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On October 11, 2011, I drove across Virginia to a social psy-
chology conference with my colleague and friend, Brian
Nosek. Because Brian had been away on sabbatical, it was our
first chance to discuss the unfolding news about the Diederik
Stapel case and the storm that seemed to be brewing on all
sides (see, e.g., Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012, this issue). In
particular, we talked about our growing worry that many psy-
chology studies were not replicable and our frustration with
our inability as scientists to know what was really going on in
our field because of various research and publication
practices.

And then we each confessed. No, not to fraudulent prac-
tices, but to the fact that we had each taken initial steps to try
to do something about improving our science. I had two things
in the works. The first, with help from Jeff Sherman, became
the Special Section on the Sizes of Our Science in the January
2012 issue of Perspectives on Psychological Science. The sec-
ond was a website where people could post the results of rep-
lication attempts. (My website, www.psychologyreplications.
com, was merged with the very similar but more sophisticated
www.psychfiledrawer.org developed by Hal Pashler and col-
leagues.) Brian asked, “What incentives will people have to
post there?” Good question. Although the website now has
many fun, interesting, and useful features and is visited often,
submissions of replication attempts have been sluggish, and
no one has taken me up on my offer to use those submissions
as a jumping off point for a meta-analysis in Perspectives.

Brian told me about the beginnings of the Open Science
Framework, of which the Reproducibility Project (see Open
Science Collaboration, 2012, this issue) was going to be the
first grand project. I asked him, “What incentives will people
have to use the framework or join the project?”” Well, Brian is
a much better social psychologist than I am: As of September
18, 2012, there were 329 subscribers to the discussion group,
more than 150 registered users on the private OSF site (per-
sonal communication), and, as you will see, over 70 people
invested enough in the project to be authors on this paper. (The
authors, you might note, include a large majority of men and,
on average, are quite young.)

Later in 2011, Hal Pashler, E. J. Wagenmakers, and I began
discussing the creation of the Special Section on Replicability
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in Psychological Science. Hal and E. J. started by inviting
eight papers for the section. At the same time, perhaps not sur-
prisingly, Perspectives received a surge of manuscripts by
other authors about replicability and related topics. Then,
when word got out that there was going to be a special section,
the surge became a deluge. I sent many unsolicited manu-
scripts to Hal and E. J.—some were incorporated into their
special section, but many were rejected as being either redun-
dant with what they already had or too far off the topic of
replicability. But three of the latter were too good for me to
pass up and they appear here along with one other as the Spe-
cial Section on Research Practices.

The first article, mentioned above, has 72 authors. It is by
the Open Science Collaboration and reports on the goals,
structure, and current state of the Reproducibility Project.
(The story of how this article ended up in Perspectives is a tale
unto itself.)

The second article, by Fiedler, Krueger, and Kutzner (2012,
this issue), takes issue with some of the drama and the calls for
remediation suggested in the Special Section on Replicability.
The authors argue that false positives and nonreplicability
should not be our major concern as scientists; rather, we need to
think seriously about the problem of false negatives—our fail-
ures to find effects that are actually there.

Stroebe, Postmes, and Spears (2012, this issue) describe
how fraud is and has been discovered in psychological science
and elsewhere. We all know that nonreplicability of a study
does in no way mean that fraud was involved in its production,
but we might suspect (or hope) that difficulties in replication
may help uncover fraudulent practices. The authors say that
doesn’t happen, and they explain how scientific fraud is typi-
cally uncovered (by whistleblowers) and how we can do
better.

Finally, Gullo and O’Gorman (2012, this issue) remind us
that problems of questionable research practices may go
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deeper than even doomsayers have suggested—in fact, they
may even go all the way down to the brain itself!
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