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ABSTRACT

Drawing on recent research and debates in social sciences, this
paper situates replication in an advertising research context. We
clarify the role of replication in the field and outline the challenges
inherent in replication studies in advertising research. We further
elaborate on how researchers should engage in replication research
to increase the truth value of advertising research while overcom-
ing the obstacles to replication research. Finally, we discuss how
advertising scholars, reviewers, and editors can facilitate replication
research to reduce the share of false-positive results and accumu-

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 1 February
2023

Accepted 2 August 2023

KEYWORDS
Methodology; replication;
exact replication; close
replication; constructive
replication; conceptual
replication; truth value

late knowledge in the discipline. We see replication as critical in
advertising research, given the high variability of experimental fac-
tors and the applied nature of the field. Therefore, a better under-
standing of replications and the challenges of advertising research
should inspire scholars to engage in more replication attempts and
reviewers and editors to consider it for publication.

Introduction

Various fields in the social sciences have recently faced a replication crisis when new
research has failed to duplicate the results of previous research (e.g. Open Science
Collaboration 2015), sparking a debate about the need for more replication research. Also,
in advertising research, there is agreement that replication studies are lacking in the field
and that leading journals should publish more of them (e.g. Carlson 2015; Eisend, Franke,
and Leigh 2016; Kerr, Schultz, and Lings 2016; Park et al. 2015; Reid 2014; Reid et al. 1981).

How rare are replications in advertising research? Park et al. (2015) surveyed the
extent of replication studies published between 1980 and 2012 in four advertising
journals (LJA, JA, JAR, and JCIRA). The total number of replication articles was 184,
which makes up 6.4% of the total number of research articles published in the survey
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period, and there was a gradual increase in the share of replication articles from 3.5%
in the 1980s up to 15.1% in the 2010s. Park et al. (2015) found that intrastudy rep-
lications were more frequent than interstudy replications (56.6 and 44.6%, respectively)
and that the former was responsible for the increase in replications in the 2000s.
Overall, these results align with the claims that replication is lacking in advertising
research.

Replication is frequently understood as duplicating the method of a previous
study and analyzing whether the new results match those in the original study
(Hubbard and Armstrong 1994). However, in a recent article, Nosek and Errington
(2020, 2) observe the following: ‘According to common understanding, replication is
repeating a study’s procedure and observing whether the prior finding recurs. This
replication definition is intuitive, easy to apply, and incorrect. Instead, Nosek and
Errington (2020) see replication as studies for which outcomes consistent (inconsis-
tent) with a prior scientific claim would increase (decrease) confidence in the claim.
Moreover, advertising research has focused chiefly on broad categories of replication
research, such as intra- versus interstudy replications and exact versus extension
replications (Park et al. 2015; Schultz, Kerr, and Kitchen 2022). In contrast, recent
research in other fields emphasizes the importance of understanding replication
research’s different types and purposes. For example, scholars have distinguished
between direct and conceptual replication (Crandall and Sherman 2016), replication
in the laboratory and the field (Mortensen and Cialdini 2010), and between replica-
tion aiming to weed out false-positive results and investigating boundary conditions
(Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). Thus, the overall picture is that replication
research is more complex than what previous research and debate in advertising
research suggest.

The low numbers of advertising replication studies and the incomplete understand-
ing of replication research make it essential to provide a deeper understanding of
replication research, outline the different types of replications, and explain why they
are needed.

Replication research is essential for increasing confidence in scientific claims,
building knowledge within a field, and increasing public trust in science (National
Academy of Sciences 2018). For advertising research, which has seen a growing
academic-practitioner divide (Ang et al. 2023), increasing confidence in the field’s
research could also help to bridge this gap. In this context, it should be mentioned
that replication research is not the only way to improve confidence in scientific
claims. Scholars have argued in favor of research practices such as relying on sub-
stantive rather than statistical significance (Sawyer and Peter 1983), requiring pre-
registration of empirical studies (Nosek et al. 2018), and meta-analysis (Schmidt 1992)
as a means to increase confidence in research results. However, their advocates
acknowledge that these research practices serve as a supplement to replication
studies rather than a replacement. Nevertheless, they remain rare in advertising
research (e.g. a search of IJA, JA, and JAR found two articles with preregistered
empirical studies).

Replication research increases confidence in science primarily by reducing the rate
of false-positive research results. False-positive results are problematic not only
because they diminish the truth value of research but also for other reasons, such
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as leading to fruitless research efforts and ineffective policy changes (Lewandowsky
and Oberauer 2020; Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn 2011). However, there are
different causes of false-positive results, and their detection requires different types
of replication research. Thus, the first aim of this article is to explicate the problems
with and causes of false-positive results, and the replication research needed to
weed them out.

Moreover, replication studies serve more purposes than weeding out false-positive
results. They should test the generalizability of theories and their boundary conditions
(Brandt et al. 2014; Maner 2014; Nosek et al. 2022), study underlying processes by
introducing mediators (Brandt et al. 2014), and provide additional data for the esti-
mation of effect sizes (Brandt et al. 2014; Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). Thus,
replication studies serve multiple purposes, and the second aim of this article is to
help advertising scholars select a purposeful replication strategy by delineating the
different types of replication studies and what they can and cannot do.

All social sciences face several challenges that threaten the credibility of replication
research (Brandt et al. 2014). Advertising research shares many challenges with other
fields but also has particular challenges (e.g. the use of highly context-dependent
stimuli). Thus, the third aim of the article is to outline the challenges that replication
research in advertising faces.

To meet our aims, we draw on recent research and debates in psychology and
other fields to situate replication in an advertising research context and propose how
advertising scholars, reviewers, and editors can improve and facilitate replication
research to increase confidence in our field’s research results.

The problems with False-Positive results

A false-positive result (or Type | error) is the rejection of a true null hypothesis, which
means that the result indicates an effect or relationship that does not exist. Because
of the probabilistic nature of statistical significance testing, some statistically significant
results will be false positives by pure chance. The rate of false positives is not — con-
trary to common assumption — equal to the level of statistical significance (i.e. an
a-level of p < .05 does not mean that less than 5% of all results are false positives)
because it overlooks the Bayesian base rate (see, e.g. Pinker 2021, 149-154) and the
statistical power. Three factors determine the rate of false positives: 1) the prior
probability of an effect (i.e. the likelihood that an effect exists), 2) the statistical sig-
nificance level, and 3) the statistical power of the study (loannidis 2005; Miller and
Ulrich 2022; Pashler and Harris 2012; see also Wacholder et al. 2004). For example, if
the prior probability of an effect is 10% and the power is 35% - rates that could be
realistic for advertising research - the rate of false positives is 56% (Table 1 in Pashler
and Harris 2012, 532). Because the prior probability is unknown, the exact rate of
false positives in any field cannot be known, and scholars have criticized the work
of loannidis (2005) and Pashler and Harris (2012) for exaggerating the problem (Stroebe
2016). However, even if the exact rate of false positives is considerably less than half,
the analyses point to a significant problem with false positives in the scientific
literature.
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In addition to false positives resulting from chance factors, there are at least three
other causes of false-positive results. First, results may be influenced by experimenter
or tacit knowledge effects (Hiiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). For example, exper-
imenter expectations or behavior may lead to demand artifacts (i.e. the experimenter
provides cues that guide the participants’ answers; Darley and Lim 1993). Second,
questionable research practices (QRP; John, Loewenstein, and Prelec 2012) such as
p-hacking (Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn 2011) and HARKing (‘Hypothesizing After
the Results are Known;' Kerr 1998) inflate the number of significant results and lead
to the dissemination of false-positive results (see overview in Bergkvist 2020). For
example, simulations have shown that carefully selecting control variables and altering
other factors under the experimenter’s control can increase the chance of false-positive
results more than tenfold (Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn 2011). Third, several
social science fields have had high-profile cases of outright cheating in which research-
ers have faked or manipulated their results (e.g. Funder et al. 2014; Hamblin 2018;
Levelt Committee, Noort Committee, and Drenth Committee 2012). While the full
extent of academic fraud is unknown, it is, sadly, a phenomenon that likely contributes
to the rate of false-positive results in the literature.

False-positive results are problematic for several reasons. Published results, including
false positives, tend to be ‘sticky, thus affecting the ability of science to get closer to the
truth: “...once published, there is no systemic ethic of confirming or disconfirming the
validity of an effect. False effects can remain for decades, slowly fading or continuing to
inspire and influence new research... (Nosek, Spies, and Motyl 2012, 619). Recent research
shows that studies that failed to replicate in some of the large independent replication
efforts (e.g. Open Science Collaboration 2015) are cited more frequently than studies whose
results were replicated (Serra-Garcia and Gneezy 2021; but see Clark, Connor, and Isch
2023). Moreover, false-positive results can lead to a waste of resources. Researchers may
build new research on false-positive results and, thereby, waste resources on fruitless
research programs, and they may lead to ineffective policy changes (Lewandowsky and
Oberauer 2020; Simmons, Nelson, and Simonsohn 2011).

In sum, false-positive results are likely more common than most scholars believe, and
several serious problems are associated with them. While chance results are the main
contributor to false-positive results, experimenter effects, QRP, and cheating also contribute
to disseminating false-positive results. Recognizing the different causes of false-positive
results is important as weeding them out requires different types of replication research.

The need for different types of replication research

Different purposes require different types of replication research. For example, replication
studies suitable for weeding out false-positive results are not necessarily appropriate
for studying generalizability and boundary conditions, and weeding out false positives
caused by chance effects may require a different type of study than weeding out false
positives caused by experimenter effects. Thus, developing a replication research strategy
requires a fine-grained comprehension of different types of replication research. While
there is scholarly agreement that replication studies are different, there is no agreement
on how to classify them; scholars have tried to formulate distinctive typologies of
replication research but have yet to reach a consensus. There are replication typologies
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with, for example, two categories (Crandall and Sherman 2016), three categories (Hudson
2023), and four categories (Easley, Madden, and Dunn 2000).

Our literature search identified one typology sufficiently fine-grained to distinguish
between studies suitable for the different primary purposes of replication research (i.e.
weeding out false positives, studying generalizability and boundary conditions, and studying
underlying processes) and taking into account that false positives have different causes
(chance, experimenter effects, and QRP and cheating). This hierarchically arranged typology
with five categories of replication research was developed by Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze
(2016). The typology reconciles different frameworks and terminology, distinguishing
between exact replications, close replications, constructive replications, and conceptual rep-
lications in the laboratory and the field (Table 1). The typology clarifies the distinction
between different types of replications and clarifies each replication type’s purpose.
Significantly, the typology distinguishes replications by the original researchers from rep-
lications by independent researchers. This distinction is essential because replications by
the original authors are particularly suited to identify false positives caused by chance. In
contrast, replications by independent researchers are more suited to identify false positives
caused by QRP or fraud. By offering a clear distinction in the purpose of each replication
type, it also helps readers interpret the findings in replication studies.

While the different types of replication studies serve different purposes, it should
be noted that they all provide additional data for the estimation of effect sizes (Brandt
et al. 2014; Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). Additional data are necessary to
gain confidence in population effect sizes and understand the heterogeneity in effect
sizes across studies. Accumulated evidence can be synthesized through meta-analyses,
which offer more precise estimates of population effect sizes (Flora 2020).

Table 1. Typology of replication studies from Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze (2016).
Type of Replication Definition Purpose

Exact replications Exact replication of all the basic Reduce false positives from chance factors.
elements of the original study Provide data for effect size estimation.
by the author(s) of the
original study.

Close replications Replication of all the basic Reduce false positives from experimenter
elements of the original study effects, tacit knowledge, or QRP.
as close as possible by Eliminate false positives from chance factors
independent researchers. (if the replication is close enough to the

original study).
Provide data for effect size estimation.

Constructive replications Follow-up study that includes an Reduce false positives from chance factors (if
exact or close replication AND original researchers) or experimenter
the addition of new elements. effects, tacit knowledge or QRP (if new
researchers).

Delineate boundary conditions.
Refine theoretical understanding (e.g. by
adding mediating or moderating

variables).
Provide data for effect size estimation.
Conceptual in the Replication of the theoretically Demonstrate methodological independence
replications laboratory relevant elements in a of the effect.
laboratory setting. Act as a robustness check.

Provide data for effect size estimation.
in the field Replication of the theoretically Establish valid theories with a real-world
relevant elements in a field scope.
setting. Provide data for effect size estimation.
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Exact replications

Studies, particularly experiments, have four basic elements: sample, treatment, mea-
sured outcome, and setting (Hudson 2023; Machery 2020; Nosek and Errington 2020).
Exact replications should duplicate all these elements of the original study, meaning
they should use a sample from the same population, use the same stimuli (treat-
ment), measure the same outcomes using identical measures, and carry out the
study in the same setting as the original study. A further requirement is that the
original authors execute the exact replication (Hiiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016).
By duplicating all elements of the original study, including the research team, a
successful exact replication lends additional support to the original research results.
Conversely, failure to replicate casts doubts on the original results. Thus, the primary
purpose of exact replications is to reduce the rate of chance of false-positive results
(Hudson 2023).

Single empirical findings are interesting but insufficient to establish a valid theory.
Every theoretical relation, especially a newly established relation, needs at least one
exact replication study (e.g. Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). This requirement
is even more relevant for theoretically unexpected results or findings not strongly
connected to a theoretical framework (Stroebe and Strack 2014). Therefore, when a
finding is truly new, an exact replication reduces the likelihood of false-positive find-
ings and constitutes a valuable contribution (Hudson 2023; Huffmeier, Mazei, and
Schultze 2016; Nosek, Spies, and Motyl 2012).

Close replications

Close replications are similar to exact replications, except that independent researchers
execute them (Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). The intent is to reproduce the
original study with minimal differences. The primary purpose of close replications is
to rule out false positives caused by experimenter or tacit knowledge effects, which
are contingent upon the executing researchers (Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016).
Close replications can also suggest the presence of QRP or fraud in previous studies.
In addition, they can reduce the rate of false-positive results obtained by chance,
provided they are sufficiently similar to the original study (Huffmeier, Mazei, and
Schultze 2016; Simons 2014). However, in the latter case, it is challenging to design
close replications that are sufficiently similar to the original study to rule out other
explanations of the results than false positives in the original study: factors such as
a time lag or a different setting frequently provide alternative explanations of close
replication results (see discussion below).

Constructive replications

Constructive replications have two parts: an exact or close replication of the original
study and added elements (Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). The added elements
in a constructive replication typically investigate boundary conditions (e.g. population
differences) or advance and refine theoretical relationships by excluding confounds
or adding mediators or moderators (Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). Constructive
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replications contribute to a field by advancing and refining the theoretical context
and, using the exact or close replication part, reducing the rate of false positives
(Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016).

An essential consideration in constructive replications that aim for exact or close
replication of the original study is that the added elements should not interfere with
the design elements from the original study. Thus, scholars should measure added
mediating or moderating variables in constructive replications after the variables
included in the original study and ensure that changes in instructions or other factors
do not influence the exact replication part of the study.

Conceptual replications in the laboratory and the field

Conceptual replications vary some or all of the basic elements of the original study
(sample, treatment, measured outcomes, setting) while keeping the underlying theo-
retical process unchanged. Conceptual replications thus aspire to ‘comparability to the
original study ... only in the aspects that are deemed theoretically relevant’ (Hiffmeier,
Mazei, and Schultze 2016, 87). That reflects the main difference between the first three
categories of replications and conceptual replications: a conceptual replication intends
to examine the theoretical processes underlying the phenomenon independent of the
methodology (Crandall and Sherman 2016; Hudson 2023), whereas the other categories
(exact, close, or constructive replications) aim to duplicate - or at least partially repro-
duce - the methodological elements of the original study. Their respective names give
the main difference between conceptual replications in the laboratory and the field.

The primary purpose of conceptual replications is to act as robustness checks
testing whether theories hold under different conditions. Conceptual replications are
forward-looking (Hudson 2023) since they cannot rule out false-positive results in the
original study (Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). On the contrary, unless preceded
by exact replications, or appropriate close or constructive replications, conceptual
replications could lead to the widespread dissemination of false results because of
publication bias (Pashler and Harris 2012). Once new theories and effects have been
established through exact or close replications, conceptual replications should rule
out potential flaws in the original research design (Brandt et al. 2014) and explore
the generalizability across contexts and methods, boundary conditions, and moder-
ating variables (Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016; Nosek et al. 2022), with a focus
on the truth value of the theory. Conceptual replications demonstrate the method-
ological independence of an effect, as they can exclude the existence of phenomena
such as experimenter effects, narrow operationalizations, or sample bias (Hiffmeier,
Mazei, and Schultze 2016).

Conceptual replications in the field help to establish valid theories with a real-world
scope, as they allow the researcher to rule out that a laboratory finding is either ‘a
laboratory artifact or too weak to prevail under the uncontrolled conditions of field
studies’ (Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016, 89; see also Maner 2016; Mortensen
and Cialdini 2010). Conceptual replications are the last step in developing theories,
and a sufficient number of exact, close, and constructive replications is essential
before pursuing conceptual replications.
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Challenges with replication in advertising research

Differences in the four components of experiments (sample, treatment, measured
outcomes, setting) make executing and interpreting replications’ results challenging
in all social science fields (Machery 2020; Nosek and Errington 2020). Due to the
nature of the field and the phenomena it studies, advertising research faces challenges
that are less prevalent in other fields. Advertising is a constantly evolving social
phenomenon. Its strategies and tactics and their effects on people change between
situations and over time. Consequently, advertising stimuli used in one setting at one
point in time may vyield different results than the same stimuli in a different setting
or at another point in time (Schultz, Kerr, and Kitchen 2022). Advertising research is
also sensitive to changes in the stimuli and other factors that could influence the
results.

Consequently, there are several factors that advertising scholars need to take into
account when evaluating or designing replication studies. Table 2 offers an overview
of these factors (the table focuses on advertising research challenges and is not an
exhaustive listing of replication challenges; for an overview of generic replication
challenges, see Brandt et al. 2014). Failure to hold these factors constant or control
for them means that meaningful interpretation of exact or close replication study
results is challenging or impossible. In contrast, the factors suggest potential mod-
erating factors that could be investigated in constructive and conceptual
replications.

Differences in the sample between the original and the replication study make
comparisons between studies perilous (Factor 1). Most advertising studies rely on
convenience samples such as students or online snowball samples (Sarstedt et al.
2018). Since convenience samples are challenging to reproduce, there is a considerable
risk that sample differences cause replication study results to diverge from the original
study. For example, some studies sample marketing/advertising students, some sample
business students, and others sample university students; these are likely different in
important respects (e.g. their knowledge of advertising tactics), potentially influencing
the results. Similarly, studies have found that samples from different online panels
differ, and results may be incomparable (Peer et al. 2017). Accordingly, the samples
in exact and close replication studies should be similar in all relevant aspects to those
in the original studies for results to be comparable. Constructive and conceptual
replication studies could consider sampling from different populations to investigate
boundary conditions or moderating effects.

Changes in stimuli frequently affect study results (Factor 2). The complex nature
of advertising stimuli makes it particularly important to keep materials constant across
studies (Wells 2001). Even small changes in features such as picture resolution, legi-
bility of the text, and sound quality could cause differential results in replication
studies. In the context of exact or close replications, differences in the material could
cause differences in the results. Therefore, the authors must use precisely the same
material as the original study. In the case of constructive or conceptual replications,
differences deliberately introduced in stimuli features can help determine the condi-
tions necessary to (re)produce an effect. For example, physical attractiveness is a
critical factor for the effectiveness of celebrity endorsements (see overview in Bergkvist
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and Zhou 2016), and the perceived attractiveness of the celebrity could be affected
by the picture quality or other changes in the picture. Thus, advertising scholars
should consider differences in the stimuli when conducting or evaluating exact or
close replication studies. In contrast, a constructive replication could add a new
stimulus (to compare with the original stimulus), and a conceptual replication could
change the stimulus to investigate generalizability across different stimuli.

Measurement operationalizations are critical for comparability across studies (Factor
3). Advertising research practice studies have found considerable variability in adver-
tising scholars’ measures (Bergkvist and Langner 2017, 2019; Bruner 1998). A dearth
of standardized measures of common advertising constructs increases the likelihood
that measures differ between studies (Bergkvist 2021). Differences in measurement
could cause differences in study results, and advertising scholars must hold measures
constant in exact and close replications. In constructive and conceptual replications,
researchers can test the potential effects of alternative measures. In this context, an
effect replicated with alternative measures can prove the methodological indepen-
dence of the effect and increase confidence in the theorized effect.

The type of study (Factor 4), data collection setting (Factor 5), and stimuli presen-
tation (Factor 6) could cause differences in results if they are not held constant across
the original and exact and close replication studies. For example, an online replication
of a study initially executed in a laboratory might not yield comparable results, and
divergent results would be open to multiple interpretations. Similarly, individual and
group data collection are incomparable, and stimulus presentation on a large screen
is not comparable to computer screen presentation. Again, exact and close replication
studies must hold these factors constant, while constructive and conceptual replica-
tions could investigate the effects of changes in these factors.

Some factors affect both the sample and stimuli components of experiments. A
time interval between the original and replication study (Factor 7) could make samples
incomparable and change the perception of stimuli (Schultz, Kerr, and Kitchen 2022).
The duration of the publication process in most journals means that there will be a
considerable interval between a published study and a replication based on the
published article, increasing the likelihood that the sample’s characteristics and the
perception of the stimuli have changed. There are similar problems with a change in
geographic location (Factor 8). Advertising scholars work in different locations, and
differences in culture and economic development may impact research results. For
exact replications, the original researchers must ensure that the time lag between
the original study and the exact replication is sufficiently short and that the geo-
graphic location is the same or similar (the same constraint applies to constructive
replications with an exact replication part). For close replications, however, an impli-
cation of the time and geographic factors is that the results in most cases will not
be comparable to the original study unless they are carried out shortly after the
original study (which usually means well ahead of journal publication) by researchers
in a geographic location similar to the that of the original study. On the other hand,
time and geography factors are well worth investigating in constructive and concep-
tual replications.

Scholars attempting to replicate a previous study need detailed information about
the particulars of that study, which is frequently missing in advertising journal articles
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(Bergkvist and Langner 2017; Sarstedt et al. 2018). Insufficient information about the
original study’s sample, materials, procedures, or measures (Factor 9) makes it chal-
lenging or impossible to design the replication study satisfactorily (Brandt et al. 2014;
Eisend, Franke, and Leigh 2016). Thus, the original authors should provide all necessary
information, and replication study authors should ensure they have sufficient infor-
mation to design their study.

In conclusion, the nine factors in Table 2 show that exact and close replication
studies in advertising research are challenging. Slight changes in any factor may
make results incomparable and exact, and close replication study results challenging
to interpret; it is impossible to know whether changes in the research-design factors
caused a failure to replicate results or whether the original results were false pos-
itives. Consequently, in most cases, the original authors are the only ones that could
execute a replication similar enough to the original study to rule out false positives,
and they would have to do it shortly after the original study (to prevent time dif-
ferences from affecting findings). Scholars attempting exact or close replications
must ensure they control for as many factors as possible and consider the effects
of research design differences when interpreting their results. Moreover, scholars
attempting constructive and conceptual replications could use the factors in Table
2 as a starting point for identifying moderating variables to be included in their
studies (Hudson 2023).

Discussion

In the following two sections, we present recommendations for increasing the truth
value of advertising research and ways of overcoming existing obstacles to replication
research. We summarize the recommendations in Table 3.

Table 3. Recommendations for replication research.

Purpose Recommendation Responsible
Increase the truth Replication research should be purposeful and scholars should Scholars; Reviewers
value of research. select the appropriate type of replication given the status of
the theory or effect they are replicating.
At least one exact or constructive replication should be a Editors

requirement before publication of a novel theory or effect.

Applied research testing an empirical application of an established Scholars; Reviewers
theory should be positioned as a conceptual replication rather
than an original study.

Preregistration should be a requirement for all replication studies. Editors

Replication studies should be properly identified and labeled. Scholars; Reviewers

Conceptual replications should use pretests and manipulation Scholars; Reviewers
checks to demonstrate that they are testing the relevant
theoretical constructs.

Overcome obstacles  Scholars should plan their research on novel theories to include at Scholars

to replication least one exact or constructive replication.
research. Multiple teams should work together in collaborative networks, Scholars
where they pool resources and expertise.
Full disclosure of the methodology should be a requirement Editors; Reviewers
before publication.
Journals should be willing to review and accept or reject Editors

registered reports. Special issues with registered reports could

be a first step towards this practice.
Add “replication” as a keyword in journal editorial systems. Editors
Encourage replication research for students on all levels. Scholars
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Increasing the truth value of advertising research

It is a truism among scholars that research results have an uncertain truth value (e.g.
Nosek, Spies, and Motyl 2012). However, it appears that many advertising scholars
fail to appreciate how common false positives are in the literature, judging by the
faith placed in the results from single studies and the common misunderstanding
that the rate of false positives equals the standard significance level of p < .05.
Although we do not know the true rate of false positives, it is safe to assume that
it is far higher than most of us would like to admit (cf. loannidis 2005; Pashler and
Harris 2012).

Currently, replication in advertising research is rare, and a majority (more than 70%)
of replication studies are constructive or conceptual replications (Park et al. 2015). In
a similar vein, calls for more replication research in advertising tend to (implicitly)
focus on conceptual replication, or ‘reinquiries, and overlook exact or close replications
(Carlson 2015; Eisend, Franke, and Leigh 2016; Reid 2014; but see Royne 2018). Although
conceptual replications are essential in establishing a theory’s validity across contexts
and methods, they cannot weed out false positives (Hiffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze
2016; Nosek, Spies, and Motyl 2012). Thus, advertising research needs both more and
purposeful replication research, especially exact and close replications, if we want to
reduce the rate of false-positive results in the literature. Figure 1 provides a decision
tree that authors can use to decide which type of replication study is required.

Considering the ‘stickiness’ of false positives and the lack of exact replications,
coupled with the challenges of replicating advertising research (Table 2), we argue
that studies of unestablished advertising theories or with unusual findings should
include at least one exact replication carried out by the original authors before results
can be published in the leading advertising journals. Such a requirement would not

Figure 1. Decision tree for selecting the type of replication study.
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eliminate false-positive results from the literature; results sometimes replicate by
chance, and exact replications risk duplicating flaws (if any) in the original study
(Brandt et al. 2014; Hudson 2023). However, an exact replication requirement would
considerably reduce false positives and increase our belief in the veracity of adver-
tising theories, hypotheses, and results.

Requiring exact replications does not obviate the need for conceptual replications.
Once an effect has been established with exact and/or close replications, construc-
tive and conceptual replications should further investigate the generalizability of
the theory and its robustness in different settings and with different methodologies.
Of particular importance are conceptual replications in the field that demonstrate
that the original effect is not a laboratory artifact (Bergkvist and Langner 2023;
Maner 2016; Mortensen and Cialdini 2010). Note, however, that original studies that
were never replicated should not be conceptually replicated (Pashler and Harris
2012). In these cases, a study testing the same theory or effect should be regarded
as an original study requiring replication to rule out false-positive results (i.e. exact,
close, or constructive replication, depending on the circumstances) before publica-
tion. The same caveat applies to the conceptual replication of studies where the
passage of time could have had an effect on the expected results.

A requirement for all replication research is that it should be preregistered (for an
overview, see Bergkvist 2020), clearly stating whether the original results are expected
to replicate. Without preregistration, the post hoc interpretation of results lacks credibility
(Hudson 2023), as a post-hoc interpretation of replication results as confirming or dis-
confirming the original results without an ex-ante hypothesis is akin to HARKing (Kerr
1998). Without preregistration, studies replicating methods or theories in previous research
could, at most, claim that their results are ‘congruent’ or ‘incongruent’ with prior results.

Enabling replication research requires that the original studies provide detailed
documentation of their methods and make materials available (Brandt et al. 2014).
These recommendations have been highlighted as desirable practices by researchers
arguing for open science practices in other disciplines because they improve replica-
bility (see Dienlin et al. 2021; Lewis 2020 for a discussion of open science practices).
In addition, scholars should take care to label their replication studies appropriately.
Not all intrastudy replications are labeled as replications, and most studies do not
specify the type of replication. Missing or inappropriate labels confuse readers and
hamper article searches. Thus, scholars should properly label replication studies (e.g.
by adhering to the terminology in this article).

It should also be stressed that credible conceptual replications require careful use
of pretests and/or manipulation checks to demonstrate that the study addressed the
relevant theoretical constructs (Crandall and Sherman 2016; Fabrigar, Wegener, and
Petty 2020; Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016). This way, the researcher can ensure
that the study’s theoretical process is replicated (Huffmeier, Mazei, and Schultze 2016).
Not testing the manipulations opens up the replication study to critique whether or
not they match the construct of interest (Fabrigar, Wegener, and Petty 2020) and
whether a non-replication result indicates that the theory did not hold under the
new conditions or whether the study failed to create the required theoretical condi-
tions. Even when the original study did not conduct a pretest or manipulation check,
close replication researchers are encouraged to test whether the original manipulations
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map onto the intended concepts. This facilitates the interpretation of a non-replication
(Fabrigar, Wegener, and Petty 2020).

Overcoming obstacles to replication research

Several scholars have noted how many features of the academic world, such as editors’
and reviewers' preference for novel findings and career-related publication require-
ments, disincentivize scholars to search for the truth and to carry out replication
research (e.g. Giner-Sorolla 2012; Kerr 1998; Nosek, Spies, and Motyl 2012; Nosek et al.
2022; Schaller 2016). Thus, it is unlikely that we will see an increase in replication
research unless there are systemic changes in academia. While these changes must
come from all entities in our society concerned with research, including governments
and university leaders, we focus on the roles of scholars, journal editors, and reviewers.

Scholars frequently are reluctant to carry out replication research as it comes with
less academic prestige than novel research (Giner-Sorolla 2012). While novel research
will most likely be more prestigious than replication research for the foreseeable
future, scholars should be aware that replication research can be part of and add
value to research on novel topics. Exact replication increases confidence in novel
results and should increase the likelihood of journal acceptance. If the exact replication
is part of a constructive replication, the additional study could add to the original
study’s results by including mediating and moderating variables. Thus, a carefully
planned series of studies could include both exact replication and an extension of
the original study with a relatively low effort.

Adding a constructive replication to an original study represents an attractive
avenue for researchers as its inclusion increases confidence in the original claim and
advances understanding of the effect’s underlying process or boundary conditions.
Thus, the combined contribution of an original study followed by a constructive
replication should substantially increase a paper’s acceptance probability. A recent
example of an article with an original study followed up with a constructive replica-
tion (including an exact replication), which could serve as a model for future research,
is the study by Coleman, Royne, and Pounders (2020).

Replication research has an opportunity cost that reduces the funds available for
other research (Lewandowsky and Oberauer 2020). However, it is essential to consider
the alternative viewpoint regarding the costs associated with replication research.
Conducting replication studies has the potential to reduce costs in the long run. This
is because relying on non-replicated research could result in allocating funds toward
studying non-existent effects. Therefore, recognizing the value of constructive repli-
cation suggests that advertising scholars might be more inclined to engage in rep-
lication research if they are aware of its benefits.

Moreover, collaborative replication efforts could address the additional costs of
replication research. Researchers can establish collaborative networks where multiple
teams work together to replicate and validate findings. By pooling resources and
expertise, these efforts can increase the rigor and generalizability of replication studies,
leading to more reliable and robust conclusions while overcoming resource limitations.
The American Academy of Advertising (AAA) and the European Advertising Academy
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(EAA) could facilitate the creation of collaborative networks by establishing networks
or platforms where researchers can connect, share ideas, and collaborate on replication
projects. These networks can help overcome resource limitations and foster a sense
of community around replication efforts, and they provide support, guidance, and
access to expertise for researchers conducting replications. Similarly, the AAA and EAA
could facilitate the sharing of research data, including both original studies and rep-
lication attempts. Creating centralized repositories or platforms where researchers can
access and analyze shared datasets can foster collaboration, increase the sample size
of replication studies, and enhance the robustness of conclusions.

Journal editors and reviewers are gatekeepers determining what research is pub-
lished in academic journals. In that role, they are key to increasing the amount of
replication research. In author guidelines, journal editors have an ‘important lever to
impose or discourage certain practices’ (De Pelsmacker 2021, 845), and recent research
suggests that publication guidelines for transparency and best practices increase the
reproducibility of the results in published studies (Brown, McGrath, and Sacco 2022).
Recently, several marketing journals have amended their author guidelines with
requirements for research transparency (e.g. the Journal of Marketing; Marketing Science)
and preregistration of experiments (Marketing Letters), policies that should encourage
replication research, although they fall short of requiring exact replication before
publication. Thus, advertising journal editors could enable independent replications
by requiring full disclosure of research methods (e.g. questionnaires and stimuli should
be publicly available at the time of publication). They could also make exact replica-
tion a requirement before publishing novel results. Moreover, journal editors could
encourage conceptual replications by inviting registered reports, that is, manuscripts
that are reviewed and accepted (or rejected) for publication before data collection
(Chambers 2019). This means that manuscripts with relevant research problems and
adequate theoretical foundations and methodology are accepted irrespective of the
empirical results, thus reducing publication bias in the results of published studies
and increasing the likelihood of publishing replication studies with null results (Nosek
et al. 2022). A first step could be to invite submissions to a special issue with studies
based on registered reports.

While reviewers have limited influence on journal policies, they directly influence
what research is accepted or rejected for publication. To this end, reviewers must see
the value of replication research and be open to recommending acceptance of care-
fully executed replication studies. Reviewers should also realize the difference between
different replication studies (exact, close, constructive, conceptual) and should be able
to evaluate them properly. Maner (2014) suggests that reviewers — when reviewing
replication studies - should insist on clear and transparent reporting of methodological
rather than theoretical details, focus on statistical power and methodological sound-
ness, show a willingness to recommend acceptance of studies with non-replicating
results, and avoid affording precedent to the original study (i.e. regarding the original
study as better or more accurate than the replication study). Unfortunately, there are
indications that replication research has low status among reviewers and that efforts
to increase reviewers’ knowledge and understanding have limited effects (Nosek, Spies,
and Motyl 2012). Enhancing reviewers’ receptiveness to replication research can begin
by adding the keyword ‘replication’ into journal reviewer databases and manuscript
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handling systems. This enables editors to direct replication manuscripts to reviewers
who are genuinely interested in this type of research.

In the longer term, advertising scholars must foster a research tradition that values,
encourages, and is willing to publish replication research. This change can be done
through our roles as educators. Many students run surveys and experiments each
year as a final step to obtaining bachelor, master, or doctoral degrees. Encouraging
these students to perform close, conceptual, or constructive replications would allow
them to gain extensive methodological knowledge and an understanding of the
importance of replication (Grahe et al. 2012; Smits and Cuykx 2017). Conducting a
replication study comes with numerous challenges that need to be well-thought-
through by the student. This process will also result in additional theoretical knowledge
since students should consider the theoretical foundations for the replication studies.
Integrating replication into our educational activities could cultivate a group of scholars
who have direct experience conducting replication studies and recognize their
significance.

Conclusion

Replication is critical in advertising research considering the high variability of exper-
imental factors (Table 2) and the applied nature of the field. To this end, authors,
editors, and reviewers share a responsibility to increase the number of replication
studies (Hubbard and Armstrong 1994). We hope that a better understanding of
replications and the challenges inherent in advertising research can inspire scholars
to do more replication research and reviewers and editors to accept it for
publication.

Note

1. Exact replication results are never definitive. There is always a risk that uncontrolled
extraneous factors affect the experimental setting. However, despite this, most scholars
regard exact replications as valid tests of false positives in the original study (Brandt
et al. 2014; Crandall and Sherman 2016; Easley, Madden, and Dunn 2000; Hudson 2023;
Nosek and Errington 2020).
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