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Some education researchers may feel like registered reports
(RRs) are a big change, but after our experience, it will be
hard for any of us to go back to the old way of doing research.
The benefits are too extensive to ignore. Collaborating with
reviewers on the best way to analyze data beforehand saves
time, in comparison to going back and forth over multiple
rounds of postanalysis revisioning, while also preventing any
of us (authors or reviewers) from being influenced by the data.
It also makes for a much more collaborative and friendly process—especially when compared with traditional peer review.
In essence, RRs apply the dissertation process to a broader
range of research. In both of these, a proposal is submitted to
a group (committees vs. reviewers) who all agree ahead of
time on how the process should proceed. Phase I RR acceptance is based on the quality and rigor of the question being
asked and the method proposed to answer it. Final acceptance is not determined by how interesting the results are,
but on whether researchers did what they planned. Life happens, so changes may be required, but RRs assure that those
changes are framed accurately and are fully disclosed. In the
dissertation process, the candidate knows what he or she
needs to do to get out the door. In RRs, it is the same for
authors. The pathway to completion (i.e., publication) is
much more concrete.

RRs help make sure that a good story does not get in the
way of the facts. In our study, when the results for one set of
models were less dramatic than expected, we still reported
the original model and did not spend time running lots of
alternative models trying to explain why this was the case.
We just reported the results as planned, because that is what
everyone (editors and reviewers) had agreed on before we
examined the data.
Going from the old way of doing research, in which
reviews are received after all the work has been done, to RRs
is like upgrading from a typewriter to a computer. It is all
benefits with no real costs (for most projects). We see relatively minor downsides with rather large potential benefits.
RRs may not be appropriate for every study (e.g., if data
collection must start by a specific date), but every author
should at least consider the RR approach before following
the more traditional path. Producing more trustworthy, replicable results while also reducing the overall time and energy
to reach publication is a win both for individual authors and
for the field. In our next registered report (already under
way), we are working on dealing with length. Because of the
level of detail needed to fully explain our analysis plan, in
our first RR our Phase I submission alone was already over
the journal’s total page limit for completed manuscripts.
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One interesting—and unexpected—exchange occurred
during our Phase I and Phase II 2 review process. One reviewer
believed our particular type of study was not appropriate for
an RR because the outcome could have been expected. Their
comments, on both phases of review, spurred a great deal of
discussion among our research team and with the editors. At
the end of the process, our team concluded, as did the journal
editors, that preregistration and peer review prior to data analysis was appropriate for all types of research. Again, perhaps
not in all contexts, but the basic principles of RRs are applicable to most forms of empirical research.
In the end, the RR process made the time to publication
much shorter! The back and forth with reviewers happened
early on and did not require multiple rounds of reanalysis
(which would have increased our Type I error rate, in addition to adding time to publication). We saved substantial
time on analyses by not having to redo 10 different analyses
to address reviewer criticisms. We also did not have to worry
about the file drawer problem of our research not seeing the
light of day if the results had not been statistically significant. In our experience, the registered reports process helped
us demonstrate efficiency, credibility, and transparency.
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