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• Plus, some insider information about Journal of Cognition via ESCoP :)
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Good OS input? Which kind of OS?
• Essentially everyone has code and data freely available — yet, essentially no 

reviewer uses it

• No Registered Report at PBR thus far (and one at BJP in the last year or so)

• Also, not many pre-registrations (and not much evidence that reviewers value 
this particularly)
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• “Many of the definitions were not consensual among the authors and they list 
who had a counterargument and what the counterargument was. In many 
cases, the counterarguments are strong in my opinion (and in the opinion of 
the reviewers), and pushing those opinions on the edge does not seem right”

• “It is also not clear how the current authors were selected in the first place. 
It’s clear that they were looking somewhat broadly including some people 
with alternative opinions, but that does not guarantee a representative 
selection and there is still a bit of an “old boys club” vibe to the whole thing.”



Registered Report…
• …which promised a given N, but then had to reduce it drastically because the 

survey was disseminated also via social media and got heavily botted. 
Something in the order of pre-registered N=1400, actual N~600.



Must check
• Italian Reproducibility Network (yearly meeting in Milan, next Feb)


• The Coalition for Advancing Research Assessment (CoARA)


• Journal of Cognition
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