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Supplementary Materials B: Spearman’s ρ Assumption Checks
The following section contains the results of the assumption checks for the correlations presented in the report (both whole report pool and spilt samples by cluster check analyses). Consider the scatterplot in Figure B1, which illustrates an extreme example of monotonicity violation when a binary 1/0 variable is correlated with a ranked year variable. The scatterplot shows that the reports rated as “1” (i.e., yes) have a negative association from 2000 until 2005-2015 but then a negative from 2015 to 2000. This data violates the assumption of monotonicity because a line of fit decreases and then increases in value when connecting the data points. Alternatively, Figure B2 highlights a perfect monotonic association, whereby the reports published before 2010 were ranked “0” (i.e., no) and the reports published after 2010 were ranked “1” (i.e., yes). In this case the line of fit is monotonic because it maintains a positive association with no clear change of direction.
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Figure B1. Extreme violation of monotonic assumption
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B2. Perfect Monotonic Association.
Figures B3 through B5 display the relationships between and time and sample-size planning, time and random assignment, and time and multi-site sample use respectively. These scatterplots reveal no clear violation of the monotonicity assumption. The ρ coefficient in a general sense empirically assesses the assumption where ρ = 1 equates to a perfect monotonic association (Field, 2018) and thus the assumption is somewhat weak as highlighted by Glass (1965).
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B3. Time and effect size-driven sample size planning
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Figure B4. Time and random assignment
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Figure B5. Time and Multi-Site Sample Use 
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Y: Time/Year; X: Effect Size-Driven Sample Size Planning (all
procedures; 1:yes; 0:no)
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Y: Time/Year; X: Combined (group and person)
Random Assignment (1:yes; 0: no)
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Y: Time/Year; X: Multi-Site Sample Use (1:yes; 0: no)





