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Part I: 
Problems with the current 
approach

2



Thesis 1: 
Our current indicators for scientific quality do a 

bad job.
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Journal Impact Factor (JIF)

5Lariviere, V., Kiermer, V., MacCallum, C. J., McNutt, M., Patterson, M., Pulverer, B., Swaminathan, S., u. a. (2016). A simple proposal for the 
publication of journal citation distributions. bioRxiv, 062109. doi:10.1101/062109

JIF = 35

76% of papers 
have less citations

2.1% of papers are 
never cited



Journal Impact Factor (JIF)

6

•Objective quantification of cristallograhic quality:  
higher JIF ➙ less quality (Brown and Ramaswamy, 2007)

Für Überblick, siehe Brembs, Button, & Munafò (2013)
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Journal Impact Factor (JIF)
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•Objective quantification of cristallograhic quality: higher JIF ➙ 
less quality (Brown and Ramaswamy, 2007)

•Positive relationship between JIF and objective errors of gene 
names in Excel sheets (Ziemann, Eren, & El-Osta, 2016)

•Positive relationship between JIF and the frequency of 
retractions (Brembs, Button, & Munafò, 2013)

•Negative relationship between JIF and probability of 
replication (Dougherty & Horne, 2022)

• In vivo animal experimentation studies are less randomized 
and report more conflicts of interest in higher ranking 
journals (Macleod et al., 2015)

For an overview, see Brembs, Button, & Munafò (2013); Brembs, 2018; Dougherty & Horne, 2022



„Double blind peer review is the 
hallmark of scientific quality 

control“



Reliability for single case diagnostics

10
Krohne, H. W., & Hock, M. (2015). Psychologische Diagnostik: Grundlagen und Anwendungsfelder. Kohlhammer Verlag.


How well do reviewers agree in their assessment of a paper?
➙ interrater agreement

ICC > .80

Goal:

kappa > .60



Peer review
• Meta-analysis of reviewer agreement (k=48,  

19,443 manuscripts): ⌀ ICC = .34, kappa = .17  Bornmann, Mutz, Daniel (2010)

11for an overview, see Osterloh, M., & Kieser, A. (2015).



Peer review

12Pier, E. L., Brauer, M., Filut, A., Kaatz, A., Raclaw, J., Nathan, M. J., Ford, C. E., u. a. (2018). Low agreement among reviewers evaluating the same NIH grant 
applications. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 201714379. doi:10.1073/pnas.1714379115


0 (zero)
agreement



Peer review
• Meta-analysis of reviewer agreement (k=48,  

19,443 manuscripts): ⌀ ICC = .34, kappa = .17  Bornmann, Mutz, Daniel (2010)

• „Agreement about shared values“ ≠ „agreement about true value“  
➙ Correlation with „true value“ <= 1 
➙ Estimate correlation of reviewer’s assessment with „true value“ of 
a paper: r = .09 – .27 (mean r = .18; explained variance: 3%) Starbuck (2004)

• Decisions highly dependent on a (random) selection of reviewers ➙ 
Lottery Bornmann & Daniel (2009)

13for an overview, see Osterloh, M., & Kieser, A. (2015).



14
SHIN, J. C., Toutkoushian, R. K., & Teichler, U. (2011). University Rankings: Theoretical Basis, Methodology and Impacts on Global Higher 
Education. Springer Science & Business Media, p. 151.; Zitat erstmalig gesehen bei Präsentation von Margit Osterloh


„When I divide the week’s contribution into two piles – one that 
we are going to publish and the other we are going to return – I 
wonder whether it would make any real difference to the journal 
or its readers if I exchanged one pile for another“. 

Sir Theodore Fox in Lancet, 1965



Peer review
• Meta-analysis of reviewer agreement (k=48,  

19,443 manuscripts): ⌀ ICC = .34, kappa = .17  Bornmann, Mutz, Daniel (2010)

• „Agreement about shared values“ ≠ „agreement about true value“  
➙ Correlation with „true value“ <= 1 
➙ Estimate correlation of reviewer’s assessment with „true value“ of 
a paper: r = .09 – .27 (mean r = .18; explained variance: 3%) Starbuck (2004)

• Decisions highly dependent on a (random) selection of reviewers ➙ 
Lottery Bornmann & Daniel (2009)

• Summary: Pre-publication peer review in the current system has 
some value as feedback (to improve a manuscript), but limited value 
as quality control; very inefficient.

• Silver lining: Agreement is higher at the low quality end (Cicchetti, 1991)

15for an overview, see Osterloh, M., & Kieser, A. (2015). See also 

http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2018/02/27/1714379115


Does peer review select better researchers?

A case study about the prestigious  
Emmy-Noether-Programme in Germany

„The Emmy Noether Programme gives exceptionally qualified 
early career researchers the chance to qualify for the post of 
professor at a university by leading an independent junior 

research group for a period of six years.“



Number of publications
Emmy-Noether-Programm

17
Böhmer et al (2008); Hornbostel, S., Böhmer, S., Klingsporn, B., Neufeld, J., & Ins, von, M. (2008); Neufeld, J. (2016).

rejected
accepted ➙ receive ~1.500.000 €



Number of publications
Emmy-Noether-Programm

18
Böhmer et al (2008): Hornbostel, S., Böhmer, S., Klingsporn, B., Neufeld, J., & Ins, von, M. (2008); Neufeld, J. (2016).

rejected
accepted ➙ receive ~1.500.000 €



Average JIF
Emmy-Noether-Programm

19
Böhmer et al (2008): Hornbostel, S., Böhmer, S., Klingsporn, B., Neufeld, J., & Ins, von, M. (2008); Neufeld, J. (2016).

rejected
accepted ➙ receive ~1.500.000 €



Citations per Paper
Emmy-Noether-Programm

20
Böhmer et al (2008); Hornbostel, S., Böhmer, S., Klingsporn, B., Neufeld, J., & Ins, von, M. (2008); Neufeld, J. (2016).

rejected
accepted ➙ receive ~1.500.000 €



Emmy-Noether-Programm

21
Böhmer et al (2008)

"Taken together, the bibliometric results show remarkably small 
differences between funded and rejected applicants (prior to 
funding). Moreover, these small differences are not increased by 
the fact that one of both groups gets the funding of the Emmy 
Noether program* and the other doesn’t.“ 

*1 - 1.5 million €



Thesis 2:
Our current incentives foster bad science.
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Much of the scientific literature, 
perhaps half, may simply be untrue. 

Part of the problem is that no one is 
incentivised to be right.

Richard Horton,
Editor von The Lancet



Quantity, not quality

24Abele-Brehm, A. E., & Bühner, M. (2016). Wer soll die Professur bekommen? Psychologische Rundschau, 67(4), 250–261. http://doi.org/10.1026/0033-3042/
a000335

Actual (not desired) relevance at professorship hiring 
committees: Rank

Number of peer-reviewed publications 1

Fit of research profile to the advertising institution 2

Quality of research talk 3

Number of publications 4

Volume of acquired third-party funding 5

Number of first authorships 6

… …
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Bakker, M., van Dijk, A., & Wicherts, J. M. (2012). The Rules of the Game Called Psychological Science. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 7(6), 543–554. 



Smaldino, P. E., & McElreath, R. (2016). The natural selection of bad science. Royal Society Open Science, 3(9), 160384–17. 

Ideal strategy for a high quantity of publications:
small n + many studies + questionable research practices 
(QRPs), such as p-hacking

„The rules of the game“ „Evolution of bad science“

http://doi.org/10.1177/1745691612459060
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.160384


26https://www.lemonde.fr/sport/article/2013/06/28/avant-le-tour-lance-armstrong-brise-le-silence_3438032_3242.html

„It’s impossible to win the Tour de France 
without doping.“ 

Lance Armstrong



Quotes from early career researchers

27

With which mindset do 
we conduct research - is 
our goal to find new 
truths or to be successful 
by „confirming" our 
hypotheses?

What would be a good balance 
between Open Science and pursuing a 
career in science?
Can you only really afford doing Open 
Science with tenure?

Open Science makes me 
transparent, but also very 
vulnerable. Is it really 
worth it?

… collected anonymously for a Q&A session in a workshop on open science.

My contract is limited to two 
years – although it would be 
nice to publish the data, I have 
no time to do it. I rather have to 
churn out another publication.

➙ felt contradiction between „good research“/„open research“ 
and „having a career in science“



Doing „good research“ vs. „having a career in science“?

28

© KC Green

It is the task of the senior researchers  
- those sitting in committees and making the rules of 
hiring, tenure and promotion -  
to solve that dilemma for the early career 
researchers!



Part II:
How to realign good scientific practice and 

incentive structures
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Hong Kong Principles



Quantity, not quality

31Abele-Brehm, A. E., & Bühner, M. (2016). Wer soll die Professur bekommen? Psychologische Rundschau, 67(4), 250–261. http://doi.org/10.1026/0033-3042/
a000335

Actual (not desired) relevance at professorship hiring 
committees: Rank

Number of peer-reviewed publications 1
Fit of research profile to the advertising institution 2

Quality of research talk 3
Number of publications 4

Volume of acquired third-party funding 5
Number of first authorships 6

… …
Quality assessment of the best three publications 17

… …
Indicators of research transparency 41 (of 41)



Quality, not quantity

32Abele-Brehm, A. E., & Bühner, M. (2016). Wer soll die Professur bekommen? Psychologische Rundschau, 67(4), 250–261. http://doi.org/10.1026/0033-3042/
a000335

Indicators with the 
largest discrepancy 
between „desired“ 

and „actual“: 
Researchers want to 

have indicators of 
research 

transparency in 
hiring committees!



Responsible Research Assessment:
A proposal for professorship hiring 

committees



34

 
=  

Quality  

Effectiveness of any new 
assessment scheme

More valid indicators & assessment procedures 
that combat biases

First-mover / collective action problem ➙ 
CoARA is the best shot so far …

Efficiency in the hiring committee: 
Can it handle 100+ applicants?

Cultural change: acceptance amongst 
- Researchers 
- Research administrators 
- University governing boards 
- Funders

Transparency of requirements & reproducibility of 
indicators: No more proprietary black box algorithms

x 

  Acceptance
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=  

Quality  

Effectiveness of any new 
assessment scheme

More valid indicators & assessment procedures 
that combat biases

First-mover / collective action problem ➙ 
CoARA is the best shot so far …

Efficiency in the hiring committee: 
Can it handle 100+ applicants?
Cultural change: acceptance amongst 
- Researchers 
- Research administrators 
- University governing boards 
- Funders

Transparency of requirements & reproducibility of 
indicators: No more proprietary black box algorithms

x 

  Acceptance



36

The proposal, in a nutshell

inspired by …



1. Expand the range of academic contributions

37

1. Research

2. Teaching

3. Leadership
(e.g., mentoring, management 

and organizational skills, 
strategic thinking)

5. Societal impact
(e.g., science communication/ 

citizenship)

4. Service to the 
academic institution/

field

Types of 
academic contributions:

Figure from Leising et al. (2022)

https://ps.psychopen.eu/index.php/ps/article/view/6029


2. Move from authorship to contributorship

38
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1. Research

2. Teaching

3. Leadership
(e.g., mentoring, management 

and organizational skills, 
strategic thinking)

5. Societal impact
(e.g., science communication/ 

citizenship)

4. Service to the 
academic institution/

field

Types of 
academic contributions:

Alternative: 
Reorder authors 
alphabetically in 
CV; only rely on 

CRediT

JIF: 24! Citations: 
2239!

My contribution: 
Nearly zero.



3. More than publications: Data sets and 
software as fully-fledged contributions

39
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1. Research

2. Teaching

3. Leadership
(e.g., mentoring, management 

and organizational skills, 
strategic thinking)

5. Societal impact
(e.g., science communication/ 

citizenship)

Publications

Data sets

Research software 

4. Service to the 
academic institution/

field

Research 
outputs (ROs):

Types of 
academic contributions:
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J.J. at the English language 

I know Excellence 
when I see it!

But I 
can’t define „quality“ 

or „Excellence“ and can’t 
measure it objectively 

…

Quality over quantity

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Mad_scientist.svg


4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor), impact, and quantity

41
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•„Quality“ is multidimensional: 

•basic aspects (methodological rigor) 

•elusive and complex aspects (innovation, creativity, ingenuity) 

•Rigor - as one part of quality - can be measured (quite) objectively:  
Whether research has been skillfully executed according to 
standards of good scientific practice within the field.  

•Quality cannot be reduced to rigor! 

•Rigor is not a sufficient condition for high-quality research –  
but it can be seen as a necessary condition for valid knowledge. 

Quality over quantity



A quality/quantity tradeoff?

• QQ trade-off – a negative correlation between rigor and quantity 
–on the within-person level: Perceived extra effort & opportunity 
costs of open science practices (e.g., Houtkoop et al., 2018) 

• Independent between-person effect: Some researchers are more 
capable of producing research outputs of high quality and higher 
quantity than others.  
– main target of assessment procedures 
– some level of quantitative productivity is certainly necessary for a 

researcher to be regarded as successful.  
– Once a good quality of products has been established, we may start 

counting them. 

• However, the current practice of selecting competitors mainly via 
indicators of pure quantity, combined with a widespread lack of 
proper quality controls, sets an incentive for everybody to invest 
into the quantity, rather than the quality, of their own research. 

43



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor), impact, and quantity

44

Quality / Rigor 

Evaluation dimension:

QuantityImpact

- Registered report
- Analysis script provided
- Open material
- Independently verified 

reproducibility
- Formal modeling
- Manipulation checks
- Follows reporting guidelines
- …

- FAIRness
- Representativeness
- Size
- Uniqueness/effort of 

data collection
- …

- Independent review
- Unit testing
- Documentation
- Technology Readiness 

level
- …

- Number of papers 
- …

- Number of published 
data sets

- …

- Number of published 
software

- Duration of active 
maintenance

- % of applicants 
contribution to a product

- …

- Citation count
- Altmetrics
- Societal impact
- …

- Citation count
- # of reuses from other 

authors
- …

- Citation count
- Dependencies
- Github stars
- …

Publications

Data sets

Research software 

Research 
outputs (ROs):



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of papers

45(this is only a selection of indicators)



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of papers

46(this is only a selection of indicators)



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of papers

47(this is only a selection of indicators)



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of open data sets

48(this is only a selection of indicators)



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of research software

49

post-doc researcher

research software

https://xkcd.com/2347/

https://xkcd.com/2347/


4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of research software

50(this is only a selection of indicators)



4. Valid indicators for measuring quality 
(methodological rigor) of research software

51

With the suggested reward points, a 
„critical infrastructure software“ can 
count as much as 5 good research 
papers.

(this is only a selection of indicators)
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=  

Quality  

Effectiveness of any new 
assessment scheme

More valid indicators & assessment procedures 
that combat biases

First-mover / collective action problem ➙ 
CoARA is the best shot so far …

Efficiency in the hiring committee: 
Can it handle 100+ applicants?

Cultural change: acceptance amongst 
- Researchers 
- Research administrators 
- University governing boards

Transparency of requirements & reproducibility of 
indicators: No more proprietary black box algorithms

x 

  Acceptance



5. A two-phase hiring process

53
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high

minimal level 
of rigor

high

Longlist
(applicants who formally 
fit to the job description)

Shortlist
(candidates generally 
qualified for the job)

Candidate 1

Candidate 3
Candidate 2

Final list with 
ranked candidates

Phase 1: 
Negative selection with 
focus on efficiency: 
algorithm/indicator 
assisted



• Candidates are expected to enter the indicator values themselves 
for, e.g., their 10 best publications, up to 5 data sets and up to 5 
pieces of software. 

• Out of these 20 research outputs, the candidates nominate their 3 
best works (for in-depth evaluation in phase 2) 

• Someday, these information could go into a database and need only 
to be entered once. 

• Research assistants can do most of data collection. 
– Pilot study: ICC(1,1) = .81 

• Self-reports should be checked on a random basis (longlist) or 
routinely for all candidates on the shortlist. 

• Phase 1 can be algorithmically assisted (but do not bypass human 
judgement completely!) 
– Templates for aggregating and visualizing the provided information ➙ 

multidimensional profiles

54

5. A two-phase hiring process: Efficiency



5. A two-phase hiring process
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minimal level 
of rigor

high

Longlist
(applicants who formally 
fit to the job description)

Shortlist
(candidates generally 
qualified for the job)

Candidate 1

Candidate 3
Candidate 2

Final list with 
ranked candidates

Phase 1: 
Negative selection with 
focus on efficiency: 
algorithm/indicator 
assisted

Phase 2: 
Positive selection with 
focus on content: 
in-depth qualitative  
evaluation and peer-
review in committee
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=  

Quality  

Effectiveness of any new 
assessment scheme

More valid indicators & assessment procedures 
that combat biases

First-mover / collective action problem ➙ 
CoARA is the best shot so far …

Efficiency in the hiring committee: 
Can it handle 100+ applicants?

Cultural change: acceptance amongst 
- Researchers 
- Research administrators 
- University governing boards

Transparency of requirements & reproducibility of 
indicators: No more proprietary black box algorithms

x 

  Acceptance



The (social) process
• Expert task group commissioned by the German 

Psychological Society 
• First draft of recommendations discussed at national 

conference 
• Draft published as target paper in the diamond open 

access journal Meta-Psychology 
• Community feedback by published commentaries

57

2022

09/2022

12/2022

03/2023
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15 commentaries



The (social) process
• Expert task group commissioned by the German 

Psychological Society 
• First draft of recommendations discussed at national 

conference 
• Draft published as target paper in the diamond open 

access journal Meta-Psychology 
• Community feedback by published commentaries 
• Revised version of recommendations; ready-to-use 

templates ➙ hopefully official recommendation by DGPs 
• Application and evaluation: Rapid prototyping process 

with continuous evaluation and refinement 
• Assess interrater-reliability & validity of indicators 
• Explore automatic coding  

(e.g. ScreenIT, DataSeer, Rigor and Transparency Index) 
• Feed insights back to CoARA

59

2022

09/2022

12/2022

03/2023

2023

2024



Discussion

• What are potential negative side-effects? 
• Goodhart’s law: How could you hack the new system? 
• Barriers for implementation: What would the chair of 

your next hiring committee say when you propose to 
switch to the new system?

60
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Why is the uptake so slow?

1. No idea how to do it better 
2. Too much effort 
3. Restricting the academic freedom of committees? 
4. Social dilemma: First movers have a disadvantage 
5. Committee members maybe excelled on the old metrics 

(but not necessarily on the new ones?) 
6. A sudden change in assessment criteria is unfair (after 

all, we spent years optimizing the old ones)

63



Scientific progress I

• When the goal is scientific progress, defined as achieving valid and 
credible knowledge, it is important to differentiate progress and 
quality:  

• “Quality is primarily an activity-oriented concept, concerning the skill 
and competence in the performance of some task.  

• Progress is a result-oriented concept, concerning the success of a 
product relative to some goal.  

• All acceptable work in science has to fulfill certain standards of 
quality. But it seems that there are no necessary connections between 
quality and progress in science. Sometimes very well-qualified 
research projects fail to produce important new results, while less 
competent but more lucky works lead to success.  

• Nevertheless, the skillful use of the methods of science will make 
progress highly probable. Hence, the best practical strategy in 
promoting scientific progress is to support high-quality research.” 
(Niiniluoto, 2019, p. 6).

64



Scientific progress II

• Assumption 1: We will never be able to predict what 
research will be excellent, useful, or impactful (in the 
real world). 

• Assumption 2: We know quite well what bad science is. 
• Solution to foster scientific progress: 
– Weed out bad science 
– Support researchers to achieve high standards of methodological 

rigor 
– (See next slide)

65
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low

Re
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lit
y

high

misconduct 
(scientific and  

workplace misbehavior)

1. Scientific fields should debate and find a consensus about the basic level of necessary good 
research practices („craftsmanship“).  

2. These should be required, controlled and enforced by universities, funders, journals, supervisors. 
3. Those who comply to this minimal standard should be free to thrive, with as few regulations and 

bureaucratic compliance as possible.

1⃣

2⃣

3⃣



„But the reviewers do not decide about rejection and acceptance - the 
editor weighs several sources of information to reach an informed decision.“ 
➙ in the ideal case, yes. But in general, the decision is closely related to the 
reviewers assessment:

67https://www.elsevier.com/connect/is-peer-review-just-a-crapshoot



Changing the incentive structure:
Professorship hiring committees



69https://docs.google.com/document/d/1ty43Syw0Flkh8ncjW8MZArIkvYe8hLwwhLlIwbtSk_Y/edit?usp=drive_web&ouid=108982640291853577145

www.uni-koeln.de 

The Department of Psychology at the Faculty of Human Sciences of the University of 
Cologne (UoC) seeks to appoint a 

 
Full Professor  (W3) 
of Social Psychology 

to be filled as soon as possible. 

The successful candidate is expected to have a record of excellence in social cognition, 
and/or related areas such as cognitive psychology or motivation science. 

The candidate is also expected to strongly contribute to the UoC’s Center for Social and 
Economic Behavior and the Social Cognition Center Cologne of the Department of 
Psychology. Both structures are part of UoC’s Key Profile Area II, „Behavioral Economic 
Engineering and Social Cognition“. 

The ideal candidate’s track record should show an excellent fit with these interrelated 
structures and a strong interest to bridge the fields of social cognition and behavioral 
economics.  

The Department of Psychology aims for transparent and reproducible research (including 
Open Data, Open Materials, and Preregistrations). Applicants are asked to illustrate how they 
have pursued these goals in the past and/or how they plan to do so in the future. 

We strongly encourage international applicants. Salaries and working conditions at the UoC 
- one of the German Universities of Excellence – meet international standards. Candidates 
are expected to be willing to learn the German language. The Faculties offer Bachelor, 
Master, and doctoral degrees. Courses are taught either in English or German. 

Applicants will be hired in concordance with § 36 of the University Law of the State of North-
Rhine Westphalia. 

The UoC supports diversity, the multiplicity of perspectives, and equal opportunities. The 
University of Cologne particularly encourages applications from disabled persons. Disabled 
persons are given preference in case of equal qualification. Women are strongly encouraged 
to apply. Preferential treatment is given to women if their professional qualifications and 
abilities are equivalent to those of other applicants. 

Applications with the usual documents (including vita, research statement, 5 most important 
publications, full list of publications and teaching experience, and diplomas) should be 
submitted via the University’s Academic Job Portal (https://berufungen.uni-koeln.de) until  
March 30th, 2017. 

www.uni-koeln.de 

The Department of Psychology at the Faculty of Human Sciences of the University of 
Cologne (UoC) seeks to appoint a 

 
Full Professor  (W3) 
of Social Psychology 

to be filled as soon as possible. 

The successful candidate is expected to have a record of excellence in social cognition, 
and/or related areas such as cognitive psychology or motivation science. 

The candidate is also expected to strongly contribute to the UoC’s Center for Social and 
Economic Behavior and the Social Cognition Center Cologne of the Department of 
Psychology. Both structures are part of UoC’s Key Profile Area II, „Behavioral Economic 
Engineering and Social Cognition“. 

The ideal candidate’s track record should show an excellent fit with these interrelated 
structures and a strong interest to bridge the fields of social cognition and behavioral 
economics.  

The Department of Psychology aims for transparent and reproducible research (including 
Open Data, Open Materials, and Preregistrations). Applicants are asked to illustrate how they 
have pursued these goals in the past and/or how they plan to do so in the future. 

We strongly encourage international applicants. Salaries and working conditions at the UoC 
- one of the German Universities of Excellence – meet international standards. Candidates 
are expected to be willing to learn the German language. The Faculties offer Bachelor, 
Master, and doctoral degrees. Courses are taught either in English or German. 

Applicants will be hired in concordance with § 36 of the University Law of the State of North-
Rhine Westphalia. 

The UoC supports diversity, the multiplicity of perspectives, and equal opportunities. The 
University of Cologne particularly encourages applications from disabled persons. Disabled 
persons are given preference in case of equal qualification. Women are strongly encouraged 
to apply. Preferential treatment is given to women if their professional qualifications and 
abilities are equivalent to those of other applicants. 

Applications with the usual documents (including vita, research statement, 5 most important 
publications, full list of publications and teaching experience, and diplomas) should be 
submitted via the University’s Academic Job Portal (https://berufungen.uni-koeln.de) until  
March 30th, 2017. 

…

…

Since 2015: All professorship job descriptions
use this requirement

See more such prof job ads at: 

Hiring committees: Make „open 
science“ a desirable or essential 
job characteristic

https://osf.io/7jbnt/
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Change of incentive structures: 
Hiring policy
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Nosek, B. A., Hardwicke, T. E., Moshontz, H., Allard, A., Corker, K. S., Dreber, A., …, Schönbrodt, F. D., Vazire, S. (2021, February 9). 
Replicability, Robustness, and Reproducibility in Psychological Science. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/ksfvq

Analysis of job offers in the  
field of psychology: 

• 1626 job ads (1484 in German, 142 in 
English); entire database of  
from February 2017 to December 2020 

• Keyword search for open science, reproduc*, 
replication, research transparency, etc. 

• Out of 376 advertising institutions, 20 
mentioned replicability and transparency at 
least once. 

• Across all analyzed years, 2.2% (n=36) of 
job offers mentioned replicability and 
transparency as desired or essential job 
criteria. 0 %
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2 %

3 %

4 %
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https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/ksfvq
http://academics.de

