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Although we appreciate Guzzo et al., (2022) addressing the issue of open science practices (OSPs)
and pointing out potential risks, we believe that their focal article is neither an accurate reflection
of OSPs nor of the related perils. In our commentary, we highlight and elaborate the following
four (partly) interrelated and problematic issues that run the risk of misrepresenting the useful-
ness of OSPs: (a) There are very good reasons why OSPs are currently discussed, although they are
hardly mentioned by Guzzo and colleagues. The perils that the authors perceive are either (b)
exaggerated and dramatized or (c) simply due to misconceptions related to OSPs on their part.
(iv) Guzzo et al. see a dichotomy between different types of science within Industrial, Work, and
Organizational (IWO) Psychology and suppose that the usefulness of OSPs is limited to only one
of them (i.e., the hypothetico-deductive approach).

OSPs as a bad “new” key norm
In view of an article that intends to advocate for the value of open science, it was astonishing to see
how little attention the authors devoted to illustrating how OSPs can, in fact, address current
problems that plague many different literatures. These problems comprise (among others): (a)
a widespread unwillingness by authors to share their data, (b) big difficulties to reproduce pub-
lished findings even if the data are available, (c) an alarmingly high rate of confirmed hypotheses
in the published literature that is most likely due to (d) the journals’ unwillingness to publish null
findings and (e) resulting file-drawering of statistically nonsignificant findings, and (f) an under-
representation of replication studies (Ryan & Tipu, 2022). Moreover, the way in which the authors
describe these problems is rather misleading. For instance, there is a broad consensus in the lit-
erature that questionable research practices (QRPs; e.g., only reporting supported hypotheses) are
not the same thing as plain fraud (e.g., Banks et al., 2016). However, the authors equate these two
and incorrectly describe that OSPs were developed to prevent fraud, although OSPs were in fact
developed to reduce researchers’ use of QRPs.

However, more importantly for this commentary and deviating from Guzzo et al., (2022), we
are not convinced that IWO Psychology is currently governed by norms that define “good”
research. By contrast, OSPs have been repeatedly shown to have the potential to improve the cur-
rently problematic state. For instance, studies with high statistical power, methodological trans-
parency, and preregistration were found to be highly replicable—a very desirable, but often not
realized feature in psychology research (Protzko et al., 2020). Moreover, preregistered studies were
found to be more transparent regarding the reporting of their findings than non-preregistered
studies and exhibited a lower rate of confirmed hypotheses (Toth et al., 2020). As a last example,
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Open Science Badges were not only found to increase materials and data sharing. With Open
Science Badges, the shared data were also more likely available and correct, as well as usable
and complete (as compared to when authors only indicated data availability; Kidwell et al.,
2016). Altogether, when applying OSPs to IWO Psychology research, currently prevailing prob-
lematic research practices would change for the better.

There is a movement in the direction of transparency and full data sharing
Guzzo et al., (2022) perceived a peril in terms of disclosure and sharing. First, we want to acknowl-
edge that data sharing can sometimes be problematic or even impossible, especially in view of
company data that would give competitors valuable insights or that allows the identification
of single employees. Nonetheless, this problem has already been recognized for a long time
and there is no lack of constructive ideas on how to address it (Banks et al., 2016). In fact,
Guzzo et al. themselves name a few of these measures (e.g., sharing only a relevant portion of
a full data set or a correlation matrix).

It is, however, more important in the context of the current commentary, that there is clearly no
visible movement in IWO Psychology in the direction of complete transparency and full data shar-
ing as an absolute requirement. There are two crucial pieces of evidence that Guzzo et al., (2022)
neglect, but that clearly confirm our perspective. First, the Transparency and Openness Promotion
(TOP) guidelines (Nosek et al., 2015), which are used to design and evaluate journal policies
regarding Open Science, very clearly articulate that even the two strictest levels of data transpar-
ency (Level 3 and Level 2) do not prescribe public data sharing (see Table 1, for the exact formu-
lations of these levels). Importantly, even if data sharing would be required (, which is currently
not the case, see Table 1), data would not have to be shared publicly, but they would have to be
provided in the review process to allow for an independent reproduction of the reported analyses
prior to publication. Similarly, if the second strictest transparency level were applied by a journal
(, which is currently the case for only 29 of 240 Psychology and 6 of 40 Business & Management
journals, see Table 1), researchers could always argue why they cannot or do not want to share (or
upload) their data.

Second, data on how journals currently adopt these standards clearly reflect that most journals
have not implemented any data sharing requirements at all so far. For instance, an analysis of the
current implementation of data transparency requirements for “Psychology” and “Business and

Table 1. Overview of the currently realized TOP standard “data transparency” for the journal categories “Business &
Management” and “Psychology” (taken from the TOP Factor Website [https://topfactor.org/])

TOP factor level

Business &
Management Psychology

N % N %

Level 3: Data must be posted to a trusted repository and reported analyses
will be reproduced independently prior to publication.

0 0 % 1 0.42 %

Level 2: Data must be posted to a trusted repository. Exceptions
must be identified at article submission.

6 15 % 29 12.08 %

Level 1: Article states whether data are available, and, if so, where to
access them.

8 20 % 82 34.17 %

Not Implemented: Journal encourages data sharing or does not provide
any information about data transparency.

26 65 % 128 53.33 %

Overall 40 100 % 240 100 %

Note. Some journals are included in “Business & Management” and “Psychology.”
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Management” journals using the TOP factor website (https://topfactor.org/) reveals that more
than half of the journals in Psychology and about two-thirds of the journals in Business and
Management do not have any data sharing-related requirements at all (see Table 1).
Moreover, there is only one single journal—the journal Meta-Psychology—in Psychology (one
out of 240) and no journal in Business andManagement where data sharing is an absolute require-
ment. In our own current research, we found similar results specifically for IWO journals (Torka
et al., 2022). Thus, the authors’ claims regarding data sharing appear to be exaggerated and their
recommendation on how to solve this problem is already fully implemented in the TOP guidelines
(Nosek et al., 2015). To sum it up, it is neither the idea underlying OSPs to force researchers to
engage in unwanted research practices, nor is there any movement in such a direction. There is
also no competition between journals to achieve the strictest levels of transparency and openness.
By contrast, data sharing requirements can help to alleviate the current lack of data sharing and
related problems with reproducing reported findings in the research literature.

Replications as a driver of research with inadequate statistical power
When describing the paradox of replication, it appears as if Guzzo et al., (2022) have (fundamen-
tal) misconceptions about OSPs. First, given the underrepresentation of replication studies (Ryan
& Tipu, 2022) that is accompanied by typically low statistical power in the original studies, we do
not currently know which findings from IWO Psychology can be replicated at all and which find-
ings cannot. There is little reason to assume that IWO Psychology has a higher replication rate
than the rather low rates of its neighboring fields like Management, Marketing, or Economics.
This is because the prevailing incentives and publishing practices are highly similar across these
fields.

Second, even if all IWO Psychology findings were replicable, it would be necessary to conduct
further independent and exact replication studies. These studies would allow controlling for sam-
pling error in the original studies and for QRPs (e.g., reporting only supported hypotheses or
arbitrarily excluding outliers to obtain significant results) and they would test whether findings
are generalizable across different populations, companies, countries, and cultures. This is why rep-
lication studies typically find smaller effect sizes and provide more accurate effect size estimates
than the original studies (e.g., Ebersole et al., 2020; Stewart & Shapiro, 2000). Thus, in contrast to
the assertions of Guzzo et al., (2022), IWO Psychology does not only need conceptual, but also
exact replications.

Third and perhaps most importantly, the authors assert that replications will encourage proj-
ects with small sample sizes (Guzzo et al., 2022). However, since the beginning of the recent sys-
tematic replication efforts, it is a broad consensus and widely established that replication studies
have to be adequately powered (e.g., Simonsohn, 2015). In line with this consensus and in contrast
to the assertions by Guzzo et al., replication studies typically have much more statistical power
than the original studies. This important feature not only applies to large-scale replications (e.g.,
Ebersole et al., 2020), but also regular replication studies (e.g., Stewart & Shapiro, 2000). Hence,
given the higher power of replication studies, the assertion that replications run the risk of over-
estimating the magnitude of “true” relationships is simply wrong. In fact, the opposite is true:
Well-powered replication studies often help to adequately assess the magnitude of “true” relation-
ships, and they typically find (much) smaller effect sizes than the original studies (e.g., Ebersole
et al., 2020; Stewart & Shapiro, 2000).

Preregistrations explicitly rely on a hypothetico-deductive approach
Guzzo et al., (2022) postulate a pronounced dichotomy between hypothetico-deductive research
and applied research (i.e., field research in organizations) regarding their respective adequacy in
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view of OSPs (e.g., regarding preregistrations). We believe that this dichotomous perspective is
false for several reasons. First, preregistering a study does not limit the possibilities to engage
in any type of research. In fact, it does not inhibit creating new explanations after data collection.
It rather prevents presenting a post hoc finding as having been predicted a priori (i.e.,
Hypothesizing After the Results are Known [HARKing]). Moreover, not OSPs, but research prac-
tices like HARKing and further QRPs devalue exploratory studies because much too often it is not
clear how researchers end up with the findings they report in their manuscripts. By contrast, pre-
registering a study simply helps (a) to distinguish between studies that develop versus test hypoth-
eses or (b) to illustrate at which points of time (or in which analytical steps) hypotheses are
developed and then tested when using the same data set for both activities. In fact, preregistrations
were likened to a systematic research log that clarifies which findings are consistent with and
which diverged from expectations (Haven et al., 2020). Such a research log can build the needed
trust in reported (exploratory) findings because the research process becomes more transparent.

Moreover, preregistrations can also accommodate innovative approaches, for instance analyz-
ing big data from organizations, which Guzzo et al., (2022) describe as particularly problematic in
their article. The different preregistration templates offered in the Open Science Framework
(OSF),1 the most prominent tool for preregistrations in psychology, and especially the template
for analyzing preexisting data by Mertens and Krypotos (2019) are known for their flexibility. We
suspect that the authors’ wrong impression was guided by their apparently exclusive focus on the
preregistration platform aspredicted.org and the related template, which is primarily tailored to
the needs of experimental research.

Second, preregistrations are neither rigid nor “one-size-fit-all” devices that cannot be accom-
modated to own projects. Thus, there are various templates for all kinds of research approaches
and methods that clearly show that preregistration is not limited to the hypothetico-deductive
research approach. For instance, there are templates available for qualitative research (i.e., a
research approach that is very often used for inductive projects; Haven et al., 2020), the analysis
of preexisting data (Mertens & Krypotos, 2019), or meta-analyses. Hence, we do not share the
authors’ presented dichotomy of research approaches because preregistration comes in many dif-
ferent forms and shapes and can be handled very flexibly. In summary, we do not believe that
OSPs would prevent any research in IWO Psychology because no one will be forced to apply
OSPs that would harm a research project, are inconsistent with ethical guidelines, or would
get a person/company in trouble. By contrast, we firmly believe that more transparency and open-
ness have the potential to improve and strengthen current and future IWO Psychology research.
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