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The Role of Blinded Methods in the Studies of Animal Behavior
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Abstract: In scientific researches it is very necessary and important to exclude the negative impact of
subjective preferences and expectations on experiment from the observers. The blinded method, which is
commonly used in clinical medicine, pharmacology and psychology, aims to avoid the subjective bias by
observers such as expectation. However, such method has largely been neglected in the studies of animal
behavior. Recent reviews found that most studies, which blinded methods were needed, did not perform an
experiment with blinding design. The effect size of such studies were significantly larger than which the
blinded methods were used. Such bias would inevitably influence the validity of the scientific data and
mislead the readers and further studies. Therefore, we introduced the blinded methods and emphasized their
role in the studies of animal behavior. We also illustrated the application of this method and provided
suggestions for the studies of animal behavior in the future.
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Fig. 1 Comparison of effect size between non-blinded
and blinded studies (modified from Holman et al. 2015)
n = 83 XAHBIIISL. HIBAARIME; ARSI N
Ji 7, WOBNIT ZERRR s ZeA IR) IR /R N A I A 38 1)
n = 83 pairs. The thick line refer to the mean whilst the dot size is

inversely proportional to the variance of the effect size.
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