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Statistical	  power	  is	  defined	  as	  the	  probability	  of	  detecting	  an	  effect	  that	  truly	  exists.	  
Whereas	  statistical	  textbooks	  commonly	  implore	  researchers	  to	  aim	  for	  a	  power	  of	  at	  least	  
0.8	  –	  in	  other	  words	  being	  able	  to	  detect	  a	  real	  effect	  4	  out	  of	  5	  times	  with	  the	  methods	  
used	  in	  a	  given	  study	  –	  most	  actual	  research	  is	  performed	  without	  considering	  the	  concept	  
of	  power	  at	  all	  (Téllez,	  García	  et	  al.	  2015).	  	  
	  
The	  effects	  of	  this	  neglect	  have	  been	  deleterious	  to	  the	  field.	  	  
	  
One	  well-‐documented	  consequence	  is	  that	  much	  of	  research	  in	  neuroscience	  (Button,	  
Ioannidis	  et	  al.	  2013)	  	  and	  psychology	  (Chase	  and	  Chase	  1976)	  has	  been	  severely	  
underpowered,	  inadequate	  to	  find	  the	  effects	  the	  researchers	  were	  hoping	  for.	  	  
	  
This	  is	  not	  a	  victimless	  sin.	  Lack	  of	  statistical	  power	  has	  actually	  more	  insidious	  
consequences	  than	  “merely”	  missing	  some	  effects	  that	  truly	  exist.	  Running	  underpowered	  
studies	  is	  also	  the	  royal	  road	  to	  false	  discovery.	  The	  reason	  being	  that	  lack	  of	  power	  leads	  
to	  more	  broadly	  scattered	  estimates	  of	  the	  mean	  difference	  between	  groups,	  see	  figure	  1	  
for	  an	  illustration	  of	  this	  effect.	  	  
	  

	  
Figure 1: Funnel plot of surrogate data without a real effect. Each black dot represents a simulated study. 
Note that there are considerable numbers of studies reporting large (>0.5) effect sizes at low sample 
sizes, even if the effect size is zero and all data represent random noise.  
	  
As	  only	  positive	  (read	  significant)	  results	  are	  readily	  publishable,	  there	  are	  considerable	  
incentives	  to	  run	  many	  underpowered	  studies	  and	  then	  report	  those	  that	  happen	  to	  scatter	  



particularly	  widely.	  The	  technical	  term	  for	  this	  phenomenon	  is	  “excess	  statistical	  
significance”,	  effectively	  a	  reporting	  bias	  that	  demonstrably	  undermines	  the	  reproducibility	  
of	  the	  field	  as	  a	  whole	  (Collaboration	  2015).	  	  
	  
This	  is	  particularly	  problematic	  in	  fields	  where	  real	  effect	  sizes	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  be	  small	  
–	  and	  hard	  to	  distinguish	  from	  zero	  –	  such	  as	  in	  neuroscience	  and	  psychology.	  In	  practice,	  
that	  seems	  to	  be	  exactly	  what	  is	  happening	  (Ioannidis	  2005,	  Flint,	  Cuijpers	  et	  al.	  2015).	  
Note	  that	  this	  is	  not	  only	  a	  problem	  of	  obscure	  niche	  research.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  there	  is	  
correlation	  between	  impact	  factor	  of	  the	  journal	  a	  paper	  is	  published	  in	  and	  the	  probability	  
that	  the	  paper	  will	  have	  to	  be	  retracted	  (Brembs,	  Button	  et	  al.	  2013),	  quite	  possibly	  due	  to	  
the	  fact	  that	  power	  considerations	  are	  even	  rare	  for	  papers	  published	  in	  flagship	  journals	  
such	  as	  Nature	  or	  Science	  (Tressoldi,	  Giofré	  et	  al.	  2013).	  The	  fact	  that	  the	  problem	  seems	  to	  
be	  most	  manifest	  in	  the	  most	  prominent	  journals	  that	  are	  read	  by	  the	  most	  people	  and	  have	  
the	  most	  potential	  impact	  only	  amplifies	  these	  problems.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  
although	  the	  lack	  of	  statistical	  power	  has	  been	  most	  intensively	  studied	  in	  neuroscience	  
and	  psychology,	  there	  is	  emerging	  evidence	  that	  this	  problem	  is	  shared	  with	  much	  of	  
modern	  science,	  including	  research	  on	  nutrition	  (Schoenfeld	  and	  Ioannidis	  2013)	  and	  
cancer	  (Tsilidis,	  Papatheodorou	  et	  al.	  2012).	  	  
	  
Curiously,	  this	  phenomenon	  has	  a	  long	  history.	  Instead	  of	  lacking	  evidence	  for	  statistical	  
power,	  there	  has	  been	  compelling	  evidence	  of	  lacking	  power,	  going	  back	  for	  over	  half	  a	  
century	  (Cohen	  1962).	  	  Strangely,	  whereas	  this	  problem	  and	  its	  ramifications	  have	  been	  
well	  known,	  it	  has	  resisted	  all	  attempts	  at	  fixing	  it.	  Statistical	  power	  in	  research	  studies	  
remains	  alarmingly	  low	  and	  seems	  to	  be	  stubbornly	  resisting	  all	  efforts	  to	  raise	  it	  
(Sedlmeier	  and	  Gigerenzer	  1989,	  Rossi	  1990).	  	  
	  
Note	  that	  this	  has	  not	  been	  for	  lack	  of	  trying.	  Every	  so	  often,	  experts	  publish	  books	  on	  this	  
very	  topic,	  providing	  –	  in	  principle	  –	  actionable	  advice	  on	  how	  to	  perform	  a	  power	  analysis	  
before	  doing	  a	  study	  (Cohen	  1977,	  Kraemer	  and	  Blasey	  2015)	  .	  
	  
So	  why	  are	  scientists	  not	  acting	  on	  this?	  	  
	  
One	  consideration	  is	  that	  –	  thus	  far	  –	  scientists	  have	  been	  rewarded	  by	  the	  field	  for	  doing	  
the	  wrong	  thing	  (Maxwell	  2004).	  Running	  five	  underpowered	  small	  studies	  that	  show	  
spurious	  effects	  is	  much	  more	  lucrative	  career-‐wise	  than	  running	  one	  adequately	  powered	  
big	  one	  that	  shows	  that	  the	  theoretically	  desired	  effect	  doesn’t	  actually	  exist.	  	  
	  	  
In	  addition,	  there	  are	  also	  technical	  problems.	  One	  of	  them	  is	  that	  statistical	  power	  is	  hard	  
to	  calculate	  analytically.	  	  	  
Statistical	  power	  depends	  on	  many	  things:	  The	  true	  effect	  size,	  the	  sample	  size,	  the	  
particular	  statistical	  test	  used	  to	  analyze	  the	  data,	  the	  underlying	  population	  distribution,	  
the	  reliability	  of	  the	  measurement	  methods	  and	  the	  significance	  threshold,	  among	  others.	  
	  
Another	  issue	  concerns	  the	  fact	  that	  most	  researchers	  seem	  to	  have	  bad	  intuitions	  about	  
how	  many	  participants	  –	  or	  units	  of	  analysis	  more	  generally	  –	  are	  needed	  to	  achieve	  
sufficient	  statistical	  power	  if	  the	  hypothesized	  effect	  size	  can	  be	  expected	  to	  be	  small	  
(Moher,	  Dulberg	  et	  al.	  1994).	  	  	  	  



A	  possible	  remedy	  is	  to	  develop	  and	  provide	  tools	  that	  are	  easy	  for	  the	  non-‐expert	  to	  use	  
and	  that	  yield	  results	  that	  are	  immediately	  intuitive.	  	  
	  
This	  is	  what	  we	  attempt	  here	  –	  provide	  tools	  that	  can	  boost	  intuition	  for	  science	  
practitioners.	  	  
	  
Specifically	  we	  wrote	  a	  GUI	  in	  Matlab	  that	  allows	  users	  to	  see	  –	  at	  once	  glance	  –	  the	  rough	  
power	  requirements	  of	  their	  proposed	  study,	  given	  a	  range	  of	  expected	  effect	  sizes.	  
	  
We	  call	  this	  innovation	  “Powerscape”,	  as	  it	  visualizes	  the	  expected	  power	  as	  a	  color	  as	  a	  
function	  of	  both	  effect	  size	  and	  sample	  size,	  see	  figure	  2.	  

	  	  	  
Figure 2: Powerscape for an independent samples t-test. Colors represent percentage of significant tests 
for a given effect and sample size, based on a simulation of 100,000 repeated test for each data point.  
 
As	  we	  commonly	  aim	  for	  a	  power	  of	  at	  least	  0.8,	  researchers	  would	  be	  well	  advised	  to	  look	  
be	  in	  the	  yellow	  band	  above.	  To	  be	  on	  the	  left	  of	  the	  yellow	  band	  represents	  the	  
underpowered	  range,	  to	  be	  in	  the	  white	  region	  represents	  overkill,	  which	  can	  be	  wasteful	  
in	  terms	  of	  resources	  and	  also	  presents	  ethical	  concerns	  in	  cases	  where	  research	  
participants	  and	  expected	  to	  endure	  pain	  and	  suffering	  in	  the	  study.	  
	  	  	  
There	  is	  a	  different	  Powerscape	  for	  a	  range	  of	  several	  commonly	  used	  significance	  tests,	  
such	  as	  t-‐tests	  for	  independent	  and	  paired	  samples,	  Wilcoxon’s	  Rank	  sum	  test,	  etc.	  and	  the	  
user	  can	  select	  each	  of	  these.	  	  
	  
Users	  are	  then	  be	  able	  to	  pick	  an	  expected	  effect	  size,	  which	  will	  bring	  up	  the	  expected	  
funnel	  plot	  (including	  confidence	  intervals)	  for	  that	  effect	  size,	  which	  allow	  them	  to	  pick	  an	  
adequate	  sample	  size	  for	  their	  study.	  The	  program	  is	  freely	  available	  on	  
http://pensees.pascallisch.net/	  



Note	  that	  our	  simulations	  assume	  homogeneity	  of	  variances,	  the	  same	  number	  of	  
participants	  in	  each	  of	  the	  two	  groups	  and	  that	  we	  are	  drawing	  from	  a	  normal	  distribution.	  
In	  practice,	  this	  means	  that	  the	  powerscape	  represents	  the	  lower	  bound	  of	  the	  participants	  
–	  or	  more	  generally	  units	  of	  analysis	  –	  in	  	  cases	  where	  we	  are	  concerned	  with	  neurons	  or	  
the	  like.	  Real	  life	  demands	  will	  be	  higher	  to	  achieve	  a	  given	  power,	  as	  these	  assumptions	  
are	  violated.	  	  
	  
Interestingly,	  the	  powerscape	  visualization	  confirms	  our	  suspicion	  that	  intuitions	  about	  
power	  needs	  can	  be	  misleading.	  There	  is	  a	  strong	  nonlinearity	  in	  terms	  of	  participant	  needs	  
as	  a	  function	  of	  effect	  sizes.	  To	  achieve	  a	  given,	  high	  power,	  these	  needs	  are	  surprisingly	  
low	  when	  the	  effect	  size	  is	  reasonably	  high,	  i.e.	  higher	  than	  1	  SD.	  This	  is	  consistent	  with	  
everyday	  experience	  where	  dramatic	  group	  differences,	  such	  as	  the	  difference	  in	  height	  as	  
a	  function	  of	  gender	  are	  obvious,	  even	  if	  the	  group	  difference	  is	  small.	  Conversely,	  the	  
participant	  needs	  for	  effect	  sizes	  common	  in	  psychology	  and	  neuroscience	  –	  around	  0.25	  –	  
are	  much	  higher	  than	  commonly	  assumed.	  Having	  100	  participants	  is	  not	  a	  large	  number	  
and	  will	  yield	  power	  in	  the	  0.4	  range,	  which	  is	  about	  what	  we	  observe	  empirically	  in	  
psychology	  (Cohen	  1962,	  Rossi	  1990).	  To	  have	  sufficient	  power	  to	  detect	  a	  typical	  effect	  in	  
psychology	  will	  require	  on	  the	  order	  of	  about	  500	  study	  participants.	  To	  reliably	  detect	  
small	  effects	  in	  complex	  and	  noisy	  environments,	  the	  corresponding	  number	  is	  well	  in	  the	  
1000s.	  Importantly,	  the	  Powerscape	  visualization	  makes	  this	  immediately	  obvious	  even	  to	  
practitioners	  without	  a	  deeply	  sophisticated	  understanding	  of	  statistical	  nuances.	  	  
	  
The	  reason	  we	  focused	  on	  sample	  size	  as	  the	  other	  variable	  –	  besides	  effect	  size	  –	  to	  put	  in	  
the	  powerscape	  visualization	  is	  that	  researchers	  have	  limited	  control	  over	  most	  of	  the	  
factors	  that	  influence	  power.	  True	  effect	  sizes	  and	  population	  distributions	  are	  given	  by	  
nature.	  In	  addition,	  acceptable	  significance	  thresholds	  and	  the	  reliability	  of	  available	  
methods	  are	  given	  by	  the	  field.	  It	  is	  the	  sample	  size	  and	  the	  type	  of	  significance	  test	  to	  use	  
are	  the	  things	  that	  are	  most	  readily	  under	  the	  control	  of	  the	  researchers,	  and	  these	  are	  the	  
things	  we	  let	  the	  user	  pick	  in	  our	  program.	  	  
	  
An	  appreciation	  of	  power	  will	  only	  become	  more	  important	  in	  coming	  years,	  as	  there	  are	  
increasing	  calls	  to	  make	  the	  significance	  threshold	  more	  conservative,	  as	  researchers	  are	  	  
becoming	  ever	  more	  aware	  of	  problems	  like	  multiple	  comparison,	  selective	  reporting	  and	  
researcher	  degrees	  of	  freedom	  in	  general	  (Simmons,	  Nelson	  et	  al.	  2011,	  Gelman	  and	  Loken	  
2014,	  Simonsohn,	  Nelson	  et	  al.	  2014,	  Franco,	  Malhotra	  et	  al.	  2016).	  This	  development	  is	  
well	  reasoned,	  but	  will	  further	  exacerbate	  power	  demands.	  	  
	  
Luckily,	  there	  are	  technological	  solutions	  to	  many	  of	  these	  problems.	  For	  instance,	  
environments	  like	  Psiturk	  (de	  Leeuw,	  Coenen	  et	  al.)	  allow	  researchers	  to	  easily	  gain	  data	  
from	  thousands	  of	  participants	  online,	  allowing	  to	  reliably	  detect	  the	  presence	  of	  small	  
effects	  buried	  in	  plenty	  of	  noise	  (Wallisch	  2015).	  	  
	  
But	  first,	  one	  needs	  to	  gain	  a	  deep	  appreciation	  for	  the	  need	  for	  power,	  even	  if	  one	  did	  not	  
receive	  training	  in	  advanced	  statistical	  methods.	  We	  believe	  that	  intuition	  boosting	  tools	  
like	  Powerscape	  are	  a	  step	  in	  that	  direction.	  	  	  	  	  
	  



References	  
Brembs,	  B.,	  K.	  Button	  and	  M.	  Munafò	  (2013).	  "Deep	  impact:	  unintended	  consequences	  of	  journal	  rank."	  
Frontiers	  in	  human	  Neuroscience	  7.	  
Button,	  K.	  S.,	  J.	  P.	  Ioannidis,	  C.	  Mokrysz,	  B.	  A.	  Nosek,	  J.	  Flint,	  E.	  S.	  Robinson	  and	  M.	  R.	  Munafò	  (2013).	  
"Power	  failure:	  why	  small	  sample	  size	  undermines	  the	  reliability	  of	  neuroscience."	  Nature	  Reviews	  
Neuroscience	  14(5):	  365-‐376.	  
Chase,	  L.	  J.	  and	  R.	  B.	  Chase	  (1976).	  "A	  statistical	  power	  analysis	  of	  applied	  psychological	  research."	  
Journal	  of	  Applied	  Psychology	  61(2):	  234.	  
Cohen,	  J.	  (1962).	  "The	  statistical	  power	  of	  abnormal-‐social	  psychological	  research:	  A	  review."	  Journal	  of	  
abnormal	  and	  social	  psychology	  65(3):	  145-‐153.	  
Cohen,	  J.	  (1977).	  Statistical	  power	  analysis	  for	  the	  behavioral	  sciences	  (rev,	  Lawrence	  Erlbaum	  
Associates,	  Inc.	  
Collaboration,	  O.	  S.	  (2015).	  "Estimating	  the	  reproducibility	  of	  psychological	  science."	  Science	  349(6251):	  
aac4716.	  
de	  Leeuw,	  J.	  R.,	  A.	  Coenen,	  D.	  Markant,	  J.	  B.	  Martin,	  J.	  V.	  McDonnell	  and	  T.	  M.	  Gureckis	  "Online	  
Experiments	  using	  jsPsych,	  psiTurk,	  and	  Amazon	  Mechanical	  Turk."	  
Flint,	  J.,	  P.	  Cuijpers,	  J.	  Horder,	  S.	  Koole	  and	  M.	  Munafò	  (2015).	  "Is	  there	  an	  excess	  of	  significant	  findings	  in	  
published	  studies	  of	  psychotherapy	  for	  depression?"	  Psychological	  medicine	  45(02):	  439-‐446.	  
Franco,	  A.,	  N.	  Malhotra	  and	  G.	  Simonovits	  (2016).	  "Underreporting	  in	  Psychology	  Experiments	  Evidence	  
From	  a	  Study	  Registry."	  Social	  Psychological	  and	  Personality	  Science	  7(1):	  8-‐12.	  
Gelman,	  A.	  and	  E.	  Loken	  (2014).	  "The	  statistical	  crisis	  in	  science."	  American	  Scientist	  102(6):	  460.	  
Ioannidis,	  J.	  P.	  (2005).	  "Why	  most	  published	  research	  findings	  are	  false."	  PLoS	  Medicine	  /	  Public	  Library	  
of	  Science	  2(8):	  e124.	  
Kraemer,	  H.	  C.	  and	  C.	  Blasey	  (2015).	  How	  many	  subjects?:	  Statistical	  power	  analysis	  in	  research,	  Sage	  
Publications.	  
Maxwell,	  S.	  E.	  (2004).	  "The	  persistence	  of	  underpowered	  studies	  in	  psychological	  research:	  causes,	  
consequences,	  and	  remedies."	  Psychological	  methods	  9(2):	  147.	  
Moher,	  D.,	  C.	  S.	  Dulberg	  and	  G.	  A.	  Wells	  (1994).	  "Statistical	  power,	  sample	  size,	  and	  their	  reporting	  in	  
randomized	  controlled	  trials."	  Jama	  272(2):	  122-‐124.	  
Rossi,	  J.	  S.	  (1990).	  "Statistical	  power	  of	  psychological	  research:	  What	  have	  we	  gained	  in	  20	  years?"	  
Journal	  of	  consulting	  and	  clinical	  psychology	  58(5):	  646.	  
Schoenfeld,	  J.	  D.	  and	  J.	  P.	  Ioannidis	  (2013).	  "Is	  everything	  we	  eat	  associated	  with	  cancer?	  A	  systematic	  
cookbook	  review."	  American	  Journal	  of	  Clinical	  Nutrition	  97(1):	  127-‐134.	  
Sedlmeier,	  P.	  and	  G.	  Gigerenzer	  (1989).	  "Do	  studies	  of	  statistical	  power	  have	  an	  effect	  on	  the	  power	  of	  
studies?"	  Psychological	  Bulletin	  105(2):	  309.	  
Simmons,	  J.	  P.,	  L.	  D.	  Nelson	  and	  U.	  Simonsohn	  (2011).	  "False-‐positive	  psychology	  undisclosed	  flexibility	  
in	  data	  collection	  and	  analysis	  allows	  presenting	  anything	  as	  significant."	  Psychological	  science:	  
0956797611417632.	  
Simonsohn,	  U.,	  L.	  D.	  Nelson	  and	  J.	  P.	  Simmons	  (2014).	  "P-‐curve:	  A	  key	  to	  the	  file-‐drawer."	  Journal	  of	  
Experimental	  Psychology:	  General	  143(2):	  534.	  
Téllez,	  A.,	  C.	  H.	  García	  and	  V.	  Corral-‐Verdugo	  (2015).	  "Effect	  size,	  confidence	  intervals	  and	  statistical	  
power	  in	  psychological	  research."	  Psychology	  in	  Russia.	  State	  of	  the	  Art	  8(3).	  
Tressoldi,	  P.	  E.,	  D.	  Giofré,	  F.	  Sella	  and	  G.	  Cumming	  (2013).	  "High	  impact=	  high	  statistical	  standards?	  Not	  
necessarily	  so."	  PloS	  one	  8(2):	  e56180.	  
Tsilidis,	  K.	  K.,	  S.	  I.	  Papatheodorou,	  E.	  Evangelou	  and	  J.	  P.	  Ioannidis	  (2012).	  "Evaluation	  of	  excess	  
statistical	  significance	  in	  meta-‐analyses	  of	  98	  biomarker	  associations	  with	  cancer	  risk."	  Journal	  of	  the	  
National	  Cancer	  Institute	  104(24):	  1867-‐1878.	  
Wallisch,	  P.	  (2015).	  Determinants	  of	  qualia	  of	  a	  profoundly	  ambiguous	  stimulus	  in	  the	  domain	  of	  color	  
vision.	  Annual	  Meeting	  of	  the	  Society	  for	  Neuroscience.	  Washington,	  DC,	  Society	  for	  Neuroscience.	  
Neuroscience	  Meeting	  Planner.	  
	  


