惊！生物医学研究竟有多么不靠谱，重复率仅 15%-45%
原创sleuthPubpeer2025-04-12 19:28:07新加坡
[image: ] 提示：欢迎点击上方「Pubpeer」↑关注我们！
编者按

最新、最快、最真实的科研匿名评价论文报道；关注高校院所科研生态，欢迎提供新闻线索。联系邮箱：Pubpeer@qq.com
[image: ]

[image: ]

近日，巴西的研究团队发起了巴西再现性倡议，旨在对巴西生物医学研究成果的可重复性进行系统评估。该研究通过组织多个实验室，采用常用实验方法对已发表实验进行重复，以探究巴西生物医学研究现状。

此次研究中，共有 56 个实验室参与，对 56 个实验展开了 143 次重复实验，其中 47 个实验的 96 次重复被独立委员会认可为有效。研究设定了五项标准来衡量实验的可重复性，结果显示重复率在 15% 到 45% 之间。进一步分析发现，原始实验的相对效应量比重复实验高出 60%，而变异系数却小 60% 。不同类型实验情况有所差异，MTT 实验、细胞系实验以及原始结果变异性小的实验，效应量减少幅度较小。同时，重复实验的 t 值与研究人员对可重复性的预测呈正相关。
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但在重复实验过程中，也暴露出诸多问题。偏离预先注册方案的情况极为普遍，主要源于实验模型本身特性、基础设施以及物流等因素。该研究清晰地揭示了限制巴西生物医学研究成果可重复性的因素，也为改善当前局面提供了方向。这不仅有助于巴西科研政策的制定，也为全球生物医学研究可重复性的探讨提供了重要参考。
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2025.04.02.645026v1.full
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Concerns over the replicability and reproducibility of published research have grown
in many research fields, but empirical data to inform policies are still scarce.
Biomedical research in Brazil expanded rapidly over the last three decades, with no
systematic assessment of the replicability of its findings. With this in mind, we set up
the Brazilian Reproducibility Initiative, a multicenter replication of published
experiments from Brazilian science using three common experimental methods: the
MTT assay, the reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR) and the
elevated plus maze (EPM)
experiments; of these, 96 replications of experiments were considered valid by an
independent committee. Replication rates for these experiments varied between 15
and 45% according to five predefined criteria. In median terms, relative effect sizes
were 60% larger in original experiments than in replications, while coefficients of
variation were 60% smaller. Effect size decrease was smaller for MTT, cell line
experiments and original results with less variability, while t values for replications
were positively correlated with researcher predictions about replicability. Deviations

from preregistered protocols were very common in replications, most frequently due

to reasons inherent to the experimental model or related to infrastructure.and

logistics. Our results highlight factors that limit the replicability of results published




