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Why Does Good Repor�ng Ma�er?
It is the bedrock of cumulative science, allowing us to move 
from isolated findings to robust knowledge.

It enables meta-analyses to verify effects, es�mate their true 
size, and detect publica�on bias.
 Without it, direct replica�on and data reuse become impossible, 
hindering scien�fic efficiency.

It is a prerequisite for the audits that allow a scien�fic field to 
assess its own quality and standards.

Our Aims: While other fields rou�nely audit their repor�ng quality, 
experimental philosophy has a blind spot, with only limited prior work.
Our study is a large-scale a�empt to assess our field’s repor�ng.

Our Assessment Tool: The X-PHI TQRI

Transparency
Checks for open access, pre-
registra�on, and the availability 
of data, materials, and code.

X-Phi Transparency and Quality of Repor�ng Inventory (X-PHI TQRI) 
is designed to enable systema�c tracking of repor�ng prac�ces over 
�me, comparison across journals, and iden�fica�on of strengths and 
blind spots. 

Theore�cal Background
Assesses the clarity of the 
research problem, grounding in 
exis�ng literature, and 
formula�on of hypotheses.

Methods (general)
Covers repor�ng of study aims, 
theore�cal grounding  measures, 
par�cipant recruitment, and 
analy�c approach.

Methods (ques�onnaire)
Covers repor�ng of s�muli and 
probes, survey tools, response 
scales, instruc�ons, �ming, and 
group assignment.

Results
Evaluates the completeness of 
descrip�ve sta�s�cs, inferen�al 
sta�s�cs, and effect sizes.

Conclusions
Gauges how well the results are 
interpreted in light of the  
hypotheses and whether their 
limita�ons are discussed.

Methods & Sample
Tool: We built the X-Phi Transparency and Quality of Repor�ng Inventory 
(X-PHI TQRI), a tool with ~100 ques�ons to systema�cally assess 
repor�ng across several domains: Transparency, Theore�cal Background, 
Methods, Results, and Conclusions.

Sample: We drew a sample of 400 papers from the PhilPapers database 
(2007-2024). The sample was stra�fied across six 3-year bins to ensure
representa�on over �me.

Process: Coders were trained and calibrated on a common set of papers. 
To ensure reliability, 5% of papers were double-coded, with disagreements 
resolved by consensus. Our goal was an inter-coder agreement of >70%.

Results: Repor�ng Quality is Improving, but Progress is Uneven (2007-2018)

Takeaways & Limita�ons
The Good News: Repor�ng of concrete Methods and Results is ge�ng significantly be�er. The field has made measurable progress in describing 
procedures and inferen�al sta�s�cs.

Limita�ons: The work for 2019-2024 is s�ll in progress. The boundaries of X-Phi are blurry, and some coding items are inherently subjec�ve despite 
reliability protocols. The scoring system is based on our intui�ons about best prac�ces.

The Bad News: Key details for replica�on are s�ll missing. Cri�cal informa�on like the exact wording of study ques�ons is not reported any more 
frequently, and descrip�ve sta�s�cs are o�en inadequate. Progress is also uneven; for example, repor�ng on par�cipant educa�on has declined.
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