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In this article, we reflect on our direct and conceptual replications, the results of 
which were presented in the previous two articles in this thematic section. While 
those articles are primarily meant to report the findings of the replications, we here 
seek to explore what the process and its results mean for replication in historiography. 
First, we discuss what we consider the main challenges we encountered in both 
replication studies and how we dealt with them. Then, we present what we consider 
the eight main lessons learned from both replication studies. Subsequently, we return 
to various objections and hesitations that have been raised regarding replication in 
the humanities in general and historiography in particular. We explore whether our 
findings and reflections shed new light on how those objections and hesitations 
should be dealt with. Finally, we draw some conclusions.
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Introduction
In addition to the question of  whether we could corroborate the original 
findings of  John Hedley Brooke’s chapter on the parallel between religious and 
scientific reformations, we had numerous other questions about replication 
in the humanities and in historiography that fascinated us from the start of  
this project.1 For instance, who should engage in replication studies, in what 
contexts, with what aims, and using which parameters? Is replication perhaps 
primarily a didactic tool to teach students, or is it a research method relevant for 
routine implementation by advanced scholars? What criteria should be used to 
judge if  a replication in history is successful? How should replications relate to 
the ways in which the original study was influenced by trends in the field at the 
time it was written? Should the original authors be consulted, for example, as to 
whether they have amended their conclusions based on new material published 
after the original study was written?2 Our approach was to keep these questions 
alive while attempting a replication study to see if  the implementation of  a case 
study could shed light on these many meta-level issues.

It is now time to return to those issues. In this article, we reflect on both 
the direct replication and the conceptual replication, the results of  which were 
presented in the previous two articles in this thematic section. While those 
articles, the research for which was led respectively by Hans Van Eyghen and 
Rachel Pear, are primarily meant to show the findings of  the replications, we 
here explore what all this means for replication in historiography. First, we 
discuss what we consider the main challenges we encountered in the direct 
and conceptual replications and how we dealt with them. Then, we present 
what we consider the eight main lessons learned from both replication studies. 
Subsequently, we return to various objections and hesitations that have 
been raised regarding replication in the humanities in general and in history 
(historiography) in particular. We explore whether our findings and reflections 
shed new light on how those objections and hesitations should be dealt with. 
Finally, we draw some conclusions.

Challenges in the Direct Replication
Let us first consider what challenges we encountered in setting up and carrying 
out the direct replication (led by Hans Van Eyghen). Direct replications stay 
close to the research protocol of  the original study.3 They take the same data or 
sources into account along with some new data or sources.4 Unlike conceptual 
replications (see following section), the aim is, therefore, to deviate as little as 
possible from the original study—except for drawing in new data.5 Staying close 
to original research protocols is a challenge in historiography and, in fact, in the 
humanities in general, because research protocols are often not described in 
detail.6 The original study by John Hedley Brooke did include a bibliographical 
essay, which at least listed the sources the original author used (Brooke [1991] 
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2014, 490–97). This was, however, insufficient. Arriving at a fuller description 
of  the research protocol required a detailed look at the study itself.

Replicating the entire third chapter of  Brooke’s book Science and Religion: 
Some Historical Perspectives proved too ambitious for a single replication study. 
The replication study was, therefore, narrowed down to Brooke’s discussion 
of  the so-called Merton thesis (Brooke [1991] 2014, 147–57). By analyzing the 
various steps in the original study and the way in which sources were selected 
and assessed, the research protocol was reconstructed. Two methods were 
distinguished in the original study, namely, (1) counting members of  scientific 
societies by religious affiliation, and (2) looking for traces of  religious motivations 
for engaging in science in the writings of  scientists and religious figures during 
the relevant time period.

We assembled an advisory board (see the subsequent section on lessons 
learned for its composition) that we consulted along the way in order to ensure 
sufficient input and feedback from professional historians of  various stripes. 
In one advisory board meeting, Brooke himself  drew attention to another 
challenge. He recalled that the original study was the product of  a two-decade 
long immersion in literature on the topic (see also the next section on challenges 
in the conceptual replication). Some of  this immersion concerned primary 
sources that were not cited in the study to be replicated. The immersion was 
instrumental in how the study took shape, e.g., in determining what sources 
were used and the overall line of  argumentation. A similar immersion was not 
possible for the replication study due to time constraints and different expertise 
of  the researchers, e.g., regarding archival work. Arguably, one’s entire training 
as a historian is brought to bear on a project as carried out in the original study. 
This lack was only partly remedied by reading overviews of  the development of  
modern science and works on English Puritanism (as mentioned in the direct 
replication article in this thematic section; examples of  works consulted are 
Webster 2002 and Foster 1991).

We had no problem tracking down the sources used in the original study, 
apart from one (see the article entitled “Brooke on the Merton Thesis: A Direct 
Replication of  John Hedley Brooke’s Chapter on Scientific and Religious 
Reform” in this thematic section).

Challenges in the Conceptual Replication
As there is no preexisting methodology for conceptual replication studies in history, 
we proceeded through experimentation (even in other fields, the understanding 
of  conceptual replications is still under discussion; see, e.g., Hudson 2023). For 
example, we wished to see if  a preregistration might be a helpful way for the 
study to begin, and explored templates on the Open Science Foundation website 
that might work (for a preregistered conceptual replication project in art history 
carried out as part of  the same overarching project, see Rulkens et al. 2022).7 After 
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initially using existing templates, we switched to an “open format” preregistration, 
where multiple documents could be uploaded. While this format was not designed 
with the explicit intention that some of  these documents describe progressive 
iterations of  the preregistration, we thought it could work in this manner and 
decided we would upload dated versions of  the preregistration with changes we 
felt were important.8 We wondered if  this form of  “progressive” preregistration, 
which functions more as a time stamp than as the definitive plan that should not 
be altered, might hold value for other fields as well, and we will work to explore 
this further in continued dialogue on the subject.9

Another conceptual challenge relates to issues regarding the ends of  
historiography, the ends of  replication studies, and where various versions of  
the two may or may not meet. Recent trends in the philosophy of  history have 
focused on the importance of  “polyphonic listening,” that is, of  history being 
the craft of  picking up voices that have been previously unheard (Kleinberg 
2021). Indeed, this very much seems to be part of  what Brooke is doing in 
his skepticism of  “orthodoxies” in the study of  science and religion (Brooke 
2014) and empathic “humanizing” of  his historical subjects (Efron 2010). 
As Ian Hesketh (2019) writes, “What Brooke so often shows is that when 
interpretations are historicized in this way, often alternative interpretations 
become apparent in the historical record that were subsequently ignored or 
suppressed.”10 Therefore, the consensus that we may well be seeing among 
historians such as Brooke, Ruderman, and others discussed in the conceptual 
replication piece regarding the religious receptions of  the new sciences is one 
that broadens the field of  explanation rather than narrowing it, especially by 
allowing more people to be heard in a way that they themselves can recognize. 
It seems important, therefore, that the epistemic consolidation sought through 
replication and other methods be aware of  movements in this direction—that is, 
of  opening up other possible explanations than those mentioned in the original 
study—and not towards a narrowing or “fixating” of  the field of  explanation 
by the testing of  existing hypotheses.

Keeping all of  these complications in mind, we began the experiment. We 
worked on the two-pronged task of  compiling charts of  the views of  historians 
as well as of  the individuals they studied as represented in the central secondary 
literature on the topic (see the article on the conceptual replication). For 
the latter category, we compiled charts at a variety of  resolutions: one that 
gave short overviews of  each individual, a next level with some more detail 
for the comparison of  views within in a particular period, and a third level 
that compiled longer quotes from referenced primary sources. These charts 
were then used as the basis of  a conference presentation at the 2022 World 
Congress of  Jewish Studies. This presentation was sent to the advisory board 
for comment and discussion, presented in other forums, and further developed 
into the conceptual replication study published in this thematic section.
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Main Lessons Learned
Let us now spell out what we consider the main lessons learned in the two 
replication projects in historiography. Of  course, these are lessons we learned 
and insights we value. Others may have different experiences when engaging 
in replications of  studies in historiography. They may find some of  these less 
important in their particular case or stumble upon lessons and insights we 
were not able to distinguish in our study. Only the future will tell, when more 
historians set out to systematically replicate work in historiography.

There Is a Distinct Value to Direct Replication in Historiography
We learned that replication in historiography is unmistakably different from that 
in other disciplines. Its specific value has to do with the background knowledge 
of  the researchers and the interpretation of  sources. Both point to the distinct 
character of  historiography and other hermeneutical disciplines. These issues 
are less pressing in replications in social or biomedical sciences. As mentioned, 
Brooke’s original study relied on his long-time immersion in the literature on the 
topic. That made it initially difficult to test its viability.11 Other studies in history 
probably relied on a similar immersion in the literature. One may suggest that 
studies in the field of  history are sufficiently tested through traditional means 
like book reviews in scholarly journals.12 Book reviews certainly have their value 
in assessing the reliability of  a study. In our view, however, it is quite tricky to rely 
on book reviews to do the same work as a replication study. Most of  the time, 
we do not know how reviewers go about writing their reviews. They may be 
keen enough to find weak spots in a book’s argument or use of  sources (either 
because of  the reviewers’ expertise or because they have done a lot of  double 
checking, or both), but that is in a sense coincidental. Reviewers may easily miss 
relevant points, even if  there are multiple reviewers who work independently 
from one another. In a replication study, one systematically tests the robustness 
of  a historical study, which in our view involves a more complete take on the 
study and leads to more reliable results. Yet, we realize that book reviews have a 
value of  their own in that they may also canvas weaknesses that do not emerge 
in a replication study, since the reviewer is not (unlike the replicator) bound 
to the method used by the original author (conceptual replications, though, 
provide more room to modify the method).

Moreover, whereas reviews are usually written shortly after the appearance 
of  a publication, replication studies can still be done after quite some time, 
in some cases (as in ours) after decades. In the present case, this meant that 
the original study bears traces of  lines of  thought or paradigms (here loosely 
defined as basic assumptions that steer what we look for) that were fashionable 
when the study was written. In particular, a focus on the importance of  social 
factors rather than theological ones was gaining traction around the time the 
original study was written (see Brooke’s article in this thematic section, and Efron 



552 Zygon: Journal of Religion and Science

and Fish (2001)). This paradigm manifests itself  in how Brooke selects and 
interprets sources and what conclusions he draws from them. The discipline of  
history in general and the study of  the history of  science and religion specifically 
have changed since, and different paradigmatic ideas have become dominant. 
An example is the emphasis on primary and secondary causes in more recent 
scholarship (see the article on the direct replication and the reply by Brooke in 
this thematic section).

Shifting paradigms and scholarly emphases do not prevent the possibility of  
replication nor do they show that replications are worthless. On the contrary, 
by drawing attention to the role of  basic assumptions, replication studies in 
history can point to changes in the discipline and how these impact scholarship. 
Replication can also contextualize older scholarship and warn against overly 
positivist ideas of  historiography. It seems to us that this is an important asset.

A related point that has to do with the distinct value of  a direct replication 
concerns interpretation more specifically. The importance of  interpretation is 
one of  the key reasons replication in historiography (and perhaps the humanities 
at large) should be different from that in other fields. The direct replication 
revealed how a number of  sources used by Brooke can be read in multiple, 
and apparently equally warranted, ways (see the article entitled “Brooke on 
the Merton Thesis: A Direct Replication of  John Hedley Brooke’s Chapter 
on Scientific and Religious Reform” in this thematic section for examples). 
On some occasions, the interpretations appeared to be guided by what again 
might loosely be called paradigms. That several readings of  the same source 
are possible attests to the need for broadening the field and allowing more 
voices to be heard. Replication studies, however, do not merely have the role 
of  adding new interpretations, and of  course not all new interpretations 
are by definition (equally) warranted. Replications can also show that some 
interpretations do not hold water under scrutiny. This may apply to some extent 
to ranking Thomas Sprat as an exemplar of  a renewed mentality fostering 
modern science (see the article in this thematic section that provides the results 
of  the direct replication).

There Is Distinct Value to Conceptual Replication in Historiography
Working on delineating the research question addressed in a cornerstone study, 
assessing how it was approached in the original work, and determining how a 
conceptual replication could further corroborate (or weaken) its conclusions 
makes room for the consolidation of  ideas in historiography. Regarding the 
example of  the history of  science and religion in particular, Christianity was 
the initial field of  study for most scholars involved, including Brooke. Brooke 
himself, however, has also been a pioneer in pushing for further research 
in all religious traditions and making sure that ideas from Christianity are 
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not presumed to be generally accurate for all religions (see, e.g., Brooke and 
Numbers 2011). Therefore, probing whether theses developed from within a 
Christian context also hold in non-Christian contexts is one example of  how 
to implement a conceptual replication, while other conceptual replications are 
certainly possible and would likely shed additional light on the original findings 
from other angles. As mentioned in the introductory article of  this thematic 
section, our conceptual replication differed from “usual” comparative historical 
studies in how it was conceived, structured, and implemented. Yet, further 
discussions regarding possible differences and similarities between conceptual 
replications and comparative historical work are needed.

There Is Value in Combining a Direct Replication with a Conceptual Replication
Doing both a direct and a conceptual replication study not only enabled a 
comparison of  their various outcomes but also revealed differences in how both 
should be conducted. The biggest initial challenge for the direct replication was 
reconstructing the original research protocol. This may be less of  a challenge 
for conceptual replications, although still relevant. The biggest initial challenge 
for the conceptual replication, on the other hand, was framing how to apply 
the original research question to a different type of  data so that it could be 
compared with the outcomes of  the original study. While both the direct and 
conceptual replications made use of  new sources, this was the only change in 
the direct replication in comparison with the original study, whereas conceptual 
replications add data but also modify the method. This suggests that direct 
replication may be better suited to assess the reliability of  an original study and 
conceptual replication to test the validity of  its conclusions. In this way, both 
can jointly constitute a more complete assessment of  the replicated study.

Involving the Original Author(s) and an Advisory Board Is Helpful
The advisory board was key in providing input for the preregistrations and 
constructive criticism on earlier drafts of  the articles. Some members also leveled 
criticisms or pointed to impediments to doing replications in historiography 
(so the members were by no means all like-minded). Some of  these criticisms 
and impediments were considered in the introductory article to this thematic 
section. The members of  the advisory board (John Hedley Brooke, Jeremy 
Brown, Ab Flipse, Britt Holbrook, and Jessica Roitman) pointed to gaps in 
our accounts of  the methodology and research protocol. They also added 
background knowledge concerning paradigms and reigning ideas at the time the 
original study was conducted. Brooke provided additional information on the 
genesis of  his study, for example by pointing to research he conducted earlier 
and explaining his motivations for conducting the original study in the first 
place. During the first meeting of  the advisory board, a number of  problems 
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for doing replications in history were discussed. Some members indicated how 
history is different from other disciplines in ways that might make replication 
difficult. All members saw value in doing a pilot study to see if  the observed 
problems and impediments could be overcome. Composing an advisory board 
does raise some challenges. Not all scholars who aim to do replication studies 
may have the resources or possibilities to assemble an advisory board similar 
to ours. Fortunately, some of  the input we received from our advisory board 
may also be gotten by adding more details regarding methodology and steps 
taken in the resulting publications, which may then be addressed by colleagues 
at conferences and by peer reviewers in journals.

Preregistration of Replications in Historiography Is Valuable
The preregistration proved useful in communicating the research protocol and 
study design to members of  the advisory board and others who were interested. 
It was also valuable to carefully register significant changes as amendments in 
the preregistration. Preregistration was also useful to consciously reflect on the 
assumptions, methods, and aims of  the replications studies before investigating 
the sources. Writing down the research protocol before conducting the study 
allowed for a stricter separation between discussion of  the methodology and 
applying it to the sources. It documented the development of  the studies and 
made the study protocols (describing the set-up, method, etc.) more rigorous. 
Again, preregistration raises challenges as well (see also the earlier section on 
“Challenges in the Conceptual Replication”). For example, most (if  not all) 
formats are not tailored for historiography or research in the humanities in 
general. And stating the research protocol beforehand may lead to less flexibility 
when the research is conducted. We do not believe these disadvantages outweigh 
the advantages of  preregistration.

Replications Teach Us Much about Interpretation
Historians are generally aware that their discipline is a hermeneutical one in 
which sources are continuously interpreted. Obviously, interpretation also 
occurs in other disciplines. For example, curve fitting or reading graphs in the 
social sciences involves interpretation to some degree. It is, however, less salient 
and important in those disciplines. The replications show how interpretation 
is to some extent subjective. Background knowledge, meta-norms (such as 
about what counts as solid or enough evidence), and other features guide how 
sources are read and what conclusions are drawn. Our two replication studies 
also show, though, how interpretations are not immune to replications and can 
even be improved by them. A reinvestigation of  the sources used by Brooke 
showed where his interpretations were warranted and not (or not as exclusively 
as suggested). It also pointed to other possible and arguably equally warranted 
interpretations that can exist alongside those of  Brooke.
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Replication Studies Can Provide Crucial Insights into Biases
Specifically, replication studies can teach us more about how biases are activated 
and what attempts can be made to mitigate their consequences. Much has been 
written about biases in research and how replication studies may prevent their 
activation or decrease their impact. Most discussion focuses on publication 
bias, that is, the tendency to only publish positive results (e.g., Francis 2012). 
Publication bias is less of  an issue in history or the humanities in general, as 
null or negative results are more common (and found relevant). In fact, the 
outcome of  Brooke’s original study partly counts as a negative result, as he 
argued that Protestantism did not provide a much more fertile soil for scientific 
developments than Roman Catholicism. Another kind of  bias encountered 
during the replication studies was a tendency to read sources through a paradigm-
specific lens. To be sure, replication studies can also give rise to new biases. The 
replication studies that receive the most attention are those that report negative 
results. This suggests the danger of  an inverse tendency to mainly publish 
negative results. Both of  our replication studies showed points of  criticism 
of  Brooke’s original study as well as a lot of  points of  agreement. Replication 
studies should be careful to report both (if  applicable).

We noted previously that the replication studies revealed how sources may be 
interpreted from different points of  views. Increasing the number of  replication 
studies in historiography can shed more light on this. Whereas researchers are 
not always aware of  how paradigms (or paradigm-like assumptions) direct their 
research and interpretations, a different view (from researchers with different 
backgrounds) can show how they influence research—though it should be kept 
in mind that replicators may just as well embark on their projects from certain 
preconceived steering assumptions that they also may be unaware of. Having 
replications conducted by multiple researchers from various backgrounds can 
contribute to mitigating the effects of  such assumptions, even though (given 
their often-collective nature) there is of  course no recipe for excluding their 
influence altogether.

There Is a Need for Increased Transparency and Documentation
Reconstructing the original research protocol required considerable work and 
consultation with the original author. More documentation at the front end 
on what steps were taken and what choices made can make future replications 
easier to perform. Of  course, there is a limit to what can and should be 
documented. Some steps or choices are opaque to the historian, and some details 
are not needed for doing replications. Increased attention to methodology and 
reflection on what would be needed to make a study replicable could go a long 
way to making sure replication can be conducted more easily. Providing such 
information is in the interest of  the original researchers, as their work could 
then more easily be tested and (hopefully) corroborated.
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Revisiting Hesitations Regarding Replication in History
In the introduction to this thematic section, we noted that some scholars have 
hesitations regarding replication in the humanities, particularly historiography. 
Now that we have actually carried out the two replications and explained what 
lessons we learned from them, let us revisit some of  those objections and 
see whether what we have done sheds new light on them. We believe this is 
particularly important because replication is still an underdeveloped issue in 
the humanities and historiography, and we ought to take any objections and 
hesitations seriously in order to find out whether we should encourage the 
project of  replication in historiography.

Britt Holbrook, Bart Penders, and Sarah de Rijcke (2019) argue that “the 
desirability of  replication in the humanities is local, situated and limited—far 
from the universal desirability Peels and Bouter assume.” Here, they refer to 
earlier publications from our group (e.g., Peels 2019; Peels and Bouter 2018a, 
2018b, 2018c; Peels, Bouter, and Van Woudenberg 2019). Stressing the need for 
sensitivity to the variety of  epistemic cultures in the humanities, they state that 
“for some epistemic cultures, and under some circumstances . . . [replications] 
would be disastrous,” as “understanding cultural phenomena . . . depends on 
the diversity of  arguments and positions to help develop global solutions. 
Interpreting classical or medieval literature requires the continuous development 
of  alternative, competing readings and interpreting the writing of  philosophers 
similarly benefits from the diversity it produces” (Holbook, Penders, and de 
Rijcke 2019). They express particular concern with the “political” consequences 
of  a replication drive: “If  fields of  research exist for which replication is an 
unreasonable epistemic expectation, then policies for research that universalise 
the replication drive will perpetrate (some might say perpetuate) an epistemic 
injustice, ghettoising the humanities and hermeneutic social sciences as either 
inferior research or not really research at all” (Penders, Holbrook, and de 
Rijcke 2019).

In terms of  the relevance of  replication studies to the study of  history, 
Penders and colleagues (2019) expand a scheme initiated by the philosopher of  
science Sabina Leonelli (2018) in which she gives examples of  “types of  research 
design/methods and related understanding of  reproducibility.” Leonelli (2018; 
see Table 1) offers history as an example of  “[r]eproducible [e]xpertise: any 
skilled experimenter working with the same methods and materials would 
produce similar results.” This is number four in her schema of  six categories, 
ranging from computer engineering (number one) to participant observation in 
anthropology (number six). However, in the expanded chart in Penders et al. 
(2019; see Figure 1), history is offered as an example in the last category of  
participant observation (number six), which was designated by Leonelli as “[i]
rreproducible [o]bservation: different observers are assumed to have different 
viewpoints and produce different data and interpretations.”13
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Type of  
research

Example Degree of  
control on 
environment

Reliance on 
statistics as 
inferential 
tool

Reproducible in 
which sense?

Software 
development

Computer 
engineering, 
informatics

Total High Computational R: 
Obtain same results 
from the same data

Standardised 
experiments

Clinical trials, 
environmental 
safety controls

Very high High Direct R: Obtain 
same results from 
different runs of  the 
same experiment

Semistandard-
ised experi-
ments

Behavioural 
economics, 
experimental 
psychology, 
research on 
model organ-
isms

Limited Variable Scoping R: Use dif-
ferences in results 
to identify relevant 
variation. Indirect R: 
Obtain same res-
ults from different 
experiments. Hypo-
thetical R: corrob-
orate results implied 
by previous findings.

Non-standard 
experiments 
& research 
based on 
rare, unique, 
perishable, 
inaccessible 
materials

Research on 
experimental 
organisms, 
archeology, 
paleontology, 
history

Low Low Reproducible Expertise: 
Any skilled experi-
menter working with 
same methods and 
materials would pro-
duce similar results

Nonexperi-
mental case 
description

Case reports 
in medicine, 
(types of) 
multi-sited 
ethnography

None Low Reproducible Obser-
vation: Any skilled 
observer would pick 
out similar patterns

Participant 
observation

Ethology, 
participant 
observation in 
anthropology

None None Irreproducible Observa-
tion: different observ-
ers are assumed to 
have different view-
points and produce 
different data and 
interpretations

Table 1: Synoptic view of  types of  research design/methods and related 
understanding of  reproducibility (Leonelli 2018).
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This position in Figure 1 seems to be supported by Utrecht historians Pim 
Huijnen and Pieter Huistra in a recent white paper based on their experiments 
with replication studies in which they draw their conclusions from attempts 
at replication by research masters students. Specifically, Huijnen and Huistra 
(2022) argue in favor of  only reproductions in history in order to “complement 

Figure 1: A taxonomy of  replicability (Penders et al. 2019).
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and improve existing mechanisms of  historical quality control” as well as to 
“help to uncover the rules guiding historical work and . . . , in turn, improve 
the degree of  methodological articulation and sophistication of  historians,” 
thus leading to “epistemic consolidation.” These reproductions would entail 
a “backward” process of  looking at the sources a historian cited in footnotes 
and following how these sources led to their conclusions. However, Huijnen 
and Huistra (2022, 8) further argue that systematic replications (both direct and 
conceptual), which intentionally begin with the same research question as the 
original scholar and proceed to “answer” this question, would go against their 
understanding of  the discipline of  history: “If  historiography is a deliberately 
subjective discipline, in which the person and the background of  the scholar, 
rather than a hindrance, are a necessary precondition for acquiring knowledge, 
then no two scholars, except perhaps identical twins, can be expected to 
produce the same outcomes.” In this sense, Huijnen and Huistra seem to align 
themselves with a view that assumes an intense and unavoidable subjectivity 
in historiography that prevents any form of  replication that could corroborate 
previous findings.

Our project as recorded in this thematic section took an intermediate stance 
regarding the critiques that have been raised. On one hand, we agree that the 
development of  what replications should look like in various disciplines must 
be sensitive towards the particularities—unique methods, styles, etc.—within 
particular disciplines and certainly not imposed as a one-size-fits-all model 
from the sciences onto the humanities. In other words, we take the issues raised 
regarding the differences between various epistemic communities seriously. On 
the other hand, we are not convinced that this sensitivity to the context of  
each field precludes the relevance of  replication across the board of  historical 
research, and we think there is sound reason to further explore how replication 
studies could be relevant to the field. In fact, the many lessons we laid out in the 
previous section show how valuable replication in history can be. The stance 
that only identical twins can be expected to produce the same outcomes seems 
to us a somewhat extreme position (apart from the fact that even identical 
twins may have different educational trajectories, etc. that would influence 
their projects). We are fully aware that the disciplinary field of  history is not 
monolithic and that there are many different schools and approaches within 
the discipline (cf., e.g., the limited survey in a well-known students’ guide to 
historiography by Anthony Brundage (2018, 1–16); for a large-scale historical 
overview, see Breisach (2007)). Therefore, it is very well possible that different 
approaches to replication would be embraced by members of  different schools 
of  historical research. So, while the path ahead is complicated, we believe it 
is worthwhile to further explore what replication in historiography stemming 
from the field itself  might look like, including what obstacles may emerge in 
attempting such studies and what might be learned from them.14
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Conclusions
It is time to draw our reflections to a close. In this article, we sketched the main 
obstacles we encountered in the direct and conceptual replications. Though 
they were serious, we explained why we do not believe they are lethal. We 
also laid out the main lessons (including some hard ones) we learned in the 
process. It turns out that there is important value in both direct and conceptual 
replications in historiography. Finally, we returned to the debate on replication 
in the humanities, particularly historiography. In reply to the criticisms by Bart 
Penders, Sarah de Rijcke, and Britt Holbrook, as well as Pim Huijnen and Piet 
Huistra, we pointed out that replication projects in historiography should 
always remain sensitive to features such as methods, approaches, styles, relations 
between scholars and their objects of  study, and epistemic cultures unique to 
the humanities and historiography in particular, specifically when it comes to 
issues of  meaning and interpretation. In our view, however, it is not clear why 
that should distract from the value that is to be gained from replication studies 
in historiography and the humanities at large.15
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Notes
	 1	 There is a well-known and rather unique ambiguity in the word “history” in that it can refer both 

to a discipline and to that discipline’s object of  study, i.e., some past event or series of  events (so 
whereas sociology studies society and economics the economy, history studies history). If  we 
want to make sure a reference is (also) to the discipline, we use the word “historiography” next to 
or instead of  “history.”

	 2	 In our case, this could be relevant, e.g., with regard to the work of  Peter Harrison (2001, 2007), 
who at a later stage (i.e., after Brooke’s book appeared) highlighted the impact of  Protestant—or, 
more broadly, Augustinian—theology on the development of  the natural sciences.

	 3	 See the introduction to this thematic section (“Introduction: Replicating John Hedley Brooke’s 
Work on the History of  Science and Religion”).

	 4	 See also the article on the direct replication included in this thematic section.
	 5	 Some argue that it often makes sense to also improve on the original research protocol by taking 

disciplinary innovations or improved methods into account. That is why conceptual replications 
are relevant as well.

	 6	 It is telling that the vast majority of  publications in the social and biomedical sciences include 
methodology sections, whereas very few papers in historiography do the same.

	 7	 Preregistrations have become standard procedure in scientific studies over the past twenty years; 
see, for instance, https://clinicaltrials.gov and https://osf.io/. The underlying idea is that in this 
way research trajectories become more transparent, and researchers cannot retrospectively tinker 
with their research protocols so as to suggest a smoother connection with their findings than 
has actually been the case. Being aware of  recent trends to include preregistration for qualitative 
research (Haven et al. 2020), we looked into whether one of  these new templates might be suit-
able, but a good fit was not found, and we suggest that future projects seek to fill this lacuna.

	 8	 We later learned that unfortunately uploading new iterations within the original preregistration file 
was not possible and so needed to create a new preregistration within the same project.

	 9	 We held a workshop on replication in the humanities on June 8, 2023 at Vrije Universiteit 
Amsterdam, bringing together experts from different parts of  the humanities (especially history) 
and social sciences.

	 10	 Brooke wrote to one of  us (Rachel S. A. Pear) in personal communication (February 21, 2023): 
“I did see myself  retrieving positions and nuances that were effectively blotted out by the master 
narratives of  conflict and harmony.”

	 11	 We may consider, though, that such immersion makes more of  a difference in the context of  
discovery than in the context of  justification; that is, in justifying one’s choices, one should always 
make clear what sources one is leaning on (as Brooke indeed did).

	 12	 This point was suggested by Brooke himself  during the workshop held at Vrije Universiteit 
Amsterdam (see above, footnote 9).

	 13	 In an advisory board meeting for this project, coauthor J. Britt Holbrook stated that he did not 
think all historical studies necessarily need to be in category six, and that in his view the current 
project would likely be within the rubric of  category four.

	 14	 Although replication in the humanities has been added to the third round of  pilot replication 
studies by the Dutch Research Council, none of  the chosen projects are parallel to the case 
explored in our study, as can be seen here: https://www.nwo.nl/en/projects?f%5B0%5D=nwo_
projects_program%3A56725&sort_bef_combine=date_start_DESC. We are also taking part in a 
meta-study of  replications: https://replicationinaction.blog/.

	 15	 For helpful comments on the setup of  both replication studies and the project as a whole, we 
thank the advisory board members John Hedley Brooke, Jeremy Brown, Ab Flipse, James Hol-
brook, and Jessica Roitman. We also thank the members of  the Theoretical Philosophy Research 
Group at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam for their valuable comments and suggestions. For 
good questions and feedback, we thank the audiences at the Summer Seminar on Philosophy of  
the Humanities at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, August 23–25, 2023, the Workshop Replic-
ation in the Humanities: Reflections on Two Case Studies at the Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam 

https://clinicaltrials.gov
https://osf.io/
https://www.nwo.nl/en/projects?f%5B0%5D=nwo_projects_program%3A56725&sort_bef_combine=date_start_DESC
https://www.nwo.nl/en/projects?f%5B0%5D=nwo_projects_program%3A56725&sort_bef_combine=date_start_DESC
https://replicationinaction.blog/
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on June 8, 2023, the Biases in Acquisition and Consideration of  Evidence at the University of  
Bielefeld on May 12, 2023, the MetaScience 2023 conference in Washington (US) on April 26, 
2023, and Aarhus University on February 7, 2023. Finally, we thank the Templeton World Charity 
Foundation, whose support of  the project Epistemic Progress in the University (TWCF0436) 
made publication of  this article possible. The opinions expressed in this publication are those of  
the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of  the Templeton World Charity Foundation.
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