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Leising et al. (2022) propose a 10-step checklist that they argue will facilitate “a better 
personality science.” Although we agree with many of the proposed steps, whether the 
checklist separates “good research” from bad is an empirical matter. We therefore consid
er whether the checklist would have caught one of the replication crisis’s most infamous 
papers—namely, Bem’s (2011) “Feeling the future” in the Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology. Table 1 demonstrates the difficulty we faced in coming to a consensus on the 
score to assign Bem’s paper, which is the first of our several criticisms.

Table 1

A Worked Example of Bem (2011) Using the 10-Step Checklist Proposed by Leising et al. (2022)

Criteria
Max 
Score CIW EDB AC

0 Paper gets published in a peer reviewed outlet 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

1a Presents broad consensus regarding important research goals 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1b Addresses important research goals that were outlined in 

consensus document 

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

2a Presents broad consensus regarding terminology 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0

2b Uses terminology from consensus document 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

3a Presents broad consensus regarding measurement practices 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3b Uses measurement practices from consensus document 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

4a Presents broad consensus regarding data pre-processing and/or 

analysis

5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4b Uses consensus practices regarding data pre-processing and/or 

analysis

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

5a Presents broad consensus regarding state of knowledge and/or 

theory development

5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0

5b Builds directly on consensus document regarding state of 

knowledge and/or theory development

0.5 0.0 0.5 0.5

6a Includes algebraic or formal-logic formulation of theory being 

tested, and how it relates to measured variables

2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6b Includes account of how the tested formal theory relates to 

previous formulations of the same or related theories

1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Criteria
Max 
Score CIW EDB AC

7a Strictly separates explorative from confirmatory analyses, with 

the latter being pre-registered at the same level of specificity at 

which the results are later reported

1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

7b Is a registered report 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8 Includes at least one direct replication attempt (of others’ or one’s 

own results), with a new sample and at least equal power as 

previous study

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

9a Includes pre-registered a priori power analysis / sample size 

planning based on specific and realistic expected effect size 

estimate

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

9b Has an expected type I error rate of ≤ .05 and type II error rate of 

≤ .20, based on realistic effect size estimates

1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0

9c Demonstrates representativeness of participant samples(s) in 

regard to the population of interest

3.0 0.0 1.5 1.0

9d Demonstrates representativeness of stimuli in regard to the 

environmental conditions of interest

3.0 0.0 3.0 3.0

10a Data is made open 0.5 0.5a 0.5 0.0

10b Open data is accompanied by meta-data that (at least) documents 

all variables in the data set in a manner that enables new analyses 

without requiring further interactions with the people who 

collected the data (see FAIR principles)

1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0

10c Code is made open (and well documented) 0.5 0.0 0.5b 0.0

10d Materials are made open (and well documented) 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

10e All data, materials and code from a project are found in a single 

directory online

0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

aAvailable from https://replicationindex.com/2018/01/20/bemcorrespondence/
bAvailable through contact with Bem (2011).

The midpoint of our scores was 12.0 (building consensus: 3.3, using consensus: 2.3, 
formalization: 0.0, preregistration: 0.0, replication: 1.0, informativeness: 3.5, and open 
science: 0.8). Does this score separate the bad from the good, the reproducible from the 
irreproducible? These questions are difficult to answer for at least two reasons. Since 
most published research hasn’t been scored, individual scores are difficult to contextual
ize. However, even if most published research was scored, and a consensus between 
scorers was reached, we contend that conceptual problems built into the checklist render 
scores difficult to interpret, and that the scope of the checklist misses important things.
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Consensus Statements
A critical component of Leising et al.’s (2022) steps toward improving scientific standards 
in personality center around consensus building. There are several critical ways in which 
the methods for building consensus in psychology could have unintended negative con
sequences by assuming: (1) our science is sufficiently mature for consensus to emerge 
and (2) that consensus building will change incentives in ways that do not reward 
well-known, eminent, and productive individuals (in terms of publication numbers).

Eminence and Advancement
First, it is unclear whether and how early career researchers (ECRs) and researchers 
from underrepresented backgrounds (RUBs) will have a role in consensus building. The 
proposed system rewards individuals for collaborating with others to build consensus. If 
past initiatives and expert meetings in personality are a representative sample, however, 
then consensus will be driven by a small group of mid- to late-career researchers from 
the United States and Western Europe. In part, this arises from eminence with many 
eminent personality scholars having little contact with other researchers outside of 
western nations. Thus, how ECRs and RUBs will play a role in consensus building results 
in an unfair penalization of location and rank.

Second, there is an inherent tension between consensus and innovation. Given the 
overlap between eminent scholars with those in reviewer, editor, and other positions of 
influence, consensus statements are prone to enabling undue gatekeeping against chal
lenges to consensus. Or, at minimum, publishing contradictory statements and research 
becomes prohibitively difficult, particularly for ECRs and RUBs, because researchers 
who disagree with the consensus may adhere for the sake of the proposed standards of 
“quality.”

Finally, scholars require adequate training in the requisite domain(s) to create con
sensus documents in them. Yet the current academic system rewards individual contri
butions, particularly empirical ones, more than team-science-based or theoretical contri
butions. For consensus documents to guide research, personality science needs to (1) 
embrace team-science by rewarding many types of contributions, and (2) train students 
in theory building as much as statistics.

A CRediT Alternative
Creating a better science requires a shift in academia’s reward structures. The current 
system rewards producing more publications with little reference to contributions to 
those publications. Even with Leising et al.’s (2022) ten steps toward a better science, 
researchers who produce more “quality” research with minimal contribution will be most 
rewarded. The contributor roles taxonomy (CRediT3 )—fourteen high-level roles that 
specify the researcher’s contribution to a publication—offers a simple yet effective way of 
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weighing the quality of researcher contributions rather than quantity alone. We propose 
adding a CRediT section to CVs to move us toward contribution-based standards (see 
Figure 1 for an example).

Besides making a researcher’s contributions clear, the CRediT section offers insights 
into expertise and team science. A quantitative role may include “analysis.” A superviso
ry role may include “conceptualization” and “funding.” “Writing: original draft” indicates 

3) https://casrai.org/credit/

Figure 1

Example of CRediT Section in a CV

Note. “X” indicates contributorship role, “–” indicates not applicable for a given project, and blanks indicate 
roles not undertaken. “Concept” = Conceptualization; “Data Cur.” = Data Curation; “Invest” = Investigation; 
“Method” = Methodology; “Admin” = Project Administration; “Supervis.” = Supervision; “Vis.” = Visualization; 
“Draft” = Writing: Original Draft; “Review” = Writing: Review & Editing.
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that the researcher contributed to their content area. Different combinations of contribu
tions reflect different yet important roles in team science.

Theory Training
The target article is the latest to join in calling for more formal theory (e.g., Borsboom et 
al., 2021; Gray, 2017; Oberauer & Lewandowsky, 2019). While we agree that better theory 
can help move psychology forward (Oude Maatman, 2021), psychology trainees aren’t 
trained to think theoretically (Bosch, 2018). If psychology is to improve theory, then 
psychologists must be trained in theory (Smaldino, 2019). Trainees receive instruction 
on basic and advanced statistics, yet they often do not receive training on basic theory. 
Instead, students take courses that are within their area of specialization (Bosch, 2018). 
Learning about extant theorizing is a far cry, however, from learning how to theorize.

Borsboom and colleagues (2021) outline a theory construction course that provides an 
example for training programs. Students learn to distinguish between data, phenomena, 
and theories. Then, students choose a topic in psychology to identify robust phenomena. 
Finally, students use software for simulations to create models that test theoretical 
propositions. This program could be split into separate courses where students learn to 
understand the difference between modeling and theory (Haslbeck et al., 2019), simulate 
models to test theories (Robinaugh et al., 2021), and investigate incompatibilities and 
underdetermination in theory (Oude Maatman, 2021).

Conclusion
Leising et al.’s (2022) rubric fails to address underlying systemic issues in psychology. 
Consensus building, while important, will only reify eminence and gatekeeping. Rating 
research based on a “quality-based” checklist as opposed to a contribution-based rubric 
perpetuates the score counting that is endemic to the current reward system. Finally, 
formal theories cannot be achieved without formal training in theory. These systemic is
sues are pervasive and cannot be fixed without changes to the reward structure. Without 
changing the evaluation system of academia, we cannot change the reward system that 
supports it. Including the CRediT taxonomy in CVs offers a simple yet effective way of 
weighing the quality of researcher contributions rather than quantity alone.
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