a lottery-first approach
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financial costs 
reduced by 68% 

and sunk costs by 
a factor of ~27

#RethinkFunding: primary data on a lottery-first approach



“When we believe that we will be judged by silly 
criteria we will adapt and behave in silly ways.”
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- Systematic issues in the organization of the academic workforce sets 
the context for the “quality” of our research

- Motivating behaviour through journal-based metrics is dysfunctional 
for  reproducibility efforts

- Structure of grant-based funding can be changed and should be 
reconsidered



Thank you…
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Lübeck

Sören Krach

Finn Lübber
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Jule Specht

Wien
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https://osi-luebeck.de/
@osi-luebeck.bsky.social


