
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

When Replication Fails: What to Conclude and Not to Conclude?

Sleegers, W.W.A.; van Leeuwen, F.; Ross, R.M.; DeMarree, K.G.; van Beest, I.; Priolo, D.;
Martinie, M.-A.; Morvinski, C.; Verschuere, B.; Vaidis, D.C.
DOI
10.1177/25152459241268197
Publication date
2024
Document Version
Final published version
Published in
Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science
License
CC BY-NC

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Sleegers, W. W. A., van Leeuwen, F., Ross, R. M., DeMarree, K. G., van Beest, I., Priolo, D.,
Martinie, M.-A., Morvinski, C., Verschuere, B., & Vaidis, D. C. (2024). When Replication Fails:
What to Conclude and Not to Conclude? Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological
Science, 7(4). https://doi.org/10.1177/25152459241268197

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:23 Jan 2026

https://doi.org/10.1177/25152459241268197
https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/when-replication-fails-what-to-conclude-and-not-to-conclude(f2fec4bc-4cac-4463-9730-e0747cd51734).html
https://doi.org/10.1177/25152459241268197


ASSOCIATION FOR
PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCE

https://doi.org/10.1177/25152459241268197

Advances in Methods and  
Practices in Psychological Science
October-December 2024, Vol. 7, No. 4,  
pp. 1–12
© The Author(s) 2024
Article reuse guidelines: 
sagepub.com/journals-permissions
DOI: 10.1177/25152459241268197
www.psychologicalscience.org/AMPPS

Commentary

We conducted a multilab constructive replication of  
a seminal paradigm from the cognitive-dissonance  
literature—the induced-compliance paradigm through 
an essay task. According to cognitive-dissonance theory, 
participants who write a counterattitudinal essay under 
high choice should experience more dissonance and 
subsequently change their attitude more to reduce this 
dissonance than participants under low choice. Using a 
design based on Croyle and Cooper (1983), researchers 
from 39 labs recruited 4,898 participants to test this 
hypothesis, resulting in the largest cognitive-dissonance 
study conducted to date. Despite this effort, we did not 
find support for the hypothesis. No significant difference 
in attitude was observed between the high-choice and 

low-choice conditions. Nonetheless, we did observe that 
participants who wrote a counterattitudinal essay (high 
or low choice) changed their attitude, on average report-
ing a less negative attitude compared with participants 
who wrote a neutral essay.
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Abstract
In this commentary, we examine the implications of the failed replication reported by Vaidis et al., which represents the 
largest multilab attempt to replicate the induced-compliance paradigm in cognitive-dissonance theory. We respond to 
commentaries on this study and discuss potential explanations for the null findings, including issues with the perceived 
choice manipulation and various post hoc explanations. Our commentary includes an assessment of the broader landscape 
of cognitive-dissonance research, revealing pervasive methodological limitations, such as underpowered studies and 
a lack of open-science practices. We conclude that our replication study and our examination of the literature raise 
substantial concerns about the reliability of the induced-compliance paradigm and highlight the need for more rigorous 
research practices in the field of cognitive dissonance.
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We are grateful for the commentaries on this project 
and for the opportunity to discuss our findings and con-
clusions. Rather than discussing each commentary in 
turn, we focus on several topics that were brought up. 
Our aim is to respond to criticisms that were raised, 
discuss new findings that were revealed by a reanalysis 
of the data, and elaborate on what we think the most 
important implications are of our project.

What to Think After Our (Mostly) 
Failed Replication?

The commentary of Cyrus-Lai et al. (2024; CTU) centers 
around what should be concluded from a failed replica-
tion. We think this is an important first point to reflect 
on because there are several possible conclusions one 
can draw from the results we obtained.

Did we disprove cognitive-dissonance 
theory?

Some may argue that our failed replication does not 
disprove the theory of cognitive dissonance. We agree. 
We did not set out to prove or disprove the theory. 
Instead, our goal was to examine the replicability of one 
major paradigm. We know that many decisions go into 
setting up a study such as this, and we therefore antici-
pated disagreements with certain aspects of the design. 
We aimed to minimize concerns by having experts vet 
the design as part of the Registered Report procedure, 
but no matter which study we would have conducted, 
there would be limitations that prevent us from refuting 
cognitive-dissonance theory. In addition, by testing only 
a single paradigm, we left other paradigms as potentially 
powerful sources of evidence for the theory. Our ambi-
tions were merely to see whether we can reliably repli-
cate a single widely used paradigm.

Is our replication failure a false 
negative?

Large-scale multilab studies such as ours are impressive 
in some ways but less impressive in others. For one, the 
same study is run across multiple labs, and a limitation 
of the design could mean the same limitation applies to 
all labs, undermining its implications.

Did we successfully manipulate perceived choice?  
We implemented a widely used manipulation check to 
determine whether our choice manipulation affected the 
participants’ level of perceived choice. We asked partici-
pants about how much choice they felt over writing the 
essay and found that our manipulation influenced self-
reported free choice.

Harmon-Jones and Harmon-Jones (2024; HH) obser
ved that the mean of perceived choice for the low-choice 
condition was at the midpoint of the scale, indicating 
that on average, participants in this condition felt they 
had moderately high freedom of choice. They argued 
that the absence of low-choice freedom could explain 
the failed replication because the moderate-choice free-
dom could have caused them to experience dissonance-
related discomfort, motivating them to change their 
attitude. If these participants had perceived themselves 
as having low-choice freedom, they would not have 
changed their attitudes. Likewise, Pauer et al. (2024; PLE) 
commented on the assumption that choice perceptions 
are low unless participants are reminded of their choice 
freedom. They argued that perceived choice may be 
higher because of disclosures of voluntary participation 
in scientific studies and the experiences of choice in 
everyday life, such as when people accept browser 
cookies.

HH compared the average perceived-choice ratings 
from our study with those from a selection of published 
studies. They found that the average perceived-choice 
ratings from our study were higher than those from 
previous studies. We applied their approach to a larger 
selection of studies that reported perceived choice (k = 
61) based on a systematic search of the induced- 
compliance literature (see State of Cognitive Dissonance 
Research section). The results are shown in Figure 1.

As HH observed, the level of perceived choice in our 
low-choice condition was indeed higher compared with 
other studies. Nonetheless, nine studies (6.34%) from 
our sample reported a higher level of perceived choice 
in the low-choice condition compared with our low-
choice condition. Crucially, results of these studies were 
interpreted as supporting cognitive-dissonance theory.1 
This means that relatively high levels of perceived choice 
appear not to undermine the possibility of finding sta-
tistically significant evidence.

The idea that perceived choice must reach a certain 
absolute level to prevent dissonance reduction is not an 
established fact. Some authors have considered a linear 
relationship between attitude change and commitment 
(i.e., including choice; e.g., Brock, 1968; Freedman, 1963; 
Kiesler, 1971), whereas others have argued for an all-or-
nothing relationship (e.g., Beauvois & Joule, 1996; Brehm 
& Cohen, 1962). A debate on this topic gave rise to the 
literature on the role of commitment (Kiesler, 1971). 
However, no consensus has emerged on the exact rela-
tionship between commitment and dissonance reduction, 
perhaps because more complex research designs with 
more than two choice conditions are needed to ade-
quately capture the nature of the relationship.

Relatedly, PLE conducted a reanalysis consisting of the 
interaction between perceived choice and the conditions 
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on the postessay attitude. They found a positive rela-
tionship between perceived choice and attitude change 
in the counterattitudinal-essay conditions and a negative 
relationship in the neutral-essay condition. They con-
cluded that these findings are consistent with the theo-
retical underpinnings of the induced-compliance 
paradigm.

Note that the reanalysis by PLE is inconsistent with 
the view that choice and attitude change have an all-or-
nothing relationship. Their analysis rests on a linear 
relationship between perceived choice and attitude 
change. This further demonstrates that the exact type of 
relationship between perceived choice and attitude 
change is not agreed on.

We advise caution in interpreting PLE’s findings. First, 
as they themselves mentioned, their analysis was not 
preregistered and is therefore necessarily exploratory in 
nature. Second, this is, in essence, a correlational find-
ing, and thus, it is subject to third-variable explanations. 
Participants’ responses to the manipulation checks may 
have been influenced by variables other than the manip-
ulation. For example, strong attitudes are those that are 
relatively durable and impactful (Krosnick & Petty, 1995). 
In our study, participants who had strong preexisting 
attitudes may have both been less likely to change and 
felt less free in writing an essay that disagreed with their 
preexisting view. Alternatively, people who generally 
feel they have more control over their lives (i.e., indi-
viduals with a general tendency to report high perceived 
choice) might also feel less restrictive in changing their 
opinions and attitudes irrespective of dissonance. If so, 
we might also expect the interaction results observed 
by PLE, although this may not suggest that the attitude 
change among high-choice participants was a result of 

cognitive dissonance. Finally, even if the positive rela-
tionship between perceived choice and attitude change 
in the counterattitudinal essay conditions aligns with 
cognitive-dissonance theory, as claimed by PLE, it 
remains unclear how this theory accounts for the nega-
tive relationship between perceived choice and attitude 
change in the neutral-essay condition.

We pose these counterarguments not to dismiss the 
dissonance interpretation provided by PLE but to empha-
size that it is not the only possible interpretation of the 
correlational finding. We are sympathetic to the possibil-
ity that the experimental context may have changed over 
the last decades, resulting in different effects on partici-
pants’ perceived choice freedom when participating in 
studies of this type. Since the 1980s, there have been 
significant changes in laboratory settings. Ethical stan-
dards have evolved, and current consent forms emphasize 
freedom and autonomy more than in the past, as noted 
by PLE, possibly explaining the failed replication. How-
ever, induced-compliance studies with similar procedures 
have continued to be published in recent years (e.g., 
Cancino-Montecinos et  al., 2018; Cooper & Feldman, 
2019; Martinie et al., 2017; see also Table 1).

To summarize, skepticism about our results is war-
ranted given the findings related to perceived choice. 
Yet because of the absence of theoretical consensus on 
this issue and the potential for alternative explanations, 
we cannot assert that the failed replication is solely 
caused by this aspect of the design.

Post hoc explanations.  In response to our findings, 
several post hoc explanations have been offered to explain 
the failed replication2. How should one respond to these 
explanations? On the one hand, post hoc explanations 
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Fig. 1.  Rescaled perceived-choice ratings across studies. The solid vertical lines reflect the perceived choice observed in 
Vaidis et al. (2024). The vertical line in the right plot is the average perceived choice across both high-choice conditions.
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Table 1.  Sample Sizes and Open-Science Practice in the Previous Induced-Compliance Studies

Publication Study
Sample 

size Conditions
Sample size /  

condition Preregistered
Open 
data

Registered 
Report

Vaidis et al. (2024) 1 3,822 3 1,274.00 Yes Yes Yes
Cooper and Feldman (2019) 1 155 6 25.83 No No No
Cancino-Montecinos et al. (2018) 1 125 6 20.83 No Yes No
Martinie et al. (2017) 1 116 6 19.33 No Yes No
Randles et al. (2015) 3 140 2 70.00 No No No
Rodriguez & Strange (2014) 1 121 4 30.25 No No No
Vraga (2015) 1 216 4 54.00 No No No
Ellithorpe et al. (2014) 1 109 2 54.50 No No No
Martinie et al. (2013) 1 30 2 15.00 No No No
Voisin & Fointiat (2013) 1 84 4 21.00 No No No
Voisin et al. (2013) 2 85 4 21.25 No No No
Wakslak (2012) 1 86 4 21.50 No No No
Stalder (2010) 1 58 8 7.25 No No No
Starzyk et al. (2009) 1 308 9 34.22 No No No
Sénémeaud & Somat (2009) 1 52 3 17.33 No No No
Sénémeaud & Somat (2009) 2 40 2 20.00 No No No
Joule & Martinie (2008) 1 97 5 19.40 No No No
Harmon-Jones et al. (2008) 1 50 2 25.00 No No No
Bator & Cialdini (2006) 1 123 4 30.75 No No No
Bator & Cialdini (2006) 2 131 12 10.92 No No No
Gosling et al. (2006) 1 51 4 12.75 No No No
Gosling et al. (2006) 2 64 4 16.00 No No No
Gosling et al. (2006) 3 64 4 16.00 No No No
Martinie & Fointiat (2006) 1 121 10 12.10 No No No
Robertson (2006) 1 55 3 18.33 No No No
Jordens & Van Overwalle (2005) 2 91 8 11.38 No No No
Eisenstadt et al. (2005) 1 168 12 14.00 No No No
Friedman & Arndt (2005) 1 73 4 18.25 No No No
Eisenstadt et al. (2005) 2 62 3 20.67 No No No
Geher et al. (2005) 2 65 3 21.67 No No No
Gawronski & Strack (2004) 1 64 6 10.67 No No No
Gawronski & Strack (2004) 2 38 4 9.50 No No No
Joule & Azdia (2003) 1 80 4 20.00 No No No
Stone & Cooper (2003) 1 155 8 19.38 No No No
Stone (2003) 1 172 8 21.50 No No No
Jones & Ince (2001) 1 79 8 9.88 No No No
Harmon-Jones (2000) 1 20 2 10.00 No No No
Harmon-Jones (2000) 2 52 4 13.00 No No No
Stalder & Baron (1998) 1 88 4 22.00 No No No
Stalder & Baron (1998) 2 58 4 14.50 No No No
Cooper (1998) 1 100 4 25.00 No No No
Blanton et al. (1997) 1 91 6 15.17 No No No
Harmon-Jones et al. (1996) 2 20 2 10.00 No No No
Harmon-Jones et al. (1996) 3 22 2 11.00 No No No
Simon et al. (1995) 1 39 4 9.75 No No No
Simon et al. (1995) 2 33 3 11.00 No No No
Simon et al. (1995) 4 46 4 11.50 No No No
Aronson et al. (1995) 1 60 6 10.00 No No No
Aronson et al. (1995) 2 60 4 15.00 No No No
Beauvois et al. (1995) 1 200 8 25.00 No No No
Elliot & Devine (1994) 1 40 4 10.00 No No No
Elliot & Devine (1994) 2 72 3 24.00 No No No

(continued)
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Publication Study
Sample 

size Conditions
Sample size /  

condition Preregistered
Open 
data

Registered 
Report

Leippe & Eisenstadt (1994) 1 63 5 12.60 No No No
Leippe & Eisenstadt (1994) 2 117 5 23.40 No No No
Leippe & Eisenstadt (1994) 3 135 4 33.75 No No No
Fleming & Rudman (1993) 1 65 6 10.83 No No No
Pyszczynski et al. (1993) 1 45 4 11.25 No No No
Stice (1992) 1 45 3 15.00 No No No
Wright et al. (1992) 1 80 5 16.00 No No No
Losch & Cacioppo (1990) 1 60 4 15.00 No No No
Scher & Cooper (1989) 1 80 6 13.33 No No No
Tedeschi et al. (1986) 1 62 5 12.40 No No No
Tedeschi et al. (1986) 2 52 5 10.40 No No No
Elkin & Leippe (1986) 1 40 4 10.00 No No No
Gaes et al. (1986) 1 80 8 10.00 No No No
Baumeister & Tice (1984) 2 30 3 10.00 No No No
Baumeister & Tice (1984) 3 64 6 10.67 No No No
Croyle and Cooper (1983) 1 30 3 10.00 No No No
Croyle and Cooper (1983) 2 30 3 10.00 No No No
Cooper & Mackie (1983) 1 42 4 10.50 No No No
Steele & Liu (1983) 1 76 6 12.67 No No No
Steele & Liu (1983) 3 24 4 6.00 No No No
Steele et al. (1981) 1 64 8 8.00 No No No
Steele et al. (1981) 2 45 6 7.50 No No No
Stroebe & Diehl (1981) 1 67 5 13.40 No No No
Stroebe & Diehl (1981) 3 52 5 10.40 No No No
Cotton & Hieser (1980) 1 64 8 8.00 No No No
Scheier & Carver (1980) 1 58 4 14.50 No No No
Scheier & Carver (1980) 2 129 4 32.25 No No No
Scheier & Carver (1980) 3 54 4 13.50 No No No
Higgins et al. (1979) 1 70 7 10.00 No No No
Cooper, Zanna, & Taves (1978) 1 60 6 10.00 No No No
Cooper, Fazio & Rhodewalt (1978) 1 33 4 8.25 No No No
Fazio et al. (1977) 1 48 6 8.00 No No No
Zanna & Aziza (1976) 1 34 8 4.25 No No No
Zanna & Aziza (1976) 2 81 7 11.57 No No No
Norman & Watson (1976) 2 106 8 13.25 No No No
Drachman & Worchel (1976) 1 72 6 12.00 No No No
Apsler (1976) 1 60 4 15.00 No No No
Zanna and Cooper (1974) 1 70 7 10.00 No No No
Touhey (1976) 1 100 5 20.00 No No No
Ross & Shulman (1973) 1 64 4 16.00 No No No
Touhey (1976) 1 124 3 41.33 No No No
Snyder & Ebbesen (1972) 1 228 9 25.33 No No No
Hoyt et al. (1972) 1 77 4 19.25 No No No
Frey & Irle (1972) 1 146 9 16.22 No No No
Holms & Strickland (1970) 1 59 6 9.83 No No No
Bem & McConnell (1970) 1 48 3 16.00 No No No
Sherman (1970) 1 70 7 10.00 No No No
Sherman (1970) 2 50 5 10.00 No No No
Linder & Jones (1969) 1 84 6 14.00 No No No
Kiesler et al. (1968) 1 147 9 16.33 No No No
Linder et al. (1967) 1 55 5 11.00 No No No
Linder et al. (1967) 2 50 5 10.00 No No No

Note: Sample sizes are the numbers used by the authors for the analyses but not necessarily the total recruited participants. Sample size per 
condition is an average computed from the sample size divided per the number of conditions. 

Table 1.  (continued)



6	 Sleegers et al.

must be taken seriously because they could be explana-
tions that undercut some of the implications of a failed 
replication. Perhaps the induced-compliance paradigm 
does reliably replicate as long as one or more post hoc 
explanations are taken care of. On the other hand, post 
hoc explanations differ substantially in their evidential 
basis. Some post hoc explanations are supported by pub-
lished studies, whereas others are not. Explanations of the 
latter type may be interesting but are not persuasive with-
out evidence supporting their plausibility. This might also 
apply to post hoc explanations of the first category. Citing 
a single study or even a handful of studies to show that a 
factor is important in conducting dissonance studies is not 
necessarily strong evidence for that factor having substan-
tial and reliable causal effects. For example, the claim that 
we should have used shorter essays because there are sev-
eral studies that found this is more effective is not well 
supported. Those studies had much smaller numbers of 
participants in each condition and thus likely yielded inac-
curate effect-size estimates. Also note that we decided to 
replicate a study that for all intents and purposes has a 
strong evidential basis in the first place, yet we believed it 
was warranted to try and replicate that study.

In addition, post hoc explanations also risk making a 
theory unfalsifiable, particularly in the case of an under-
specified theory, such as cognitive-dissonance theory. 
To illustrate, consistent with the theory, there are often 
multiple ways for dissonance to be reduced. Aversive 
arousal caused by dissonance may be misattributed to a 
different cause, thereby preventing dissonance reduction 
(Zanna & Cooper, 1974), or other, unmeasured means 
of dissonance reduction could have occurred, such as 
trivialization (Simon et al., 1995). This underspecification 
risks making cognitive dissonance a nonfalsifiable the-
ory, as has been argued by others (e.g., Griffin, 2006). 
We should therefore be hesitant to develop additional 
ways for the theory to be unfalsifiable.

We also note the possibility that some of the post hoc 
explanations may be influenced by status-quo-based 
reasoning. Suppose that we had successfully replicated 
the classic effect. Would the objections about the study 
taking place during COVID-19 have been raised? Would 
the issue of essay length have been raised as a 
problem?

Our response here may be perceived as us dismissing 
the post hoc explanations too easily. Yet as CTU noted, 
typical responses to failed replications (e.g., context-
sensitivity defense, expertise defense) are not strongly 
supported by empirical data. CTU pointed out that meta-
analytic evidence shows little cross-site heterogeneity  
in overall replication failures, contradicting claims of 
context sensitivity. Likewise, indicators of scientific emi-
nence, such as publication records, do not predict rep-
lication results, undermining the expertise defense. 
Given this accumulating evidence against common 

rebuttals to failed replications, it seems justified to not 
engage with specific defenses and instead focus on the 
broader implications of our findings for the field.

Ultimately, post hoc explanations are possible con-
jectures, and we hope they stimulate theoretical and 
empirical efforts that improve the procedures and the 
understanding of the required conditions for observing 
dissonance effects, but they do little for us to change 
how we view the evidentiary value of our study.

So, what do we think we should conclude?

We conducted a Registered Report on the induced-com-
pliance paradigm. We had experts in the field collaborate 
on this project and had our design and analyses approved 
by several more experts before data collection. Yet we 
did not obtain the expected pattern of results. We believe 
that this is cause for significant concern.

HH raised the question whether the induced- 
compliance effect is weak. After all, if various factors 
such as a brief filler task before the essay task can pre-
vent the effect, then perhaps the effect is indeed weak. 
We think so. It is not sufficient to argue that it is possible 
to show the induced-compliance effect. Dissonance 
theory as we read and interpret it would predict an effect 
in our study. Our failed replication shows at a minimum 
that the effect is not reliably observed despite a large 
sample size, the participation of many different labs, and 
a vetted process in which the design and analyses were 
approved by experts. If there are contextual or method-
ological considerations that constrain when and where 
the induced-compliance paradigm will produce attitude 
change, then the theory needs to be more specific about 
articulating these constraints.

It is not just our findings that provide reasons for 
concern. We would be less concerned (and question our 
study much more) if we knew that our results go against 
the results of other preregistered and large-sample stud-
ies. However, an examination of the cognitive-dissonance 
literature reveals a scarcity of such studies.

The State of Cognitive-Dissonance 
Research

In 1964, Chapanis and Chapanis wrote,

It is rare to find in this area a study that has been 
adequately designed and analyzed. In fact, it is 
almost as though dissonance theorists have a bias 
against neat, factorial designs with adequate Ns, 
capable of thorough analysis . . . (p. 18)

HH claimed that the concerns of Chapanis and  
Chapanis (1964) have been addressed, citing Wicklund 
and Brehm (1976). Wicklund and Brehm, however, 
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focused mainly on theoretical objections to cognitive-
dissonance theory, such as alternative explanations and 
post hoc explanations. They indeed concluded that the 
cognitive-dissonance literature is fine; they wrote, for 
example, that the literature “is not of the post hoc vari-
ety” (p. 319). We are not so sure. Wicklund and Brehm 
did not focus on methodological limitations we now 
know to be vital for the reliability and validity of psy-
chological findings, such as adequate sample sizes, data 
sharing, and preregistration. Our impression of the dis-
sonance literature is that it is severely lacking in these 
practices.

To demonstrate the prevalence of methodological limi-
tations, we used the PsycINFO database to find studies 
employing the induced-compliance paradigm. Our initial 
search resulted in 440 published peer-reviewed empirical 
articles (see https://osf.io/4mz2j/). We identified articles 
using the compliance paradigm in which perceived 
choice was manipulated and the counterattitudinal- 
essay task was used. We similarly selected studies from  
Kenworthy et  al.’s (2011) meta-analysis and included 
them in the analysis. The final sample consisted of 104 
studies, for which we reported the overall sample size, 
number of conditions, average per condition, and 
whether several open-science practices were performed, 
including preregistration, data accessibility, and whether 
it was a Registered Report (Table 1).

The induced-compliance literature by means of the 
counterattitudinal-essay task spans more than 50 years. 
In these years, excluding our study, the (average) sample 
size per condition was 16.66 (SD = 10.13) and ranges 
from 4.25 to 70 with a median of 13.50 (95th percentile = 
33.60; 99th percentile = 54.49). Just two other studies 
shared their data publicly. None of the studies were 
preregistered or part of a Registered Report. Of course, 
we cannot expect these practices to be common in this 
old literature, but that does not matter. What matters is 
whether the literature presents a strong evidential basis 
for its claims. Looking at Table 1, we get the same 
impression that Chapanis and Chapanis had of the litera-
ture in 1964.

About the Necessity of Open Science  
in Cognitive-Dissonance Research

HH wrote that the literature has provided much evidence 
consistent with predictions from cognitive-dissonance 
theory, but the replication crisis has demonstrated that 
hundreds of experiments may not necessarily mean 
strong evidence (e.g., Hagger et  al., 2016; McCarthy 
et al., 2018; O’Donnell et al., 2018). There is evidence 
that multiple phenomena in psychology, each ostensibly 
supported by dozens if not hundreds of studies, may 
have been Type 1 errors (also see CTU’s commentary). 

Is the field of cognitive dissonance full of Type 1 errors? 
It might very well be. Without open-science practices 
and preregistration in particular, it is possible for Type 
1 errors to become prevalent. In fact, assuming an 
already inflated effect size in social psychology of d = 
0.43 (Richard et al., 2003), a two-sample t test requires 
a sample size of 86 participants per cell for 80% power 
and an alpha of 5%. No study from Table 1 reaches this 
number except ours. Unless effect sizes in this literature 
are much higher, this implies that the majority, if not all, 
induced-compliance studies are severely underpowered 
and that there is a file drawer of studies with nonsignifi-
cant results.

We agree with CTU that the strong signals provided 
by superior multisite samples and more rigorous analyses 
are and should continue to be the primary goal of rep-
lication. It seems clear to us that the cognitive-dissonance 
literature needs testing of its ideas using the most rigor-
ous experimental designs and statistical techniques. The 
literature is rife with hypothesis skepticism, focused on 
the possibility of alternative explanations explaining data 
patterns, but statistical tests of these ideas have not, in 
our perception, met the same standards. Greater statisti-
cal skepticism is warranted.

Although HH are concerned about the fact that “fail-
ures to replicate have the potential to unfairly discredit 
the field of psychology,” we think that the opposite is 
also true. Failures to refute can also discredit a field 
(Fanelli, 2010; Scheel et al., 2021). We assume that the 
goal of science is to achieve a better understanding of 
the world, not to preserve a discipline’s prestige.

The field of cognitive dissonance has a long and rich 
history, marked by numerous theoretical disagreements 
that have fueled intense scholarly debates. The field now 
needs to focus on improving its research methods. We 
argue for wider use of open-science practices in cogni-
tive-dissonance studies to match the field’s dedication to 
resolving theoretical disputes. This means preregistering 
studies, using larger sample sizes, and openly sharing 
data and materials. Without adopting these open-science 
practices, the field risks being filled with Type 1 errors.
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Notes

1. In one study, the effect on attitude was not statistically signifi-
cant, although in a follow-up analysis, it was. Furthermore, not all 
studies contained p values to assess whether the typical effect on 
attitude change was observed, but the results were always inter-
preted as consistent with cognitive-dissonance theory.
2. Despite our reluctance to engage with specific post hoc 
explanations of our null finding in the main text, below we 
offer several responses to the post hoc explanations offered by 
Harmon-Jones and Harmon-Jones (HH).
(a) Concerning COVID-19 and misattribution: First, several cog-
nitive-dissonance studies have found that when participants are 
familiar with an aversive stimulus (Stults et al., 1984) or if they 
questioned the relevance of the aversive source in their state of 
tension (Wright et  al., 1992), attitude change is still observed. 
Second, although our replication study was carried out after the 
second COVID wave, with individuals who already had inte-
grated COVID-mitigation behaviors into their daily lives, the like-
lihood that wearing a mask or specific settings generates a state 
of tension seems quite low. Third, the argument that participants 
misattributed their arousal to COVID and thereby produced a 
null effect should also apply to the effect of counterattitudinal 
behavior on attitude change, which we did observe.
(b) Concerning a nervous experimenter and misattribution: HH 
mentioned that one training video showed an experimenter speak-
ing quickly and seeming a little nervous, suggesting that it could 
have caused participants to misattribute their dissonance to this 

source, thereby preventing attitude change. We think this is unlikely 
because the study involved 39 laboratories with many different 
experimenters, some with experience running effective dissonance 
manipulations. In addition, the videos were often recorded at 
the start, so subsequent experience with running the study likely 
reduced any nervousness some experimenters may have had.
(c) Concerning the use of long essays: Croyle and Cooper (1983) 
asked participants to write “strong and forceful arguments” in 
support of or against the alcohol ban. Although they did not 
report the length of their participants’ essays, the request to write 
several arguments leads us to suspect that those essays were not 
limited to short statements as HH suggested we should have 
used in our study. Consequently, we chose to maintain a similar 
approach to ensure the replication was faithful to the original 
study’s methodology. The essays could hardly be described as 
long essays, however. We limited the desired number of argu-
ments (up to three) and the amount of time participants had 
to write their arguments (3.5 to 5 min). We do not believe that 
using this design constituted bad expert advice, as suggested 
by HH. Furthermore, enough time has passed for a consensus 
to emerge that writing relatively few arguments is necessary for 
a dissonance induction to work, shared by experimenters and 
reviewers involved in our project.
(d) Concerning the inclusion of a filler task: Even if a filler task at 
the start of the study could have caused some participants to per-
ceive the relevant cognitions as less important, as argued by HH, 
we would expect this influence to be equally likely in both the 
low- and high-choice conditions. In addition, if it is true a short 
filler task can eliminate the effect, it essentially would make cog-
nitive dissonance disappear in most natural situations. People are 
almost always doing something (washing dishes, folding clothes, 
feeding babies, etc.). If such prior tasks eliminate choice effects, 
then when could researchers see cognitive dissonance in real life?
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