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A literature analysis across disciplines reveals a tendency to publish
only ‘positive’ studies — those that support the tested hypothesis.
Psychiatry and psychology are the worst offenders.

@ PHYSICAL

Space sciences

Geosciences
Environment/Ecology

Plant and animal sciences
Computer science

Physics

Neuroscience and behaviour
Microbiology

Chemistry

Social sciences

immunology

Molecular biology and genetics
Economics and business
Biology and biochemistry
Clinical medicine
Pharmacology and toxicology
Materials science
Psychiatry/psychology
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& SOCIAL
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v IREe(EE. HIFADBARERIRIR | THRARAEERVEES

v BRI AR ESERAIKEELRS |, W Journal of Negative Results in
Biomedicine. PL0oS ONE. The All Results Journals,

v KZE. KERMANNEESFARARKREZNREAD.
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http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2012/07/18/a-proposed-list-60-things-journal-
publishers-do/

http://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org//?s=what+do+journals+consider+when+accepting+
a+paper+for+publication

https://becker.wustl.edu/sites/default/files/archived-pdfs/preparepub.pdf

http://jech.bmj.com/content/65/2/119

http://scx.sagepub.com/content/early/2013/01/24/1075547012472684.abstract

http://www.nature.com/news/replication-studies-bad-copy-1.10634

http://andrewgelman.com/2011/06/13/how should jour/

http://www.crossref.org/crossmark/

http://blogs.nature.com/news/2012/12/is-the-scientific-literature-self-
correcting.html
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