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• Slow science is a return to long research
projects and lower publication rates.

• However, fast-paced science is impor-
tant to tackle urgent environmental
problems.

• Slow and fast science are synergistic and
should be judged on quality, not dura-
tion.

• Researchersmust engage in transparent
and reproducible research, irrespective
of speed.
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Discussions around the “slow science movement” abound in environmental sciences, yet they are generally
counterproductive. Researchers must focus on producing robust and transparent knowledge, regardless of
speed. Slow versus fast science is irrelevant - what we need is reproducible research to support evidence-
based decision making and tackle urgent and costly environmental problems.
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An increasing number of scholars are calling for a “return” to slow
science (e.g. Garfield, 1990, Alleva, 2006, Slow Science Academy, 2010,
. Roche).
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Lutz, 2012, McCabe, 2012, Stengers, 2018, Souto Salom, 2019; see the
Twitter hashtag #slowscience). Slow science is based on the belief
that research should be a slow, steady, methodical process, and that sci-
entists should not be expected to focus their efforts on devising “quick
fixes” to the problems of today (Frith, 2015). “Sloppy, conformist,
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opportunistic and in thrall to a boom-and-bust economy”, have all been
used to describe today'smodern, “fast-paced” science (Kiser, 2017). The
slow sciencemovement stems fromobservations that competitive pres-
sures in academia lead to perverse incentives associatedwith rewarding
science that is overly focused on speed and productivity (i.e. publishing
papers at a fast rate) (Fischer et al., 2012; Lutz, 2012). While there is no
denying this sad reality (Sarewitz, 2016; Smaldino and McElreath,
2016) and the negative consequences of a “publish-or-perish” academic
culture (Souto Salom, 2019), ignoring the urgent need for research to
inform the pressing environmental challenges of today is equally mis-
guided. The urgency expressed in the United Nations Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org) or various
“grand challenges” of the 21st century (Reid et al., 2010; https://
grandchallenges.org) exemplifies the gravity of the task before us and
the benefits that would arise from addressing global, wicked problems
rapidly. If we could solve climate change, habitat degradation, or envi-
ronmental pollution, would it not be better to do so in the year 2020
than 2200?

Recently, we witnessed Twitter interactions criticizing an “excessive”
increase in publications on plastics in aquatic environments. One Tweet
stated: “Catching up on #microplastics: 85 new papers published in the
last three weeks. And those are only the ones I am interested in…We
are definitely publishing too much! #slowscience” (Wagner, 2018).
Follow-up comments included calls to “slow down” the research in this
field because there is too much to read while others expressed concern
that excessive speed and quantitymight result in decreased quality, illus-
trating the general sentiment of the slow science movement. We ac-
knowledge the need for long-term research and monitoring to
understand the temporal trends in plastic pollution and their long-term
biological consequences. Similarly, we acknowledge that scientists re-
quire time to think carefully about complexproblems and foster creativity
(Slow Science Academy, 2010). However,we also argue that good science
can proceed at any pace, and that slow- and fast-paced research are often
highly complementary, if not synergistic. Much of the theoretical and
methodological foundation for fast-paced discovery is anchored in the
slower-paced research that preceded it (Cooke, 2011). In addition, evi-
dence synthesis allows garnering key, generalizable lessons onglobal pro-
cesses from the careful analysis of accumulated studies, many of which
are often limited in spatial or temporal scope. Therefore, supporting sci-
ence that is “two-speed” or “multi-speed” (McCabe, 2012) appears
more sensible than slowing research altogether (Fig. 1).

Calling for less research on emerging topics at the center of govern-
ment environmental policy seems counterproductive. Even for well-
known and thoroughly-studied environmental issues such as acid rain
and silt pollution, calls are routinely made for additional evidence in
specific and/or understudied areas. Importantly, methods for evidence
synthesis such as systematic review (including meta-analysis) depend
entirely on there being a sufficient, high quality body of evidence to syn-
thesize (Pullin and Stewart, 2006). Given the inherent variability and
context specificity of individual studies, evidence synthesis activities
are more informative when a large number of studies are undertaken
by independent research groups. Furthermore, meta-analysis generally
weighs each study according to some measure of its reliability, usually
as a function of sample size or some other related metric (e.g. the in-
verse of the effect size variance). Therefore, more weight is given to
large studies with precise effect size estimates versus small, underpow-
ered studies with fuzzy estimates. These weights are used as a proxy of
study precision and are independent of study speed. When meta-
analysis is accompanied with a critical appraisal of studies, as should
be done in systematic review, the influence of study validity on the re-
sults of meta-analysis can be examined by means of sensitivity analysis
(i.e. comparing results of models that include all studies to those that
only include the highest quality studies) or by including critical ap-
praisal as a moderator in the analyses (Collaboration for
Environmental Evidence, 2018). The power of such approaches comes
from pulling upon a large and reliable, yet diverse body of research.
Some researchers believe that a slowscientific andpublicationprocess
impedes effective conservation action andpolicy (e.g. Nguyen et al., 2015;
Cooke et al., 2016). This view appears to be supported by the rising pop-
ularity of preprint services (e.g. bioRχiv, EcoEvoRxiv, PeerJ Preprints)
allowing faster dissemination of research results in addition to improved
pre-publication peer review and reduced publication bias (Desjardins-
Proulx et al., 2013). Arguably, the speed at which science is conducted is
irrelevant, and calls for ‘slow science’ distract from the main issue at
hand. Our collective goal as scientists should not be to slow down re-
search but rather to establish a rigorous and robust body of scientific ev-
idence which furthers our understanding of the natural world and helps
inform decision-making, irrespective of speed. Regardless of whether it
is conducted fast or slow, research repletewith irreproducible results aris-
ing from poor research practices leads to low quality science (e.g. confir-
mation bias, poor experimental design and/or execution, poor statistical
practices and reporting) (Colquhoun, 2014; Nuzzo, 2015; Parker et al.,
2016; Cooke et al., 2017; Forstmeier et al., 2017; Munafò et al., 2017). Re-
cent critical appraisals of research methods and published studies reveal
that a considerable amount of slowand fast research is deemedof low sci-
entific quality (e.g. Cornwall andHurd, 2015; Fraser et al., 2018). The con-
sequence of this ‘reproducibility crisis’ (Baker, 2016) is a slowing of
knowledge advancement and undermining of sound, evidence-based
decision-making (see Sutherland et al., 2004).

The slow science movement is sometimes interpreted as a call for
greater work-life balance in academia (Leeming, 2018) rather than a re-
turn to “the only science conceivable for hundreds of years” (Slow
Science Academy, 2010). This interpretation likely results from re-
searchers wanting various aspects of their work life, not necessarily
their research, to slow down. Indeed, most university researchers feel
overworked by ever increasing competition for grants and positions, as
well as high workloads and institutional expectations when it comes to
publishing, teaching, student supervision, and administrative duties
(Woolston, 2019). Successfully managing these aspects of today's aca-
demic life can be demanding and may require personal sacrifices
(e.g., relationships, wellness) in favour of one's professional life. If the fun-
damental objective of slow science was to increase work-life balance and
equalize opportunities in science (e.g. for researcherswith families and/or
health problems, women and other underrepresented groups), then we
would certainly champion thismovement. However, at present,many as-
pects of the slow science movement and its definition are inherently
problematic. For example, the slow science movement assumes that:

1. “Fast science” is inherently flawed. Yet, speed itself does not nec-
essarily have any bearing on study quality unless there is a temporal
mismatch between a response being studied and the endpoints used
to do so. We note that long-term research is often underfunded and
may be uncommon in some subfields, perhaps correlated with the
publish-or-perish mentality.

2. “Slow science” is inherently robust. Arguably, science should
not be judged on the speed with which it was conducted but rather
on the care and rigour that went into its design, execution and inter-
pretation. There are many examples of ideas that scientists spent de-
cades examining, which we know to be wrong; a flat Earth for one
(Garwood, 2008).

3. There is a problemwith engaging in mission-oriented, applied re-
search (McCabe, 2012; Frith, 2015). However, research that occurs
along the entirety of the fundamental-applied continuum is all of inher-
ent value (Cooke, 2011). It is well-established that fundamental science
underpins addressing complex environmental problems (Courchamp
et al., 2015). Similarly, there should be no odium with engaging in
goal-oriented research to rapidly address real problems of today.

4. Research needs to occur in a steady manner (e.g. Garfield, 1990).
However, for various reasons, research often occurs in fits and spurts,
with outputs varying through time. This may be the result of access to
funding (availability of funds to apply for or success with grant applica-
tions), other professional duties (administration and leadership posi-
tions, teaching responsibilities), opportunities for collaboration,

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org
https://grandchallenges.org
https://grandchallenges.org


Fig. 1. Scientific studies are conducted and published at an increasingly rapid pace, resulting in concerns about the volume and quality of published research, and calls to #slowscience. Solving pressing environmental problems requires amulti-speed
approach including slow- and fast-paced research. Therefore, the slow science movement likely confuses the public and policy-makers, particularly in light of the ongoing reproducibility crisis. Scientists must conduct rigorous and robust science,
irrespective of speed. Arguing for slow versus fast science is counterproductive - the research communitymust shift the focus of these discussions towards adopting approaches that promote transparency, openness and reproducibility to increase the
reliability of all scientific findings, slow and fast. (Illustration: Stephanie Rowan)
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personal duties (parental or medical leave), and one's team (transient
students with different interests and output levels), among others. De-
spite these realities, we acknowledge the value of having a focused re-
search program that pursues key themes over time (which could be
viewed as related to the slow science movement).

Instead of slow science, we would argue that there is a need for crit-
ical synthesis and reflection.Doing so does not require putting restraints
on research since evidence synthesis can be done cyclically and in par-
allel. Importantly, critical appraisals (see Collaboration for
Environmental Evidence, 2018) are useful to establish community stan-
dards for high quality science and to guide future research activity
(Mupepele et al., 2016). If the recent landslide of research on plastics
ends up all being of high quality, then there is no reason to critique
the speed of the research conducted to date. However, if much of the re-
search on the topic has sufficient issues that it is excluded during critical
appraisal (Mupepele et al., 2016; Cooke et al., 2017), then one must
question how that came to be. One possibility is that excess speed re-
sults in low study validity (i.e. methods resulting in error and bias),
but poor scientific practices and misconduct (e.g. p-hacking, selective
reporting, HARKing, fraud; Clark et al., 2016, Parker et al., 2016) are
not inherently related to speed. Rather than encouraging scientists to
simply ‘slow down’, the research community must adopt approaches
that promote transparency, openness and reproducibility to increase
the reliability of scientific findings. Many such approaches exist and
can be readily integrated in the research workflow. Examples include,
pre-registration (Parker et al., 2019), open data/code (Roche et al.,
2014), and greater reliance on dynamic assessments of the literature
via pre- and post-publication peer-review (e.g. https://pubpeer.com).

Clearly, there is a need for research conducted across various time-
scales, including longitudinal studies extending across decades
(Callahan, 1984; Owens, 2013), and fast-paced studies over much
shorter time periods. Rapid studies are particularly relevant to gain in-
sight into the scale and severity of emerging problems (such as the plas-
tics in aquatic ecosystems issue alluded to earlier) – for example,
‘Where is this happening?’, ‘Does it require urgent attention?’. In some
cases, good research can be done very quickly because some disciplines,
methods, and experimental protocols require only a matter of days or
weeks. Similarly, we should value, fund and celebrate long-term re-
search even if it does not generate the rapid return on publications
that seem to be important in today's academic culture.

We conclude that the slow sciencemovement is a distraction from the
real issue of our day – the need for high quality, reproducible science that
is conducted ethically and with minimal bias. Evidence-based decision
making (including policy and practice) relies on high-quality scientific
outputs (Sutherland et al., 2004). As such, incentives and rewards in aca-
demia should consider the quality of the science conducted and its collec-
tive influence on the scholarly and broader community rather than
novelty and prestige as is too often the case (Arnqvist, 2013; Donaldson
and Cooke, 2013). Efforts put forth to address the ongoing reproducibility
crisis are far more important than the slow science movement.
Acknowledgements

We acknowledge funding from Environment and Climate Change
Canada (DGR, JRB, SJC; GCXE19S058) and the Natural Sciences and En-
gineering Research Council of Canada (JRB, SJC).

References

Alleva, L., 2006. Taking time to savour the rewards of slow science. Nature 443, 271.
Arnqvist, G., 2013. Editorial rejects? Novelty, schnovelty! Trends Ecol. Evol. 28,

448–449.
Baker, M., 2016. 1,500 scientists lift the lid on reproducibility. Nature News 533, 452.
Callahan, J.T., 1984. Long-term ecological research. BioScience 34, 363–367.
Clark, T.D., Binning, S.A., Raby, G.D., Speers-Roesch, B., Sundin, J., Jutfelt, F., Roche, D.G.,

2016. Scientific misconduct: the elephant in the lab. A response to Parker et al. Trends
Ecol. Evol. 31, 899–900.
Collaboration for Environmental Evidence, 2018. Guidelines and Standards for Evidence
Synthesis in Environmental Management V5.0. www.environmentalevidence.org/in-
formation-for-authors.

Colquhoun, D., 2014. An investigation of the false discovery rate and the misinterpreta-
tion of p-values. R. Soc. Open Sci. 1, 140216.

Cooke, S., 2011. On the basic-applied continuum in ecology and evolution and a call to
action-perspectives of an early career researcher in academia. Ideas Ecol. Evol. 4, 37–39.

Cooke, S.J., Nguyen, V.M., Wilson, A.D., Donaldson, M.R., Gallagher, A.J., Hammerschlag, N.,
Haddaway, N.R., 2016. The need for speed in a crisis discipline: perspectives on peer-
review duration and implications for conservation science. Endanger. Species Res. 30,
11–18.

Cooke, S.J., Birnie-Gauvin, K., Lennox, R.J., Taylor, J.J., Rytwinski, T., Rummer, J.L., Franklin,
C.E., Bennett, J.R., Haddaway, N.R., 2017. How experimental biology and ecology can
support evidence-based decision-making in conservation: avoiding pitfalls and en-
abling application. Conserv. Physiol. 5.

Cornwall, C.E., Hurd, C.L., 2015. Experimental design in ocean acidification research: prob-
lems and solutions. ICES J. Mar. Sci. 73, 572–581.

Courchamp, F., Dunne, J.A., Le Maho, Y., May, R.M., Thébaud, C., Hochberg, M.E., 2015. Fun-
damental ecology is fundamental. Trends Ecol. Evol. 30, 9–16.

Desjardins-Proulx, P., White, E.P., Adamson, J.J., Ram, K., Poisot, T., Gravel, D., 2013. The
case for open preprints in biology. PLoS Biol. 11, e1001563.

Donaldson, M.R., Cooke, S.J., 2013. Scientific publications: moving beyond quality and
quantity toward influence. BioScience 64, 12–13.

Fischer, J., Ritchie, E.G., Hanspach, J., 2012. Academia's obsession with quantity. Trends
Ecol. Evol. 27, 473–474.

Forstmeier, W., Wagenmakers, E.J., Parker, T.H., 2017. Detecting and avoiding likely false-
positive findings–a practical guide. Biol. Rev. 92, 1941–1968.

Fraser, H., Parker, T., Nakagawa, S., Barnett, A., Fidler, F., 2018. Questionable research prac-
tices in ecology and evolution. PLoS One 13, e0200303.

Frith, U., 2015. Slow Science. Frithmind Blog. http://frithmind.org/blog/2015/10/11/slow-
science/#more-660.

Garfield, E., 1990. Fast Science Vs Slow Science, or Slow and Steady Wins the Race. The
Scientist https://www.the-scientist.com/commentary/commentary-fast-science-vs-
slow-science-or-slow-and-steady-wins-the-race-61087.

Garwood, C., 2008. Flat Earth: The History of an Infamous Idea. St. Martin's Press/Thomas
Dunne Books, New York.

Kiser, B., 2017. Books in brief. Nature 552, 173.
Leeming, J., 2018. Time-management: stressed science needs to slow down. Nature Jobs

Bloghttp://blogs.nature.com/naturejobs/2018/04/24/time-management-stressed-sci-
ence-needs-to-slow-down/.

Lutz, J.-F., 2012. Slow science. Nat. Chem. 4, 588–589.
McCabe, D., 2012. The Slow Science Movement. University Affairs https://www.

universityaffairs.ca/features/feature-article/the-slow-science-movement.
Munafò, M.R., Nosek, B.A., Bishop, D.V., Button, K.S., Chambers, C.D., Du Sert, N.P.,

Simonsohn, U., Wagenmakers, E.-J., Ware, J.J., Ioannidis, J.P., 2017. A manifesto for re-
producible science. Nat. Hum. Behav. 1, 0021.

Mupepele, A.C., Walsh, J.C., Sutherland,W.J., Dormann, C.F., 2016. An evidence assessment
tool for ecosystem services and conservation studies. Ecol. Appl. 26, 1295–1301.

Nguyen, V.M., Haddaway, N.R., Gutowsky, L.F., Wilson, A.D., Gallagher, A.J., Donaldson,
M.R., Hammerschlag, N., Cooke, S.J., 2015. How long is too long in contemporary
peer review? Perspectives from authors publishing in conservation biology journals.
PLoS One 10, e0132557.

Nuzzo, R., 2015. How scientists fool themselves–and how they can stop. Nature News 526,
182.

Owens, B., 2013. Long-term research: slow science. Nature News 495, 300.
Parker, T.H., Forstmeier, W., Koricheva, J., Fidler, F., Hadfield, J.D., Chee, Y.E., Kelly, C.D.,

Gurevitch, J., Nakagawa, S., 2016. Transparency in ecology and evolution: real prob-
lems, real solutions. Trends Ecol. Evol. 31, 711–719.

Parker, T., Fraser, H., Nakagawa, S., 2019. Making conservation science more reliable with
preregistration and registered reports. Conserv. Biol. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cobi.13342.

Pullin, A.S., Stewart, G.B., 2006. Guidelines for systematic review in conservation and en-
vironmental management. Conserv. Biol. 20, 1647–1656.

Reid, W.V., Chen, D., Goldfarb, L., Hackmann, H., Lee, Y.T., Mokhele, K., Ostrom, E., Raivio,
K., Rockström, J., Schellnhuber, H.J., 2010. Earth system science for global sustainabil-
ity: grand challenges. Science 330, 916–917.

Roche, D.G., Lanfear, R., Binning, S.A., Haff, T.M., Schwanz, L.E., Cain, K.E., Kokko, H.,
Jennions, M.D., Kruuk, L.E., 2014. Troubleshooting public data archiving: suggestions
to increase participation. PLoS Biol. 12, e1001779.

Sarewitz, D., 2016. The pressure to publish pushes down quality. Nature News 533, 147.
Slow Science Academy, 2010. The Slow Science Manifesto. slow-science.org.
Smaldino, P.E., McElreath, R., 2016. The natural selection of bad science. R. Soc. Open Sci.

3, 160384.
Souto Salom, M., 2019. La ciencia necesita tiempo para pensar: el movimiento que quiere

acabar con la cultura de “publicar o morir”. The Conversation http://theconversation.
com/la-ciencia-necesita-tiempo-para-pensar-el-movimiento-que-quiere-acabar-
con-la-cultura-de-publicar-o-morir-116367.

Stengers, I., 2018. Another Science Is Possible: A Manifesto for Slow Science. JohnWiley &
Sons.

Sutherland, W.J., Pullin, A.S., Dolman, P.M., Knight, T.M., 2004. The need for evidence-
based conservation. Trends Ecol. Evol. 19, 305–308.

Wagner, M., 2018. Catching up on #microplastics: 85 new papers published in the last
three weeks. [tweet]. https://twitter.com/martiwag/status/1077867554197127168.

Woolston, C., 2019. Mental health in academia is topic of the week at a sold-out UKmeet-
ing. Nature https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-41019-01468-41580.

https://pubpeer.com
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0025
http://www.environmentalevidence.org/information-for-authors
http://www.environmentalevidence.org/information-for-authors
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0085
http://frithmind.org/blog/2015/10/11/slow-science/#more-660
http://frithmind.org/blog/2015/10/11/slow-science/#more-660
https://www.the-scientist.com/commentary/commentary-fast-science-vs-slow-science-or-slow-and-steady-wins-the-race-61087
https://www.the-scientist.com/commentary/commentary-fast-science-vs-slow-science-or-slow-and-steady-wins-the-race-61087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0105
http://blogs.nature.com/naturejobs/2018/04/24/time-management-stressed-science-needs-to-slow-down/
http://blogs.nature.com/naturejobs/2018/04/24/time-management-stressed-science-needs-to-slow-down/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0115
https://www.universityaffairs.ca/features/feature-article/the-slow-science-movement
https://www.universityaffairs.ca/features/feature-article/the-slow-science-movement
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0150
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13342
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13342
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0175
http://slow-science.org
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0185
http://theconversation.com/la-ciencia-necesita-tiempo-para-pensar-el-movimiento-que-quiere-acabar-con-la-cultura-de-publicar-o-morir-116367
http://theconversation.com/la-ciencia-necesita-tiempo-para-pensar-el-movimiento-que-quiere-acabar-con-la-cultura-de-publicar-o-morir-116367
http://theconversation.com/la-ciencia-necesita-tiempo-para-pensar-el-movimiento-que-quiere-acabar-con-la-cultura-de-publicar-o-morir-116367
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0048-9697(19)33977-4/rf0200
https://twitter.com/martiwag/status/1077867554197127168
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-41019-01468-41580

	Environmental sciences benefit from robust evidence irrespective of speed
	Acknowledgements
	References




