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Direct replication is the best (and possibly only)
believable evidence for the reliability of an effect
(Simons, 2014 , p. 76)

Independent verification through replication is the founda-
tion of science. Observation of an effect becomes an estab-
lished and accepted finding only when it has been
duplicated many times by different research teams. Direct
replications are scientific studies that test the repeatability
of a previous finding by duplicating the design and methods
as closely as possible. Direct replications should not be con-
fused with conceptual replications that look for the same
effect using different methods and under different condi-
tions (see Derksen & Morawski, 2022). The value of per-
forming direct replications is that they help to establish
the generalizability of effects and help identify false positive
results (Nosek et al., 2022). This is critical for progress in
science as single-study findings are far from reliable. For
example, the Open Science Collaboration (2015) directly
replicated 100 psychology experiments and found that only
36% could be replicated, with effect sizes about half as
large as the original research. This surprisingly low repeata-
bility rate is thought to be a product of sloppy research prac-
tices (e.g., low statistical power) in combination with
publication bias - the finding that studies that fail to demon-
strate positive results are less likely to be published - and its
associated effects (i.e., questionable research practices,
such as selective reporting, HARKing, and p-hacking; see
Kerr, 1998; Simmons et al., 2011). Because psychological
assessment research is also susceptible to sloppy research
practices and publication bias (e.g., studies that fail to con-
firm the validity or reliability of a measure are less likely to
be published), psychological assessment tools that lack
validity or reliability might remain in use for much longer
than they should. Direct replication studies can provide
valuable information regarding the reliability of research
testing the reliability of psychological assessment tools.
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A Look Back to 2011

The year 2011 is considered a turning point for psycholog-
ical science and marked the beginning of what became
known as the replication crisis in psychology. For a long
time, the academic culture was such that little emphasis
was placed on repeating the methods of other researchers,
and if researchers wanted to look for the same effect they
needed to do it in a different (novel) way. However, the
publication of some seemingly implausible findings in
2011, in combination with journal editors’ unwillingness
to publish a refutation of those findings, resulted in a back-
lash from the scientific community and widespread discus-
sion about the problems inherent in academic publishing
(see Chambers, 2018). Central issues of concern were
publication bias, data sharing, open access, statistical
power, and questionable research practices (p-hacking in
particular). These issues were thrown into the public light
and the reputation of psychology as a whole was in crisis.

Throughout the 2010s, an increasing amount of research
was published that highlighted problems in modern
academic publishing and the importance of reproducibility.
Researchers became unafraid to highlight poor editorial
practices when they emerged, and journal editors started
to recognize dated editorial policies and implement
key changes to improve the quality (i.e., among others,
reproducibility) of work featured in their journals. This
replication crisis in psychological science might better be
described as a renaissance period, with some noting that
the scientific practices of psychologists have improved dra-
matically (Nelson et al., 2018). Many journals now explicitly
encourage submissions of direct replication studies (e.g.,
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Evolutionary
Behavioral Sciences), and researchers started going to great
lengths to ensure that important findings in psychological
science did in fact replicate (see e.g., Bouwmeester et al.,
2017; Klein et al., 2018; Vohs et al., 2021; Wagenmakers
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et al., 2016). Fuelled by this new recognition that replication
is illustrative of excellent research practices (and perhaps
by the severe reputational damage that journals might incur
from refusing to publish direct replications of research fea-
tured in their own journal), the indifference and hostility
toward direct replication appeared to be a thing of the past.

Where Do We Stand in 2023

To give a little perspective on how psychology has progressed,
it is worth providing a few examples of comments that we
have received from journal editors and reviewers when
attempting to publish direct replication studies to this past
year. In one example, combined with a recommendation
not to publish, a reviewer commented: “Direct replication is
indeed a powerful tool, but in itself, it is not generally publish-
able. To contribute to the field, replication should be used
with extension efforts.” Just as discouraging are the following
editorial comments: “A direct replication is nice but typically
not the purview of the journal and the mere fact that your
sample sizes are larger is unconvincing a case to be accepted
... and we have to prioritize studies that provide novel find-
ings ...” and “we cannot go back and un-do past publications
but instead, we, like science must move forward and hope/
pray that over time bad ideas will die ... perhaps you can
modify your paper into a brief report ... this would make
the minor contribution easier to swallow for the journal.”

Many readers will no doubt have had similar experi-
ences. There is a fair bit to unpack here, but the old fallacies
appear to be alive and well, including the quest for novelty
(rather than truth), disinterest in the replicability of results,
and content for (potential) false positive findings to remain
unchallenged. The first thing to point out is that direct repli-
cations do not represent a minor or inferior contribution,
but rather, have the same level of scientific value as the
original studies deemed publishable by the journal. Given
the problems outlined earlier (publication bias, researcher
bias), direct replication studies should be a priority for
journals, rather than something that is reluctantly accepted.
The second thing to note is that direct replications should
not typically be extended variations of the original design.
Even for simple cross-sectional research, adding more vari-
ables changes the study (e.g., boredom effects due to a
longer questionnaire) and the study no longer qualifies as
a direct replication. The third thing that warrants mention
is the convenience of declaring that replication is not the
purpose of a journal. Since independent verification through
replication is the foundation of science, then all scientific
journals should, in principle, be publishing replication stud-
ies. At EJPA, we very much consider ourselves a scientific
journal and encourage authors to submit direct replications
of studies previously published in the journal.
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What Is and What Is not Direct
Replication?

It is not possible to conduct an exact replication since there
will always be countless minor differences between any two
studies (Nosek et al., 2022) - the new sample is slightly
older, the laboratory wall is painted blue rather than red,
different pencils were used to complete questionnaires,
and so on. At first glance, this might appear to be a problem
for direct replication because the results of the original
study might be dependent on these unknown factors. How-
ever, these differences actually benefit progress in science
because findings that emerge only under highly specific
conditions that will never occur again are not particularly
useful to theory development or progress in science. Rather,
replication has been described as a theoretical commit-
ment: “A study is a replication when the innumerable
differences from the original study are believed to be irrel-
evant for obtaining the evidence about the same finding”
(Nosek et al., 2022, p. 722). For direct replications in psy-
chological assessment research, it is important to consider
the factors that are believed to be irrelevant. In particular,
new assessment tools are often developed for a particular
population and are not explicitly designed for all geograph-
ical regions. Therefore, replicating the study in a new world
region (even if identical methods are used) would not qual-
ify as direct replication, but rather, would fall under the
umbrella of a cross-cultural validation study. For example,
a questionnaire measure of “sense of humor” developed
in one world region might have little value in other world
regions given the strong connection between culture and
humor. However, if a questionnaire is developed with the
explicit intention of being valid across multiple world
regions, then direct replication would be appropriate in
any such region.

Direct replications differ from generalizability studies,
sometimes termed “conceptual replication,” which look
for the same effect using different methods and under dif-
ferent conditions (Derksen & Morawski, 2022). The term
conceptual replication has received some criticism for being
misleading (see Chambers, 2018) since methods are not
duplicated and therefore these studies do not really qualify
as replication. This is not to imply that conceptual replica-
tion is not also extremely valuable. Determining whether
findings emerge under different conditions and using dif-
ferent methods is essential to progress in science. However,
ideally, it should first be established whether a finding is
robust, before exploring its effects across settings and pop-
ulations. Both direct and conceptual replications provide
information about generalizability. In direct replication, if
the original finding is not replicated then this provides
information that something about the original setting
might have affected results and those results cannot be
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generalized beyond the very specific conditions of the orig-
inal study (or that results might represent a false positive
finding). In conceptual replication, if findings do not
emerge in the new conditions, then this provides informa-
tion that findings of the original setting cannot be general-
ized to the new one (or that the original finding is not
robust). Both are valuable, but direct replication appears
to be much rarer.

Direct Replication in Psychological
Assessment

In a previous editorial, we pointed out that inferential anal-
ysis in psychological assessment often differs from experi-
mental research (that typically uses a dichotomy of
rejecting or failing to reject a null hypothesis), and the
implications this has for the registered report publication
option at EJPA (Greiff & Allen, 2018). That is, psychological
assessment research might conclude that the validity of a
new measure is excellent, good, acceptable, questionable,
poor, or unacceptable. In other words, psychological assess-
ment research often uses a continuum (rather than a
dichotomy) to formulate conclusions about assessment
measures and this has implications for direct replication.
Let us say a new questionnaire is developed and the authors
use confirmatory factor analysis to demonstrate construct
validity, presenting a series of model fit indexes such as:
RMSEA = .08, CFI = .93, NNFI = .92, SRMR = .06. An inde-
pendent researcher takes a look at the questionnaire and
(on face value) the items appear somewhat confusing or
unclear and so decides to replicate the study in order to find
out whether the new questionnaire is in fact valid. The new
study provides the following estimates: RMSEA = .11, CFI =
.88, NNFI = .89, and SRMR = .10. In this example, the
researcher might conclude that the study is a successful
replication given that values are similar, but they could also
argue that it is a failed replication given that the new study
reports more imprecise estimates.

This is where the registered report option can be extre-
mely helpful. Researchers can submit a Stage 1 registered
report that pre-specifies the values required to have success-
fully replicated the result. For example, researchers could
specify that the original study reported values that fall in
the “good” range (RMSEA = .06-.08, CFI =.90-.95, NNFI =
.90-.95, and SRMR = .06 to .08). The researchers might
then specify that the RMSEA and CFI are the most critical
estimates for formulating conclusions about construct valid-
ity and should either one fall below this pre-specified range
then the study will be considered a failed replication. The
key point is that values can be specified and agreed on prior
to conducting the study, making the research conclusions
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much less ambiguous. For this reason, we strongly encour-
age those conducting direct replications in psychological
assessment to adopt the registered report format.

Conclusion

Independent verification through replication is the corner-
stone of science, and it is a shame that directly replicating
others’ work is often taken as a hostile act rather than a
desirable (and even flattering) part of the research process
(Nosek & Errington, 2020). Here at EJPA, we encourage
researchers to conduct direct replication studies in psycho-
logical assessment, and these can be submitted in the reg-
istered report format (preferred) or as a regular article.
Researchers can submit direct replications of previous
studies that have been published in EJPA but can also sub-
mit direct replications of assessment research published
elsewhere. Direct replications of research published in EJPA
have demonstrated sufficient quality to warrant publication
in the journal (as evidenced by the publication of the orig-
inal study), but direct replications of research published
elsewhere will need to demonstrate that the research is of
sufficient quality to feature in the journal. That is, the study
being replicated might have several weaknesses and not
meet quality standards at EJPA. Nevertheless, we will enter-
tain all replication studies and particularly encourage those
that aim to replicate original studies of assessment tools
that have been widely used for many years. In fact, we have
made several attempts to encourage the submission of
replication studies over the past few years (e.g., editorials,
editorial presentations, and “meet the editors” open meet-
ings at conferences). However, despite this explicit open-
ness toward replication studies, it is striking that we have
received so few of them. We hope this editorial encourages
authors to conduct replication studies in psychological
assessment research, and we look forward to receiving such
submissions in the future.
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