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We thank the commentators for their productive discussion
of the Many Labs project (Klein et al., 2014). We entirely
agree with the main theme across the commentaries: direct
replication does not guarantee that the same effect was
tested. As noted by Nosek and Lakens (2014, p. 137),
‘‘direct replication is the attempt to duplicate the conditions
and procedure that existing theory and evidence anticipate
as necessary for obtaining the effect.’’ Attempting to do
so does not guarantee success, but it does provide substan-
tial opportunity for theoretical development building on
empirical evidence.

Every replication is different in innumerable ways from
the original. Evaluating high-powered replication designs a
priori provides an opportunity to examine whether the the-
ory anticipates that any of these differences will matter.
Then, the experimental result informs on the theory by

either (a) supporting the theory’s generalizability across
these presumed, and now demonstrated, irrelevant condi-
tions, or (b) challenging the present theoretical understand-
ing by showing that the effect does not occur under
presumed irrelevant conditions, or that it does occur under
conditions thought to be not amenable to obtaining the
result. Finally, exploratory analysis and post facto evalua-
tion of the outcomes provides fodder for the next iteration
of theoretical development and empirical evaluation. Direct
replication enables iterative cycling to refine theory and
subject it to empirical confrontation.

The commentators raise relevant points on this theme in
a variety of ways. Both Schwarz and Strack (2014) and
Ferguson, Carter, and Hassin (2014) note the important role
of theoretical analysis in the development and evaluation of
a direct replication. Monin and Oppenheimer (2014) point
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out how it is much too easy to overlook the role of stimulus
selection in research design. With the pervasiveness of
small sample research, this issue is difficult to address,
but there is substantial opportunity to redress the limitation
with larger sample research. Finally, Crisp, Miles, and
Husnu (2014) note the value of aggregating evidence across
investigations in order to produce the most accurate under-
standing of the size of an effect, rather than depending on
any single demonstration.

Many Labs was a large scale replication project with
many samples and settings. Nonetheless, it tested just a sin-
gle operationalization of these research paradigms. It pro-
vides some definitiveness on sample and setting variation
with those operationalizations, but is mute to alternative
operationalizations and contexts. These commentators point
out how much work is really necessary to triangulate in
understanding any particular effect. Such triangulation
requires more incrementalism to evaluate the boundaries
and generality of an effect than is presently tolerated in peer
review. A common reviewer insult is to regard a paper as
incremental by ‘‘merely adding to the cumulative evidence
for an effect.’’ We hope readers will take heed of the com-
mentators’ points and appreciate the complexity of psycho-
logical effects, and the value of evaluating their
reproducibility and theoretical interpretation through itera-
tive replication designs.

Specific Reactions to Commentaries

There are some points with which we would quibble. For
example: (1) Ferguson et al. suggested that other studies
may have interfered with the priming, but we did not
observe an effect even among those who received flag
priming first (t = .339, p = .735, N = 421); and, (2) Crisp
et al. suggested that a sizable portion of our sample may
have been imagining an ingroup instead of an outgroup
member because we did not check whether participants
were Muslim – however, the portion of Muslims in the pop-
ulations providing most of our samples is extremely low.
Nonetheless, we were agreeable with the major themes in
the commentaries, and we encourage others to explore
the Many Labs dataset to inspire new hypotheses and areas
for investigation (Data and materials available at: https://
osf.io/wx7ck/).

Ferguson and colleagues (2014) pointed out that the pre-
dictors in the moderation model for flag priming should
have been centered or standardized. We agree and thank
Ferguson et al. for the correction. Table S2 (https://osf.io/
v89rn/) provides the results of the hierarchical regression

models estimated on standardized predictors, when all
lower-order interactions and main effects are entered before
the critical 3-way interaction. The two 3-way interactions
testing the moderation patterns hypothesized are not differ-
ent from zero.1

There was one point to which we respond in more
detail. Schwarz and Strack (2014) suggested that the direct
replications in Many Labs were only technically equivalent
with no attempt in design or peer review to ensure that they
were psychologically equivalent – that is, likely to engage
the same psychological processes. They focused their atten-
tion on the replication of Schwarz et al. (1985), which was
not altered from the original. However, we note that origi-
nal materials were altered for other effects when we or
reviewers deemed it important for engaging the same psy-
chological process. For example, the original materials for
the quote attribution study (Lorge & Curtiss, 1936) exam-
ined evaluations of quotes attributed to Thomas Jefferson
and Vladimir Lenin, the latter target being less relevant
in 2013. We changed to a new quote attributed to George
Washington or Osama Bin Laden to maximize psycholog-
ical equivalence. Also, we adapted the materials for the
norm of reciprocity study (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1950) to re-
fer to North Korea rather than ‘‘a Communist country like
Russia.’’

Schwarz and Strack (2014) suggested that to conduct a
direct replication of Schwarz et al. (1985) we should have
altered the scale options because the original was designed
presuming average television consumption of somewhat
over 2 hr a day for Germans in 1983, and that Americans
in 2013 watch an average of more than 5 hr per day. We
did not make this change, running the risk articulated by
Schwarz and Strack that the replication could be ‘‘‘techni-
cally direct’ while missing the goal of realizing psycholog-
ical conditions that are comparable to the original study’’
(p. 7). However, Many Labs was not conducted on a repre-
sentative sample of US adults; most samples were primarily
college students.2 Eighteen to twenty-four year olds
watched approximately 3 hr of television per day in 2013
(MarketingCharts Staff, 2013), and we surmised that col-
lege students in that age range watch even less. The original
scale anchors may actually be quite appropriate for this
population. Further, the observed replication effect size of
d = .51 almost precisely reproduced the original effect size
(d = .50) leaving little evidential basis for a failure to repro-
duce the psychological conditions.

Schwarz and Strack (2014) also suggested that ‘‘the ob-
served variation in effect sizes may reflect the variables that
motivated the ‘Many Labs’ project and/or differential dis-
crepancies between the 1983 German scale values and
the actual behavioral frequencies in the samples used,

1 During post-publication review, a discrepancy was also noticed between our replication of the Jacowitz and Kahneman (1995) anchoring
procedure and the original. Ours converted a two-step item into a single response. To evaluate whether this could account for the
apparently larger effect size than the original investigation, we randomly assigned Project Implicit participants to our version or the
original version of the scenarios from our replication. The results indicate our version did lead to a greater effect size than the original, so
this discrepancy in implementation may explain why we found a stronger anchoring effect. Full analyses and materials are available on
the OSF page (see https://osf.io/wx7ck/).

2 There are other samples in the dataset, such as highly heterogeneous MTurk and Project Implicit samples, as well as international samples
that could be used to examine this issue in depth.
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which the authors decided to ignore’’ (p. 7). While Schwarz
and Strack are correct in principle, the variability in ob-
served effect sizes was homogeneous (Q(35) = 36.02,
p = .42, I2 = .19) suggesting that it could be accounted
for by expected sampling error as a function of sample size.

In sum, Schwarz and Strack (2014) offered a theoretical
interpretation of Schwarz et al. (1985) that highlights the
potential for non (or weaker) effect size because of a pre-
sumed difference in match between scaling properties and
average television watching, and anticipates heterogeneity
of the effect size across samples that have different average
television watching behavior. Neither of these occurred.
There are two possible explanations for why we observed
an effect that was nearly identical to the original finding.
On one hand, the design may have induced psychological
equivalence because the amount of television watched
across the Many Labs samples was similar to the original
study. On the other hand, this particular operationalization
of the effect may not be contingent on precisely matching
the scale to actual levels of behavior. Memory for the dura-
tion of activities and the frequency of habitual activities
both tend to be reconstructed rather than retrieved directly
and thus may be unusually malleable (Burt, 1992).

While we disagree with the particulars of the critique,
we do agree with Schwarz and Strack’s (2014) conceptual
point – it is important that experimental manipulations en-
gage the intended psychological process (whether in origi-
nal or replication studies). It can be difficult to evaluate
psychological equivalence because it is often not known
which features of a design are theoretically relevant, which
are relevant for correctly operationalizing a variable, and
which are effectively neutral. Explicit statement of the con-
ditions necessary to obtain a result and why these condi-
tions are thought to matter provides opportunities to test
these conditions. Replication ‘‘successes’’ and ‘‘failures’’ al-
low for refinement of the specifications which may have
both practical and theoretical value.

Closing

We close with a word of thanks to the original authors of
the effects examined in the Many Labs project. Our expe-
rience in gathering materials, soliciting feedback, and the
discussion following observation of the results was positive
and productive. Despite the status of replication as a central
value in science, it is still a rarity in practice (Open Science
Collaboration, 2012). As a consequence, it is not uncom-
mon for original authors to feel threatened or attacked by
replication efforts. None of the original authors for Many
Labs responded this way. They were uniformly supportive
and helpful. That does not mean that they always agreed
with our decisions or interpretations, but professional dis-
agreement is healthy for research progress. This experience
may be another signal that many, perhaps most, scientists
embrace the scientific norm of disinterestedness in which
getting it right takes priority over one’s prior claims or
beliefs.

Acknowledgments

This project was supported by grants to the second and
fifty-first authors from Project Implicit and by grant PRIN
2012-LATR9 N awarded to the third author. Ratliff and
Nosek are consultants of Project Implicit, Inc., a nonprofit
organization that includes in its mission ‘‘to develop and
deliver methods for investigating and applying phenomena
of implicit social cognition, including especially phenom-
ena of implicit bias based on age, race, gender, or other
factors.’’ RAK, MV, JC, SB, and BAN wrote the manu-
script; all authors commented, edited, or approved the
manuscript.

References

Burt, C. D. (1992). Reconstruction of the duration of autobio-
graphical events. Memory & Cognition, 20, 124–132.

Crisp, R. J., Miles, E., & Husnu, S. (2014). Support for the
replicability of imagined contact effects. Commentaries and
Rejoinder on Klein et al. (2014). Social Psychology.
Advance online publication. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/
a000202.

Ferguson, M. J., Carter, T. J., & Hassin, R. R. (2014). Com-
mentary on the attempt to replicate the effect of the
American flag on increased republican attitudes. Commen-
taries and Rejoinder on Klein et al. (2014). Social Psychol-
ogy. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/
a000202.

Hyman, H. H., & Sheatsley, P. B. (1950). The current status of
American public opinion. In The teaching of contemporary
affairs (pp. 11–34). New York, NY: National Council of
Social Studies.

Jacowitz, K. E., & Kahneman, D. (1995). Measures of anchor-
ing in estimation tasks. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 21, 1161–1166.

Klein, R. A., Ratliff, K. A., Vianello, M., Adams, R. B. Jr.,
Bahn�k, �., Bernstein, M. J., . . . Nosek, B. A. (2014).
Investigating variation in replicability: A ‘‘many labs’’
replication project. Social Psychology, 45, 142–152. doi:
0.1027/1864-9335/a000178

Lorge, I., & Curtiss, C. C. (1936). Prestige, suggestion, and
attitudes. The Journal of Social Psychology, 7, 386–402.

MarketingCharts Staff. (2013). Are young people watching
less TV? (Updated - Q3 2013 Data). Watershed Publishing.
Retrieved from http://www.marketingcharts.com/wp/
television/are-young-people-watching-less-tv-24817/

Monin, B., & Oppenheimer, D. M. (2014). The limits of direct
replications and the virtues of stimulus sampling. Commen-
taries and Rejoinder on Klein et al. (2014). Social Psychol-
ogy. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/
a000202.

Nosek, B. A., & Lakens, D. (2014). Registered reports: A
method to increase the credibility of published results.
Social Psychology, 45, 137–141. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/
a000178

Open Science Collaboration. (2012). An open, large-scale,
collaborative effort to estimate the reproducibility of psy-
chological science. Perspectives on Psychological Science,
7, 657–660. doi: 10.1177/1745691612462588

Schwarz, N., Hippler, H. J., Deutsch, B., & Strack, F. (1985).
Response scales: Effects of category range on reported
behavior and comparative judgments. Public Opinion
Quarterly, 49, 388–395.

Commentaries 309

� 2014 Hogrefe Publishing Social Psychology 2014; Vol. 45(4):299–311

Th
is

 d
oc

um
en

t i
s c

op
yr

ig
ht

ed
 b

y 
th

e A
m

er
ic

an
 P

sy
ch

ol
og

ic
al

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

or
 o

ne
 o

f i
ts

 a
lli

ed
 p

ub
lis

he
rs

.
Th

is
 a

rti
cl

e 
is

 in
te

nd
ed

 so
le

ly
 fo

r t
he

 p
er

so
na

l u
se

 o
f t

he
 in

di
vi

du
al

 u
se

r a
nd

 is
 n

ot
 to

 b
e 

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

 b
ro

ad
ly

.



Schwarz, N., & Strack, F. (2014). Does merely going through
the same moves make for a ‘‘direct’’ replication? Concepts,
contexts, and operationalizations. Social Psychology.
Advance online publication. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335/
a000202.

Published online May 30, 2014

Richard A. Klein

University of Florida
Department of Psychology
Gainesville, FL 32611
USA
E-mail raklein@ufl.edu

A New Etiquette for Replication

Daniel Kahneman
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It is good form to pretend that science is a purely rational
activity, an objective and unemotional search for the truth.
But of course we all know that this image is a myth. There
is a lot of passion and a lot of ego in scientists’ lives, rep-
utations matter, and feelings are easily bruised. Some inter-
actions among scientists are fraught, and the relation
between the original author of a piece of research and a
would-be replicator can be particularly threatening. The
purpose of this note is to propose rules for the interaction
of replicators and authors, which should eventually be
enforced by reviewers of proposals and reports of replica-
tion research.

I share the common position that replications play an
important role in our science – to some extent by cleaning
up the scientific record, mostly by deterring sloppy
research. However, I believe that current norms allow
replicators too much freedom to define their study as a
direct replication of previous research. Authors should be
guaranteed a significant role in replications of their
work.

Not all replications are hostile, and many are quite
friendly. However, tension is inevitable when the replicator
does not believe the original findings and intends to show
that a reported effect does not exist. The relationship
between replicator and author is then, at best, politely
adversarial. The relationship is also radically asymmetric:
the replicator is in the offense, the author plays defense.
The threat is one-sided because of the strong presumption
in scientific discourse that more recent news is more believ-
able. Even rumors of a failed replication cause immediate
reputational damage by raising a suspicion of negligence
(if not worse). The hypothesis that the failure is due to a

flawed replication comes less readily to mind – except
for authors and their supporters, who often feel wronged.

The difficult relationship of adversarial replication
could benefit from explicit norms of conduct for both par-
ticipants. One facet of the problem has already been
addressed. Norms are in place to guide authors of research
when they are informed that someone intends to replicate
their work. They are obligated to share the details of their
procedures and the entire data of their study, and to do so
promptly. Unfortunately, the norms for replicators are less
definite. In particular, there appear to be no rules to compel
replicators to communicate with authors. Many authors
have been surprised to receive, ‘‘as a courtesy,’’ a copy of
a manuscript, submitted or in press, reporting a failure to
replicate one of their findings. I believe this behavior
should be prohibited, not only because it is uncollegial
but because it is bad science. A good-faith effort to consult
with the original author should be viewed as essential to a
valid replication.

In the myth of perfect science, the method section of a
research report always includes enough detail to permit a
direct replication. Unfortunately, this seemingly reasonable
demand is rarely satisfied in psychology, because behavior
is easily affected by seemingly irrelevant factors. For exam-
ple, experimental instructions are commonly paraphrased in
the methods section, although their wording and even the
font in which they are printed are known to be significant.

It is immediately obvious that a would-be replicator
must learn the details of what the author did. It is less obvi-
ous, but in my view no less important, that the original
author should have detailed advance knowledge of what
the replicator plans to do. The hypothesis that guides this
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