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Preventing academia 

from becoming Kleptopia



doi.org/gsncch



~2006: corporations are a problem



~2013: Academia finds a way

Not a solution, but a workaround



2006: a political problem



2012: Politics finds a way



2013: The corporations strike back



2016: Politics strikes back



The struggles have escalated

Politics



On both sides of the Atlantic





TWO FRONTS

Corporations align with politics



The struggles have escalated

Politics

Corporations



Attacking fundamental rights



The corporations formerly known as publishers



The corporations formerly known as publishers

“less than half of Elsevier's revenues 
come from academic journals”

Paul Abrahams, Chief Communications Officer of RELX, March, 2023



Data Brokers: profiting from mass surveillance



LexisNexis



REVERSING THE
INFORMATION FLOW

Academics spend billions for the
privilege to serve as a corporate
commodity





MONOPOLISTS

Charging 5-10 times publishing costs



Paying the Price

10.12688/f1000research.27468.2

?

https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.27468.2


Non-publication costs: Science Tracking



Fingerprinting, custom ads, zero-click spyware



Not just surveillance: Replicability

Journal Rank
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Berghmans et al. (2002): doi: 10.1093/annonc/mdg203, Tressoldi et al. (2013) doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0056180, Brembs et al. (2013) 

doi:10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291, Fraley & Vazire (2014) doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0109019, Macleod et al. (2015) doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.1002273



Not just surveillance and replicability: Affordability

Journal Rank
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Brembs et al. (2013) doi:10.3389/fnhum.2013.00291, Brembs & Grossmann (2021): 10.12688/f1000research.27468.2



PROFESSIONAL 
PROPAGANDA

No empirical basis for journal rank





Replicability

• Social sciences: 62% (10.1038/s41562-018-0399-z)

• Economics: 61% (10.1126/science.aaf0918)

• Psychology: 39% (10.1126/science.aac4716)

• Sports-ExSci: 36% (10.1007/s40279-025-02201-w)

• Cancer Biology: 12% (10.7554/eLife.67995)

40-80% of public support for science ends up in irreproducible publications







Appelbaum: Autocracy Inc.

• kleptocratic financial structures

• surveillance technologies

•professional propaganda

Describe academia without saying “academia”



How is academia responding to these attacks?

• Believe and amplify professional propaganda

• Provide data for the surveillance corporations, 
facilitating attacks on academics

• Provide ammunition for the political 
weaponization of the replication crisis

• Provide more money for the kleptopic
corporations (Transformative agreements)



ANTONIO LOPRIENO

Paraphrased:

Before the advent of rankings, university 
leadership would hire two FTEs to fix a problem.

Today, they hire two FTEs to fix the data for the 
rankings

ALLEA President Antonio Loprieno



How should academia respond?

• Defund the journals 

• Invest in a journal replacement

•Make open science automatic by default

– yesterday!

– such as ORE



Source: Brian Nosek https://www.cos.io/blog/strategy-for-culture-change



Modern Infrastructure

10.1098/rsos.230206 



THE BASE OF THE
PYRAMID

How to automate research data
management – two examples



QC



PAST PROJECT

Automatically depositing raw data and 
evaluations



QC



QC



CURRENT PROJECT

Automatically linking raw data, data 
models, lab journals and publications







https://epub.uni-regensburg.de/75181/

Demonstration



What can you do?

1. Ask your supervisor where your infrastructure 
for sharing your code, data and text is

2. Ask everybody why sharing a picture on your 
phone is easier than sharing your text, data or 
code

3. Ask your library why they pay more to 
corporate journals than for your 
infrastructure.





Reliability of the scholarly literature

Cancer (5 years):

Psychology (5 years):

~880,000 or ~176,000/a

~327,000 or ~65,000/a

Unreliable articles in total: ~1M or ~200,000/a

Subtract 20% error



Main Problems with the IF

• Negotiable

• Irreproducible

• Mathematically
unsound



The Impact Factor

Journal X IF 2023=

All citations from TR indexed journals in 2023 to papers in journal X

Number of citable articles published in journal X in 20021/22

€;84888-130,000/year subscription rates
Covers ~11,500 journals (Scopus covers ~16,500)



The Impact Factor
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The Impact Factor
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Negotiable

• PLoS Medicine, IF 2-11 (8.4)
(The PLoS Medicine Editors (2006) The Impact Factor Game. PLoS Med 3(6): e291. 
http://www.plosmedicine.org/article/info:doi/10.1371%2Fjournal.pmed.0030291)

• Current Biology IF from 7 to 11 in 
2003

– Bought by Cell Press (Elsevier1"in":889…

http://www.plosmedicine.org/article/info:doi/10.1371/journal.pmed.0030291








Negotiable

https://quantixed.wordpress.com/2016/01/05/the-great-curve-ii-citation-distributions-and-reverse-engineering-the-jif/





19 months later



Not Reproducible

• Rockefeller University Press bought their data from Thomson Reuters

• Up to 19% deviation from published records

• Second dataset still not correct

Rossner M, van Epps H, Hill E (2007): Show me the data. The Journal of Cell 

Biology, Vol. 179, No. 6, 1091-1092 http://jcb.rupress.org/cgi/content/full/179/6/1091

http://jcb.rupress.org/cgi/content/full/179/6/1091


Not Mathematically Sound
• Left-skewed distributions

• Weak correlation of individual 
article citation rate with journal IF

Seglen PO (1997): Why the impact factor of journals should not be used for evaluating research. BMJ 1997;314(7079):497http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/full/314/7079/497

http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/full/314/7079/497


Not Mathematically Sound

https://quantixed.wordpress.com/2016/01/05/the-great-curve-ii-citation-distributions-and-reverse-engineering-the-jif/
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