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This document contains results of the paper “Journal Data Sharing Policies and Statistical 

Reporting Inconsistencies in Psychology” concerning additional analyses of the prevalence of 

inconsistencies and gross inconsistencies over time. The exact R code we used to run these analyses can 

be found at https://osf.io/es5bv/.  

Study 1: Inconsistencies over Time in JDM and JBDM 

In previous research we looked at the trends of inconsistencies and gross inconsistencies over 

time in eight journals (Nuijten, Hartgerink, Van Assen, Epskamp, & Wicherts, 2016). Overall, we found 

that the prevalence of articles with inconsistencies showed a slight increase over the years, but the 

prevalence of articles with gross inconsistencies slightly decreased over the years. Here we investigated 

the trends in articles with inconsistencies and gross inconsistencies in JDM and JBDM.  

Figure S1 shows similar trends as in Nuijten et al. (2016), with one difference: in JDM, the 

prevalence of articles with at least one inconsistency and articles with at least one gross inconsistency is 

increasing per year that the article is published, but these trends are weak (b = 0.33, R2 = .04; b = .05, R2 

= .00, respectively). In JBDM, the prevalence of articles with inconsistencies and articles with gross 

inconsistencies is decreasing per year, but again these trends are weak (b = -0.84, R2 = .03; b = -0.16, R2 = 

.00, respectively). 
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Figure S1. Percentage of articles with at least one inconsistency (open circles) or at least one gross 

inconsistency (solid circles), split up by journal. The unstandardized regression coefficient b and the 

coefficient of determination R2 of the linear trend are shown per journal for both inconsistencies (incons) 

as gross inconsistencies (gross) over the years. The total number of articles with APA NHST results per 

year from 2010 to 2014 in JDM was 8, 17, 29, 31, 37, 32, 39, 38 and 32, and in JBDM it was 23, 23, 26, 

20, 21, 22, 33, 32, 35, 8. 

Study 2: Inconsistencies over Time in PLOS and FP 

In previous research we found that in FP the prevalence of articles with inconsistencies and 

articles with gross inconsistencies decreased over the years, but in PLOS the prevalence of articles with 

inconsistencies and gross inconsistencies increased (Nuijten et al., 2016). However, these trends were 

noisy, because we only had access to articles from 2000 to 2013 in PLOS, and from 2010 to 2013 in FP. In 

this study we collected data from more recent articles in PLOS and FP, so here we present the updated 

trends in the prevalence of articles with inconsistencies and gross inconsistencies over the years.  
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Figure S2 shows similar trends as in Nuijten et al. (2016), with one difference: in PLOS, the 

prevalence of articles with at least one inconsistency is no longer increasing, but slightly decreasing per 

year that the article is published (b = -0.14, R2 = .02). The prevalence of articles with at least one gross 

inconsistency in PLOS is still increasing per year (b = 0.55, R2 = .50). In FP, the prevalence of articles with 

inconsistencies and articles with gross inconsistencies is still decreasing per year (b = -2.3, R2 = .51; b = -

1.13, R2 = .84, respectively). 

 

Figure S2. Percentage of articles with at least one inconsistency (open circles) or at least one gross 

inconsistency (solid circles), split up by journal. The unstandardized regression coefficient b and the 

coefficient of determination R2 of the linear trend are shown per journal for both inconsistencies (incons) 

as gross inconsistencies (gross) over the years. 

Study 3: Inconsistencies over Time in PS 
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In previous research we looked at the trends over time in PS articles published from 2003 to 

2013, and we found that the percentage of articles with at least one inconsistency increased per year (b 

= 0.56, R2 = .32), but we found no clear trend for the prevalence of articles with at least one gross 

inconsistency (b = 0.02, R2 = .00) (Nuijten et al., 2016). Here, we updated these trends with information 

from PS articles published from 2014 to 2016.  

Figure S3 shows similar trends as in Nuijten et al. (2016): the percentage of articles with at least 

one inconsistency is increasing over the years (b = 0.44, R2 = .37). However, we now also see evidence 

that the percentage of articles with at least one gross inconsistency is increasing over the years (b = 

0.18, R2 = .15). 

 

Figure S3. Percentage of articles with at least one inconsistency (open circles) or at least one gross 

inconsistency (solid circles) in PS. The unstandardized regression coefficient b and the coefficient of 

determination R2 of the linear trend are shown per journal for both inconsistencies (incons) as gross 

inconsistencies (gross) over the years. 
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