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Antecedent



Antecedent

Replication ‘crisis’

-> Might replication studies be a useful type of research in the 

humanities?

Epistemic Progress In The University (2020-2024):

• Applicants: Rik Peels, Lex Bouter, René van Woudenberg

• Funding: Templeton World Charity Foundation

• History 

• Art history: Replicating a Rembrandt Study
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Aim



Replicating a Rembrandt study

Explores the strengths and limitations 
of replication in the humanities 

by executing a replication study within the
field of art history
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Team Replicating a Rembrandt Study

Prof. dr. Lex Bouter 
Professor em. of 
Methodology and Integrity 
VU/ Amsterdam UMC

Prof. dr. René van 
Woudenberg Professor of 
Philosophy VU, Director 
AKC

Prof. dr. Rik Peels 
Professor of Philosophy & 
Religion and Theology VU

Charlotte Rulkens  
Research Associate 
Epistemic Progress 
in the University             
VU 

Dr. Edwin Buijsen Head of 
the Cultural Heritage 
Laboratory, Rijksdienst voor 
het Cultureel Erfgoed in 
Amsterdam

Sabrina Meloni       
Paintings Conservator, 
Mauritshuis, The Hague

Dr. Maartje Stols-Witlox 
Associate Professor (UHD) 
in Paintings Conservation, 
University of Amsterdam

Iris Lechner 
PhD Candidate 
Philosophy VU



Initial study
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The initial study



Ingredients for a (de-)attribution

‘Reading’ the object:

• Support (wood, canvas, copper)

• Built-up of (paint) layers 

• Use of materials (pigments)

• Handling of the paint

• Signature

• Changes overtime
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‘Reading’ the context:

• Provenance (archival sources/on painting itself)

• Oeuvre (subject matters, style, comparable 

artworks)

= Triangulation

= Integration

= Teamwork
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Oil on panel, 37.9 x 28,9 cm. 
The Hague, Mauritshuis

Oil on panel, 38.2 x 31 cm. 
Nuremberg, Germanisches Nationalmuseum

Rembrandt van Rijn (studio copy),
Portrait of Rembrandt (1606-1669) with a Gorget, 1629.

Rembrandt van Rijn, 
Selfportrait with a Gorget, c. 1629.

The initial study



11

The initial study

Underdrawing:

• Not known to process Rembrandt

• Indication transfer of image

• Not ‘Rembrandtesque’

-> Expert meeting
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The initial study
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Oil on panel, 37.9 x 28,9 cm. 
The Hague, Mauritshuis

Oil on panel, 38.2 x 31 cm. 
Nuremberg, Germanisches Nationalmuseum

Rembrandt van Rijn (studio copy),
Portrait of Rembrandt (1606-1669) with a Gorget, 1629.

Rembrandt van Rijn, 
Selfportrait with a Gorget, c. 1629.

The initial study

Rembrandt van Rijn (studio copy),
Portrait of Rembrandt (1606-1669) with a Gorget, 1629.

Rembrandt van Rijn, 
Selfportrait with a Gorget, c. 1629.
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The initial study
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Research questions

Research questions:

1. Is the The Hague version painted by Rembrandt or not? 

2. Is the Nuremberg version painted by Rembrandt or not? 

3. Which of the paintings is the prime version on which the other was directly based? 

(principal)

• (Technical) research into The Hague and Nuremberg 

• Live comparison by experts during expert meeting



Method
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Direct replication

Conceptual replication

Reproduction
Naked eye

IRR

New IRR

Ma-XRF

X-sections

New
case study 

group

New 
literature

Dendro

Microscopy Literature

New Dendro

Sources: Old
Methods:Old
Data: Old

Sources: Old
Methods:Old
Data: New

Old 
case study

group

New X-Ray

X-Ray

Digital photo VIS, RAK, UV 

New expert 
meeting

Hirox

Naked eye

Sources: New and old 
Methods:New or 

improved 
Data: New and old

Expert 
meeting

Reconstruction initial study:
- Initial publications
- Archives and documentation
- Interviews



Attribution Expert Consensus Meeting (A-ECM)
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Improve expert meeting 

as a research tool: 

• Structurization

• Formalization

• Documentation

• Argument analyzation
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Reproducibility: Preregistration



Conclusions
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Oil on panel, 37.9 x 28,9 cm. 
The Hague, Mauritshuis

Oil on panel, 38.2 x 31 cm. 
Nuremberg, Germanisches Nationalmuseum

Conclusions

Rembrandt van Rijn (studio copy),
Portrait of Rembrandt (1606-1669) with a Gorget, 1629.

Rembrandt van Rijn, 
Selfportrait with a Gorget, c. 1629.



Conclusions

• Corroboration/ trustwortiness of findings

• Impact new and improved techniques

• Historiography

• Education

• Knowledge gaps reconstruction: invaluable to conceptual replication (bias, 

transparency, research waste, future replicability)

• Scientific value of expert meetings

• Transparency connoisseur judgements
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Replication in the humanities



Common ground replication sciences and humanities

Practice

• (Increase of) hybrid sciences/humanities studies

• Open sciences/humanities 

• Public trust

Theory

• Non- idiosyncratic knowledge

• Epistemic progress
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Differences replication sciences and humanities

Practice

• Different research infrastructure 

• Different reporting traditions

• Different research aims

• Financial means

Theory

• Discourse has different origin

• Discourse in different phase

• Discourse in different context 
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Future replication in the humanities

No (perceived) problem: No solutions, but opportunities:

• Increase of future replicability (parts of) humanities studies 

• Opening process of scholarship

• Open science/ Open humanities

• Epistemic diversity: tailoring to aims and type of question
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Mutual learning?

27 

Sciences

• Open methodology

• Transparency

• Replicability

Humanities

• Interpretation 

• Positionality

• Triangulation 

• ‘Slow’ science



• Preregistration Open Science Framework

• Blog Center for Open Science

• LinkedIn

Partners and funding Replicating a Rembrandt Study:

https://osf.io/vdkax/
https://www.cos.io/blog/exploring-the-strengths-and-limitations-of-replication-in-the-humanities
https://www.linkedin.com/in/charlotte-rulkens/
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Advisory committee Replicating a Rembrandt Study

Prof. dr. Anna Tummers 
Professor of Art History, Gent 
University
Researcher The Netherlands 
Institute for 
Conservation+Art+Science+ 
(NICAS) 

Dr. Daniël Lakens    
Associate Professor (UHD) 
in the Human-Technology 
interaction group, 
Eindhoven University of 
Technology 

Prof. dr. Jørgen Wadum
Professor em. of 
Conservation and 
Restoration, University of 
Amsterdam 
(original researcher)

Prof. dr. Sarah de Rijcke 
Professor in Science and 
Evaluation Studies, Leiden 
University
Scientific Director at the 
Centre for Science and 
Technology Studies (CWTS), 
Leiden



Opportunities to improve  

No (perceived) problem: No solutions, but opportunities:

➔Map status quo Open humanities 

➔Map possibilities and limitations reproducibility

➔Boost conversation and community

➔Identify possible gains

Adaptation to Open humanities and reproducibility

Footer text - Faculty or Research Institute name31 





Differences reproducibility sciences and humanities

Practice

• Different research infrastructure 

• Different reporting traditions

• Different research aims

• Financial means

Theory

• Discourse reproducibility has different origin

• Discourse reproducibility in different phase

• Discourse reproducibility in different context 
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Common ground reproducibility sciences and humanities

Practice

• (Increase of) hybrid sciences/humanities studies

• Open sciences/humanities 

• Public trust

Theory

• Non- idiosyncratic knowledge

• Progress
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Strenghts

• Historiography

• contribute to strengthening the scientific value of 
expert meetings, by increasing the transparency 
of connoisseur judgements

• (partial) reconstruction of past research practices, 
protocols developed to increase replicability can 
help prevent bias and contribute to open science, 
and have shown to accommodate both 
instrumental data and connoisseurial expertise. 

Footer text - Faculty or Research Institute name35 



Limitations

• Hybrid study: Natural science and ‘traditional’ expert opinion

• Gaps in knowledge study protocol

• Separate publications

• Reproduction + conceptual replication
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Next chapter: Two options
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Deepening of topic:

• Refine methodology 
Attribution Expert 
Consensus Meeting: 

• e.g. (Rembrandt) attribution 
case

Broadening of topic:

• Other kinds of expert meetings 
and/or decision-making processes:

• ONW

• Past

• Present

• Future



KLAD



Research
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Preliminary reflections

• Trustworthiness of the original findings

• Collateral advantages:

- Didactic exercise

- Historiography original study

- Awareness and mitigation of biases

- Improvement common practices, e.g. expert meeting

- Open science: Preregistration, replicability, transparency, documentation 

40 



ONW

For example:

• Expert Consensus Meeting

• Planned expert meeting/advisory meeting

• Related to strategy/decision/advice 

• On subtopic in specific moment/phase of treatment

• Based on experiences assess if method is broader applicable 
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9. Team and partners



Outline

1. Antecedent

2. Aim

3. Original Study

4. Method

5. Preliminary reflections

6. Expert meeting

7. Next chapter?

8. Dissertation

9. Team and partners



- Empirische test – case uitleggen

- Limitations: hoe uniek voor de GW?

- Strengths: wat kan replicatie GW brengen?

- Doelen formuleren en wat je ermee bedoelt.

- Slide met verschillen en overeenkomsten

Footer text - Faculty or Research Institute name44 



Published by Buijsen and Wadum 1999-2000

45 



Attribution Expert Consensus Meeting
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Prior to expert meeting:

1. Experts can provide input to protocol

2. Experts agree on protocol 

3. Experts receive datafile

During expert meeting:

1. Individual assessment

2. Form 1

3. Group assessment (independent chair)

4. Form 2

5. Debriefing



Example form
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Coding Argumentation

48 

Arguments

Research 
question 1

Research 
question 2

Research 
question 3



Preliminary reflections
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Present

• Trustworthiness 
original findings

• Improvement 
methodologies

Future

• Enhance replicability / 
Open science / Open 
humanities

• Guarantee scientific 
integrity (expert 
meeting)

• Enhance sustainability 
scientific research

Past

• Didactic exercise

• Historiography 
original study



Recent developments
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Replication in a new domain

Peels & Bouter (2018): 

• Humanities research relying on empirical evidence

De Rijcke and Penders (2018)

• Different quality criteria

• Multiple answers

Holbrook et al. (2019), Penders et al. (2019)

• Repudiation of epistemic diversity

• Harm

51 



Antecedent

Replication crisis -> Might replication studies be a useful type of research in the 

humanities?

Yes:

Peels and Bouter 2018:

Replication is possible and desirable for at least those parts of humanities research 

relying on empirical evidence and initiated an empirical test. 

52 



54

Definition replication study

Independent repetition of an earlier study, answering the same study question(s) by 
using the same or similar methods under the same or similar circumstances 

(Peels & Bouter, 2018)

• Reproduction: Reanalysis of existing data sets 

• Direct replication: Collection new data with original study protocol 

• Conceptual replication: Collection new data with modified study protocol
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Definition replication study

Independent repetition of an earlier study, answering the same study question(s) by 
using the same or similar methods under the same or similar circumstances 

(Peels & Bouter, 2018)

• Reproduction: Reanalysis of existing data sets 

• Direct replication: Collection new data with original study protocol 

• Conceptual replication: Collection new data with modified study protocol



Ingredients for a (de-)attribution

‘Reading’ the object:

• Support (wood, canvas, copper)

• Built-up of (paint) layers 

• Use of materials (pigments)

• Handling of the paint

• Signature

• Changes overtime

56

‘Reading’ the context:

• Provenance (archival sources/on painting itself)

• Oeuvre (subject matters, style, comparable 

artworks)

= Triangulation

= Integration

= Teamwork
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