Preregistration in practice: Comparing published papers with their preregistrations
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1. Idea 4. Coding 5. Data collection

Preregistration = The process of defining your research questions, research design, data ] ] )
collection plan, and analysis plan before collecting and analyzing the data Preregistration Published paper

Research questions
1) To what extent do published studies match their preregistrations? @
1) Aidentifies 1) B identifies

hypotheses in hypotheses in
preregistration published paper

2) What are the most common deviations from preregistrations and how are they explained
by the authors?

3) How is the strictness of preregistrations related to the reproducibility of published studies?

Research goals:

1) Gain information to improve the quality of preregistration templates

2) Gain information to improve researchers’ preregistration skills
1) Cchecks which of the hypotheses match

2) Cchecks whether these hypotheses are
feasible to code

2 . Sa m p I e 3) Crandomly draws one of the feasible

hypotheses
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1) D and E code the

reregistration 1) Fand G code the published paper
Preres 2) Fand G come together and

Regi Ste re d Re p 0 rt *rj- = 2) DandE CO”Te toge.ther a.nd resolve any inconsistencies

Lo resolve any Inconsistencies
The effects of implicit religious primes on dictator game allocations: A WE N E E D

preregistered replication experiment.
CM Gomes, ME McCullough - Journal of experimental psychology ..., 2015 - psycnet.apa.org . . .
CO ntro l o S “”mﬁg%‘”’:’..“ coveredhtpeple allocalemore ey 0 oy mous — 1) Researchers with a master degree (or equivalent) in a
[ Ig s meanings. We conducted a direct replication of key elements of Shariff and
orenzayan (2DGT)E p imant 2, with some tli{iitional changes. Specifically, we (a) . ° °
ko i oo g oo oo o oo o . @ @ relevant discipline who can help code for 40 hours
Yy 99 Cited by 50 All 12 versions  Web of Science: 19

1) Hand | code the matching protocol

2) Hand | come together and resolve WE OFFER
any inconsistencies 1) Co-authorship on the papers resulting from this project that

3. Mate ria IS can change the way we do science

2) Experience with preregistration that can help to improve
your own preregistration skills

1) Preregistrations protocol: j Estimated coding time per preregistration-published paper combination:
A protocol to check the strictness of preregistrations : 3*10 minutes (A+B+C) + 4*45 minutes (D+E+F+G) + 2*30 minutes (H + 1)

(adapted from Veldkamp et al., 2018) = 360 minutes per combination

Estimated coding time per control group paper:

2) Published papers protocol: s . . 1*10 minutes (B) + 2*45 minutes (F+G)
A protocol to check the reproducibility of published papers = 130 minutes per control group paper

Our own preregistration:

3) Matching protocol: aw Total estimated coding time: [In preparation]
A protocol to check the deviations of published papers = 270*400 combinations + 100*150 controls
from their preregistrations =2.050 HOURS
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