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Recent awareness of the importance of rigor and robustness have deemed replication
efforts vital for scientific advance. Yet the value of replication projects may often be
undermined by post-hoc disputes with the original authors about the replication
outcomes, for instance, concerning data quality, unanticipated deviations from the data
collection protocol, or diverging implementations of the analysis strategy. In this
comment, we reflect on the tension between replicators and original authors and
advocate for analysis blinding as a means to prevent such unproductive post-hoc
discussions. Analysis blinding involves the alteration of data to remove the key effect of
interest while preserving all other aspects. This methodology allows for an assessment of
important properties of the data (manipulation checks, outliers, data quality) without
introducing bias or risking the perception of attempting to manipulate the results. We
discuss three replication studies we were responsible for in the Holzmeister et al. (2025)
project and demonstrate how to effectively blind data for each of them. We argue that
analysis blinding has the potential to prevent fruitless discussions and tension between
original authors and replication teams in replication projects while preserving a healthy

scientific debate.

Introduction

Replication studies are crucial to establish the credibility
of scientific claims. If the evidence supporting these claims
cannot be reestablished in repeated studies, it may indicate
that the purportedly discovered effects or relations are
mere noise or chance findings, or that they are not as robust
as initially assumed. However, replication studies are
costly-both financially and in terms of researcher time.
Compared to novel research, replication projects often in-
volve an additional layer of effort: communication with
original authors to leverage their expert experience, op-
timize the replication study design, and prevent post-hoc
disputes over the interpretation of the replication results.
However, while we fully support consultation with original
authors, we noticed that in practice this interaction can be
time-consuming and ineffective, as post-hoc disputes are
still common. In this comment, we share insights and ad-
vice for future replication projects regarding the interaction
with original authors after replication results are known. In
particular, we recommend analysis blinding as a methodol-
ogy that offers a chance to give an unbiased evaluation of
the replication data and analysis (Dutilh et al., 2019; Mac-
Coun & Perlmutter, 2015). Our suggestions are based on

and illustrated by our experience as one of the replication
teams involved in the Holzmeister et al. (2025) project.
The aim of the Holzmeister et al. (2025) project was to
replicate social science studies that were published in the
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (PNAS) be-
tween 2015-2018 and that were conducted on the online
data collection platform Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk).
The replications were high-powered, preregistered, and
kept as similar as possible to the original studies. The team
leaders’ strict emphasis on direct replication ensured that
the sampling platform, instructions, materials, and analysis
remained identical to those of the original study. This was
done to protect the project from concerns that hidden mod-
erators might influence the results of the replications. De-
viations from the original protocol were not allowed, with
changes implemented only in exceptional cases (e.g., if an
error was discovered in the original analysis). The original
authors were involved in providing feedback and approving
the replication protocols. These discussions took place be-
fore data collection for all replication attempts, with origi-
nal authors explicitly asked to confirm the correspondence
of the replication protocol to the original study. When orig-
inal authors raised concerns, their arguments were con-
sidered before the lead team made a final decision. If the
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original authors did not respond after multiple follow-up
emails, the lead team allowed the replication teams to pro-
ceed without permission. After the replication was com-
pleted and the data were analyzed, the original authors
were contacted again to review and approve the final repli-
cation report summarizing the results. When requested, the
original authors received access to the replication data and
the analysis code, and had the possibility to submit a com-
mentary on the project’s OSF page (https://osf.io/sk82q/)
that was published alongside the replication reports.

In the Appendix, we provide a detailed account of our in-
teractions with the original authors for the Holzmeister et
al. (2025) replication project, including their specific con-
cerns and our attempts to address those. We would like to
emphasize that all interactions we had with the original au-
thors as well as the project lead team were constructive,
pleasant, and respectful in tone. Yet for any issues raised
after data collection, it was impossible to consider the orig-
inal authors’ arguments in an objective manner, as both
parties were already aware of the replication’s success or
failure. The post-hoc problems identified by the original
authors mainly concerned data quality and coding errors,
both in their original scripts and in our replication scripts.
Problems with data quality manifested in high participant
dropouts in the replication attempts and a high percentage
of failed comprehension check questions. These patterns
raised questions about validity and echoed general quality
concerns regarding the MTurk platform (Chmielewski &
Kucker, 2020; Douglas et al., 2023; Peer et al., 2022, 2023;
Stagnaro et al., 2024). Coding errors were identified both
in the original studies (e.g., in the statistical model) and in
the replication analyses (e.g., in the preprocessing code).
While clear mistakes were rectified in the final analyses, it
is not guaranteed that the detection of errors is indepen-
dent from the outcomes. That is, people tend to evaluate
evidence less critically when it aligns with their preferences
(Ditto & Lopez, 1992) or beliefs (Lord et al., 1979) than
when it contradicts them, a tendency referred to as biased
debugging (see e.g., Poldrack, 2013; Stokes, 2013).

Potential Risks When Disputing Replication
Results

Our experiences in the Holzmeister et al. (2025) project
provide a telling illustration of the tensions between repli-
cation teams and original authors (see also Chatard et al.,
2020; Simons, 2014; Stroebe & Strack, 2014). On the one
hand, the conversations between original authors and repli-
cators attest to a healthy scientific discourse. On the other
hand, many issues were raised by the original authors when
they reviewed the final replication report - that is, after
they had seen the replication results. This timing, in combi-
nation with the project setup of conducting direct, pre-ap-
proved replications, severely limited our flexibility in incor-
porating original authors’ perspectives, however reasonable
given the situation at hand. We believe the tension is fed by
implicit assumptions from both sides, which are often per-
ceived as having conflicting interests.

In the worst case scenario, the replication team is ac-
cused of attempting a replication effort of insufficient qual-

ity, perhaps because they lack the necessary expertise, in-
vestment, or even have an interest in discrediting the
original findings. These potential risks can be mitigated
by preregistering the design and analysis plan and inviting
the original authors to provide feedback before data col-
lection - this was the approach used in the PNAS replica-
tion project. However, a pre-approved preregistration does
not safeguard against disputes arising from unanticipated
events (e.g., data collection needs to be repeated, changes
in the code are required). Conversely, the original authors
may be suspected of post-hoc explanations, biased debug-
ging, or even (unconscious) p-hacking in order to preserve
their effects. Critically, when replications fail, the original
authors have no opportunity to raise concerns and prove
their presence independently of the outcomes. These con-
straints can make the post-analysis discussions incredibly
unproductive and hinder the core scientific goal of assess-
ing whether or not an effect exists.

The core problem is not differing opinions on what con-
stitutes a valid replication (e.g., whether changes in the
subject pool or the “state of the world” affect compara-
bility), but rather the challenge of addressing data-depen-
dent concerns in an unbiased way. We believe that even in
the context of strict direct replications, some flexibility in
protocol deviations should be maintained-if justified inde-
pendently of the key statistical outcomes. For instance, if
comprehension rates show a significant decline from the
original study, a decision how to proceed (e.g., revise in-
clusion criteria) should be considered without knowledge of
the replication results.

To reduce tensions and encourage productive discourse,
original authors should have opportunities to raise con-
cerns, audit code, and propose data-based checks in a fair
and unbiased manner—before seeing the replication results.
At the same time, we believe the original authors should
have access to the replication data to identify and address
potential peculiarities, such as substantial quality con-
cerns.

Implementing Analysis Blinding in Replication
Projects

We believe that analysis blinding (Dutilh et al., 2019;
MacCoun & Perlmutter, 2015) can have great merit in repli-
cation projects, in addition to preregistration. The idea be-
hind analysis blinding is that the analysis is conducted in
two steps and managed by two independent teams: the data
manager and the analyst. The data manager receives the
real data and alters it in a way that any potential effect of
interest is removed by design (e.g., be shuffling values in
the outcome variable, or adding noise to the data). While
the effect of interest disappears in these blinded data, all
other information, such as responses to comprehension
questions or manipulation checks, stay intact. The blinded
data are given to the analyst who can then proceed to
develop the entire analysis pipeline. When the analysis
pipeline is finalized, the pipeline is registered, and the ana-
lyst receives the real data. The resulting analysis is fair be-
cause the analysis pipeline is shielded against potential bi-
ases driven by the eventual results. At the same time, the
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resulting analysis is also flexible in the sense that the ana-
lytic strategy can be adapted to peculiarities even after data
collection. This flexibility offers a key benefit as Sarafoglou,
Hoogeveen, and Wagenmakers (2023) found: analytic
strategies using analysis blinding lead to fewer deviations
than those relying on preregistered plans.

In the context of replication projects we propose to use
preregistration and analysis blinding in combination.
Specifically, a feedback round for the original authors could
be implemented after data collection but before revealing
the final data. The original authors would then receive the
blinded replication data and the finalized analysis pipeline,
but not the replication outcome. Based on these, the orig-
inal authors can express any concerns that can still be ad-
dressed in an unbiased manner. This would increase the
credibility of the submitted feedback. For instance, quality
concerns based on comprehension questions may receive
more weight when raised while blind to the results than
while the original authors know their effect did not repli-
cate. In the end, this procedure benefits both the replica-
tion team and the original authors. The replication team
can collaborate and accept reasonable changes from the
preregistered protocol suggested by the original authors.
The original authors are given a fair chance to criticize
the study and give an unbiased evaluation of the data and
analysis.

Analysis blinding can be easily implemented (see e.g.,
Dutilh et al., 2019, for guidance on how to effectively blind
data in common experimental designs in the social sci-
ences). In replication projects, the replication team could
serve as data managers and be responsible for the analysis
blinding. In the PNAS replication project, we took the fol-
lowing general analysis blinding strategy across all studies:
we shuffled the dependent variable while leaving all other
variables unaffected; for within-subjects designs, we shuf-
fled within subjects, for between-subjects designs, we shuf-
fled across subjects. If the dependent variable consisted of
multiple items, these were kept together per subject, al-
lowing, for instance, for the assessment of reliability. We
opted to alter the outcome instead of the experimental con-
dition assignment, as most manipulation checks and com-
prehension questions are based on the independent rather
than the dependent variable (e.g., did the manipulation of
stereotypicality of targets indeed result in difference in per-
ceived stereotypicality). Finally, shuffling the data, rather
than adding noise or replacing the actual data with ran-
dom values, has the benefit that the overall distribution of
the data remains intact and can hence be evaluated (e.g.,
baseline rates of sharing in economic games). Details on
the exact blinding procedure and its results for each in-
dividual replication study can be found in the Appendix.
In summary, applying a simple shuffling strategy, taking
into account the peculiarities of each individual design, re-
sulted in effectively removing the focal effect of interest
while allowing for meaningful manipulation and data qual-
ity checks.

Concluding Remarks

Replication projects form a crucial empirical tool to eval-
uate scientific reliability and robustness. Yet even in direct
replication projects, the exact implementation and analysis
are often not clear-cut. Post-hoc disputes between original
authors and replicators are common, either as part of the
project itself as in Holzmeister et al. (2025), or publicly
after the replication results are shared (see for instance
the academic (preprint) interaction about the ManyLabs
4 replication of the mortality salience effect; (Chatard et
al., 2020; Hoogeveen et al., 2023; Klein et al., 2022)). We
believe analysis blinding presents a powerful tool to pre-
vent fruitless disputes and tension between involved teams.
Sharing the blinded data from the replication study as an
intermediate step between data collection and the release
of final results allows original authors to provide feedback
on unanticipated peculiarities in the data or issues with the
analysis code, while remaining shielded from bias arising
from knowledge of the replication outcomes.

Analysis blinding is in most cases straightforward to im-
plement; as illustrated on the case studies here, shuffling
the dependent variable is often sufficient to remove the key
effect of interest yet retain information needed for qual-
ity control and manipulation checks. As the exact blinding
strategy requires some knowledge on the structure of the
data and design (e.g., within- or between-subjects), we
would recommend the data managers to be either the ex-
perts within the replication team themselves or be provided
with detailed instructions or a blinding script based on
dummy data.

Analysis blinding is not a panacea - it may not, for in-
stance, resolve fundamental differences in perspective be-
tween replicators and original authors on what qualifies
as a good (direct) replication. In the Holzmeister et al.
(2025) project, the lead team considered the data collection
platform (i.e., MTurk) an essential part of the replication.
However, some original authors argued that changes in the
subject pool on MTurk rendered the newly collected data
incomparable to the original data. Such divergent opinions
should ideally be resolved beforehand, or else accepted as
inherent disagreements. Nevertheless, analysis blinding
could still add an opportunity to assess the data quality and
subsequently make adjustments that both replicators and
original authors agree upon.

We believe any additional time and effort related to
blinding the data is more than compensated for by the time
and effort it may save on unproductive discussions between
the original authors and the replicators. It gives the origi-
nal authors a fair chance to voice concerns without the risk
of being perceived as trying to manipulate the results in
their favor. Above all, in our view, analysis blinding fosters
a more collaborative environment and hence may lead to a
more satisfying experience for all parties involved in repli-
cation projects.
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Appendix. Illustration: the Holzmeister et al.
(2025) replication studies

In the winter of 2018, the lead team of the replication
project (Holzmeister et al., 2025) recruited five research
teams to prepare (and potentially execute) 41 replication
protocols for online social science studies conducted on
MTurk and published in the Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences (PNAS). The study designs were high-
powered and kept as similar as possible to the original ones.
Materials and code from the original studies were used
whenever available and changes in the protocol were im-
plemented only when absolutely necessary (e.g., in cases
of inaccessible original materials). All replication protocols
were sent to the original authors and preregistered upon
approval. The 41 target replications then entered the online
decision markets, in which social scientists (n = 162)
traded on the replication outcomes. The top 12 studies with
the highest and the bottom 12 studies with the lowest fi-
nal market prices, plus two randomly chosen studies, were
selected for the actual replications. After the data for these
26 studies were collected, the replication teams conducted
the preregistered analyses that were cross-validated by the
lead team. The primary indicator of replication success was
a statistically significant effect in the hypothesized direc-
tion with a = .05. The final replication reports were then
sent to the original authors for approval.

Our team was responsible for six of the 26 conducted
replications; initially, one of which was qualified as a suc-
cessful replication (i.e., showed a significant effect in the
hypothesized direction) and five of which were qualified as
failed replications. For three of the five initially unsuccess-
ful replications, that is, the studies by Morris et al. (2017),
Jordan et al. (2016), and Reeck, Wall, and Johnson (2017),
we had intensive exchange with the original authors after
we sent them the replication reports. In the following we
will briefly describe these three case studies in which prob-
lems were raised by the original authors after the data were
analyzed and the non-significant results were communi-
cated.

Disclosure: Data availability and code

Readers can access the R code to blind the data and con-
duct all analyses (including all figures), in our OSF folder at:
https://osf.io/h2feg/. The replication data and the replica-
tion reports can be found on the project page by Holzmeis-
ter et al. (2025) at: https://osf.io/sk82q/.

Discussions with original authors

The original authors from the Morris et al. (2017) study
expressed concerns regarding the quality of the data. These
concerns had already been raised prior to data collection,

when the authors were invited to review the preregistra-
tion, and were raised again when reviewing the final repli-
cation report. The general policy for safeguarding the qual-
ity of the data in the replications involved applying the
same inclusion/exclusion criteria as the original study (e.g.,
based on attention or comprehension checks) plus an addi-
tional IP-address check to filter out potential bots complet-
ing the surveys. According to the lead team, this additional
IP-check should ensure sufficient data quality, potentially
higher than in the original studies that may have included
invalid bot responses.

However, the authors also encountered other issues
while reviewing the report. Upon scrutinizing the analysis
script, the original authors discovered a coding error in
their initial analysis. Although this error did not alter the
conclusions of the original study, it led to a change in
conclusions for the replication attempt. That is, the ini-
tially non-significant effect (p = .305) now became signif-
icant (p = .019); thus, the effect replicated. The error was
subsequently confirmed by the lead team of the replication
project and resulted in adjustments to the analysis code in
the replication attempt.1 Furthermore, the expressed con-
cerns about the data quality of the replication study
prompted the original authors to rerun another replication
on an alternative platform with stricter quality control.
Here again, the effect replicated.

Due to a misunderstanding, data for the Jordan et al.
(2016) replication study was collected twice. We disre-
garded the first data batch without looking at the results
and only analyzed data from the second batch. After read-
ing the replication report, Jordan et al. requested to see
both data batches. They pointed out that the data quality
in the second and final batch was much lower than in the
first batch and the original study, as indicated by the com-
prehension rates (final batch: 11% answered 7/7 correctly,
M = 3.45; first batch: 17% answered 7/7 correctly,
M = 4.25; original study: 29%, M = 5.44). Importantly, the
comprehension questions were not used as an exclusion cri-
terion in the original study, a strategy we copied for the
replication attempt. The original authors, however, argued
that only reporting the second batch was misleading, espe-
cially given the poor quality and the fact that the first batch
was perfectly valid from a scientific perspective, which they
had already indicated prior to knowing the results. They
also showed that the focal replication effect was significant
in the first batch including all subjects (p = .026), in the
first batch including only full comprehenders (p = .010),
in the second (final) batch including only full comprehen-
ders (p = .024), in a meta-analysis including both batches
with all subjects (p = .016) and in a meta-analysis with only
full comprehenders (p = .001), though not in their origi-
nal study including only full comprehenders (p = .217). We
note that as reported in Holzmeister et al. (2025), the effect
also replicated when applying different indicators for repli-
cation success besides the primary criterion of statistical

1 Importantly, the original authors also submitted a corrigendum to their original work to rectify the error.
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significance (i.e., the small telescope approach and meta-
analytic effect sizes, but not Bayes factors and prediction
intervals).2

Finally, perhaps the most severe case was the replication
attempt of the study by Reeck, Wall, and Johnson (2017).
In this study, we (i.e., the replication team) preregistered
that all analyses were based on the code shared by the orig-
inal authors. However, we later realized that only the code
for the main analysis had been shared by the original au-
thors, while the code for preprocessing the data for the
main analysis and conducting the manipulation check had
not been shared. What made this case particularly intricate
was that the data structure was highly complex and ne-
cessitated sophisticated preprocessing. After collecting the
data, we implemented the preprocessing to the best of our
knowledge. However, upon sharing it with the original au-
thors, some severe coding mistakes were revealed. As a
result, the original authors wrote an independent script
to preprocess the data, and we sought consultation from
an independent analyst (who was part of the lead team
for the replication project) to help us rectify the errors
and to cross-validate the code we had written. In the end,
the coding errors could be resolved but major disagree-
ments persisted between the preprocessing protocol from
the replication team and the one from the original authors
(exacerbated by the ambiguity in the original paper regard-
ing the exact preprocessing steps).

Points of disagreement included (1) whether or not catch
trials should be included in the final analysis, (2) whether
participants should be excluded who failed one or both
catch trials, and (3) whether trial exclusions relevant for
the manipulation check should also be implemented in the
main analysis. The original authors’ preferred preprocess-
ing approach led to an increase in the exclusion of obser-
vations, resulting in a sample size of n = 857, which not
only raised concerns about the validity of the results due to
falling below the preregistered target sample size but also
about the data quality, given that this constituted nearly
half of all participants (49.6%). Our preferred preprocess-
ing approach led to a sample size of 1044, which matched
the target sample size, with a drop out rate of (38.6%). No-
tably, the replication result was non-significant with both
approaches.

Study descriptions and analysis blinding

In the following, we describe how analysis blinding could
have been implemented in these particular studies. Specif-
ically, in this counterfactual world, we could have given the
authors from the Reeck et al. study the blinded data and ask
them to audit the preprocessing code while ensuring that
ambiguities are not (consciously or subconsciously) used as
loopholes to exploit researchers degrees of freedom. When
Jordan et al. had received the blinded data from both data
batches, they could have inspected the data quality and

based on quality alone make suggestions on whether the
disregarded batch 1 data should be used in the analysis
and/or whether the comprehension questions should be ap-
plied as inclusion criteria. Morris et al. could have audited
the code and discovered the erroneous analysis without any
suspicion of p-hacking.

Morris et al.: reacting to rigid thieves and punishers

In the within-subjects experiment by Morris et al. (2017)
participants played repeated steal/punish games. In each
round, participants were randomly assigned to play either
as “thieves” or as “victims”. The opponent adhered rigidly
to their stealing or punishing behavior, consistently follow-
ing a strategy of always stealing or always punishing theft.
Participants had full knowledge of their opponent’s previ-
ous actions and could choose their own actions accordingly.
The replication study investigated the hypothesis that in
repeated games against rigid opponents, participants act-
ing as thieves demonstrate relatively flexible stealing be-
havior, whereas those in the role of victims exhibit rela-
tively rigid punishment behavior.

The main outcome variable was the participants’ choice
of either stealing or punishing in their roles as thieves or
victims. The critical aspects that required blinding were
the relationship between participants’ choices and their as-
signed roles, as well as between participants’ choices and
the trial number. To blind the data, we shuffled the main
outcome variable within participants, thereby removing
both the main effects of condition and trial number, as well
as the interaction effect between them. This way, the analy-
sis code (and thus the coding error), could still be reviewed.

Figure A1l illustrates the original and blinded response
patterns in the Morris et al. (2017) replication data. The
interaction between participant role and trial number was
tested using a likelihood ratio test against a model without
the interaction term and showed a significant result
(x%(1) = 5.495, p = 0.019). Conducting the analysis on the
blinded data vyielded a non-significant result
(x%(1) = 0.554,p = 0.457).

Jordan et al.: uncalculated cooperation to signal
trustworthiness

In the between-subject experiment by Jordan et al.
(2016), participants played a two-stage economic game: a
Helping Game which they play by themselves and a Trust
Game which they play with another participant. In the
Helping Game, the participant received a certain monetary
amount and had to decide whether they wanted to pay a
cost to help out another participant. The decision could be
made either after looking at the precise cost for helping
or without looking at the cost. Participants in the Helping
Game are randomized to one of two groups. In one group,
participants are told that their looking decisions and their

2 Similar to the original authors from Morris et al. (2017), the authors additionally conducted their own replication on a different plat-
form, again finding a significant overall effect (though not when including only full comprehenders).
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Figure Al. Response patterns for the Morris et al. replication data. The left panel illustrates the replication data,
which indicates a weak but significant interaction between participants’ roles (“thief” or “victim”) and trial
numbers on their choice of either stealing or punishing (p = 0.019). The right panel displays the blinded version
of these data, where the interaction has been removed (p = 0.457).

helping decisions can be monitored by the subject they will
later play the Trust Game with (process observable condi-
tion). In the other group, the players are told that only their
helping decisions - not whether they look at the price of
helping - can be monitored by the subject they later play
the Trust Game with (process hidden condition). After de-
ciding whether or not to look at the cost of helping and
whether or not to help, participants play the Trust Game in
the role of the receiver. The replication study investigated
the hypothesis that participants are more likely to behave
in an uncalculating manner (i.e., not looking at the cost
of helping) in the process observable condition (wWhen their
reputation is at stake) than in the process hidden condition
(when their reputation is not at stake).

The main outcome variable was the binary decision
whether or not to check the cost of helping. To blind the
data, we shuffled the main outcome variable across partici-
pants. This way, the comprehension check questions, which
were dependent on the assigned experimental condition,
could still be evaluated.

The hypothesis was evaluated in a logistic regression
with process observability as the independent variable and
looking decision as the dependent variable. The effect of
process observability was statistically non-significant and
negative (b = —0.129, se =0.122, z = —1.062, p = 0.288,
n = 1826). Applying the analysis to the blinded data like-
wise yielded a non-significant result (b = 0.070, se = 0.122,
z =0.580, p = 0.562, n = 1826).

Reeck et al.: the effect of search strategies on
patience

In the between-subjects experiment by Reeck, Wall, and
Johnson (2017) participants were randomly assigned to one
of two search strategy conditions: the easy comparative
condition or the easy integrative condition, where the ease
of search strategies was manipulated. During each trial,
participants had to choose between receiving a smaller
monetary reward sooner or a larger monetary award later.
The replication study investigated the hypothesis that par-

ticipants in the easy comparative condition would demon-
strate greater patience (i.e., opting more often for the larger
monetary reward delivered later) compared to those in the
easy integrative condition.

The main outcome variable was the participants’ choice:
either participants chose the smaller, sooner reward or the
larger, later one. To blind the data, we shuffled the main
outcome variable across participants to leave most aspects
of this complex dataset intact. This way, the manipulation
could still be evaluated, which depended on participants’
searching behavior (but not their choices), and the prepro-
cessing could be implemented in an unbiased manner.

While shuffling the choice data across participants, we
needed to ensure that certain features of the data remained
intact to facilitate an informed assessment of data quality
and a correct implementation of the preprocessing steps.
Specifically, we preserved the choices from catch trials and
implemented some initial preprocessing before blinding
the data. That involved excluding participants who did not
complete the experiment, along with those who completed
it on mobile devices or tablets. This step aimed to prevent
the mixing of choices from invalid participants with those
from valid ones during the data blinding process which can
cause higher exclusion rates and lower data quality. Addi-
tionally, we assigned a unique identifier to each trial in the
experiment.

The focal hypothesis was tested using a hierarchical lo-
gistic regression. The coefficient estimate for the easy in-
tegrative condition was statistically non-significant
(8= —0.051, se = 0.047, z = —1.084, p = 0.278, n = 38378,
clustered on 1044 participants). Conducting the analysis on
the blinded data likewise yielded a non-significant result
(8= —0.006, se =0.01, z= —0.57, p=0.569, n = 38378,
clustered on 1044 participants).

Analysis blinding for non-disputed replication
studies

Next, we additionally demonstrate how data can be
blinded for the three non-disputed replication stud-
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ies—Stern, West, and Rule (2015), Williams, Sng, and Neu-
berg (2016), and John, Barasz, and Norton (2016)-we ana-
lyzed.

Stern et al.: money allocation to
counterstereotypical targets by conservatives

In the within-subject experiment by Stern, West, and
Rule (2015), participants read an excerpt of a story describ-
ing two fictitious groups, “Niffites” and “Luupites”. Partic-
ipants were then shown four photographs of men, two of
which belonged to each group. In both groups, one tar-
get confirmed the stereotype from the story of having /
not having facial moles, and the other target deviated from
the stereotype. Afterwards, participants were asked to al-
locate money (as gifts) to the four targets and rate their
own political ideology. The replication study investigated
the hypothesis that conservatives allocate less money to
targets who deviate from stereotypes (i.e., counterstereo-
typical targets) than to targets who confirm the stereotype.

The main outcome variable was the percentage of money
allocated to the four targets. To blind the data, we shuffled
the division of allocated money to the four targets across
participants. This way, the checks to validate the perceived
stereotypicality of the targets could still be assessed.

The hypothesis was evaluated in a generalized estimat-
ing equations regression analysis with allocation as the
dependent variable and stereotypicality, participants’ ide-
ology (recentered on conservatives), and the interaction
thereof as predictors. The main effect of stereotypicality
was the focal test of interest. In the replication data, this
effect was statistically non-significant (b = 0.028,
se = 0.0110, z = 0.252, p = 0.801, n = 503). In the blinded
data, the result was also statistically non-significant
(b= 0.022, se = 0.0110, z = 0.213, p = 0.831, n = 503).

Williams et al.: the effect of ecology on perceived life
history strategies

In the between-subject experiment by Williams, Sng,
and Neuberg (2016), participants evaluated perceived life
history strategies related to ecology stereotypes of a pic-
tured target (a 24 year old man). The target was described
as wealthy, randomized to be either from a hopeful or des-
perate ecology, as indicated by a picture of his neighbor-
hood. Participants then answered how they perceived the
target in terms of five ecology stereotype constructs (i.e.,
sexual unrestrictedness, impulsivity, opportunistic behav-
ior, investment in own education, and investment in chil-
dren). The replication study investigated the hypothesis
that high-wealth individuals from desperate ecologies are
stereotyped as possessing faster life history strategies (e.g.,
act impulsively, have more children than can be financially
supported) than high-wealth individuals from hopeful
ecologies.

The main outcome variable was the composite score of
18 indicators reflecting the five life history strategies. To
blind the data, we shuffled the responses on the 18 items
across participants, keeping the responses per participant
together. This allowed us to still investigate the reliability
of the five strategies as well as the overall construct in the
blinded data.

The hypothesis was evaluated in a independent samples
t-test with the composite score of fast life history strategies
as the dependent variable and ecology condition as the
independent variable. In the replication data, the effect
of ecology was statistically significant (Mgesperate = 3.68,
Mpopesu = 3.07, difference = 0.607, se = 0.185,
t(110) = 3.286, p = 0.001). In the blinded data, this effect
disappeared (M esperate = 3-26, Mpopesur = 3.48, difference
= —0.219, se = 0.192, £(110) = —1.138, p = 0.257).

John et al.: the effect of hiding personal information
on dating interest

In the between-subject experiment by John, Barasz, and
Norton (2016), participants viewed a completed question-
naire for a hypothetical dating prospect who had indicated
the frequency with which he/she had engaged in a series
of desirable behaviors. All participants saw three questions
answered with a mix of “Sometimes” and “Frequently”. For
the focal comparison, participants were randomized to ei-
ther the Hider condition (with two additional questions
that were answered as “Choose not to answer”) or the Inad-
vertent Nondiscloser condition (with two additional ques-
tions with a red X icon alongside each response option for
these questions, as if due to a technical failure). Partici-
pants were then asked how interested they would be in dat-
ing this man/woman on a scale from 1 to 10. The replica-
tion study investigated the hypothesis that people are more
interested in potential dates who inadvertently did not an-
swer all questions on their desirable behaviors than poten-
tial dates who deliberately do not provide answers to all
questions.

The main outcome variable was the dating interest on a
1-10 scale. To blind the data, we shuffled the interest score
across participants.

The hypothesis was evaluated in a independent samples
t-test with the dating interest as the dependent variable
and disclosing condition as the independent variable. In
the replication data, the effect of disclosing condition was
statistically non-significant (M yondisciosure = 7-134,
Mpiger = 7.057, difference = 0.077, se = 0.112,
t(1222) = 0.688, p = 0.492). In the blinded data, similarly,
the effect was non-significant (M,ondisciosure = 7-102,
Mp;qer = 7.088,  difference = 0.014, se=0.112,
£(1222) = 0.69, p = 0.492).
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