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LETTER FROM THE EDITORS

Registered Reports for Student Research
Maedbh King*, Fabian Dablander†, Lea Jakob‡, Maria L. F. Agan§, Felicitas Huberǁ,
Jonas M. B. Haslbeck¶ and Katharina F. Brecht**
The pre-registration of research via registered reports is a recent development in the field of psychology.
The aim of pre-registration is to encourage research that presents sound hypotheses and methodology
(Chambers, 2014) in order to counter undesirable but prevalent research practices such as cherry-picking
and p-hacking. In this Letter from the Editors, we wish to echo calls for registered reports and outline
how we, the Editors at the Journal of European Psychology Students (JEPS), plan to introduce registered
reports for student research. We address the issues necessitating the introduction of registered reports
and outline the approach needed for implementing this initiative in a student journal.

Introducing Registered Reports
There is a growing movement in the scientific community aimed at eradicating a number of questionable
research practices that are contributing to a “publishing
culture that is toxic to science” (Chambers et al.,
2013). Publication bias, insufficient statistical power,
cherry-picking, post hoc hypothesising, and a paucity
of data sharing (Chambers, 2014) have become common practice in scientific publishing, threatening
the foundation of scientific enquiry. These aforementioned problems are perpetuated by the “publish or
perish” mantra, which is omnipresent in the scientific
community.
An elegant solution that enforces scientific integrity
is implemented by Registered Reports, a novel publishing format that was first introduced to the field of
psychology by the journal Cortex in 2013. Scientists
pre-register their research question and methodology before data collection and acceptance is determined by the quality of these submissions. Since 2013,
many journals in the field of psychology have introduced registered reports. Following these examples,
we are excited to announce the launch of registered
reports for student research at the Journal of European
Psychology Students!
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What Are The Problems Plaguing Scientific
Methodology?

There are many well-established sore points, which are
unjustifiably accepted by the community, despite the fact
that the egregious nature of these violations threaten the
integrity of psychological science. For the sake of brevity,
we have listed some of the most prevalent problems
below.
Publication bias/File-Drawer Problem. There is a bias
against the publication of null results (Bishop, 2013;
Sterling, 1959). This is evident from the systematic
discrepancy in the results reported in published rather
than unpublished studies (Song, Hooper & Loke, 2013),
and also renders meta-analysis a less useful tool (cf. van Elk
et al., 2015).
Replication bias. Due to the emphasis on reporting positive results and novel findings, it is all too common for
unsuccessful replications to go unpublished in the current scientific climate (Nosek & Lakens, 2014).
P-hacking. Engaging in selective-reporting/cherry-picking/
data-peeking allows the researcher (unbeknownst to them
or not) to “present anything as [statistically] significant”
(Simmons, Nelson, & Simonsohn, 2011; John, Leslie, &
Loewenstein, 2012).
Garden of forking paths. The lines between exploratory
and confirmatory research are often blurred (cf., de Groot
1954/2014; Wagenmakers et al., 2012). This is due to a hidden multiple comparison problem, whereby outcomes of
statistical tests lose their evidential value when conducted
in an environment in which different data would lead to
the application of different statistical tests or preprocessing
steps (Gelman & Loken, 2014). P-values are invalid unless
research is purely confirmatory (Wagenmakers et al., 2012).
Statistical power. Low statistical power diminishes
the probability that experimental findings are true and
increases the probability that effect sizes are overestimated (Type M error) or point in the wrong direction
(Type S error; Button et al. 2013; Gelman & Carlin, 2014;
Ioannidis, 2005).
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Lack of data sharing. The percentage of researchers
sharing their data is low (Wicherts et al., 2006; Wicherts,
Bakker, & Molenaar, 2011), alleviating the problems mentioned above.
How Can We Address These Issues?

The pre-registration of research shifts the focus from “publishable results” to sound hypotheses and methodology
(Chambers, 2014), thereby eliminating the pressure to
resort to undesirable research practices (many of which
have been outlined above). Specifically, researchers submit
a document, which details the introduction, theoretical
motivation, experimental design, data pre-processing
steps (e.g., outlier removal criteria), and the planned statistical analyses prior to data collection. Peer review only
focuses on the merits of the proposed study and the
adequacy of the statistical analyses. If there is sufficient
merit to the planned study, the authors are guaranteed inprinciple acceptance (Nosek & Lakens, 2014).
Authors then collect and analyse the data, having been
granted in-principle acceptance. In-principle acceptance assures that results will be published regardless of
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the study outcomes. Editors examine deviations from
the original methodology, which are then reported
in the published article along with additional exploratory
analyses. For an overview of the publishing process, see
Figure 1.
To summarise, by publishing regardless of the outcome
of the statistical analyses, registered reports eliminate
publication bias. Secondly, by clearly stating the hypotheses and planned analyses prior to data collection, the distinction between exploratory and confirmatory studies is
made apparent (de Groot 1954/2014). Finally, the format
of pre-registration guards against “questionable research
practices” (John, Leslie, & Loewenstein, 2012) like posthoc theorizing (Kerr, 1998), as well as avoiding the “garden of forking paths” (Gelman & Loken, 2014).
Pre-Registered Student Research

We believe that, as a student journal, we are in a position
to introduce the next generation of psychologists to
sound research practices in scientific publishing. We
guide students through the entire process, from the initial technical review, which points out APA misdeeds, to

Figure 1: The publishing process for Registered Reports in the Journal of European Psychology Students.
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professional peer-review of all submissions fulfilling our
submission criteria and finally (if accepted) to copy editing.
The advantages of pre-registering one’s bachelor or master thesis are obvious. While it is motivating for students
to engage in sound research practices, we also believe that
students can benefit immensely from the peer-review process accompanying registered reports. Namely, students
have the added advantage of receiving critical feedback
that they might otherwise not receive, from unbiased and
objective reviewers prior to data collection.
Furthermore, in our experience, much of the studentgenerated research that we encounter aims to replicate
and extend previous findings. Therefore, we hope to promote and facilitate replication by providing students with
the support they need to improve the quality and clarity of their contributions. We echo the call of Frank and
Saxe (2012) and encourage instructors of experimental
methods classes to challenge students to replicate recent
effects in the psychological literature.

is well suited for student research, and students and
instructors are encouraged to read up on this line of work
(e.g., Schönbrodt et al., in press; Wagenmakers, Morey, &
Lee, in press). However, even with indecisive evidence,
a sound, pre-registered study can be important fuel for
future meta-analysis (for an example, see Scheibehenne,
Jamil, & Wagenmakers, in press).

Challenges Of Registered Reports For Student
Research
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to implement this protocol in order to incentivise “best
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Competing Interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

King et al: Registered Reports for Student Research

types of research. Acta Psychologica, 148, 188–194.
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2014.02.001
Gelman, A., & Carlin, J. (2014). Beyond power calculations:
Assessing type S (sign) and type M (magnitude) errors.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9(6), 641–651.
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691614551642
Gelman, A., & Loken, E. (2014). The Statistical Crisis in
Science. American Scientist, 102(6), 460–465. DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1511/2014.111.460
Ioannidis, J. P. (2005). Why most published research findings are false. PLoS Med, 2(8), e124. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020124
John, L. K., Loewenstein, G., & Prelec, D. (2012).
Measuring the prevalence of questionable research
practices with incentives for truth telling. Psychological
science, 23(5), 524–532. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0956797611430953
Kerr, N. (1998). HARKing: Hypothesizing After the Results
are Known. Personality and Social Psychology Review,
2(3), 196–217. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/
s15327957pspr0203_4
Nosek, B. A., & Lakens, D. (2014). Registered reports.
Social Psychology. Open Science Framework, Registered
Reports. Available from https://osf.io/8mpji/wiki/
home/.
Scheibehenne, B., Jamil, T., & Wagenmakers, E.-J.
(in press). Bayesian evidence synthesis can reconcile
seemingly inconsistent results: The case of hotel towel
reuse. Psychological Science. Available from https://
osf.io/tz6xv.
Schöenbrodt, F. D., Wagenmakers, E.-J., Zehetleitner, M., &
Perugini, M. (in press). Sequential hypothesis
testing with Bayes factors: Efficiently testing mean
differences. Psychological Methods. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/met0000061
Simmons, J.P., Nelson, L.D., & Simonsohn, U. (2011).
False-positive psychology: undisclosed flexibility in data

23

collection and analysis allows presenting anything as
significant. Psychological Science, 22(11), 1359–1366.
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417632
Song, F., Hooper, L., & Loke, Y. K. (2013). Publication bias:
what is it? How do we measure it? How do we avoid it?.
Open Access Journal of Clinical Trials, 5, 51–81. DOI:
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/OAJCT.S34419
Sterling, T. D. (1959). Publication decisions and their
possible effects on inferences drawn from tests of
significance—or vice versa. Journal of the American
statistical association, 54(285), 30–34. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1959.10501497
Van Elk, M., Matzke, D., Gronau, Q. F., Guan, M.,
Vandekerckhove, J., & Wagenmakers, E. J. (2015).
Meta-analyses are no substitute for registered
replications: a skeptical perspective on religious

priming. Frontiers in psychology, 6. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01365
Wagenmakers, E.-J., Morey, R. D., & Lee, M. D. (in
press). Bayesian benefits for the pragmatic researcher.
Current Directions in Psychological Science. Available
from https://osf.io/dpshk/.
Wagenmakers, E. J., Wetzels, R., Borsboom, D.,
van der Maas, H. L., & Kievit, R. A. (2012). An agenda
for purely confirmatory research. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 7(6), 632–638. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/1745691612463078
Wicherts, J. M., Bakker, M., & Molenaar, D. (2011). Willingness to share research data is related to the strength
of the evidence and the quality of reporting of statistical results. PloS one, 6(11), e26828. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0026828
Wicherts, J. M., Borsboom, D., Kats, J., & Molenaar, D.
(2006). The poor availability of psychological
research data for reanalysis. American Psychologist,
61(7), 726. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003066X.61.7.726

How to cite this article: King, M., Dablander, F., Jakob, L., Agan, M. L. F., Huber, F., Haslbeck, J. M. B. and Brecht, K. F.
(2016). Registered Reports for Student Research. Journal of European Psychology Students, 7(1), 20–23, DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.5334/jeps.401
Published: 04 April 2016
Copyright: © 2016 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Journal of European Psychology Students is a peer-reviewed open access journal published
by Ubiquity Press.

OPEN ACCESS

