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What do you think? 

Which skills do you need to learn as a 

PhD student to do high quality research? 



What do you think? 

How much time would you need to 

develop sufficient expertise in each skill? 



What do you think? 

Would it be helpful if your research team had the 

following experts, that you could approach for help at 

any moment: 

Uli Schimmack for data analysis, Lisa DeBruine and Filipo Gambaroto to 

help you create a computationally reproducible paper and share data 

and code, Jessica Flake to develop your scale, Dorothy Bishop to help 

you spot questionable papers, Livio Finios to help you design your 

experiment, and me to cheer you on when things get tough? 



What do you think? 

Is there room in a university for experts 

who help others, without focusing most 

of their time on their own research? 



If we only reward scientists for what 

they do as individuals, they will 

compete with each other, instead of 

helping each other to do better work 

together. 

Tiokhin, Panchanathan, Smaldino, Lakens, 2023



Shifting the level of selection will 

reward indirect effects of scientists 

(e.g., helping others)

Tiokhin, Panchanathan, Smaldino, Lakens, 2023



What do you think? 

Does it cost more time to do higher 

quality research?



What do you think? 

Does it cost less time to do lower quality 

research? 



Dennett, 2006



What do you think? 

Would voting really not yield results 

worth heeding? Why not? Isn’t this what 

we do all the time when we review 

papers, grant proposals, and job 

candidates? 



Do you really feel your research is 

valuable enough to do well? 

It’s a question we don’t often discuss 

out loud. But we should!



(Because 70% of research is hardly 

ever cited in one year. We can 

debate if this is a valid metric). 





The Heritage Foundation, a 

conservative think tank, is behind 

the current decisions in the US to 

reduce science funding. 





What would a well-organized 

science, where we have coordination 

between scientists, look like? 

Let’s look at what Francis Bacon 

thought in 1627: 



Bacon, 1627







Kitchner, 2001



Sajedeh Rasti        Krist Vaesen

Rasti, S., Vaesen, K., & Lakens, D. (2025). The Need for Scientific 

Coordination. OSF. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/vjcfk 



1. Coordination is necessary to 

answer complex questions. 

The more interdependencies exist between 

the work that needs to be done to answer a 

question, the more we need to coordinate.



2. Coordination increases quality 

through specialization. 

Given a fixed amount of time, the expertise 

that any single researcher can develop is 

limited.



3. Coordination enables research 

prioritization.

Let’s define the ability of a research project to 

answer the question as the endogenous 

scientific value.



Originally organized by the NIH 

to promote coordination among 

researchers in a specific field, 

consensus conferences are now 

self-organized by researchers in 

health research. 



“OMERACT is the acronym for an international, 

informally organized network initiated in 1992 aimed at 

improving outcome measurement in rheumatology. 

Chaired by an executive committee, it organizes 

consensus conferences in a 2-yearly cycle that circles 

the globe. Data driven recommendations are prepared 

and updated by expert working groups. 

Recommendations include core sets of measures for 

most of the major rheumatologic conditions.”



Consensus conferences often focus 

on 1) agreement on the available 

evidence 2) agreement about which 

measures a field will use 3) 

agreement about a smallest effect 

size of interest.





Research projects that provide a 

more conclusive answer to the 

research question have more 

value than research questions 

that provide less conclusive 

answers. 



This does not take into account 

whether it is worthwhile to 

answer the research question to 

begin with, which we can call the 

exogenous scientific value.



The exogenous scientific value of 

a research project is determined 

by the utility of having the 

answer to a question. 



Both these types of value are 

subjective. But where exogenous 

value judgments can be 

irreconcilable, endogenous value 

judgments can only differ in their 

rank order. 



Recently, Isager et al (2021) 

developed a model for the 

replication value of a study, 

defined as the maximum 

expected utility we could gain by 

conducting a replication.







If you have decided to perform 

any replication study in a field 

(an exogenous value judgement) 

the choice for a specific 

replication is based on an 

endogenous value judgement. 



If a finding has already been 

replicated extensively, adding a 

replication matters very little. If 

no one cares about the original 

study, a replication also matters 

very little. 



4. Coordination creates careers 

for team players.

People want to do work that matches their 

values. A competitive system turns people 

away from academia (regrettably, not all 

places in academia work like Psicostat!).



5. Coordination can help to 

resolve longstanding 

disagreements. 

Adverserial collaborations, Red Teams, 

actually engaging with criticism. 



6. Coordination can create a 

more cumulative science. 



“There is an awful lot of talk about 

ground breaking research, which I find 

an interesting comparison. Because 

ground breaking is what you do when 

you start a building. You go into a field 

and you dig a hole into the ground. If 

you are only rewarded for ground 

breaking research there is going to be 

an awful lot of fields with a small hole 

in, and no buildings.”

Ottoline Leyser



Forscher, 1963, Chaos in the Brickyard



Building an edifice requires a research line, not a 

study, which requires that a concept is defined 

well, a good measure is developed, a larger set of 

moderators and boundary conditions is 

explored, the generalizability of the effect is 

established, and perhaps even some applied 

research to demonstrate that the theoretical 

knowledge can be used to generate useful 

interventions. 



The extent to which this 

necessary work is performed is 

often uncertain, as it requires a 

certain level of coordination. 



7. Coordination improves 

transparency. 

Working together means communicating 

openly, allowing others to re-use your work. 



Now, let’s go ahead and consider the 

challenge of exogenous value. 

Dunnette, 1965



Richard Hamming used to enjoy 

asking researchers: "What is the 

most important open question in 

your field, and why aren't you 

working on it?"



One concern of giving 

researchers complete freedom in 

their choice of research topic is 

that it limits their resources to 

what they can study individually. 



What do you think? 

Which studies would be performed if you 

were the boss of 100 of your peers for 

the next decade? 



What do you think? 

Which studies will you performed for the 

next decade? 



There is a difference between the 

100 most valuable research 

projects a researcher can do, and 

the most valuable research 

projects 100 researchers can do.



Talking about the value of our 

research might be a bit of a taboo. 

As PhD students, we discussed how 

the worst possible question you 

could get after a talk was ‘Why is 

this interesting?”



But maybe it is time we take this 

question a bit more seriously. 

Some scientists might be happier if 

they do coordinated research. 

And maybe we could prevent 

research waste. 



Why would we do pointless work? It 

has become our brand, switching 

has too high costs, we follow fads, 

truly innovative work is too risky, or 

it is not what will be funded. 



Researchers might worry so much that 

giving up some autonomy will reduce 

their freedom of choosing what to do 

that they have failed to see how giving 

up some autonomy can increase their 

freedom of choosing what to do.



[Bacon, 1620]



Grazi!

https://osf.io/ejqa2/
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