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Why do we publish articles?

Scientific reasons

• to improve the quality of the results by peer reviewing

• to transform results into scientific knowledge

Practical reasons

• to make them public

• to prove their anteriority and property

• to archive them

• to make them searchable and findable



Why do we publish articles?

Social reasons 

• to increase the probability that you get positions, promotions, 
and projects funded

• to increase your visibility

➔ this creates a conflict of interests (between your own interests 
and the interests of science)

➔ integrity matters!



Publication = Costly system & fantastic margin profit

France: ~ €118 M/year

Europe: ~ €3 B/year

World: ~ €10 B/ year

for 3 millions articles 
published /year

➔ cost of ~ €3000 /article
BRCP. Against Parasite Publishers: Making Journals Free. (2022).
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7212922

https://www.ouvrirlascience.fr/retrospective-and-prospective-study-of-the-evolution-of-apc-costs-and-electronic-subscriptions-for-french-institutions/
https://www.stm-assoc.org/2022_08_24_STM_White_Report_a4_v15.pdf

https://www.ouvrirlascience.fr/retrospective-and-prospective-study-of-the-evolution-of-apc-costs-and-electronic-subscriptions-for-french-institutions/
https://www.stm-assoc.org/2022_08_24_STM_White_Report_a4_v15.pdf


Publication = A closed system

% of publications behind paywalls

Worldwide: 52% (2023)

https://www.stm-assoc.org/oa-dashboard-2024/

https://barometredelascienceouverte.esr.gouv.fr/
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Why Open Science?

• Common good

• Public funding

• Dissemination to society and the public

• Social utility – economic growth

• Reproduction – reproducibility – quality

• Scientific dissemination/efficiency



Why Open Science? Reproducibility crisis



• Survey Nature 1500 researchers → 70 % failed to reproduce results from other 
scientists, and > 50% failed to reproduce their own results!

Baker, M. 1,500 scientists lift the lid on reproducibility. Nature 533, 452–454 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1038/533452a

• Survey American Society for Cell Biology 900 researchers→ 71% failed to reproduce 
their own results

https://www.ascb.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/final-survey-results-without-Q11.pdf

• Survey Netherlands (National Survey on Research Integrity) 6800 researchers → 4% 
fabricated results, 4% falsified results, 50% engaged frequently in questionable 
research practices

Gopalakrishna G, ter Riet G, Vink G, Stoop I, Wicherts JM, et al. (2022) Prevalence of questionable research practices, research misconduct and their potential explanatory factors: A survey among academic researchers
in The Netherlands. PLOS ONE 17(2): e0263023. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0263023

Why Open Science? Reproducibility crisis

https://doi.org/10.1038/533452a
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0263023


publication bias
low power

p-hacking Harking

Four key factors leading to low reproducibility

(D. Bishop, oxford)



Generate and 
specify 

hypotheses

Design study

Collect dataAnalyse data & 
test hypotheses

Interpret data

Publish or conduct 
next experiment

What happens when we put researchers 
under pressure to get “great results”?

Publication bias

Lack of data sharing

Low statistical power

Selective reporting

Selective reporting

Lack of 

replication

1 in 1000 papers
Makel et al (2012)

~50% chance to 
detect medium effects
Cohen (1962); Sedlmeier and 
Gigerenzer (1989); Bezeau 
and Graves (2001)

~50-100% prevalence
John et al (2012)

~50-90% prevalence
John et al (2012)
Kerr (1998)

~92% 
positive Fanelli 

(2010)

~70% failure
Wicherts et al (2006)
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Open Science: a political consensus - Coalition S

On 4 September 2018, a group of national research funding organisations, with the support of the 
European Commission and the European Research Council (ERC), announced the launch of cOAlition S, 
an initiative to make full and immediate Open Access to research publications a reality.



The Plan S Principles
“À compter de 2021*, toutes les publications savantes 
présentant les résultats de la recherche financée par des 
subventions publiques ou privées accordées par des 
conseils de recherche et des organismes de financement 
nationaux, régionaux et internationaux, doivent être 
publiées dans des revues en libre accès (Open Access 
Journals), via des plateformes en libre accès (Open 
Access Platforms), ou déposées immédiatement dans des 
dépôts en libre accès, sans embargo.”

https://www.coalition-s.org/faq/how-does-coalition-s-define-an-oa-journal/
https://www.coalition-s.org/faq/what-is-an-open-access-platform/
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Models of open access

• Based on journals

• Based on open archives

• Based on Registered Reports



Models

• Based on journals
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Scientific Publication: Gold Open access

• Anyone can read articles for free
• Green OA

• Gold OA

• Diamond OA

• “Article Processing Charge” – APC
• from 150€ to 10 000€, commonly 2000€

• alternative truth: “Price” → “Processing Charge”
• estimates of real costs: about $ 300 – 400 (not $ 2000)

Alizon, Samuel. 2018. “Inexpensive Research in the Golden Open-Access Era.” Trends in Ecology & Evolution 33 (5): 301–3. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.02.005
Grossmann, Alexander, and Björn Brembs. 2021. “Current Market Rates for Scholarly Publishing Services.” F1000Research. https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.27468.2

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.02.005
https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.27468.2


Scientific Publication: Gold Open access

• true cost $ 300 to 400 x 3,5 million articles = $ 1 billion
• market = $ 11,5 billion

• The difference = $ 10 billion
• profit + unwanted costs: paywalls, lobbying, marketing fees

• enough to pay >> 100 000 scientists each year

• Vicious economic system (revenues = increasing function of number of articles)

• Predatory journals / conferences

STM report 2018
Grossmann, Alexander, and Björn Brembs. 2021. “Current Market Rates for Scholarly Publishing Services.” F1000Research. https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.27468.2
Schimmer, Ralf, Kai Karin Geschuhn, and Andreas Vogler. 2015. “Disrupting the Subscription Journals’ Business Model for the Necessary Large-Scale Transformation to Open Access.” A Max 
Planck Digital Library Open Access Policy White Paper (28 April). https://doi.org/10.17617/1.3

https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.27468.2
https://doi.org/10.17617/1.3


Scientific Publication: Gold Open access - dubious journals

• Predatory journals: you pay, no or little reviews, sometimes a 
publication

• Continuum between thieves and honest journals
• ex MDPI: 2nd publisher - 390 peer reviewed journals in 2021 – 28% 

of European publications – growth of 1264 % (2015-2020)

• dubious journal names: “Animals” / “Animal”   “Cells”/”Cell”

• in social sciences and humanities



Scientific Publication: Gold Open access - dubious journals

Mark A. Hanson, Pablo Gómez Barreiro, Paolo Crosetto, Dan Brockington; The strain on scientific publishing. Quantitative Science Studies 2024; 5 (4): 823–843. doi: https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00327

https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00327
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Diamond Open Access: free for readers and authors

• Non profit, non commercial, readers do not pay, authors do not 
pay

• Often public / university-based / scientific society-based
• Often published by commercial editors + scientific societies’ sponsors

• DOAJ
• 19 000 journals in OA, (11 700 in HSS)

• 68 % without APC (78% without APC in HSS)

• Specialized journals: Discrete analysis – Sci-Post – Glossa – Eur. J. Taxonomy

• Generalist Journals:



Models

• Based on journals
• pure models

• mixture - optional – hybrid models 
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Subscription-
based journals

APC-based 
Open Access

Journals

Hybrid journals

Let’s pay twice … or even thrice!

1- Libraries pay subscriptions
2- Laboratories pay APCs
3- Research institutions pay researchers to
write, evaluate, edit, 



Models of open access

• Based on journals

• Based on open archives

• Based on Registered Reports



Preprint servers – Open archives – Open repositorries

• ArXiv (1991 - )

Paul Ginsparg

Paul Ginsparg - Lessons from arXiv’s 30 years of information sharing Use of an open access figure or table:Nature Support. CC-BY-SA



• Very low operating costs (arXiv: $ 2,4 M / yr / ~ 180 000 art. / yr = ~ $ 13 / art)

• A huge rise of preprints deposit in all disciplines

source: wikipedia
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Preprint servers



• Preprints are good...
• Free for authors and readers

• Available immediately

• Archive

• Proof of anteriority

• Searchable/Findable

• But putative quality problem...
• No formal evaluation – no peer-review

• Everything can be found in open archives including preprints of very bad quality

➔ Publish – Review –Curate model

Preprint servers – Open archives –Open repositorries



GREEN OA

Open archive
based OA systems
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About 50 journals ? More ?
• Episcience (25 journals) including:

Overlay journals



About 50 journals ? More ?
• Discrete analysis

• Episcience (25 journals) including:

• Open Communications in Nonlinear

Mathematical Physics

• Journal of Theoretical, Computational and 

Applied Mechanics

• etc.

Overlay journals



GREEN OA

Open archive
based OA systems
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=> Publish-Review-Curate model



PRC is a three-step process

Evaluation by reviewing platforms

Validation, Recommendation, Highlight,  Publication in a 
journal

Review

Curation

Publication
Article deposited by authors as preprint in preprint 
servers or open archives1)

2)

3)



Draft article

Open 
Preprint

Publication1)



Draft article

Open 
Preprint

Open
Evaluated
preprint

Submitted
article

Evaluation

Published
Peer Reviews

AUTHOR $

Reviewing platforms

Review

Publication1)

2)



Reviewing Preprints

https://reimaginereview.asapbio.org/

Preprint
Peer-reviewed

preprint

• More and more preprints are reviewed

• Reviewed preprints are increasingly recognised

etc.

https://reimaginereview.asapbio.org/


Reviewing Preprints

Characteristics
• independent of commercial journals? yes yes no no yes yes?

• submission by authors? no yes yes yes yes yes

• free? yes no ... yes yes no

• editors? no no yes no yes yes

• Control of peer review? no no yes no yes yes

• Final editorial decision? no no no no yes no



Reviewing Preprints: aggregators 

Europe PMC
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STRATEGIC PRIORITIES 

Priority 1: strengthening the foundations for full, immediate, sustainable, and 
equitable open access of scholarly peer-reviewed articles.

To advance this priority, cOAlition S will :

Review and update the Plan S principles and implementation guides, including
enhancing the focus on sustainable and equitable models, such as PRC, diamond
open access and preprints



Peer Community In 
a case study of PRC



A non-profit, non-commercial organization

A set of communities of researchers handling the evaluation of 
(through peer review) and recommending preprints in their scientific 
field. 

What is Peer Community In (PCI)?

PCI Ecology
PCI Evolutionary Biology
PCI Genomics
PCI Microbiology
etc.. 

etc …



PCI is a three-step PRC process

Peer reviewed by one of the 21 thematic PCI

and (additional/optional) 

Publication in Peer Community Journal

eg “PCI Ecology”, “PCI Neuroscience”…

Recommendation by PCI

Review

Curation

Publication
Preprint servers or open archives
Preprints published by authors in1)

2)

3)

or in any other journal including many PCI-friendly journals



1- Publication of the 
preprint



Preprint servers



Institutional repositories

*PCI: pilot project with COAR notify:

Peer Community In



2- Reviews and curation 
by PCI

(= recommendation)
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Not 
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PREPRINT server
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Reviews
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Link to PCI-recommended 
preprint

Recommendation text Reviews

DOIs declared for
- the recommendation,
- each review, 
- author’s replies
- all editorial decisions



3- Publication in a journal 
(=additional curation)



PCI-recommended 

preprint

Peer Community Journal
Direct publication in diamond open access

PCI-friendly journals

OR

OR

Other journals





Category 1: Accept without further reviews
• Acarologia
• Advances in Cognitive Psychology

• Anthropologica et Praehistorica
• ArcheoSciences
• Arqueologia
• Belgian Journal of Zoology
• Cadernos de Linguística

• Computo
• Ecosistemas

• Frontiers of Biogeography
• Historical Biology
• International Journal of Limnology
• Journal of Lithic Studies
• OCL - Oilseeds and fats, Crops and 

Lipids
• Peer Community Journal

• Rethinking Ecology
• Theoretical Roman Archaeology

Journal
• Tropical and Subtropical 

Agroecosystems

• Addiction Research & Theory

• Advances in Cognitive Psychology

• Advances in Methods and Practices in 

Psychological Science

• Biolinguistics

• Brain and Neuroscience Advances

• Cambridge Educational Research e-Journal

• Collabra: Psychology

• Communications in Kinesiology

• Cortex

• Experimental Psychology

• First Language

• Historical Biology

• Human Population Genetics and Genomics

• Imaging Neuroscience

• In&Vertebrates

• International Review of Social Psychology

• Journal for Reproducibility in Neuroscience

• Journal of Cognition

• Meta-Psychology

• NeuroImage: Reports

• Peer Community Journal

• PeerJ

• PeerJ Computer Science

• PeerJ Physical Chemistry

• PeerJ Organic Chemistry

• PeerJ Inorganic Chemistry

• PeerJ Analytical Chemistry

• PeerJ Materials Science

• Personality Science

• Psychology of Consciousness: Theory, 

Research, and Practice

• Royal Society Open Science

• Science and Medicine in Football

• Social Psychological Bulletin

• Studia Psychologica

• Swiss Psychology Open

• WiderScreen

PCI RR -friendly journals

PCI-friendly journals



• Agronomy for Sustainable
Development

• Animal

• Animal Welfare
• Annals of Forest Science
• Aquatic Living Resources
• Archeologia e Calcolatori
• Archeologické rozhledy
• Botany Letters
• Brazilian Journal of Motor Behavior
• Bulletin of the History of Archaeology
• Bulletins et Mémoires de la Société 

d'Anthropologie de Paris (BMSAP)
• Cambridge Journal of Human 

Behaviour
• Collabra: Psychology
• Communications in Kinesiology
• Ecologica Montenegrina
• European Rehabilitation Journal
• European Scientific Journal
• European zoological journal
• Evolution 
• Evolution Letters

• Evolutionary Ecology
• EXARC Journal
• FEMS Yeast Research

• G3: Genes, Genomes, Genetics
• Genetica
• Genetics
• Genetics Selection Evolution
• GigaByte
• GigaScience
• Heritage
• Human Population Genetics and 

Genomics
• Journal of Applied Microbiology
• Journal of Avian Biology
• Journal of Computer Applications in 

Archaeology
• Journal of Evolutionary Biology
• Journal of Iran National Museum
• Journal of Mammalian Evolution
• Journal of Neolithic Archaeology
• Journal of Open Archaeology Data
• Journal of Pollination Ecology
• Journal of the Israel Prehistoric 

Society
• Judgement and Decision Making
• Letters in Applied Microbiology

• M@n@gement
• Mathematical Modelling of Natural 

Phenomena
• Microbes and Environments
• Movement & Sport Sciences
• Neurons Behavior Data Analysis and 

Theory
• Nordic Journal of Botany
• Oikos
• Peer J
• PeerJ Computer Science
• PLOS Biology
• PLOS One
• Préhistoires méditerranéennes -

Mediterranean Prehistories
• Psicologica
• Quantitative Plant Biology
• Quaternaire
• Veterinary Research

=> Accept without further reviews OR Need further reviews OR Not interested

Category 2: Fast response (≤ 10 days) to presubmission enquiry

PCI-friendly journals





PCI in figures



Current PCIs

2017
PCI Evolutionary Biology

2018
PCI Ecology
PCI Paleontology

2019
PCI Animal -Science
PCI Zoology

2022
PCI Microbiology
PCI Health & Movement
Sciences

2023
PCI Organization Studies

2024
PCI Nutrition
PCI Psychology

2025
PCI Plants
PCI Statistics and Machine 
Learning

2020
PCI Mathematical and 
Computational Biology
PCI Forest & Wood Science
PCI Network Science
PCI Genomics
PCI Archaeology
PCI Neuroscience

2021
PCI Registered Reports
PCI Ecotoxicology and 
Environmental Chemistry 
PCI Infections



PCI figures
Created in 2017
Associate editors: 2,500
Submissions: 2,500
Reviews : > 5,000
Recommendations: >1,000
Submission at PCI Registered reports:  38 (2021), 110 (2022), 190 (2023), 217 (2024), 220 (2025)
Publication in PCJ (2021-2025): 535

Number per year overall PCIs

Submissions

Recommendations



Supporters

240 institutions including



• High quality peer review process

• Independent editorial decisions based on
• at least 2 peer reviews
• subjective evaluation of the importance of 

the preprint

• Welcomes
• Reproduction
• Articles based on pre-registration
• Registered Report

Policy : quality - reproducibility



Models of open access

• Based on journals

• Based on open archives

• Based on Registered Reports



What about 
Registered Reports ?

in the following: slides adapted from Chris Chambers (U. Cardiff)



publication bias
low power

p-hacking Harking

Four key factors leading to low reproducibility

(D. Bishop, oxford)



Generate and 
specify 

hypotheses

Design study

Collect dataAnalyse data & 
test hypotheses

Interpret data

Publish or conduct 
next experiment

What happens when we put researchers 
under pressure to get “great results”?

Publication bias

Lack of data sharing

Low statistical power

Selective reporting

Selective reporting

Lack of 

replication

1 in 1000 papers
Makel et al (2012)

~50% chance to 
detect medium effects
Cohen (1962); Sedlmeier and 
Gigerenzer (1989); Bezeau 
and Graves (2001)

~50-100% prevalence
John et al (2012)

~50-90% prevalence
John et al (2012)
Kerr (1998)

~92% 
positive Fanelli 

(2010)

~70% failure
Wicherts et al (2006)
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Quelle partie de votre étude doit absolument rester 
indépendante de toute manipulation de votre part ?

Un paradoxe
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Quelle partie de votre étude est la plus importante
pour l’avancement de votre carrière ?

Quelle partie de votre étude doit absolument rester 
indépendante de toute manipulation de votre part ?

Les résultats

Les résultats

Un paradoxe



Quelle partie de votre étude est la plus importante
pour l’avancement de votre carrière ?

Quelle partie de votre étude doit absolument rester 
indépendante de toute manipulation de votre part ?

Don’t touch THIS

But make sure THIS is amazing 

Les résultats

Les résultats



The best of the best: the Registered Reports

Evaluation of: -Contex
-Ho
-Methodology

Experiments
Field work
Analyses 

Evaluation of : The final article(s)

➔ In principle acceptance (IPA)



None of these things matter
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Registered Reports are now mainstream

>800 fully completed RRs have 
been published so far

• Over 350 journals have adopted them so far
• Fields covered

• Life/medical sciences: neuroscience, nutrition, psychology, psychiatry, biology, botany, cancer 
research, ecology, endocrinology, clinical medicine, preclinical science, veterinary science, 
agricultural & soil sciences

• Social sciences: education, political science, economics, finance and accounting research 
• Physical sciences: chemistry, physics, computer science

77

Chambers, C. D., & Tzavella, L. (2022). The past, present, and future of 
Registered Reports. https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-021-01193-7

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-021-01193-7
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Web: https://rr.peercommunityin.org/
Twitter: @PCI_RegReports
Email: contact@rr.peercommunityin.org

Founders: Corina Logan, Emily Sena, Zoltan 
Dienes, Chris Chambers, Ben Pujol

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/
https://twitter.com/PCI_RegReports
mailto:contact@rr.peercommunityin.org


PCI RR-friendly journals commit to accepting PCI RR 
recommendations without further peer review. Authors decide 
which journal gets to publish their Stage 2 RR

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/about/pci_rr_friendly_journals

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/about/pci_rr_friendly_journals


Other unique features

Programmatic RRs: One Stage 1 manuscript leading to multiple Stage 2 outputs
See: https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors#h_52492857233251613309610581

Scheduled Review: Following submission of a one-page Stage 1 “snapshot”, peer 
review is scheduled in advance so that the Stage 1 review time following full 
manuscript submission = days rather than weeks
See: https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors#h_61998243643551613309672490

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors#h_52492857233251613309610581
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors#h_61998243643551613309672490


Taking Registered Reports FAR BEYOND journals

Going further: Replacing journal-based RR review with PCI RR

Apr 2021 – Nov 2022

https://neurochambers.blogspot.com/2022/11/changing-culture-of-scientific.html

https://neurochambers.blogspot.com/2022/11/changing-culture-of-scientific.html


Taking Registered Reports FAR BEYOND journals

Going further: Replacing journal-based RR review with PCI RR

Apr 2021 – Nov 2022

https://neurochambers.blogspot.com/2022/11/changing-culture-of-scientific.html

Nov 2022 – present 

https://neurochambers.blogspot.com/2022/11/changing-culture-of-scientific.html


Further information about PCI RR

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/faq

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/about/about

Guide for Authors

General Information

FAQs

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/about/become_journal_adopterInformation for adopting journals

For more info, email contact@rr.peercommunityin.org or chambersc1@cardiff.ac.uk

Psychology, neuroscience, 
economics, ecology, public 
health, law

Quantitative and qualitative 
studies

All with open review

Slides: https://osf.io/ms9pr

~400 submissions so far

Stage 1 and Stage 2 
recommendations →

https://rr.peercommunityin.org

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/faq
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/about/about
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/about/become_journal_adopter
mailto:contact@rr.peercommunityin.org
mailto:chambersc1@cardiff.ac.uk
https://osf.io/ms9pr
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/faq
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Merci pour votre 
attention!



Example: post doc or PhD student planning to do a series of independent RRs

1. Design RRs and complete 
Stage 1 Snapshot

7. If, likely following revision, 
you gain in-principle 
acceptance (IPA), PCI RR will 
tell you which journals are 
eligible outlets and will auto-
endorse the IPA decision. You 
can also ask us for a 
provisional steer prior to IPA. 
PCI RR makes this decision.

5. While designing & writing 
the Stage 1 RR, consult the 
list of PCI RR-friendly journals 
to ensure that you meet any 
additional requirements for 
whatever target journals you 
have in mind (e.g. concerning 
evidence strength, bias 
control, etc)

2. Post Snapshot on the 
OSF, either publicly or under 
private embargo

3. Submit the snapshot URL 
to PCI RR via the “Scheduled 
Review” track

4. Select future date for 
review (e.g. 8 weeks ahead), 
and once passed the 
recommender triage process, 
set to work writing a full  
“programmatic RR”

6. Submit your full Stage 1 
manuscript by the due date. 
Because review is planned in 
advance, reviews & an interim 
recommendation can be 
expected in ~2 weeks

8. With IPA in hand, you 
now have an approved 
programme of multiple 
Stage 2 RRs accepted in 
advance which you can 
eventually choose to publish 
in any eligible PCI RR-
friendly journal (or you can 
submit anywhere else as you 
see fit). Each Stage 2 RR can 
go in a different journal.

9. Do research and 
publish each Stage 2 
output as you go without 
further peer review, in 
journal of your choice



Are Registered Reports working as intended?

Hypotheses are ~5 times more likely to 
be unsupported in Registered Reports 
compared with regular articles

Allen C, Mehler DMA (2019) Open science challenges, 
benefits and tips in early career and beyond. PLOS Biol 17(5): 
e3000246. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000246

Same observation in RRs 
within psychology 
specifically

Scheel, Schijen & Lakens (2021)
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/25152459211007467

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000246


Are Registered Reports working as intended?

Well cited – on average, cited same or slightly higher than regular articles
See Hummer, L. T., Singleton Thorn, F., Nosek, B. A. & Errington, T. M. Preprint: 
https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/5y8w7

Soderberg, C. K., Errington, T. M., Schiavone, S. R., 
Bottesini, J. G., Singleton Thorn, F., Vazire, S., … 
Nosek, B. A. (2021). Initial evidence of research 
quality of registered reports compared with the 
standard publishing model. Nature Human Behaviour 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01142-4

https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/5y8w7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01142-4


Are Registered Reports working as intended?

Analysis of 170 RRs and 340 standard 
reports in psychology
From O’Mahony et al. (in preparation)

Computational reproducibility of RRs: 
58% (compared to 31% in regular 
literature)

Room to improve!



Level-based taxonomy of bias control due to prior data observation: 
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors#h_95790490510491613309490336

Level 6: Data do not yet 
exist. Maximum bias control

Greater bias control

Greater multi-disciplinary 
inclusivity

Levels 5 to 1:
Data already exist

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/guide_for_authors#h_95790490510491613309490336

