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Introduction 
Creating a reproducibility promotion plan (RPP) is a structured process of identifying, 

prioritising, and agreeing on actions that can strengthen reproducible research practices within 

an institutional context. RPP development is a collaborative process that brings together key 

stakeholders to reflect on current practices and to make deliberate choices about applying 

feasible and meaningful new reproducibility interventions.  

The facilitator of this process plays a central role in building a coalition of change, i.e. a team 

of employees from the institution that wishes to promote reproducibility that has the 

knowledge, resources, and – ideally but not necessarily – administrative leverage to co-create 

and implement an RPP. Effective facilitation helps ensure that stakeholders recognise shared 

challenges and reach workable compromises, especially when perspectives or levels of 

influence differ. The facilitator’s task is not to provide ready-made solutions, but to guide 

discussion throughout RPP development. This includes planning the process, structuring 

discussions and activities, supporting reflection and idea generation, helping prioritise actions, 

and building support for implementation.  

Reproducibility is shaped by many stakeholders across the research system, and an RPP will 

only be effective if it reflects the perspectives and needs of those involved. Co‑creating the 

RPP with relevant stakeholders (change agents) supports legitimacy and long‑term 

commitment, while helping balance competing priorities. TRUSTparency training supports 

change agents in building the knowledge and skills needed to guide and facilitate this process. 

Facilitating the RPP development process 

Change agents are individuals or small teams who take an initiating role in RPP development. 

They may be researchers, research support staff, managers, or policy officers, and they do not 

necessarily hold formal authority. Their role is to enable dialogue among stakeholders and 

translate shared understanding into concrete priorities and actions. TRUSTparency has created 

a set of training materials to help the RPP co-creation process, including a study handbook, 

handouts, and a trainer’s guide. This training material introduces practical activities that 

support RPP co‑creation by equipping change agents with facilitation approaches and 

reflective tools.  

To fulfil this role effectively, facilitators must maintain neutrality and cultivate trust, particularly 

where differences in seniority or institutional power are present. While facilitation may be 

undertaken by someone initiating the RPP process, effective co‑creation may require specific 

skills in group dynamics. Change agents should therefore consider whether suitable facilitation 

expertise is available internally or whether additional support is needed. 

Preparation is critical. Before bringing stakeholders together, facilitators should clarify the 

mandate, scope, and decision‑making authority of the participants of the RPP process. 

Co‑creation requires time and effort, and participants should clearly understand what the RPP 

aims to achieve, what influence they will have, and how the outcomes will be supported 

institutionally.  

Throughout the activities, participants will be asked to work in small groups. These activities 

benefit from diverse groups representing different roles and research contexts. Especially in 
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larger groups, facilitators should allow sufficient time for introductions to allow effective group 

formation. 

Knowledge and skills for promoting reproducibility  

Developing an institutional RPP requires a shared foundation of knowledge about 

reproducibility and research integrity principles, an understanding of the role different contexts 

play in enabling reproducibility, and essential co-creation skills. Research indicates that 

implementation of responsible research practices is affected by personal values and 

motivation, alongside broader factors such as institutional culture.  Individual factors include 

the internalisation of values, role of mentors and access to research integrity training. 

Institutional factors likewise include transparency, regularly updated research integrity policies 

and ability to provide training (Roje et al., 2023). The TRUSTparency training will equip 

participants with the knowledge, skills and attitudes to identify the effects of these factors in 

their own work and institution, and to set actionable goals toward greater reproducibility. 

Previous research also indicates that training on reproducibility should be available to all 

stakeholders (Labib et al., 2022). The TRUSTparency training will address this through the RPP 

co-creation process. However, this can be challenging, particularly when engaging stakeholders 

across hierarchical boundaries, such as between researchers and management. To identify 

relevant issues for all stakeholders in the RPP development process, it is necessary to 

understand different stakeholders’ motivations and to equip them with the co-creation skills 

necessary for mutual learning and problem-solving.  

The knowledge and skills strengthened through the training are: 

● Understanding of different conceptions of reproducibility at the individual, institutional and 

research community levels 

● Understanding barriers and drivers of reproducibility 

● Ability to identify and apply appropriate and feasible reproducibility interventions within a 

given research context 

● Ability to identify structural reproducibility challenges based on shared experiences 

● Ability to collectively prioritise key themes and interventions for development of an 

institutional RPP 
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Activity 1: Understanding reproducibility  

 

Purpose 

This activity introduces the central terms used in discussions on reproducibility. Participants 

explore these concepts by discussing cases drawn from different research fields. The activity 

also helps participants share their perspectives of reproducibility, identifying how different 

understandings are shaped by participants’ research context.  

Procedure 

1. Prepare handouts and case cards for group work. No additional materials are required, 

though note-taking equipment may be useful.  

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a brief presentation on definitions of reproducibility. Introduce key 

terms based on the iRISE glossary, and the idea that understandings of reproducibility differ 

widely between research contexts, methods and disciplines. 

1. [5 minutes] Divide participants into small groups (ideally 4–6 participants per group) and 

allocate several cases to each team. The number of cases per group should depend on the 

total number of groups. Feel free to mix cases from different research fields when assigning 

them to groups; combining cases from various fields can enrich discussion and bring diverse 

perspectives. 

2. [15 minutes] First, within their small groups, participants take turns introducing themselves, 

by sharing their name, their role in research, and what reproducibility means to them.  

3. [40 minutes] Then, participants should turn to discussing the assigned cases.  

4. [15 minutes] The small groups present the results of their discussions to the whole group, 

focusing on the similarities and differences in how reproducibility was understood within 

the group.  

Resources and equipment 

➔ Printed or digital case cards and Handout 1

Type of activity Introductions and case discussion 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning 
outcomes 

By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 

1) describe how research context affects perspectives on 
reproducibility 

2) identify how their own understanding of reproducibility may differ 
from others’ based on research context. 

https://osf.io/br9sp/files/ewybt
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Handout 1 

Takeaways 

 Definitions of reproducibility can differ among research contexts and researchers. Core 

concepts include replicability of study design, which makes research reproducible by 

enabling replication studies to recreate their findings. Establishing a shared understanding 

is integral for co-creating an actionable RPP. 

 Reproducibility practices can be seen as enabling and redoing practices. Developing the 

RPP enables reproducibility interventions to be implemented effectively. 

 

Enabling and redoing in reproducibility (based on Ulpts & Schneider 2025). 

About this activity 

During the group work you will reflect on what reproducibility means in your work and learn 

how others may understand the concept differently based on their research field, methods, 

and experiences. Through case discussions, you will explore a range of viewpoints and compare 

them with your own. By making the similarities and differences visible, the activity helps build 

a foundation for collaboration throughout the RPP development process. The aim is not to 

agree on a single definition of reproducibility, but to become familiar with a shared set of terms 

and concepts that will be used in the training activities. 
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Supplementary material: Key reproducibility terms  

A shared vocabulary related to reproducibility may be helpful in discussing different 

stakeholders’ perspectives. We suggest using the definitions provided in the iRISE glossary1 of 

reproducibility terminology. Key definitions that may be useful for the activity include:  

Replicability is the extent to which the design, implementation, analysis, and reporting of a 

study enable a third party to repeat the study and assess its findings. 

A replication study is a study that repeats all or part of another study and allows researchers 

to compare their findings. 

Reproducibility is the extent to which the results of a study agree with those of replication 

studies. 

Direct replication or full replication is a study where researchers repeat the entire study to 

assess its findings, using a procedure that provides no a priori reason to expect a different 

outcome. 

Partial replication is a study where only parts of a study are replicated. 

Conceptual replication is an attempt to test the same fundamental idea or hypothesis of the 

original study, while some aspects of the replication study differ. 

Computational reproducibility is the ability of reported results to be reproduced by repeating 

the same computational steps (e.g. data processing and statistical analyses) on the original data. 

It has also been referred to as analytical reproducibility. 

                                                   
1 Voelkl, B., Heyard, R., Fanelli, D., Wever, K., Held, L., Würbel, H., Zellers, S., & Maniadis, Z. (2024). 
Glossary of common terminology resulting from scoping reviews (iRISE Project Deliverable). European 
Union Horizon Europe Programme. https://osf.io/br9sp/files/ewybt.   
 

https://osf.io/br9sp/files/ewybt
https://osf.io/br9sp/files/ewybt
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Case cards 
 

Medicine and Life Sciences 1 
Research team A conducts a clinical study to evaluate whether a specific blood-based 
biomarker can be used to detect early pancreatic cancer. In their publication, they describe in 
detail the inclusion and exclusion criteria, the clinical setting, and the laboratory procedures 
used to analyse the blood samples. They also provide the exact assay protocol, the calibration 
procedures of the equipment, and the full statistical code used for evaluating diagnostic 
accuracy. Team A has also made its original dataset available, and independent researchers 
are able to reproduce the published statistical results using the shared data and code. 
Research team B, working in another university hospital, decides to repeat the study as closely 
as possible. They report that they were able to follow the published protocol without any 
difficulties, as all necessary steps had been described clearly and precisely. After collecting 
and analysing data from a comparable patient population, however, they find that the 
biomarker performs poorly and cannot distinguish between patients with and without cancer. 
The results differ substantially from those reported by team A. 

Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 

Medicine and Life Sciences 2 
A research team develops a statistical model to predict recovery following stroke. In their 
publication, they provide a detailed description of the model structure, the variables included, 
all preprocessing steps, variable selection procedures, and the complete analysis code used to 
fit and evaluate the model. Although patient-level data cannot be shared because of privacy 
restrictions, all analytical procedures are documented in sufficient detail to allow others to 
repeat the modelling process. 
Another research group undertakes a study focusing only on the data-analysis component of 
the original work. Using a comparable dataset collected at a different hospital, they implement 
the same preprocessing procedures, variable selection strategy, and statistical model 
described in the original publication. The searchers report that the documentation provided 
all information needed to carry out the analysis without uncertainty or the need for additional 
assumptions. Their model achieves predictive performance that is very similar to that reported 
in the original study and identifies largely the same predictors of recovery. 
Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 
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Medicine and Life Sciences 3 
Research team A conducts a multi-centre clinical trial to evaluate whether a newly 

developed drug reduces the frequency of migraine attacks. The authors carefully 

describe their inclusion and exclusion criteria, the clinical protocol followed at each site, 

the dosage and timing of the medication, and the method used to record migraine 

frequency through patient diaries. They also provide statistical scripts that specify the 

regression models used to estimate treatment effects. However, due to patient 

confidentiality concerns, the underlying dataset is not publicly available, and only 

aggregated summaries are shared. 

To evaluate the same finding reported by team A, a research team in another country 

conducts a new clinical trial that closely follows the original study. They recruit a new 

group of patients with similar characteristics, administer the drug using the same dosage 

schedule, collect outcomes using the same patient diary procedures, and analyse the 

data using the methods described in the original publication. The researchers report that 

the original publication was sufficiently detailed and that they were able to implement 

all aspects of the study without difficulty. After completing the trial, they observe a 

reduction in migraine frequency among treated patients. However, the effect size is 

notably smaller than in the original report, and when they apply alternative but widely 

accepted statistical approaches for analysing repeated measurements, the effect is no 

longer statistically significant. The researchers conclude that the findings may depend to 

some extent on analytical choices. 

Questions: 

1) What type of replication is described in the case? 

2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 

3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 

Natural Science 1 
A materials science group investigates the thermal conductivity of a newly developed alloy. 
They provide a comprehensive description of their experimental setup, including the geometry 
of the sample, the measurement apparatus, calibration procedures, and environmental 
conditions such as temperature and humidity. The authors also share raw measurement data 
and scripts used to calculate conductivity values. 
Another laboratory reconstructs the experiment using the same type of apparatus and follows 
the described procedures step by step. The researchers report that the documentation was 
sufficiently detailed to implement every aspect of the measurement. Nevertheless, their 
measurements yield consistently lower conductivity values across all tested temperatures, 
leading to conclusions that are not consistent with the original findings. 
Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 
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Natural Science 2 
In an ecological study, researchers report a strong association between soil nitrogen levels and 
plant species diversity in a specific region. They describe the general approach to sampling but 
omit precise information about the spatial layout of sampling sites and details about instrument 
calibration. 
A second team conducts a related study in a comparable ecosystem and applies the same 
statistical analysis to their own data. Although they cannot reproduce every step of the original 
sampling procedure due to missing information, they observe a similar relationship between soil 
nitrogen and plant diversity. They note, however, that several aspects of the original methodology 
remain unclear. 
Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 

Natural Science 3 
A computational chemistry study investigates molecular interactions using numerical simulations. 
The authors provide all simulation input files, parameter settings, and scripts used to generate the 
results. 
Another research group reruns the simulations using the provided materials. They obtain the same 
outputs, including molecular configurations and numerical results, without needing to modify any 
part of the computational workflow. 
Questions: 
1) Can this case be considered an example of replication? If yes, what type of replication does it 

represent? If not, what term would more accurately describe it? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) Does this case provide evidence about reproducibility as defined in the handout? Why or why 

not? 

Natural Science 4 
A laboratory-based chemistry study reports that introducing a specific catalyst significantly 
increases the rate of a chemical reaction. The authors provide a detailed description of the 
experimental setup, including reaction temperatures, concentrations, and measurement 
techniques. However, certain practical aspects of laboratory work, such as the exact purity of 
reagents, supplier differences, environmental conditions, glassware cleaning procedures, mixing 
order and the timing between preparation steps, are only briefly mentioned or omitted. 
A second laboratory attempts to follow the protocol as closely as possible. Their researchers 
report that most aspects of the experiment are clearly described, but they must make reasonable 
assumptions about some of the unstated details. When they perform the experiment, they 
consistently observe an increase in reaction rate when the catalyst is used. However, the 
magnitude of the increase varies across repeated runs and is generally smaller than that reported 
in the original study. The variability suggests that minor differences in experimental conditions 
may play a role. 
Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 
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Social Science 1 
Research team A publishes a study claiming that a short mindfulness intervention improves 
working memory performance in university students. The paper includes detailed intervention 
scripts, instructions given to participants, criteria for including and excluding participants, and 
the full analysis code. 
Research team B implements the same intervention at a different university using a similar 
student population. They report that the study procedures were easy to replicate because the 
original publication provided all necessary information. However, after analysing their data, 
they find no evidence that the intervention improves working memory. Their results contradict 
the original findings. 
Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 

Social Science 2 
A study reports that increased social media use is associated with higher levels of political 
polarisation. The authors provide a detailed description of their data collection procedures, 
variable definitions, coding rules, data-cleaning steps, handling of missing responses, and 
statistical modelling strategy. They also make the analysis code publicly available, allowing other 
researchers to understand exactly how the original analyses were conducted. 
Another research team decides to repeat only the data-analysis component of the study. Using 
a separate dataset collected from a comparable population and containing equivalent measures 
of social media use and political polarisation, they apply the same data-cleaning procedures, 
variable coding rules, and statistical models described in the original publication. The 
researchers report that the original methods were documented clearly and that no important 
analytical decisions had to be inferred or guessed. 
After completing the analysis, however, they find results that differ substantially from those 
reported in the original study. The estimated association between social media use and political 
polarisation is very small and statistically indistinguishable from zero. Despite closely following 
the analytical procedures of the original study, the researchers are unable to obtain findings 
that support the original conclusion. 
Questions: 
1) What type of replication is described in the case? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) How would you assess the study’s reproducibility? 

Social Science 3 
A political science study analysing survey data shares the raw dataset, detailed data cleaning 
procedures, and the full analysis code used to generate the results. The documentation also 
explains how each variable was constructed. 
A third-party researcher runs the code exactly as provided. All numerical results, tables, and 
figures match those in the publication, and no discrepancies are observed at any stage of the 
analysis. 
Questions: 
1) Can this case be considered an example of replication? If yes, what type of replication does 

it represent? If not, what term would more accurately describe it? 
2) How would you assess the study’s replicability? If it could be improved, describe how. 
3) Does this case provide evidence about reproducibility as defined in the handout? Why or 

why not? 
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Activity 2: Enabling reproducibility 
 

 

Purpose 
This activity aims to help participants develop a shared and explicit understanding of the 

factors that enable reproducibility in their organisational context by collectively exploring 

barriers and enablers across system‑level, institutional, and individual dimensions.  

By making these dynamics visible through a Rich Picture approach, the activity supports 

structured reflection and generates concrete insights that can guide priority setting and choices 

in RPP development. 

Procedure 
1. Prepare materials for group work: handouts, large sheets of paper and coloured 

markers. No predefined templates are required, as participants will work with a Rich 

Picture approach that allows free‑form visual representation. 

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a short presentation on barriers and enablers of reproducibility, 

linked to Unit 2. Introduce the Rich Picture approach, emphasising that it is a 

participatory method designed to reveal complexity rather than to produce a linear or 

exhaustive list: 

 there is no “correct” way to draw the picture, 

 visual elements can represent actors, barriers, enablers, constraints, tensions, 

incentives, emotions, power relations, uncertainties etc., 

 the goal is to reveal complexity, not to produce a polished diagram.  

3. [5 minutes] Divide participants into small groups (ideally 4–6 participants per group).  

4. [15 minutes] Each group collaboratively starts creating a Rich Picture by illustrating 

barriers to reproducibility at different levels. Participants are encouraged to focus on 

real and experienced barriers, rather than listing all theoretically possible obstacles. 

They may depict how barriers interact, reinforce one another, or affect different actors.  

5. [20 minutes] Once key barriers are visualised, groups extend their Rich Picture by 

adding potential enablers of reproducibility that could realistically address the barriers 

shown, such as incentives, nudges, or other practical changes that could be 

implemented in their institution. Visual cues such as arrows, annotations, or 

colour‑coding can be used to show how enablers relate to barriers. 

Groups are prompted to consider: 

1) What could help shift a barrier without waiting for large‑scale system reform? 

2) Who would need to act for this change to be effective? 

3) What assumptions do these enablers rely on (e.g. leadership support, resources, 

skills)? 

Type of activity Group work for developing a “Rich Picture” on barriers and enablers of 
reproducibility 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning 
outcomes 

By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 
1) analyse system‑level, institutional, and individual factors that shape 

reproducibility 
2) identify key barriers and enablers affecting the uptake of 

reproducible research practice 
3) generate shared insights that can inform RPP development.   

https://mspguide.org/2022/03/18/rich-picture/
https://mspguide.org/2022/03/18/rich-picture/
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6. [20 minutes] Ask the participants to reflect on the Rich Picture they have created and 

prioritise the main elements. This can be done by circling, highlighting, or adding 

symbols to the Rich Picture. Within each group, participants identify and mark: 

● barriers perceived as most entrenched in their context, 

● impactful enablers that are within reach at organisational level. 

7. [15 minutes] Each group briefly presents their Rich Picture, focusing on the most 

significant barriers and the most promising enablers identified. Facilitate discussion to 

explore common patterns and differences across groups. Consider how these are 

affected by differences in research context.  

Resources and equipment 
➔ Large sheet of paper for each group 

➔ Coloured markers 

➔ Printed or digital Handout 2 
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Handout 2 
Takeaways 

 Different barriers and drivers affect adoption of reproducibility practices at systemic, 

institutional, community and individual level, including pressures to publish, incentive 

structures that reward novelty, as well as cultural factors and personal motivation, including 

ethical, intellectual, reputation and efficiency concerns.  

 Core research integrity principles of reliability, honesty, respect, and accountability 

underpin reproducibility. Without internalisation of these principles, efforts to improve 

reproducibility will be difficult to motivate in the long term. 

 

Visual synthesis of barriers and facilitators of reproducibility across research 

ecosystem layers (Kozula et.al. 2026)  
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About this activity 
This activity will help you explore the factors that facilitate or challenge reproducibility in your 

own research environment. Working with others, you will create a visual Rich Picture that 

captures the people, processes, resources, and conditions that influence reproducibility in 

practice. As you share experiences and ideas, you will identify barriers, enablers, and the 

connections between them. Developing a Rich Picture does not require artistic skills. Using 

drawings, symbols, keywords, arrows, and simple sketches, your group will work together to 

represent how reproducibility is experienced in your research context. The focus is on 

capturing ideas and relationships, not on creating a polished diagram. The visual approach 

allows you to express complex situations that can be difficult to describe with words alone. By 

building the Rich Picture together, you will gain a deeper understanding of the factors affecting 

reproducibility and develop a shared view of the context in which improvements can be made. 

 

Supplementary material: 

Examples of barriers and drivers at different levels 

 

System or institution level: Pressure to publish 
Hiring and promotion decisions are often tied to publication volume and journal prestige. 

Activities such as documenting workflows, publishing protocols, or sharing data go largely 

unrewarded. Researchers feel compelled to prioritise fast, publishable results over transparent, 

reproducible practices, but the incentive structure makes it difficult to prioritise reproducibility.  

Community level: Culture of openness 
In some research communities, sharing data, materials, and methods is a strongly enforced 

collective norm rather than an individual choice. Growing public visibility of research and 

societal expectations of trust are reinforcing this shift, extending communal norms of openness 

into fields where they are not yet the default. 

Researcher level: Efficiency 
Clear documentation and accessible data or code save time in the long term. It lets researchers 

retrace their steps months or years later and share methods and workflows with collaborators 

more effectively. Some also see well-documented outputs as more likely to be adopted and 

cited by others. 
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Activity 3: Evaluating existing reproducibility 
interventions 

 

Type of activity Group work combining structured discussion and visual mapping 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning 
outcomes 

By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 
1) describe what reproducibility interventions are currently enacted in 

their institutions  
2) assess to what extent existing resources address needs identified in 

the Rich Picture 
3) identify intervention gaps to inform RPP development. 

Purpose 
This activity supports participants in developing a shared understanding of their current 

institutional landscape of reproducibility interventions.  

Drawing on the catalogue of reproducibility interventions collected by the TRUSTparency 

project, participants will identify what reproducibility interventions are already being enacted 

within their institution, which aspects require further attention, and where realistic starting 

points for change may lie. 

Procedure 
1. Prepare materials for group work: handouts, large sheets of paper and coloured markers. 

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a short presentation on reproducibility interventions and their 

categorisation, linking to Unit 3. Introduce the purpose of the activity - to map what is 

already in place at the institutional level, rather than to design new interventions. Remind 

the participants that reproducibility interventions may exist in formally and informally and 

may differ across disciplines. Emphasise that the goal is not to evaluate the effectiveness 

of interventions in detail, but rather to build a shared picture of existing interventions and 

gaps.  

3. [5 minutes] Divide participants into small groups (ideally 4–6 participants per group). Each 

group uses a template for structuring the discussion (found in the handout materials) and 

the TRUSTparency catalogue of reproducibility interventions. 

4. [40 minutes] Groups then fill in the table and discuss and annotate their list to evaluate the 

extent to which existing interventions address needs identified in the Rich Picture during 

Activity 2, in what research contexts, and what the gaps are. 

5. [15 minutes] Group presentations - each group presents a brief summary of key existing 

interventions identified and major gaps.  

6. [15 minutes] Facilitated discussion focusing on areas of potential strengthening 

reproducibility interventions. 

Resources and equipment 
➔ Table for structuring the discussion for each group 

➔ TRUSTparency catalogue or reproducibility interventions 

➔ Coloured markers 

➔ Printed or digital Handout 3  
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Handout 3 
Takeaways 
 Reproducibility can be strengthened throughout the research life cycle, from study 

preparation and data collection to analysis and dissemination, through concrete practices 

such as preregistration, standardisation, documentation, and data sharing. 

 Infrastructure and governance matter alongside individual practices: decisions made by 

research performing organisations, funders, and publishers - through policies, incentives, 

and standards - shape reproducibility across the entire research process. 

 
Framework of factors affecting applicability of reproducibility interventions (Fanelli 2026) 

 

About this activity 
This activity will help you develop a shared understanding of the reproducibility interventions 

currently in place at your institution. Together, you will identify and map existing practices, 

including policies, training, support services, infrastructure, incentives, and other initiatives that 

support reproducibility. The structured process will help you assess how well these 

interventions address institutional needs, identify areas of strength, and recognise important 

gaps or opportunities for improvement. 
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Supplementary material: TRUSTparency toolbox ` 

Schematic representation of the TRUSTparency toolbox. The TRUSTparency toolbox helps navigate reproducibility interventions across stages of research, 

types of interventions, and detailed descriptions of specific interventions. 
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Printout table for structuring the discussion 

 Existing interventions Are they working? Gaps and needs 

Policies and guidelines    

Training     

Support services    

Infrastructure (e.g. repositories, 

software) 

   

Incentives     

Informal practices     

…    

…    

…    

…    
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Activity 4: Stakeholder mapping for RPP 
development 

Type of activity Two-phased group mapping exercise 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning 

outcomes 

By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 

1) identify the stakeholders relevant to reproducibility promotion 

within their institutional context 

2) describe stakeholder roles and levels of interest to promote 

reproducibility 

3) assess the relative influence and interest of stakeholders using a 

structured matrix. 
 

Purpose 
This activity helps participants develop a shared, realistic picture of the human and institutional 

landscape in which an RPP must operate. By systematically mapping who the important and 

relevant stakeholders are, what roles they play, how much influence they hold, and how they 

relate to one another, participants move from an abstract understanding of stakeholder 

interest to a concrete, institution-specific map that can directly inform RPP development 

process and design.  
 

Procedure 
1. Place one large sheet of paper at each table. Provide marker pens in at least three 

colours and sticky notes. 

2. [10 minutes] Begin with a short presentation on stakeholder mapping as a practical tool 

for moving from aspiration to strategy. Introduce the three-phase structure of the 

activity. Clarify the central question that the groups will work on: "Who are the 

stakeholders who can influence reproducibility promotion at your institution, and what 

is the nature of their influence?"  

3. [5 minutes] Divide participants into small groups (ideally 4–6 participants per group).  

4. [15 minutes] Phase 1 - identification. Each participant writes down relevant 

stakeholders and stakeholder groups on individual sticky notes, one stakeholder or 

group per note. Prompt participants to think beyond the obvious: 

● who has formal authority over research policy at your institution? 

● who controls infrastructure, data systems, research support services etc.? 

● who shapes norms informally — through reputation, seniority, discipline, 

authority? 

● who is absent from current conversations but should not be? 

5. [30 minutes] Phase 2 - influence and interest matrix. Ask each group to assess the 

relative influence and interest of the stakeholders they have identified. Provide a simple 

2×2 matrix with the axes Influence (low–high) and Interest (low–high) in enabling 

reproducibility and developing RPP. Participants put sticky notes with stakeholder 

names into one of the four quadrants. Encourage participants to discuss: 

● which stakeholders have high influence on enabling reproducibility and 

developing RPP? 
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● which stakeholders are highly engaged in enabling reproducibility and which are 

currently peripheral? 

After filling in the matrix, participants should consider steps that could be taken to turn 

influential but low-interest stakeholders into interested stakeholders, and what steps 

could be taken to empower interested stakeholders with low influence.  

6. [15 minutes] Group presentations - each group presents a summary of mapping results.  

7. [15 minutes] Facilitated discussion focusing on stakeholder interest and influence. 

Encourage groups to share ideas from the discussion on how stakeholder engagement, 

and to be open about expected challenges.  
 

Resources and equipment 
➔ Large sheet of paper for each group for drawing the influence-interest matrix  

➔ Coloured markers 

➔ Sticky notes 

➔ Printed or digital Handout 4 
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Handout 4 
Takeaways 
 Stakeholder mapping is a three-step process: (a) identifying stakeholders, (b) analysing their 

roles, their influence, and interest, and (c) deciding how each should be involved. The 

influence–interest matrix helps identify a "coalition of change" whose authority and 

knowledge can help enact an RPP. 

 Stakeholder mapping is iterative. Refine your mapping by consulting with core stakeholders 

(your “coalition of change”) to find new stakeholders, linkages, and to account for changes 

since your initial mapping.  

 
Influence-interest matrix, adapted from Ackermann & Eden’s power-interest matrix 

(Ackermann & Eden, 2011) 

 

About this activity 
This activity will help you develop a shared, institution-specific understanding of the 

stakeholders who play a role in promoting reproducibility. Working in groups, you will identify 

relevant stakeholders and their roles, place them on an influence–interest matrix, and discuss 

how each stakeholder group can be effectively engaged. The exercise will help you explore 

how to involve influential but currently disengaged stakeholders, as well as how to strengthen 

the influence of stakeholders who are already engaged. The resulting stakeholder map will 

provide a practical foundation for building a coalition for change and designing the RPP co-

creation process. 
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Supplementary material: Stakeholder descriptions 
 

Summary of stakeholder descriptions from Pedersen & Sørensen 2026 
 

Journals: Central institutions for communicating and validating research, with substantial 

influence over academic careers and a responsibility to promote reliable, transparent, and 

reproducible science.  

Publishers: Manage key venues for communicating, validating, recognising, and evaluating 

research, giving them substantial influence over scientific practices.  

Research funding organisations (RFOs): Shape research practices through funding decisions, 

standards, and evaluation criteria, placing them in a strong position to make reproducibility an 

integral and rewarded part of research.  

Research performing organisations (RPOs): Universities, research institutes and related 

research units conduct and support research, employ and train researchers, and provide the 

institutional environment in which research takes place. They can promote reproducibility 

through policies, infrastructure, tools, training, incentives, and oversight. 

Policymakers: Set the broader science-policy and funding frameworks within which research 

operates, including priorities, performance indicators, expectations, and incentives that shape 

the behaviour of funders, institutions, and other stakeholders.  

Research integrity officers: Promote responsible and rigorous research, monitor adherence to 

professional standards, and provide education and training to help researchers apply good 

research and reproducibility practices.  

Scholarly societies (e.g. academies of science): Represent disciplinary communities, organise 

conferences and professional activities, and shape recognition within their fields.  

Reproducibility networks: collaborative networks (often national or regional) that bring 

together researchers, universities, funders, publishers, learned societies, and other 

organisations interested in improving research reproducibility.  

Infrastructure providers: Supply hardware and software for performing research. Provide 

repositories, data platforms, scientific gateways, and other services for storing, curating, 

managing, analysing, sharing, and discovering research data.   
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Activity 5: Resources for reproducibility 
Type of activity Scenario‑based group exercise with resource analysis 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning 
outcomes 

By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 
1) analyse how funding, time, and infrastructure constraints affect 

deployment of reproducibility interventions 
2) identify inequalities in access to resources 
3) assess which reproducibility interventions are feasible with existing 

resources, 
4) formulate realistic priorities and starting points for an RPP. 

Purpose 
This activity helps participants develop a realistic, shared understanding of how access to 

resources decides which reproducibility interventions are feasible in their institutional context. 

By working through concrete scenarios, under explicit resource constraints, participants learn 

to distinguish between aspirational and actionable measures and identify priority investment 

and coordination gaps for RPP development. 

Procedure 
1. Prepare materials for group work: handouts, large sheets of paper and coloured markers.  

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a short presentation for revisiting the role of resources in enabling 

reproducibility, linking explicitly to Unit 5 and to the risk of RPPs becoming aspirational if 

resource constraints are ignored. Introduce Nosek’s culture change pyramid and the core 

task: participants will be asked to map institutional scenarios along the culture change 

pyramid, and to design plausible reproducibility priorities under those conditions. 

3. [5 minutes] Divide participants into small groups (ideally 4–6 participants per group). Assign 

each group a resource scenario reflecting institutional variation. Each group is asked to 

treat their scenario as fixed for the exercise. 

4. [15 minutes] Placing institutional scenarios within the culture change pyramid across five 

levels (infrastructure, ease of use, norms, incentives, policy), colour-coding scenarios. For 

each level, the group decides which colour best reflects the scenario: green where 

interventions are in place and used, yellow where interventions are in place, but issues 

persist, orange where an intervention is absent, but interest exists, and red where 

interventions are absent and interest is lacking.   

5. [25 minutes] Group discussion on scenarios. Using the pyramid as a reference point, each 

group selects two priority interventions that address a real reproducibility need and can 

realistically be supported with existing or slightly adapted resources. Groups also identify 

one critical resource gap that would need to be addressed in a longer‑term RPP. 

6. [15 minutes] Groups briefly report their scenario, key resource constraints, and chosen 

priority interventions. 

7. [15 minutes] Facilitated discussion focusing on where resource inequalities most strongly 

shape feasibility and what this implies for RPP. 

Resources and equipment 
➔ Sheet of paper for each group with printed culture change pyramid 

➔ Coloured markers (green, yellow, orange and red) 

➔ Printed or digital Handout 5 and scenarios 

 



 

25 
 

Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not 
necessarily reflect those of the European Union or the European Research Executive Agency (REA). Neither the European 

Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. 

25 

Handout 5 
Takeaways  
 Reproducibility interventions require various resources – funds, time, and infrastructure. 

Access to resources differs across research fields and between well- and poorly resourced 

institutions, and within institutions, where early-career and precarious (i.e. employed with 

short-term contracts) researchers, and those with caring responsibilities, often face the 

tightest constraints. 

 Failing to account for differences in access to resources may overestimate applicability of 

reproducibility interventions. Realistic planning also means accounting for the support roles 

(IT, data stewards, libraries) that make existing infrastructure usable, not just whether 

infrastructure formally exists. 

 
Summary of how funds, time and available infrastructure affect the viability of reproducibility 

interventions (based on Fanelli 2026). 
 

About this activity 
During this activity, you will explore and discuss hypothetical institutional scenarios with 

different levels of resources available to support reproducibility using the five levels of Nosek's 

culture change pyramid: infrastructure, ease of use, norms, incentives, and policy. For each 

level, your group will decide which colour best reflects the scenario: green where interventions 

are in place and actively used, yellow where interventions are in place but challenges remain, 

orange where interventions are absent but there is interest in introducing them, and red where 

interventions are absent and there is little appetite for change. The activity will help you reflect 

on how available resources may shape the development and implementation of an institutional 

RPP. 
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Supplementary material: culture change pyramid 
 

 

 
Culture change pyramid, based on Nosek 2019 

 

* “Make it normative” here means - make the practice socially expected and part of 

standard professional behaviour. 
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Scenarios 
  

Scenario 1 
Your institution is a large, research-intensive university with stable core funding, advanced 

digital infrastructure, and a well-staffed research support office. Data management plan 

requirements, open-access mandates, and other policies are already in place. 

Reproducibility tools exist and are technically accessible to all researchers. The problem is 

not availability - it is adoption. Researchers at every career stage report that time is their 

most binding constraint. Publication pressure is intense, grant cycles reward speed and 

volume, and administrative demands have grown significantly over the past decade. Early-

career researchers on fixed-term contracts feel they cannot afford to invest time in 

documentation or code annotation that will not directly advance their publication record. 

Senior researchers, stretched across supervision, leadership, teaching and grant writing, 

delegate reproducibility tasks informally to junior staff who are themselves under pressure. 

Training sessions are well-designed, but attendance is low. The institution has the 

infrastructure for reproducibility but has not yet created the conditions that would make 

using it feel worthwhile.  

 

Scenario 2  

Your institution spans a wide range of disciplines, from well-funded experimental sciences 

to chronically under-resourced humanities and social science departments. Reproducibility 

policy has been developed centrally and applies institution wide, but it was designed 

primarily with data-intensive quantitative research in mind. In well-funded departments, 

researchers have access to grant funded infrastructure and dedicated data stewards. In 

under-resourced departments, researchers work primarily on individual laptops, lack 

technical support, and use methods for which the available reproducibility tools are poorly 

suited or entirely inapplicable. These researchers do not feel that current reproducibility 

initiatives address their work; some feel actively penalised by policies that assume a 

research process their disciplines do not follow. Meanwhile, funding inequalities compound 

the problem: some researchers work in well-resourced project teams while others balance 

heavy teaching loads with minimal research time.  
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Scenario 3 

Your institution relies heavily on researchers on short-term contracts (doctoral candidates, 

postdoctoral researchers, project staff) who carry out most of the empirical research. These 

researchers are often knowledgeable and enthusiastic about reproducibility practices but 

face structural constraints that severely limit their ability to implement them. They have 

limited control over project design, data infrastructure decisions, and publication strategy, 

which are typically determined by senior researchers. They face intense pressure to 

produce outputs quickly to secure future employment, and making investment in 

documentation, code sharing, or pre-registration feels personally risky. Training is available 

but optional due to time constraints. Supervisor attitudes toward reproducibility vary 

enormously and are the single strongest predictor of whether teams engage with 

reproducibility practices at all. When a researcher leaves the institution, institutional 

knowledge of data and methods often leaves with them - a reproducibility risk that the 

institution has not yet found a systematic way to address. 

Scenario 4 

Your institution is a mid-sized university in a middle-income country that is actively 

building its research capacity. Funding is limited, infrastructure is uneven, and the 

majority of researchers combine significant teaching loads with research activity. 

There is institutional commitment to open science and reproducibility at leadership 

level, and several policies have been adopted - partly in response to pressure from 

international funders and publishing requirements. However, the gap between policy 

and practice is wide. Many researchers are unfamiliar with tools that are taken for 

granted in better resourced contexts. International reproducibility standards and 

platforms have been developed with well-resourced institutions in mind and do not 

map cleanly onto local research workflows, funding structures, or publishing norms. 

Researchers feel the pressure to meet international reproducibility expectations but 

lack the resources to do so - and sometimes perceive these expectations as a form of 

inequality rather than a shared standard.  
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Activity 6: Receptivity of reproducibility interventions 
Type of activity Competence mapping and reflective discussion 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning 
outcomes 

By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 
1) use ResearchComp as a shared reference to discuss competences 

relevant to reproducibility, 
2) select reproducibility interventions that align with existing levels of 

receptivity. 

Purpose 
This activity enables participants to assess how receptive their research context is to 

reproducibility interventions by examining competencies. Using the ResearchComp 

framework, participants identify competence distributions that influence the uptake and 

sustainability of reproducibility interventions, generating inputs for RPP design. 

Procedure 

1. Prepare materials for group work: handouts, large sheets of paper, coloured markers and 

sticky notes.  

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a short presentation discussing factors affecting receptivity 

toward reproducibility interventions, why reproducibility depends on knowledge, 

competencies and institutional culture. Introduce ResearchComp as a shared language for 

transversal researcher competences, developed by the European Commission. 

Emphasise that ResearchComp is aspirational, not prescriptive, that skills vary across 

individuals, roles, and disciplines, and that no one researcher can be expected to excel in 

all competences.  

3. [5 minutes] Divide participants into small groups (ideally 4–6 participants per group).  

4. [15 minutes] In groups, using the ResearchComp framework as a shared reference, select 

up to five competence areas most critical for reproducibility. For each, note why it 

matters for reproducibility in the first two columns of the handout table.  

5. [15 minutes] For each selected competence, discuss how it is currently represented in 

your research setting and record this under "existing capabilities" - where is it strong and 

widespread, where does it exist only in silos (e.g. specific labs, roles, or IT-savvy 

specialists), and how does this vary by discipline or career stage? 

6. [15 minutes] For each competence, identify what is missing and record this under 

"missing competences." Discuss how these gaps might affect receptivity to 

reproducibility interventions, and what this implies for designing the RPP. 

7. [10 minutes] Groups briefly report on their findings. 

8. [15 minutes] Facilitated discussion focusing on aligning reproducibility intervention with 

existing competences and necessary competences building as part of RPP. 

Resources and equipment 
➔ Large sheet of paper for each group 

➔ Coloured markers 

➔ Printed or digital Handout 6 

➔ Access to ResearchComp framework 

  

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/jobs-research/researchcomp-european-competence-framework-researchers_en
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Handout 6 

Takeaways 
 Receptivity toward reproducibility interventions is shaped by available knowledge, skills 

and competencies and the cultural disposition and regulations of a research context. Gaps 

in competencies are often field-specific. 

 Reproducibility training can increase receptivity. Existing work indicates that training 

should be tailored to disciplinary and methodological needs to be most effective. 

 
Summary of how knowledge, incentives and regulations affect the viability of 

reproducibility interventions (based on Fanelli 2026). 

 

About this activity 
During this activity, you will use the European Commission's ResearchComp framework as a 

shared reference to identify up to five competence areas that are most important for 

supporting reproducible research in your context. For each competence area, you will discuss 

why it matters for reproducibility, assess the extent to which it is currently present within your 

institution or research community, and identify any important gaps. You will then reflect on 

how these strengths and gaps may influence the receptivity of researchers and other 

stakeholders to reproducibility interventions and you will consider how this understanding 

should inform the design and priorities of your RPP. 

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/jobs-research/researchcomp-european-competence-framework-researchers_en
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Supplementary material 

 

Note key competences for reproducibility from the ResearchComp framework in the table below. Discuss and note their impact on reproducibility, existing 

capabilities in your research competence, as well as missing capabilities in this competence area.  

 

Competence area Effect on reproducibility Existing capabilities Missing capabilities 
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Activity 7: Relevance of reproducibility interventions 
 

Type of activity Case-based analysis 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning outcomes By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 
1) explain how the stability of research phenomena, homogeneity 

of methods, and philosophical compatibility affect the relevance 
of reproducibility interventions  

2) apply the concept of contextual relevance to evaluate which 
reproducibility interventions are most suitable for a particular 
research context  

3) generate insights about barriers and enablers that can inform the 
development of context-relevant RPPs.    

 

Purpose 
This activity enables participants to assess how relevant reproducibility interventions are in 

their research context, by examining the stability of research phenomena, the diversity of 

methods, and the philosophical compatibility of their research field and epistemic tradition. 

Using discipline-specific case scenarios, participants analyse the contextual factors that 

determine the applicability of interventions such as preregistration, data sharing, and data 

reuse, generating concrete inputs for the development of context-sensitive RPPs.  
 

Procedure 
1. Arrange tables in groups, place Case Cards and analysis framework sheets on the table.  

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a short presentation introducing how different aspects may 

affect the relevance of reproducibility interventions along three analytical dimensions 

(research phenomena, methods, and philosophical compatibility) and explain the case-

based activity format.  

3. [5 minutes] Form groups of 4–6, ideally mixing disciplines and career stages.  

4. [40 minutes] Groups analyse their case through the three dimensions and identify the 

most relevant reproducibility interventions for a particular context from the 

TRUSTparency toolbox (see Activity 3). 

5. [20 minutes] Each group presents a short summary, and facilitator leads cross-case 

comparison, highlighting the three analytical dimensions of each case. 

6. [15 minutes] Plenary discussion on the implications of the relevance of interventions 

for planning the RPP. Discuss how relevant these concerns are in their research context 

or institutional setting.  
 

Resources and equipment 
➔ Printed case cards  

➔ Printed or digital Handout 7  
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Handout 7 
Takeaways 
 The relevance of reproducibility interventions for a research context depends on how 

methods, data and tools enable different forms of research reproduction. Reproducibility 

interventions may be more applicable in contexts where research phenomena are stable or 

methods are highly codified. 

 In interpretivist, constructivist, and some qualitative research traditions, findings are 

treated as situated and meaning-dependent, and reproducibility may have limited 

relevance as a standard. In some research traditions, reproducibility may be contested or 

limited, which can affect stakeholder engagement and create uneven adoption across 

fields. 

 
 

Summary of how stability of research phenomena, homogeneity of methods and philosophical 

compatibility affect the viability of reproducibility interventions (based on Fanelli 2026).  

 

About this activity 
During this activity, you will examine discipline-specific case studies and analyse the relevance 

of reproducibility interventions through three key dimensions: the stability of research 

phenomena, the homogeneity of research methods, and the philosophical compatibility of 

reproducibility with the research context. You will identify which interventions are likely to be 

most relevant in the assigned case and discuss the factors that support or limit their 

applicability. Drawing on these insights, you will then consider how differences in research 

practices, methods, and assumptions should inform the design of a context-sensitive RPP. 
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Case cards 

  

Case Card 1: Cognitive psychology 
Dimension highlight: high phenomena stability, high methodological homogeneity, high 

philosophical compatibility 

A research team studies how people perceive optical illusions (e.g., Müller-Lyer-type 

stimuli) across different age groups. They use standardised stimuli, calibrated equipment, 

and validated response-time measures. Their protocol has been published and is widely 

cited in the field. Data collected 15 years ago using the same stimuli are routinely reused 

in meta-analyses. The field has strong agreement on what constitutes valid evidence, and 

reproducibility is treated as a core quality standard. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 

 
 Case Card 2: Mathematics 
Dimension highlight: maximally stable phenomena, high methodological homogeneity, 

complex philosophical compatibility 

A mathematician publishes a proof of a long-standing conjecture. The proof is 500 pages 

long and relies on highly specialised techniques that only a handful of researchers 

worldwide can fully evaluate. Several attempts to verify the proof produce conflicting 

assessments — one reviewer finds a gap in a key lemma, while others consider it valid. A 

formal verification project attempts to check the proof using automated theorem-proving 

software, but the translation of informal mathematical reasoning into machine-verifiable 

steps reveals ambiguities not visible in the original. The field values rigour absolutely, but 

the notion of reproducibility is complicated: mathematical truth is considered independent 

of empirical observation, yet the social process of verification turns out to be surprisingly 

fallible. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the 

relevance of different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in 

this research context, and why? 
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Case Card 3:  Political psychology 

Dimension highlight: low phenomena stability, moderate methodological 

homogeneity, moderate philosophical compatibility 

A researcher investigates the psychological factors driving voter turnout in a national 

election. Surveys and behavioural experiments are conducted in the weeks around 

election day. When the study is replicated four years later in a different political 

climate, the results differ substantially. The researcher argues this is theoretically 

expected — the phenomena themselves have changed — not a failure of the 

research. The field uses relatively standardised methods but acknowledges that 

findings are context-bound in ways that complicate direct replication. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the 

relevance of different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in 

this research context, and why? 

 Case Card 4:  Experimental Physics 
Dimension highlight: stable phenomena, high methodological homogeneity, strong 

philosophical compatibility - but extreme infrastructure dependency 

A team of physicists reports a signal consistent with a previously undetected particle, based 

on data from a major particle accelerator. The result clears the field's conventional 

threshold for a discovery claim. Independent replication, however, requires access to 

comparable accelerator infrastructure — which exists in only a small number of facilities 

globally. A second team at a different facility attempts replication and finds no signal. 

Debate ensues about whether differences in detector sensitivity, data processing pipelines, 

and statistical thresholds explain the discrepancy. The field is strongly committed to 

reproducibility in principle, but the practical barriers to independent replication are very 

high. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 
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Case Card 5: Social anthropology 
Dimension highlight: unstable/situated phenomena, no standardised methods, low 

philosophical compatibility 

A social anthropologist conducts an autoethnographic study of grief rituals in a community 

she is part of. Her findings are grounded in her unique position as both researcher and 

community member. She argues that another researcher entering the same community 

would produce a different but equally valid account — and that the value of her research 

lies precisely in its irreducible subjectivity. She views conventional reproducibility 

standards as epistemologically incompatible with her approach and is unlikely to adopt 

preregistration or data sharing as currently conceived. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 

 
Case Card 6: Digital humanities 
Dimension highlight: stable data/unstable interpretation, mixed methods, contested 

philosophical compatibility 

A research group applies natural language processing tools to a large corpus of 19th-

century newspapers to study how political language evolved over time. Their work draws 

on computational methods from computer science and interpretive frameworks from 

literary studies. The same corpus can be reanalysed with different tools or theoretical 

lenses, producing different but complementary findings. The group is divided on which 

reproducibility standards apply - those from computer science, from literary studies, or a 

hybrid specific to digital humanities. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 
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Case Card 7: Molecular biology 
Dimension highlight: apparently stable phenomena, high methodological homogeneity, high 

philosophical compatibility - but hidden sources of variability 

A molecular biology lab attempts to replicate a high-profile finding from another lab using 

the published protocol. Despite following it carefully, they cannot reproduce the result. 

Investigation reveals that subtle differences in reagent batches, incubation temperatures, 

and technician technique — none of which were reported in the original paper — are likely 

responsible. The original authors maintain that their finding is valid. The case raises 

questions about whether methodological codification alone is sufficient to ensure 

reproducibility, even in fields where it is highly valued. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 

 

Case Card 8: Astronomy 
Dimension highlight: stable phenomena but unrepeatable observations, high methodological 

homogeneity, strong philosophical compatibility 

An astronomy team publishes findings based on observations of a rare planetary transit - 

an event that will not recur for 117 years. Their data, collected over a six-hour window, 

cannot be independently replicated in any conventional sense. However, they make their 

raw observational data publicly available, and several independent teams reanalyse it using 

different processing pipelines and statistical models, reaching broadly consistent 

conclusions. A third team, applying a newer analytical technique, finds a small but 

significant discrepancy and publishes a reanalysis. The original authors welcome the 

reanalysis as part of normal scientific progress.  

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 
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Case Card 9: Medicine 
Dimension highlight: moderately stable phenomena, highly regulated methods, strong 

philosophical compatibility - but significant contextual variability 

A clinical trial reports that a new drug significantly reduces symptoms of a common chronic 

condition in a sample of 800 patients. The trial is pre-registered, blinded, and follows 

established reporting standards. A replication trial conducted in a different country five 

years later, using an otherwise identical protocol, finds a much smaller effect. Subsequent 

analysis suggests that differences in the patient population, standard of care in the control 

group, and co-medication rates between the two contexts account for much of the 

discrepancy. The finding is not wrong — but it is not straightforwardly generalisable. The 

case raises questions about what reproducibility means in clinical research, where human 

populations are inherently variable and contextual. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 

 

Case Card 10: Philosophy 
Dimension highlight: no empirical phenomena, no experimental methods, fundamental 

philosophical incompatibility with conventional reproducibility 

A philosopher publishes an analysis of the concept of moral responsibility, arguing that a 

widely accepted premise in the field rests on an unexamined assumption. The argument is 

developed through close reading of existing literature and construction of thought 

experiments, and logical inference. There is no data to share and no experiment to 

replicate. Several philosophers publish responses — some accepting the argument, others 

offering counterexamples that they claim defeat it. The original author replies. The field's 

quality standards centre on logical rigour and argumentative clarity — not reproducibility 

in any empirical sense. Yet the process of peer scrutiny, counterexample, and revision 

serves an analogous function to replication in empirical fields. 

Questions for discussion: 

1. How do the stability of the research phenomena, the degree of methodological 

homogeneity, and the philosophical assumptions in this case influence the relevance of 

different reproducibility interventions? 

2. Which reproducibility interventions are likely to be most relevant and beneficial in this 

research context, and why? 
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Activity 8: Summary  
Type of activity Synthesis and prioritisation 

Duration 90 minutes 

Learning outcomes By the end of this activity, participants will be able to: 
1) Synthesise insights from previous units and activities; 
2) Identify priority themes to carry into the RPP preparation process. 

 

Purpose 
This activity invites participants to synthesise the insights generated across the previous 

activities. Drawing on the outputs of earlier discussions, participants identify the issues that 

are most important for promoting reproducibility in their research context and work together 

to agree on a set of shared priority themes to guide the RPP development process. 

These priority themes are intended to inform the development of the RPP at a strategic level, 

without prescribing specific interventions, actions, or responsibilities, which are addressed 

elsewhere in the TRUSTparency toolbox. 

 

Procedure 
1. Assemble outputs from previous activities (Rich Picture, intervention mapping, stakeholder 

matrices, culture change pyramids).  

2. [15 minutes] Begin with a short presentation linking to Unit 8. Introduce the preparation 

step of the RPP process (mandate, diagnosis, assessing readiness, identifying the right 

people) and how the outputs of previous activities feed into it. Introduce the task - 

participants will produce a synthesis of the training results and select priority themes for 

the RPP process.   

3. [10 minutes] Individual reflection. Each participant reviews the displayed outputs and 

reflects on the question: "Which insights from this training matter most for reproducibility 

in our context?" Each participant notes one or two points on sticky notes. 

4. [10 minutes] Pairs. Participants discuss their points with a neighbour. Each pair agrees on 

one or two points to carry forward, prioritising shared insights. Points that are similar can 

be merged and reformulated. 

5. [15 minutes] Groups of four. Pairs join into groups of four and again agree on one or two 

points. Encourage groups to formulate their themes as statements about their specific 

institutional context. Vague or general points should be sharpened or dropped. 

6. [15 minutes] Plenary compilation. If the group is smaller, this can be integrated with the 

previous step, allowing more time for discussion. Each group of four presents its points, 

which the facilitator records on a flipchart. Cluster-related points with the group's consent, 

but do not discard minority points. Pairs whose set-aside points did not survive may briefly 

raise them here if they feel something important was lost. 

7. [10 minutes] Prioritisation. Give each participant five voting stickers. Participants may place 

several votes on one item. The most-voted items become the group's priority themes. 

8. [15 minutes] Facilitated discussion on priorities. Discuss to what extent the identified 

priority themes reflect the state of reproducibility in your research institution. Discuss how 

the identified themes can help in preparation for the RPP process. Close by pointing to the 

How-to guide, Primer and RPP template as the materials that carry this preparatory work 

into drafting the RPP. 
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Resources and equipment 
➔ Outputs from previous activities 

➔ Sticky notes and markers for themes 

➔ Flipchart for plenary compilation 

➔ Stickers for voting 

➔ Printed or digital Handout 8 

 

Handout 8 
Summary 

 A mandate from senior management, clarifying the scope and decision-making authority of 

the process, is required to create an effective RPP, and should be secured before drafting 

begins. 

 This training provides a shared understanding of reproducibility, its barriers and drivers, 

and the factors shaping the viability of interventions, together with concrete outputs that 

support the preparatory phase of RPP development. 

 Further work should draw on the TRUSTparency toolbox and the RPP How-to guide, 

Primer, and Template. Consult other resources that provide tools, training or guidance on 

specific aspects of reproducibility as relevant for your research context. 

 
TRUSTparency’s design and implementation model for Reproducibility Promotion Plans 

(Pedersen & Sørensen 2026). 

 

About this activity 
During this activity, you will draw on the outputs of previous activities to identify the insights 

that matter most for promoting reproducibility in your research context. You will begin by 

reflecting individually, then discuss your ideas in progressively larger groups, working towards 

a shared set of themes. The group will then use a simple voting exercise to prioritise these 

themes and agree on key priorities that can help inform the RPP development process. 
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