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Supplementary Materials 

Supplementary Text 
Interested readers can refer to the following Web sites for further information on the 

various research transparency initiatives, centers and activities described in the main text: 
 CONSORT reporting standards: www.consort-statement.org 
 STROBE reporting standards: www.strobe-statement.org/ 
 Psychological disclosure standards: psychdisclosure.org 
 U.S. clinical trials registry: clinicaltrials.gov 
 American Political Science Association ethics guide: 

www.apsanet.org/content_2483.cfm 
 Open Science Framework: openscienceframework.org 
 Center for Open Science: centerforopenscience.org 
 Catalogue of data repositories: re3data.org 
 American Economic Association online registry: www.socialscienceregistry.org 
 Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab: www.povertyactionlab.org 
 Center for Effective Global Action (based at U.C. Berkeley): cega.berkeley.edu 
 Experiments in Governance and Politics network, online site for preregistering 

research designs: e-gap.org/design-registration 
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