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Clarke et al. (2026) estimated that direct replications constitute only 0.2% of published articles
in the 100 highest impact psychology journals, highlighting their claimed centrality in
improving psychological science. In this commentary, we argue that an exclusive focus on
direct replication overlooks the value of a broader set of replication strategies for evaluating the
reliability of empirical findings. In particular, we emphasize that exact conceptual replications,
which engage traditional validity considerations, namely, construct, internal, and statistical
conclusion, can more precisely reveal alternative explanations for nonreplication outcomes than
direct replications alone. We further contend that Clarke et al.’s characterization of replication
as a precursor to validity might be a misrepresentation. Instead, we explain why validity and
replication are fundamentally intertwined: Replication outcomes are only informative to the
extent that the underlying operationalizations, measurements, and designs possess adequate
validity. Finally, we suggest that Clarke et al. might have overstated and oversimplified the role
of direct replication in scientific self-correction. Strengthening validity—through improved
measurement, design, and theoretical specification—often provides a more powerful and
informative route to scientific self-correction than repeated direct replications alone.

Keywords: direct replication, exact conceptual replication, conceptual replication, psycho-

metric invariance, validity

Clarke et al. (2026) emphasized the importance of direct
replications, reporting that direct replications constitute 0.2%
of published articles in the 100 highest impact psychology
journals. We examine three of Clarke et al.’s claims, espe-
cially highlighting implications of psychometric invariance
to motivate a broader consideration of replication.

Claim: Direct Replications Are the Central Method for
Assessing Reliability

Clarke et al. (2026) focused on direct replications (studies
that duplicate the experimental and sampling procedures of
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an original investigation). This focus implicitly assumes that
findings are tightly bound to the specific operations used—an
assumption more characteristic of the physical than social
sciences (Petty, 2018). In physics, there is little or no distance
between constructs and their operations. Psychologists might
envy such simplicity, but doing so mischaracterizes the
nature of most psychological findings.

Psychological findings generally concern underlying
constructs, not the specific operations used to manipulate
or measure them. Psychometrics draws a clear distinction
between constructs and operations, optimizing operations to
best capture the intended constructs for a population and
context. For example, Grade 3 and 6 math items both reflect
math ability but for different developmental levels; experi-
ments are tailored to specific populations and contexts with
the understanding that their operationalizations might not
broadly generalize. When the same operation (method) in-
stantiates a different construct in a direct replication, the
original and replication results become incomparable—failed
psychometric invariance (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2016). Flake
et al. (2022) documented various construct-validity concerns
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including measurement nonequivalence between original
studies and direct replications, noting that a replication
cannot be considered valid without measurement equiva-
lence (a part of psychometric invariance). An intended
direct replication by Ebersole et al. (2016) did not reproduce
the original findings, but Luttrell et al. (2017) successfully
replicated the original effect when they approximated an
exact conceptual replication (Petty, 2018) as did another
attempt by Ebersole et al. (2017). Exact conceptual replica-
tions focus on the conceptual variables rather than the original
operations, thereby maintaining psychometric invariance with
the original study while matching the original study’s popu-
lation and contextual characteristics as closely as possible.

In psychology, it would seem useful to distinguish
between (a) the concept of replication as assessing whether
a construct-level finding recurs, (b) the methods used to
assess replication (e.g., conceptual, direct, exact concep-
tual), and (c) the empirical outcome of whether the finding
recurs. Broadening the methods and contexts for replication
implies that replication is underdocumented when focusing
only on direct replication and only in articles wherein
the primary purpose is replication. Many articles include
internal direct and/or (exact) conceptual replications, and
many articles focused on moderation or extension include
replication cells.

Direct replications are most relevant when the operations
themselves matter, which is more likely in applied research.
When the goal is to evaluate construct-level effects, however,
exact conceptual replications using psychometrically
invariant operations that might differ from the original are
more appropriate. Further, researchers might purposefully
use different operations to test whether the same construct-
level effects emerge, thereby strengthening construct validity
by demonstrating that the intended construct, not the
specific operations, drives the effect. One need not focus on
only one type of replication as in Clarke et al. (2026), but if
one had to champion a particular type of replication,
exact conceptual replication (emphasizing the broad set of
traditional validities) might represent a better choice for
psychology than direct replication (see also Crandall &
Sherman, 2016).

Claim: Replication Is a Precursor to Other Elements of
Research Quality

Direct replications aimed at making claims about the
operations might not require construct validity, but the
other validities remain important for interpreting replica-
tion outcomes. Exact conceptual replication is essentially
an assessment of external validity that is similarly dependent
on construct, internal, and statistical conclusion validity. That
is, a failed direct replication might reveal an unreliable effect
of the desired psychological construct, but nonreplication
outcomes can also stem from other validity-related causes.
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We argue that construct validity is a key prerequisite for
meaningful replicability assessments in basic psychological
research. Because exact conceptual replications are charac-
terized by psychometric invariance, they require careful
evaluation of whether manipulations and measures adequately
capture the intended constructs. Establishing psychometric
invariance can more precisely reveal alternative explanations
for nonreplication outcomes. Internal validity (ensuring the
design supports causal inferences comparable to the original
study) and statistical conclusion validity (avoiding Type I
and Type II errors) are likewise essential. They ensure that
claims about external validity (that construct relations gen-
eralize across samples, times, cultures, settings, etc.) are not
confounded by threats to construct, internal, or statistical
conclusion validities (see Cook & Campbell, 1979; Fabrigar
et al., 2020).

Claim: Direct Replications Are Central to Facilitate
Scientific Self-Correction

Direct replications, as defined by Clarke et al. (2026),
are not necessarily the primary mechanism through which
science self-corrects. Historically, major scientific shifts have
occurred without failed replications. Kuhn’s account of
paradigm change emphasized that accumulated anomalies—
not failed direct replications—erode consensus and motivate
new frameworks. Even in physics, self-correction rarely
involves failed direct replication. The Copernican model, for
example, replaced the Ptolemaic system through increasingly
precise astronomical measurements and the development of
Kepler’s laws, not through direct replications of Ptolemy’s
procedures. In psychology, phrenology faded when empirical
evidence showed that its operationalizations failed to mea-
sure the constructs they purported to capture (e.g., animal
lesion studies demonstrating that brain functions were not
localized as phrenology proposed). These cases illustrate that
scientific self-correction often arises from improved theory,
measurement, and evidence—from strengthening validity—
rather than from direct replication failures.

Scientific self-correction operates through many channels
that enhance validity—commentary, debate, new methods,
new theories, and new data. Replication studies might
sometimes accelerate this process, but the field must still
determine which replications are most informative. Not all
corrections carry the same weight; some refine effect sizes,
whereas others overturn core conceptual claims. Our aim has
been to highlight how different replication strategies—
beyond direct replication—vary in their focus on operations,
constructs, and psychometric invariance, and thus yield
different kinds of information about methods and theory. We
hope this commentary encourages continued methodological
development in evaluating and designing informative rep-
lication studies.
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