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Abstract: At the center of social psychology just a few years ago, ego depletion is now widely seen as a controversial topic, one of the chief
victims of the replication crisis. Despite over 600 studies of apparent support, many are now asking if ego depletion is even real. Here, we
comment on the articles included in this Special Issue: Ego Depletion and Self-Control: Conceptual and Empirical Advances. Specifically, we
delineate the contributions and limitations of these articles by embedding them in a brief history of ego depletion, describing the current state
of uncertainty about ego depletion’s scientific status, and outlining necessary steps for the study of ego depletion to have a healthy future. To
us, the most troubling aspect of this controversy is not what it suggests about ego depletion, but what it suggests about social psychology
more broadly. If the mere existence of ego depletion is seriously doubted by many, what can be confidently regarded as real in social
psychology? By increasing the precision of our theories, continuously validating our manipulations and measures, and practicing the full suite
of open science practices, we have the potential to identify legitimate and robust effects and build a cumulative and trustworthy psychological
science.

Is ego depletion real? This question seems absurd. Of course,
it is real! About 600 studies have confirmed the veracity of
this most celebrated of findings (Cunningham & Baumeis-
ter, 2016). Yet, as absurd as it might seem, this is the ques-
tion lurking behind each of the seven papers included in
this special issue of Social Psychology. At the very center
of social psychology just a few years ago, ego depletion has
quickly found itself on the outs. Deserved or not, the topic
of ego depletion is now widely seen as too controversial for
most, one of the chief victims of the replication crisis (Fri-
ese, Loschelder, Gieseler, Frankenbach, & Inzlicht, 2019).

Numerous social psychologists who were once active
researchers of ego depletion have abandoned the topic,
but not the authors of this Special Issue: Ego Depletion. The
authors have done the hard work of setting right the good
ship ego depletion. Some authors have started the long
and hard task of establishing the construct validity of basic
laboratory tasks (Wimmer, Dome, Hancock, & Wennekers,
2019), some have developed high-powered designs to
probe the basic depletion effect (Wenzel, Lind, Rowland,
Zahn, & Kubiak, 2019), and others have provided critical
tests of long-held assertions (Finley, Tang, & Schmeichel,
2019). In doing so, these authors have made important

contributions to the highly contested field of ego depletion.
Yet, other authors propose that there is no future for ego
depletion (Vadillo, 2019), that ego depletion is sinking,
and that the best course of action is to abandon the ship.

Some observers appear content to look away from the
controversy, construing it as a problem specific to ego
depletion and having little bearing on their own cherished
topics. In this view, the problems of ego depletion are
encapsulated, fenced off, with few lessons for other areas.
To us, however, the most troubling aspect of this contro-
versy is not what it suggests about ego depletion, but what
it suggests about social psychology more broadly. If the
mere existence of ego depletion, with its 600+ studies of
apparent support, is seriously doubted by many, what can
be confidently regarded as real in social psychology
(Baumeister, 2019)? What other topics that appear true
and real, that have amassed a mountain of apparent sup-
port (e.g., Border et al., 2019), will be disbelieved next?
The true lessons reach much farther than ego depletion,
perhaps indicting considerable parts of our discipline.
Before contemplating these unnerving possibilities, we offer
a summary of how things changed so rapidly for research
on ego depletion.
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A Brief History of Ego Depletion

The story of ego depletion contains four principal chapters,
the contents of which are still being written, including by
authors of the current Special Issue: Ego Depletion and Self-
Control: Conceptual and Empirical Advances.

Ego Depletion Captivates Social
Psychology

In 1994, Roy Baumeister and his colleagues (Baumeister,
Heatherton, & Tice, 1994) proposed the resource model of
self-control (see Gieseler, Loschelder, & Friese, 2019), with
the first empirical confirmations of it coming a few years
later (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998;
Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998). The resource model
proposed that self-control is a central, yet limited resource.
Self-control is thought to be central in the sense that it
underlies a vast array of behaviors that appear different,
yet that involve the inhibition of some pressing urge or
impulse. Self-control fuels one’s capacity to eat broccoli over
chocolate or stay calm while experiencing emotional duress.
Self-control is thought to be limited in the sense that it relies
on a resource that runs out after use, a sort of mental fuel.
Engaging self-control consumes and partially depletes this
limited inner resource, leaving one in a state of ego deple-
tion that leaves further efforts at self-control prone to failure
(Baumeister, 2014; Baumeister, Vohs, & Tice, 2007). The
resourcemodel further proposed that in the long run, engag-
ing in self-control would have a training effect and build up
self-control strength, just like a physical muscle that is
getting stronger with regular exercise (Baumeister & Vohs,
2016b; cf. Friese, Frankenbach, Job, & Loschelder, 2017).

The notion that self-control is central, that it underlies a
far range of different behaviors, is what made ego depletion
special. It is the broad applicability of ego depletion that
captivated social psychology for two decades. Hundreds of
studies were soon being published implicating ego depletion
in all matter of outcomes: eating, drinking alcohol, exercise,
aggression, test performance, smoking, drug use, cheating,
empathy, racism, marital infidelity, to name just a few (see
Baumeister & Tierney, 2011, for a review). Soon after, ego
depletion left the social psychology laboratory to have an
impact in health, medical, and educational contexts (Dai,
Milkman, Hofmann, & Staats, 2014; Persson, Barrafrem,
Meunier, & Tinghög, 2019; Sievertsen, Gino, & Piovesan,
2016). This was a truly exciting time because it appeared
like a simple principle could help us make sense of a vast
array of behaviors in numerous life domains not only in
humans, but even in other animals (e.g., Miller, Pattison,
DeWall, Rayburn-Reeves, & Zentall, 2010). And this
excitement was shared by many in and out of the field,

including by the former President Barack Obama (Lewis,
2012).

Despite its existential controversy, we submit that
exciting work is still being conducted, including work that
does not focus on self-control performance, but on other
outcomes that may be affected by the exertion of effort.
In this special issue, for example, we learned that self-
control and effortful exertion are visible to others (Furley,
Kohlhaas, Englert, Nieuwenhuys, & Bertrams, 2019). That
is, perceivers can accurately determine whether someone
did or did not exert effort on a previous task from thin slices
of nonverbal, facial expressions. We also learned that
working on an effortful task may affect subsequent pupil
dilation while viewing rewarding stimuli, possibly indicating
differential reward sensitivity (Giacomantonio, Jordan, &
Fennis, 2019). Under other circumstances, effort might
affect subsequent ratings of pain (Silvestrini, Vuignier,
Matthey, & Piguet, 2019).

Is Self-Control Really a Limited Resource?

Despite the immense appeal of the phenomenon of ego
depletion, the process via which depletion came about
became a topic of much debate (Inzlicht & Berkman,
2015). That is, scholars started asking why exerting self-con-
trol on one task impacted self-control on a subsequent task,
increasingly finding the resource model wanting. The
resource model, at least in its original form, suggested that
initial bouts of self-control deplete and drain the mental
fuel needed to power the will. Yet questions and inconsis-
tencies started appearing.

First, if self-control is powered by some limited resource,
what precisely is this resource? One influential account sug-
gested that the resource is more than a metaphor and that
its identity is blood glucose (Gailliot et al., 2007). Despite its
intuitive appeal, however, this notion never stood up to
scrutiny (Kurzban, 2010). And, in this special issue, we have
perhaps the most rigorous test (and failure) of the glucose
hypothesis that may put this notion to rest for good (Finley
et al., 2019; see also, Dang, 2016b; Vadillo, Gold, & Osman,
2016, for reviews).

Second, if depletion is about some incapacity – if people
are unable to control themselves because of resource
unavailability – it is difficult to understand how small moti-
vational incentives could reverse depletion instantly. Stud-
ies started showing that even when people worked hard
on a previous task, supposedly in a state of ego depletion,
they could perform just fine on a subsequent task if they
were sufficiently motivated. For example, paying partici-
pants, telling them the research was for a good cause, or
simply being kind to them was sufficient to ease the deple-
tion effect (Luethi et al., 2016; Muraven, Gagné, & Rosman,
2008; Muraven & Slessareva, 2003). Numerous such
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studies started appearing (see Loschelder & Friese, 2016;
Masicampo, Martin, & Anderson, 2014, for reviews),
making it clear that the resource model was insufficient
and in need of amendment. In the current special issue,
we see at least two papers that highlight problems with
the original resource model, both of which question the
idea that self-control failure is the product of some mental
fuel that is no longer available (Giacomantonio et al., 2019;
Silvestrini et al., 2019).

In response to these theoretical deficiencies, a number of
scholars started proposing alternative accounts of the ego
depletion effect (Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2012; Inzlicht, Sch-
meichel, & Macrae, 2014; Kool & Botvinick, 2014; Kurzban,
Duckworth, Kable, & Myers, 2013). While the alternative
accounts are far from identical, they each place motivation
at the center. Initial bouts of effortful control, according to
these accounts, do not diminish people’s ability to exert
subsequent effort, but diminish people’s willingness to exert
effort. People fail to control themselves sufficiently because
they choose not to, perhaps because they find alternative
courses of action more rewarding. These motivational
accounts are not without their own critiques (Baumeister
& Vohs, 2016b). Nonetheless, they were sufficient to com-
pel a revision of the original resource model (Baumeister,
2014) that arguably makes it difficult to distinguish from
motivational accounts at the proximate level of analysis
(Inzlicht & Berkman, 2015; Inzlicht & Schmeichel, 2016).

Is Ego Depletion Real?

Despite the excitement with which these alternative
accounts were greeted (at least by some scholars), their
generativity was short lived because it soon became clear
that they were alternative explanations for a phenomenon
whose very existence was increasingly doubted. Instead of
scrutinizing new theoretical models trying to explain the
origins of ego depletion effects, the field took a step back-
ward (read: forward) to re-assess the basics. The first sign
that something was not right with the ego depletion litera-
ture was a series of bias-corrected analyses suggesting that
the overall ego depletion effect was, at best, a lot smaller
than previously thought or, at worst, not significantly differ-
ent from zero (Carter, Kofler, Forster, & McCullough, 2015;
Carter & McCullough, 2014). This contrasted sharply with
an early meta-analysis suggesting that the overall ego
depletion effect was not only robust, but large in size by
today’s standards (Hagger, Wood, Stiff, & Chatzisarantis,
2010), about 50% larger than the average effect in social
psychology (Richard, Bond, & Stokes-Zoota, 2003). One
problem with this early meta-analysis was that it did not
include even a single unpublished study, nor did it attempt
to correct for so-called small-study effects that may con-
tribute to an overestimation of meta-analytic effect size

estimates. This early analysis, that is, failed to correct for
serious threats to the validity of any meta-analysis: publica-
tion bias and imprecise small studies.

Although not without their own controversy (Inzlicht,
Gervais, & Berkman, 2015), there now exist multiple meth-
ods to correct for these biases (Carter, Schönbrodt, Gervais,
& Hilgard, 2019). And when a series of these bias-correc-
tion techniques were applied (Carter et al., 2015; Carter &
McCullough, 2014), some of them made the ego depletion
effect appear small, possibly nonexistent. To be sure, each
of these methods is imperfect and should not necessarily be
trusted when looked at in isolation, but when several of
these methods converged on the notion that bias is a seri-
ous concern in the ego depletion literature, it became clear
that uncorrected meta-analytic effect size estimates were
likely considerably off the mark.

Pointing out deficiencies of these bias-corrected meta-
analyses, numerous scholars pushed back on their conclu-
sions (Cunningham & Baumeister, 2016; Inzlicht et al.,
2015), suggesting that a more definitive evaluation could
be reached by preregistered, high-powered replications
(Inzlicht & Berkman, 2015). While a few failed replications
of the classic ego depletion effect started appearing in the
literature shortly thereafter (Xu et al., 2014), some even
preregistered (Lurquin et al., 2016) scholars only started
to change their minds en masse after a widely publicized
registered replication report failed to find any evidence of
ego depletion (Hagger et al., 2016). This report involved
23 laboratories worldwide collectively testing over 2,000
participants. Of note, when the participating laboratories
were polled in advance, 22 out of 23 of them (some of
whom were experts in self-control) predicted that they
would successfully replicate the depletion effect.

To be fair, it is difficult to say how valid a test this multi-
site replication of one specific ego depletion study really
was. Several scholars raised doubts and criticized various
aspects of the study and the process that led to it (Baumeis-
ter, 2019; Baumeister & Vohs, 2016a; Dang, 2016a). Never-
theless, that this highly powered study returned no
evidence of ego depletion was a real blow, the effects of
which we are still grappling with today. Indeed, a critical
analysis of the various arguments in favor of or against
the reality of ego depletion suggested that despite 600+
studies appearing to demonstrate ego depletion, the avail-
able evidence was inconclusive (Friese et al., 2019). This
uncertainty is evident in this Special Issue: Ego Depletion
and Self-Control: Conceptual and Empirical Advances as well.
Four studies with relatively large sample sizes (average N
per cell = 131.71) found no evidence of depletion (Finley
et al., 2019; Wenzel, Lind, et al., 2019; Wimmer et al.,
2019); another four studies with considerably lower sample
sizes (average N per cell = 38.25) found at least weak
support (Furley et al., 2019; Giacomantonio et al., 2019;
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Silvestrini et al., 2019). Of note, this special issue includes a
paper suggesting that considering the ego depletion litera-
ture as a whole the more recent the studies, the smaller
the depletion effect, with a distinct possibility of depletion
disappearing as a topic that reveals effect sizes in the
expected direction by the year 2020 (Vadillo, 2019).

Starting Over

Despite the feeling of desperation some of us are today feel-
ing, there are reasons to not completely abandon the topic.
First, despite some assertions to the contrary (Vohs, Glass,
Maddox, & Markman, 2010), ego depletion can be con-
strued as a form of mental fatigue (Baumeister, 2019;
Inzlicht & Berkman, 2015), which has long been known
to have downstream consequences on thoughts and behav-
iors (Hockey, 2013). All of us have experienced feeling
tired, of not having enough energy to continue working,
and when these feelings accrue, we typically have the
desire to stop exerting effort. In fact, lay people we speak
to sometimes wonder if this seemingly trivial notion is
really worthy of the extensive study: “Do we really need sci-
entific research to find out whether people feel less inclined to
do effortful stuff when feeling drained? Of course people do!”
Indeed, there is evidence that depletion/fatigue affects out-
comes in real life, including medical decisions and medical
compliance among health-care workers (Allan et al., 2019;
Dai et al., 2014), though these real-world effects are some-
times contradictory (Allan et al., 2019; Randles, Harlow, &
Inzlicht, 2017; Wenzel, Rowland, Zahn, & Kubiak, 2019).
Yet, it is unclear to what extent this real-life phenomenol-
ogy is reflected in typical ego depletion studies in the
laboratory.

If depletion is nothing but a form of mental fatigue, then
certainly we should be able to find evidence of it in labora-
tory settings. Generating this evidence, however, might
require radically different approaches and laboratory para-
digms. In some ways, the next chapter of research on ego
depletion has started over, rethinking not only the concept
of ego depletion (Lurquin & Miyake, 2017), but also how to
experimentally evoke it in the laboratory and measure it in
the field.

Conceptual and empirical work has suggested that not
only is depletion akin to fatigue, it might also have a family
resemblance to boredom (Milyavskaya, Inzlicht, Johnson, &
Larson, 2018; Westgate &Wilson, 2018). Scholars have also
started to systematically experiment with the ego depletion
paradigm, including in this special issue. For example,
whereas typical depletion paradigms evoke depletion with
only a few minutes of mental effort, startling work has sug-
gested that multiple hours might be needed for deple-
tion/fatigue to truly set in (Blain, Hollard, & Pessiglione,
2016). Whereas typical depletion paradigms have used

between-subject designs, newer approaches have experi-
mented with within-subject or so-called crossover designs
(Francis, Milyavskaya, Lin, & Inzlicht, 2018; Lin, Saunders,
Friese, & Inzlicht, 2019; Wenzel, Lind, et al., 2019).

Most heartening, scholars are starting the long and ongo-
ing process of validating experimental procedures to deter-
mine whether they are even capable of evoking depletion
effects and whether such evocations follow a dose–response
relationship (Wimmer et al., 2019). Importantly, similar con-
struct validation work is needed for dependent variables.
There is a host of different self-control-related dependent
variables that only share a small common core (Duckworth
& Kern, 2011; Saunders, Milyavskaya, Etz, Randles, &
Inzlicht, 2018). Likely, not all of themwill be equally suitable
to assess ego depletion effects, many of them may need to
be tailored to the specific population a study is conducted
in (Baumeister, 2019). Further, there may be specific combi-
nations of independent and dependent variables that more
reliably produce ego depletion effects than the same depen-
dent variable, but with a different independent variable
(Gieseler et al., 2019). Although such systematic attempts
at construct validation should have occurred at the outset
of this program of research two decades ago (beyond the
occasional unreported pretests in some laboratories;
Baumeister, 2019), it is not too late to start now. Indeed,
the very survival of ego depletion as a legitimate scientific
concept might rely on such attempts.

Recommendations for Future
Research on Ego Depletion

As heartening as these initial steps are, the field still has a
ways to go before it regains scientific respectability. Follow-
ing other prescriptions (Friese et al., 2019), including
insightful ones in this special issue (Wenzel, Lind, et al.,
2019, Table 3), we offer a set of recommendations for
future research on ego depletion, if not for social psychol-
ogy more generally.

First, we advise scholars to increase the precision of the-
ory to escape what some call the conceptual crisis of ego
depletion (Lurquin & Miyake, 2017). A major step in such
clarification is to establish construct validity for the various
independent and dependent variables used in ego depletion
research (e.g., Arber et al., 2017). For example, though it is
widely used to evoke depletion, the letter-cancelation task
has never been validated as an appropriate tool for such
ends. Unfortunately, in this special issue, we learn that this
task failed basic tests of validation and as such might not be
a suitable inducer of ego depletion (Wimmer et al., 2019).
We wonder how other commonly used manipulations will
fare when their validity is scrutinized.
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A related step is to offer clear operational definitions of
self-control itself so that we can assess the extent to which
independent and dependent variables tap the construct
(Lurquin & Miyake, 2017). Most critical, though, is to derive
more well specified models that make unambiguous, falsi-
fiable predictions (Gieseler et al., 2019). For example, both
updates (Baumeister & Vohs, 2016b; Evans, Boggero, &
Segerstrom, 2016) and alternatives to the resource model
(Inzlicht et al., 2014; Kurzban et al., 2013) suggest motiva-
tion plays a critical role (as moderator for the former and
mediation for the latter). However, neither account speci-
fies when people become unwilling to exert further effort,
making it difficult to predict when one should observe an
ego depletion effect or not (Lurquin & Miyake, 2017). Such
specification is needed to move forward.

Second, we recommend a moratorium on non-preregis-
tered empirical studies of ego depletion. Going forward,
that is, we suggest that all empirical investigations of ego
depletion be preregistered. We note, with some lament, that
not a single paper in this Special Issue: Ego Depletion and Self-
Control: Conceptual and Empirical Advances included a pre-
registered study. Such preregistration is important because
it acts as a barrier against (even inadvertent) use of ques-
tionable research practices (Simmons, Nelson, & Simon-
sohn, 2011) that inflate both the rate of false positives
and effect sizes, effect sizes and lower the trustworthiness
of findings. In a field that has suffered such reputational
damage, increasing trust is paramount.

Third, we recommend that future empirical investiga-
tions practice the full range of open science practices, which
include not only preregistration, but also posting of open
data and materials and running high-powered studies.
Many of the studies in this special issue used high-powered
designs (e.g., Finley et al., 2019; Wenzel, Lind, et al., 2019),
and all of the papers posted open data and open materials.

Related, given how badly publication bias has warped the
field of ego depletion (Friese et al., 2019), future papers
need a full accounting of their file drawers. Publication bias
is as severe a threat to the research literature as the use of
questionable research practices. The most tangible conse-
quence of questionable research practices is a sharp
increase in false positives that may give the impression of
a reliable effect when in fact there is little to see. This
may motivate other researchers to study the effect further
and waste resources. The most tangible consequence of
publication bias, by contrast, is the distortion of meta-ana-
lytic effect size estimates. Meta-analyses are regarded as
particularly trustworthy sources of evidence; thus, biases
in meta-analytic results may hamper scientific progress
because incorrect theories and beliefs may remain popular
(Friese & Frankenbach, in press). Therefore, we need to
know how many studies were conducted on any particular
research question to calibrate the strength of evidence for

any one claim. Going forward, we thus advise that papers
report on every single study conducted on a specific
research question (even the null results) and to explicitly
state that they have reported on all studies. In some cases,
internal meta-analyses of all studies conducted on a given
research question may provide an informative summary
of the evidence (Goh, Hall, & Rosenthal, 2016).

Fourth, we recommend that scholars leave the laboratory
to conduct field research in the real world. The popularity
of ego depletion was due, in no small part, to how widely
applicable the idea was in the real world. Despite this broad
applicability, work on depletion has mostly been conducted
in the sterile confines of the experimental laboratory.
Instead, we recommend that scholars interrogate depletion
in the wild (e.g., Baumeister, Wright, & Carreon, 2019; Hof-
mann, Baumeister, Förster, & Vohs, 2012; Milyavskaya &
Inzlicht, 2017; Wilkowski, Ferguson, Williamson, & Lappi,
2018). More than that, we recommend that scholars con-
duct observational studies that examine depletion as it
impacts important outcomes in the real world (Allan
et al., 2019; Dai et al., 2014). Every paper in this special
issue used an experimental laboratory approach; we hope
to see more work bridging laboratory and field in the future.

Ego Depletion as a Cautionary Tale

This special issue of Social Psychology and our commentary
of it have been about ego depletion. In many ways, how-
ever, the history we recounted and the recommendations
we gave apply to social psychology more broadly. It would
be a mistake, in our estimation, to think the problems we
have outlined here are specific to ego depletion. Instead,
we urge readers to look in the mirror and ask themselves
if they see parallels between the unsettling story of ego
depletion and their own cherished research topics. If
researchers now wonder if a research topic with so much
apparent support may in fact be a figment, we need to
ask what other research areas might be similarly
problematic.

Broad tests of the replicability of psychology suggest
that the case of ego depletion might be less exception
and more rule in social psychology, where a majority of
papers have failed the replication test (Klein et al.,
2018; Nosek & Lakens, 2014; Open Science Collabora-
tion, 2015). To be sure, replication projects have received
their share of criticism and good points have been made.
Nevertheless, it is beyond doubt to us that social psychol-
ogy has a serious issue to grapple with. Indeed, we see
uncomfortable similarities between the state of ego
depletion and the state of numerous well-known and
apparently well-supported research areas. For example,
the phenomenon of stereotype threat (Spencer, Steele,
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& Quinn, 1999; Steele & Aronson, 1995) has so much
apparent empirical support, and it long left the confines
of the laboratory and has been applied to real school set-
tings (Miyake et al., 2010). Yet, not only has stereotype
threat failed a number of replication tests (Ganley
et al., 2013; Pennington, Litchfield, McLatchie, & Heim,
2019), some of these tests were preregistered in advance
(Flore, Mulder, & Wicherts, 2019). Most troubling, meta-
analyses that accounted for publication bias and small-
study effects suggest the effect of stereotype threat is a
lot smaller than previously thought, possibly no different
from zero (Flore & Wicherts, 2015; Zigerell, 2017).

The area of so-called behavioral priming seemed simi-
larly well-supported only a few years ago, with its methods
ubiquitous in the field (Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996). But,
now numerous registered replication failures (Doyen, Klein,
Pichon, & Cleeremans, 2012; Harris, Coburn, Rohrer, &
Pashler, 2013; O’Donnell et al., 2018) have made using
such methods practically forbidden. Research on embodi-
ment (Donnellan, Lucas, & Cesario, 2015; Wagenmakers
et al., 2016), money priming (Lodder, Ong, Grasman, &
Wicherts, 2019), candidate genes (Border et al., 2019),
and mindset interventions (Glerum, Loyens, Wijnia, & Rik-
ers, 2019; Sisk, Burgoyne, Sun, Butler, & Macnamara, 2018;
but see, Yeager et al., 2019) have each suffered similarly.

Our point here is not to provide a comprehensive list of
research areas that have suffered under the current regime
of methodological (and also theoretical!) rigor. Instead, it is
to suggest that many areas in social psychology may have
fared poorly. While it is easy to point a finger of disparage-
ment at ego depletion, it is wiser to reflect on how we may
have collectively erred in too many research areas and to
ask how we can lift our beleaguered topics onto more solid
evidentiary footing. There is no alternative to regaining
trust in the field more broadly. On the positive side, critical
reconsiderations of cherished findings will allow the field to
more confidently stand by the phenomena that are robust
and trustworthy and that make a difference to people’s
lives. The recommendations we have for other areas are
thus the same as for ego depletion: drafting more precise
and falsifiable theory, establishing the construct validity of
our experimental manipulations and dependent variables,
practicing the full suite of open science practices, especially
preregistration, accounting for the file drawer, and so on.
Our hope is that in the future we can avoid some of the pit-
falls that might have unnaturally propped up phenomena
like ego depletion. As unsettling as the story of ego deple-
tion is, we hope to learn from it and not repeat it.

Conclusion

This special issue of Social Psychology has allowed us to reflect
on the tumultuous past of ego depletion and to ponder its

possible future. The papers in this special issue have con-
tributed to the study of ego depletion in various ways. These
papers have described the phenomenon of self-control (Fur-
ley et al., 2019), tested alternatives to the resource model
(Giacomantonio et al., 2019; Silvestrini et al., 2019), pro-
posed new paradigms (Wenzel, Lind, et al., 2019), tested
long-held assertions (Finley et al., 2019), and examined con-
struct validity (Wimmer et al., 2019). Lurking behind each of
these papers is the vexing question of whether ego depletion
is even real. For a topic that has been studied for over two
decades with 600+ studies of apparent support, this is an
untenable situation (Friese et al., 2019).

We can do better. If ego depletion is to have a future –

and there are no guarantees (Vadillo, 2019) – scholars will
need to start over and establish its empirical bona fides
one step at a time.
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