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Abstract

There has been a growing concern in different branches of science regarding the repli-
cability of scientific findings. Recent research has shown that results from a large fraction
of experimental studies are not able to be replicated by follow-up studies—a phenomenon
known as the replicability crisis. In response, multi-lab studies have grown substantially in
popularity, both to confirm that an original scientific claim can withstand rigorous followup
testing and to test the validity of published, controversial scientific findings. As a recent
example of the latter kind, Many Labs 4 (Klein et al., 2019) was a large-scale, pre-registered
study designed to replicate an experiment by Greenberg et al. (1994) testing a claim regard-
ing terror management theory—a theory in Psychology that a person’s awareness of their
own mortality will alter their behavior in a myriad of ways. In this replication study, the
original experiment was repeated across 21 labs, with some labs even involving the original
authors from Greenberg et al. (1994) in their experiment. Despite strict protocols being
followed, the results from the original study were not able to be replicated. Chatard et al.
(2020) rebutted against this finding, and claims that by imposing a strong restriction on the
studies to be included in the analysis, and by performing a meta-analysis on this subset of
studies, the original result is replicated.

This rebuttal leads to several key questions. First, are meta-analytic techniques, which
estimate an overall effect size by aggregating effect sizes across studies, as-or-more effective
than, linear mixed models, which use individual responses rather than effect sizes, when
analyzing data from multi-lab studies? Second, since both mixed models and meta-analysis
approaches rely on estimating the variability in effect sizes across labs, and since estimation
of this parameter is typically unreliable, are sensitivity analysis approaches—which consider
a range of potential values of this between-lab variance—preferable when analyzing multi-lab

data? Finally, is the finding from Many Labs 4 accurate, or does the rebuttal by Chatard



et al. (2020) hold significant merit? We aim to find answers to all of these questions in this
dissertation.

First, we perform an extensive literature review on random-effects meta-analysis methods,
and perform an extensive simulation to evaluate the best practices for performing meta-
analysis when using individual participant data (IPD) instead of aggregate data from multi-
lab studies. We then compare the best performing meta-analysis estimators to those obtained
from a mixed model. Overall, we consider a total of 5,760 combinations of estimators and
multi-lab experimental settings for meta-analysis, and another 80 for mixed models. We
find that the meta-analysis and linear mixed model approaches yield similar results, with
meta-analysis methods performing slightly better. Additionally, we find that both methods
for estimation suffer from the same significant pitfall—estimation of across-lab variability in
treatment effects is often inconsistent and unreliable when the number of labs included in
the study are small.

Second, to overcome issues with estimation of across lab variability, we develop a sen-
sitivity analysis approach for determining the significance of effect size estimates for both
meta-analysis and mixed-model estimators. These methods allow for researchers to consider
a range of different values for the across lab variance, and helps them determine for what
values the estimate of the effect size is statistically significant. While effective, we find that
these approaches can be misleading when the claimed or estimated across lab variance is
much lower than the actual across lab variance, which can be possible when sample sizes
and/or the number of labs under study is small.

Finally, we apply our methods to re-analyze the data from Many Labs 4 (Klein et al.,
2019). Our analysis corroborates the original finding of (Klein et al., 2019) that the original
experiment is unable to be replicated with any kind of consistency. We also identify issues
with the analysis in the rebuttal by Chatard et al. (2020) that would lead them to obtain

inaccurate results.
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analyzing data from multi-lab studies? Second, since both mixed models and meta-analysis
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multi-lab experimental settings for meta-analysis, and another 80 for mixed models. We
find that the meta-analysis and linear mixed model approaches yield similar results, with
meta-analysis methods performing slightly better. Additionally, we find that both methods
for estimation suffer from the same significant pitfall—estimation of across-lab variability in
treatment effects is often inconsistent and unreliable when the number of labs included in
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Second, to overcome issues with estimation of across lab variability, we develop a sen-
sitivity analysis approach for determining the significance of effect size estimates for both
meta-analysis and mixed-model estimators. These methods allow for researchers to consider
a range of different values for the across lab variance, and helps them determine for what
values the estimate of the effect size is statistically significant. While effective, we find that
these approaches can be misleading when the claimed or estimated across lab variance is
much lower than the actual across lab variance, which can be possible when sample sizes
and/or the number of labs under study is small.

Finally, we apply our methods to re-analyze the data from Many Labs 4 (Klein et al.,
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

There has been a growing concern in di erent branches of science regarding the replicability
of scientic ndings. Recent research has shown that results from a large fraction of ex-
perimental studies cannot be replicated by follow-up studies|a phenomenon known as the
replicability crisis. For example, the journal Nature conducted a survey of 1,500 scientists
and found that 70% of those polled had been unable to replicate others' results, and 50%
could not replicate even their own results (Baker, 2016)

One contributing cause to the replication crisis is that each experiment is performed
within its own unique research environment. Such di erences in environments may lead
to diering treatment e ects within each experiment|otherwise known as treatment-by
environment interaction or heterogeneous treatment e ects. This may make it di cult for
another researcher to replicate an experimental nding, even if the follow-up study design and
protocol is as identical as possible to the original study. Recent work by Higgins et al. (2021)
has formalized this framework and derived adjusteg@-values and con dence intervals for
inferences on the di erence in means that consider this potential environment-by treatment
interaction

From a design perspective, multi-lab or multi-facility studies|in which the same ex-



perimental study is performed simultaneously across several locations with each location
closely following the same pre-speci ed protocol|provide an additional pathway for iden-
tifying and mitigating issues with experiments that may be susceptible to large treatment-
by-environment interaction e ects. These types of experiments have become increasingly
popular, both for verifying a scienti ¢ result is valid prior to publication (Jaljuli et al., 2021,
Kafka et al., 2005) and for con rming or questioning the validity of a scienti ¢ claim. For

an example of the latter, the Many Labs series of experiments (Buttrick et al., 2020; Ebersole
et al., 2016, 2020; Klein et al., 2014a,b, 2018, 2022) perform multi-facility experiments to
test the validity of commonly held theories in the psychological sciences.

Despite the emergence of multi-lab experiments, there is no commonly accepted way to
analyze data from a multi-lab experiment. Often, it is assumed that the treatment e ect|
or e ect size|within each lab is a random variable. When individual-participant data is
available, linear mixed models seem quite appropriate data analysis. However, random
e ect meta-analytic techniquesl|in which overall e ect size estimates are obtained using
summaries from multiple studies, rather than the individual datajare also widely used for
these data.

However, when the number of labs and/or the number of units within each lab is small,
estimates from both mixed model and meta-analysis approaches can be quite variable. In
particular, both mixed model and meta-analytic approaches require accurate estimates of
across-lab variability in order to be e ective. However, current best practices for estimating
this across-lab variability|for example, maximum likelihood (ML) by Hardy and Thompson
(1996), restricted maximum likelihood (REML) by Viechtbauer (2005) , and the Paule-
Mandel estimator (PM) by Paule and Mandel (1982)|are often imprecise, especially when
the number of studies is small.

In this dissertation, we focus on determining the best approach to estimate treatment
e ects from multilab experiments. First, we review the literature on random e ects meta-
analysis methods, and we perform an extensive simulation to evaluate the best practices for
performing meta-analysis.We then compare the best performing meta-analysis estimators to

those obtained from a mixed model. Next, we develop a sensitivity-analysis approach for
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determining the signi cance of e ect size estimates for both meta-analysis and mixed-model
estimators. Instead of estimating the across-experiment variability directly, we consider a
range of di erent values of the environmental e ect ratio (EER)|a ratio of the standard
deviations of the across-experiment variability and the within-experiment variability|and
determine under which values of the EER lead to statistically signi cant estimates of the
treatment e ect. Finally, we apply what we learn from the rst two projects to re-evaluate
the Many Labs 4 experiment (Chatard et al., 2020; Klein et al., 2022), a well-known multi-
lab replication study in which a controversial nding involving terror management theory

was unable to be replicated.

1.2 History of Replication Crisis

1.2.1 The File-Drawer Problem and Scienti ¢ Misconduct

Since 1959, the researchers faced \the le drawer problem:" journals are lled with signi cant
results and 5% of these studies had Type | errors. However, the le drawers are lled with
95% of the non-signi cant studies (Rosenthal, 1979; Sterling, 1959). Later, Bauchau (1997)
discussed the so-called le drawer problem; for each published paper telling a signi cant
result, a considerable number of similar studies stayed secreted in le drawers because they
did not achieve a signi cant result. He began putting the le drawer problem in a statistical
framework to discuss it and highlight other related problems. According to an article in the
Indian Journal of Anaesthesia, Nagarajan et al. (2017) reported \It is speculated that every
signi cant result in the published world has 19 non-signi cant counterparts in le drawers.”
Because of the le drawer problem, called publication bias, the rate of fabrication, falsi -
cation, and plagiarism in study research has increased. Harvey (2020) said that although the
reason for fraud is complicated, there is good evidence that the structure of higher educa-
tion perpetuates research fraud because of the grants received for published research. Many
more examples of well-known research fraud cases exist across all elds. A renowned social

psychologist in the Netherlands, Diederik Stapel, admitted that he faked data and made-up



entire experiments that were published. Marc Hauser, a once-popular professor at Harvard,
and Karen Ruggiero, a former professor at the University of Texas, both allegedly fabricated
data for published studies. More often, data is modi ed slightly to achieve the desired results
rather than completely fraudulent. For example, plant biologist Oliver Voinnet did multiple
cases of data manipulation. He was issued a 2-year suspension from the Centre National de
la Recherche Scienti que in 2015. Another form of fraud is replicating experiments enough
times until eventually, by chance, a signi cant result is achieved and is published even if the
null hypothesis were correct. (Bauchau, 1997; Carpenter, 2012; Diener and Biswas-Diener,
2016; Harvey, 2020; Sterling, 1959). Additionally, in a survey of almost 6,000 American
psychologists, 67% admitted to selecting studies that would work, 74% failed to report all
dependent measures, 71% continued to collect data until getting a signi cant result, 54%
reported unexpected ndings as expected, 35% had doubts about the integrity of at least
one part of their own research, and 1.7% admitted to having faked their data (Laws, 2013).
loannidis (2005) published an article \Why Most Published Research Findings Are
False" that caused serious concerns about the integrity of research ndings. It has become
the turning point in the years since. This realization became widespread by early 2010, and
it was called the replication crisis Resnick (2018). In 2016, a group of Belgian psychology
researchers wanted to see if there was a le drawer problem, so they conducted a follow-up
study of their own study that was performed between 2009 and 2014 on 453 subjects. They
found that the results obtained were not like they expected. Therefore, they had decided to
open their own le drawer and make a bold stand by publishing their unpublished studies
anyway. They wanted to encourage other laboratories to do the same (Lane et al., 2016). To
highlight the nature of this crisis, the journal Nature conducted a survey of 1,500 scientists
and found that 70% of those polled had been unable to replicate others' results, and 50%

could not replicate even their own results (Baker, 2016).



1.2.2 Scientists Moved Forward

Alarm about a replication crisis launched a wave of large-sample replication projects to
replicate published ndings. The largest project was the Open Science Collaboration, which
reported in papers published in 2008 in three high-ranking psychology journals. Collab-
oration (2015) found that about a third to half of the 100 experiments were replicated.
Likewise, Camerer et al. (2018) designed a study to replicate 21 social science experiments.
These studies had been published in Nature and Science between 2010 and 2015.These at-
tempts were conducted by four di erent countries: the United States, Sweden, Singapore,
and Austria. Only 14 were successfully replicated. A registered replication reports project
was conducted by Simons et al. (2014) that consisted of many laboratories with high-powered
studies. Here, 36 of 97 ndings failed. In addition to these projects, several Many Labs stud-
ies have been designed, and many researchers attempted to replicate either one speci ¢ study
or a whole set of studies. In the Many Labs 1 project (Klein et al., 2014b), there were 36
research groups that attempted to replicate the 13 e ects with a total of 6,344 participants;
10 of 13 e ects were replicated successfully. In the Many Labs 2 project (Klein et al., 2018),
a team of 186 researchers conducted replications of the 28 ndings with more than 15,000
participants from 36 countries and territories. Fourteen of the 28 ndings failed to replicate,
although the sample size of more than 60 laboratories is quite large. The Many Labs 3
project was conducted by Ebersole et al. (2016). Ten known e ects in 20 participant pools
were replicated, only three successfully (Ebersole et al., 2020; McShane et al., 2019; Stroebe,
2019).

The inability to replicate the initial ndings builds doubt that the result truly exists and
presents a crisis for scienti ¢ progress. Therefore, researchers should carefully consider which
factors could a ect the replication procedures and avoid them (Diener and Biswas-Diener,

2016; Ya e, 2019).



1.3 Causes of Replicability Crisis

The failures of replicability do not necessarily mean the initial ndings are a false positive,
the original study authors were frauds, the experimental design and research practices are
poor, or the original report was incorrect (loannidis, 2015; Stroebe et al., 2012). We should
carefully think about the barriers preventing replication before carrying out a replication
study and do our best to avoid them, or there will be too many inconclusive replication
experiments (Hedges and Schauer, 2019a; Maxwell et al., 2015). There is no consensus among
researchers about the causes of replication failure. It could be due to lack of experience
and expertise, substandard research practices, studies designed with small sample sizes,
statistically signi cant results resulting from chance, that the original results of the studies

are valid for only some people in some circumstances and not universal or lasting, di erent
research environments, publication bias, p-hacking, inappropriate analyses given the data,
variability of p-values, overstated evidence, and underpowered studies (Bello and Renter,
2018; Boos and Stefanski, 2011; Chen et al., 2021; Diener and Biswas-Diener, 2016; Francis,
2012; Gibson, 2021; Higgins et al., 2021; loannidis et al., 2009; Lewandowsky and Oberauer,
2020; of Sciences et al., 2019; Shirin et al., 2018)

Regarding psychology, some have argued that psychology uses a nebulous and unclear the-
ory or prefers to work with under-speci ed conceptualizations of the interest variables (Feest,
2019; Hicks, 2023; Klein, 2014; McPhetres et al., 2021; Muthukrishna and Henrich, 2019;
Stroebe and Strack, 2014). On the other hand, psychological research is a icted with low
statistical power, according to a 2018 analysis of 200 meta-analyses. Replication studies that

have low power are liable to false negatives (Stanley et al., 2018).

1.3.1 Multi-labs Replications

Until now, there is no unanimity on how replication studies should be conducted and no
signi cant understanding of how replication design should be. Some think the idea of repli-
cation is obvious and straightforward; simply repeat the study with the same or larger

sample size than the initial experiment, then check whether the results of both studies agree
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or not. Some evaluate the replication study by only a single study, while others assess by
multiple laboratories. There is no uni ed approach. Hence, some studies that claimed to
have failed to replicate may not have failed at all, but there may be low statistical power
in single replication studies. We know that a single study is not as expensive and time-
consuming as multiple studies. And the need for multiple replication studies may disappoint
some researchers who want immediate results. Yet, researchers should carefully think about
the barriers preventing replication before carrying out a replication study and do their best
to avoid them, or there will be too many inconclusive replication experiments (Gustafsson,
2017; Hedges and Schauer, 2019a; Maxwell et al., 2015).

Replication in multi-study designs has many advantages compared to traditional single-
study designs. Individual studies may be subject to publication bias; studies run in single
labs may not be able to accumulate the sample sizes needed to provide su cient precision,
and it may be dicult to di erentiate whether signi cant results are widely applicable or
con ned to the lab in which the study was conducted. In contrast, preregistered multi-labs
studies with large sample sizes provide more objective and reliably estimated e ect sizes
that do not su er from publication bias or selective reporting and ensure high power. The
power usually rises more quickly if the number of labs is increased (at least 50) instead of
the participants per lab (Bello and Renter, 2018; Bonett, 2012; Hedges and Schauer, 2019b;
Kvarven et al., 2020; Lewis et al., 2022).

1.3.2 Replication Issue in Multi-environments

The di erent environments can be a potent impediment to a successful replication, yet the
researchers do not consider it when measuring applicability. The various experimental envi-
ronments, including but not limited to time, location, weather, and laboratory environment
(i.e., personnel, equipment, measurement techniques), can a ect the responses either in the
same way or in a unigue way to each treatment in a follow-up study. These dierences
contribute to a unique research environment for each experiment, and it can be di cult for

another researcher to repeat a study in the same way, even if both studies are conducted



with high accuracy (Filazzola and Cahill Jr, 2021; Fraser et al., 2020; Higgins et al., 2021;
Powers and Hampton, 2019). In other words, if researchers can replicate the original study
in vastly di erent environments, it is all the more impressive (Loken and Gelman, 2017).

We consider the initial experiment with two treatments (a treatment group and a control

group ) as follows

Yie i "k 0 L2k Lun (1.1)

where ; is the mean value for thei™ treatment condition, and " 's are independent and
identically distributed random variables (abbreviated as i.i.d.) aN0; 2.0 When the same
experiment is performed in a di erent environment selected randomly, the study results will
di er by more than the sampling error. In this manner, two sources of variation will be
considered: within-study variability and variability arising from di erences between studies.
Thus, the following model for replication studies with two treatments: a treatment group

and a control group will be

Yik i i Mk b L2k L (1.2)

where

Y« Npi; 29; i Np; 2 Zq

and ; is actual mean value for tha" treatment in the environment. The term represents
a common random source of variability to all observations. The;'s ( interaction terms)
represent random sources of variability unique to each treatment. Thg's are distributed
as ind Np0; 2g common variance. Similarly, we assume that;'s are distributed as iid
Np; 2 g and is distributed asNpO; 2 ¢ We further assume that these random terms
are mutually independent (Higgins et al., 2021).

Because there is environment-by-treatment interaction, which appears to be common in
research (Berliner, 2002; Kafka et al., 2005, 2017, 2018), the interaction with laboratories

should be considered (Higgins et al., 2021; Jaljuli et al., 2021). The measures of replicabil-



ity should account for a changing environment when making statistical inferences and the
standard deviations of environment-by-treatment interaction divided by the experimental
error (Higgins et al., 2021), which is de ned as

EER? (1.3)

mm‘ N

1.4 Replication and Meta-Analysis

For almost three decades, there has existed a necessary and symbiotic relationship between
meta-analysis and replication (Allen and Preiss, 1993; Sharpe and Poets, 2020). Meta-
analysis provides a technique for reviewing existing research ndings and determining to what
degree the nding has been clearly replicated (Allen and Preiss, 1993; Eden, 2002). Sharpe
and Poets (2020) considered meta-analysis as the organization of the scienti ¢ chaos and as
the response to the replication crisis. Fletcher (2022) considered the meta-analytic measures
as the best measures of the replication that align functionally with its target. From statisti-
cians' opinion, the results of meta-analytic methods have more formidable statistical power
than those obtained from singular studies, raising the probability of discovering the associa-
tions of interest (Jain et al., 2019; Konstantopoulos, 2006; Sartal et al., 2021). Meta-analysis
has been o ered as the solution for the replication crisis (Braver et al., 2014; Collaboration,
2015; Fabrigar and Wegener, 2016; McShane et al., 2016; Nelson et al., 2018; Sharpe and
Poets, 2020).

In contrast, some authors criticized classifying it as the replication crisis savior. Sur-
prisingly, some of the criticism is due to personal reasons, not scienti ¢ and logical reasons.
For example, when the original scientists become discontented and frustrated because their
results did not replicate, they tried to o er explanations or excuses for non-replication by
blaming the meta-analysis method. Yet, the most surprising is that some criticisms have
arisen not from its failings but from its extraordinary success (Tebala, 2015). Or the crit-
icism can be due to a misunderstanding of the usage of the meta-analysis method. Field

(2003) wrote that \despite the obvious faith psychologists and other scientists and practi-
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tioners have placed in meta-analysis, there is a growing body of evidence to suggest that it
is often used incorrectly, and may not be the answer to our literature review prayers after
all" However, meta-analysis' tremendous popularity has muted many critics to the extent.
Hall and Hall and Rosenthal (1991) observed, \The weight of consensus is clearly on the
side of acceptance: One rarely nds condemnations of the whole [meta-analysis] enterprise
anymore". Considering this, Sharpe and Poets advised that anyone who wanted to do meta-
analysis accurately must implement it thoughtfully, prudently, and publicly (Sharpe and

Poets, 2020).

1.4.1 Meta-Analysis

Meta-analyses started to gain popularity mid-20th century and is currently widely used in
many elds such as statistics, psychology, epidemiology, medicine, and social science. Itis a
statistical procedure that combines estimates of e ect sizes from several independent related
studies to estimate an overall e ect size (Chung et al., 2013). In statisticians' opinion, the
results of meta-analytic methods have more formidable statistical power than those obtained
from singular studies, raising the probability of discovering the associations of interest (Jain
et al., 2019; Konstantopoulos, 2006; Sartal et al., 2021).

There are two common statistical models that can be used to perform metaanalyses: the
xed-e ect model and the random-e ects model. It is essential to select the appropriate
model to guarantee that the di erent statistics are estimated correctly. Typically, studies
have di erences in their design, conduct, and participants, making the results from individual
studies vary noticeably, which points to treatment e ect heterogeneity (Stanley et al., 2018;
van Erp et al., 2017). In the presence of heterogeneity, a random-e ects meta-analysis is
considered where both within-study and between-study variability are estimated (DerSimo-
nian and Laird, 1986; Higgins et al., 2009). Otherwise, seriously underestimated statistical
errors can result in misleading conclusions (Langan et al., 2019; Sugasawa and Noma, 2021;
Veroniki et al., 2016).

Meta-analysis has been applied to more complicated models and complicated statistical
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distributions to describe the issue at hand better (Mengersen and Schmid, 2013). In most
cases, we assume with this model a normal distribution of the underlying e ects across stud-
ies (Langan et al., 2019). Numerous methods have been put forward to measure out the
amount of between-study variance that varies in popularity and complexity. Therefore, the
choice of heterogeneity variance method is essential (as shown in Appendix A.1; (Veroniki
et al.,, 2016)). The most commonly implemented approach is the DerSimonian and Laird
(DL) method and is the default approach in many software routines (Langan et al., 2019;
Veroniki et al., 2016). The R packagenetafor is useful for conducting meta-analyses (Viecht-

bauer and Viechtbauer, 2015).

1.4.2 Model of Replication Studies

There are two families models in meta-analysis: the xed-e ect model and the random
e ects model. We consider the random-e ects model, where the true e ects are assumed to
be drawn at random from a population of e ects. Thus, the actual e ect sizes vary across
studies for any observed e ect;. For a meta-analysis oim studies, a random-e ects model

is expressed as

AN

i Npj; fa; j Lugm (1.4)

i Np; “q (1.5)

Where’\j are the observed standardized mean di erence (SMD) e ect sizes and is the
overall e ect size.

These sets of studies have identical heterogeneity, but unique sampling error jz.
However, sometimes to simplify things or to derive measures of heterogeneity, we consider
the special case in which the within-study variances are equal in all studies (Hedges and

Vevea, 1998; Higgins and Thompson, 2002; Rubio-Aparicio et al., 2020; Siegel et al., 2021).
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1.4.2.1 A Standardized Mean Di erence (SMD) E ect Size

The standardized mean di erence (SMD) is one of the most widely used (Sanchez-Meca and
Marin-Martinez, 1998), and it is usually estimated by Cohen'sl or Hedges'g estimators (Lin

and Aloe, 2021).

(1.6)

’\c;j is called Cohen'd, referring to (Cohen, 2013), ands,; is the pooled standard deviation
for the e ect size in study | is de ned by

d

my 1655 pny 1655
Ny Na; 2

Spi (1.7)
where ny and ny are group sample sizes, anSfj and S§j are the corresponding group
variances. However, Hedges (1981) showed th’ét;j are biased in studies with small sample

sizes \E p’\c;j q {J;. Therefore, the unbiased estimate should be given by

Mooy e (1.8)
pij
whereJ; is given by
i{2
3 a— Pil® (1.9)
i{2 m; 1a{2s
where ;  nj; ny 2. The commonly used approximation of is given by (Hedges, 1981;
Hedges and Olkin, 2014), which is
3
JHedges:j 1 4 j 1 (1.10)

The absolute values of the error is less than 0.0005 and the error does not excebd 10 °

if ;i 50. Xue (2020) improved the accuracy of Hedges's approximation by using higher
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order roots of Wallis ratio mx 1g{ %q There are six Mortici's approximations for
Wallis ratio (Dumitrescu, 2015; Mortici, 2010). Xue (2020) compared them by measuring the
absolute values of their errors to the real value after putting 5 1 in all approximations.

The more accurate and e cient approximation is given bellow

d
L. 9 69 21 687 441 247
te BT 27 7 8 85 16§

(1.11)

Table 1.1: Accuracy of di erent approximations of J;

j |Jj \]Hedges:j | IJj une:j I
10 0.000331315 8.474759 e-09
50 1.268082 e-05 2.120526 e-14

100 3.148026 e-06 3.164136 e-14
300 3.480854 e-07 1.173506e-13
500 1.25187 e-07 1.2923 e-13

Hedges'g can be an unbiased estimator within each study but not in the synthesized
Hedges'g (Lin and Aloe, 2021). Thus, averaging e ect size by Hedgesestimator (")
does not guarantee unbiasedness in meta-analyses as researchers expect. More troublesome,
Hedgesj might lead to a larger bias in meta-analysis results (Lin, 2018; Lin and Aloe, 2021).
For example, if we consider a particular case where m studies have the same sample size n

under the xed e ect model (J; J ) (Lin, 2018) then

o o

m A re2 m N o112 2
A o 1 Hi{Sh; 019 ci{J” st A

m 2 m 2 2 C
i1 Ysq; i1 I s

(1.12)

If we assume” ¢ i 0 ( "¢ indicates Cohend estimator), then we have™y "¢ since Jis

always less than 1. Now, let assume that the overall Coherdsunderestimates and the true
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overall SMD is positive, then we have that AH AC . Thus, in this situation we

see that Hedgesy is more biased then Cohen's d. On the other hand, Hedgegstan be less
biased if we assume thaf\c overestimates, which leads to'\c i . Due to that, Lin (2018)
and Hamman et al. (2018) suggested that researchers should stop saying that Hedgds'

less biased than Cohen'd.

1.4.3 Evaluation the Performance of Meta-Analysis

Meta-analysis often includes a small number of studies (Seide et al., 2019). Half or more
of the meta-analyses performed in the literature contain only two or three studies (Hedges
and Vevea, 1998; Henmi and Copas, 2010; Poole and Greenland, 1999). For example, from
3,263 selected meta-analyses, 31% were based on two studies, 38% were based on three to
ve studies, 18% were based on six to 10 studies, and 13% were based on more than 10
studies (IntHout et al., 2015). Commonly, these studies have small sample sizes (Davey
et al.,, 2011). For instance, from 20,185 studies, 45% were very small, 29% were small,
14% were medium, and 11% were large (IntHout et al., 2015). With these conditions,
sampling error might be in uential with small sample sizes, which substantially causes bias
to increase (Doncaster and Spake, 2018; Hamman et al., 2018; Lin, 2018), and few studies
pose additional problems for inference (Ganhan et al., 2020; Hamman et al., 2018).

When there are a small number of studies, the between-study variance is estimated
imprecisely (Chung et al., 2013; IntHout et al., 2015). When heterogeneity is likely to be
present, but there is no evidence, standard practice assumes homogeneity and applies a
simpler xed-e ect meta-analysis. This is likely to yield false results. Thus, we should
be concerned about zero or even low heterogeneity, which can be undetected or under-
estimated (Kontopantelis et al., 2013), because high heterogeneity is more regularly present
in meta-analysis (Alba et al., 2016). Because the publications under few studies and small
sizes present poor performance (Hardy and Thompson, 1998; Harwell, 1997; Sanchez-Meca
and Marn-Martnez, 1997), some researchers argue for excluding small studies from meta-

analyses (Lin, 2018; Turner et al., 2013).

14



1.4.3.1 A Review and Recommendation of heterogeneity variance estimators

Between-study estimators received signi cant attention in meta-analysis publications (No-
vianti et al., 2014). There are 20 methods for estimating the between-study variancé(Lan-
gan, 2015) and the majority of these estimators are based on the method of moments (van
Aert and Jackson, 2018). A list of these estimators, along with the abbreviations used in
this dissertation, are given in Table A.1.

Nevertheless, estimating the heterogeneity variances are usually inaccurate (Higgins et al.,
2009; Turner et al., 2012). The estimators may produce divergent, or even contradictory,
results (Novianti et al., 2014). For example, Langan (2015) showed the con icting results of
the heterogeneity variance from 18 di erent estimators that compare hawthorn extract with
a placebo for treatment of chronic heart failure (see (Guo et al., 2008))? fanged from 0 (by

using Cochran's ANOVA method) up to 24.56 ( by using Rukhin's simple estimator BP).

Table 1.2: Conicting Results of Estimating the Heterogeneity Variance

Estimators n2 Estimators n2
DL 6.56 ML 1.27
DLp 6.56 REML 9.31
CA 0 ARML 7.16
PM 5.88 SJ 13.93
SJca 0.01 HM 11.14
BP 24.56 HS 0.80

of heterogeneity (Langan, 2015). Many simulation studies have been conducted to establish
which methods for estimating heterogeneity have the most reasonable properties.

In terms of bias, Panityakul et al. (2013) summarized the results between six estimators
(namely HE, DL, ML, REML, SJ, and MP, full names are shown in Table A.1) when the
number of studies is betweerm 10 andm 30 with small and large sample sizes. It

has shown that with small sample sizes, MP implements the best estimate when m=10, and
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HE seems to be best, followed by MP when m= 30. While with large sample size, REML
appears to perform best followed by MP when m=10, and with 30studies, MP appears to
be performing best followed by REML. All recommended estimators have positively biased
close to zero. Panityakul et al. (2013)) noted that REML is approximately unbiased and
performing better than others with large sample sizes (between 100 and 300 per group);
REML was also recommended in the other independent study by Viechtbauer (2005) but
PM was not included in the study. REML estimates require an iteration that fewer than
0.02% failed to converge to a heterogeneity variance estimate with a small number of studies
and signi cant di erences in study sizes (Kontopantelis et al., 2013; Langan, 2015).

Novianti et al. (2014) recommended two estimatord)L , and PM over DL, HE, REML,
SJSJye with dierent numbers of studies (k=10, 15, 20, 30, and 50.). On the other
hand, Kontopantelis et al. (2013) and Viechtbauer (2005) noted that when within-study
variances are known and when the number of studies are large, DL becomes asymptotically
unbiased.

Sidik and Jonkman (2007) compared seven estimators (namely HE, MM, ML, REML,
EB, MV, MV,,) in terms of bias and mean squared error by using Monte Carlo simulation.
The results show that when the number of studies is large (i.&k j 30), the HE provided
accurate estimation; when the heterogeneity variance is moderate to large, ba¥tv,. and
EB are the best overall.

Langan (2015) did further research because the comparisons above were based on a small
subset of heterogeneity estimation methods and it cannot be considered as conclusive. For
each simulated meta-analysis, the author calculated heterogeneity variance estimates from

the 14 following methods:

CA; DL; PM; PM p.; PMca; HM; HS; SJ; SJca; ML; REML; B 0; BP; and MBH
These methods were generated in ve di erent ways based on the sample size: small-to-
medium study sizes, small equally sized studies, medium equally sized studies, small and

large studies, and large studies only. Langan (2015) showed that estimates calculated from

BO; BP; MBH; SJ; SJca; HS and ML have poor properties and should not be used.
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Moreover, the author recommended to excludéA; PMca, and HM from the consideration
because there are alternative methods that have equal or better properties (namely DL,
PMp., PM and REML ).With large di erences in study size, DL and PM perform best.
PMp. L and PM are more robust with inaccurate within-study variances; both methods
have similar properties. REML commonly has a low mean squared error, but only with
few studies, and signi cant di erences in study size. The iterative method failed to yield a
REML estimate.

Langan et al. (2019) recommended using REML, although the author believed that
the two-step DL estimator (PMp, ) and REML have the same properties. Because of that,
REML is already widely known and available in most statistical software packages. Ad-
ditionally, Henekopp and Linden (2022) suggested using the REML estimator because it
remains a best estimator across varied circumstances.

From several previous simulation studies, we see that no method is perfect but some meth-
ods work better than others. Most researchers recommended using the restricted maximum
likelihood (REML) by Viechtbauer (2005) and Paule-Mandel (PM) by Paule and Mandel
(1982) because they perform better than others.

1.5 Organization of the Dissertation

The purpose of this dissertation is multifaceted. Chapter 2 focuses on nding the best
approach (meta-analysis or mixed model) that researchers should use when analyzing multi-
laboratory replication studies. However, because there are con icting recommendations
about the accuracy estimators on meta-analysis, we have rst to nd the optimal esti-
mation of summary e ect size by conducting around 5,760 meta-analysis simulations, and
second, we must compare the two approaches after completing another simulation of the
mixed model, with 80 scenarios. In Chapter 3, we develop a sensitivity-analysis approach for
determining the signi cance of e ect size estimates for both meta-analysis and mixed-model
estimators. These methods allow researchers to consider a range of di erent values for the

across-lab variance and help them determine for what values the estimate of the e ect size
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is statistically signi cant. In Chapter 4, we reexamine the last failure replication study that

was based on great collaborative e orts involving 37 researchers from 18 universities with
original authors and 2,281 participants. Then, we apply what we learn in Chapter 2 and
Chapter 3 to the Many Labs 4 projects. Chapter 5 concludes the entire work and gives brief

information about future work.
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Chapter 2

On the Use of Meta-Analysis
Techniques for Multi-Lab

Experiments

2.1 Introduction

There has been a growing concern in almost every scienti ¢ eld about the trustworthiness of
statistically signi cant ndings. Recent research has shown that results from a large fraction
of experimental studies are not able to be replicated by follow-up studies|a phenomenon
known as thereplicability crisis. For example, the journal Nature conducted a survey of
1,500 scientists and found that 70% of those polled had been unable to replicate others'
results, and 50% could not replicate even their own results (Baker, 2016).

To help combat the replicability crisis, multi-lab experimentgthose that are conducted
at multiple facilities simultaneously|have substantially grown in popularity. Some multi-
lab experiments are explicitly conducted to verify or contradict controversial scienti ¢ nd-
ings (Ebersole et al., 2016, 2020; Jaljuli et al., 2023; Klein et al., 2014b, 2018). Others

are conducted explicitly to ensure that potential ndings are replicable prior to publica-

tion. Overall, multi-lab experiments help ensure the viability of a scienti ¢ result if multiple
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facilities obtain the same result independently.

On the other hand, meta-analysis has long been regarded as a potential solution to the
replicability crisis (Allen and Preiss, 1993; Braver et al., 2014; Collaboration, 2015; Fabrigar
and Wegener, 2016; McShane et al., 2016; Nelson et al., 2018; Sharpe and Poets, 2020).
Rather than relying on the result of one study, meta-analysis collates results from many
studies and aims to determine to what degree the nding has been clearly replicated (Allen
and Preiss, 1993; Eden, 2002). Meta-analytic methods tend to provide more statistical power
than those obtained from singular studies, raising the probability of discovering associations
of interest (Jain et al., 2019; Konstantopoulos, 2006; Sartal et al., 2021). However, meta-
analysis is not a perfect solution to the replicability crisis|estimates will only be reliable
if the studies used to construct a meta-analysis are selected carefully, without introducing
selection bias, and if the original selected studies are of su ciently high quality (Eisend
and Tarrahi, 2014). If the original studies su er from issues including-hacking, reporting
errors, and fraud, a meta-analysis of these studies may exacerbate these issues, furthering
the replicability crisis (Egger et al., 1998; loannidis, 2010, 2016; Nelson et al., 2018; Tebala,
2015).

There is currently some ambiguity about best practices about how to estimate e ect
sizes from multi-lab experiments. Some studies collate results from multi-lab experiments
in a similar fashion to meta-analysis|despite the availability of individual-level datajand
use meta-analysis estimators to nd estimates of e ect sizes (Chatard et al., 2020; Klein
et al., 2022). Another approach is to use methods that incorporate individual-level data, for
example, linear regression, to obtain estimates for treatment e ects and residual standard
errors, which can then be combined to obtain an estimate of an e ect size. However, little
work has been performed on comparing the performance of these two approaches.

In this study, we investigate the e cacy of meta-analysis techniques in estimating e ect
sizes for multi-lab studies. We begin by allowing treatment e ects to vary randomly across
labs. We then use the random-e ects meta-analysis framework to estimate e ect sizes,
and we identify the best performing estimators from a large collection of candidates. We

compare our best-performing meta-analysis estimators to those obtained from a linear mixed
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model (Milliken and Johnson, 2009). We show that the meta-analysis approach and the
linear mixed model approach yield similar results. Additionally, we nd that both methods
for estimation su er from the same signi cant pitfall|estimation of across-lab variability

in treatment e ects is often inconsistent and unreliable when the number of labs included
in the study are small. Finally, we nd that Hartung-Knapp standard errors (Hartung and
Makambi, 2003) for random-e ects meta-analysis tend to be robust to inaccurate estimates
of across-lab variability, and provide an overall reasonable approach for estimating e ect
sizes from multi-lab experiments.

This study is organized as follows. Section 2.2 gives a summary of notation and sum-
marizes the random e ects meta-analysis. Section 2.3 introduces the estimating variance
components. In section 2.4 we analyze multi-lab studies with mixed linear Models. In sec-
tions 2.5 and 2.6, we conduct simulation studies based on both meta analysis and mixed
model respectively. Section 2.7 shows the comparison between meta analysis and mixed

models. Section 2.8 provides the conclusion.

2.2 Random-E ects Meta-Analysis

Because there are a lot of di erent notations in meta-analysis and mixed models, which

confuse the reader, it is important to de ne them.

Table 2.1: Notations

Abbreviations De nitions

i The population mean for treatmenti

i A lab e ect that impacts all responses in study j

7 A lab-by-treatment e ect that impacts responses given treatment in
study |

“iik The experimental error

( To be continued)
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Abbreviations De nitions

o Standard deviations for experimental errors
e o e across labs
{ e Referred as theenvironmental e ect ratio, a measure of the magnitude

of the treatment-by-lab variability relative to the experimental error.

z Within study variance
2 Between study variance
N;j The sample sizes in groups i in study |j
4 The harmonic mean ofny; and nyj, pl{ny; 1{nzq

i Degrees of freedom,; ny ny 2

ni PNy

N; Nj Ny ny

The population standardized mean di erence (SMD) e ect sizes

i Standard estimators for the study-level e ect sizes

cj E ect size estimation by Cohen'sd
AH;,- E ect size estimation by Hedges' g
Sp; Pooled standard deviation for the e ect size in study
sﬁ:j Within-study variances using individual e ect sizes, by Hedges' g
W, The inverse variance of each e ect size

The true overall Standardized Mean Di erence (SMD)

c Averaging a set of independent e ect sizes by Cohents
" Averaging a set of independent e ect sizes by Hedges' g
" s Averaging a set of independent e ect sizes by the sample size of each

study by Hunter and Schmidt

J Bias correction term of Hedge's estimator

( To be continued)
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Abbreviations De nitions

i The term of within study variance, 3 with large sample sizes
m Number of studies

In; A vector of n; ones

Consider two treatment conditions|treatment 1 and treatment 2|and a set of m inde-
pendent studies, numbered 1 througim, that are designed to estimate the e ect size of the
di erence between these two treatments. Meta-analysis is a statistical tool used to combine
these estimates into one overall estimate that is designed to be more accurate than any
estimate from any single study (Hedges, 1981, 1982).

Recent work has considered the use of meta-analysis techniques to estimate e ect sizes
from multi-lab experiments. In these applications, each of then studies is conducted within
its own lab, and hence, meta-analysis methods need to account for di ering environments
across labs when estimating e ect sizes. The lab environment encompasses many factors,
including lab protocol and personnel, the facilities at the lab, the weather at the time of
the experiment, and the time of year that the experiment is conducted. Di erences in these
environments may lead to variable treatment e ects across labs (Higgins et al., 2021). In
practice, these di erences in treatment e ects are often treated as random e ects. Thus,
meta-analytic techniques to analyze data from multi-lab studies often userandom-e ects
meta-analysis(REMA) model.

To make this rigorous, we begin with the following model of response for multi-lab studies,

which is often inherently (though not explicitly) assumed by REMA models:

Yijk i i ks b L2 Liiiomy ko Ling: (2.1)
Here, Yj« is the response for thek™ observation given treatmenti in study j; ; is the
population mean for treatmenti; ; is a lab e ect that impacts all responses in study; j

is a lab-by-treatment e ect that impacts responses given treatment in study j; and " is
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the experimental error.

It is often assumed that the experimental errors are independent random variables with
distribution " NpO; ;q While some meta-analysis methods permit the standard devi-
ations for experimental errors ¢ to vary across labs, we proceed in our discussion under the
assumption ofhomogeneous within-study standard deviationthat e IS the same

across labs. Under this assumption, the overall e ect size can be unambiguously de ned as

Lz (2.2)

Random di erences in treatment e ects assumed by a REMA model can be implemented

in (2.1) through distributional assumptions on the ; and j terms:

i N g § Np; °g (2.3)

where the j; j and"jx random variables are assumed to be mutually independent. Under

these assumptions, the truestudy-level e ect sizefor lab j is

1j 2j 11 P 2 209 1j 2. (2.4)

It follows from (2.3) that

i N 2 — : (2.5)

In the replicability literature, the { . term may be referred to as theenvironmental e ect
ratio (EER) (Higgins et al., 2021), a measure of the magnitude of the treatment-by-lab
variability relative to the experimental error. Note that, under the model of response in (2.1),
standard estimators’} for the study-level e ect sizes will follow a non-centrat-distribution
(see Section 2.2.1 for details).

Since meta-analytic methods aggregate e ect sizes within each study, REMA models

may be posited by imposing assumptions about the distribution of e ect sizes rather than
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on the responses themselves. Since thdistribution converges asymptotically to a normal

distribution, these assumptions often include normally distributed estimated e ect sizes:

i Npj; g Lioom, (2.6)

i Np: g (2.7)

In this model, the 2 term plays the same role as the EER in allowing heterogeneity in e ect
sizes across labs:?  2p { <g The sampling error j2 IS unique to each study|however,
under the assumption of homogeneous within-study standard deviations, di erences if‘l are

due solely to di erences in sample sizes (Hedges and Vevea, 1998; Higgins and Thompson,

2002; Rubio-Aparicio et al., 2020; Siegel et al., 2021).

2.2.1 Estimation of Study-Level E ect Sizes

The study-level e ect sizes ; are commonly estimated by Cohen'sl, denoted by '\c;j, or
Hedges'g, denoted byAH;,- (Lin and Aloe, 2021). We now describe in detail these estimators.
Suppose that studyj has ny; units given Treatment k and let S;; denote the sample

standard deviation of their responsesk P t1; 2u. The Cohen'sd estimator is given by

N Ylj YZJ
2.8
Cij Sp:j ( )
whereS;; pooled standard deviation for the e ect size in study :
d

Nyj Noj 2

a
The exact distribution of  ngjny{pny; Ny q AC;,» is a non-central t-distribution with ny;

. a .
ny 2 degrees of freedom, and non-centrality parameterny ny {pny; Ny q j. In practice,

however, it is often approximated using a normal distribution if the number of units in study
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| is su ciently large:

AN

cg 9Np ; * fg (2.10)

Hedges'g was introduced as a way to correct for the bias in Cohents (Hedges, 1981).

The Hedges'g estimator is given as
(2.12)

where
a pmy Ny 20{2q
my Ny 292 rpmy Ny 29 1gf2s

(2.12)

Note that, J; is always less than 1 since meta-analyses often contain studies with small
sample sizes (Lin, 2018). However, ag; and ny grow large,J; N 1 (see appendix A.2.1
for further details), and so, Hedgesy converges to Cohen'sl.

Several studies have criticized the use of Hedgesin meta-analysis. While Hedgesj is
an unbiased estimator for the study-level e ect size, the unbiasedness may not carry over for
meta-analysis (Lin and Aloe, 2021), and in fact, several studies assessing the performance of
meta-analysis estimators have indicated that estimates using Hedggsnay be more biased
than those that use Cohen'sl (Lin, 2018; Lin and Aloe, 2021). However, under our multi-lab
setting, we nd that Hedgesg tends to outperform Cohen'sd when estimating the overall

e ect size .

2.2.2 Combining Study-Level E ect Size Estimates

Prior to discussing how meta-analysis techniques estimate within and between-study vari-
ances, we rst focus on common methods on how study-level e ect size estimafesare
combined to create an overall estimaté of the e ect size . Although many of the most
common meta-analysis methods rely on estimates of the variance components, the meth-

ods for combining study-level e ect sizes to form an estimatéare well-established and are
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largely without controversy. On the other hand, methods for estimating variance components
have many subtle intricacies that can dramatically e ect the reliability of their estimates,
thereby a ecting the overall estimator ~ As such, we prefer to focus on this discussion in
a separate section (see Section 2.3).

A primary goal of meta-analysis is to combine information from a set of studies to produce
an estimate of an unknown parameter (Langan, 2015; Marin-Martinez and Sanchez-Meca,
2010). In the case of estimating an e ect size, when variances of study-level e ect sizes
are known, combining estimates using a weighted sum, where the weight of an e ect size is
equal to the inverse of its variance, is optimal (Hedges, 1983; Shahar et al., 2017). Thus, the
most commonly-used meta analysis estimators combine studies in this way, where study-level

variances are estimated using data:

o
N

m
A o 1WiH

(2.13)
jm 1 WJ'

Under the random-e ects meta-analysis model, the weights are given by 1{psﬁ:j n2q
wheresy,; is an estimate of the within-study variance ? and " is an estimate of the between-
study variance . Thus, the accuracy of the within-study and between-study variance esti-
mates is critical for obtaining a precise overall e ect estimate.

The variance of "y is commonly estimated using (Borenstein et al., 2021)

1
Op/\ q “w— (2.14)
" j 1WJ'

and Wald con dence intervals are often used to provide interval estimates for the e ect sizes:

b
H  Zm  {2q Vp"ha (2.15)

N

wherezy (oqisthepl  {2gquantile of the normal distribution.
Since both the within-study and the between-study variances have to be estimated, this

procedure only presents reliable results when there is a large number of studies and very little
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or zero heterogeneity variance (Biggersta and Tweedie, 1997; Follmann and Proschan, 1999;
Hartung and Makambi, 2003). One proposed way to improve con dence interval estimates
is to use quantiles from at-distribution with m 1 degrees of freedom, whemn is the
number of studies used in the meta-analysis (Follmann and Proschan, 1999; Hartung and
Makambi, 2002; Knapp and Hartung, 2003; Langan, 2015; Rukhin, 2013; Sanchez-Meca and

Marn-Martnez, 2008): b

H tp1 {2Z;m 1q ‘OpAHq (2-16)

AN

However, this adjustment for thebformation of con dence intervals does not overcome

other issues with using the estimate Vp” . qto perform inference and form con dence

intervals, especially when the number of studies and/or the number of observations within

each study is small (Behning et al., 2002; Jackson and White, 2018; Lin and Aloe, 2021).

This variance estimate is quite sensitive to the estimates of the variance componeaiﬁ

and ", which can exhibit signi cant bias when sample sizes are small (see Section 2.3 for

details) (Doncaster and Spake, 2018; Hamman et al., 2018; Lin, 2018; Marin-Martinez and

Snchez-Meca, 2010; Sanchez-Meca and Marin-Martinez, 1998; Sidik and Jonkman, 2006).
As an alternative that is more robust to incorrectly estimated variance components, Har-

tung (1999) proposes to use the overall e ect-size variance estimate

° N N
VP kg HOE
m  1q Jm1w]

Yk P H O (2.17)

Using the Hartung-Knapp (HK) variance estimate, a con dence interval can then obtained
using b
bt 11 q2q Vi P hg (2.18)

N

Many studies have concluded that HK variance estimates lead to statistical inferences and
con dence intervals that are much closer to their nominal signi cant level than most other
meta-analysis approaches (Knapp and Hartung, 2003; Langan, 2015; Langan et al., 2019;
Rukhin, 2013; Sanchez-Meca and Marn-Martnez, 2008). In our simulation results (see

Section 2.5.4), we also nd this to be true.
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Finally, some estimators attempt to overcome the e ect of variance component estimates
sﬁ:j and " from impacting overall e ect sizes estimates by using estimators for the e ect size
that do not incorporate these component estimates|for example, taking an unweighted mean
of e ect sizes or weighting by the size of the sample within the study (Hamman et al., 2018;
Snchez-Meca and Marin-Martinez, 1998). However, often these methods do not improve
the precision of overall e ect size estimates; estimated variances for these estimators will still

depend on these components.

2.3 Estimating variance components

We now turn our attention to the problem of estimating the within-study variances j2 and the
between study variance . As we have shown, estimates of the overall e ect size depend on
the estimates of the variance componentsﬁ:j and ~2. These variance component estimates
may appear in the formula for the estimator of the e ect size, the standard error of the
estimator, or both. Thus, as we will conrm in Section 2.5 , accurate estimation of these

quantities{especially |[is critical for getting accurate results from meta-analysis.

2.3.1 Estimating Within-Study Variance

Using properties of the non-centrak-distribution, the exact variance of the within-study
variance of’\H;j conditional on the study-level e ect size ; is
i I f

J 2.19
My Ny 2 (2.19)

2

A Ny Ny 2
i Vampwliq Ji my

nlj nzj 4 J

wheren;  1{n; 1{ny and

my Ny 4q,

J?

i PNy nyz 29 (2.20)

Note that this is a function of the study-level e ect sizes ;. Estimates of this variance

depend largely on how these e ect sizes are estimated and whether to include terms in the

29



estimate that vanish asymptotically (as sample sizes within each study become large).

A natural estimator for jz can be obtained simply by replacing; with an estimate of

this quantity:
N2
2 Ny ny 2 ., i Hij .
SH.: Js ny : 2.21
H:j ng ny 4 J My Ny 29 ( )

However, there is some debate whether the inclusion of such nuance in the estimation
of 2 is worthwhile, or whether its better to use a simpler, more parsimonious form for
the estimator. Additionally, it is not clear, under the assumption of homogeneous within-
study standard deviations, whether to use the estimates of the within-study e ect sizes or
an estimate of the overall e ect size. Hence, several alternatives of this variance have been
proposed.

In practice, the most commonly-used estimator osz is

N2

ST M: (2.22)
This estimator can be directly obtained from (2.19) after applying the approximationsij2
1,my ny 20{my ny 49 1and 0:5, see Sections A.2 for farther details. This
estimator is recommended by Hedges and Vevea (1998), Hedges and Olkin (2014), Koricheva
et al. (2013) , Pigott (2012), and Lipsey and Wilson (2001).

On the other hand, Cooper et al. (2019) , Borenstein et al. (2021), and Stangl and Berry
(2000) suggested to use Cohentis estimator instead of Hedgesy:

N2

o (2.23)

: 2y nyq

Similarly, Sinha et al. (2011) and Egger et al. (2008) suggested to use Cohaissestimator
but with di erent denominator:

N2

2 Ci : 2.24
b 2my ny 2 (2.24)
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while Lin (2018) suggested to use this same estimator, but substituting Cohendbswith
Hedges'g:
2
2

H:j
S (g 2.25
) Pomy ny  2q (2.25)

These estimators are true on the situation where the sample size is very large. However,
given that meta-analyses commonly include studies with small sample sizes (Davey et al.,
2011; Lin, 2018), this omission can a ect the accuracy of variance. We should be caution to
perform within study variances if we have small sample sizes.

Since there is correlation between e ect size’\ﬁj and their within-study variancessf; ,
which can inject bias into the variance estimate (Hamman et al., 2018; Lin, 2018; Lin and
Aloe, 2021), Lin and Aloe (2021) developed a method that uses the sample-size-weighted
SMD estimate (Hunter and Schmidt, 2004)p" ysqto calculate adjusted within-study vari-
ances as follows:

N2
2

$ n —Hs - 2.26
) J 2my  nyq ( )

When there are few studies included in a meta-analysis, Doncaster and Spake (2018)
recommend using a method that weights each study by the inverse of the mean-adjusted
error variance (Hedges and Olkin, 2014) to eliminate or substantially reduce this bias. This
method has the same accuracy on sample size but more accuracy in estimation of the e ect
sizes' signi cance:

o 2
jm 1 AH:J' {m

S : 2.27
: 2mq  Ny(Q (2.27)

On the other hand, Hedges (1982) recommended to use

N

o o 2

m A 2 m 2
i1 oHg Sk i1 4sh;

2.28
2my  nyq ( )
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and Doncaster and Spake (2018) suggests to use

o A 2
jml C:j{m
SN L ; 2.29
: 2my  NyqQ (2.29)

2.3.2 Methods for Estimating the Between-Study Variance

In random-e ects meta-analysis, accurate estimation of the between-study variancécan be
quite challenging, especially when the number of studies and the number of units within study
are small (Higgins et al., 2009; Turner et al., 2012). There are currently over 20 methods
available for estimating the between study variance? (Langan, 2015). These methods
incorporate a variety of techniques, including method-of moments, maximum likelihood,
and Bayesian estimation (van Aert and Jackson, 2018). The best estimator for a statistical
analysis may vary across applications, and even for a given dataset, di erent estimators
may produce divergent, or even contradictory, results (Novianti et al., 2014). Additionally,
estimators commonly provide estimates of zero between-study variance, even when it is
strongly present in the data (see section 1.4.3).

Note that di culties with estimating between-study variances are not isolated to meta-
analysis. Rather, this challenge persists for almost every setting that exhibits between-study
variability (Jackson et al., 2017)|for example, mixed model approaches when individual
data is available.

For random-e ects meta-analysis, we nd that most of the researchers recommend using
either the restricted maximum likelihood (REML) (Viechtbauer, 2005) method or the Paule-
Mandel (PM) (Paule and Mandel, 1982) method for estimating 2. Maximum Likelihood
(ML) (Hardy and Thompson, 1996) is also a commonly-used approach. We now review these

three methods for estimating the between-study variance.

2.3.2.1 Maximum Likelihood ( ML ) Estimator

The maximum likelihood (ML) estimator is an iterative method, so &, cannot be given in

a simple formula.
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where
1

v, N g (2.31)

ML H:j

) m A [pn2 2.

AL o 1 Hi {PWL Hi (2.32)

jm L YpMaL Sﬁ;,- q

Given that "y, and ~2  have no closed-form solutions, a numerical approach algorithms

by Eliason (1993) is needed, which is as follow

1. Choose an initial estimate of & say % 0.
2. Apply 22 to ",
The iterative procedure is run until there is no signicant dierence between the

N

current step s and the previous step s-1,/2 2, , and | " s 1|

If at any step the estimate is negative, then the process of iteration stops and we séf "
0 (Langan, 2015; Sangnawakij et al., 2019). The convergence is not guaranteed for any
iteration method (Kontopantelis et al., 2013); a fewer than ©2% of meta-analyses failed to

converge to a heterogeneity variance estimate (Chung et al., 2013; Langan, 2015).

2.3.2.2 Restricted maximum likelihood ( REML ) Estimator

The restricted maximum likelihood (REML) estimator is an iterative method, so 2z,

cannot be given in a simple formula.

o
2
m 2 N N 2
i 1 H:j REML Shj
N2 o o

REML m 2 m
AL i1V

(2.33)
where
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W, (2.34)

N2 2
REML  SH;j
(o]
m A roA2 2
A g 1 Hi{PRemL  SH; @

REML (2.35)
jm L HpReme SR 9

Given that AREML , and ’%EML have no closed-form solutions, a numerical approach algo-

rithms by Eliason (1993) is needed, which is as follow

1. Choose an initial estimate of & say % 0.
2. Apply 22 to ",
The iterative procedure is run until there is no signicant dierence between the

N

current step s and the previous step s-1,2 2, cand | " s 1]

If at any step the estimate is negative, then the process of iteration stops and we sgg{},
0 (Langan, 2015; Sangnawakij et al., 2019). The convergence is not guaranteed for any
iteration method (Kontopantelis et al., 2013); a fewer than 2% of meta-analyses failed to

converge to a heterogeneity variance estimate (Chung et al., 2013; Langan, 2015).

2.3.2.3 Paule-Mandel ( PM ) Estimator

The PM estimator is an estimator that incorporates the method-of-moments technique.

It is given as follows:

o o o

Q jm 1Wj Sa:j jm 1WjZSI2—|:j { jm 1Wj
" 5 5 5 (2.36)
m m m
j 1Wj j 1Wj2{ j 1Wj
where
m
> N N
Q Wi P 1 pm O (2.37)
i1
w; 1{|05ﬁ;,- "om G (2.38)
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and o
N

m
M
Mo i M (2.39)
j 1WJ'

Given that "py, and #2,, have no closed-form solutions, iteration is required.

1. Choose an initial estimate of & say % 0.
2. Apply N2to "y .
3. The iterative procedure is run until there is no signi cant di erence between the

AN

current step s and the previous step s-1,/2 2, cand | " s 1|

If at any step the estimate is negative, then the process of iteration stops and we apply

~Z.. 0 (Langan, 2015; Sangnawakij et al., 2019). The process always converges regardless

of the initial estimate (Rukhin et al., 2000).

2.4 Analyzing Multi-lab Studies with Mixed Linear Mod-

els

The model in equation 2.1 can be expressed in matrix notation as de ned

y X e; e N ¢ (2.40)
where
i 0
x : (2.41)
0 Jn,
Here, n; Jm 1 Nij p 1; 20, andj,, is a vector ofn; ones.

The covariance of the error terme can be decomposed as follows:

M M 2 (2.42)
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where

0 Jny,
0 0
M

Jnnnn 0
O Jnﬂnu

0 0

and

Jnll

0

0

M

0

0

0

O Jnnnn 0
0 0

0 0 Jn,
‘]n2m Nim 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
Jo. O O
0 Jn, O
0 0 Jn,
0 0 0

Jn2m

‘]n2m

; (2.43)

(2.44)

Here, the matrix I is the k  k identity matrix, Jx is the k k ones matrix, andJ, is the

k ° ones matrix.

There are several ways to estimate® 72; and "2: method of moments, maximum

likelihood (ML), and restricted maximum likelihood (REML). When the design is balanced,

all estimators are identical when the solutions are all positive. With unbalanced data, the

method of moment estimators are the most straightforward to compute since the others

require iterative algorithms (Beyer, 2019; Milliken and Johnson, 2009).
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2.4.1 Condence Interval
Thepl  gL00% con dence interval abou” is

b

p{2dq

at X" 1x 'a (2.45)

In

a t

where the approximation of degree of freedom is obtained by

2

2a X" 1x 'a

4 (2.46)
Var at X 1x ta

1

The denominator degree of freedom is approximated by the Kenward-Roger (Kenward and
Roger, 1997) or Satterthwaite approximation (Satterthwaite, 1941) approaches. However,
since the Kenward-Roger approximation can be applied only to REML model Luke (2017),

Satterthwaite approximation will be used.

2.5 Simulation Study with Multi-Lab Data

We now perform a large simulation study to determine the best meta-analysis estimators
for analyzing multi-lab data. The simulations and analyses for all methods (ML, REML,

and PM) are carried out in R using our own code. To perform a comprehensive comparison,
5,760 meta-analysis scenarios are conducted, but only a subset is presented. We use 10,000

repetitions for each combination

2.5.1 Simulation Scenarios

In our simulations, we consider meta-analyses that range between ve and 30 studies. Each

study compares a treatment group with a control group. In each meta-analysis, we generate

sample sizes for each groum,; observations were generated by usings i €k
and ny observations by using »; % i ©&yk. The dataof j, ; andej are generated
as independent and identically distributed with ;  Np; 2 ; Np; %q and ej
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NpO; 2q respectively,i 1;2 andj denotes the number of studies. The value of was set
to 1.

For each studyj, we calculate the sample mean¥y;; and standard deviationsSiJ2 of
these observations. Then the standardized mean di erene; and "yy; and variancesj;
are calculated. The categorized values of are de ned as zero, low, medium, and high
magnitude ( 0, 0.2, 0.5, 0.8 respectively; (Cohen, 2013)). However, because the between
study variance is not great among the values of we will consider only 0 and 0.5 when
estimating 2.

The values of 2p 2 2{ 2qare selected to be 0.05 (considered minimum), 0.1, 0.3, 0.6,
and 1.5 (considered maximum). The study sample sizes; and n, are generated in two
ways: equal and in the same range but not necessary equal. For equal samplersize ny;,

10 is considered small and 50 considered large. For sample sizes that are not necessarily
equal but in the same range, 10 to 20 is considered small and 40 to 60 is considered large.

In this case, we select the sample sizes completely at random from this range.

2.5.2 Constructing Various Forms for Estimation for Heterogene-
ity Variance and the Overall E ect Size

Since researchers usually use simpler forms to approximate the within-study variance, and

the exact estimate is not used, we will consider all changes of within-study variance.
Diagram 2.1: Constructing 24 Within-Study Variance Estimators

Keep{Remove
Keep{Change it to 1{2

\@ Keep{Change it to "2
2
Sh;j "y

ny @\

Keep{Remove
Keep{Remove
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The within-study variance is mathematically estimated as given in the diagram above, using
Hedges'g estimator. We will consider every change that can be made to this estimator.
Each time, one term will be selected to keep, remove, or change. To reduce the number of
estimators, we consider Lmlj Ny  2qone term, which means that we keep this term
or change it to 1 2m,;; Ny g Doing that will provide 16 dierent estimators. Using
similar strategies for estimating within-study variance by Cohen'sl estimator, we will get
eight di erent estimators. The AE' in the diagram indicates the overall e ect size by the
unweighted method. After considering all changes to the form of within-study variance, we
will have 24 estimators shown in Table 2.2.

Regarding between-study variance @), in each method (REML, ML, and PM), there
will be 48 of 2; the 2 depends on both within-study variance and overall e ect size (we
have 24 estimators of within study variance plqg p24q as de ned above, and two di erent
methods for estimating overall e ect sizelan unweighted method that is de ned by (b)
and an inverse variance method that is de ned by (c)). The 48 estimators come from the

combination of 24 estimators ofsj2 two methods pbq pcg of the overall e ect size, see

Diagram 2.2 for further explanation.
Diagram 2.2: Constructing 48 Between-Study Variance Estimators: REML Estimator

pq

5
plg p 24q P q
° N
w2 P @@/ L
N2 ) o l . W 1 N2
m WZ J
j 1"

REML REML

Here, " remL is estimated by either the unweighted method (de ned as (b)) or the inverse
variance method (de ned as (c)). indicates that any number that sj2 is selected from
plg p24q will be used as well in both overall e ect size (in (c) method) andv,* Any time
Hedges'g estimator (or Cohen'sd estimator) of sj2 is selected, the overall e ect size will be

averaged by Hedgegj estimator (or Cohen'sd estimator). Similarly, with the estimator of
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i» if we selectss; ( sg;), then we will use’w; ("cj)-

Table 2.2: 24 Estimators of Within-Study Variance
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The 24 within-lab variance estimators considered. The di erence between (1)-(12) and (13)-
(24) is the term i{fpng Ny 29 Inthe rst column, ;{pny; ny 2qis replaced to
1{2m, ny g However, in the second column, we use the original term.
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The same strategy will follow for both #,, and %3, , see Diagrams 2.3, and Diagram 2.4.

Diagram 2.3: Constructing 48 Between-Study Variance Estimators: PM Estimator

pq
m@‘ Pq plq p 24q Pa
m N m m 2 m
, i 1Py j 1""1@/ j 1""1@{51 W
N o o

PM m ] m 2 m ]
Y i W W,
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Diagram 2.4: Constructing 48 Between-Study Variance Estimators: ML Estimator
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g @ pLq p 24
° A @D/ P q
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W 1 REML

ML m 2 ’ J
A

Regarding overall e ect size, two methods are used, unweighted method (b) and inverse
variance method (c). The unweighted method has two estimators: one by Hedggs'stimator
and the other by Cohen'sd estimator. The inverse variance method creates 24 estimators

because of the 24 within-study variances. Thus, in total, we have 26 estimators of the overall

e ect size.

Diagram 2.5: Constructing 24 Estimators for Overall E ect Size by using Inverse Variance
Method

P q
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The ~? that is used in the overall e ect size by inverse variance method may be estimated
by ML, REML, and PM. It is estimated only by method (c) because there are no di erences
between (b) and (c) for estimating between study variance. As mentioned, indicates that
any number that sj2 is selected from plg p24q will be used as well in ; the estimator of
"} follows s?; if we selects?; ( s2;), than we will use "y ("c;).

In relation to Type | Error, 48 test statistics T will be constructed ( 24 test statistic for
both (b) and (c) methods ). We explain theT test statistic by (c) method in the Diagram
2.6, andT test statistic by (b) method in Diagram 2.7.

Diagram 2.6: Constructing 24 Test Statistic T by using Inverse Variance Method (c) (t-
distribution)
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As mentioned, the estimator of’} follows s?; if we selects?; ( s2,), then we will use "
(AC;,- ). Additionally,  indicates that any number that sj2 is selected from plg p24q will
be used as well. In 2 the estimator of "} follows s?; if we selects?; ( s2), than we will

N N
use ' (“ci)-

Diagram 2.7: Constructing 24 Test Statistic T By Using Unweighted Method (b)
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Likewise, the 7 that is used to nd the variance of the overall e ect size can be estimated
by using (b) method.

We also want to consider the Type | Error that was derived from the Hartung-Knapp
method because it generally has better coverage compared to the standard t-distribution

when the number of studies are less than 20, based on previous literature, (see Diagram 2.8).

Diagram 2.8:  Constructing 24 Test Statistic T By Using Inverse Variance Method
(Hartung-Knapp t-distribution)
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2.5.3 Structure of a Data Analysis

The goals of meta-analysis includes combining individual e ect sizes in di erent studies,
showing how these e ect sizes are dispersed about the overall e ect size, and showing whether
they vary reasonably or exceedingly from study to study (Bakbergenuly et al., 2019; Boren-
stein et al., 2017; Higgins et al.,, 2009; Huedo-Medina et al., 2006; Mittlbeck and Heinzl,
2006). Our simulations focus on both between-study variance and the overall e ect size at
the same time. Because they are correlated, we will not start with between-study variance
and then move to the overall e ect as previous researchers have done.

To perform a comprehensive comparison of heterogeneity variance estimators) (&nd
overall e ect size (J, we will compare 48 estimators combinations plq p24q g peq
and 26 the overall eectsize 2 pbg 24 pcg, where (1)-(24) de nes the 24 estimators
of within-study variance, (b) indicates the unweighted method and (c) indicates inverse

variance method. This simulation will be conducted in three methods (REML, PM, and
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ML). Results are produced from a total of 5,760 meta-analysis scenarios.

3pMethodsq 24 plg p24q 2 pgpeg 5p2q 4pNg 2p q 5760

It can be challenging to compare this many simulations. Thus, as data analysis begins,
it is important to determine the best strategy for organizing and analyzing it to aid in
understanding the process as a whole.

In all simulations, the performance of the method (REML, PM, and ML) is assessed
through the heterogeneity variance (in terms of bias, MSE, and the proportion of zero)
and also their e ect on the overall e ect estimate, power, and Type | Error. Because both
overall e ect size and between-study variance rely on the within-study variance estimator,
and because there are 24 within-study variance estimatorglq p24q, we decide to make
the comparison based 0131-2. Therefore, for each simulation, we compare 48 estimators of »

(or 26 estimators ofﬁ\ based on sjz. There are 12 estimators ofsj2 that have the individual
4]
j ]

details. In other words, there are 12 di erent forms of within-study variance with the term

e ect size and there are 12 estimators that have overall e ect sizé\z; see Table 2.2 for

either "3, or "2, ; the other 12 estimators only replace the term"g; and "%,) to ("% and

'\(23), respectively. See the example below for further explanation.

/\2 /\2
2 Cij . 2 C
S 11 —_— V.S Y Q S~ Yy _—
plg sg, ] 2my  nyq P/q Sc; ] 2my; Nz
/\2 /\2
2 2 H:j . 2 2 H
Spi  Jdify ————— VIS sqi Iy —
A S 2my  nyq A S 2my  nyq

Similarly, we make the comparisons@Bqv:s g pqv:s plOg pbgvVv:s pllg pdaVv:s pl2g
and pl3gv:s pl9gand so on.

In terms of the ~2, we estimate with three di erent methods: REML, ML, and PM. All
follow the same strategy, but we will explain 3, . Our comparison is based os?, and our
rst comparison of 43, is based on estimators (1) and (7) oéjz. We have two di erent

method | (b) and (c) | to average e ect size; therefore, we will use estimators (1) and (7)
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of sj2 for both.

pog plq pog p7q
o o
m 2 N m 2 AN
Pt B Cuf 6 FLLCIC O
VS
m 2 m 2
j 1V0} j 1V0i
, and
pcq plg pcq p7q
o o
m 2 N m 2 N
P00 Cuf 6 FLALCIC O
VS

In the next simulations, the sj2 will be selected as following for both methodsusing either
(b) or (c) , Eqib; @y v:s Pa; @ Bo; @ v:s Pa; @ and pigp; @ v:s plOg; @and so on.
If Cohen'sd estimator ( or Hedges'g estimator ) is used in (c), then Cohen's] estimator (
or Hedges'g estimator ) also will be used in (b).

Regarding the the overall e ect size, the comparison under ML will be:

m@”of m@”of
NaL SC] i SCJ

, and

;1“1{@@/‘/ ;,1'*1{6@/‘/

1
2 2 m
ML SH] ML SHJ m .

Similarly, we make the comparisong2qmrq v:s @Bqreq v:s g p3qreqg v:s pPqreq v:s pg
pAqreq v:s plOgreq v:s pbg and so on. Finally, for each parameter combination, the 48 Type

| Errors and power by using t-distribution are compared using the 24 estimators sj?, and

two methods of averaging e ect size.
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In preliminary simulations, the Hartung-Knapp standard errors yields vastly superior con-
dence intervals|the actual coverage is very close to the nominal signi cance level|than
when using the estimated standard error from 2.14. Thus, we proceed using only Hartung-

Knapp standard errors.
peq

plg

o K] ©
m A m L A2 2
o i1 cif @ i1l ML Sc;j

m A N 2 2 2
1P cj c{ ML sg; m 1qj 1" "2, SG;

VS

peq

p7q

o K ©
m A m 2
i1 ocif @ 1 |v||_ Sc;j

m A N w
1P ¢ c{ N sz pn 1g ", 1"y S

(o

None of the 48 estimators of %} or 26 overall e ect sizes give optimal results in all
scenarios. Thus, for each scenario, we will select the best quarter of the total estimators.
Because there are 48 estimators of *we will select 12, and because there are 26 overall
e ect sizes, we will select 6 (see Figure 2.1). If more than a quarter of the estimators have
very similar results, we will select them all. Our selection for each parameter combination

is based on the overall behavior of the estimator through a di erent number of studies.
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If the results of our simulations give a disappointing picture | each column has di erent
estimators, and there is no commonality between them | we structure our simulation-based
rst on overall e ect size because the primary usage of meta-analysis is to determine whether
an e ect exists. The strategy is to select the best method instead of the best estimators. We
have four di erent methods: two methods of estimating the overall e ect size(b) method
indicates an unweighted method and (c) method indicates inverse variance methodwe
have two di erent types of estimations of within-study variance: individual e ect size of 12

estimators and the overall e ect size of 12 estimators, see the table below.

(b) Method (c) Method

Sgroup1 | Group 1 Group 2

Siroup2 | Group 3 Group 4

SSroupl indicates within-study variance that has individual e ect size term

ng;roupz indicates within-study variance that has the overall e ect size term

To determine which of these four methods should be chosen, we will start with the method
that gives acceptable Type | Error and power. Next, we will select the estimators in that
method with less bias and less MSE of In the next step, our focus is based on propor-
tion of zero. When there is no evidence of heterogeneity, which is likely, standard practice
assumes homogeneity and applies a simpler xed-e ect meta-analysis. That is likely to yield
false results (Kontopantelis et al., 2013). Finally, we focus on less bias, and less MSE %f »

will be selected. See Figure 2.2 for further explanation.
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Data

use all combinations plg p24q pbg peg

{ Step 1. Find which groups that produce acceptable Type | Error and power}

use selected group from step 1

{ Step 2: Find which estimators that produce less bias and less MSE 0f J

use selected estimators from step 2

Step 3: Find which estimators that produce less proportion of zero of??

use selected estimators from step 3

Step 4: Find which estimator that produces less bias and less MSE of »

Optimal Estimator

Figure 2.2: Structure of a data analysis ( Alternative plan )

2.5.4 Simulation Results

In all simulations, performance of ML, REML, and PM is assessed through not only the
heterogeneity variance but also the e ect on the overall e ect estimate and Type 1 error.
A summary of these methods is presented in Sections 2.5.4.1, 2.5.4.2, and 2.5.4.3. The

comparison between these method is shown in Section 2.5.4.4.

2.5.4.1 Properties of Between-Study Variance and The Overall E ect Size by
Maximum Likelihood (ML)

For all combinations of the parameter value, we compare 48 heterogeneity variance estimators
( &,) interms of bias, MSE, and proportion of zero estimates. See Section B.1.1. In general,

the ndings are consistent. First, 3, gives almost the same result by using either the (b) or
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(c) method. Sometimes when testing small, but not necessarily equal, sample sizes with low
to medium heterogeneity, the (b) method produces a slightly lower proportion of zeroes than
the (c) method. On the other hand, the (c) method has less bias and less MSE in scenarios
with medium e ect size and low heterogeneity. Second, usirzﬁ that has individual e ect
size gives 3, less MSE but a larger proportion of zero. In terms of bias, the nding

is inconsistent. Third, using Hedgesg estimators yields a smaller MSE than Cohen's
estimators, especially with a small sample size. Fourth, Hedgeg'estimators (sﬁ:j) have
less bias compared to Cohen'destimators when bias is positive. However, when the bias
is negative, Hedges) estimators increase the bias. Thus, because most oftefy produces
negative bias, especially with a high value of heterogeneity, Cohed'sstimators work better

in estimating 2, . We aim to select the best 12 estimators from 48 estimators of, .
Therefore, for each parameter combination, we mark all 12 estimators that produce smaller
MSE, smaller bias, and a smaller proportion of zeroes (see Tables B.16, B.17, and B.18).
The 12 columns with the most check marks will be selected as the best estimators. After
running all simulations for each parameter combination, a summary of our recommendations
iS given in group below.

Regarding the the overall e ect size, we compare the inverse variance (c) method and
the unweighted (b) method. In general, we nd when (c) use§ that has the overall e ect
size term instead of individual e ect size," v gives almost the same result provided by the
(b) method. When both methods are estimated using Hedgeg'estimator, they are almost
unbiased with 0:5. Also, usingsj2 that has the overall e ect size produces more MSE
compared to usingsj2 that has individual e ect size, especially with small sample sizes. And
Hedges'g estimator produces less bias and less MSE than Cohdrestimator. We aim to
select the best six estimators from more than 26 estimators c')‘fML. The same strategy
for choosing the best between-study variance will be followed here for all combinations of
the parameter value ( see Tables B.19 and B.20 ). Sometimes more than six estimators
are selected in one scenario multiple have the same result. The six columns with the most
checks will be chosen as the best estimators. After running all simulations for each parameter

combination, a summary of our recommendations is given in the group below

50



Concerning Type | Error, our simulations are based om-distribution with Hartung-
Knapp standard errors. The 12 estimators that provide acceptable Type | Error will be
marked (see Table B.22.). Regarding power, there are no di erences in results between
all estimators except for the unweighted method, which gives high power. However, the
unweighted method gives an in ated Type | error; they are removed from the comparison
groups. Due to that, our comparison is based on the remaining, which all have the same
result, so remove them from the comparison groups. Summary of best estimators in six

groups by ML estimator is given

Type | Error
(7).(8).(9),
(10),(11),(12),
Bias (19),(20),(21),
(7, (8), (10), (22),(23),(24)
(19), (20), k2
(22) Cg Geg Gbg
MSE e CpiLay
@, ©), ©), Cﬂfm:m ML
(15), (17),
(18) o Bias
ML S
Estimator Cp]_lq Cp]_aqy
Gy Ge1g
A2 These equations with propo of zero Goay Cody
both (b) and (c) 0. ®). ©), i
method. (29), (20),

(21)

Here, the indicates Type | Error from the Hartung-Knapp t-distribution (inverse vari-
ance method (c)) and indicates proportion of zero. For details see Section B.1.2. In
summary, we nd that Estimator (8) and (20) are the best to use when estimating treat-

ment heterogeneity using the ML method (see Table 2.2).
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2.5.4.2 Properties of Between-Study Variance and Overall E ect Size by Re-
stricted Maximum Likelihood (REML)

Our simulations for REML give a disappointing picture; we cannot follow the same strategy
that was done for the ML estimator, see all the simulations in Section B.1.1. Tables B.2
and B.3 show the 12 estimators that produce less bias and less MSE. Similarly, Table B.4
shows the 12 estimators that produce less proportion of zero. Regarding overall e ect size,
see Tables B.5, B.6, B.7, and B.8 for bias, MSE, and Type | Error respectively. Regarding
power, there are no di erences in results between all estimators except for the unweighted
method, which gives high power. However, the unweighted method gives an in ated Type |
error; they are removed from the comparison groups. Due to that, our comparison is based
on the remaining, which all have the same result, so remove them from the comparison
groups. After running all simulations for each parameter combination, a summary of our

recommendations is given below

Type 1 Error
(7).(8).(9),
(10),(11),(12),
_ (19),(20),(21),
Bias (22),(23),(24)
(4), (11), (12), MSE
(23), (24) Gy G i
MSE T
sy G "REML
(3), (5), (6), Cag
(14), (15),
N2 .
(17), (18) REML Bias
REML Cop Cooey
Estimator Cpllq Cl;ﬂzﬁ’
. Rl
N2emL - These equations propo of zero Coa Gy
with both (b) and (7), (8), (9), o
(c) method. (19), (20),

(21)

Again, the indicates Type | Error from the Hartung-Knapp t-distribution (inverse variance

method (c)) and indicates proportion of zero. For details see Section B.1.2. Given that
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our primary plan does not work perfectly, we move to the second one where we structure our
simulation rst on overall e ect size because the primary usage of meta analysis is to deter-
mine whether an e ect exists. The strategy of this simulation is to select the best method

that gives an acceptable Type | Error instead of the most powerful or least biased estimators.

(1) Type | Error:

For each parameter combination, 48 Type | Errors by using t-distribution are compared.

The best method will be selected based on 960 simulations

24 plqp 249 2 pogpeq

ype | errorq 5p 2q 4pNg 960

We found that rst, when the overall e ect size variance uses within-study variance with
individual e ect size term instead of overall, Type | Error does not perform well in all
scenarios under both the unweighted method (b) and inverse variance method (c). Second,
with a large number of studiesm and with medium 2 j 0:3, (b) method produces a high
Type | Error. It reached as high as 0.06 with small sample sizes, and 0.052 with large sample
sizes, and dropped below 0.05. Third, with smaih, it always performs better compared to
others that use (b) method with a within-study variance that has overall e ect size, and with
(c) method with the either within-study variance that has individual or overall e ect size.
Because the (b) method performs poorly if we have a large number of studies, we will exclude
this method from our comparisons. Concerning the (c) method and within-study variance
with term individual e ect size, Type | Error is always below 0.05, even with largen and

N. Therefore, it also is excluded. On the other hand, when the variance of the overall e ect
size uses within-study variance that has overall e ect size term, both methods (b) and (c)
perform the same with equal sample sizen{; ny) ), whether we have small or largen;; .
However, when sample sizes are not necessarily equal, the (c) method performs better with
a small sample size and the (b) method performs slightly better with a large sample size.

Thus, generally, using the (c) method that uses within-study variance with overall e ect size
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term is recommended, which corresponds to the following estimators:

P7qG g g pl0g pl1g pl2g pl 9g pR20G R21g 22g 23 and R4q

Regarding Type | Error using Hartung-Knapp standard errors, we compare 24 estimators
using (c) method and omitting (b) method. The best method will be selected based on 480

simulations
24 plgp24q 1pcg

Typel errorq 5p2q 4pNg 480

After running all simulations for each parameter combination, we achieved the same result
from t-distribution using (c) method with within-study variance as outlined below. That is,

the best estimators are:

7 PG g PL0g plig pl2g pl9g 200 p21g 22q 1235 and [24q

(2) Overall E ect Size

From Step 1, we selected the (c) method with within-study variance that has overall e ect

size, as de ne below:
praeg PBaeg ©grg plOgeg pllgeg pl2geg

Pl9pg R0y RIqeg R R3qpG and R4qmq

Next, we compare these 12 estimators as followsqmeq v:s PBgmeq v:s Pqeq v:s plogreq and

so on. Our comparison is as shown.

g o7 g 84
o o
m A m A
) @) @
O B > vis TR X vis i visi
i 11 "RemL  SGj i 11 "RemL  SHj
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In general, Hedges§ estimators give the same result for both bias and MSE. When 0.5,
"remL is almost unbiased by Hedgesj estimators. Therefore, all estimators by Hedges]

are selected:

Barg @oeg pllgeg pl2geaROgeg R1geg R23geg and p24qe

(3) Between-Study Variance

The eight estimators from Step 2 will be compared in term of heterogeneity variance esti-

mators (bias, MSE, and proportion of zero estimates).

pBafg vis Eageg vis pligeg vis pl2gmg vis R0 vis g vis R3geq v:is [R4q[eg

pcq pcq
pdq p3q
[e] [e]
m 2 N m 2 N
i 1VVJ pC:j q2 @ 1 j 1\’01 pC:j qz @ 1
o o . o [e]
m 2 m m 2 m
j lw] j j 1"01 j

vis
1 W 1

Because we aim to reduce the proportion of zeroes, we will start our comparisons under
this criterion. We nd that 3, produces a smaller proportion of zeroes by using either
Estimator (8) or (20). Both estimators produce similar values for bias and MSE. That is,
again, we nd that Estimator (8) and (20) are the best to use when estimating treatment

heterogeneity using the REML method.

2.5.4.3 Properties of Between-Study Variance and Overall E ect Size by Paule-
Mandel (PM)

Our simulations for PM are disappointing; we cannot follow the same strategy that was done

for the ML estimator. Tables B.9 and B.10 show the 12 estimators that produce less bias and
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less MSE. All the simulations can be found in Section B.1.1. Similarly, Table B.11 shows the
12 estimators that produce less proportion of zero. Regarding overall e ect size, see Tables
B.13, B.12, B.14, and B.15 for bias, MSE, and Type | Error. After running all simulations

for each parameter combination, a summary of our recommendations is given below

Type | Error
(7). (8).(9),
(10),(11),(12),
Bias (19),(20),(21),
(5),(6), (12), (22),(23),(24)
(15), (17), =
(24) eq S O
VISE sy O
Cousy Cpil 7 "
3. (5). (6), Gam P
(15), (17),
(18) I%M Bias
PM o
Estimator Gty Gy
" oG 1g
A2 . These equations with propo of 2870 Groay Crody
both (b) and (c) 056 poay

(19), (20),
(21)

method.

Again, the indicates Type | Error from the Hartung-Knapp t-distribution (inverse
variance method (c)) and indicates proportion of zero. For details see Section B.1.2. We
follow the same strategy in the REML method to nd the best estimator. However, because
the performance of the PM estimator is nearly-identical to REML in term of the overall e ect
size (bias, MSE, and Type | Error) and between study variance (bias, MSE, and proportion
of zero), we omit this here. We again nd that Estimators (8) and (20) are recommended to

use.

2.5.4.4 Discussion and Comparison

We nd the following from our simulation study. First, simulations suggest using the alter-

native within-study variance Estimator (8) and (20) instead of the commonly used Estimator
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(3) to have a better-performing heterogeneity variance estimators and the overall e ect size.
Second, although ML is identical with REML and PM under the overall e ect size (in terms
of bias, MSE, and Type | Error), we recommended against using ML because it is always
produces a greater proportion of zeroes fog{* compared to %, , and ’%,,, and it has
larger bias with large sample sizes). Third, the performance of the PM estimator is identical
to REML in terms of the overall e ect size (bias, MSE, and Type | Error) and between-
study variance (bias, MSE, and proportion of zero), and both have overall good performance,
with Estimator (8) and (20). Finally, Hartung-Knapp standard errors seem quite robust to
inaccurate estimates of , and we recommend using these standard errors exclusively for
random-e ects meta analysis. Because the REML estimator is widely known, we will use it

to compare it with best estimator under mixed model.

2.6 Simulation Studies on Mixed Model Approach

The same data sets that were generated in Section 2.5.1 will be used in this section. We an-
alyze the data by using R via thenlme package (Pinheiro et al., 2017)lme4 package (Bates

et al., 2014), andimerTest package (Kuznetsova et al., 2017). The performance of the the
overall e ect size will be assessed through their bias, MSE, and Type | Error. Hypothesis
testing is conducted using Satterthswaite's degrees of freedom approximation, and is con-
ducted using the R packagdmerTest (Kuznetsova et al., 2017). For each simulation, we
evaluate the performance of overall e ect size of both ML and REML by using thémer
function. According to our simulations, REML and ML produce di erent Type | Errors (see
Table 2.3).

For large sample sizes, the Type | Error of ML reaches 0.09 with a small number of
studies (n  5), and it never reaches below 0.06, even with large and low 2. Thus, ML
performs poorly because of in ated Type | Errors. However, REML provides an acceptable
Type | Error. The range with small m is [0.05,0.055] and with largem is [0.0495,0.0505].

See Appendix B.2 for comparisons.
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Table 2.3: Performance of Overall E ect Size under Mixed Model: ML v.s REML

Parameter Overall E ect Size
m  nj 2 Bias MSE Type | Error under REML Type | Error under ML
5 10 0.05 -0.0012 0.0516 0.0419 0.0522
0.1 -8e-04 0.0620 0.0467 0.0619
15 0.0033 0.3531 0.054 0.0882
10-20 0.05 -0.0051 0.0387 0.0434 0.0578
15 -0.0133 0.3355 0.0519 0.0852
10 10 0.05 -0.0005 0.0382 0.0394 0.0478
0.1 -2e-04 0.0458 0.044 0.0560
15 0.0026 0.2603 0.0523 0.0761
10-20 0.05 -0.0015 0.0290 0.0449 0.0568
15 -0.0029 0.2502 0.0508 0.0741
30 10 0.05 -0.0005 0.0283 0.0421 0.0485
0.1 -3e-04 0.0339 0.0462 0.0553
15 0.0015 0.1925 0.0513 0.0691
10-20 0.05 -0.0007 0.0214 0.0461 0.0549
15 -0.0014 0.1853 0.0507 0.0674

2.7 Comparison between Meta Analysis and Mixed Mod-

els

We used a simulation study under di erent scenarios of sample size setting rules, e ect sizes,

between-study heterogeneity, and number of studies to nd the approach that performs best

for analyzing multi-lab data. Based on results in Sections 2.6 and 2.5, REML for both

meta-analyses and mixed models is generally indicated as having overall good performance.

Therefore, REML under a random-e ects meta-analysis will be compared with REML under

a mixed model. For identical data, we make comparisons on the bias, MSE, and Type | Error

in the overall e ect size and based on bias, MSE, and the proportion of zero of between-

study variance. The measure of between-study variance under mixed model is described as
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the standard deviations of environment-by-treatment interaction divided by the experimental
error, for more details, see Section 2.2.
N2

2 5 (2.47)

e

N2

From to our comparisons produced of 5,760 meta-analysis scenarios and 80 mixed model
scenarios, we found that REML performs well under both meta-analysis and mixed model.
The level of bias and MSE of the overall e ect size when tting a meta analysis is very
similar when tting a mixed model. However, based on between study variance, the mixed-
model approach produces less bias and less MSE. We recommend analyzing the data of any
multi-lab replication project using a meta-analysis for two reasons. First, the Type | Error
under the mixed model is in ated slightly (reaches 0.054) when we have high heterogeneity.
Second, the proportion of zero of? is a slightly higher than it is in meta-analysis (see Table
2.4).

When we have 0:5, and we have equal sample sizes within lab, the level of bias of the
overall e ect size under meta analysis is smaller comparing to mixed model, and the MSE
is higher than mixed model. With not necessary equal sample sizes, both bias and MSE
under meta analysis is higher compared to mixed model. Note, the di erences between these
methods are very small, for example (whem 5, 2 1.5, andn; =10-20 ) bias and MSE
of the overall e ect size under meta analysis is -0.014 and 0.338 respectively, and bias and
MSE of the overall e ect size under mixed model is -0.011 and 0.336, respectively. Regarding
between study variance, mixed model produces less bias and less MSE, yet produce higher
proportion of zero compared to meta analysis with small?>. Overall, we nd no substantial
di erence in the performance between the best-performing meta-analysis approaches and the

mixed model approach for analyzing multi-lab data.
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2.8 Conclusion

This chapter aims to nd the best practices for analyzing data from a multi-lab experiment.
Speci cally, we evaluate the validity of random-e ects meta-analysis methods for estimating
the e ect-size for multi-lab data and compare the best-performing meta-analysis estimators
to estimates from linear mixed models.

The meta-analysis literature indicates some concerns about the accuracy of the estima-
tion of the heterogeneity variance and the methods for estimating the overall e ect size.
Therefore, we reviewed all methods for heterogeneity variance estimation, and focused our
study on the three estimators that were either widely known and used in applications (max-
imum likelihood [ML]) or were positively evaluated (restricted maximum likelihood [REML]
and Paule-Mandel [PM]). Given that estimates of both the overall e ect and between-study
variance are a ected by within-study variance §7 ), and because previous literature showed
con icting recommendations about the accuracy form for estimating it (researchers always
use simpler forms to approximate it), we also evaluated di erent ways of estimating the
within-study variance. We compared 24 di erent estimators ofs? , and numerous simu-
lations were conducted to nd the best estimator that provides accurate estimates of the
heterogeneity variance and then the overall e ect size.

First of all, results from simulated multi-lab studies showed superiority of use the Hartung-
Knapp standard errors. These standard errors are robust to inaccurate estimates of treatment-
by-lab variability, ensuring Type | Errors close to the nominal 0:05 signi cance level.

Additionally, results showed better performance for estimators of the within-study vari-
ance di erent from the most commonly used ones. In general, we found convincing patterns
that suggest avoiding within-study variances that use individual e ect size because the corre-
lation between e ect sizes, study variance, and within-study variances will increase the bias
for both the overall e ect size sizes and between-study variance. In addition, the proportion
of zero between-study variance increases, and Type | Error of the overall e ect size will never
reach 0.05 even with a large sample size and a large number of studies, except with low het-

erogeneity (=0.05), large sample sizes, and a large number of studies. Our ndings con rm
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that within-study variances that use the unweighted method by the Hedgeg estimator are
recommended. Thus, researchers should be careful about which estimators of within-study
variance are used.

Of the three methods for estimating the variance of treatment heterogeneity, we recom-
mend avoiding the use of ML even though it is identical with REML and PM under the
overall e ect size in terms of bias, MSE, and Type | Error. Our goal is not only to nd the
best-performing estimator for the overall e ect size but also to have an accurate estimator
of the between-study variance. ML always produces a higher proportion of zero-estimates
for this variance. The performance of the PM estimator is identical to REML in terms of
the overall e ect size and between-study variance, and both are indicated as having overall
good performance.

When comparing the meta-analysis approaches to those from mixed model approaches,
we found no substantial di erence between the two approaches in terms of accuracy of esti-
mation and MSE, and both have an overall good performance in all the considered scenar-
ios. However, we recommend the random-e ects meta-analysis approach because the mixed
model technique has a slightly higher proportion of zero estimates for the lab-by-treatment

variability and may have a slightly in ated Type | Error under certain scenarios.
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Chapter 3

A Sensitivity-Analysis Approach for

Analyzing Multi-Lab Experiments

3.1 Introduction

Results from a large percentage of experimental studies have not been able to be replicated by
follow-up studies|a phenomenon known as thereplicability crisis (Wasserstein et al., 2019).
For example, a large survey of 1,500 scientists and found that 70% of those polled had been
unable to replicate others' results, and 50% could not replicate even their own results (Baker,
2016). Factors that may lead to di culty in replicating results of a study include substan-
dard research practices implemented within the study; insu cient sample sizes to obtain
requisite power in the original study; di ering research environments, including di erences

in expertise, protocol, location factors, and weather; publication biag-hacking; inappro-
priate analyses given the design of the study (for example, analyzing a cluster-randomized
experiment as a completely randomized experiment); and deliberate fraud (Bello and Renter,
2018; Boos and Stefanski, 2011; Chen et al., 2021; Diener and Biswas-Diener, 2016; Francis,
2012; Gibson, 2021; Higgins et al., 2021; loannidis et al., 2009; Lewandowsky and Oberauer,
2020; of Sciences et al., 2019; Shirin et al., 2018).

Multi-lab experiments have emerged as a critical tool in the ght against the replicabil-
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ity crisis. In multi-lab experiments the same experiment is independently performed across
multiple facilities, with each facility following the same protocol when performing the ex-
periment. Multi-lab experiments have both been used to test the likelihood of a proposed
scienti ¢ nding being replicated prior to publication (Jaljuli et al., 2023; Kafka et al., 2005)
and to verify or question the validity of a previously-published scienti ¢ nding (Ebersole
et al., 2016, 2020; Klein et al., 2014b, 2018; Nieuwland et al., 2018).

There is currently no consensus as far as best practices for analyzing data from multi-lab
experiments. Often, di erences in treatment e ects across labs are treated as a random
variable. Under this setting, both random-e ects meta-analytic approaches|in which e ect
sizes from each study are computed and aggregated to obtain an estimate of the overall e ect
sizeland linear mixed model approaches|in which individual-level data are used to obtain
estimates of treatment e ects and e ect sizes|are commonly used to analyze multi-lab
data. In Chapter 2, we conclude that there is little di erence between these approaches|
with meta-analytic approaches performing slightly better than mixed-model approaches, see
Section 2.7. However, both methods su er from the same pitfall; estimation of the variability
of treatment e ects|otherwise known as across-lab variability|is inherently unreliable,
especially when the number of studies and/or the number of observations within each study
is small.

To combat this issue, we develop a sensitivity analysis approach for analyzing multi-lab
data. In our approach, rather than estimating the across-lab variability, we consider a range
of plausible values for this variability, and perform inferences on treatment e ects across all
values in the plausible range. We implement this method for both meta-analytic and mixed-
model approaches. We then perform a simulation study to show the e cacy of our method
and apply our method on a recent multi-lab study|Many Labs 4 (Klein et al., 2022).

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.2 introduces the environmental e ect ratio
(EER) in both approaches: mixed model and meta-analysis. In Section 3.4, we conduct sim-
ulation studies to examine a range of potential concerns of between-study variance. Sensitive
analysis is used to determine the heterogeneity level that achieves the signi cance of e ect

size estimates. In Section 3.5, we apply a sensitive analysis to Many Labs 4 project. We
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conclude the ndings in Section 3.6.

3.2 Notation and Preliminaries

Suppose we consider a multi-lab experiment performed acrosslabs, numbered 1 through
m, with each lab performing the experiment independently. Units in the study are assigned
to one of two treatment conditions, Treatment 1 or Treatment 2. We assume the following
commonly-used model of response, which allows for treatment e ects to vary randomly across

studies:

Yijk P i ik L2 ;) Liiumop koo Liinng (3.1)

where ; is mean of thei!" treatment; n; is the number of units assigned to treatment in
lab j; ; represents a random source of variability common to all observations in stugly ;
are lab-by-treatment interaction terms that represent random sources of variability unique
to each treatment; and"; is the experimental error. We make the following distributional

assumptions on the random terms:

i N g 7 N@; %g"; Np; 2g (3.2)

where these random variables are assumed to be mutually independent. Of note, we assume
that the variance of the experimental errors 2 is the same across labs. Finally, determining
that there is a signi cant treatment e ect amounts to rejecting a null hypothesisHy : 2

or equivalently, rejecting a null hypothesis of a zero-valued ect size :

Ho : L 2 o (3.3)

Under this model of response, most methods for estimating treatment e ects or e ect

sizes from multi-lab experiments require estimation of the variance of the lab-by-treatment
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interaction 2. There are a wide variety of estimating this variance, include maximum
likelihood (ML) and restricted maximum likelihood (REML). However, these methods tend
to have signi cant pitfalls when sample sizes and/or the number of labs tend to be small.
Speci cally, estimates of this variance tend to be inaccurate and have a non-negligible chance
of being 0. Underestimation of this variance may lead to misleading claims about the strength
of the e ect of treatment. Hence, methods that circumvent this estimation|for example,
sensitivity analysis|may be appealing in practice, especially for small multi-lab studies.

A useful measure for the across lab variability is the environmental e ect ratio (EER)|
which is the ratio of the standard deviations of environment-by-treatment interaction and

the experimental error (Higgins et al., 2021):

EER? (3.4)

('Dl\)‘ N

We will show that considering di erent values for the across-lab variability is equivalent to

varying EER? in our sensitivity analysis approach.

3.3 Sensitivity Analysis for Mixed Linear Models

Mixed linear models and random-e ects meta-analyses are the two most common approaches
for analyzing multi-lab studies in which random lab-by-treatment interaction is present. We
begin by developing our sensitivity analysis approach for mixed linear models and derive a

closed-form expression for the special case of balanced designs.

3.3.1 Mixed Linear Models with a Known EER

To begin, note that equation (3.1) can be expressed in terms of matrices:

y X e; e Np; g (3.5)
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where

o

Here, n; g,

jnl O
O jnz

p 1; 2, andj,, is a vector ofn; ones.

The covariance of the error terme can be decomposed as follows:

where
Jnll O
0 N
0 0
M
Jnunn 0
0 Jnnnu
0 0
and
Jn, O
0 Jn,
0 0
M
0 0
0 0
0 0

M glm
O Jnnnﬂ O 0
0 0 Jnnnn 0
‘Jnlm 0 O ‘Jnlm Nom
0 Jon 0 0
0 0 I,y 0
Jannlm 0 0 Jan
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
J, O O 0
0 J,, O 0
0 0 Jn, 0
0 0 0 J

N2m
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(3.9)



Here, the matrix I is the k  k identity matrix, Jy is thek k ones matrix, andJ is
the k ~ ones matrix.

An estimate of the covariance can be obtained by estimating the individual variance
components 2, 2, and 2 and plugging them into 3.7. However, as mentioned previously,
estimation of the lab-by-treatment interaction variance 2 can be quite unreliable the sample
sizes and/or the number of studies is small.

However, if the EER is known, we can bypass estimation of. In which case, we case
we can rewrite (3.7) as

2
el

M  EER? M

n

M p EER? 19 M. (3.10)
whereM . is de ned as follows:

1 I

%0 otherwise
(3.11)

This amounts to supposing a compound symmetry structure on the experimental errors with
correlation EER?{p1 EER?q within each combination of lab and treatment. Statistical
software can e ectively estimate 2 under this correlation structure, and we can obtain our

estimated covariance matrix
P 7~M pEER? 1M (3.12)

To test for the presence of treatment e ects, we use

a.1/\
T ¢ (3.13)
a' X'K a
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as our test statistic, wherea p 1; 1d and
1
~OXTX X ly: (3.14)

Inferences are then obtained on treatment e ects through using by usingtadistribution.
The degrees of freedom for this-distribution will depend on how the sensitivity analysis
is interpreted. If the plugged-in value ofEER is viewed as a xed parameter that elim-

inates the need to estimate across-lab variability, then using degrees of freedom equal to

iz 1 j’“lnij m may be preferred. However, if the plugged-in value &ER is viewed

as a potential estimate ofEER, then it may be preferable to compute degrees of freedom
assuming a random across-lab e ect. This can be done, for example, using a Satterthwaite
approximation (Satterthwaite, 1941). Of the two, the Satterthwaite approximation is, by

far, the more conservative option.

3.3.2 EER in Meta-Analysis

To do a study more than once using the mixed-model approach requires a large cost and time
investment (Koole and Lakens, 2012; Lundwall, 2019; of Sciences et al., 2019). Therefore,
meta-analysis is appropriate to use when experiments are studying the same treatments (Hig-
gins et al., 2021). Because in most practical applications not all of the data of each individual
study is available (only the summary data is available; (Olkin and Sampson, 1998), our focus
is convert the quantity 2{ 2 in mixed model to meta analysis. The quantity 2{ 2 can be
found by the variance of the di erence between sample means (2 2 with large sample

sizes) divides by the error variance (Higgins et al., 2021).

Var _4 2 Var P i 19 P 2 i 2 g

e e

(3.15)

2
2
e
On the other hand, the variance of Cohen's population e ect size (Higgins and Thompson,

2002) is
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Varpjqg Var 23 2 (3.16)

Thus, 2{ 2 has a connection with Cohen's d

2 2 2EER? (3.17)

mm‘ N

we should use instead of 2 since both and the estimated e ect are measured on the

same scale (Cairns and Prendergast, 2020; Higgins et al., 2021).

?
2 EER (3.18)

3.3.21 P-Value

Under the random-e ects model each e ect is weighted as

]

mow
N o 1V Hj
H @ ———— (3.19)
jm 1Wi
where
v - (3.20)
bk ™ '

From equation 3.17, we know that 2 2EER?, so " will be replaced with ZER?2. The
within study variance is estimated as
N2
2 2 H
St Jrr @ — 3.21
" P 2my ngq (3:21)

and an estimate of the variance of the overall e ect-size is given as

1
Vp g S (3.22)
L VO
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For making inferences about the overall e ect size, we use

N
Th b+ (3.23)
Vp uq

and compareTy against at-distribution with m 1 degrees of freedom.
Alternatively, instead of usingVp” 1 g we can also consider the Hartung-Knapp estimate

of the variance (Hartung, 1999):

o

m N N
i 1P ep

Vik P 24
HKk P HQ m  1q Jml"oi (3.24)
This leads to the following test statistic:
N
Tk b—" . (3.25)
N
Vik P HQ

Again, comparisons are made againsttadistribution with m 1 degrees of freedom.

3.4 Evaluating the Replicability Under Dierent Val-

ues of EER

To illustrate the sensitivity of the replicability to EER, we need to generate data with the
same experiments in several randomly selected environments. We consider the data set with
a range of ve to 30 studies. Each study compares a treatment group with a control group.
For each data set, we generate sample sizes for each graup;observations were generated
byusing 1 1 ; e andny observations by using 5 5 j €jk. I'he data of

i, j andejx are generated as independent and identically distributed with;  Np0; 2q

i NpO; 2g and ej NO; 2q respectively,i 1;2 andj denotes number of studies.
The value of 2 was setto 1. The categorized values of of is de ned as zero, low, medium,

and high magnitude, 0, 0.2, 0.5, 0.8 respectively (Cohen, 2013). The values d{= 2EER?
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) is selected to be 0.05 (consider minimum), 0.1, 0.3, 0.6, and 1.5 (consider maximum). The
study sample sizes;; and ny are generated in two ways: equal sample sing  ny (with

10 considered small and 50 considered large) and not equal sample size but in the same range
(10 to 20 considered small and 40 to 60 considered large).

In Chapter 2, we conducted simulation studies under di erent scenarios to nd the best
estimators of two-stage meta-analysis and mixed model for analyzing the individual partic-
ipants' data. We performed both xed and random e ects model using the REML method
(see Chapter 2, Sections 2.5 and 2.6). However, according to our simulations in meta-
analysis, we found that the better form for estimating within-study variance is by Hedges'g

estimator sf; which is as follows

N2
2 12 REML .

PO 2my ngq

3.4.1 Result and Discussion

The generated data will be used under mixed model and meta-analysis. Under each parame-
ter value combination, we rst evaluate the performance of the estimation of between-study
variance (REML and ML) in terms of giving false signi cant (nonsigni cant) results. Second,

we evaluate each method's performance in producing Type | Error. Third, the relationship
between sample size, number of studies, heterogeneity, e ect size, and statistically signi cant
results are shown. We want to show which term plays an important role in replication and
which does not have a signi cant e ect. Fourth, we evaluate the work of sensitivity analy-
sis by showing if it can help the researchers determine for what EER values the e ect size
estimate is statistically signi cant. All parameter value combinations can be found in the
Appendix C. Subset of these simulations are given below. Figure 3.1 shows the comparison
between t-distribution and Hartung-Knapp t-distribution under meta analysis, and Figure

3.2 shows the comparison under the mixed model.
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Figure 3.1: Sensitivity analysis under meta analysis
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Figure 3.2: Sensitivity analysis under mixed model

The x-axis for each plot is hypothetical values of the EER. The-axis is the p-value
when plugging in that hypothetical value of the EER into the estimator. Separate plots are

given for data generated under various actual values of the and plots also give estimates
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of this parameter under ML and REML methods for estimation. Notep-values that are less
than 0.05 when 0 indicate a Type | Error and p-values that are greater than 0.05 when
0:5 indicate a Type Il Error.

These plots help determine for which values of EER the estimated e ect size is signi cant,
and can be used to judge how robust a result is to an increase in across-lab variability.
However, when the true variability is large, but estimated to be close to 0 (which may
happen in practice), results may look arti cially more signi cant than they actually are.
When sample sizes and/or the number of labs under study is small, the estimated across-lab
variance tends to be much lower than the actual across-lab variance. Hence, both methods
(mixed model and meta-analysis) under this setting are prone to report unreliable statistical
inferences. The Hartung-Knapp standard errors (Hartung, 1999), however, tend to be robust
across many hypothetical values of the EER. For more details see Appendix C.

We evaluate the performance of REML and ML under both methods. We nd that
p-values in the mixed model by Satterthwaite's approximation and meta-analysis using com-
monly used standard errors often have similar performances. Both methods produce a high
rate of false signi cant ndings when individual participant data has a small number of
studies and small sample sizes|see Figures 3.3, and 3.4 (similarly with ML method). To
mitigate the risk, we have two options: either we should have a medium-to-large number of
studies (10 to 30), or we should use Hartung-Knapp standard errors, which reduce the chance
of getting a falsely signi cant (or non-signi cant) result. When sample sizes are large, the
probability of nding false results with either a small or large number of studies is negligible.
Because in most practical applications, half or more of the meta-analysis often includes a
small number of studies (Hedges and Vevea, 1998; Henmi and Copas, 2010; IntHout et al.,
2015; Poole and Greenland, 1999; Seide et al., 2019), which have small sample sizes (Davey
et al., 2011; IntHout et al., 2015), researchers should be cautious about published papers us-
ing meta-analysis. Note, high proportions of Type | Errors under meta-analysis has also been
demonstrated by Borm and Donders (2009); Brok et al. (2008); Hu et al. (2007); Pereira and
loannidis (2011); Thorlund et al. (2009, 2011); Wetterslev et al. (2008); Whitehead (1997).
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Small sample Size

Sign

Non-Sign

Large sample Size

Sign Non-Sign

‘/O:O\‘

-

(a) Meta-Analysis by t distribution

Small sample Size Large sample Size

Sign Non-Sign Sign Non-Sign

False

(b) Meta-Analysis by Hartung-Knapp t distribution

Figure 3.3: Meta analysis: Evaluate the estimation of REML method

Here, 0; 0:2; 0:5 and 0:8 indicates respectively as following ; , M: : number inside
the symbol indicates the value of? and sign indicates not necessary equal sample size.
indicates small number of studies m=5,, indicates medium number of studies m=10, and
indicates large number of studies m=30. The Sign (Non-Sign) means the method estimates
the between study variance and give signi cant result ( non-signi cant result) wrongly.
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Small sample Size Large sample Size

Sign Non-Sign Sign Non-Sign

False /0:6 (0:0)

/10 /15

"15‘
(1:5) /15

() Mixed Model by Satterthwaite approximation

Small sample Size Large sample Size

Sign Non-Sign Sign Non-Sign
False fis | fon
EXS: ©

®

(b) Mixed Model by N-m-1 Degree of Freedom

Figure 3.4: Mixed Model: Evaluate the estimation of REML method

Here, 0; 0:2; 0:5 and 0:8 indicates respectively as following ;, , |\/|; , humber inside
the symbol indicates the value of? and sign indicates not necessary equal sample size.
indicates small number of studies m=5,, indicates medium number of studies m=10, and
indicates large number of studies m=30. The Sign (Non-Sign) means the method estimates
the between study variance and give signi cant result ( non-signi cant result) wrongly.
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(a) Meta-Analysis by t distribution (b) Meta-Analysis by Hartung-Knapp t distribution
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(d) Mixed Model by compound symmetry structure

Type | Error
Type | Error

(c) Mixed Model by Satterthwaite approximation

Figure 3.5: Type | Error under meta analysis and mixed model

The symbol indicates 0. Number inside the symbol indicates the value of, and sign
indicates not necessary equal sample size. indicates small number of studies m=5,,
indicates medium number of studies m=10, and indicates large number of studies m=30.

Increasing the number of labs is much more e ective than increasing the number of
participants in each lab to improve power of tests for e ect sizes. Even small sample sizes
work better with medium and large numbers of studies. see Figures 3.6 and 3.7, and for
more details see Appendix C. Hedges and Schauer (2019b) showed that the power usually
rises more quickly if the number of labs is increased (at least 50 studies) instead of the
participants per study (Hedges and Schauer, 2019b).

Finally, researchers should always be cautious about announcing getting signi cant results
if their e ect size from their study is small pa 0:2q This is especially the case with small
sample sizes and a small number of studies because the estimation of between-study variance

is inaccurate, which gives either zero or high which a ect to change the result, except with
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Hartung-Knapp method.
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Figure 3.6: Meta-Analysis by Hartung-Knapp t distribution under di erent scenarios.

Each plot describes generated data with a speci ¢ level of heterogeneify ( 0:1;0:3; or 1), a
speci ¢ number of studies (m=5 or 30), three various e ect sizes (0.2, 0.5, and 0.8), and four
sample sizes ; 10, 10-20, 50, and 40-60). Instead of estimating between-study variance,
levels of EER between 0 and 1 are applied. Under meta-analy2i<ER? is applied instead

of 2. The bar in each plot measures the level of EER where the method gives signi cant
results; thus, no bar means that even with EER=0, the method gives non-signi cant results.
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Figure 3.7: Meta-Analysis by t distribution under di erent scenarios

Each plot describes generated data with a speci ¢ level of heterogeneify ( 0:1;0:3; or 1), a
speci ¢ number of studies (m=5 or 30), three various e ect sizes (0.2, 0.5, and 0.8), and four
sample sizes (; 10, 10-20, 50, and 40-60). Instead of estimating between-study variance,
levels of EER between 0 and 1 are applied. Under meta-analy2<ER? is applied instead

of 2. The bar in each plot measures the level of EER where the method gives signi cant
results; thus, no bar means that even with EER=0, the method gives non-signi cant results.
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3.5 Application to Many Labs 4

Recently, the Many Labs 4 ( ML4 ) project by Klein et al. (2019) used 21 labs to attempt to
replicate an important e ect in social psychology, the Mortality Salience E ect from Terror
Management Theory by Greenberg et al. (1994). These labs were randomly assigned to
either expert or in-house protocols. Researchers of the in-house labs constructed their own
design independently without contacting anyone for advice|whether the original authors,
other expert authors who are experts in this eld, or ML4's teams. However, the researchers
who worked in expert labs must follow the advice of TMT experts under three di erent
exclusion sets. The main goal of the ML4 project was to determine whether the likelihood of
successful replication increases when involving the original researchers in the study design.

Despite their e orts, the result did not replicate the under any conditions. Chatard et al.
(2020) rebutted this nding and claimed that by imposing a strong restriction on the studies
to be included in the analysis and by performing a meta-analysis on this subset of studies,
the original result is replicated.

Klein et al. (2019, 2022), and Chatard et al. (2020) analyzed the data using random
e ects meta-analysis, which relies on estimating the variability in e ect sizes across labs.
The estimation of this parameter is typically unreliable and may lead them to a con icting
conclusion. Therefore, we will evaluate the replication of ML4 by applying a sensitivity-
analysis approach across a range of values for the EER to determine the signi cance of e ect

size estimates for 21 labs. See Table 3.1 for the analyses performed.

84



Table 3.1: Many Labs 4 under di erent analyses

Key analysis by Labs Exclusion set  N-Criteria

Klein et al. (2019) 21 Labs set 1- set 3 All
Expert Labs (9) set 1- set 3 All
In-house Labs (13) set 1- set 3 All

Chatard et al. (2020) 13 Labs set 1- set 3 N ¥ 80

Expert Labs (6) set 1- set 3 N ¥ 80

In-house Labs (7) set 1-set 3 N ¥ 80

Klein et al. (2022) 17 Labs set 1- set 3 N ¥ 60

Expert Labs (7) set 1-set 3 N ¥ 60

In-house Labs (10) set 1- set 3 N ¥ 60

Subgroups studied show no or small heterogeneity (EER between 0 and 0.18 by REML

estimator), see Table 4.11. Given that the estimation could be inaccurate, sensitivity analysis

on the EER will be applied. Under mixed model by compound symmetry structure, the data

clearly provides evidence against a mortality salience e ect, regardless of which labs (expert,

in-house, or both) were used, which exclusion criteria were used, and whether they followed

or deviated from the preregistration plan.

a) Key analysis by Klein et al. (2019)
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b) Key analysis by Chatard et al. (2020)

c) Key analysis by Klein et al. (2022)

Figure 3.8: Many Labs 4: Sensitivity analysis under mixed model

The random-e ects meta-analysis technique by REML gives us a similar conclusion that
has been found from the mixed model, see Figure 3.9. The mortality salience e ect was
non-signi cant even after considering the di erent heterogeneity values, except for 13 labs
under Exclusion Set 3 and expert labsng 7) under Exclusion Set 3 using Hartung-
Knapp standard errors, and this only becomes signi cant if the true EER is quite large
(approximately 0.6 and 0.4 respectively, which is much less than the estimated EER).
Researchers may be pleased if they obtain signi cant results, even if their e ect size is
small. According to Cohen (2013), Chatard et al. (2020) stated that ML4 replicated their
study with e ect sizes between 0.1 and 0.27, considered \very low" and \low" respectively.
However, they should be wary of announcing this result for several reasons: Their e ect sizes

are very low, their conclusion comes from a small number of studies that su er from giving

86



accurate results, and they estimate across-lab variability using ML estimators, which have

received heavy criticism.

a) Key analysis by Klein et al. (2019)

b) Key analysis by Chatard et al. (2020)

¢) Key analysis by Klein et al. (2022)

Figure 3.9: Many Labs 4: Sensitive analysis under meta analysis
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Non-replication has been shown under both methods, even in carefully conducted exact

replications, even with low heterogeneity, which is governing factor for successful replication.

3.6 Conclusion

When there is variability in the treatment e ects across experiments, random e ects meta-
analysis and mixed models are often used to analyze multi-lab experiments. Because there
is criticism about the estimation of between-study variance, we explore the use of sensitivity
analysis procedures that consider a range potential values of this variability rather than
estimate it. We develop these methods for both random e ects meta analysis and mixed
models.

Via simulation we show that the precision of the estimated between-study variance with
a small number of studies and the small sample size is generally low, except the with the
Hartung-Knapp method under meta-analysis. The probability of producing false signi cance
(non-signi cance) is not negligible. In addition, mixed models and meta-analysis using more
common standard errors give a high rate of false positives, even with large sample sizes.

In addition, we found that increasing the number of labs instead of the number of partic-
ipants in each lab substantially increases the power to detect signi cant e ect sizes. Lastly,
researchers always should be wary about announcing signi cant results if the e ect size from
their study is small ( = 0:2). This is especially true with small sample sizes and a small
number of studies because the estimation of between-study variance is inaccurate|often ei-
ther zero or high|which changes the result. Finally, while e ective, we nd that sensitivity
analysis approaches can be misleading when the claimed or estimated across-lab variance is
much lower than the actual across-lab variance, which can be possible when sample sizes

and/or the number of labs under study is small.
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Chapter 4

Re-examination of the Attempted

Replication: Many Labs 4

4.1 Introduction

The replicability crisis refers to the phenomenon that many scienti ¢ ndings cannot be repli-
cated when independent follow-up studies attempt the same experiments that led to the orig-
inal ndings. For example, several hundred research groups in psychological science, which
involved thousands of participants, tried to replicate the prior research ndings (Stroebe,
2019). However, a substantial proportion of research has failed upon replication. There are
myriad reasons why experiments may not replicate including lack of experience and expertise;
substandard research practices; prohibitively small sample sizes; initial statistically signi -
cant results resulting from chance or that are only applicable to small subpopulations; dif-
ferent research environments; publication biag-hacking; and inappropriate analyses given
the data (Bello and Renter, 2018; Boos and Stefanski, 2011; Chen et al., 2021; Diener and
Biswas-Diener, 2016; Gibson, 2021; Higgins et al., 2021; loannidis et al., 2009; Lewandowsky
and Oberauer, 2020; of Sciences et al., 2019; Shirin et al., 2018; Wasserstein et al., 2019).
Over the last decade, psychological science has trended towards team science, represent-

ing an important step forward for evaluating replicability (Hoogeveen et al., 2023). For
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example, the Many Labs projects (Ebersole et al., 2016, 2020; Klein et al., 2014b, 2018,
2022), the Open Science Collaboration project (Collaboration, 2015), and Registered Repli-
cation Reports (Simons et al., 2014) have all performed large replication studies involving

many teams of scientists.

We focus our attention on a recent large-scale team science project involving 21 labs|
Many Labs 4 (ML4) (Klein et al., 2022)|which attempted to replicate a study assessing
impacts of the Mortality Salience E ect from Terror Management Theory (Greenberg et al.,
1994). In particular, ML4 sought to replicate the nding from Study 1 in Greenberg et al.
(1994) that critically thinking about one's own death can increase one's patriotic sentiment.
Although Klein et al. (2022) attempted to increase the chance of replicating the result by
implementing a multi-lab study and by involving the original authors in the study design,
they failed to replicate the initial nding.

Of particular note, ML4 was very transparent about specifying their experimental proto-
col and making their data publicly available. The availability of ML4 data motivated many
researchers to review and reanalyze the data. In particular, Chatard et al. (2020)|which
includes Tom Pyszczynski as an author, who originally worked on the Greenberg et al. (1994)
paper|rebutted against the nding in Klein et al. (2018), and argued that by imposing a
strong restriction on the studies to be included in the analysis, and by performing a meta-
analysis on this subset of studies, the original result is replicated. Because of these divergent
ndings, Hoogeveen et al. (2023) reanalyzed the data using di erent methodology, and was
unable to replicate the original nding, corroborating the ndings in Klein et al. (2018).

Because of the di erent conclusions in analyses from ML4, we perform our own reanalysis
of these data. In our reanalysis, we investigate the quality of the ML4 data, the claims from
the rebuttal in Chatard et al. (2020), and apply best practices for the analysis of multi-lab
data using available meta-analysis and mixed-model techniques. Our analysis corroborates
the original nding of (Klein et al., 2019) that the original experiment is unable to be
replicated with any kind of consistency. Additionally, we identify issues with the analysis in
the rebuttal by Chatard et al. (2020) that lead to inaccurate conclusions.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 4.2 brie y describes Terror Management
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Theory and the Mortality Salience E ect. In section 4.3, we detail ML4, its initial anal-
ysis, and the analysis of follow-up studies., Rebuttal ML4, and the follow-up studies. In
section 4.4, we re-analyze ML4 using our methodology. We concludes our nding in Sec-

tion 4.5.

4.2  Background of Terror Management Theory

Thoughts about death can create disquiet, impacting human thinking and behavior, which
is the focus of terror management theory (TMT) research. TMT was introduced more than
35 years ago (Greenberg et al., 1986), and has been shown to a ect ADD LIST Hundreds
of publications have spawned after this topic; some with more than 1,000 citations (Klein
et al., 2022). For an overview on TMT, see (Pyszczynski et al., 2015).

In particular, mortality salience hypotheses|psychological e ects and behaviors of indi-
viduals when they are reminded of the inevitability of death|have been supported in more
than 36 countries. Chatard et al. (2020) found that the e ect of mortality salience on world-
view defense (a classic nding from TMT) was replicated numerous times (e.g. in Arndt
et al. (1997); Burke et al. (2010); Dechesne et al. (2003); Greenberg et al. (1994)).

In particular, a paper by Greenberg et al. (1994)|which has received more than 1,250
cites so far|performed a study (Study 1) to determine which types of mortality salience
conditions had a stronger a ect on worldview defense: subtle mortality salience inductions
or blatant mortality salience inductions. The study was conducted as follows: a total of 21
male and 37 female students participated in this study, and groups of 3 to 5 participants were
randomly randomly assigned to one of ve conditions: subtle own death salient (thinking
of your own death), subtle other's death salient (thinking of death of a loved one), deeper
own death salient (thinking of your own death and imagining you having an advanced stage
of cancer), deeper other's death salient (thinking of the death of a loved one and imagining
that they have an advanced stage of cancer), and TV salient (thinking about watching TV,
a control condition).

Participants participated in two \separate" studies. The rst study varied by the treat-
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ment condition: participants wrote about their emotions felt when they thought about their
treatment condition. For example, participants in the death salient condition wrote about
what would happen to their real body as they were dying and once they were dead, and
participants in the \TV salient” condition wrote about their emotions while watching tele-
vision, and what they thought happened to their actual body as they watched television.
The second study measured pro-American sentiment. Participants were asked to read a
pro-American and an anti-American essay and asked to critique both essays and their au-
thors. The response is a di erent in averages between sentiments for the pro-American and

anti-American essays and authors. Results are summarized in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Mean preference for the pro-USA target over the anti-USA target in Study 1
by Greenberg et al. (1994)

Subtle own TV Subtle other's ~ Deeper own  Deeper other's
Measure death salient salient death salient death salient death salient

M 12.25 1.64 7.42 6.50 8.27
n 12 11 12 12 12

Study 1 of Greenberg et al. (1994) found that writing about your feelings when thinking
about death increases your pro-American sentiment. The e ect was strongest for the subtle
own death salient treatment condition|comparing between this condition and the TV salient

condition yielded a Cohen'sd  1:34, at-statistict 4:87, and ap-value 0:001.

4.3 Many Labs 4

Many Labs 4 (ML4) Klein et al. (2019) was a large, multi-lab study that sought to replicate
Study 1 of Greenberg et al. (1994). To simplify the replication study, ML4 considered only
comparisons between the subtle own death salient and the TV salient treatment conditions.
In total, 21 labs participated in the replication study, and data were collected from a total
of 2,228 participants.

One main goal of the ML4 project was to determine whether the likelihood of successful
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replication increases when involving the original researchers in the study design. Thus,
the 21 labs were randomly assigned to either follow their own experimental protocol (in-
house protocol) or to follow the protocol given by the original authors (expert protocol)|see
Table D.1 for a detailed list of labs participating in the study. The in-house labs reconstructed
the experiment in (Greenberg et al., 1994) following only the text of the original paper. This
reconstruction was performed independently without seeking advice from anyone, including
the original authors, other experts in the eld, or other research teams patrticipating in ML4,
(see the instructions athttps://osf.io/drfg2/ for details).

Labs under the expert protocol condition followed the advice of TMT experts when re-
constructing the experiment. Additionally, TMT experts required that data be analyzed
under three increasingly-restrictive exclusion criteria. Exclusion Set 1 excluded all partic-
ipants who did not complete both writing prompts and all six items evaluating the essay
authors. Exclusion Set 2 excluded all participants that were excluded in Exclusion Set 1 and
also all participants who did not identify as White or who indicated they were born outside
the United States. Exclusion Set 3 excluded all participants in Exclusion Sets 1 and 2 and
also excluded all participants who responded lower than 7 on the question \How important
to you is your identity as an American?" Further details about these exclusion sets are
found in Table 4.2. Note, analysis under these exclusion sets is not possible for in-house labs
as these labs did not provide a questionnaire that would allow excluded participants to be
identi ed.

We now detail four analyses of ML4. In Section 4.3.1 we describe the initial analysis
by Klein et al. (2019). In Section 4.3.2 we consider the analysis in the rebuttal by Chatard
et al. (2020). In Section 4.3.3, we detail the published analysis by Klein et al. (2022) and a

follow-up analysis by Hoogeveen et al. (2023).

4.3.1 Many Labs 4 (Prior to Publication)

Klein et al. (2018) began their analysis by looking at treatment e ects within each lab.

Two samplet-tests were conducted to compare participants in the mortality salient (MS)
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condition with those in the TV salient condition. For expert protocol (or author-assisted
(AA)) labs, analysis was conducted across all three exclusion sets. The study was interpreted
as replicating if it yielded a signi cant e ect (p  0:05). Tables D.3 D.4 D.5 showed that
all but one individual lab failed to replicate Study 1 under any of the three exclusion sets.
The University of lllinois, which followed in-house (IH) protocol found a signi cant treatment

e ect (Hedges'g 0:74,p 0:05). The University of California at Riverside under Exclusion
Set 2 nearly obtained a signi cantp-value (AA lab, Hedges'g 1.69,p 0:05) as well.
However, there was very little consistency across labs|for example, under Exclusion Set 1,
14 of the 21 labs estimated a decrease in pro-American sentiment under the subtle mortality
salient condition.

Next, random-e ects meta-analysis with random terms estimated through the maximum
likelihood method was used to estimate an overall e ect size. Again, the study was inter-
preted as replicating if it yielded a signicant eect (p  0:05). Separate meta-analyses
were conducted for the entire many-labs dataset, the in-house protocol labs, and the expert
protocol labs. Results are found in Table 4.3. Neither the expert labs nor in-house labs
successfully replicated Study 1 of Greenberg et al. (1994). Klein et al. (2019) stated that
the failure could be due to the initial nding being a false positive, a gradual change in the
population's pro-American sentiment over time, or necessary conditions that were present
when the original experiment was conducted but were not fully understood or no longer

exist.
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Table 4.2: Data exclusion as reported in preregistration plan

Excluded by Protocol Exclusion

Klein et al. (2019) Expert and In house 1) Excluded labs that has less than 60 participants

2) Excluded all data that collected before the pre-
registration plan.

3) Exclude patrticipants who did not complete all
six items evaluating the essay author

z TMT experts Expert Labs 1) Exclusion Set 1: No Further Exclusions

2) Exclusion Set 2: Excluded all participants who

were not white Americans and were not born
in the United States, including prior exclusion

3) Exclusion Set 3: Excluded all participants who
did not strongly identify with the US, including
all prior exclusions as well

z Exclusion Set 1 includes all exclusions considered for the in-house labs. Analysis under
Exclusion Set 2 and 3 will only be applied to expert labs. In addition, within the expert labs(
Exclusion Set 1, 2 and 3 ), participants must respond to both writing prompts to be included
in the analyses.
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Table 4.3: Random e ects models as reported by a preliminary report of the ML4

N

Labs Exclusion Set H 95% CI p-value %,
All Labs (m=21) Set 1 0.03 0:06 , 012 0.58 0.003
Set 2 Q06 0:06 , Q17 0.32 0.016
Set 3 Q04 0:07 , Q16 0.48 0.01
Expert labs (m=9) Setl 0043 0:097, 018 0.55 0
Set 2 013 0:067, Q33 0.2 0
Set 3 011 0:12 , @35 0.34 0
In-house labs (m=12) All Sets 2 01 , 015 0.72 0.01

Here, m indicates number of studies,”  is overall e ect size by Hedgeg estimator, and
N2 is between study variance.

4.3.2 Rebuttal Many Labs 4

When ML4 failed to replicate Study 1 from Greenberg et al. (1994), some of the researchers
assisting the expert protocol labs were surprised (Chatard et al., 2020). As a result, Chatard
et al. (2020) started examining the ML4 paper in detail, and looked at areas such as the data
collection and the pre-registered plan. After review, they found that Klein et al. (2019) did
not follow this pre-registered plan exactly, and some studies with small sample sizes were
included in the analysis|the pre-analysis plan required all labs under study to obtain at least
60 participants. Chatard et al. (2020) reanalyzed the data under three di erent exclusions
after excluding studies with small sample sizes. Their restriction on sample sizes was more
stringent than indicated originally in the Klein et al. (2018) pre-analysis plan, requiring at
least 80 participants in each lab. This left 13 studies to be included in their analysis (6
expert labs and 7 in-house labs). The total number of participants for each case becomes
(as reported in their paper): Exclusion Set 1N  1782), Exclusion Set 2  1476), and
Exclusion Set 3 N  1347).

After Chatard et al. (2020) corrected the deviations as planned, they reanalyzed 13 of

the 21 studies on one-tailed tests by random e ect meta-analysis technique with maximum
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likelihood estimation, as was performed in the ML4 project. Chatard et al. (2020) found
an evident replication of the original study, but this successful replication was only in the

expert labs in Exclusion Sets 2 and 3 (see Table 4.4).

Table 4.4: Random e ects models as reported by Rebuttal-ML4

Labs Exclusion Set '\H 90% ClI SE Z p-value
13 Labs Set 1 0.06 -0.03, 0.15 0.05 1.17 0.13
Set 2 0.13 0.01, 0.26 0.08 1.72 0.045
Set 3 0.10 -0.02, 0.22 0.07 140 0.09
Expert Labs (m=6) Setl 0.10 -0.04, 0.23 0.08 121 0.12
Set 2 0.27 0.06, 0.48 0.13 2.08 0.02
Set 3 0.25 0.02, 048 0.14 1.76 0.04

In-House Labs (m=7) All Sets 0.06 -0.08, 0.19 0.08 0.69 0.25

Here m indicates number of studies.  indicates the overall e ect size by Hedgesestima-
tor, and p-values are one-tailed.

Chatard et al. (2020) argued that the original e ect is robust among white American par-
ticipants; the results indicated that TMT e ect was successfully replicated when only white
Americans were considered in the analysis (Exclusion Set 2) , despite e ect sizes being much
smaller than originally found in Study 1 in Greenberg et al. (1994). Moreover, the results in-
dicated that the ML4 project was actually replicated when labs followed the advice by TMT
experts (Expert Labs under Exclusion Set 2 and 3). Chatard et al. (2020) concluded that a
replication study is most likely to succeed when researchers follow preregistered studies and
follow the advice of researchers with considerable expertise and experience.

Additionally, Chatard et al. (2020) reanalyzed the data after including labs that collected
at least 60 participants (N¥ 60). They obtained similar ndings. Chatard et al. (2020)
suggested that Klein et al. (2018) should closely follow their preregistered plans to avoid

producing Type Il Errors.
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4.3.3 Follow-up Studies

Klein et al. (2022) stated that, when he posted a preprint orhttps://psyarxiv.com/

vef2c/ , he accidentally included studies with small sample sizgl  60gq For that rea-

son, Klein et al. (2022) reanalyzed the data and ensured strict adherence to their prereg-
istration plan. In 2022, Klein et al. (2022) published their results by excluding the four
labs that has less than 60 participants, and excluding some data from in-house labs that
was collected before the analysis plan was preregistered (545 participants were excluded, see
preregistration document onhttps://osf.io/4xx6w ). Only 17 labs remained with a total
1,578 participants.

Again, aggregate data had been found, angivalue for each study was been calculated.
Results are in Table D.7. Again, all individual labs fail to replicate Study 1 under three
di erent exclusions, except one study (University of lllinois | IH). Then, separate meta-
analyses were conducted for all 17 labs, the in-house labs only, and the expert labs only.
Despite, strict adherence to their pre-registration plan, neither the expert labs nor in-house

labs successfully replicated the original nding.

Table 4.5: Random e ects models as reported by ML4

Labs Execution Set N "y 95% ClI p-value %,

17 Labs Set 1 1550 :07 0:03, Q17 0.187 0.001

Set 2 1229 @9 0:03, 021 0.135 0.007

Set 3 1076 @9 0:04, 022 0.193 0.01
Expert Labs (m=7) Set 1l 699 008 0:07, Q23 0.29 0
Set 2 378 @7 0:04, Q37 0.11 0
Set 3 225 @9 0:07, Q46 0.158 0

In-House Labs (m=10) All Sets 851 M5 0:11, Q@22 0.5 0.02

Here, m indicates number of studies,”  indicates the overall e ect size by Hedges g esti-
mator , and 73, is between study variance.

Hoogeveen et al. (2023) believed that applying conventional meta-analysis in ML4 project

was inappropriate. They conducted a Bayesian hierarchical modeling instead of meta-
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analytic approach. This method was applied to di erent exclusion criteria. First analysis was
made for the 17 labs with su ciently large sample sizes under three exclusions as reported
by Klein et al. (2022) but without excluding some data from in-house labs that was collected
before the pre-analysis plan was nalized (545 participants were excluded). Hoogeveen et al.
(2023) believed that because researchers of in-house labs constructed their own design inde-
pendently, they were free to design their labs, there is no reason to exclude their observa-
tions. A second analysis was performed on the seven expert labs under three exclusions as
reported by Klein et al. (2022). The sample sizes of these labs satis ed the recommendation
by Chatard et al. (2020),pN j 80g A third analysis was performed across all studies (21
labs), applying the three exclusions to both expert and in-house labs, discarding missing val-
ues. Appendix D.2 for their results. All analyses gave results consistent with the absence of
a mortality salience e ect|all meta-analysis con dence intervals include zero. The data and

the R code are available atlttps://github.com/SuzanneHoogeveen/ml4-reanalysis ).

4.4  Re-analysis of Many Labs

In this replication study, the original experiment was repeated across 21 labs, with some
labs even involving the original authors from Greenberg et al. (1994) in their experiment.
Despite strict protocols being followed, the results from the original study were not able to be
replicated. Chatard et al. (2020) rebutted against this nding, and claims that by imposing
a strong restriction on the studies to be included in the analysis, and by performing a meta-
analysis on this subset of studies, the original result is replicated. Is the nding from Many
Labs 4 accurate, or does the rebuttal by Chatard et al. (2020) hold signi cant merit? We

aim to nd the answer.

4.4.1 Many Labs 4 Data

We will carefully examine the ML4 paper before and after publication (Klein et al., 2019,

2022); their supplemental materials (full and aggregate data), and preregistered data plan.
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The Rebuttal Many Labs 4 paper by (Chatard et al., 2020) and the data that was used in
the reanalysis of the nding will be reviewed as well.

It is known that one factor in increasing the replicability power is that the sample size
in the follow-up study must be greater than the initial study (Higgins et al., 2021). From
21 studies, there are 13 studies with sample sizes larger than 80 participants (2 studies have
more than 200 participants, seven studies have more than 100 participants, and four studies
have more than 80 participants). These studies are up to ten times larger than the original
study; the total number of participants the original study is 23. Only the University of
lllinois( IH| N 87) successfully replicated the result, which is about 5% of the labs
participating in the study|approximately the nominal signi cance level . We know that
large sample sizes alone do not guarantee replication if the di erent research environment for
follow-up studies is high (Higgins et al., 2021), but how about all expert labs fail (9 studies)?

Before re-analyzing the data, we looked at summary statistics and the supplementary
materials of Klein et al. (2018) to understand whether everything was performed correctly
originally and to determine if there were issues with the re-analysis by Chatard et al. (2020).
We found a few things: First, Chatard et al. (2020) excluded labs with less than 80 partici-
pants, which is never mentioned as a criterion for exclusion. They derived the exclusion crite-
rion from the target sample size. However, the pre-registration plan stated that a lab should
be included as long as it has equal to or greater than 60 participants. Moreover, Chatard
et al. (2020) insisted on having large sample sizes in each lab, but their exclusion criteria
actually reduced the sample sizes to below 25 in many studies.

Because there was debate about the pre-registration regarding the sample sizes, to in-
crease the chance of replication, we will include both key analyses by Klein et al. (2019)
and by Chatard et al. (2020). We re-estimate the data by using a random-e ects two-stage
meta-analysis by the maximum likelihood method, which ML4 used under the three di erent
exclusions on 21 labs, 13 labs, expert labs, and in-house labs. However, when we tried to re-
analyze the data, we found a slightly di erent result. Thus, we compared our data summary
with that provided by Klein et al. (2018), and discovered some discrepancies. For example,

for Exclusion Set 2, some participants who were not White Americans were included in the
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analysis, which led to a total number of 1,916 instead of 1,874. S imilarly, for Exclusion Set
3, some participants who did not strongly identify with the U.S. were included for a total
of 1,723 instead of 1,693. The total number of participants in in-house labs is 1,421, which
was correctly reported. We give corrected sample sizes in Table 4.6 and Table 4.7.

Fortunately for Klein et al. (2018), the main conclusions of his paper still held. It was
more likely for us that Chatard et al. (2020) trusted the summaries of the aggregate data
when performing their re-analysis. the data instead of the whole data. Therefore, we checked
with the rebuttal's supplementary material at https://osf.io/6v4kf/

After we re-analyze the data, we see that although the point estimates of expert labs are
larger when compared to others, the width of con dence intervals are wider due to smaller
sample sizes in each study. Thus, we conclude that ML4 still failed to replicate the initial
nding and show no e ect of mortality salience. The result is reported in Table 4.8. The
Many Labs 4's failure, even though they attempted to avoid any potential causes of failure,
moves us forward to ask the following questions: could this failure come from the method
that they used? are the di erences in the research environments making the exact replication

of the original study impossible? We now aim to nd answers to these questions.
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4.4.2 Our Methodology

In our reanalysis, we want to include all di erent combinations of data exclusion criteria
that derived by Klein et al. (2019), Klein et al. (2022), and Chatard et al. (2020) to increase
the chance of nding an e ect in some of these exclusion criteria. The following sections will
be as follows. In section 4.4.2.1, we reexamine the performance of the ML estimator under
meta-analysis that was used by Klein et al. (2019, 2022), and Chatard et al. (2020). Next, we
perform an extensive simulation to evaluate the best estimator for performing meta-analysis
using individual participant data (IPD) and for performing a mixed model. In section 4.4.2.2,
an adjustedp value, which accounts for changes in the research environment for a follow-up
study, will be used. In section 4.4.2.3, a sensitivity-analysis approach for determining the
signi cance of e ect size estimates for meta-analysis and mixed-model estimators will be

used.

4.4.2.1 Two-Stage IPD Meta-Analysis Approach and Mixed Model Approach

In Chapter 2, we conducted simulation studies under di erent scenarios of sample size set-
ting rules, e ect sizes, between-study heterogeneity, and numbers of studies to nd the best
approach (two-stage meta-analysis or mixed model) that performs better for analyzing the
individual participants data. Based on simulations from a total of 5,760 meta-analysis sce-
narios (REML, ML, and PM) and 80 mixed-model scenarios (REML and ML), we found
the following: First, the ML estimator should be avoided under both approaches, as the
Type | errors are in ated, especially when the number of studies is small. For details, see
Sections 2.5.4.1 and 2.6. On the other hand, REML performed better well under both
meta-analysis and mixed model approaches (see Chapter 2, Sections 2.5 and 2.6). However,
according to our simulations in meta-analysis, we found that the better form for estimating

within-study variance is by Hedgesj estimator s?; , which is as follows

N2
2 12 REML

! 1 2my Ny
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4.4.2.2 Adjusted p values for individual studies

The di erent environments can impede a successful replication, yet researchers do not con-
sider it when measuring applicability. The di erent experimental environments contribute
to a unique research environment in each experiment that can make it di cult for another
researcher to repeat a study in the same way, even if both studies are conducted with high
accuracy. The standard deviations of environment-by-treatment interaction divided by the
experimental error should be considered; this dimensionless parameter is called the environ-

mental e ect ratio (EER) (Higgins et al., 2021).

EER — (4.1)

e
There are several ways to estimate EER, see section 2.4 for more details. However, REML
will be used because of its performance.

To make statistical inferences about; ,, the usual p-values were used. Yet, this does
not work here because these values do not account for changes in the research environment
for a follow-up experiment. Therefore, the standard deviations of environment-by-treatment
interaction divided by the experimental error should be considered; this dimensionless param-
eter is called the EER (Higgins et al., 2021). Given thaffollow-up studies has a noncentral

t-distribution with degrees of freedomd n; n, 2 and noncentrality parameter

s
2 Nh
"1 n,EER?

(4.2)

Higgins et al. (2021) derived the adjuste@-valuesthat are functions of EER. The conditional

p-values will be averaged across the environments to compute the adjusfedalues

”

[o) N T

P|TJ¥ " ny|follow upstudy; ; », 0 21 G b—h2 (4.3)
1 n,EER

where Ggpqis the cdf of the central t-distribution, and
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4.4.2.3 Sensitivity Analysis

Mixed models and meta-analysis approaches rely on estimating the variability in e ect sizes
across labs. However estimation of this variability is often inconsistent and unreliable when
the number of labs included in the study are small. Thus, we consider a sensitivity analysis
approach|which considers a range of potential values of this between-lab variancelfor
determining the signi cance of e ect size estimates. For more details, see Section 3.4.

To make statistical inferences, the distribution is used with both inverse-weighted stan-
dard errors and Hartung-Knapp standard errors. Regarding mixed-model method, the t-
statistic with Satterthwaite's approximation, and the compound symmetry structure are
used. A complete analysis was reported on the same prior settings, with varying exclusion

criteria.

4.4.3 Results

From the current analysis, we found the two-stage meta-analysis approach and the linear
mixed- model approach yielded the same conclusion. First, the e ect size for follow-up
studies was much smaller than original study (E ect size= 1.34). Second, there is some
evidence of heterogeneity (3¢, ) in all labs, except in expert labs, compared to the
previous result ( 4, ). Third, although the overall e ect size is larger in the expert labs
than in the others, there is evidence against an overall mortality salience e ect whatever the
exclusion set is considered. Therefore, the ML4 data was unable to replicate the result under
any conditions, see Table 4.9. In addition, to assess robustness of this result, xed e ect
meta analysis was used as well, and the result was unable to be replicated. See Table 4.10

for details.

106



"wopaal) Jo saaibap ay1 Jo) uonewixoidde ayemyuenes e Yyum uonnguisip pYl Buisn parejnofed si anfeA-dayl ‘|spow paxiw ayl
lapun sious prepuels ddeuy-6unueH Buisn uonnguisip 1 Aq palenoed si anfeA-y) ‘sisAjeue Blaw Ispun "SaIpnis Jo Jagquinu seyesipul W ‘alsH

2900 €060 €T10°0- 9€0°0 .50 7500 09 A N SiesS |V (0T=W) sqeT 8snoH-u|
0 62T°0 G020 0 7800 80¢°0 09 A N €18S
0 92T'0  09T0 0 /8T'0 €8T0 09 A N Z 1S
0 /S20 9800 0 T920 1800 09 A N T18S (2=w) sqeT wadxzy
000 0950 6100 T200 98T'0 9600 09 A N € 189S
€€00 7550 S70°0 6T0°0 86T°0 10T°0 09 & N ¢ 18s
0€0’0 83990 0€0°0 0T0'0 YAZAN 0,00 09 A N T18S sge LT (zz02) "1e 1 uBpy
GE00 Tv’0 1800 6€0°0 €160 2.00 08 A N S18S IV (2=w) sqgeT asnoH-u|
0 €9T°0 8020 0 LTT0 V220 08 A N € 189S
0 G60°0 T6T°0 0 9/.T°0 €¢C0 08 & N ¢ 18S
0 0020  €0T0 0 €620 8600 08 # N T18S (9=w) sqe yadx3
0€0’0 6.T°0 8TT0 0€0’0 76T°0 S0T'0 08 A N €18S
1200 GGT'0  0ITO 0€0°0 ¥6T0 8TT0 08 A N Z 1S
ST00 8020  ¢800 9700 8920 €100 08 A N T18S sqeq €T (0z072) e 18 prereyd
€500  6£6'0  L000- GZ0'0  T/90 t€00 1\ SI9S IV (zT=W) sqe7 asnoH-u|
0¢0'0 6890 950°0 0 €€9°0 780°0 v €18S
0 80¥'0 6,00 0 98¢0 90T 0 v 2 18s
0 9€S'0 V00 0 G950 Zv00 v T18S (6=w) sqeT wadx3y
L€0°0 9€8'0  ST00 6T0°0 Y160 €V00 v € 189S
G200 €92°0 6T0°0 LT0°0 €¢ero ¢s0'0 v ¢ 18S
1200 ¥¥8'0  TTOO 0100 8560 T€00 v T18S sqe 1¢ (6102) 'Te 12 Uy
w3y, enpea-d H naY, - enjea-d H BUBIID-N 189S uonnoax3 sge Aq sasAjeue Aoy

[SPOIN PaXIN

SIsAjeuy-e1a|N

‘[epow paxiw pue sisAfeue-elaw ul JANIY Ag sasAjeue Aay juala Ip Japun HN SISAleue-ay 61 9|qeL

107



Table 4.10: Re-analyze ML4 under a xed-e ect meta-analysis

Exclusion Set "

Key Analysis by Labs H 95% ClI p-value
Klein et al. (2019) All Labs (m=21) Set 1 0023 0:061, Q106 0.596
Set 2 Q031 0:061, 0122 0.508
Set 3 Q022 0:074, 0118 0.649
Expert Labs (m=9) Set 1 0042 0:098, 0182 0.555
Set 2 Q092 0:095, 0280 0.335
Set 3 Q079 0:163, 0321 0.523
In-house labs (m=12) All Sets @012 0:093, 0116 0.826
Chatard et al. (2020) All Labs (m=13) Set 1 0052 0:041, 0146 0.272
Set 2 Q065 0:038, 0168 0.217
Set 3 Q053 0:055, 0161 0.337
Expert Labs (m=6) Set 1 0097 0:062, 0255 0.232
Set 2 0203 0:023, 0429 0.079
Set 3 0208 0:086, 0502 0.166
In-house labs (m=7) All Sets 0029 0:087, 0145 0.627
Klein et al. (2022) All Labs (m=17) Set 1 Q069 0:031, 0169 0.178
Set 2 0092 0:021, Q205 0.111
Set 3 Q087 0:033, 0208 0.156
Expert Labs (m=7) Set 1 0080 0:069, 0229 0.292
Set 2 0166 0:039, Q372 0.113
Set 3 0194 0:072, 0460 0.153
In-house labs (m=10) All Sets @060 0:076, 0195 0.388
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Analysis of the EER within subgroups suggest that expert-protocol labs had much smaller

across-lab variability than in-house labs. See Table 4.11 for details. It is clear that expertise

and experience mitigate the di erences in the research environments. Small values of EER

should ensure that the chance of replication in the follow-up experiment is large, especially

because the sample size in the follow-up experiment is greater than in the original one.

Table 4.11: EER under Di erent Exclusions by REML

EER
Key analyses by Labs  AA/IH Exclusion Set 1 Exclusion Set 2 Exclusion Set 3
Klein et al. (2019) 21 Labs both 0.10 0.11 0.14
9 Labs AA 2e-05 le-04 0.10
13 Labs IH 0.16 0.16 0.16
Chatard et al. (2020) 13 Labs both 0.09 0.10 0.12
6 Labs AA 2e-05 6e-05 6e-05
7 Labs IH 0.13 0.13 0.13
Klein et al. (2022) 17 Labs both 0.12 0.13 0.14
7 Labs AA 9e-05 6e-05 7e-05
10 Labs IH 0.18 0.18 0.18

We re-analyze the individual studies using adjustep-values assuming these EER values.

data after accounting for the changes in the research environment when Greenberg et al.

(1994) is redone. The adjustegb-value is used for the individual lab design, see Table 4.12

for details. Apart from which exclusion criteria were used, all the follow-up studies failed to

replicate Study 1 under except for the University of lllinois lab.
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Table 4.12: 12 Labs: Adjusted p-value for each study under 3 di ered exclusions

adjusted p-value

Labs AA/IH Exclusion Set 1 Exclusion Set 2 Exclusion Set 3
AU AA 0.2 0.511 0.445
UK AA 0.832 0.376 0.14
UF IH 0.374 0.4 0.459
APU IH 0.801 0.804 0.81
oC AA 0.717 0.799 0.354
UP IH 0.504 0.518 0.549
BYU AA 0.115 0.203 0.254
PU IH 0.238 0.249 0.276
uw IH 0.736 0.743 0.759
TCNJ AA 0.297 0.429 0.726
PU AA 0.744 0.806 0.819
uw AA 0.952 0.977 0.725
ul IH 0.005 0.007 0.012
PLU IH 0.973 0.974 0.977
VCU AA 0.953 0.699 0.528
IC IH 0.824 0.832 0.85
UCR AA 0.876 0.038 0.367
Wu IH 0.76 0.771 0.794
UK IH 0.898 0.901 0.908
SOuU IH 0.172 0.177 0.192
WPI IH 0.965 0.966 0.97

Full name of each lab can be found in Section D.1.1

110



4.5 Conclusion

A preregistered replication project involving 2,281 participants across 21 labs by (Klein
et al., 2022) could not replicate an important e ect in social psychology, the Mortality
Salience E ect (MS) from Terror Management Theory (TMT), under any conditions. Klein
et al. (2022) tried to avoid any potential causes of failure to replicate, including involving
the original authors in their design. A re-analysis of this data by Chatard et al. (2020)
contradicted the ndings from the initial analysis by Klein et al. (2018). Due to these
disparate ndings, we perform our own analysis of this study.

There are several appealing properties of the ML4 study, one of which is that their data
and pre-analysis plan are publicly available, making it possible for others to reproduce their
ndings and to catch any potential errors. We found that the aggregate data that was used
to analyze Exclusion Sets 2 and 3 were incorrect, which ultimately negated the ndings
in Chatard et al. (2020). Note, when individual participant data is available, analysis of this
data directly is preferable; if there are any errors in the reported summarized data, this can
lead to incorrect conclusions.

We were unable to achieve any kind of signi cant result using the methodology used
in Klein et al. (2022), and Chatard et al. (2020), or using best practices for analyzing multi-
lab data described in Chapter 2. Moreover, a sensitivity analysis showed that replicability

was not possible under any hypothesized value of the across-lab variability.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

5.1 Summary

Recently, a large-scale, preregistered study designed by Klein et al. (2022) tried to replicate
an important e ect in social psychology, the Mortality Salience E ect (MS) from Terror
Management Theory (TMT) by Greenberg et al. (1994). To increase the chance of repli-
cation, 37 researchers cooperated and implemented a multi-laboratory studies design and
involved the original authors in their study to leverage all possible expertise to identify a
study suitable for replication. Although they strictly adhered to their preregistration plan
and followed the advice from the experts of TMT, the data provided evidence against MS.
Chatard et al. (2020) rebutted this nding and claimed that by imposing a strong restriction
on the studies to be included in the analysis and by performing a meta-analysis on this
subset of studies, the original result can be replicated. Which conclusion is correct by Klein
et al. (2022) or Chatard et al. (2020)?

In Chapter 2, we perform an extensive literature review on random-e ects meta-analysis
methods and perform an extensive simulation to evaluate the best practices for perform-
ing meta-analysis when using individual participant data (IPD) instead of aggregate data
from multi-lab studies. We then compare the best-performing meta-analysis estimators to

those obtained from a mixed model. Overall, we considered 5,760 combinations of estima-
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tors and multi-lab experimental settings for meta-analysis and another 80 for mixed models.
We found that the meta-analysis and linear mixed-model approaches yield similar results,
with meta-analysis methods performing slightly better with Hartung-Knapp standard errors,
which produces more inaccurate estimates of across-lab variability compared to other meth-
ods. Additionally, we found that both estimation methods su er from the same signi cant
pitfall] estimation of across-lab variability in treatment e ects is often inconsistent and
unreliable when the number of labs included in the study is small.

In Chapter 3, we develop a sensitivity-analysis approach for determining the signi cance
of e ect size estimates for both meta-analysis and mixed-model estimators. These methods
allow researchers to consider a range of di erent values for the across-lab variance and help
them determine for what values the estimate of the e ect size is statistically signi cant.
While e ective, we found that these approaches can be misleading when the claimed or
estimated across-lab variance is much lower than the actual across-lab variance, which can
be possible when sample sizes or the number of labs under study is small.

In chapter 4, we reviewed ML4 (Klein et al., 2018, 2022) and rebuttal ML4 (Chatard
et al., 2020) to get a clear picture of their analysis. We identi ed issues with the analysis in
the rebuttal by Chatard et al. (2020) that led them to obtain inaccurate results. Next, we
applied our methods to re-analyze the ML4 data under three di erent exclusions as speci ed
by (Klein et al., 2018, 2022), and (Chatard et al., 2020) to increase the chance of nding
an e ect in some of these exclusion criteria. Our analysis corroborates the original nding
of Klein et al. (2018) that the original experiment is unable to be replicated with any kind

of consistency.

5.2 Future Research

It is commonly assumed that heterogeneity between studies in a meta-analysis is constant,
which means they are from the same population. However, in reality, they may not be. In
recent literature, the between study variance ? is replaced to be variable across di erent

subpopulations: 2. The idea of varying jz was given in Thompson and Becker (2020)

J
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and Williams et al. (2021). Because there is a connection betweerand EER, the quantity

of EER will be extended to beEER;. We will focus on nding which variables may cause
heterogeneity changes between studies. Additionally, we may aim to extend the replicability
framework involving the EER to more than two treatment conditions. In the meta-analysis

literature, this is known as network meta-analysis.
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Appendix A

Additional Material for Meta-Analysis

A.1 Methods for Estimating the Between-Study Vari-

ance

There are 20 methods for estimating the between-study variancé in meta-analysis publica-
tion, and the majority of these estimators are based on the method of moments. A complete

list of methods is given:

Table A.1: Overview of the Estimators for the Between-Study Variance

Estimator Abbreviations
DerSimonian and Laird DL
Positive DerSimonian and Laird DL,
Two-step DerSimonian and Laird DL,
Cochran's ANOVA CA
Two-step Cochran's ANOVA PMca
Paule and Mandel PM
Hartung and Makambi HM

( To be continued)
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Estimator

Abbreviations

Hunter and Schmidt

Maximum likelihood

Restricted maximum likelihood
Approximate restricted maximum likelihood
Sidik and Jonkman

Sidik-Jonkman (CA initial estimate)
Bayes estimators Rukhin Bayes
Positive Rukhin Bayes

Bayes Modal

Bootstrap DerSimonian-Laird
Malzahn, Beshning and Holling
Rukhin (zero prior)

Rukhin (simple)

Rukhin (alternate)

Full Bayes

Approximate Bayes

HS
ML
REML
AREML
SJ
SJca
RB
RB,
BM
DLg
MBH
BO
BP
SB
FB
AB

A.2

A.2.1 Hedges Approximation (J)

2

136

Large Sample Size Outcomes

Because Cohen'sl is biased when the true SMD 0, Hedges (1982, 1983) proposed a
small-sample bias-corrected estimator]. Becausel is a special case of Wallis ratio when

1, the Wallis ratio will be used to prove thatJ converges to 1 when N 8 , where



n, n, 2. The Wallis ratio is given as

X 1q
= o (A.1)
In particular about the Wallis ratio, Watson (1959) proposed the following inequality

c c
LA X . X¥0 (A.2)
X

NN

then by letting x 5 1, we get

1 1
_ 1 } F}z lqg _ 1 E
2 4 p; 1 39 2
c c
_ 3 kA, 21
2 4 pP—1q 2
c c
2 3 P29 p 29 2
4 pP—1q 2
s a _
now, divide it by 5
C Nc _ c Nc _
2 3 N 1 o p 29 2 B
4 2 5 P5q 2 2
C2 3 C2 29 4
F’24q Jao F’Z—q (A.3)

Therefore, when N8 ,J N 1.
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A.2.2 Within-Study Variance

Using properties of the non-centrak-distribution, the exact variance of the within-study

variance of’\H;j conditional on the study-level e ect size ; is

Jmy ny 2m  fg

My Ny 4q J

2
j

Varp | jq
whereny  1Uny  1{ny

o Imy ny m , JPmy ny 2

: 1
J My Ny 4q omy ny 4
My Ny 29 55 i my ny 2q P M3
i 1]
my ny 4 ' my ny 29 "7 7 I
2 2
Ny Ny 2 szﬁi J'Jj i
ny ny 4 My Ny 29
where
my Ny 4q
i pny ny 2q 3,221
J
with large sample sizes, we have that
My Ny ZQN 1
My Nz 4q

My Ny 29 pny  Nyq

(A.4)

(A.5)

(A.6)

In Section A.2.1, we showed thaf; N 1 with large sample size; thereforel> N 1. Similarly,

L
after simplifying ; by using Hedges approximationo§ 1 3 4my; ny; 29 1 and

considering large sample size; N 0:5. Therefore, in practice, the most commonly-used

estimator of j2 is
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N2

2 H:j
S rR @— A.7
) b2my nyq (A7)
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Appendix B

Simulation-Based Comparison of
Estimators for Meta-Analysis and

Mixed Model for Chapter 2

The plan of these simulations is to nd the better approach (meta-analysis or mixed model)
that researchers should use when conducting multi-laboratory replication studies (MLRS),
see meta-analysis simulations in section B.1, and mixed model simulations in section B.2.
The same data sets were generated in both methods.

Under meta-analysis, the simulations for all methods ( REML, PM and ML) are carried
out in R using our own code. 5,760 meta-analysis scenarios are conducted to perform a
comprehensive comparison, but only a subset is presented. We use 10,000 repetitions for each
combination. The performance of REML, PM, and ML is assessed through the heterogeneity
variance and the e ect on the overall e ect estimate and Type 1 error. All simulations can
be found in Sections B.1.1 and B.1.2.

To perform a comprehensive comparison under mixed model, 80 mixed model scenarios

are conducted. All simulations can be found in section B.2.
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B.1 Meta Analysis

B.1.1  Simulation Studies

Our simulations focus on both between-study variance and the overall e ect. In this section,

there are 5,760 di erent simulations.

3pMethodq 24 plg p24g 2 pgpg 5p2q 4pNg 2p q 5,760

Because the heterogeneity variance estimators?j“and the overall e ect size () rely on s?,

we decide to make the comparison based eﬁ for further explanation see Section 2.5.3. For
all combinations of the parameter value, we compare heterogeneity variance estimators in
terms of bias, MSE, and proportion of zero estimates, and overall E ect Size is also compared
based on bias, MSE, and Type 1 Error. It can be challenging to provide all simulations (5,760
scenarios); therefore, only a subset is provided (a subset of simulations with small sample

sizes is provided), and all comparisons are shown in Section B.1.2.

Explanation of the Figure:

Under between-study variance, in term of bias, MSE, and proportion of zero, the gures

for each simulation will be represented as following:

Y Each plot represents 4 comparisons.
(c) method with two di erent s?:
(the di erence only on the e ect
size term); one has individual e ect
sizes and the second has summary
e ect sizes, similar with (b) method.
See Section 2.5.3 for further details.

The total number of comparisons for each simulation is 48; there are 40 di erent scenarios.
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Regarding bias and MSE, the bias is on the left side (3 columns), and the mean squared error
is on the right side (3 columns). For the proportion of zero, the left-hand-side (3 columns)
is under no e ect size, and the right-hand-side (3 columns) is under medium e ect size.
Regarding overall e ect size in terms of bias, and MSE, the gures for each simulation will

be represented as follows:

DY Each plot represents 3 comparisons.
(c) method with two di erent s?:
(the di erence only on the e ect

size term). One has individual e ect
sizes and the second has summary
e ect sizes. each time, we use (c)

method by Hedges estimator ( Cohen

d estimator ), we will use (b) method
with Hedges estimator ( Cohen d
estimator ). See Section 2.5.3 for

further details.

The total number of comparisons for each simulation is 26, 40 di erent scenarios. The bias
is on the left side (3 columns), and the mean squared error is on the right side (3 columns).
Regarding type 1 error and power, the gures for each simulation by t distribution will be

represented as follows:

PY Each plot represents 4 comparisons.
(c) method with two di erent s?:
(the di erence only on the e ect
size term). One has individual e ect
sizes and the second has summary
e ect sizes, similar with (b) method.
See Section 2.5.3 for further details.

The total number of comparisons for each simulation is 48; there are 40 di erent scenarios.

The power is on the left side (3 columns), and the type | error is on the right side (3 columns).
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Regarding type | error Hartung-Knapp t-distribution, the gures for each simulation will be

represented as follows:

PY Each plot represents 2 comparisons.
(c) method with two di erent s?:

(the di erence only on the e ect
size term). One has individual e ect
sizes and the second has summary
e ect sizes, ee Section 2.5.3 for
further details.

The total number of comparisons for each simulation is 24; there are 40 di erent scenarios.
The numbers ( (1)-(24) ) beside the lines indicate the numbers of equations of within-
study variances, see Table 2.2. The letters ( (b)-(c) ) indicate the type of averaging overall
e ect size: (b) indicates the unweighted method, and (c) indicates the inverse variance
method. Section 2.5.2 describes how these estimatorg (1)-(24) ) and ( (b)-(c) ) are
applied in ML, REML and PM methods. The 2 indicates heterogeneity variance, indicate
overall e ect size, andn; indicates sample sizes for each groumg; for treatment 1 and ny;

for treatment 2 ).
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