Aging and the Narrowing of Scientific Innovation

Aging researchers and the removal of retirement policies yield
decreased disruptive innovation in science
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Scientific careers today are marked by growing polarization. A small number of scientists
now remain active and influential for longer than ever (/), while many others pass through
research as temporary workers (2). Lengthened training periods (3, 4), the elimination of
mandatory retirement (5), and funding systems that reward experience have concentrated
resources among senior scientists (6). As science becomes increasingly dependent on its
aging core, a central question arises: How does academic age influence creativity?

The answer has long divided scholars. Early studies suggested a decline in creativity with age
(7, 8), while others found little or no relationship (9—12). Classic life-cycle analyses of
scientific productivity and creativity likewise reveal diverse age patterns (10, 13, 14). One
view holds that longer careers and deeper expertise help scientists keep pace with expanding
knowledge. For example, the “burden of knowledge” theory argues that familiarity with old
ideas enables new ones to emerge (/5). Yet empirical evidence often shows the opposite:
innovation tends to come from younger scientists who are less tied to convention—echoing
the gloss of Max Planck’s insight that “science advances one funeral at a time” (16, 17).

A likely resolution to this paradox lies in how aging reshapes the balance between two kinds
of creativity. Familiarity with established ideas may expand a scientist’s capacity for
recombination—creating novel links between known concepts—but also strengthens
attachment to these ideas, making them harder to abandon (7, /8). In other words, experience
aids recombinatorial novelty (/9) but limits disruptive innovation (20), which challenges
prior work and drives the creative destruction of ideas (27).

History offers vivid examples. During periods of scientific revolution (22), the weight of
accumulated knowledge can slow older scientists, while younger minds who remain freer
from convention, race toward the frontiers of discovery. Even the greatest are not immune.
Albert Einstein reshaped our understanding of space, time, mass, and energy at twenty-six,
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yet spent much of his later career struggling—without success—to unify his earlier theories
(23) and resist the rise of quantum mechanics (24). Ironically, his critiques helped sharpen
and solidify the very framework he opposed, propelling the quantum age forward (25). The
same rhythm appears beyond science: in art and literature, young “revolutionaries” spark
breakthroughs while older “masters” refine traditions (26), and in law, mandatory retirement
for judges improves court performance (27).

We test this pattern of intellectual aging across modern science by distinguishing between
two empirically measured forms of creativity. Novelty links previously unconnected ideas,
applying established knowledge in new contexts (19, 28, 29). Disruption breaks existing
linkages, displacing established knowledge with new ideas (30-32). Although both drive
progress, they reshape scientific knowledge in opposite ways: novelty extends established
paradigms by revealing hidden complementarities between ideas, whereas disruption
overturns them by exposing hidden substitutions (33).

These empirical distinctions build on recent research, but their intellectual roots span long
traditions in the study of science and technology. Theories of recombinatorial novelty trace
back to Schumpeter (34), who defined innovation as the creation of “new combinations” of
existing resources, a view later expanded by Mokyr (35), Weitzman (/9), and Arthur (36).
This view was empirically examined by Fleming et al. (28, 37) in technology and by Uzzi et
al (29) and others (38, 39) in science. Theories of disruptive innovation likewise draw on
both traditions: in studies of science, where Popper (40) emphasized falsifying and displacing
existing ideas as a driver of progress, a process Kuhn (4/) termed “paradigm shift” and
Merton (7) called “obliteration by incorporation”, further elaborated by subsequent scholars
(42—48). In studies of technology, the concept originates in Schumpeter’s (49) notion of
“creative destruction”, expanded by Aghion and Howitt (27) and Christensen (20). Building
on these traditions, Funk and Owen-Smith (30) operationalized disruption in technology, and
Wau et al. (37) introduced and validated this framework in science.

Analyzing more than 3.6 million scientists who published between 1960 and 2020, we find
that novelty increases while disruption declines with academic age. We trace this divergence
to a “Nostalgia Effect’—older scientists’ tendency to cite earlier work. This preference for
the past stimulates new combinations of familiar ideas, enhancing novel combinations, but it
also anchors attention to established paradigms, reducing disruption and fostering criticism of
new ideas proposed by younger colleagues. As scientists age, they also form more
hierarchical teams, amplifying their reach yet reinforcing reliance on conventional
knowledge. Policies such as the 1994 removal of mandatory university retirement in the
United States, though intended to reduce age bias, may have inadvertently deepened this
intellectual conservatism.

Nevertheless, our findings offer hope. Mobility and collaboration can slow intellectual aging.
When scientists move between institutions or when younger researchers step into leading
roles, such as serving as corresponding authors, the age of references—and of ideas—Hfalls,
refreshing the collective memory of science.

Our study contributes to three areas. First, it clarifies why prior research on age and creativity
has been mixed (7-/2): aging enhances combinatorial innovation but limits disruptive
breakthroughs. Second, it links these cognitive dynamics to team structure, explaining why
larger, hierarchical teams tend to innovate less (37, 50, 51), thereby revealing the social
foundations of intellectual aging. Third, it identifies the Nostalgia Effect as a measurable
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cognitive process that shapes how scientists remember, connect, and—at times—struggle to
forget ideas over their careers (52-54).

To examine these patterns empirically, we begin by identifying name-disambiguated
scientists using the 2021 Microsoft Academic Graph (MAG), now part of the OpenAlex
dataset. Our sample includes 7.7 million scientists who have published between 1960 and
2020, each with five or more publications. We verified name disambiguation by manually
reviewing 1,118 papers from 30 randomly selected scientists, achieving 96.8% precision
across two independent coders (see Supplementary Materials for additional validation tests).

To examine the dynamics of cognitive focus, we defined academic age as the number of
years since a scientist’s first publication and traced how their primary knowledge sources,
captured by the average reference age, change over time. Average values can be distorted by
outliers, such as when extremely old references inflate the mean (7) or prolific scientists
lower it by citing more recent work (/2). We developed a distribution-based measure that
captures the full temporal profile of a scientist’s most-cited references, reducing bias and
preserving variation.

We assessed novelty by how papers draw upon previously unconnected domains, diverging
from conventional citation patterns (29). We replicated these results using alternative novelty
metrics that quantify the “surprise” of content and context combinations (39). We assessed
disruption by how subsequent papers cite a focal paper but not its references, indicating when
new ideas displace older ones (55). We also quantified topic exploration by comparing
research topics across consecutive years of each scientist’s publications, using field-of-study
keywords from the MAG dataset (56) and repeating the analysis across multiple levels of
keyword resolution to ensure robustness.

These analyses allow us to examine the life cycle of scientific aging, which we emphasize is
not merely biological but deeply social. As scientists progress from trainees to principal
investigators, their roles and constraints shift markedly. Increasing leadership, administrative,
and reviewing responsibilities can reshape priorities and limit the time available to stay
current with the research frontier, thereby slowing reference renewal. In this sense, individual
aging also carries collective consequences. Within teams, senior scientists’ preferences can
shape the citation practices of their collaborators, especially those they lead. In peer review,
older reviewers may direct authors toward citing familiar or preferred work, further
reinforcing established literature. Together, these social mechanisms reveal how aging
scientists shape the collective evolution of scientific memory.

To investigate team dynamics, we compared hierarchical teams—where older scientists lead
and younger members follow (57, 58)—with flat teams, where leadership is shared (59, 60).
We also examined how mobility affects reference aging by tracing when teams split or
reunite across institutions. Using quasi-experimental comparisons of papers from the same
teams before and after changes in corresponding authors or collaboration distance, we
identified a causal link between team structure, collaboration distance, and the age of cited
references.

To investigate peer-review dynamics (7), we analyzed changes in reference age between
preprints and their published versions to examine how reviewer age, estimated from
field-level averages, influences these changes. To understand the origins of individual
reviewing effects, we further analyzed scientists’ attitudes toward new ideas through critical
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citations. Building on prior work (61, 62), we constructed a new, human-validated dataset of
20,000 critical citation examples. Manual validation of 200 randomly selected samples
achieved 88% inter-coder agreement between two human coders. A large language model,
validated with 86.3% precision, was then applied to 126 million citation contexts across 7.1
million papers in MAG to examine how the likelihood of citing or being cited critically varies
with academic age. To rule out the possibility that the observed pattern reflects
machine-learning model bias, we alternatively classified critical citations using a curated list
of critical terms, yielding the same pattern of results (see SM S3.7.6, Fig. S14, Table S4).

Finally, to assess the broader impact of these mechanisms on the scientific system, we
conducted a difference-in-differences (DID) analysis of the 1994 U.S. policy that eliminated
mandatory university retirement. To our knowledge, this represents the first
quasi-experimental study to quantify the social dimension of intellectual aging.

Science advances by building on recent discoveries—a pattern known as the immediacy
effect (63), with most citations in an average paper drawn from the past decade. Our analysis
confirms this trend, showing an average reference age of 9.8 years, ranging from 7.1 in
computer science to 12.7 in mathematics (Fig. S1).

However, not all scientists adopt new literature at the same pace. As careers unfold, a
Nostalgia Effect emerges as scientists increasingly cite older work. On average, the age of
references increases by about one month (0.09 year) per career year, implying that by a
40-year career age, a scientist’s reference list becomes roughly 3.6 years older, 37% of the
global mean reference age (Table S1). This magnitude of change varies across fields: in
medicine, the reference age rises by 17% (from 8.7 to 10.2 years) over 40 years, whereas in
mathematics it increases by 50% (from 12.2 to 18.2 years; Fig. 1A). This pattern remains
robust when using the Price index (63) the share of references less than five years old, which
declines steadily with career age (Fig. 1A, inset). The pattern is consistent across career
lengths and historical cohorts, with no evidence that either—or their interaction—modulates
the effect (Fig. 1B, S2). We also rule out alternative explanations. The pattern is not driven by
self-citations (Fig. S3A) or by a shift from empirical to theoretical work over a career (Fig.
S3C). Working at top universities appears to slow aging (Fig. S3B), whereas early career
success accelerates it (Fig. S3D). Overall, the aging of references is a universal feature of
scientific careers.

The temporal distribution of scientists’ most-cited references confirms this pattern and rules
out artifacts, such as a few very old citations that inflate the average (7). More than a
robustness check, the most-cited reference defines the foundational work anchoring a
scientist’s knowledge base: across the career, 96% of references appear only once, yet the
most-cited one recurs in nearly half (48%) of their papers. Its early-career peak reveals an
imprinting effect: the paper that most strongly shapes a scientist’s career is typically
published one year before their own first publication, regardless of career length or cohort
(Fig. 1C, S4). Because breakthroughs occur irregularly across time (22), the fact that a
scientist’s most-cited reference peaks at career birth indicates imprinting rather than paper
quality. Together, these findings highlight a universal tension between science’s forward
momentum and aging scientists’ growing attachment to the intellectual past.
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Fig. 1: The aging of scientific memory. A, For 7,740,433 scientists with five or more papers, the average age
of references rises monotonically with career age—from 8.7 to 10.2 years in medicine and from 12.2 to 18.2
years in mathematics over four decades. The inset shows the Price Index (63), the share of references less than 5
years old, declining steadily with career age. B, This pattern holds across scientists with different career lengths
and remains stable across historical cohorts (inset). C, Each scientist’s most-cited reference—their intellectual
anchor—typically appears near the start of their career but shifts progressively later as careers lengthen.

As scientists age, their creative orientation shifts. The probability of producing novel work
increases steadily with experience (Fig. 2A). Alternative novelty metrics that capture the
“surprise” of content and context combinations (39) show the same upward trend, indicating
greater combinatorial creativity (Fig. S5). Yet this novelty largely stems from linking and
recombining familiar ideas within specialized domains rather than venturing into new ones.
Exploring new topics, measured by the cosine distance between publication keywords in
consecutive years, declines sharply with career age (Fig. 2A, inset), a pattern robust across
levels of keyword granularity (Fig. S6). In network terms (64, 65), aging scientists add
edges—new connections among existing concepts—rather than nodes—entirely new
concepts—within the conceptual space of science. This shift from expanding the network’s
boundaries to connecting its interior captures how experience favors recombinant creativity
over exploratory or disruptive innovation.

In contrast, the likelihood of producing highly disruptive papers decreases over the career
(Fig. 2B), indicating that older scientists become less likely to overturn established ideas.
This life-cycle pattern holds across research fields, historical cohorts, and career lengths (Fig.
S7), as well as across alternative thresholds and citation windows for disruption (Fig. S8-9),
suggesting that it reflects cognitive and social shifts within scientific careers rather than
differences in citation practices (66, 67).

Cross-national comparisons reinforce this pattern. Countries with younger scientific
workforces, such as China and India, produce a larger share of disruptive papers, whereas
those with older workforces, such as the United States, exhibit lower disruption rates (Fig.
2C). Together with the Nostalgia Effect, these results suggest that familiarity with established
ideas narrows the scope of creative search: aging scientists grow more adept at recombining
what they know but less inclined (or able) to abandon old concepts and replace them with
new ones.
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Fig. 2: Innovation changes with career age. A, Among 219,597 scientists with careers spanning 40 years or
more, the probability of producing a top 10% novel paper increases with career age. Yet new topic exploration,
measured by the cosine distance between publication keywords in consecutive years, declines with career age
(inset). B, In contrast, the probability of producing a top 10% disruptive paper decreases sharply with career age
across all fields, indicating that older scientists are less likely to overturn established ideas. C, Across 126
countries, the share of disruptive papers in 2020 declines with the average career age of active scientists: nations
with younger scientific workforces (e.g., China, India) show higher disruption, whereas those with older ones
(e.g., the United States) exhibit lower levels.

As academic age increases, scientists take on larger roles in science, shifting from individual
contributors to mentors of junior scholars, leaders of teams and institutions, and reviewers of
papers and grants (7). Through these social roles, they shape science’s collective memory,
evaluative standards, and innovation potential beyond the influence of their own publications.
Consequently, the Nostalgia Effect extends from individual cognition to a system-level
pattern that determines which ideas endure, gain credit, and inspire new work.

We find that the average age of a team’s references increases more rapidly with team age than
individual age, diverging from a neutral baseline that assumes equal influence from all
members. This widening gap suggests that older members—especially team leaders—pull
citations toward older literature beyond what simple averaging would predict (Fig. 3A).

Team age dynamics reveal how this influence emerges. As the scientific workforce becomes
increasingly polarized by career age (Fig. S10), teams commonly mix junior and senior
scientists but are increasingly led by older ones (Fig. 3B, inset). As focal scientists age, the
average age of their coauthors also increases, though at a much slower rate—typically by <15
years over a 40-year career (Fig. 3B, S11). Older leaders thus anchor mixed-age teams and
steer collective attention toward earlier literature.

A quasi-experimental test confirms that collaboration patterns shape team cognition (68) and
collective aging. Among the same teams publishing at different times, later papers led by
younger corresponding authors cite significantly newer references than those led by older
ones. Teams that merge from remote to onsite collaborations also cite newer work, whereas
those that split into remote groups cite older work (Fig. 3C). Together, these within-team
contrasts indicate that the influence of aging scientists on collective memory depends on team
design and that breaking age and power hierarchies fosters team innovation (50, 51, 69).
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Fig. 3: The influence of aging scientists on teams. A, Average reference age rises with a team’s average career
age and exceeds a neutral baseline that assumes equal influence among teammates. B, As focal scientists age,
their coauthors get older—but much more slowly: over a 40-year career, the average coauthor age rises by only
about 15 years. Meanwhile, the oldest team member’s career age has increased in recent decades (inset). C,
Same-team paper pairs link team changes to citation freshness: among 383,282 pairs with mobility shifts, teams
merging from remote to onsite (n = 92,979) cited newer work, whereas those splitting to remote (n = 290,303)
cited older work (95% ClIs shown). Among 176,366 pairs with changes in corresponding-author age, later
papers generally cited older work, but those listing younger corresponding authors (n = 96,589) cited
significantly newer references than those listing older ones (n = 79,777; t =—5.86, p < 0.001).

Aging scientists also shape science through their evaluative roles. Across ten fields, including
mathematics, computer science, and physics, the likelihood that a journal version of a paper
cites older references than its preprint increases with the average career age of reviewers
(logistic regression coefficient = 0.19, p < 0.001), with reviewer age estimated from field
averages (Fig. 3A).

As scientists age, their attitudes toward new work also shift. The share of papers that criticize
their cited references rises with career age, stabilizing around ~20% across fields (Fig. 3B,
Fig. S14, Table S4). In contrast, the share of papers that receive critical citations declines
with author age (Fig. 3B, inset), suggesting that older scientists are more likely to critique
younger colleagues than to be challenged by them. Further analysis confirms that these
critical citations are associated with the Nostalgia Effect—authors are more likely to dispute
newer discoveries when recalling and citing their most-cited references over careers (70). To
ensure critical attitude is not driven by older scientists’ reactions to low-quality work, we
show that as scientists age, they are more likely to criticize the 581 papers that eventually
received Nobel Prize recognition as well as “Sleeping Beauty” papers that eventually receive
substantial recognition despite being overlooked early on (Fig. S12-14).

Policy evidence aligns with the Nostalgia mechanisms. Following the 1994 U.S. Supreme
Court decision that ended mandatory university retirement, reference ages rose significantly
in the United States relative to the United Kingdom, used as a same-year baseline (Fig. 3C).
This natural experiment indicates that reduced turnover among senior scholars increases
reliance on older literature. Placebo and robustness tests confirm that this effect is not driven
by coincidental temporal trends (Fig. S15). Regression analyses controlling for time period
and field further rule out the possibility that the observed increase in reference age results
from the growing availability of digital archives (Table S2) (71, 72).

Consistent with these aging patterns in memory, field-level aging is associated with collective
consequences for innovation. As a field’s scientists grow older on average, mean reference
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age within that field increases even after accounting for individual career ages (Table S3).
Moreover, as fields age, the emergence of new topics declines approximately linearly,
indicating that workforce age structure shapes the pace of innovation (Fig. S16).
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Fig. 4: The influence of aging scientists on science. A, For 1,447 papers across ten research fields, the
likelihood that journal publications cite older references than their corresponding preprints increases with the
average career age of reviewers (coefficient = 0.19, SE = 0.041, z=4.73, p < 0.001). Reviewer age is estimated
from field averages. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. B, Share of papers that criticize other work
rises with career age across fields. In contrast, the share of papers receiving criticism increases early in the
career but gradually declines over the long run (inset). The dataset includes over 9 million scientists who
authored 7 million papers containing 126 million citation contexts. C, Estimated impact of the 1994 U.S.
removal of mandatory academic retirement on reference age, based on 2,229,239 papers authored by U.S.-based
scientists and 550,932 papers authored by U.K.-based scientists between 1989 and 1999. Each dot represents a
coefficient from fixed-effects regressions of reference age on year indicators. Reference ages rose significantly
after 1994 relative to the U.K. baseline (dashed).

Discussion

We provide quantitative evidence for a Nostalgia Effect in science: as academic age
increases, scientists’ attention shifts toward older literature. This pattern reflects cognitive
and social processes beyond biology alone—scientists’ reactions to new ideas depend less on
idea content than on their own career stage (7). Familiarity with established work fosters
attachment, making replacement harder (33). Even the greatest minds, such as Einstein,
transitioned from disruptor to gatekeeper as the “burden of knowledge” mounted (/5).

This life-cycle pattern accords with science fiction author Douglas Adams’ observation about
acceptance of new technologies—what exists at one’s intellectual “birth” feels normal, what
appears during early career feels revolutionary, and what emerges after maturity feels suspect
(73). Similar attachment dynamics appear in language, music, and the arts (8, 26, 52, 53,
74-76), reflecting shared long-term memory mechanisms across creative domains.

Critically, role transitions magnify individual tendencies. As careers advance, scientists shift
from producing research to leading teams and institutions, reviewing papers and grants, and
mentoring students (7). These social roles shape science’s collective memory and evaluative
standards, channeling attention toward established ideas and away from conceptual
replacements. What appears as a decline thus also reflects functional reorientation: from
overturning paradigms to consolidating knowledge and governing the conditions under which
younger scientists pursue disruptive innovation.

Our findings carry several policy implications, which we frame as reflective rather than
prescriptive. First, the decline in disruption with academic age challenges the assumption that
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experience alone drives frontier-moving advances (//, 15). Senior scientists excel at
recombining existing ideas, but their reduced propensity for paradigm change calls for more
balanced funding and promotion systems. These results do not suggest that older papers
should not be cited. Many classic studies and “sleeping beauties” (77, 78) continue to shape
modern research. Rather, they reveal a long-term memory mechanism in scientific practice:
researchers tend to recall and cite papers encountered early in their careers, reflecting
confidence built through familiarity and repeated use. This mechanism sustains the continuity
of ideas across generations, yet it can also constrain the emergence of innovations that
displace established knowledge. Because scientific progress depends on both continuity and
renewal, policies should promote diverse pathways that enable both, especially as the global
research workforce continues to age.

Second, the 1994 U.S. removal of mandatory university retirement serves as an illustrative
case of how well-intended policies can reshape knowledge use. After the reform, reference
ages rose relative to the baseline, consistent with reduced turnover in fields with a higher
concentration of senior scholars. Recent research reports a parallel pattern in the U.S. legal
system, where mandatory retirement is linked to productivity and influence (27). Science
policy should therefore assess how funding mechanisms, tenure structures, and retirement
norms together shape the age distribution of fields and, in turn, patterns of innovation.

Third, age structure matters for international competition. Countries with younger scientific
workforces (e.g., India, China) tend to produce more disruptive work, whereas those with
older workforces (e.g., Japan, the United States) tend to integrate and recombine knowledge
(1). These cross-national patterns are descriptive rather than causal and serve to situate our
findings within broader demographic trends. In the U.S., immigrant scientists—younger on
average and concentrated in fast-growing STEM areas—mitigate aging trends and bolster
capacity (79, 80). Strategic investments in workforce development should leverage these
complementary strengths and rebalance funding toward higher-risk projects led by
early-career researchers (87).

Finally, team-level actions are immediately actionable. Our results show that team dynamics
transmit the Nostalgia Effect: older leadership shifts citations toward older literature, whereas
younger corresponding authors and mobility refresh what teams read and cite. Institutions can
counter this narrowing by expanding early-career PI and co-corresponding author roles,
encouraging intergenerational, flat collaborations (50, 51, §2), increasing collaboration
diversity (83), lowering barriers to mobility and cross-institutional work (84), and
recognizing disruptive contributions alongside recombinational synthesis.

By acting on the social mechanisms that channel individual aging into what gets funded,
published, and cited, these steps keep science open to disruption while harnessing the
integrative strengths of experience.

Supplementary Materials:

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1 cISEKEEeMidxmtz3KAILz69kxRzuoceLRKo0Siif5sDg
/edit?usp=sharing

Data Availability

The datasets used in this paper are available at https://hashc.github.io/AgingScience/. Source
data are provided with this paper.
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