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Overview
• The aim of this presentation is to: 

• provide an overview of the pre-registration process and 

• highlight the potential benefits of this approach to bullying research

• Structure

• Highlight some of the methodological challenges of bullying research. 

• Briefly discuss open science, the reproducibility crisis, and questionable research 
practices. 

• Discuss the pre-registration process

• What it is and how to pre-register a study (focusing on quantitative studies) 

• Some of the challenges of pre-registration. 

• The benefits of pre-registration. 

• Time for questions



Bullying in 
School 

Research

• Bullying research increased exponentially over the past 
sixty years.

• Over 6,000 articles published between 2011 and 2015 
(Smith & Berkkun, 2020; Volk et al., 2017).

• Much of this research focuses on the prevalence and 
antecedents of bullying, outcomes of bullying, and the 
development and evaluation of anti-bullying interventions 
(Volk et al., 2017). 

• The findings of this research can have a profound 
impact on the lives of children and young people. 



Bullying in 
School
Some

Methodological 
Challenges

Theoretical underpinning 

Definition of bullying

Measurement of bullying

Sample Sizes

(Berger, 2007; Olweus, 2013; Vessey et al., 2014; Vivolo-Kantor et al., 2014; Volk et al., 2017)



Open Science

• Open Science includes (but is not 
limited) 

• The open access of publications 
(e.g., pre-prints, open access 
papers) 

• The open sharing of data analysis 
tools, data analysis scripts (e.g., R) 

• Open access to data 

• Replication Studies 

• Pre-registration

• Open Science practices aim to improve 
the transparency and trustworthiness of 
research 

https://www.fosteropenscience.eu/content/what-open-science-introduction

https://www.fosteropenscience.eu/content/what-open-science-introduction


But why is 
there a need 

for Open 
Science?

Replication crisis

• The failure of research findings to replicate
• In cases where findings did replicate the effect sizes reported 

in the original study were typically much larger than reported in 
the replication.  

• Serious cases of academic misconduct 

• The prevalence of questionable research practices and 
misuse of inferential statistics. 

The Impact of the replication crisis

• Impacts on the trustworthiness of research findings 
• Calls into question the findings of research and meta-analytic 

studies.  

(Ioannidis, 2005; Nelson et al., 2018; Open Science Collaboration, 2015; Shrout & 

Rodgers, 2018; Wiggins & Chrisopherson, 2019) 



Researcher degrees 
of freedom

• At every stage of the research 
process, researchers make 
decisions as to how their 
studies will develop. 

• These researcher degrees of 
freedom relate to a number of 
questionable research 
practices (QRPs). 

(Munafò et al., 2017)



QRPs

• P-hacking 

• HARKing

• Low statistical power

• Collecting more data after finding a non-
significant effect

• Selective reporting of analyses 

• Only reporting what is significant 

• Not always about the intent to deceive or 
mislead, influenced by: 

• The desire to find something interesting
or novel.

• Influenced by the institutional culture of 
research.



Impact of 
QRPs

• P-hacking & selective reporting of analyses
• Biases literature towards significant findings. 

• Inflated effect sizes. 

• Bias effect sizes in meta-analyses. 

• HARKing
• Confuses exploratory and exploratory analysis. 

• Hypotheses are always confirmed and never falsified. 

• Impedes theory development. 

• Low statistical power
• It increases the type II error rate (the probability of falsely rejecting the null 

hypothesis).

• Statistically significant effects can still be found, however the effect sizes are 
likely to be exaggerated.  

• Impacts on the trustworthiness of research findings. 

(Button et al., 2013; Friese & Frankenbach, 2019; Munafò et al., 2017; Rubin, 2017; Shrout & Rodgers, 

2018)



A change in journal 
expectations?

An example from 
the APA: 

APA journal rules 

On 
Transparency 
& openness

"Effective July 1, 2021, empirical research, including meta-analyses, 
submitted to Developmental Psychology must at least meet the “disclosure” 
level for all eight aspects of research planning and reporting. Authors should 
include a subsection in the method section titled “Transparency and 
openness.”

On Data, 
materials, & 
code 

Authors must state whether data and study materials are available and, if so, 
where to access them. Recommended repositories include APA’s 
repository on the Open Science Framework (OSF), or authors can access a 
full list of other recommended repositories.

In both the author note and at the end of the method section, specify whether 
and where the data and material will be available or include a statement 
noting that they are not available. Examples of statements that can be 
included are provided.  

Pre-
registration 

of studies &

analysis plans

Preregistration of studies and specific hypotheses can be a useful tool for 
making strong theoretical claims. Likewise, preregistration of analysis plans 
can be useful for distinguishing confirmatory and exploratory 
analyses. Investigators are encouraged to preregister their studies and 
analysis plans prior to conducting the research.

Articles must state whether or not any work was preregistered and, if so, 
where to access the preregistration. If any aspect of the study is 
preregistered, include the registry link in the method section and the author 
note. Examples of statements that can be included are provided.  

https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/dev

https://osf.io/meetings/apa/
http://re3data.org/
https://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/dev


Open Science

• Pre-registration sits within a broader 
framework of open science practices. 

• Open Science includes (but is not limited) 

• The open access of publications (e.g., 
pre-prints, open access papers) 

• The open sharing of data analysis 
tools, data analysis scripts (e.g., R) 

• Open access to data 

• Replication Studies 

• Pre-registration

• Open Science practices aim to improve the 
transparency and trustworthiness of 
research 

https://www.fosteropenscience.eu/content/what-open-science-introduction

https://www.fosteropenscience.eu/content/what-open-science-introduction


Pre-
registration

Two approaches to pre-registration

• Registered reports 

• Submit introduction and proposed methods and analyses to 
a journal for peer-review

• Decision to accept paper is based on quality of the 
research process rather than the findings reported in the 
paper 

• Currently ~270 journals accept registered reports (e.g., 
Developmental Science, British Journal of Educational 
Psychology)  

• Pre-registered analysis plans 

• The hypotheses, research design, and analysis plan are 
registered in advance. 

• These plans are then stored in an online repository (e.g., 
the Open Science Framework or AsPredicted website). 

• Then time-stamped as a record of the planned research 
project.

• A range of templates reflecting different research designs 
are available.



Pre-
registration

Theory and Hypotheses

• Provide a brief outline of the background of a study and 

theoretical underpinning 

• Have to state hypotheses 

• The importance of theory led hypotheses 

• Directional hypotheses 

Method

• What measurements will be used.

• How any scores will be calculated and interpreted 

• Sampling method 

• Justification for the proposed sample size 

Data Analysis

• Outline in full every step of the data analysis, explaining how 

each hypothesis will be analysed.

• Describe any plans for any follow up analyses 

• Make clear and explicit: 

• What analyses are confirmatory (hypothesis testing) 

• What analyses are exploratory 

(Frankenhuis & Nettle, 2018; van’t Veer & Giner-Sorolla, 2016)  



Some misconceptions

• What if someone steals my idea?

• It sounds really time consuming, I don’t have the 
time. 

• What if I want to make a change?

• What if I want to do some additional analyses? 

• What if my analysis doesn’t work? Surely it’ll be 
hard to publish? 

• It doesn’t affect me, pre-registration is just for 
quantitative research and my research is 
qualitative. 



• What if someone steals my idea?

• You can embargo your pre-registration, and make it publicly available if and when 
you choose. 

• It sounds really time consuming, I don’t have the time. 

• Pre-registration changes the order of working.

• Requires more time in the planning stages, but that time is saved later in the 
process as all the data analysis has been planned.  

• What if I want to make a change?

• That’s totally acceptable, just any changes need to be clearly explained. 

• What if I want to do some additional analyses? 

• Again, totally fine. 

• Pre-registration distinguishes between confirmatory and exploratory analyses 

• What if my analysis doesn’t work? Surely it’ll be hard to publish? 

• Pre-registration aims to encourage a greater focus on the quality of the research 
process and not the results of the study. 

• It doesn’t affect me, pre-registration is just for quantitative research 
and my research is qualitative. 

• It is possible to pre-register a range of study designs, including qualitative studies, 
and secondary data analysis. 

• A range of templates are available. 



The Impact of 
Pre-

registration

Evidence from medicine: 

• The pre-registration of funded clinical trials in medicine has 

been a requirement since 2000 

• Kaplan and Irvin (2015) identified a substantial change in the 

number of significant effects reported once pre-registration was 

introduced (57% reported significant effects prior to the 

requirement but and only 8% after). 

Evidence from psychology: 

• Scheel et al., (2021) compared the results of studies from the 

standard psychology literature (N=152) with those reported in 

published registered reports. 
• Analysed the first hypothesis tested in each study 

• 96% of standard reports reported positive results. 

• 44% of registered reports reported positive results. 

• Such findings suggest that the introduction of pre-registration 

has increased the number of null effects reported in the 

literature.
• Provides a more reliable picture of the evidence. 



Summary

• Several methodological challenges associated with 
bullying research have been highlighted. 

• Pre-registration is a form of open science practice. 
• Requires a clear articular of the data collection and 

data analysis process before any data are collected. 
• Pre-registration offers one approach for improving the 

validity of bullying research.
• Employing greater use of pre-registration would 

complement other recommendations on how to improve 
research practices in bullying research (e.g., Volk et al., 
2017).

• Consider pre-registration 
• When designing your next study.
• When supervising students. 
• When reviewing research.



Pre-registered 
studies on bullying

Kaufman, T. M., Lee, H. Y., Benner, A. D., & Yeager, D. S. 
(2020). How School Contexts Shape the Relations 
Among Adolescents’ Beliefs, Peer Victimization, and 
Depressive Symptoms. Journal of Research on 
Adolescence, 30(3), 769-786.

Legate, N., Weinstein, N., & Przybylski, A. K. (2019). Parenting 
strategies and adolescents’ cyberbullying behaviors: 
Evidence from a preregistered study of parent–child 
dyads. Journal of youth and adolescence, 48(2), 399-
409.

Leung, A. N. M. (2021). To help or not to help: intervening in 
cyberbullying among Chinese cyber-bystanders. 
Frontiers in psychology, 2625.

Noret, N., Hunter, S. C., & Rasmussen, S. (2021). The role of 
cognitive appraisals in the relationship between peer-
victimization and depressive symptomatology in 
adolescents: a longitudinal study. School Mental Health, 
13, 548-560.Doi: 10.1007/s12310-021-09414-0

Web of Science search for pre-registered studies on school bullying identified four papers. 
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Useful Resources

• The OSF website provides a wealth of 
guidance on open science and also 
includes a number of pre-registration 
templates for researchers to use 
https://osf.io/zab38/wiki/home/?view, 
and provide a list of journals that accept 
registered reports 
https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered
-reports

https://osf.io/zab38/wiki/home/?view
https://www.cos.io/initiatives/registered-reports


Acknowledgements

• This presentation is based in a part on the following 
publication which is currently under review: 

• Noret, N., Dr, Hunter, S. C., Milheiro Pimenta, S., Taylor, R., & 
Johnson, R. (2021, January 4). Open Science: 
Recommendations for research on school bullying. 
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/q3pt6

• And in part on my PhD thesis, thank you to my supervisors 
Professor Simon C. Hunter and Dr Susan Rasmussen. 

•

• Thank you to co-authors:

• Professor Simon C. Hunter, Sofia Pimenta, Rachel Taylor, & 
Rebecca Johnson 

https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/q3pt6


Thank you & Any Questions?

• Dr Nathalie Noret

• Email: nathalie.noret@york.ac.uk

• Twitter: @natnoret


