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Non-‐profit,	  incorporated	  2013	  

3	  foundaEon	  funders,	  $8	  million	  

Fully	  FOSS	  technology	  	  

No	  compeEtors	  

AcEviEes:	  Infrastructure,	  community,	  metascience	  

Mission:	  Improve	  
openness,	  integrity,	  
and	  reproducibility	  

of	  scienEfic	  research	  



Strategy	  

1.  Services	  to	  support	  exisEng	  workflow	  

2.  Enable	  good	  pracEces	  

3.  Nudge	  incenEves	  top-‐down	  and	  bo"om-‐up	  



Jeff	  Spies	  

Open	  Science	  Framework	  
h"p://osf.io/	  	  	  
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2.	  Enable	  Good	  PracEces	  

Openness	  
RegistraEon	  

Reproducibility	  
	  



3.	  Nudge	  incenEves	  top-‐down	  
and	  bo"om-‐up	  

Altmetrics	  
Disclosure	  standards	  
Registered	  Reports	  
Crowdsourcing	  

Badges	  
	  







4	  tacks,	  1	  objecEve:	  Disclosure	  	  

We	  report	  all	  data	  exclusions,	  
manipulaEons,	  and	  measures,	  
and	  how	  we	  determined	  our	  

sample	  sizes	  

1.  Self-‐disclosure	  

Leif	  Nelson	   Joe	  Simmons	  



4	  tacks,	  1	  objecEve:	  Disclosure	  	  

1.  Self-‐disclosure	  
2.  Voluntary	  response	  



4	  tacks,	  1	  objecEve:	  Disclosure	  	  

1.  Self-‐disclosure	  
2.  Voluntary	  response	  
3.  Journal	  Requirement	  



4	  tacks,	  1	  objecEve:	  Disclosure	  	  

I	  request	  that	  the	  authors	  add	  a	  
statement	  to	  the	  paper	  confirming	  
whether,	  for	  all	  experiments,	  they	  

have	  reported	  all	  measures,	  
condiEons,	  data	  exclusions,	  and	  how	  
they	  determined	  their	  sample	  sizes.	  
The	  authors	  should,	  of	  course,	  add	  
any	  addiEonal	  text	  to	  ensure	  the	  
statement	  is	  accurate.	  This	  is	  the	  

standard	  reviewer	  disclosure	  request	  
endorsed	  by	  the	  Center	  for	  Open	  
Science	  [see	  h"p://osf.io/hadz3].	  I	  

include	  it	  in	  every	  review.	  

1.  Self-‐disclosure	  
2.  Voluntary	  response	  
3.  Journal	  Requirement	  
4.  Reviewer	  Request	  



Registered	  Reports	   Review	  of	  intro	  and	  
methods	  prior	  to	  data	  
collecEon;	  published	  
regardless	  of	  outcome	  
	  

In	  use:	  
–  Perspec'ves	  on	  
Psychological	  Science	  

–  Social	  Psychology	  	  
–  Cortex	  	  
–  Fron'ers	  in	  Cogni'on	  
–  A8en'on,	  Percep'on,	  &	  
Psychophysics	  

–  Experimental	  Psychology	  
–  AIMS	  Neuroscience	  



Many	  Labs	  Project	  
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+	  Stepan	  Bahnik,	  Michael	  J.	  Bernstein,	  Konrad	  Bocian,	  Mark	  Brandt,	  Claudia	  Chloe	  Brumbaugh,	  
Zeynep	  Cemalcilar,	  Jesse	  Chandler,	  Winnee	  Cheong,	  William	  E.	  Davis,	  Thierry	  Devos,	  Ma"hew	  
Eisner,	  Natalia	  Frankowska,	  David	  Furrow,	  Elisa	  Maria	  Galliani,	  Fred	  Hasselman,	  Joshua	  A.	  Hicks,	  
James	  F.	  Hovermale,	  S.	  Jane	  Hunt,	  Jeffrey	  R.	  Huntsinger,	  Hans	  IJzerman,	  Melissa-‐Sue	  John,	  
Jennifer	  A.	  Joy-‐Gaba,	  Heather	  Kappes,	  Lacy	  E.	  Krueger,	  Jaime	  Kurtz,	  Carmel	  A.	  Levitan,	  Robyn	  
Malle",	  Wendy	  L.	  Morris,	  Anthony	  J.	  Nelson,	  Jason	  A.	  Nier,	  Grant	  Packard,	  Ronaldo	  PilaE,	  
Abraham	  M.	  Rutchick,	  Kathleen	  Schmidt,	  Jeanine	  L.	  Skorinko,	  Robert	  Smith,	  JusEn	  Storbeck,	  Lyn	  
M.	  Van	  Swol,	  Donna	  Thompson,	  Anna	  van	  't	  Veer,	  Leigh	  Ann	  Vaughn,	  Marek	  Vranka,	  Aaron	  
Wichman,	  Julie	  Woodzicka	  







Charter	  Adop%ng	  Journals	  
	  
Cortex	  
European	  Journal	  of	  Personality	  
Human	  ComputaEon	  
Journal	  of	  Research	  in	  Personality	  
	  

Journal	  of	  Social	  Psychology	  
Journal	  of	  Vision	  
Psi	  Chi	  Journal	  
Psychological	  Science	  



Charter	  Endorsing	  Organiza%ons	  
	  
Bio,	  Tech	  and	  Beyond	  
Center	  for	  Open	  Science	  
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figshare	  
Laura	  and	  John	  Arnold	  FoundaEon	  
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Network	  for	  Open	  ScienEfic	  InnovaEon	  
Open	  Science	  FederaEon	  
OpenfMRI	  
Prometheus	  Research	  
Psi	  Chi	  
PsychoPy	  
Reproducibility	  IniEaEve	  
Science	  Exchange	  
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Central	  issue	  
IncenEves	  for	  individual	  success	  are	  
focused	  on	  gekng	  it	  published,	  not	  

gekng	  it	  right	  



SoluEons	  

•  Transparency	  
•  DisEnguish	  confirmatory	  v.	  exploratory	  	  
•  ReplicaEon	  
•  Aggregate	  evidence	  
•  Narrow	  use	  of	  NHST	  

Sterling,	  1959;	  Cohen,	  1962;	  Lykken,	  1968;	  Tukey,	  1969;	  Greenwald,	  1975;	  
Meehl,	  1978;	  Rosenthal,	  1979	  



Challenges	  

•  Perceived	  norms	  (Anderson,	  MarEnson,	  &	  DeVries,	  2007)	  

•  MoEvated	  reasoning	  (Kunda,	  1990)	  
•  Minimal	  accountability	  (Lerner	  &	  Tetlock,	  1999)	  
•  I	  am	  busy	  (Me	  &	  You,	  2013)	  











New	  Problems?	  

•  Low	  power	  	  
•  QuesEonable	  research	  pracEces	  
•  Overabundance	  of	  posiEve	  results	  
•  Ignoring	  null	  results	  
•  Lack	  of	  replicaEon	  
•  LimitaEons	  of	  NHST	  

Sterling,	  1959;	  Cohen,	  1962;	  Lykken,	  1968;	  Tukey,	  1969;	  Greenwald,	  1975;	  
Meehl,	  1978;	  Rosenthal,	  1979	  



Support	  for	  Metascience	  and	  Open	  Tools	  



How	  to	  change	  the	  scienEfic	  culture	  

1.  Technology	  to	  enable	  change	  

2.  Training	  to	  enact	  change	  

3.  IncenEves	  to	  embrace	  change	  





•  Facilitate	  student	  research	  training	  
•  Increase	  precision	  in	  effect	  esEmates	  
•  Eight	  feasible,	  high	  impact	  studies	  	  
•  Sponsored	  by	  Psi	  Chi	  and	  COS	  
– $200-‐$500	  CREP	  Awards	  	  

•  Contact:	  Jon	  Grahe,	  graheje@plu.edu	  

CollaboraEve	  ReplicaEons	  and	  
EducaEon	  Project	  

Mark	  Brandt	  

Jon	  Grahe	  

Hans	  IJzerman	  



Reproducibility	  Project:	  Psychology	  

Perspectives on Psychological Science
7(6) 657 –660
© The Author(s) 2012
Reprints and permission:  
sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav
DOI: 10.1177/1745691612462588
http://pps.sagepub.com

Reproducibility—the extent to which consistent results are 
observed when scientific studies are repeated—is one of sci-
ence’s defining features (Bacon, 1267/1859; Jasny, Chin, 
Chong, & Vignieri, 2011; Kuhn, 1962; Popper, 1934/1992; 
Rosenthal, 1991),2 and has even been described as the “demar-
cation criterion between science and nonscience” (Braude, 
1979, p. 2). In principle, the entire body of scientific evidence 
could be reproduced independently by researchers following 
the original methods and drawing from insights gleaned by 
prior investigators. In this sense, belief in scientific evidence is 
not contingent on trust in its originators. Other types of belief 
depend on the authority and motivations of the source; beliefs 
in science do not.3

Considering its central importance, one might expect repli-
cation to be a prominent part of scientific practice. It is not 
(Collins, 1985; Reid, Soley, & Wimmer, 1981; Schmidt, 
2009). An important reason for this is that scientists have 
strong incentives to introduce new ideas but weak incentives 
to confirm the validity of old ideas (Nosek, Spies, & Motyl, 
2012). Innovative findings produce rewards of publication, 
employment, and tenure; replicated findings produce a shrug.

Devoting resources to confirmation instead of innovation is 
a poor investment if the original findings are valid. But the 
costs of accepting false findings are high as well. Burgeoning 
research areas could fruitlessly expend resources in the pursuit 
of false leads, and theories could rely on invalid empirical evi-
dence. A wise apportionment of resources between innovation 
and confirmation would take into account the reproducibility 
rate to maximize the rate of knowledge accumulation. How 

would resources be allocated if the reproducibility rate were 
90%? What about 30%?

There exists very little evidence to provide reproducibility 
estimates for scientific fields, though some empirically 
informed estimates are disquieting (Ioannidis, 2005). When 
independent researchers tried to replicate dozens of important 
studies on cancer, women’s health, and cardiovascular disease, 
only 25% of their replication studies confirmed the original 
result (Prinz, Schlange, & Asadullah, 2011). In a similar inves-
tigation, Begley and Ellis (2012) reported a meager 11% repli-
cation rate. In psychology, a survey of unpublished replication 
attempts found that about 50% replicated the original results 
(Hartshorne & Schachner, 2012; see also Wager, Lindquist, 
Nichols, Kober, & van Snellenberg, 2009, on reproducibility in 
neuroscience). In this paper, we introduce the Reproducibility 
Project: an effort to systematically estimate the reproducibility 
rate of psychological science as it is practiced currently, and to 
investigate factors that predict reproducibility.

The Reproducibility Project
Obtaining a meaningful estimate of reproducibility requires 
conducting replications of a sizable number of studies. How-
ever, because of existing incentive structures, it is not in an indi-
vidual scientist’s professional interest to conduct numerous 
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An Open, Large-Scale, Collaborative 
Effort to Estimate the Reproducibility of 
Psychological Science
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Abstract
Reproducibility is a defining feature of science. However, because of strong incentives for innovation and weak incentives 
for confirmation, direct replication is rarely practiced or published. The Reproducibility Project is an open, large-scale, 
collaborative effort to systematically examine the rate and predictors of reproducibility in psychological science. So far, 72 
volunteer researchers from 41 institutions have organized to openly and transparently replicate studies published in three 
prominent psychological journals in 2008. Multiple methods will be used to evaluate the findings, calculate an empirical 
rate of replication, and investigate factors that predict reproducibility. Whatever the result, a better understanding of 
reproducibility will ultimately improve confidence in scientific methodology and findings.
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Reproducibility	  Project:	  Psychology	  

•  178	  contributors	  
•  79	  replicaEons	  underway	  or	  completed	  
•  Grants	  up	  to	  $2,000	  per	  study	  available	  

•  Contact:	  johanna@cos.io	   	  	  



Support	  for	  Metascience	  and	  Open	  Tools	  


