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ABSTRACT
Transparent research has been a topic of intense debate in the HCI
community over the last decade, and has the potential to improve
the quality of the research field as well as promote more efficient
use of scientific resources. To experiment with new publishing
formats such as interactive articles, open review processes, and
stronger transparency requirements, the authors have recently
started the independent Journal of Visualization and Interaction
(JoVI), a diamond open-access journal (i.e. a purely volunteer-driven
effort that charges neither author nor subscription fees) for the HCI
and VIS communities.

We propose a SIG meeting at CHI ’24 to present the current state
of our experimental journal to the wider community, to solicit feed-
back from interested attendees, and to foster discussion on future
publication processes and formats in human-computer interaction
research.
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1 BACKGROUND
Many HCI researchers expressed concerns about the quality of
research in our field, for example, a lack of methodological rigor
[15, 18], questionable statistical practices [9, 13, 32], and a lack of
transparency in reporting across quantitative and qualitative re-
search [1, 25, 30]. Cockburn et al. pointed out that Computer Science
research is at risk of a replication crisis [12] that affects many other
research fields [2, 6, 10, 21]. Transparent research practices can
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mitigate this risk by facilitating the independent evaluation and–
wherever appropriate–reproduction or replication of claims and
results. Furthermore, transparent practices enhance the reusability
of research materials within and outside communities, thus making
more efficient use of limited scientific resources [4, 11, 17]

However, establishing a consensus on research transparency in
HCI is no trivial task because HCI research is an inter- or transdis-
ciplinary field which employs a myriad of methods [23, 24] and pro-
duces diverse types of research contributions (see, e.g., the survey
of HCI research methods by Wobbrock and Kientz [35]). A single,
rigid ruleset on research transparency might be inappropriate—
or worse—impede knowledge discovery. For example, forcing all
types of research to share data publicly might be a cause for safety
and privacy concerns, especially in data from qualitative research.
Furthermore, ongoing conversations outside of HCI indicate that
some transparency practices could be more generalizable beyond
quantitative research. For example, the practice of preregistration
is being considered to be beneficial for some qualitative research
as well [8, 19, 30]. While the exact best practices for transparency
may differ between research methodologies, we believe that the
overarching principle of transparency can potentially be applied to
fit the wide variety of research which exists within our field.

Despite the benefits of transparent research practices, there are
several concerns. On the one hand, early-career researchers worry
about an increased workload because of additional documentation
requirements, while more senior members of the community—
who have built their careers on a research model that did not yet
focus on transparency—might fail to notice the additional effort
required as well as the potential benefits. Qualitatively-oriented
researchers, both within and outside HCI [8], do not see themselves
represented in a discussion that often focuses on statistics, data
collection, replications, and related topics. Meanwhile, quantitative
researchers are reluctant of practices such as preregistration, for
fear of being trapped into a fixed data-analysis path, and they are
afraid of being criticized for conducting exploratory analyses to
make the most of their data [3, 33]. To navigate these trade-offs
toward a consensus on research transparency, it is crucial to have
conversations that involve HCI researchers from a diverse range of
methodologies, application domains, career stages, and institutional
backgrounds. A Special Interest Group meeting at CHI has the
potential to garner such a diverse audience.
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In the hope to focus the conversation in the SIG into concrete
actionable terms, we plan to use experience from the Journal of
Visualization and Interaction [7] that was established in 2023 to
embrace open and transparent practices in research, reviewing, and
publication (see also section 2). In the SIG, we plan to invite JoVI
authors, reviewers, and editors to share their experience to start
the conversation. We expect outcomes from the SIG to inform the
direction of JoVI—which could in the future be fed back to other
HCI venues.

2 EXPERIMENTINGWITH NEW PUBLISHING
PRACTICES AT JOVI

This fundamental principle of transparency has been one of our
main motivations for founding JoVI1, the Journal of Visualization
and Interaction [7]. JoVI places a strong emphasis on the trans-
parency of the produced research (i.e., how clearly are the methods
and arguments described, how well can future research build on
and reuse this work). JoVI also allows for the publication of repli-
cation studies, which verify previous results and strengthen the
foundational knowledge upon which our field is built. Moreover,
JoVI also encourages “registered report” submissions—where re-
search methodologies could be reviewed prior to data collection.
This format could reduce publication bias and HARKing [13].

JoVI also aims to be a platform for experimentation with new
publication formats and review processes. For example, JoVI allows
the publication of interactive articles which run in the browser,
offering novel ways of knowledge dissemination beyond static text
and images, for example by allowing readers to explore multiple
possible interpretations of the results [16]. JoVI also has open re-
views [27, 31] which are published along with the article and can
optionally be signed by reviewers. Such open reviews not only allow
to make all scientific discussions available to the community and
the public at large [5, 26, 34], but also enable reviewers to document
their own contribution to improving the article and therefore ob-
tain credit for their reviewing work [5, 28]. Such benefits and their
implications have already been highlighted within the HCI com-
munity [5, 20]. Open reviews might actually contribute to fostering
conversations in the way peer-review was originally conceived
and implemented [14]. Last but not least, JoVI seeks to publish
any research that advances the field without being constrained by
artificial deadlines, page limits, formatting [22], or acceptance rates
[29].

3 SIG TOPICS
In the SIG, we plan to introduce JoVI to a broader audience beyond
the “Transparent Research2” community, which has been instru-
mental in its inception. We will reflect on our experience with
open publication practices in submissions to JoVI to date, including
the review of interactive articles using Github and open review of
“traditional” PDF articles. We also intend to reach potential new
editors and authors and make them aware of alternative publica-
tion processes (e.g., registered reports) and formats (e.g., interactive
paper).

1https://journalovi.org/
2https://transparentstatistics.org

Discussion topics during the SIG may include:
• What are possible reviewing policies that benefit from ac-

countability and transparency of open reviewing while re-
taining benefits from double-blind process such as avoiding
biases?

• What does long-term archival of interactive papers entail?
What innovations could facilitate this process in a fair and
equitable manner?

• How to address challenges in transparency of software con-
tributions — especially when the software depends on other
non-open software? How could transparent practices be im-
plemented and evaluated in relation to the research contri-
bution?

• What is the role of clarity and understandability in transpar-
ent reporting? How can we empower authors and reviewers
to achieve these qualities despite differences in language
proficiency?

• What tools or technical support to lower the barrier of pub-
lishing and reading interactive articles?

• How will the planned ACM OPEN policies interact with
fostering research transparency?

4 GOALS AND OUTCOMES
Overall, we hope for four main outcomes of our SIG. Firstly, we
hope to raise awareness of the range of possibilities in publication
and reviewing processes and formats among the SIG participants.
Secondly, we hope to connect people who are interested in how
HCI research itself can contribute to improve publication and re-
viewing processes. Thirdly, we hope that the SIG will help further
discussions on on actionable guidelines for transparency for HCI
methodologies. Finally, we hope that lessons learned from a diverse
set of HCI researchers will inform the future direction of JoVI.
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A SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
A.1 Community
Our target group is members of the CHI community who are in-
terested in the future of reviewing and publishing, with a focus
on transparent research. A number of people on JoVI organizing
committee, advisory board, and editors are already in the CHI com-
munity (see JoVI people page). Beyond the CHI community, we
also organized a Meetup at IEEE VIS 2023 about JoVI, which was
well-attended and received positive responses.

A.2 Attendee background
We do not assume any particular background from attendees, except
general familiarity with the academic publishing process. However,
to ensure a common understanding for all attendees, wewill provide
a short introduction to the publishing system in the first part of the
SIG.

A.3 Approach & Schedule
The main part of the SIG will be discussion in breakout groups,
which is grounded by a short plenary presentation.

We plan to organize the SIG in four parts:

Part 1 Introduction (15 min). Organizers will give a brief presen-
tation about transparent research in general, including an
introduction to the motivation behind JoVI, its organizing
structure, and its mission. We will briefly introduce how the
article types unique to JoVI fit within the human-computer
interaction community (e.g., registered reports and interac-
tive articles). We will also invite recent authors and editors
to share their experiences and lessons learned so far.

Part 2 Breakout discussion (30 min). We will split into breakout
groups around shared topics of interest as mentioned in sec-
tion 3. Journal organizers will be present in each group and
answer more detailed questions; e.g. if a group is interested
in the experimental track for creating interactive articles, a
journal organizer will join that group and introduce folks to
the process (similarly for other topics of potential interest;
e.g. registered reports). Participants will brainstorm research
challenges and future directions for the journal.

Part 3 Report back (15 min). Each group will report back about
their discussion.

Part 4 Summary & Closing remarks (15 min). We will summarize
the main results from the breakout groups, and briefly dis-
cuss future directions in the plenary.

Parts 1 and 4 will be synchronous hybrid: presenters will be
on-site as well as online. The breakout discussion (part 2) will
be organized as on-site groups and online groups separately to
facilitate equity in the communication medium. We will strive to
have part 3 be a synchronous hybrid, but we also have a fallback
plan of separating online and on-site. Nevertheless, there will be

JoVI organizers present in both. We will provide Miro boards for
all groups, to facilitate later collection and merging of results.

A.4 Advertising
We will directly contact people who already have organizing roles
in JoVI, or have submitted articles, and advertise our SIG on re-
lated mailing lists as well as on social media channels (particularly
Twitter/X and Mastodon).

A.5 Primary Contact
The primary contact for this SIG proposal is Matthew Kay <mjskay@
northwestern.edu>.

https://www.journalovi.org/people.html
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