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Supplementary Materials: Pilot Study Results  

 

Note: Description of scientific findings are abridged versions of the ones viewed by participants, which also 

included a brief topic introduction and methodological description of the study. Credibility scores of study 

findings were rated on 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The first outcome listed in 

brackets for each finding represents the plausible condition, while the second represents the implausible 

condition. 
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Pilot Study Results (OLS Models) 

 

Note: Columns correspond to OLS regression coefficients, with participant-clustered standard errors in 

parentheses. The dependent variable in both models is an index of credibility judgments scored on a 7-point 

scale, with positive values denoting higher credibility judgments. Study Outcome takes on the value of 0 if 

the scientific finding was rated as implausible and 1 if the scientific finding was rated as plausible, based 

on pilot data. Registered Report takes on the value of 1 for the presence of a registered report, and 0 for a 

non-registered report. Scientific Bias takes on the value of 1 for the presence of scientific bias beliefs and 

0 for its absence. For scenarios, we dummy-coded 10 vignettes with the “Atheists/Agnostics” scenario 

representing the reference value. Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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Pilot Study Results (Models Using Cross-Random Effects) 

 

Note: Columns correspond to regression coefficients from models with cross-random effects for 

participants and scenarios. The dependent variable in all models is an index of credibility judgments scored 

on a 7-point scale, with positive values denoting higher credibility judgments. Study Outcome takes on the 

value of 0 if the scientific finding was rated as implausible and 1 if plausible based on pilot data. Registered 

Report takes on the value of 1 for the presence of a registered report, and 0 for a non-registered report. 

Scientific Bias takes on the value of 1 for the presence of scientific bias beliefs and 0 for its absence. 

Significance levels: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

 

 

 

 

  



4 

 

 

Note: Columns correspond to OLS regression coefficients aggregating data across the pilot and main study, 

with participant-clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable in both models is an index 

of credibility judgments scored on a 7-point scale, with positive values denoting higher credibility 

judgments. Study Outcome takes on the value of 0 if the scientific finding was rated as implausible and 1 

if the scientific finding was rated as plausible, based on pilot data. Registered Report takes on the value of 

1 for the presence of a registered report, and 0 for a non-registered report. Scientific Bias takes on the value 

of 1 for the presence of scientific bias beliefs and 0 for its absence. For scenarios, we dummy-coded 10 

vignettes with the “Atheists/Agnostics” scenario representing the reference value. Significance levels: * p 

< 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.  
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Aggregate Analyses Results  

In line with our pre-registration, we report the results when aggregating the results from 

our pilot study and main study. We combined the two datasets (N = 2,300) and re-ran the same 

OLS regressions as our first and second models from the main paper, while including a fixed 

effect indicator for study origin (0 = pilot study, 1 = main study). Similar to before, our 

coefficient of interest for model 1 was the registered report variable, while the coefficient of 

interest for model 2 was the interaction term.  

First looking at model 1 on Table S4, the effect of RRs on credibility ratings was positive 

but not statistically significant, b = 0.018, SE = 0.032, p = 0.564. Looking at model 2, the 

interaction term between RRs and study outcome was negative but not significant, b = –0.043, 

SE = 0.051, p = 0.401. To examine whether the effect of RRs was reliably different across 

studies, we conducted an analysis with a specification similar to our first model, but now also 

including an interaction term between study origin and registered reports. The interaction effect 

for this model was marginally significant, b = –0.121, SE = 0.063, p = 0.056. As suggested by 

the results in the different studies, average marginal effects indicate a positive and statistically 

significant effect of registered reports in the pilot, but a negative and not significant effect in the 

main study.  

Moving to our exploratory analysis, we regressed credibility scores onto scientific bias 

beliefs, registered reports, and an interaction term between the two variables, while including 

study origin fixed effects. The interaction between RRs and scientific bias is again positive and 

significant, b = 0.236, SE = 0.066, p < 0.001. An analysis of the simple slopes indicated that 

while registered reports increased credibility ratings for those who view scientists as biased, b = 

0.154, SE = 0.050, p = 0.002, it had a negative but weak effect on credibility ratings among those 
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who do not view scientists as biased, b = –0.082, SE = 0.043, p = 0.056. In other words, we find 

the result of RRs reducing credibility of findings among those who are typically not skeptical of 

scientists to be inconsistent, and in aggregate, results suggest that most of the gains in credibility 

judgments of scientific findings conducted under RRs are realized by those who believe 

scientists are biased. 

 

 

 


