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Structure

1. Why this reading list?

2. How: The process

3. What: The content

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Outside of the Open Science Bubble

“We do not do exploratory work! We only do good, confirmatory work. The data 
might still not come out quite as we want them to, so we might have to slice them 
up in certain ways to…”

“You’d believe this result more if it was preregistered?? That means you’re 
mistrusting that researcher and assuming they’re purposefully doing bad work!”

“I can see that doing Open Science here would be better for the field, but I don’t see 
the point in doing this myself, as it would only slow me down and disadvantage 
me.”

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



(Inherent?) Value of Open Science

→ Transparency of & Access to research

Inherent: Fundamental principle of (good) science?

Instrumental: (Just) a way to get to e.g., credibility and efficiency?

Openness seems to be needed for science to 
function properly (cf. Bacon, Merton’s norms)

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |

Sticker/Logo: Melanie Imming



Barriers to engaging with Open Science I

Houtkoop et al. (2018), re data sharing:

a) it’s not commonly done [Why should I do this?!], 
b) they prefer to give it only on request [STRANGER DANGER], 
c) it just takes more work [This slows me down!], and 
d) they’d have to learn new skills [I don’t have the time!]

→ a) and b) need culture change, c) and d) may be solved by education 
and developing tools and methods  

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Barriers to engaging with Open Science II
 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Barriers to engaging with Open Science III

Washburn et al. (2018), on how to get psychologists to adopt new practices:

● Ease of use of new practices
● Clear up confusions about new developments

→ More education & discussion needed

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Putting Together A Reading List

● Hackathon at SIPS 2018!
● Inspired by Etz et al. (2018)
● Initially with the help of a long reading list by Brent 

Roberts and Dan Simons
● 8 topics
● Internal reviews for “longlists”, “shortlists”, and 

written sections

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Choosing Topics

1. Understanding open science 
2. Open access 
3. Open data, materials, and code
4. Reproducible analyses
5. Preregistration and registered reports
6. Best practices in statistics and methodology
7. Replication research
8. Teaching open science

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Understanding open science 

Main: Munafò et al. (2017) – A manifesto for reproducible science.

Further: 
Corker (2018) Open Science is a Behaviour

Fecher & Friesike (2014). Open science:  One term, five schools of thought.

Spellman, Gilbert, & Corker (2017). Open Science: What, Why, and How.

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Open Access 

Main: Tennant et al. (2016). The academic, economic and societal impacts of 
Open Access: an evidence-based review.

Further:
Chan et al. (2002) Budapest Open Access Initiative. 

COPE (2018) Principles of Transparency and Best Practice in Scholarly 
Publishing

Piwowar et al. (2018) The State of OA: A large-scale analysis of the prevalence 
and impact of Open Access articles.

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Open Data, Materials, and Code

Main: Klein et al. (2018). A practical guide for transparency in psychological 
science.

Further:
Gilmore, Kennedy, & Adolph (2018). Practical solutions for sharing data and 
materials from psychological research. 

Levenstein & Lyle (2018). Data: Sharing Is Caring. 

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Reproducible Analyses
Main: Wilson et al. (2017). Good enough practices in scientific computing.

Further:
Brown et al. (2014). A duty to describe: Better the devil you know than the devil 
you don’t. 

Goh, Hall, & Rosenthal (2016). Mini meta‐analysis of your own studies: Some 
arguments on why and a primer on how. 

Poldrack et al. (2017). Scanning the horizon: towards transparent and 
reproducible neuroimaging research. 

Software Carpentry Workshops

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Preregistration and Registered Reports

Main: Wagenmakers et al. (2012) – An agenda for purely confirmatory research.

Further:
van't Veer & Giner-Sorolla (2016). Pre-registration in social psychology—A 
discussion and suggested template. 

Nosek, Ebersole, DeHaven, & Mellor (2018). The preregistration revolution. 

Chambers, Feredoes, Muthukumaraswamy, & Etchells (2014). Instead of 
"playing the game" it is time to change the rules: Registered Reports at AIMS 
Neuroscience and beyond. 

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Best Practices in Statistics and Methodology

Main: Greenland et al. (2016). Statistical tests, p values, confidence intervals, 
and power: a guide to misinterpretations.

Further:

De Groot, A. D. (1956/2014). The meaning of “significance” for different types of 
research. 

Etz, Gronau, Dablander, Edelsbrunner, & Baribault (2018). How to become a 
Bayesian in eight easy steps: An annotated reading list. 

Kass et al. (2016). Ten Simple Rules for Effective Statistical Practice. 

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Replication Research

Main: Zwaan, Etz, Lucas, & Donnellan (2018). Making replication mainstream. 

Further: 

Schmidt (2009). Shall we really do it again? The powerful concept of replication 
is neglected in the social sciences. 

Makel, Plucker, & Hegarty (2012). Replications in psychology research: How 
often do they really occur? 

Brandt et al. (2014). The replication recipe: What makes for a convincing 
replication?

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Teaching Open Science

Main: Chopik et al. (2018). How (and whether) to teach undergraduates about 
the replication crisis in psychological science.

Further: 
Janz (2016) – Bringing the Gold Standard into the Classroom: Replication in 
University Teaching.

Frank & Saxe (2018) – Teaching Replication. 

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



So What?

Lots of (potential) barriers to engaging with Open Science.

So, if we agree that Open Science is something to strive towards, then we need 
to provide straightforward introductions and easy tools.

 | Why | How | What | Conclusion |



Awesome People

@hmoshontz          @MattMakel        @OrbenAmy       @SchulteMi        @JohnnyBvanDoorn

@AlxEtz                @NiebaumJC          @Sam_D_Parsons 

Any 
Questions?


