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quantity if we are to advance the wwld's intel- 
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Fundamental Change in 
German Research Policy 
UNTIL RECENTLY, AN ESSENTIAL INDICATOR 
in the evaluation of grant applicants by the 
Deutsche Forschungsgerneinschaft (DFG), 
Germany's leading research foundation, was 
the quantity and irnpact of the applicant's pub- 
lications. This policy fit the increasing atten- 
tion paid to Web of Scieence-listed publica- 
tions, impact factors, and the h-index for 
competitive funding in science (1, 2). The 
rationale is clear: On the basis of such vari- 
ables, it is possible to compare Performances 
and to provide a foundation for decisions. 
However, tfie process overlooks one funda- 
mental point: the content of research. 

The essence of the "Einsteins" of sci- 
ence history was surely not the quantity of 
their publications, but the quality of their 
research ideas. Ideas are hard to quantifi- 
they are even harder to compare. But wise 
peer-refe~es can qualify thern. 

The DFG has recentiy taken an important 
step toward vduing content. The organization 
h changed its policy for e v a i h g  research 
grants by restricting references in forth- 
coming applications to five of the authors' 
most important pubIications arid limiting 
reports of finished projects to the two most 
important publicatim per year (3). This helps 

CORRECTIONS AND CIAIllFlCATlOMS 
Reports: 'Deconelated neuronal firing i n  cortical rnicmcircuits" by A. 5. Ecker et 01. (29 lanuary, p. 584). In Fig. 4 the 
tabels (r, ualuer and colored dots) were accidentally applied in r w e m  order.The corred labels (color xlcobrylrJ should 
read for the first row from left to right: greerdight bIueM.01; dark bluellight bluM.02; dark blue/greenl-0.14; for the 
serond row from left to light: redllight bluei-O.01; redlgreen(0.21; redldark btuei0.04. 

Repwts: 'Metagenome of a wrsatile chemolithoautotroph fmm expanding w a n k  dead zones" by D. A. Walrh bo1.123 October 
2009, p. 578). k e  are Wo changes to ttie names of requences within tree 1 i n  Fq. M. The first Wo Eastern 5outh P a f i  CW 
are ESP60-K231-54 (DQ810449), nM ESPZW-K231-54, and ESP60-KheZ-29 (0Q810511), not K2311-30 (üQ810478). 

Repmh: "Paradtetreatment affettr rnaternalinvestrnent i n  sons,' by T. E. R e d e t  d (19 September 2008, p. 1681). The 
sampk size of the expenrnentai gmup receiving ~ h a m  treatment i n  2006 should read n = ZO nests, not 22 nests (W 
"Experimental methods" i n  the corrected Supporting Online MateriaU. Therefore, the total sample size quoted in the main 
text should be n = 81. nests, not 83. 
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