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Four speakers consider ‘best practices’ for maintaining research integrity in social-personality 
psychology, and propose changes to the way the field conducts, reports, and evaluates 
research. These talks address current crises in the field, and highlight improvements for 
strengthening our science while maintaining productivity. 
 
Ethical Boundaries in Research Design and Scholarly Communication: You are Not 
Stapel 
Laura King 
University of Missouri-Columbia 
Recent events in the field of social psychology have understandably led to all manner of soul-
searching. Some scholars have drawn links between Stapel’s outright fraud and other common 
practices, conflating scientific fraud with the replicability crisis. I will argue that the line between 
these issues is not as fuzzy as some have proposed. Moreover, suggesting that seeking to 
replicate an effect is tantamount to suspecting scientific fraud on the part of the original 
investigators is likely to produce defensiveness and have a chilling effect on replications 
themselves. I will suggest strategies for research design and reportage that alleviate concerns 
over the ethical aspects of research, weighing the value of accuracy over that of a â€œgood 
story.â€  Changing the way we view replications (and failures to replicate) from an ethical 
standpoint is vital to the continuing health of the field.  
 
 
How to be Rewarded for Staying Clean when Academic Steroids are Available (and 
Pervasive?) 
Brian Nosek 
University of Virginia and Center for Open Science 
The currency of science is publishing. Producing novel, positive, and clean results maximizes 
the likelihood of publishing success because those are the best kind of results. There are 
multiple ways to produce such results: (1) be a genius, (2) be lucky, (3) be patient, or (4) employ 
flexible analytic and selective reporting practices to manufacture beauty. In a competitive 
marketplace with minimal accountability, it is hard to resist (4). But, there is a way. With results, 
beauty is contingent on what is known about their origin. With methodology, if it looks beautiful, 
it is beautiful. The only way to be rewarded for not using academic steroids is to make 
transparent how the results were obtained. With openness, I won’t stop aiming for beautiful 
papers, but when I get them, it will be clear that I earned them.  
 
 
Carrots, Sticks, and Sausages: Reverse Engineering Best Practices (by the Editor of a 
Non-Empirical Journal) 
Barbara Spellman 
University of Virginia School of Law 
You want to publish your research in order to get a job, tenure, raises, funding, and respect. 
You also, I hope, want to contribute to science and to society. Lasting contributions are (rarely) 



made by one experiment but they can be made by one great idea -- and that one idea should 
spawn replications, meta-analyses, and theoretical articles. Only then is the science ready to 
export. Try writing such an article and you will see what our current empirical house of cards 
currently lacks. Where are the missing studies -- the ones that must have been done but aren’t 
reported? How can research be aggregated and evaluated when the measures, data, and 
details of analysis are missing? What alternative theoretical accounts are possible? You want 
your empirical work to be part of the big picture, to be taken seriously, and to matter outside of 
psychology. I’m your editor and I do, too.  
 
 
How Can We Make Psychology Less Sciencey And More Scientific? 
Sanjay Srivastava 
University of Oregon 
Psychologists have recently proposed a number of innovations to make our science more 
rigorous, including pre-registration, direct replications, and methods to detect p-hacking. All of 
these innovations have great potential, but they cannot and will not be enough on their own. 
Instead of simply doubling down on the idea that theory-testing is the only prestigious way to do 
science, we need to revise and expand our ideas about what good science looks like. What are 
realistic expectations for single papers, and what kinds of conclusions can only be drawn 
programmatically? How can we more honestly and rigorously conduct and evaluate the 
descriptive and exploratory research that we have been doing all along (but pretending not to)? 
Why do we derogate exploratory experiments or pretend they don’t exist? What are the 
workable alternatives to hypothesis testing? And how can we bring incentives in line with 
needed improvements?  
 


