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The need for reform
(‚We have a problem‘)

A few best practice examples

New modes of publishing



[Houston]  We have a problem...



Approximately 180.000 COVID related articles in Pubmed since 1/2020

(https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-020-03564-y) 

A tsunami of research outputs



The publishing industry is flourishing….

• 8 major publishers control 2/3rd of market
• 60 billion € per year
• Elsevier (2016): sales 3 billion €, profit 1.2 billion € (40 % 

profit rate)
• German University libraries pay 100 Mio € per year for 

subscriptions
• 50.000 journals (32% OA licencing model)

Source: https://www.laborjournal.de/rubric/hintergrund/hg/hg_21_03_02.php



Publishers sell us our own work in the disguise of curated 
articles  - but essentially they just provide us with a currency 
which is only valid in academia. 

We exchange impact factors (‚reputation‘) against money.



Free access to publicly funded research results for everyone is an 
ethical mandate (‚Open Access‘)



But: So called ‚Open Access‘ is a busines model of the 
publishers. They want to not only keep their profit rate, but to 
potentially increase it in the future.



The current publishing system is sluggish….

https://www.nature.com/news/does-it-take-too-long-to-publish-research-1.19320

10 February 2016



Peer review: Not only slow, but intransparent and 
potentially fraught with bias, sometimes incompetent...

Image via Sarahmirk



(Non) Publication of results

Result dissemination from clinical trials conducted at 
German university medical centers was delayed and 
incomplete, Wieschowski, Susanne et al. Journal of Clinical 
Epidemiology, Volume 115, 37 - 45

German University Medical 
Centers:
2 years after study 
completion
(summary results in registry 
or publication or internet)



Inflation bias: Almost every statistical test is significant (p≤0.05)



New modes of scientific publishing



Preregistration of study protocols

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000690

• Limits unwarranted 
‚researcher‘s degrees of 
freedom‘

• Prevents ‚outcome 
switching‘

• Prevents HARKING

• Provides scooping 
protection

• Reduces publication 
bias

• …



Registered reports

https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered-reports



Preprint servers

...and many, many more

Full drafts of a research papers shared publicly before having been peer reviewed.

• Fast

• Feedback

• Priority

• Visibility

• Free (in most cases)



Publishing 'NULL' results

• Prevents file drawer effect

• Prevents publication bias

• Prevents repetition of futile 
experiments

• Provides more robust evidence than 
‚positive‘ results, i.e. they are more 
likely to be true than „positive“ results

• Provides boundary conditions for 
future experiments, ‚stepping stones‘ 
to „positive“ results

• Allows aggregation of entire evidence 
base in meta-analysis

• …..

‚

etc.



Reporting Open Data (FAIR use and reuse), Data journals

etc.



Open and/or post publication peer review an/or user 
commenting

https://socialsciences.nature.com/posts/54659-why-i-
think-open-peer-review-benefits-phd-students

https://asapbio.org/f1000-peer-review



Examples

etc.



Open Data LOM at Charité 

Automated identification and rewarding of OD, 290.000 Euros for 2020 
allocated on institutional level („Einrichtungsebene“) to incentivize the set 
up of open data facilitating structures, kowledge base, support etc...

Dr. Evgeny Bobrov Dr. Nico Riedel

OS awards at Charité 

• The QUEST 1,000 € Open Data Reuse Award
• The QUEST 1,000 € Preregistration Award
• The QUEST 1,000 € NULL Results And 

Replication Study Award



Open Science at the hiring/tenure/promotion level:
Professorship Application Service Portal

“The Charité attaches great importance to 
transparent, replicable research and supports 
the objectives of Open Science (Open Access, 
Open Data). This includes the registration of 
studies in registries (clinicaltrials.gov, DRKS, 
etc.), the preregistration of studies, and the 
publication of negative and zero results. How 
have you been pursuing these goals so far 
and what are your plans for the future?”

Miriam Kip

Axel Pries



Open Science – Charité Dashboard

Dr. Nico Riedel



Conclusions

• Scientific publishing is ripe for reform

• A number of novel approaches are currently being implemented (or 
tested)

• Institutions and funders need to embrace these new formats and 
adjust the way we evaluate science and scientists 
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