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What is publication bias?

“(…) a tendency toward preparation, submission and publication of research findings based on the nature         
and direction of the research results” (Dickersin, 2005). 

“(…) whenever the likelihood or time-lag of publication, or the prominence, language, impact factor 
of journal space or the citation rate of studies depend on the direction and significance 
of research findings” (Auspurg & Hinz, 2011).

=> Publication bias is the prioritized and selective reporting of scientifically significant results.

Introduction - Definition

p < .05

large effects 
(no null effects)
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a) Selective reporting: publish significant 
findings only, without mentioning other 
results below standard statistical 
thresholds 
(author level)

b) Nonpublication of entire 
(“failed”/nonsignificant) studies,
due to ... 

- not writing up / not submitting
file drawer bias (author level)

- editorial/reviewer rejection 
editorial bias

= “bias at the hypothesis level”

= “bias at the study level”

distorted / biased 
scientific evidence 

(public)

time, effort
+ resources wasted 

in replications 

Introduction – Kinds of Publication Bias

Different kinds of prioritzed and selective reporting …

c) HARKing (Hypothesizing after Results are Known) (author level)
=> increased chance for Type I errors
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Changes in Author constellations

Introduction – Past Panel Based Estimates of the File Drawer Bias

file drawer bias (not writing up or not 
submitting studies based on the 

nature of study results) 

Franco et al.,2014 :

reported by roughly 60% of authors 
(studies conducted within TESS 

2002 – 2012) 



file drawer bias (not writing up or not 
submitting studies based on the 

nature of study results) 
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Moniz et al., 2025 :

reported by roughly 20% of authors 
(studies conducted within TESS 

2012 – 2018) 

Introduction – Current Panel Based Estimates of the File Drawer Bias
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GESIS Panel
N = 93

2013 - 2021

≈ 5,200 respondents

- open self-administered probability-based panel
- mixed mode survey (75% web-based, 25% mail)
- quarterly data collection (no proposal deadlines)

- no privileged access for study authors
- acceptance rate 46.0% (2013 -2021)

≈ 4,800 respondents 

- probability-based household panel survey
- interviewer administered (in-person) interviews
- annual data collection

- one year privileged data access for proposal authors
- acceptance rate 36.6% (2012 -2019)

Opening the File Drawer: Assessing and Understanding Publication Bias in the Economic, 
Behavioral and Social Sciences by Utilizing two Probability-Based German Academic Access Panels

Assessing Publication Bias – Study Sample

SOEP-IS
N = 85

2012 - 2020

 researchers from all social, behavioral or economic sciences can submit their own studies 
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Proposals
N =178

Hypotheses
(explicit or implicit)

Explorative Analyses

Author Information
(Seniority, h-index, 
Gender, etc.)

(Same) Hypotheses/
Explorative Analyses?

Hit-rate (% of 
Supported Hypotheses)

Change in Author
Constellation?

Assessing Publication Bias – Study Design

Comparison: Submission versus Publication(s)…

Publication(s)
N = 186

Published (yes/no)?

Submitted Hypotheses Published (%)?
+ supported? (%)

+ peer-reviewed or „gray literature“ publication(s)?

> 2.5 yrs of Data Availability 
(M 6.8 yrs, SD 2.3 yrs)

Allows to assess … 
… prevalence of (un-)published research (study-level bias)
… „hit-rate“ (% of supported versus unsupported hyp.)
… hypothesis-level bias (inclusion of new hyp., select. rep.)
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Assessing Publication Bias – Hypotheses & Research Questions

RQ1: What proportion of studies have resulted in (a) a peer-reviewed journal article, (b) gray 
literature, or (c) no publication? 

RQ2: Does time since data availability predict publication likelihood?

H1 (Publication Bias): We hypothesize that studies with findings that reject the null 
hypothesis are more likely to be published than those with null or nonsignificant results. 
This bias is expected to manifest at both the study and hypothesis levels:

H1a (Study-level bias): A higher proportion of studies publish findings that 
predominantly support their hypotheses compared to studies that report null or 
nonsignificant  findings. 

H1a (Hypothesis-level bias): The proportion of supported newly added (ad-hoc) 
hypotheses is higher than the proportion of supported hypotheses that were 
submitted. 
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Prevalence of (Un)Published Research – RQ1: What proportion of studies have resulted in (a) a peer-reviewed journal article, 
(b) gray literature, or (c) no publication? 

44.4%
Journal 
Article

11.8%

Gray 
Literature

43.8%
Unpublished

Publication Outcomes After 
> 2.5 yrs Data Availability

➢ 55.6% of studies did not result in a peer-reviewed journal article

➢ similar to  Franco et al. (2014): 57% of studies did not publish in peer-reviewed outlets
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Prevalence of (Un)Published Research – RQ2: Does time since data availability predict publication likelihood?

➢ Discrete-time survival analysis, modelling 
the weekly “hazard” of resulting in a 
publication. 

➢ Model indicated that weekly “hazard” of 
publication slightly decreased over time 
(week: 𝑏 = − 0.002, SE = 0.0009, z = -2.16, p
= .031). 

➢ Time since data availability did not 
meaningfully predict publication 
likelihood in our sample, suggesting study 
authors had sufficient time to “go through” 
publication process (if decided to).
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Evidence of Publication Bias – H1a (Study-level bias): A higher proportion of studies publish findings that predominantly support 
their hypotheses compared to studies that report null or nonsignificant  findings. 

➢ 87.3% of published 
studies (N = 62) 
supported at least half 
their hypotheses

➢ More than one third 
(38.0%, N = 27) of 
studies supported all 
their published 
hypotheses. 

➢ Prioritized reporting of 
supported results. 

= Publication Bias

Fig. 1a Hit Rate of Studies Publishing Any Hypotheses (N = 71)
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Evidence of Publication Bias – H1a (Study-level bias): A higher proportion of studies publish findings that predominantly support 
their hypotheses compared to studies that report null or nonsignificant  findings. 

Fig. 1b Adjusted Hit Rate of Studies that Published any Submitted Hypotheses
➢ 53.3% published 

exclusively non-
submitted hypotheses 
(38 of 71 studies faded 
out)

➢ Among studies that 
published with a 100% 
hit-rate, 63.0% 
published exclusively 
new hypotheses 

➢ Evidence for selective 
reporting and HARKing

= Publication Bias
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Evidence of Publication Bias – H1a (Hypothesis-level bias): The proportion of supported newly added (ad-hoc) hypotheses is 
higher than the proportion of supported hypotheses that were submitted. 

Table 2 Total N of Submitted (Published , Unpublished) and New Hypotheses by Support Status

➢ Solely 30.1% of submitted hypotheses published (selective reporting),
resulting in new hypotheses comprising >80% of all published hypotheses (potential HARKing). 

➢ 73.9% of all hypotheses supported => skew towards supported hypotheses 

No support for H1a:

➢ 79.8% of submitted 
(and published) 
hypotheses were 
supported

➢ 72.6% of new (ad-hoc) 
hypotheses were 
supported 



Leibniz Open Science Day – Evidence of Publication Bias – Poppa 15

Summary: Evidence of Publication Bias

➢ Nonpublication: after, on average, 6.8 yrs of data availability ….
… 55.6% of studies were not published in a peer-reviewed journal
… 43.8% of studies remained wholly unpublished 

➢ t since data availability did not increase publication „hazard“ – sample consisted of „sufficiently old“ studies 

➢ Prioritized reporting of significant findings (support for H1a): 
 >87% of studies supported at least half of their hypotheses (study-level),
 >38% of studies supported all of their hypotheses (study-level),
 74% of all (published) hypotheses supported (hypothesis-level)

➢ Selective reporting & potential HARKing: 
 30.1% of submitted hypotheses published

>80% of published hypotheses were not submitted

➢ Non-submitted hypotheses were not supported more often than published submitted hypotheses (no 
support for H1b), suggesting that the prevalent selective reporting among submitted hypotheses “filtered 
out” nonsignificant findings
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Publication(s)Proposals

Author Survey

Submission

Next Steps: Opening the File Drawer 

Analysis
Writing

no response 53.4%

response 46.4%

Fielding of Author Survey (02/2025 – 05/2025) 
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Next Steps: Opening the File Drawer 

Submission Publication

Author Survey
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Author Survey: Reasons for not writing up 
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Author Survey: Reasons for rejections (if provided and remembered)



Leibniz Open Science Day – Evidence of Publication Bias – Poppa 20

Publication(s)Proposals

Author Survey

Submission

Assess reasons for (un)published work in more detail, but also:

- beliefs about open science
- perceived pressure to publish 
- hypothetical publication szenario 
- parenthood and academic productivity
- changes in author constellations (i.e., reasons 

for leaving academia)

Next Steps: Opening the File Drawer 

Analysis
Writing

no response 53.4%

response 46.4%



Merci :)

+ happy to answer questions..

Merci!

David Richter Jessica Daikeler Henning Silber Bernd WeißCaroline Poppa Désirée Nießen

cpoppa@share-berlin.eu

QR Code to 
PubBias Website
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RQ2 Does time since data availability predict publication likelihood (RQ2a), and are there differences in publication speed 
between journal articles and gray literature (RQ2b)? 
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Questionable Research Practices – RQ3: How often do published studies report previously submitted hypotheses, change them, or 
add new ones?

Table 3
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Differences in Publication Bias – Publication Outcomes Across Scientific Disciplines 
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Differences in Publication Bias – Publication Outcomes by Disciplinary Breadth

➢ Interdisciplinary studies were 
published both significantly 
more, and significantly more 
often as journal articles, than 
single-discipline studies 

➢ But interdisciplinary research 
was not published faster than 
single-disciplinary research



Leibniz Open Science Day – Evidence of Publication Bias – Poppa 27

Introduction – Estimation Reference
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