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The ability to confront new questions, opportunities, and challenges is of fundamental 

importance to human progress and the resilience of human societies, yet the capacity of 

science to meet new demands remains poorly understood. Here we deploy a new 

measurement framework to investigate the scientific response to the COVID-19 pandemic 

and the adaptability of science as a whole. We find that science rapidly shifted to engage 

COVID-19 following the advent of the virus, with scientists across all fields making large 

jumps from their prior research streams. However, this adaptive response reveals a 

pervasive “pivot penalty,” where the impact of the new research steeply declines the further 

the scientists move from their prior work. The pivot penalty is severe amidst COVID-19 

research, but it is not unique to COVID-19. Rather it applies nearly universally across the 

sciences, and has been growing in magnitude over the past five decades. While further 

features condition pivoting, including a scientist’s career stage, prior expertise and impact, 

collaborative scale, the use of new coauthors, and funding, we find that the pivot penalty 

persists and remains substantial regardless of these features, suggesting the pivot penalty 

acts as a fundamental friction that governs science’s ability to adapt. The pivot penalty not 

only holds key implications for the design of the scientific system and human capacity to 

confront emergent challenges through scientific advance, but may also be relevant to other 

social and economic systems, where shifting to meet new demands is central to survival and 

success.  
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Adaptability to emergent threats and opportunities is central to the progress and decline of 

organizations, societies, and ecosystems [1-4]. In a similar frame, science has been described as 

an endless frontier [5-8], engaging an ever-evolving array of questions, opportunities, and 

challenges [9, 10]. New areas emerge, from synthetic biology to climate change to the COVID-19 

pandemic, that demand new and potentially diverse forms of attention [11-14]. Science’s ability 

to adapt to novel demands is thus critical to scientific and human progress [5-7]. Confronted by 

the COVID-19 pandemic, the world has looked to science to understand, manage, and construct 

solutions, all in rapid fashion. Given that few scientists were studying coronaviruses or pandemics 

prior to 2020—and until recently exactly zero were studying COVID-19 specifically—the advent 

of COVID-19 called upon scientists across the frontiers of knowledge to consider a directional 

change or “pivot” in their research [15], which offers a high-scale opportunity to study the 

adaptability of science. Here we take stock of science’s reaction to the pandemic across all 

scientific fields. We reveal both COVID-specific lessons together with novel and systematic facts 

about the adaptability of scientific research as a whole, informing the nature of scientific progress 

and human capacity to confront emergent opportunities and challenges. 

 

As social, scientific, and technological demands change, science policy and institutions must be 

designed in line with the capabilities and constraints that condition science’s adaptive success.  Yet 

in understanding adaptability there are fundamental unknowns.  On the one hand, research suggests 

that pivoting into new research areas may be difficult. The specialization of expertise [16], the 

design of funding systems [17, 18], and the nature of scientific incentives, culture, and 

communities [19-22] may all limit the capacity of science and scientists to respond effectively to 

changing demands [23-26], and even with substantial new funding opportunities scientists can be 

reluctant to engage new research directions [27]. On the other hand, the value of novelty [28-30] 

and exploration [31-33] in creative search suggests that large pivots and associated novel 

perspectives might be especially fruitful in propelling high-impact advances [34, 35]. Further, the 

rise of teams in science may help to overcome individual limits and facilitate fruitful pivots [16, 

36-41]. The COVID-19 shock provides a new lens to understand science’s adaptability and its 

constraints, raising several fundamental questions. Who exactly shifts the direction of their 

research? How far do they travel from their prior work? What factors condition their response and, 

critically, what is the impact of the research that results?  
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To study the adaptability of science, this paper integrates high-scale databases of scientific 

production and introduces a measurement framework for scientific pivots. Our central database, 

Dimensions, incorporates 116 million scientific articles, with coverage through December 31, 

2020. We further identify COVID-19 related articles using keyword searches [42, 43] of titles and 

abstracts, yielding 95,511 COVID-19 articles in 2020, which include both peer-reviewed 

publications and preprints (see SM for further details). We additionally integrate funding databases 

from Dimensions, which incorporates 600 funding organizations worldwide, and link grants to 

authors and publications, and separately integrate the 2020 COVID-specific funding information 

from the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and the National Science Foundation (NSF) in the 

United States.  

 

We first consider the responsiveness to COVID-19 across the landscape of all scientific research. 

Although the first paper on COVID-19 did not appear until January 2020 [44, 45], by May, 4.5% 

of all new scientific papers were related to COVID-19 (Fig. 1A), showing that the pandemic 

promptly and substantially altered the trajectory of scientific work. Indeed, across 2020, 3.3% of 

all research papers concerned COVID-19, and 6.3% of publishing scientists in 2020 authored at 

least one COVID-19 paper. Comparing the 22 major fields indexed by Dimensions, we find that 

while fields differ in their rate of pivoting, all fields pivoted to COVID-19 related research (Fig. 

1B). Medical and health sciences not surprisingly exhibit the greatest COVID-19 orientations, with 

7.3% of 2020 papers focused on COVID-19. The disciplines of chemical, physical, and earth 

sciences, and engineering show the smallest rates of pivoting among major fields, yet even here a 

non-negligible number of papers contributed to COVID-19 research (3,866 papers in 2020). 

Interestingly, social science fields – including economics (3.6% of papers), education (3.4%), and 

law (3.0%) – engaged COVID-19 relatively heavily, speaking to the socioeconomic challenges of 

the disease [42, 43]. The ubiquitous yet heterogeneous shift to COVID-19 is even more 

pronounced at higher field specificity. Examining the 154 subfields in Dimensions (Fig. S1), we 

find especially high COVID-19 paper shares in specific health fields – including medical 

microbiology (19.0%), public health (12.0%), and immunology (9.1%) – and in non-health fields 

such as tourism (6.0%). Overall, 92.9% of the 154 subfields published at least one COVID-19 

related paper in 2020.  



4 
 

 

Fig. 1C considers shifts into COVID-19 based on the subject matter of a scientist’s prior research. 

To capture prior proximity to COVID-related work, we collect the references in all the COVID-

19 articles and count the total citations that every scientist’s pre-2020 work receives among this 

set (excluding self-citations); this allows us to define a measure for how COVID-relevant a given 

author’s prior work has been. We find that a scientist’s propensity to write a COVID-19 paper is 

strongly predicted by the relevance of his or her prior work (Fig. 1C). Among all authors who 

published in 2020, those who had not participated in producing this prior body of work had a 4.8% 

chance of writing a COVID-19 paper. By contrast, those who participated most substantially in 

producing the relevant corpus of prior work had a 50.1% probability of writing at least one 

COVID-19 paper, corresponding to a nearly eight-fold increase over the baseline rate. Fig. S2 

considers alternative author proximity metrics, based on (i) title keyword similarity between 

COVID-19 papers and the scientist’s pre-pandemic research or (ii) a simple count of the author’s 

relevant prior papers, uncovering similar findings. Together, these results show that scientists are 

far more likely to write COVID-19 papers when their prior work is quantifiably more relevant. 

Yet at the same time, such already-proximate scientists are rare. The vast majority of scientists 

who publish in 2020 (87.1%) have no prior papers in the reference corpus of COVID-19 work 

(Fig. 1C). Further, because this group is so large, these scientists collectively account for 67% of 

all researchers who wrote at least one COVID paper. These findings suggest that, amidst a strong 

response from the scientific community, scientists were substantially adapting their research 

streams to engage COVID-19, prompting us to further examine the degree of scientists’ pivots 

from their prior work and how successful these pivots are. 

 

To quantify scientific pivots for individual scientists, both for COVID-19 papers and more 

generally in scientific research, we introduce a cosine-similarity metric (Fig. 2A) that measures 

the extent to which a given paper departs from a scientist’s prior body of work. Specifically, for 

an author i and a focal paper j, we calculate a vector 𝑅!
", representing the distribution of journals 

referenced by j. Similarly, we count the frequency in which different journals are referenced in the 

union of i’s prior work, defining a vector 𝑅!. The pivot measure, Φ!
", is then defined as 1 minus 

the cosine of these two vectors: 
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Φ!
" = 1 −

𝑅!
" ∙ 𝑅!

'𝑅!
"'‖𝑅!‖

 

 

The measure Φ!
" thus takes the value 0 (“zero pivot”) if the focal paper draws on the exact same 

distribution of journals as the author’s prior work and takes the value 1 (“full pivot”) if the focal 

paper draws entirely on a novel set of journals. The measure featured in the main text calculates 

pivoting in the focal paper compared to the prior three years of the author’s work. We also calculate 

our measure by using all prior work of a given author, arriving at similar results (see SM and Fig. 

S3).  

 

We find that scientists who write COVID-19 related papers make unusually large pivots. Fig. 2B 

examines all 2020 papers and shows that pivot sizes, which in general tend to be widely dispersed, 

are heavily right-shifted for COVID-19 papers. Whereas non-COVID papers in 2020 present a 

median of Φ) = 0.60, COVID-19 papers present a substantially larger median pivot size of Φ) =

0.82 (p<.0001). Full pivots (Φ!
" = 1) appear 1.83 times more often among COVID-19 authors 

(p<.0001). Fig. 2C further tracks a cohort of researchers, comparing authors who have written a 

COVID paper and a control set of authors who have not. The control authors are matched to the 

COVID authors by cohort, field, and publication rate (see SM for details). We see that the two 

groups of authors track closely. The average pivot size presents a broadly stable pattern over time 

yet features a clear jump for COVID-related work in 2020. Scientists writing COVID-19 papers 

exhibit substantially larger pivots compared to (1) their own prior pivoting behavior; (2) other 

papers they write in 2020; and (3) papers written by the matched authors. Furthermore, while fields 

inherently differ in their propensities to produce COVID-19 research (Fig. 1B, Fig. S1), we find 

that scientists in every field undertake unusually large pivots when writing COVID-19 related 

papers (Fig. 2D). Thus, uncommonly large individual pivots are a universal phenomenon of 

COVID-19 within all fields of science. Even in the most proximate fields like medical 

microbiology scientists are pivoting to an unusual degree. Indeed, we consider again scientists 

with relatively near or distant positions to the reference corpus of COVID-19 work (Fig. 1C). 

While pivot sizes decrease among scientists who were ex-ante closer to the COVID-19 corpus, as 

one would expect, even those most closely situated to COVID-19 exhibit unusually high pivot 

sizes compared to their own prior work (Fig. S4). Altogether, COVID-related papers represent an 
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unusual degree of departure from the authors’ usual work, which appears universally across 

scientific fields and even among authors whose prior research was most closely related to COVID-

19. 

 

As scientists shift into new areas, a central question is how impactful their work becomes. Consider 

first 37 million papers published from 1970 to 2020, presenting general findings for all of science, 

both historically and today. To quantify impact, we calculate the paper-level hit rate, a binary 

indicator for whether a given paper was in the upper 5% of citations received within its field and 

year [36]. Fig. 3A reveals a striking and fundamental fact: larger pivots are systematically 

associated with lower impact. Indeed, we observe a large and monotonic decrease in the average 

hit rate as the pivot size rises. The lowest-pivot work is high impact 7.4 percent of the time, 48% 

higher than the baseline rate, whereas the highest-pivot work is high impact only 1.8 percent of 

the time, a 64% reduction from the baseline. Furthermore, quantifying this “pivot penalty” over 

time reveals another pervasive finding: The relationship between pivot size and impact has become 

increasingly negative over the past five decades (Fig. 3B). These findings generalize widely across 

science. Studying separately each of the 154 subfields, we find that the negative relationship 

between impact and pivot size holds for 93% of fields, and the increasing severity of the pivot 

penalty over time occurs in 88% of all scientific fields (Table S1). Thus in science, larger pivots 

present a substantial and increasing penalty in the impact of the work. In balancing the tension 

between exploiting one’s existing research streams and exploring new ones [31], these findings 

highlight the difficulty of venturing into new areas.  

 

The growing impact advantage to narrowness in the ambit of research is consistent with scientists 

becoming increasingly specialized as scientific knowledge deepens [16, 46] and heightens the 

general concern in science communities that research with wide reach, interdisciplinary character, 

or novel orientations, while perhaps highly valued, is challenging [14, 47-49]. In the context of 

this general and growing pivot penalty, we next consider papers published in 2020, separating 

them into COVID and non-COVID (red vs blue lines in Fig. 3C). Given that 2020 papers have had 

relatively little chance to receive citations [50], we feature a journal placement measure for impact, 

where each journal is assigned the historical hit rate of its publications within its field and year 

(see SM S2.2). We find that overall there is a large impact premium associated with COVID-19 
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papers, as reflected by the visible upward shift in journal placement, consistent with the extreme 

interest in the pandemic. At the same time, the negative relationship between pivoting and impact 

appears in both groups and is especially steep for COVID research. Thus, scientists who traveled 

further from their prior work to write COVID-19 papers were not immune to the pivot penalty; 

rather they produced research with substantially less impact on average relative to low-pivot 

COVID papers. Crucially, the COVID impact premium is mostly offset by the unusually large 

pivots associated with COVID research. Comparing at the median pivot size within each group, 

the journal placement of COVID papers appears on par with non-COVID papers, despite the clear 

impact premium conferred upon COVID research. Indeed, the upper 45% of COVID-19 papers by 

pivot size turn out to have lower average journal placement than papers with less than or equal to 

the median pivot size among non-COVID work. We see a similar surge in interest, and penalty for 

high pivots, using citations to the specific papers (Fig. S5). Overall, we observe two extremely 

strong yet sharply contrasting relationships regarding impact. On the one hand, COVID-related 

work has experienced a large impact premium; on the other hand, greater pivot size markedly 

predicts less impactful work. These findings unearth a central tension in the adaptability of science: 

while engaging a high-demand area has value, pivoting exhibits offsetting penalties, as traversing 

larger distances from one’s prior work predicts substantially less impactful outcomes.  

 

The pivot penalty in Fig. 3 presents a potentially fundamental challenge for scientific adaptability. 

Drawing on the science of science literature [51-53], we next consider further critical features that 

may help science adapt. First, what is the relationship between an individual’s career stage and 

pivoting? Second, what role does collaboration play in facilitating pivots? Third, what role does 

funding play? Finally, can any of these features overcome the pivot penalty seen above? 

 

Fig. 4A examines scientists’ entry into COVID research based on career age and prior impact, 

uncovering two key findings. First, higher-impact scientists were more likely to engage COVID-

19 research. Among scientists who publish in 2020, only 4.8% wrote a COVID-19 paper among 

the lowest-impact group (measured by total citations to the scientist’s prior five years of work 

before 2020); this rate doubled for the highest-impact group (9.6% wrote a COVID-19 paper). 

Second, career age matters greatly for pivoting. At higher-impact levels, scientists further into their 

careers proved far more likely to write a COVID-19 paper: 7.2% of the highest-impact scientists 
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in the 2010-2019 cohort engaged COVID-19 research, rising to 10.3% in the 2000-2009 cohort 

and 13.9% in the 1990-1999 cohort. This finding runs counter to “Planck’s Principle” [20, 22], 

which posits that younger scientists will be more likely to engage novel research streams. Yet here 

we find that older scientists were disproportionately more likely to pivot into COVID research. 

These results hold for a large majority of fields (Fig. S6A-B). Together, these results indicate that 

exceptionally high impact scientists were leaders in engaging COVID-19 research – yet much less 

so among the young, suggesting that science overall may be missing out on valuable contributions 

and perspectives. Indeed, while bringing established field leaders into the COVID-19 landscape 

might be seen as auspicious for science’s response, these results suggest that emerging field leaders 

– younger cohorts who may have fresh ideas and otherwise help scale up the adaptive response – 

were substantially left out. 

 

Teamwork may be an additional and critical feature for understanding adaptability. Indeed, not 

only are teams increasingly responsible for producing high-impact and novel research [28, 33, 36, 

38], they can also aggregate individual expertise [16], extending the reach of individual scientists 

and promoting subject-matter flexibility [29, 54]. We find that team size has indeed been larger 

for COVID-19 papers than is typical in the respective field. Compared to field means, COVID-19 

papers see 1.5 additional coauthors on average (a 28% increase in team size, Fig. S6C), supporting 

the broad importance of collaborations in science’s response to the pandemic. Further, COVID-19 

authors have worked to an unusual degree with new coauthors (Fig. 4B), rather than existing 

collaborators, engaging new coauthors at a much higher rate than (1) that same scientist did in 

prior years, (2) that same scientist did on their other 2020 papers, and (3) other matched, non-

COVID-19 scientists do. Moreover, engaging new coauthors tends to be associated with larger 

pivots (Fig. S7A-B). Overall, these results are consistent with teamwork expanding reach [16, 39, 

40]. Yet at the same time, these new collaborators mostly came from within the same institution 

(Fig. S7C-D) or primary field (Fig. S7E-F), suggesting new collaborations in COVID research are 

forming within pre-existing boundaries as opposed to drawing from a broader front that spans 

across geographic or disciplinary landscapes. Overall, while the scope of new collaborative 

opportunities may be constrained, the results show that collaboration indeed appears to be a central 

feature in science’s adaptive response. 
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We further probe science’s adaptability through the lens of funding. Drawing on over 600 different 

funding sources worldwide, we measure the proportion of grant-supported research for all 2020 

papers, separating them into COVID and non-COVID (red vs blue lines in Fig. 4C). There is a 

large and monotonic decrease in grant-supported research as pivot size increases for both COVID 

and non-COVID papers. And this relationship is especially pronounced for COVID-19 papers, 

which are substantially less likely to cite a funding source across all pivot sizes (Fig. 4C). Hence 

while COVID papers are characterized by larger pivots, grant-supported research 

disproportionately features small pivots. These findings are natural to the extent that existing 

projects are tied to specific agendas, so that large pivots in general, and COVID-19 pivots in 

particular, tend to occur without acknowledging specific grants. Further examining COVID-

specific funding mechanisms of the NIH and NSF, we find that COVID-specific grants were issued 

rapidly, peaking from late spring to early fall (Fig. S8). Yet at the same time, among the funded 

PIs who published a COVID-19 paper in 2020, 59% (NIH) and 32% (NSF) of PIs had published 

at least one COVID-19 paper before receiving the grant, suggesting the adaptive funding may still 

lag the early adaptive research efforts. Overall, these results show that grant funding in science is 

associated with less pivoting, and appears to facilitate scientists engaged in consistent rather than 

adaptive research streams. In the case of COVID-19, despite the adaptive efforts by funders such 

as the NSF and NIH, science’s response came largely without project-specific funding, especially 

in the critical, early phase of the pandemic.  

 

Together, Fig. 4A-C present key features that condition the adaptability of science. Can these 

features alleviate the pivot penalty? For example, do high-impact scientists, well-funded scientists, 

or those working in novel collaborations manage to achieve large shifts in research direction 

without facing a severe penalty in the impact of the work? We separate scientists by their prior 

impact (Fig. S9A), career age (Fig. S9B), team size (Fig. S9C), use of new collaborators (Fig. 

S9D), and funding status (Fig. S9E), and repeat our analyses for the pivot penalty seen in Fig. 3A. 

We find that, regardless of the scientist’s individual characteristics, funding status, or collaborative 

orientation, the pivot penalty persists. We further use regression methods to control for all these 

features together, finding that net of all these features, the pivot penalty remains substantial in 

magnitude (Fig. 4D). Together, these results suggest that the pivot penalty acts as a fundamental 

friction that limits science’s ability to adapt.  
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Science must regularly adapt to new opportunities and challenges. The COVID-19 pandemic has 

produced enormous demand for relevant scientific research [55] and provides a high scale event 

to examine the adaptability of science. We find that science faces systematic challenges to pivoting 

research, which may not be easy to overcome. Although an extremely broad frontier of science 

engaged in COVID-related research, the highest-impact work came from those pre-situated closely 

to the subject, and even these individuals were pivoting to a personally unusual degree. COVID-

19 authors tended to be high-impact scientists, but not young ones, often worked in large teams 

and with novel coauthors, and they pivoted largely without project-specific funding. Most 

importantly, the response betrays a deep tension, where the further people pivot, the less impactful 

the work tends to be. This ‘pivot penalty’ appears not only among COVID-19 research but also 

across the sciences, and it has become increasingly pronounced over the past five decades. 

 

Overall, the findings suggest that, despite the strong response by the scientific community to the 

pandemic, science faces fundamental constraints on its capacity to adapt, with potentially first-

order policy implications. While funding systems and science institutions can develop programs 

to facilitate rapid response, as seen in this pandemic, funding may come with substantial lags. And 

during this pandemic, many researchers, including highly productive young researchers, stayed on 

the sidelines, suggesting untapped opportunities to create more forceful responses through policy 

and institutional design. Ultimately, however, the pre-positioning of scientists appears to be a 

fundamental constraint, which has implications for both emergencies and ordinary times.  

 

In an emergency context such as the coronavirus pandemic, the world is constrained by the existing 

scientific expertise and relatively proximate scientists already in existence when the crisis hits. 

This suggests that success against the next pandemic or other emergency depends on the ability to 

scale and position science beforehand. Indeed, in Louis Pasteur’s famous words, “chance favors 

only the prepared mind.” Without pre-pandemic developments in scientific knowledge, including 

mRNA vaccines [56], and the pre-positioning of relevant human capital, the pandemic would 

likely have been still more costly. Outside the emergency context, these findings also challenge 

the notion of outsiders offering fresh insights, further emphasizing the importance of expertise and 

accumulation of knowledge. Research on creative search has documented the benefits of 

exploration [31]  and out-of-box thinking [22, 57, 58].  The pivot penalty suggests that, while 
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individuals are indeed capable of traversing long distances, domain-specific expertise is 

increasingly crucial for producing impactful outcomes. This expertise advantage and associated 

pivot penalty has implications for science institutions in their hiring and funding strategies in 

pursuit of generating high-impact work.  It may further inform organizational survival; for 

example, leading businesses often fail to successfully exploit new technologies and must choose 

workforce strategies to facilitate adaptation [59-61].   

 

Our findings have further implications for the development and nurturing of the scientific 

workforce as a whole. Portfolio theory points to diversified investments as a key tool to manage 

risk [62]. But the pivot penalty suggests that, unlike typical investments, adjustments to the science 

portfolio are governed by deep inertia [63]. From this perspective, investing in a large and diverse 

“bench” of scientists becomes essential from a risk management standpoint, advancing the 

capacity of humanity to respond effectively to developing threats and opportunities. Viewing 

science as a range of specialized endeavors with increasingly specialized researchers [16, 46], a 

“prepared mind” in science means a “collectively prepared mind.” A diverse portfolio of high-

scale investments can then play essential roles in both advancing human progress and seizing high 

social returns in ordinary times [22, 64] while also expanding human capacity to confront novel 

challenges.   

 

Science presents evolving demands from many areas – from artificial intelligence to genetic 

engineering to climate change – creating complex issues, risks, and urgency. This paper shows 

generally that pivoting research directions is both hard and costly, with scientists’ pivots facing a 

growing impact penalty, which governs the adaptability of science. Given the uniqueness of the 

pandemic, it is notable that the pivot penalty applies not just to COVID-19 research but also 

generalizes across the sciences. Nevertheless, studying the adaptability of science in different 

settings and time scales, beyond emergencies and extending to longer-run research shifts, are key 

areas for future work. Moreover, the pivot penalty uncovered here is measured through the citation 

impact and journal placement of the resulting papers; studying other characteristics may further 

enrich our understanding about the costs and benefits of scientific pivots. Lastly, pivoting to 

engage new challenges is not unique to science but may underpin the dynamics of success and 

survival for individuals, firms, and governments across human society [4, 13, 61, 65-67], 
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suggesting the uncovered pivot penalty may be a generic property of many social and economic 

systems, with potential applicability in broader domains.  
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Figure 1. Science engages COVID-19. (A) Science rapidly shifted to COVID-19 research, with 
COVID-19 publications rising to 4.5% of all science publications in May 2020 and maintaining 
similarly high rates thereafter. (B) While health sciences and social sciences featured the 
strongest responses, all scientific fields engaged COVID-19 research. (C) Scientists were more 
likely to write COVID-19 papers the more relevant their own prior work, but scientists with 
relevant prior work were rare (inset). 
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Figure 2. Quantifying scientific pivots. (A) The pivot measure compares a focal paper against 
prior papers authored by the same scientist. An increasing value on the [0,1] interval indicates a 
larger pivot from the scientist’s prior work. (B) COVID-19 papers show substantially larger 
pivots than other scientific work published in 2020. (C) Scientists who write COVID-19 papers 
pivot to a greater extent than they do in their prior work, their other 2020 work, or matched 
control scientists’ do. (D) Comparing COVID and non-COVID papers within each field in 2020, 
unusually large pivots have been a universal feature of COVID-19 research in all 154 subfields 
of science.  
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Figure 3. The Pivot Penalty. (A) The probability of being a hit paper is a decreasing function of 
pivot size. This panel includes 37 million papers published from 1970-2019. (B) The pivot 
penalty is increasingly steep with time: in recent decades, larger pivots by scientists appear 
increasingly low impact. (C) COVID-19 papers experience an impact premium, but the pivot 
penalty appears within both COVID and non-COVID work. Comparing at the median pivot sizes 
(dashed lines), the COVID-19 impact premium is substantially offset by the pivot penalty, given 
its larger median pivot size.  
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Figure 4. Further Features Condition Adaptability but the Pivot Penalty Persists. (A) We 
group scientists into three cohorts based on their first publication year. Within each cohort, we 
find that the probability that a scientist writes a COVID paper is an increasing function of his/her 
prior impact, as measured by the number of citations accrued from 2015-2019. Comparing across 
the three cohorts shows that older scientists are substantially more likely than younger scientists 
to pivot into COVID-19 research. (B) Engaging new collaborators was especially common for 
COVID-19 researchers, who worked with new collaborators to an unusual degree compared to 
their own prior history, their other 2020 publications, and control scientists. The control group is 
matched by field and number of publications from 2015-2019. (C) Funding support is heavily 
oriented to lower pivot work. Higher-pivot work is substantially less likely to acknowledge 
funding support in the sciences as a whole (blue) and among COVID-19 papers (red). COVID-
19 papers were especially unlikely to acknowledge grant support. (D) While individual, 
collaborative, and funding features sharply condition the adaptive response of science, in 
regression analysis they do not individually or collectively overcome the fundamental pivot 
penalty. See SM S2.5 for details. 
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