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A scientist runs several experiments, but 
only reports those experiments that show 
the results they want to see. In your view, 
how morally acceptable or unacceptable is 
this?



[Pickett & Roche, 2017]



‘Withholding research results’ is 
deemed ‘unacceptable’.



[Franco et al., 2014]



Around 68% [42%] of psychologists 
admit they selectively report studies 
[regarding a specific finding] that 
‘worked’ at least once.

[John et al., 2012; Fiedler & Schwarz, 2017]



Other practices researchers admit to are 
selectively reporting measures or  
conditions, optional stopping, and rounding 
p = .054 to p < .05 (see Michelle Nuijten’s
next talk).



Only 27% (Wicherts et al., 
2004) to 38% (Vanpaemel 
et al, 2015) share their data 
upon request.



What does the Dutch public think of 
this? In a pilot, we (Anna van ‘t Veer, 
Maaike Verburg, and me) asked 200 
people on Prolific.









Open Science is 
not just about 
data and access, 
but also about 
transparency.



In Registered Reports, scientists 
submit a detailed theoretical 
rationale, method, and analysis 
plan for review. The article can 
receive in principal acceptance 
before the data is collected.



Null results are 
shared a lot 
more often  in 
Registered 
Reports.

[Scheel, Scheijen, Lakens, 2020]



Questionable practices are 
centuries old. Open science 
facilitates reliable and honest
work and increases 
accountability. 
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