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Which part of a research study do you believe 
should be beyond your control as a scientist?

Which part of a research study do you believe is most 
important for advancing your career?

The results

The results

A paradox
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Don’t touch THIS

But make sure THIS is amazing 



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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Imagine a future in which …

• Research quality would be determined solely based 
on scientific validity (question and method), and 
never the results that studies produce

• All research of sufficient quality would enter the 
scientific record, organised by topic/discipline
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• Journals and academic publishers would exist only to 
editorialize studies of note, not as curators of science or 
“managers” of peer review that “add value” by extracting 
billions in profits from (our) labour

• All publicly funded research would be free to publish 
and free to read, and associated with open peer 
review (signed or anonymous)



Academic pipe-dream?

We already started building it
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Registered Reports 1.0

Four central aspects of the Registered Reports model:

• Part of the peer review process takes place before studies are conducted

• Passing this stage of review virtually guarantees publication

• Original studies and high-value replications are welcome

• Researchers decide hypotheses, study procedures, and main 
analyses before data collection
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Authors submit STAGE 1 manuscript with 
Introduction, Proposed Methods & 

Analyses, and Pilot Data (if applicable)

If reviews are positive then journal 
offers in-principle acceptance (IPA), 

regardless of study outcome
(protocol archived)

How it works

Stage 1 peer review

Reviewers assess validity of 
research question and rigour 
of the methodology according 
to specific criteria
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How it works

Manuscript published!

Authors do the research

Authors resubmit completed STAGE 2 manuscript:
• Introduction and Methods (virtually unchanged)
• Results (new): Registered confirmatory analyses 

+ unregistered exploratory analyses
• Discussion (new)
• Data and materials deposited in a public archive

Stage 2 peer review
Reviewers assess compliance 
with study protocol, whether 
pre-specified quality checks 
were passed, and whether 
conclusions are evidence-based
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None of these things matter
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Ten years later…
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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
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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


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!



But they aren’t perfect. 9 known limitations include:

1. Stage 1 review time

2. Needing to commit to a journal before results are known

3. Not well suited to programmatic research where one Stage 1 protocol could lead to 
multiple Stage 2 outputs (current model is one S1 → one S2)

4. Inconsistent editorial standards and levels of training/experience

5. Inconsistent transparency of accepted Stage 1 protocols (Hardwicke et al. 2018)

6. Inconsistent policies on open peer review

7. Inconsistent policies on open access and availability of Stage 2 articles

8. Unclear policies on applicability of RRs for analysis of existing data

9. Power resides with journals and (largely corporate) publishers to decide which RRs 
enter the peer-reviewed scientific record, not with authors and the broader 
scientific community



Fixing these problems requires taking Registered 
Reports ABOVE and BEYOND journals



PCI Evolutionary Biology

PCI Ecology

PCI Ecotoxicology and Environmental Chemistry

PCI Infections

PCI Paleontology

PCI Neuroscience

PCI Microbiology

PCI Zoology

PCI Genomics

PCI Health & Movement Sciences

PCI Network Science

PCI Mathematical & Computational Biology

PCI Organization Studies

PCI Animal Science

PCI Archaeology

PCI Forest & Wood Sciences

Discipline-specific
Standard reports only

Discipline non-specific
Registered Reports only



Web: https://rr.peercommunityin.org/
Twitter: @PCI_RegReports
Email: contact@rr.peercommunityin.org 

➢ Peer Community in Registered Reports (PCI RR) is a free, non-commercial platform 
dedicated to reviewing and recommending Registered Reports preprints across STEM, 
medicine, the social sciences and humanities

➢ Once a submission is recommended by PCI RR following peer review, the revised 
manuscript is posted at the preprint server where the preprint is hosted, and the peer 
reviews and recommendation are published at the PCI RR website

➢ Authors then have the option to publish the preprint in a traditional journal, including a 
growing list of PCI RR-friendly journals that have committed to accepting PCI RR 
recommendations without further peer review

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


How it works



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


RR ‘Snapshot’ used in 
the Scheduled Review 
track 



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


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 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



Recent example of a programmatic scheduled submission 

Two Stage 2 RRs from one Stage 1 protocol:
• Behavioural (study 1) 
• Neuroimaging (study 2)

Three expert reviewers provided detailed feedback 
over two rounds of in-depth evaluation

Review duration
Round 1 (scheduled 8 weeks in advance): 9 days
Round 2 (standard): 28 days
Round 3 (desk evaluation): 7 days

Total time in Stage 1 review: ~6 weeks

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/articles/rec?id=327

https://rr.peercommunityin.org/articles/rec?id=327




Taking Registered Reports FAR BEYOND journals

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

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

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/wurhs

~300 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/wurhs
https://rr.peercommunityin.org/help/faq
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