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Randomization

Our example based on MDAR standards: https://osf.io/2k3va/
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ReproAl Analyser
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3. Insert email

4. Start analysis
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Statistical analyses

Our sample calculation was based on previous research (reduction
from 18% to 14% in rates of victimization) (Skivington et al.,
2021), and a similar baseline victimization rate of 18% from a
small UK based pre-post study (Edwards & McIntosh, 2019).
Assuming 111 students in Years 3 to 5, an intracluster correlation
coefficient (ICC) of 0.02, and allowing for one school dropout per
arm, 10% student dropout due to ecither opt-out or loss to
follow-up, an 18% rate of victimization, and a relative reduction
of 22%, a trial involving 116 schools (58 per arm) would provide
90% power at a 5% significance level (a total of 12 828 students).

All analyses were intention to treat without imputation
(a complete case analysis restricting to pupils with responses at
both baseline and follow-up), with outcomes compared between
KiVa and UP groups using three-level regression models (allow-
ing for clustering between students within school, and between
schools within sites). Analyses controlled for school level stratifi-
cation variables (school size, proportion of students eligible for
FSM), key student characteristics (age, sex) as well as baseline out-
come measures (where collected).

For binary outcomes a logistic model was used, and the result
presented as adjusted odds ratios (ORs) comparing the odds of
an event in KiVa schools compared with UP schools. For continu-
ous outcomes, we fitted a linear-regression model and presented
results as difference in adjusted means (KiVa minus UP).
Multilevel ordinal logistic regression model was used to compare
TSDQ scales. Due to skewness in the TSDQ scales, data were cate-
gorized according to the clinical cut-offs (normal, borderline,
abnormal). Box-cox transformations were applied to skewed data
when necessary and Glass’s delta standardized effect size calculated
as the difference in means (KiVa — UP) divided by the standard

i= RESULTS

1.6 Data exclusions

The manuscript partially complies with the requirements for reporting on data
exclusions, mentioning primary and secondary outcomes and analysis methods but
lacking specific details on exclusion criteria and handling of missing data.

1.6.2 Exclusion reasons

If data were excluded, does the paper provide the exact number of exclusions
and the rationale behind them?

The manuscript mentions the handling of missing data and the intention to
treat analysis, which implies that data were excluded. However, it does not
provide the exact number of exclusions or a detailed rationale behind them.

Key sentences: (150 )( 151

1.6.3 Exclusion criteria m

Does the paper indicate whether exclusion criteria were pre-established?

The manuscript does not indicate whether exclusion criteria were pre-
established.
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Potential uses

1. Students: interactive learning about Al & open science
2. Authors: pre-submission support
3. Publishers: paper review, enhancing guidelines

4. Research: adherence and contextual variation
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