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Housekeeping 

• Interactive – please raise hand or type questions into chat. If you 
have a question, it is likely that others have the same question!

• You can also interact through reactions if something resonates with 
you!

• Please keep yourself muted if not speaking, as it reduces 
background sounds for everyone

• Videos on, if possible for you, as it helps build engagement 

• Take a moment to check if you have something to take notes 
(digital/paper) 



Who are we?

Ritika Chokhani

PhD student in Mental Health 

Science 

University College London

Praveetha Patalay

Professor of Population Health 

and Wellbeing

University College London



Tell us about you 

In one or two words, type into the chat a topic you are 

interested in researching



• What is open science?

• The need for open science

• Questionable Research Practices (QRPs)

• Communicating our science

• Inclusivity in science

• What can we do?

Today’s plan



What is open science?

a global movement that aims to make scientific research 
and its outcomes freely accessible to everyone. 

By fostering practices like data sharing and preregistration, 
open science not only accelerates scientific progress but 

also strengthens trust in research findings.

Center for Open Science 

https://www.cos.io/open-science



Center for Open Science 

https://www.cos.io/open-science



The need for open science 



for most observers, at least the mainstream 

ones, the paper posed a very difficult 

dilemma. It was both methodologically sound 

and logically insane. If you bought into those 

results, you’d be admitting that much of what 

you understood about the universe was 

wrong. If you rejected them, you’d be 

admitting something almost as momentous: 

that the standard methods of psychology 

cannot be trusted, and that much of what 

gets published in the field—and thus, much of 

what we think we understand about the 

mind—could be total bunk.



How could this be possible?



• Questionable Research Practices (QRPs)

• Fabrication, falsification and plagiarism 

Two broad reasons…



Kolstoe 2024



Zoom poll



• In a paper, not reporting all of the study's conditions and dependent variables due to 
word count

• Deciding to collect more data than planned because the results are not yet significant ​

• For a required sample of 150, a researcher was only able to collect data from 80 
participants. They copy-paste the data from 80 participants twice to make it 160 
participants to meet their sample size.

• To tell a clearer story in the paper, reporting an unexpected finding as having been 
predicted from the start

• Deciding to exclude some quotes from a qualitative study because they are

discrepant from the main theme

Do you consider the following research 
practice acceptable or not acceptable?



QRP Example 1: Researcher flexibility 
or “p-hacking” 

Researcher are human and have biases.

We want a particular result and can make decisions (in 

both quantitative & qualitative research) that lead to what 

we want.



This researcher flexibility “is 
not the result of malicious 

intent, but rather the result of 
two factors: 

(a) ambiguity in how best to 
make these decisions 

(b) researcher’s desire to find a 
statistically significant result”



Cartoon by: Hilda Bastian; Image by DALL-E



QRP Example 2: HARKing 
(Hypothesizing after results are known)

Initial hypothesis: Psychotherapy will lower the average 
symptoms of depression that people report.

Results: I find that the average symptoms on the Beck 
Depression Inventory do not show a change, but there is a 
change in the functional impairment scales I am using.

Changed hypothesis: I attempted to study whether 
psychotherapy has a positive effect on levels of functional 
impairment for people who are depressed.



QRP Example 3: Low power 

• Imagine that childhood trauma increases the risk of 
depression

• You conduct a study with 50 people asking them 
questions about trauma & depression 

• But you find there’s no association between trauma & 
depression

• Is there really no association or was your power too 
low? 



Why should I care about power? 

• If a study has 20% power, it means that if 100 similar 
studies are done, only 20 of those will discover the true 
effect; the other 80 will falsely show a null effect

• Recently, Button and colleagues showed that the average 
power of neuroscience studies is probably around 20%

• Low power matters because:
• You (and your participants) might spend a lot of time and effort & find a null effect 

(when actually there is a significant relationship) 
• You have a higher chance of finding a significant false effect (“winner’s curse”)
• If an underpowered study finds a null or significant effect that is false, you are 

adding something into the literature that’s incorrect



Fabrication, falsification & plagiarism





Plagiarism​

Why wouldn’t I use ChatGPT to write a paper?

It’s a matter of self-respect.

I believe research and writing are valuable activities.

Writing helps me make sense of the world.

I don’t want to contribute to a harmful industry.

I don’t want to betray others’ trust.

I can write better than ChatGPT.

When might I use ChatGPT to write a paper?

I don't have enough time before the deadline.

I feel I can't use my own words well or the 

"original says it so well"

I'm not sure how to reference or cite 

Left side points from 

Miriam Posner, Bluesky



Research fraud & paper mills

Usual terminology Tortured phrase

Breast cancer Bosom peril

p value p esteem

deep learning profound learning

Mean squared error Mean squared blunder

Random forest Irregular timberland

Big data Huge information

Fatty acids Blubbery acids

Smart city Shrewd city

Thermal stress Warm anxiety 

Holly Else 2021;

Da Silva 2022; 

Pubpeer.com



Q&A + Break for 10 min



Communicating our science

Scientific publishing and dissemination 



Communicating our findings 

• Communicating scientific findings is important

• Many ways of communicating e.g. blogs, podcasts, 

videos, infographics

• One way is through a peer-reviewed journal article
o Taken as index for many promotions & jobs in academia 

o The process of peer-review is (theoretically) supposed to be very rigorous



Figure from Tress et al. 2014



Journal publication considerations

• Open Access vs subscription journals: https://www.jisc.ac.uk/open-

policy-finder

• Usually have to pay an article processing charge for open access 

which can be reduced or waived for authors from low & middle income 

countries 

https://www.jisc.ac.uk/open-policy-finder
https://www.jisc.ac.uk/open-policy-finder
https://www.jisc.ac.uk/open-policy-finder
https://www.jisc.ac.uk/open-policy-finder
https://www.jisc.ac.uk/open-policy-finder


Problem 1. Incentive to publish only 
significant results 

• Journals want to/are perceived to want to publish positive 
results (treatment works!)

• People are more interested in reading positive results

This leads to two outcomes:

• Negative results don’t get published, leading to an 
overinflation of positive results 

• Researchers are more incentivised to get positive 
results (and more risk of p-hacking etc) 

A null finding (finding that what you hypothesized was NOT true) 

is as good a scientific result as a significant finding.





You can publish negative results! 



Problem 2. Predatory journals and 
fallible peer review practices





• https://beallslist.net/

• Accepting articles with little or no peer-review

• Hiding information about Article Processing Charges 

• Misrepresenting members of the journal’s editorial board

• Other violations of copyright or scholarly ethics 

Predatory Journals

https://beallslist.net/
https://beallslist.net/


• https://pubpeer.com/

Post-publication peer review 

https://pubpeer.com/
https://pubpeer.com/


Inclusivity in science



• This could include:

• People with lived experience of the condition/issue you are studying

• People who work with the relevant groups (e.g. clinicians, teachers, etc)

Inclusivity: diverse opinions and 
stakeholders



• Is the sample representative of the target population?

• Understudied groups and populations

• E.g. in Psychology most published findings are based on studies in 

Western, High-income countries

• Even within countries, often participants recruited (especially in 

convenience samples), are not representative of the target group of 

interest; for instance, people from certain social backgrounds, castes, 

religions might be under-represented. 

Inclusivity: Samples and populations



So what can we do?



1. Prioritizing quality over quantity 

• Hard to resist pressures: pressure from supervisor; deadlines (e.g., 
thesis submission) 

• When you are in a research career, there are incentive structures in 
place to motivate you to increase publications 

• Things are always going to take more time than you anticipated

BUT 

• Taking the time to think about research question and research design is 
important

• Quality is ultimately better from a career perspective as well  (e.g. some 
students may feel pressured they have to get a "publication" but 
publishing something of quality is better than publishing something in a 
predatory journal) 



2. Collaborate

• Even as a student, you can team up with another student to 
collect data. 

• E.g. you are interested in measuring “emotional intelligence” and your peer is interested 
in measuring “depression”. You could use the same sample and ask them to fill out one 
questionnaire on each. 

• Collaborate on systematic reviews / scoping reviews for screening
• Peer-led teaching e.g., each person brings a question they have about their analysis

• In an organization, can consider asking to be part of 
another ongoing research project. 

• Advantages for data collection: larger sample size, more possibilities
• Advantages for analysis: learning, analysis checks



3. Share what you can

• Data sharing. Can share on Open Science Framework 

(OSF) or on specific repositories.

• Code & coding sharing (e.g. how you coded qualitative 

transcripts)

• There are guidelines on best practice (e.g. FAIR)



4. Transparency in reporting 



4. Transparency in reporting cont.

• Who is the target population that your sample actually 

provides information on?(e.g. if you sampled people in 

your network based in Mumbai, can you generalise to 

all Indians?)

• How the sampling approach might bias your findings?
- Add this to your discussion and limitations



5. Preregistration 

Say what you are going to do before you do it: research question, 

hypotheses, designs, methods

One of the advantages is it forces you to really clarify your 

research question, design and method e.g., articulate the reasons

for choosing the sample size you have chosen



Qualitative preregistration



Using secondary instead of primary 
data in research



Data repositories 

• UK Data Service: 
https://datacatalogue.ukdataservice.a
c.uk

• Qualitative Data Repository: 
https://data.qdr.syr.edu



• Young Lives study on UK Data service

• National Family Health Survey Data

• Government data initiatives: https://www.data.gov.in/

• https://ndap.niti.gov.in/help?tab=getting-started

• Other initiatives: https://www.devdatalab.org/#research

Indian data

https://www.data.gov.in/
https://ndap.niti.gov.in/help?tab=getting-started
https://ndap.niti.gov.in/help?tab=getting-started
https://ndap.niti.gov.in/help?tab=getting-started
https://ndap.niti.gov.in/help?tab=getting-started
http://Othhttps:/www.devdatalab.org/#research


Thank you for listening

For questions or comments, contact: 

ritika.chokhani.14@ucl.ac.uk or p.patalay@ucl.ac.uk

mailto:ritika.chokhani.14@ucl.ac.uk
mailto:p.patalay@ucl.ac.uk
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