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ABSTRACT 

Outside the natural sciences, the frequency of replications varies.  Given this 

inconsistency, it was important to understand how much of Human Factors research 

was being replicated and how often replications were being conducted.  Our results 

suggested that Human Factors researchers are conducting replications of their own 

work, as well as the work of others. However, these replications may not be labeled as 

such.  Also, our findings revealed that not all original findings have been replicated.  

Therefore, it is important for researchers to be cautious of any finding that has not been 

replicated.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Texas Tech University, Paul Derby, August 2009      

 

1 

 

CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As researchers we frequently attempt to better the integrity of psychology as a 

science.  Conducting replication research is one way that psychologists can help to make 

sure that their findings are robust and valid.   

Replication Types 

When a study is methodologically or conceptually similar to an earlier one, then 

the later study is considered a replication (Hendrick, 1990; Kelly, 2006; Lindsay & 

Ehrenberg, 1993; Rosenthal, 1993).  According to Hendrick (1990) and Kelly (2006), 

there are three ways in which a study can be replicated: exactly, partially, or 

conceptually.  Exact replications investigate the same construct using identical methods 

and measures.  Partial replications investigate the same construct, but with a 

combination of identical and modified methods.  Conceptual replications investigate the 

same construct, but do so with different methods and measures (Hendrick, 1990; Kelly, 

2006).   In each case, the study published later is considered a replication of the study 

published earlier (Bayarri & Mayoral, Hendrick, 1990; Fisher, 1974; 2002; Kelly, 2006; 

Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993; Neuliep & Crandall, 1993b; Rosenthal, 1993; Tsang & Kwan, 

1999). 
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Frequency of Replication 

Replication in the natural sciences.  In the natural sciences, a new finding is replicated 

many times (Hendrick, 1990; Schneider, 2004).  Doing so is considered “a natural and 

essential part of the business of doing science (p. 42)” (Hendrick, 1990).   

For example, Fleishman and Pons (1989) and Fleischmann, Pons, Anderson, Li, and 

Hawkins (1990) described a new process of nuclear fusion known as “cold fusion.”  

Afterward, researchers at many other institutions attempted to replicate this 

unexpected finding (Browne, 1989). 

Such attempts are beneficial.  Specifically, they help researchers adjust their 

confidence in a given finding.  If subsequent attempts to reproduce the phenomenon 

are successful, then researchers can increase their confidence in the finding (Hendrick, 

1990).  This is especially true if those researchers were able to reproduce the 

phenomenon despite variations in methods or procedures.  After all, if the phenomenon 

replicated despite such variations, then that provides evidence that it generalized 

beyond the conditions where it was first discovered (Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993). 

Unfortunately, researchers generally failed to replicate cold fusion (Browne, 1989). 

Consequently, confidence in that phenomenon decreased.  As such, attempts to 

replicate cold fusion helped to debunk results that apparently were spurious.
1
 

Replication in other sciences.  In many other sciences, replications seem to be 

uncommon (Bozarth & Roberts, 1972; Evanschitzky, Baumgarth, Hubbard, & Armstrong, 

                                                      
1
 To this date, it is estimated that over 3,000 studies have been published on the topic of cold fusion 

(Anderson, 2007), adding compelling evidence to both sides of the debate. 
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2007; Hendrick, 1990; Hubbard & Armstrong, 1994; Hubbard & Vetter, 1996, 1997; 

Hubbard, Vetter, & Little, 1998; Kelly, 2006; Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993; Schneider, 

2004; Smith, 1970; Sterling, 1959).  For example, several empirical studies within the 

business sciences have found replications to be rare.  Specifically, Hubbard and Vetter 

(1996) found only 266 replications out of 4,270 (6.2%) published empirical studies in the 

accounting, economics, finance, marketing, and management literature within a 21 year 

time period.  Similarly, Hubbard and Vetter (1997) found only 144 replications out of 

1,423 (10.1%) empirical finance studies within a 19 year time period.  Even a smaller 

percentage was found in the strategic management literature (5.3%) within a 19 year 

time frame (Hubbard, Vetter, & Little, 1998) and in the marketing literature (1.7%) 

within a 30 year time frame (Evanschitzky, Baumgarth, Hubbard, & Armstrong, 2007).   

Furthermore, the majority of the research evaluating the prevalence of replications 

within the psychological sciences suggests similar results.  For example, Sterling (1959) 

reported finding no replications in four volumes of psychology journals published within 

a two-year period.  Also, Bozarth and Roberts (1972) found only 8 replications out of 

1,046 empirical clinical and counseling psychology articles published between 1967 and 

1970.   

These results are not surprising given all of the factors that may discourage 

researchers from replicating.  First, replication is considered impractical.  Specifically, 

many researchers believe that they lack the time, subjects, or funds necessary to 

reproduce original findings (Smith, 1970).  Second, replication is considered risky.  After 
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all, if a replication produces different results, then it could decrease confidence in the 

original findings (Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993).  If so, then it might discredit some aspect 

of the researcher’s understanding of the phenomenon (Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993).  

Third, replication is discouraged by certain institutional elements.  For example, current 

methodological training focuses on the design of single rather than multiple 

experiments (Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993).   Furthermore, many journals prefer to 

publish studies that introduce original findings (Hubbard & Armstrong, 1994; Madden, 

Easley, & Dunn, 1995; Neuliep & Crandall, 1990, 1993a; Smith, 1970).  For example, 

surveys of journal editors (Madden, Easley, & Dunn, 1995; Neuliep & Crandall, 1990) 

and reviewers (Neuliep & Crandall, 1993a) revealed that neither group encouraged the 

publication of replication research within various disciplines outside the natural 

sciences.  This emphasis on the production of original findings may discourage 

researchers from pursuing replications outside the natural sciences (Lindsay & 

Ehrenberg, 1993).   

The anomaly.  Despite the factors that discourage replications, a small sector of the 

psychological literature contains evidence that replications are prevalent.  For instance, 

Neuliep & Crandall (1993b) found that 76% (N = 33) of 42 articles published in the 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology were replications.  Consequently, the 

authors even suggested that previous estimates of the number of replications within the 

psychological sciences (e.g., Bozarth & Roberts, 1972; Sterling, 1959) may have been 

“understated” (Neuliep & Crandall, 1993b).   
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The ability for Neuliep and Crandall (1993b) to find replications may be explained in 

the following way.  There is a possibility that Neuliep and Crandall (1993b) 

conceptualized the term “replication” differently than Bozarth and Roberts (1972) and 

Sterling (1959).  Specifically, Neuliep and Crandall (1993b) included several different 

types of replications in their search, especially replications that contain varied 

manipulations and/or procedures.  Of the 33 replications found by Neuliep and Crandall 

(1993b), all contained varied manipulations and/or measures, whereas none contained 

exactly the same manipulations and measures.  Therefore, it may be possible that 

Bozarth and Roberts (1972) and Sterling (1959) only conceptualized a replication as 

having the same manipulations and measures, hence failing to find many replications.  

However, neither study revealed the authors’ actual operational definition of a 

replication.  

Nonetheless, Neuliep and Crandall’s (1993b) results cast doubt on whether 

replications are truly uncommon within the psychological literature.  That is, even 

though researchers may not be exactly re-conducting previous research, they still may 

be replicating in other ways.  Therefore, it is important to collect more data and look for 

replications that may contain varied manipulations and measures, especially from sub-

fields within psychology that have not been examined.  

 The Present Study 

Two things are clear.  First, conducting replication research seems to be a common 

and encouraged practice within the natural sciences.  Second, the majority of the 
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literature suggests that replications are uncommon in the non-natural sciences (c.f., 

Neuliep & Crandall, 1993b)  

If replications are indeed as uncommon as some literature suggests, then researchers 

in the non-natural sciences would be unaware of the extent to which any given research 

may generalize.  Furthermore, researchers would be unaware of the extent to which 

they may place confidence in the validity or reliability of any given research.   

As Human Factors researchers, we are interested in understanding the extent of this 

potential negative impact within our own field of psychology.  Doing so would require 

an understanding of how many replications are conducted within our Human factors.  

However, no such data has existed. 

Accordingly, the present study investigated the nature of replication research within 

the Human Factors literature.  To do so, we identified eight articles that reported 

original findings (hereafter referred to as “parent” articles).  Then, we identified each 

article that referenced those eight parent articles (hereafter referred to as “child” 

articles).  Two coders compared the characteristics of each parent article with the 

characteristics of each of its child articles.  If the parent and child articles investigated 

the same construct, then the child article was considered a replication of the parent 

article.  Based on the majority of the literature within the social and business sciences, 

we expected that replications would be rare.   
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

 The methodology of this study is atypical.  For example, this study did not 

include human participants.  Rather, the primary investigator selected particular articles 

to use as “participants.”  Then, the primary investigator trained a secondary investigator 

to code various aspects of those articles.  Lastly, both investigators coded the articles 

and compared their results.   

Article Selection 

Two types of articles were retrieved: articles that reported original findings (i.e., 

parent articles) and articles that cited the parent articles (i.e., child articles). 

Parent articles. To select parent articles, it was necessary to make two decisions.  

First, what journal(s) should parent articles be drawn from?  Second, what year(s) 

should parent articles be drawn from? 

For this initial study, we drew parent articles from a single journal, Human Factors.  

This journal was chosen because it is considered one of the most respected journals 

within the Human Factors community (Dul & Karwowski, 2003).  Furthermore, it 

publishes a diverse set of research topics. 

To ensure the adequate passage of time since the publication of the parent article, 

we drew parent articles from the 1991 issues of Human Factors.  Between 1991 and 

2006 (Sept.), 43 parent articles in Human Factors were cited many times (M = 25.33, SD 

= 24.50, range = 1-109).  Accordingly, we expected that this 15-year time frame would 



Texas Tech University, Paul Derby, August 2009      

 

8 

 

capture replications, if they existed.   

Having made those two decisions, we used the ISI Web of Knowledge to identify 

every article that was published in the 1991 issues of Human Factors.  In addition, we 

used the ISI Web of Knowledge to determine how many later articles referenced each 

article published in the 1991 issues of Human Factors.   We chose the ISI Web of 

Knowledge because it included over 15,000 journals, thus optimizing our search 

(Thompson Reuters, 2008).   

Next, this population of articles was categorized into quartiles based on the number 

of citations received between January of 1991 and September of 2006.    For example, 

the first quartile contained parent articles that were cited 1 to 6 times (N = 10).  The 

second quartile contained parent articles that were cited 7 to 19 times (N = 11).  

Similarly, the third quartile contained parent articles that were cited 20 to 36 times (N = 

11), and the fourth quartile contained parent articles that were cited 37 or more times 

(N  = 11).     

Following, two articles were randomly selected from each quartile.  If an article that 

contained non-replicable material (e.g., theoretical discussion, field study) was selected, 

then another article was randomly selected from its respective quartile until an article 

that contained replicable material was drawn.  Altogether, this process was used to 

identify eight parent articles.   

Child articles. To locate child articles, we also used the ISI Web of Knowledge.  Within 

the ISI Web of Knowledge, we conducted a “cited reference” search for each parent 
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article.  These searches identified every article (i.e., child article) that made reference to 

the eight parent articles.  Non-empirical child articles were omitted from the results 

because they could not contain replications.   

Coder Training 

It was imperative that the two coders were well trained.  Consequently, they were 

provided with background material related to replication and they practiced coding 

articles. 

Background training. It was important for both coders to have the same 

understanding about the nature of replication research.  Therefore, the first coder (i.e., 

the primary investigator) trained the second coder about how to recognize a replication 

and to categorize the replication as being exact, partial, or conceptual.  This sort of 

practice is commonplace within studies that evaluate literature (Stock, 1994).   

Consequently, the primary investigator first read widely about the nature of 

replication.  Then, the first coder instructed the second coder about the nature of 

replication.  For example, the second coder read articles and book chapters that 

described the different types of replication (i.e., exact, partial, and conceptual 

replications).  Once the background training was complete, the second coder practiced 

identifying the different replication types.   

Coding Practice. The first coder selected four parent articles and four respective child 

articles that were not associated with the journal, Human Factors.  Three of those child 

articles represented either an exact, partial, or conceptual replication and the remaining 
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child article represented a non-replication.     

To help conceptualize the difference between a replication and a non-replication, the 

first coder highlighted necessary variables within the text of the eight practice articles 

(four parent & four child articles).  The highlighted items included the independent 

variables, dependent variables, and related statistics (e.g., effect size, power, t-statistic, 

F-statistic).  Also, the first coder reported these variables on a coding sheet (see 

Appendix for coding sheet items). 

Then, the first coder provided the highlighted articles and coding sheet to the second 

coder.  The second coder began by reading the parent article.  Afterward, the second 

coder read the first child article and used a separate coding sheet in the manner 

described below. 

First, the second coder reported the article number, the article authors, and the year 

of publication.  Next, the second coder reported the sample size, independent variables, 

and dependent variables.  After, the second coder reported the results of the child 

article as being “significant and in the same direction,” “significant but not in the same 

direction,” “not significant and in the same direction,” “not significant and not in the 

same direction,” or “not significant and direction not specified.”  The second coder then 

reported whether any of the previous information was the same as those in the parent 

article. 

If the information on both coding sheets was similar, then the second coder went to 

the next section of the coding sheet.  Here, the second coder reported the type of 
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replication (i.e., conceptual, partial, exact) used in the child article.  A justification was 

required for this report, which encouraged the coder to make an informed decision.   

Next, the second coder reported any available results of the child article, which may 

have included the p-value, effect size, effect size type, F-statistic, t-statistic, and power.  

On a 4-point Likert scale, the second coder reported the overall similarity of the sample 

described in the first child article to the sample described in the parent article (i.e., very 

dissimilar to very similar).  Using an even numbered rating scale forced the investigator 

to judge the two samples as being similar or not.  The second coder then listed 

similarities and dissimilarities between the parent and child article samples.  Lastly, the 

second coder repeated the preceding process for the remaining child articles.   

Coding 

The general coding process was identical to that used during training.  Child articles 

associated with a particular parent article were coded together and separately from the 

child articles that were associated with other parent articles.  Coders did not continue to 

a different set of articles until every article in the current group had been coded.  This 

avoided comparing a child article to a non-corresponding parent article.
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS & DISCUSSION 

Inter-rater Reliability 

It was important to establish that there was a high degree of agreement between our 

two coders.  Therefore, the inter-rater reliability was assessed by calculating Cohen’s 

kappa for categorical data (Cohen, 1988; Stock, 1994).  A value of .70 is an accepted 

value, and was the criterion in this study (Fleiss, 1981; Gardner, 1995; Landis & Koch, 

1977).  The obtained inter-rater reliability (к = .88) exceeded our criterion.  Because of 

the high level of rater agreement, subsequent analyses were performed on the data 

generated by the first coder. 

Were Human Factors Studies Replicated? 

Six out of the eight parent articles were replicated at least once.  In other words, 75% 

of the parent articles were replicated.   

There are two implications associated with this outcome.  First, Human Factors 

researchers are conducting replications, which contradicts the common belief that 

researchers in the non-natural sciences rarely replicate previous research (Bozarth & 

Roberts, 1972; Evanschitzky, Baumgarth, Hubbard, & Armstrong, 2007; Hendrick, 1990; 

Hubbard & Armstrong, 1994; Hubbard & Vetter, 1996, 1997; Hubbard, Vetter, & Little, 

1998; Kelly, 2006; Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993; Schneider, 2004; Smith, 1970; Sterling, 

1959).  In turn, this outcome provides more supporting evidence that replications do 

exist within the psychological sciences (Neuliep & Crandall, 1993b).  Second, 25% of 
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parent articles have yet to be replicated.  Perhaps the results of these parent articles 

should not be fully accepted until follow-up work has been conducted.  

How Frequently Were Studies Replicated? 

As seen in Figure 3.1, parent articles were replicated 0 to 10 times (M = 3.75; SE = 

1.41).  More importantly, four of the eight parent articles were replicated more than 

four times.   

This is a positive finding in that each time an article is replicated, the generalizability 

and/or the reliability of the findings are increased (Kelly, 2006; Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 

1993).  Therefore, by knowing that many of the parent articles have been replicated, we 

are able to place more confidence in their findings.   

 

Figure 3. 1  Number of replications per parent articles A-H (N= 30). 
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Is the Prevalence of Replications Correlated with the Prevalence of Citations? 

Results indicated that the number of replications for a given parent article was 

significantly correlated with the number of child articles that were associated with that 

parent article (r = .76, p < .03).  In general, as the number of child articles increased, so 

did the number of replications.  However, there were exceptions to this trend.  For 

example, there was a parent article with two child articles that was replicated.  

Were the Replications Successful? 

Traditionally, one of two things must happen in order for a replication to be 

successful.  Specifically, the null hypothesis must be rejected within the replicated study 

in the same direction and at the same alpha level (e.g., p < .05) as in the original study 

(Kelly, 2006; Rosenthal, 1993).  Alternatively, a replication could occur when neither 

study rejected the null hypothesis (Rosenthal, 1993).   

Accordingly, twenty-eight (93.3%) of the 30 replications were successful, leaving two 

replications (6.7%) that were not successful.  Of the two unsuccessful replications, one 

contained results that failed to reject the null hypothesis.  In the other unsuccessful 

replication, the null hypothesis was rejected in the opposite direction of the original 

finding. 

There are at least two potential explanations for finding so few unsuccessful 

replications.  First, the results in the original studies could be both valid and reliable.  

Second, other unsuccessful replications may exist but have not been published.  

Rosenthal (1979) referred to this phenomenon as the “file drawer problem,” which 
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suggests that there is a bias toward publishing “successful” (i.e., significant results) 

research within the scientific community.  Research that yields unsuccessful results can 

often be as informative as successful results. However, unsuccessful results are not 

always reported (Rosenthal, 1979). 

What Types of Replications Were Conducted? 

None of the replications found in this study were exact replications (i.e., used 

identical methods and measures).  That is, when a parent article was replicated, the 

replication was either partial (i.e., used identical and modified methods and measures) 

or conceptual (i.e., used different methods and measures).  Specifically, we found that 

there were 4 (13.3%) partial replications and 26 (86.7%) conceptual replications.  A 

binomial test indicated that partial (N = 4) and conceptual (N = 26) replications were not 

equally prevalent in our sample, p < .001.   

These findings are consistent with similar studies conducted in other disciplines 

(Hubbard & Vetter, 1996, 1997; Hubbard, Vetter, & Little, 1998; Kelly, 2006; Neuliep & 

Crandall, 1993b).  Specifically, Hubbard and Vetter (1996, 1997), Hubbard, Vetter, and 

Little (1998), Kelly (2006), and Nueliep and Crandall (1993) did not find exact 

replications within the business, behavioral ecological, or social psychological 

literatures, respectively.   

These results could be explained in one of the following ways.  First, successful exact 

replications do not offer any new information about the implications of the results 

(Hendrick, 1990; Kelly, 2006) despite the fact that they add confidence to the original 
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results under the same conditions (Hendrick, 1990; Kelly, 2006).  However, partial and 

conceptual replications not only add confidence but also expand the generalizability of 

previous findings (Hendrick, 1990). Therefore, the benefits of conducting partial and 

conceptual replications may have been more preferable than the benefits associated 

with exact replications (Neuliep & Crandall, 1993a).  Further research would be needed 

to confirm this conclusion.  Second, Neuliep and Crandall (1990; 1993a) suggested that 

journal editors and reviewers in the social sciences discourage replications.  One 

possibility is that journal reviewers and editors may be accepting partial and conceptual 

replications without realizing that they are replications (Neuliep & Crandall, 1993).   

To further examine this possibility, we identified the number of replications that 

included any variation of the word “replication” (i.e., replicate, replicated, etc.).  Our 

investigation indicated that 6 out of the 30 replications (20%) included the words 

“replication” or “replicated” within the article text.  Therefore, the remaining 24 

replications did not include a statement that the authors had replicated previous 

research.   

This suggests that authors may have purposefully chosen to omit any variation of the 

term “replication” in their article.  By doing so, authors may have been able to avoid a 

potentially negative reaction from journal editors on the basis that their research was 

explicitly a “replication.”   
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Who Conducted the Replications? 

Knowing who conducted a replication affects the confidence that we are able to 

place in that given area of research (Rosenthal, 1990).  Our results indicate that the 

original author(s) or coauthor(s) of the parent articles conducted 18 (60%) of the 30 

total replications.  Other authors conducted 12 (40%) of the 30 total replications.  A 

Pearson’s chi-square test determined that replications were fairly equally distributed 

between original authors and other authors, χ
2
 = 1.20, p = .273.   

These results suggest two implications.  First, authors seem to be replicating the 

work of others.  According to Rosenthal (1990), replications conducted by other authors 

are better than replications authored by the same authors because they offer more of 

an unbiased approach to the replication process.  Second, researchers also seem to be 

taking the responsibility of replicating their own research.  Even though this is a positive 

finding, this route is not as valuable as the first.  Rosenthal (1990) suggested that 

replications conducted by the original authors or coauthors may bias the replications.  

Factors such as similar training and related research interests among researchers may 

influence the results of a replication (Rosethal, 1990).  Nonetheless, replications 

conducted by original author(s) and coauthor(s) continue to contribute to the 

cumulative process of Human Factors as a science.   

Did Different Types of Authors Publish Different Types of Replications? 

 Three partial replications (10%) and 15 conceptual replications (50%) out of the 30 

total replications were conducted by the author(s) of the parent article or someone who 
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had co-authored a paper with the author(s) of the parent article.  On the other hand, 

one partial replication (3.33%) and 11 conceptual replications (36.67%) out of the 30 

total replications were conducted by someone other than the author(s) of the parent 

article or someone who had co-authored a paper with the author(s) of the parent 

article.  According to a two-tailed Fisher Exact Probability Test, the type of replication 

was independent of who authored it, p = .63.  Therefore, authors(s)/coauthor(s) and 

other authors conducted a fairly equal proportion of partial and conceptual replications.    
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

 Outside the natural sciences, the frequency of replications is variable.  Some 

literature has suggested that replications within the psychological and business-oriented 

sciences are uncommon (Bozarth & Roberts, 1972; Evanschitzky, Baumgarth, Hubbard, 

& Armstrong, 2007; Hendrick, 1990; Hubbard & Armstrong, 1994; Hubbard & Vetter, 

1996, 1997; Hubbard, Vetter, & Little, 1998; Kelly, 2006; Lindsay & Ehrenberg, 1993; 

Schneider, 2004; Smith, 1970; Sterling, 1959).  This lack of replication research could 

translate into decreased confidence in the research produced within the non-natural 

sciences.  However, other literature has suggested that replications occur more 

frequently than expected in the psychological sciences (Neuliep & Crandall, 1993b).    

Given this inconsistency, it was important to understand how much of the Human 

Factors research was being replicated and how often replications were being conducted.  

The present study was the first to investigate the nature of replication research within 

the Human Factors literature. 

The results of our study suggest the following.  First, Human Factors researchers 

conduct partial and conceptual replications of their own work, as well as the work of 

others.  However, it is not common for these replications to be labeled as “replications.”  

That is, many researchers did not state that they replicated previous research.  

Therefore, it may be difficult for the reader to recognize these articles as being 

replications.      

If researchers do not label their replications as “replications”, then it might be 
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difficult for other researchers to adjust their confidence in a research finding when they 

do not know that replications of that research exist.  This could be especially true for 

some conceptual replications that are not methodologically similar to their respective 

parent article.   Therefore, not making replications recognizable may negate the 

purposes of replicating, such as to increase the confidence in research and to generalize 

previous findings (Hendrick, 1990).    

Second, the number of times an article has been replicated is a function of how many 

times it has been cited.  Specifically, it is more likely that a Human Factors article has 

been replicated if it has been cited many times.  In the same regard, it is less likely that a 

Human Factors article has been replicated if it has only been cited a small number of 

times.   

Lastly, our findings revealed that not all original findings have been replicated.  Even 

though the majority of the original findings were replicated at least once, 25% of those 

original findings were not.  Given this, Human Factors professionals should be cautious 

of research that has not been replicated.   

However, these findings must be viewed in light of the study’s limitations.  First, it is 

unclear whether our results would transfer across journals or time periods.  Second, it is 

also unclear whether our results would replicate.  Therefore, future research should 

look further into the prevalence of replication research within Human Factors literature 

as well as the other sub-fields of psychology.   
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APPENDIX 

Replication Coding Sheet Items 

Section 1: Article 

1. Article Number: 

2. Author(s): 

3. Article year: 

Section 2: Method Variables 

4. Sample Size: 

5. List Independent Variable(s): 

6. List Dependent Variable(s): 

7. Are any of the variables the same? (yes, no [skip to section 4]) 

Section 3: Replication 

8. Replication type: (conceptual, partial, exact) 

9. Why? 

10. Describe statistical results (e.g., t/F-obtained, p-values, power, effect sizes, effect 

size types, other statistics) 

11. Effect: (significant –same direction; significant—different direction; not 

significant—same direction; not significant—different direction; not significant—

direction not reported) 
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Section 4: Subject Variables 

12. How similar are the samples? (very similar, somewhat similar, somewhat 

dissimilar, very dissimilar) 

13. Similarities / dissimilarities: 
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