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Guardian

https://www.theguardian.com/media/2021/mar/15/daily-telegraph-plans-link-journalists-pay-article-popularity


Perverse incentives are everywhere

• Clickbait in journalism

• Short-termism in politics

• Cheating in education

• The endless cycle of  unproductive rage on social media

https://slatestarcodex.com/2014/12/17/the-toxoplasma-of-rage/


http://nautil.us/blog/you-want-to-see-my-data-i-thought-we-were-friends

http://nautil.us/blog/you-want-to-see-my-data-i-thought-we-were-friends


Perverse incentives in academia

• Academics come to value:
• Publication count

• Citations (and the h-index)

• Grant money

• “Impact”

• But not necessarily:

• Quality

• Rigour

• Reproducibility

• Excitement/Flashiness/Novelty

• “A good story”

• Attention/fame/plaudits

• Avoiding awkward social interactions

• Replicability

• Openness 

• Transparency



• "I suspect that unconscious or dimly perceived finagling, doctoring, and 
massaging are rampant, endemic, and unavoidable in a profession that 
awards status and power for clean and unambiguous discovery." 

- Stephen Jay Gould (1978), Science, 200, p.504 [my italics]

https://science.sciencemag.org/content/sci/200/4341/503.full.pdf


Mertonian Norms

1. Universalism

2. Disinterestedness

3. Communalism

4. Organised scepticism



de Vries et al. (2018), Psychol Med, 48(15), 2453-2455



Disproportionate self-citation

Noted by Eiko Fried (2018)

https://eiko-fried.com/sternberg-selfcitations/


(Self-)plagiarism

‘Self-plagiarism occurs when you fail adequately to cite your own work... In extreme cases, 
someone might attempt to publish exactly the same paper twice without noting that the paper has 
been previously published.’ -Robert Sternberg (2017)

The Psychologist’s Companion
[my italics]



Salami-slicing



Predatory journals



Predatory… book writers?





Break neophilia
Or, more specifically, break the link between novelty and publication decisions

https://www.cos.io/our-services/registered-reports

https://www.cos.io/our-services/registered-reports


Reward things we like
We implicitly reward bad behaviours, so let’s explicitly reward good ones

• Hiring and promotion decisions

• Open Science Awards

• A way to reward fraud-checkers and data sleuths?



Use social motivations

• It’s bad to make basic statistical errors

• It’s bad to not to be open/transparent

• It’s bad to write a dumbed-down pop-science book

• It’s bad for 40% of  your citations to be to your own work

• Etc.

• Scientists often react terribly to criticism - maybe they wouldn’t if  
criticism was the norm

• New ways of  apportioning credit for scientific research

Including shame, even if  it doesn’t sound very nice 



Harness selfishness

• “5 selfish reasons to work reproducibly”

1. Reproducibility helps to avoid disaster

2. Reproducibility makes it easier to write papers

3. Reproducibility helps reviewers see it your way

4. Reproducibility enables continuity of your work

5. Reproducibility helps to build your reputation

Markowetz (2015) Genome Biology 16, 274

Careerism is unavoidable, but we can show people that more rigorous science can help and not hinder



Spread the word

Fanelli (2018), PNAS, 115(11), 2628-2631

Have this conversation at all levels of  academia – lack of  awareness is a huge part of  the problem



Perverse incentives are everywhere

Nature (2021), 595, 151
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