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Abstract
JEP:HPP is commemorating its 50" anniversary. To celebrate, this commentary examines
the adoption of open science practices as a function of the editorial policies implemented
in the journal over a period of eight years (2016-2023). Between 2016-2017, no open
science policy was in effect. Accordingly, rates of materials/data/code sharing and
preregistration were nearly 0 in published articles. In 2018, policy changed requiring
sample-size justification and recommending inclusion of open science practices. This
produced almost 100% sample-size justification compliance between 2019-2020, and an
increase in the adoption of all open science practices. Finally, in 2021, the journal adopted
the Transparency and Openness in Publishing (TOP) guidelines. Between 2022-2023,
adoption of all open science practices further increased, with over 88% of articles sharing
their data and about half sharing the analysis code. This analysis shows that editorial
policies can have a pivotal role in driving authors toward more transparent and replicable

practices in their published papers.
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JEP:HPP is TOP: Editorial Policies for Transparency and Openness in Publishing

As part of the commemorations of the 50" anniversary of JEP:HPP, this commentary
examines the changes in the adoption of open science practices in JEP:HPP’s articles over
a period of eight years (2016-2023). The main goal is to reflect on how editorial policies
shaped open-science adoption by authors, further establishing JEP:HPP’s reputation as
one of the primary outlets in the field for the publication of rigorous research on human
perception and performance.

| looked at articles' published in three periods: 2016-2017, 2019-2020, and 2022-
2023. | selected these years because they reflect different stages of editorial policies
regarding open science. In 2016-2017, no specific mandate regarding open science
existed, although this period was ripe for the discussion of more transparency. The field
was overturned by the 2015 article on the reproducibility of Psychological research (Open
Science Collaboration, 2015), and the proposal of the Transparency and Openness in
Publishing (TOP) guidelines (Nosek et al., 2015). The issues of reproducibility and the
researcher’s degree of freedom have been discussed for a few years already (loannidis,
2005; Simmons et al., 2011; Wagenmakers et al., 2011) and several journals already signed
the TOP guidelines and changed their editorial policies (Eich, 2014; Grahe, 2018; Lindsay,
2017). Change was on its way, yet slowly progressing.

In 2018, under the new editorship of Isabel Gauthier, authors were recommended to

share data and materials, and methodological decisions had to be better justified, with

" Observations and research reports were included; corrections were excluded.
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sample-size justification becoming obligatory (Gauthier, 2018). Therefore, 2019-2020
represents a period in which editorial policies mandated sample-size justification and open
science practices were recommended. Another editorial policy change occurred in 2021,
with the American Psychological Association (APA) adhering to the TOP guidelines. APA left
the decision to journal editors regarding the degree of implementation of these guidelines.
JEP:HPP adhered to a level 2 reporting, requiring authors to include a method subsection
entitled Transparency and Openness clarifying if data, code, and materials are being
shared, and whether the study was preregistered. The evaluation of articles in the 2022-
2023 period assessed the impact of this measure. Note that | did not code articles
published in 2018 and 2021 because they represent transition periods.

The coding involved searching within the articles for statements indicating sample-
size justification, the sharing of data, analysis code, and experimental materials, and the
preregistration of the hypotheses and the analysis plan. 2| also coded for publication in
open access mode based on the journal’s website, and whether the papers included the
required subsection on Transparency and Openness after the TOP mandate (and in prior
years, if they highlighted this information in a section of its own). When authors shared a
link to a public repository, | followed it to check the functional availability of the
materials/data/code as stated in the paper. Table 1 presents, per year, the raw number of
articles that stated the adoption of the evaluated open science practices. Figure 1 shows

the proportion of articles stating the adoption of each practice as a function of the editorial

2 Hence the criterion to define whether a practice was followed is based on finding statements within the
paper such as: “the data and analysis code are available at:”; “All data, stimuli and analysis scripts belonging
to this research are available at...”; “As preregistered (URL), ...”; “the study protocol was preregistered at...”
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policy in effect (aggregating over the two years). Unfortunately, | found several occasions
on which the link to the repository was not functional (e.g., due to the project being in
private mode, empty, or no longer available) — which | coded as Access Failures in Table 1. |
contacted the corresponding author requesting the correction of the issue and got a
response that solved itin 10 instances (ca. 34% of the identified cases). For most cases of
access failure, this situation would have been prevented if access was checked during the
review process (e.g., project in private mode).

Table 1

Number of Articles per Year that Adhered to Open Science Practice and Number of Articles in
Which Access Failed via the Link Provided.

Editorial Policy - Open Science

No mandate Sample-size Transparency &
justification openness
Practice\Year 2016 2017 2019 2020 2022 2023
Sample-size justification 19 22 100° 95 85 100
Open access 5 4 5 3 4 10
Open materials 5 3 22 26 29 45
Open data 6 8 58 64 79 93
Open code 4 7 31 27 44 67
Preregistration — hypotheses 0 1 7 8 16 21
Preregistration — analysis plan 0 1 3 4 13 17
Transparency & openness section 0 1 0 0 16 74
Access Failure* 2 3 2 4 11 7
Total N of Articles 163 145 109 99 92 103

Notes. Definition of practices: open access is the availability of the article, free of subscription, on
the journal’s website. Open Materials include the sharing of stimuli, code to run the experiment,
instructions, surveys, etc, which are necessary to replicate the study. Open data refers to the data
underlying the study. Open code is the sharing of the input for the analysis (e.g., SPSS syntax, R
code, etc). Preregistration — hypothesis and Preregistration — analysis plan considered if the
preregistered plan included the study’s hypotheses and a section with the analysis plan,
respectively. Often preregistrations contained both. The transparency and openness section refers
to separate section in the method (for articles after 2022 or a similar section in prior years).

* Failure of access could be related to open materials, code, or data — depending on the statement
in the paper. Note that of the 29 identified cases, 10 were solved after | contacted the authors via
email.
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@There was one article in which sample-size justification did not apply (data re-analysis)

Figure 1 shows a marked change in the adoption of open science practices in
articles published in JEP:HPP as a function of the editorial policy. Prior to 2018, open
science practices were scarcely implemented, with sample-size justification being the
most frequent, but only present in around 25% of the papers. With the change in editorial
policy demanding sample-size justification, nearly all articles included this information
thereafter, which is not surprising given that the editorial team was actively monitoring
compliance (Gauthier, 2018). Although not imposed, the recommendation to adopt open
science practices seems to have promoted an increase in their adoption. This trend was
further strengthened after the TOP policy was implemented. Although not all articles
include the TOP section within the article (despite this being required), there was a marked
increase in data sharing, open code, and even open materials. This result contrasts with
recent analyses of open science practices in a random sample of articles published in
prominent psychological journals in 2022 (Hardwicke et al., 2024), which estimate
implementation rates to be 14% for preregistration and open code, 16% for open data, and
19% for open materials, with only a modest increase compared to a similar analysis of
publications between 2014-2017 (Hardwicke et al., 2022). In contrast, the implementation
of open science practices in JEP:HPP between 2022-2023 ranged from 15-19% for
preregistration, 38% for open materials, 56% for open code, and 88% for open data,
therefore being clearly above the values observed by Hardwicke et al (2024). It is worth
noting that within the TOP section, authors must explicitly state what they are sharing and

what not, which may foster reflection about the reasons not to be transparent. Future
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research should consider if this is what is driving the increase in open science practices
observed here.

Figure 1

Proportion of Articles Adopting Open Science Practices as a Function of the Editorial Policy in Effect
in JEP:HPP.
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Note. Prereg-Hypoth = preregistration of the hypotheses; Prereg — Analysis = preregistration of the
analysis plan. TOP = Transparency and openness in publishing. In the legend, TOP codes for the
inclusion of a subsection named Transparency and Openness within the manuscript. Open science
badges in this figure are freely available at: https://osf.io/tvyxz/files/osfstorage. Open access logo is
available at: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Open_Access_logo_PLoS_white.svg. The
remaining logos (sample size and TOP) were created by the author.

Previous analyses have suggested that editorial policies can increase the adoption of open
science practices (Giofre et al., 2017, 2023; Kidwell et al., 2016). Figure 1 shows that the editorial

decision to adhere to TOP was associated with an increase in the adoption of nearly all open
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science practices in JEP:HPP. Although lacking data from a comparison journal, these results are
suggestive of a positive impact in line with the literature. Notwithstanding, there is still room for
improvement. The sharing of code that would allow for the replication of the analyses is still limited,
although pleas have been made for more active monitoring by journals regarding computational
reproducibility (Lindsay, 2023). The same holds for open materials. Even though authors may
consider that open materials are not necessary when using stimuli such as letters or simple shapes
(which is common in JEP:HPP), the sharing of the experiment code (with instructions and all
implemented details) can facilitate replication and should be encouraged (Grahe, 2018). Study
preregistration is also not common, although this practice can reduce bias in the reporting of
results (Hardwicke & Wagenmakers, 2023). Finally, only about half of the recent papers included
the Transparency and Openness section (although mandated by the journal), which enormously
facilitates the identification of the open science practices followed. When authors do not include
this section, they often include a statement regarding the data availability in the author's note or
statements in the methods or results — which require a more intense scanning of the paper.
JEP:HPP seems to be on its way to verifying that all authors comply with the TOP requirement, in
addition to sample size justification and other formatting guidelines, with the implementation of an
intern junior position in 2023 (Guérin et al., 2024). Although recent analyses suggest that many
journals do not comply with the TOP guidelines (Grant et al., 2023), JEP:HPP seems to be aligning
policy and practices by not only including mandates in the author’s instructions, but also

monitoring compliance.

Overall, the current analysis suggests that editorial policies can have an important impact
on the adoption of open science practices, highlighting the relevance of journals in fostering more
transparent research and their pivotal role in the research ecosystem (Silverstein et al., 2024).

JEP:HPP is one of the prominent journals in cognitive psychology, and its editorial policies and
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active monitoring of their implementation have been effective in promoting more transparency and

openness in the research disseminated in this outlet.

Transparency and Openness

All the data and the analysis code to generate Figure 1 are available on the Open Science

Framework (Souza, 2024): https://osf.io/d2rz6/ . The analysis protocol was not preregistered.
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