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1. The rationale for conducting the systematic review/meta-analysis

The purpose of the current systematic review and the meta-analysis was to test a hypothesis that
social psychologists internalized the cultural norm of the field to prioritize the statistical
significance of results and voluntarily refrained from reporting non-significant results.

It is often argued that psychologists selectively report significant results to meet journal
preferences, and such behavior contributed to the replicability crisis in psychology (Bakker et al.,
2012; Nosek et al., 2012). In fact, several meta-analytical studies have reported the existence of
publication bias in psychology where statistically significant results were much more likely to be
published (Carter & McCullough, 2014; Chen et al., 2022; Maier, Bartoš, Oh, et al., 2022; Maier,
Bartoš, Stanley, et al., 2022; McAuliffe et al., 2021; Shanks et al., 2015; Sotola & Credé, 2022).
However, it is also possible that authors voluntarily refrained from reporting non-significant
results regardless of the journal preferences. As long as we analyze published studies, we cannot
discriminate between publication bias made by the journal (editors and reviewers) and that made
on the authors’ side.

The conference papers at two large Japanese psychology conferences allowed us to test the
possibility that authors voluntarily prioritized reporting significant results (i.e., p < .05 results).
As authors of poster presentations at the conferences could report almost anything without fear of
rejection by peer reviewers, if we find publication bias among them, it clearly shows the
preference on the authors’ side. To our knowledge, no meta-analysis has been conducted on
studies like this. Thus, the current systematic review and meta-analysis would provide valuable
evidence to ascertain whether psychologists were forced by journal pressure to selectively report
significant results or whether they had such preferences themselves.

2. The contribution that it makes to knowledge in light of previously published related
reports, including other meta-analyses and systematic reviews.

The current study contributes to adding valuable knowledge about publication bias on the part of
authors. As mentioned above, a number of meta-analysis studies have reported the existence of
publication bias among psychology papers. However, these studies could not discriminate
between publication bias on the journal side and that on the authors’ side. A notable exception is
Franco et al., (2014), which examined the outcome of research proposals that had undergone
rigorous peer review and found that even such proposals were less likely to be written up when
the results were negative. The current systematic review and meta-analysis targeted a wider group
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of studies: All presentations by Japanese social psychologists at major conferences in given years
that reported experiments with one or more directed hypotheses. As such, the current study
contributes to improving the understanding of publication bias on the part of authors by utilizing
a rare and valuable resource that Japanese psychological societies have accumulated.
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