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questionnaire includes the remaining indices categorized as dependent variables (DVs). The 
student then recruits 2,000 Mechanical Turk workers for pennies per hour, and sends out the 
questionnaires separated in time by 2 months. The respondents fill out the surveys in minutes 
in order to maximize their effort-to-pay ratio. At the end of the 2 months, the 30 × 30 correla-
tion matrix generated by this process is analyzed, and this near-random data produces 20 cor-
relations that are significant at the .05 level of probability level, some of which cross the Time 
1 – Time 2 divide. Half of the correlations make no sense whatsoever; however, one could 
weave a plausible post hoc narrative that integrates theories from several different literatures 
to explain these results among the remaining ten statistically significant correlations. Some of 
these findings were totally unanticipated (and thus novel), and some were even counterintui-
tive (thus challenging the current knowledge base), and thus, the causal model that linked the 
10 together might be well-received in journals that emphasize those two criteria.

The student converts some of the IVs and DVs to mediators based on the results and the 
post hoc narrative, and then presents the results as an a priori causal model that is written up 
and published in a top journal. The study attracts a great deal of attention, because of its nov-
elty and counterintuitive nature, and several other research teams try to replicate the findings. 
None are able to do so, and many of these subsequent findings wind up unpublished because 
they were essentially reporting null results. Eventually, however, enough direct replications 
and indirect replications (i.e., reports of the parameter that were not directly intended as repli-
cations or part of a formal hypothesis) seep through the literature to allow a meta-analytic 
examination. This meta-analytic follow-up, based upon a sample size 30 times larger than the 
original study, fails to support any of the inferences reported in the original article and pro-
vides the best true estimates (near zero) of all the parameters that were part of the original 
study. Researchers in the field eventually abandon the model, and the field moves on to other 
models. Many people speculate on whether the graduate student was incompetent, unethical, 
or just very lucky, but in the end, everyone moves on to better, more robust models.

Study #2

A team of experienced epidemiologists suspect, based upon past published findings and 
well-established theory in their literature, that a certain drug might cure a novel life-threaten-
ing disease caused by a new virus. They secure funding from the National Institutes of 
Health, quickly recruit 100 patients from across the United States, and launch an experimen-
tal trial where half of the subjects are given the drug and half serve as controls. After two 
years of study, the results reveal a correlation of .10 between the treatment and survival, 
which, with this sample size, is not statistically significant.

One of the researchers notes to others that she is disappointed because she knows one 
woman in the eastern region where this researcher worked who was cured by the treatment. 
Another researcher chimes in and notes that she knew a woman in her region in the south 
who was also cured. When the third researcher from the north reported the exact same obser-
vation, no one waits for the fourth researcher from the west to tell his story—they are already 
reanalyzing the data. The results indicate that when analyzed separately by gender, the effect 
size for men is .00 and the effect size for women is .20, which, with this sample size, is still 
not statistically significant.

Disappointed, but not deterred, a discussion that lasts for days ensues regarding all the 
many different physiological differences between women and men that might explain this 
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result. All of these speculations are based upon the researchers’ implicit knowledge of exist-
ing theory and empirical evidence in this area and are truly deductive in origin and a priori in 
spirit. Some of these are explored empirically with no luck. Eventually, this discussion 
focuses on how the drug might interact with estrogen levels due to its chemical composition, 
and the research team deductively arrives at a hypothesis aimed at testing the moderating 
effects of this variable. Because estrogen in women peaks at specific ages, the team goes 
back and reanalyzes the data broken down by age. They find that among women who are the 
peak age for estrogen levels, the correlation between the treatment and being cured is .50, 
which, even with this reduced sample size, is statistically significant. The authors immedi-
ately write these results up for publication as a short note in order to get these findings into 
the literature as soon as possible. In the short note, they write up the results for the age-by-
gender interaction in the Discussion Section of their manuscript, noting that these were the 
result of an exploratory analysis of the data that was conducted after the main effects for the 
drug were found to be nonsignificant. They also schedule speaking tours at conferences, 
universities, and other laboratories in order to disseminate their results.

Their talks and presentations follow the formula for a good detective story (which this 
research was), and audiences are enthralled. The short note publication follows the formula 
for a good scientific study (which this research was) and is widely read. Researchers from 
across the globe immediately try to replicate their effects; and although 20 studies in 10 dif-
ferent countries are planned, after 10 studies involving 1,000 research participants, a meta-
analytic summary reveals a correlation of .40—slightly smaller than the original .50 
estimate—but with this much larger sample size, highly statistically significant. Due to ethi-
cal implications of not immediately treating the women in this age group who have this dis-
ease, the remaining 10 studies are discontinued and woman across the world are treated. 
Eventually, this discovery saves thousands of lives.

Introduction

Many scientific fields have recently been experiencing serious doubts about the reliability 
and validity of the empirical knowledge base on which their disciplines rest. Almost all of the 
research of stem cell researcher Hwang Woo Suk was found to be fraudulent (Wade & Sang-
Hoon, 2006). Following an Office of Research Integrity investigation, Harvard evolutionary 
biologist Marc Hauser was forced to admit the finding that some of his papers contained 
fabricated data (Wade, 2010). In the social and behavioral sciences, social psychologist 
Dietrich Stapel confessed to having fabricated some of the data he reported in published stud-
ies (Bhattacharjee, 2013), and “Ego Depletion” theory has been called into question based on 
the failure to replicate its basic results across over 2,000 subjects in 24 simultaneous studies 
conducted across the globe (Engber, 2016).

The fields of management and work psychology have not been immune to these issues, 
and similar problems have been identified within this specific realm of the social and behav-
ioral sciences. For instance, Leadership Quarterly recently retracted a number of articles it 
had published over the previous 5 years. Without describing in great detail the reasons for the 
retractions, Atwater, Mumford, Schriesheim, and Yammarino (2014) described the condi-
tions that may justify a retraction. While certainly plagiarism and a violation of ethics justify 
such an action, they focused more on the replicability of findings, either through authors 
providing data for others to replicate their analyses, or providing detailed enough description 
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