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The aim of this analysis was to count the percentage of hypotheses being supported and when they were not, within registered reports, in order to allow for comparison to levels published in the literature. 
A list of published registered report has been complied (September 2018) by the Open Science Framework (OSF): https://www.zotero.org/groups/479248/osf/items/collectionKey/KEJP68G9/itemPage/3/order/dateModified/sort/desc

[bookmark: _Hlk526267706]All items on the list were considered for inclusion into the count. Manuscripts were excluded if, no preregistered experiment was reported, or, if no reference to a preregistered methodology and analysis plan was documented, unless the journal or the study indicated that it was a (pre-)registered report. Inclusion in the count was as follows: For each registered report, we counted the number of clearly stated a priori, discrete, hypotheses that were pre-registered per experiment (e.g. 3 hypotheses in [1]). Studies could contain multiple independent experiments that were counted separately (e.g. 2 studies in [2]).  Supporting, supplementary or manipulation check hypotheses were not counted. We did not distinguish between absence of evidence and support for the null as this distinction was neither made in the majority of the registered reports we had analysed, nor in previously published estimates of null findings to which we compared our findings [3-4]. Our main analysis compared the percentage of counted unsupported hypotheses of all hypotheses counted to the percentage of null findings previously published, using a frequentist and Bayesian binominal test and a test-value of 0.3. For additionally information, replications and novel research were delineated within the registered reports surveyed. Count allocation data is available at https://osf.io/wy2ek/. 
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